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ABSTRACT

The Council of Chief State School Officer's project on Dissemination
‘Management had as its primaryy focus assisting chief state school officers
in taking a close look at progress that had been made in establishing
effective dissemination/school improvemént programs in state departments
of education, what factcrs had been most significant in the development
of those programs, and which programs/services/resources were most important
to have available if development wers fo continue. In turn, the project was
to develop a set of recommendations for the National Institute of Education,
based on those factors.
The project accomplished the following:
(1) A survey of the states, with 50 states anc six territories responding,
was conducted, and the results were shared with chiefs and disseuination
practitioners across the country.
(2) Project staff, the project study group of chiefs, and a planning
committee looked at the results of the survey and the products of five
other méjq: dissemination studieé apqhapplied that information to a review
pf nroposed recommendations for NIE.

. (3) Theée Council's Committee on Coordinating Educational Information and
Research, made up of, over the life of the project, 15 chiefs, reviewed
the products of the project on six occasionsi
(4) The Council's Board of Directors and general membership both approved
unanimously the recomméndations that were submitted to NIE on March 25, 1982.
Those recommendatioﬁs, briefly stated, were:

(1) The State Dissemination Leadership Project, ERIC, the R4D Exchange,
and the National Diffusion Nc¢twork are important services to state depart-

ments of education and should be continued and adequately funded.



(2) Special purpose grants specifically for the purpose of completing
key dissemination functions in SEAs should be made available.

() Research and evaluation are functions of the federal government:.

Therefore, NIE should continue to fund major programs that help state

staff both understand the processes of change and the effectiveness of
state, federal, and local attemﬁts to cause change to occur.

(4) Tha Education Department should create an internal Dissemination

Policy Council to coordinate the development of tules and regulafions

across the Department for dissemination/scﬂool improvement activities.

It should work from a common definition of dissemination, and SEA

practitioners should sii as full members of the Council.
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I. Introduction

Dissemination-~what is it, and why is it important to chief state school
officers?

That question was the basis for an unsolicited proposal submitted to the
National Institute of Education in July 1979 by the Council of Chief State
"School Officers and funded by NIE effective March 31, 1980.

William F. Pierce, executive director of the Council, ivitiated the
development of the proponsal. He believed that, even though most states had

4dissemiﬁation activities under way, few chiefs really understood the concept
of dissemination under which those activities were operating. He strongly
supported the concept of dissemination and school improvement being terms so
interrelated that they could not be seen as separate operations. However, he
felt that few chiefs had the informiiion they needed to understand this concept
and take the steps necessary to see to it that dissemination for school improve-
ment became an institutionalized function of state departments of education.

The principal goals of the project, as outlined in the proposal, were:

(1) to study the current status of dissemination programs in state depart-
ments of education and to draw some conclusions about which approaches seemed to
be working best; ;

(2) to involve chief state school officers in discussions about those
programs and, in doing so, provide them with the information they needed to

provide the support necessary for programs to succeed in their individual SEAs;

(3) to determine which services and resources being provided to SEAs_from
the nétional and regional levels were most important, and to recommend to the
National Institute of Education strategies, programs, and services that continued
to be needed by states; and '

(4) to develop and institutionalize a dissemination program within the

Council of Chief State School Officers that could continue to provide support to



the Council's members.

The proposal prepared by the Council and approved by NIE was general in
nature, providing flexibility so that activities could be developed that fit
current situations. This aspect of the project came to be especially important
because of events that occurred soon after the project began.

In November 1980, the change in administrations occurred, and a new attitude
toQard the federal role in education became obvious. The new administration
advocated a reduction in federal funds, the dismantlement of the Department of
Education, and a general change in the involvement of the federal governmment in
the conduct of education. At the same éime, state legislatures began to cut
state funds and reduce state staff. The events in Washington and in state capitals
both haé a significant imbact én the activities plarned for the Council's dissemi-
nation project. Most importantly, it virtually eliminated any possibility of
getting a high level of involvemcnt by chiefs themselves in the project's activities.

Because of these events, the Council proposed to NIE that a different approach
be taken to wroduce information that would accomplish the purposes of the project.
Basically, those changes were to conduct a data gathering activity to study the
status of dissemination in state departments of education, discuss thatiinformation
with chiefs through regularly scheduled Council events, and prepare and submit to
NIE recommendations based on those two activities. NIE approved this changes in the
scope of work and actively participated in all activities that occurred from that
point on. The Council-NIE partnership produced = series of events that were
significant, that impacted a large‘percentage of the chief state school officers,
and that led to the development of the recomﬁendations mentioned above.

However, the rather rapid turnover in administrations of NIE during 1982
and 1983.has made it difficult for them to respond in any substantive way to
the Council project's recommendafions. The Council's executive director has
discussed this fact with the current NIE director, and he has expressed his
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willingness to consider the recommendations. It is hoped that, even though
a considerable amount of time has paséed since the recommendations were
submitted, they Qill ultimately receive the attention of the decision-makers
at NE and will influence the creation and maintenance of programs.

It must be said, however, that the results of the project point‘out
a significant fact: ‘programs developed by NIE and other federal departments
have substantially increased the abilities of states to assist local school
districts to improve. Many of the functions, skills, and resources developed
through federally-funded programs remain. - What is now missing is the vehicle
through which states can continue to share their protlems and solutions, their
resources and se:.vices. It is also obvious to an observer of states departments
of education that that cadre of people who participated in those federally
funded programs and developed skills and understandings is slowly disappearing.

As they do, SEAs lose a vzluable tool for assisting local schools to bring about
effective change in the classroom. Attention to the recommendations from the
Council's dissemination project in a timely fashion, and Aappropriate responses
to them by the National Institute of Education, might have helped stem that
erosion of télent.

The Council of Chief State School Officers, as an organization, has, however,
benefitted from the project. The Council's Board of Directors has, through its
participation, come to believe that a dissemination function\is an'intggral part
of its operation. The director of the dissemination project is now a cofe staff
member of the Councii, and new and timely dissemination activities are part of the
day-to-day operation. It is hoped that having this organizational capabilipy will
be of significant assistance to states as they work to maintain school improvement.
programs.. |

The remainder of this report wiil be divided into three sections: a chrono-
logical review of events; a review of accomplishments; and a ‘set df conclusions.

A set of appendixes will provide illumination and substantiation.
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II. Major Events

A, Selection of a project director. Executive Director William Pierce,
after consultation with staté dissemination practitioners and with the approval
of the project officer at NIE, secured the services of Patrick Martin to direct
the project. Martin was, at that time, director of dissemination in the Texés

" Education Agency. While there, he was director of the dissemination capacity
building project, state facilitator for the Muational Diffusion Network, and
director of the Texas program to identify, validate,‘and dissemination effective
state programs. Because of his involvement with these programs, he had the
opportunity to study programs in other states and worked as a consultant to
several states. He was.also a member of the Board of Advisﬁrs for the Regional
Exchange project at the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory. Prior to

B, jéining the Texas'Education Agenc&, he taught for 13 years at both thg high school

;and community college levels. He joined the Council staff on March'Si, 1983, and
has remained as a core staff member following the completion of the project with
the title of Director of Dissemination and Information Management.

B. Infusion into the Council committee structure. All Council projects are

N

assigned for oversight purposes to an appropriate committee. The dissemination
project was assigned to the Committee on Coordinating Educational Information and
Résearch; Commissioner Mark Shedd of Connecticut was chair. The prdject director
reported progress on the project to that committee each time it met for the
duration of the project. |

C. Establishment of a project Study Group. The project proposal called for

the appointment of a Study Group of chief state school officers to provide input
into the development of the project's activities and to determine the appropriatenes:
of those activities. Commissioner Harold Raynolds, Jr., Maine, was chair; the

other members were Lynn Simons, Wyoming; Don Roberts, Arkansas;‘Robert Scanlon,

Pennsylvania; and Fred Burke, New Jersey. The Study Group met each time the




Council's membership met throughout the duration of the project. Secretary
Scanlon provided liaison bétween the Study Group and the Coordinating Educational
Information Research committee, as he was a member of both groups. Members of

the Study Group were an important part of the operation of the project. They
reviewed materials and made suggestions for revision; help set the agenda for
meetings with chief; screened proposed recémmendations; and generally supplied

the chief state school officer point of view to all proposed activities, necessary
in order to make those activities as pertinent as possible.

D. State Dissemination Leadership Project. Soon after the project began,

the project director was appointed to the planning committee for the 1980 State
Dissemination Leadership Project national meeting. The committee met twice,
and the national meeting was held in the fall in Minneapolis. Representatives
from state departments of education heard presentations from project directors
and program directors, and participated in sharing sessions. This was the last
such national meeting held.

E. Establishment of a planning committee. Although it was-not part of the

project proposal, a planning committee of dissemination practitioners at several
levels was proposed by the ﬁroject director to NIE. The suggestion was approved,
and the committee was estabiished; Representatives of several federal agencies,
regional programs, special proiects, and state departments of education were on
the committee. It met three time early . in the project and p?ovided significant
input into the planning processes. The committee was especially important in

the &eveldpment of the-early versions of the recommendations, and also contributed
signficantly to the development of the data gathering instrument. A list of the
committee members and a sample meeting agenda can be found in the appendixes.

F. Briefing for the project by five national studies. Earlylin the first

year of the project, it became obvious that the data collection activities and

development of the recommendations must consider what significant information had




been produced by earlier activities. The project director again proposed an event
that was not part of the original proposal but was considered to be necessary in
order to take advantage of the results of earlier studies. The proposal was to
call together for a one-day seminar the dissemination experts who had conducted

or were conducting major studies of dissemination at the SEA level. NIE approved
the idea, and the seminar was held on November 12, 1980. The following projects
vlere represented:

(1) NTS Study of State Dissemination Capacity Building Program;

(2) Abt Associates Evaluation of the R&D Utilization Project;

(3)' The Network Dissemination Study;

(4) An Early Study of the National Diffusion Network; and

(5) A Study of Education Service Agencies Roles and Functionms.

Persons who conducted those studies attended, and NIE made arrangements
for those persons still under contract to use contract funds to attend. Dr. Lee
Wicklinefldirector of the National Diffusion Network, made arrangements for a
representative of that early studyvto attend.

The information presented that day was important. It provided the project
director and planning committee with ideas and approaches that ultimateiy had
an impact on both the recommendations and the summary documents fhat described
SEA dissemination practices. A copy of the program for thaf seminar, and an
edited transcript of the seminar are in the appendixes.

G. Quail Rbost. Another activity that provided a look back at éctivities
thét had influenced the development of SEA~level dissemination programs was
sponsored by the State Dissemination Leadership Project, with assistance from
the Council's project director. Persons who had been invqlved in the Interstate
Project on Dissemination, the Dissemination Analysis Group, and other studies
were invited to Quail Roost, North Carolina, to discuss what had happened at all
levels since the recommendations from those reports were issued. A large number
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of persons from the Education Department also attended. Although several dis-
cussions were held around the topics on which earlier recommendations were made,
little progress was hade toward a rezl assessment. Observers believed that the
meeting program was not designed adequately to provide for organized study of
the results of recommendations.

In preparation for the Quail Roost meeting, the Council's project director.
worked with the SDLP staff for two days to summarize the recommendations that
had come from a variety of sources. That document did prove to be useful ana
was an effective reference point as the project recommendations were developed.
That summary can be found in the appendixes.

H. Survey of the states. Perhaps the most significant and useful activity

of the project was the survey of the current status of dissemination programs in

state departments of education. An extensive survey had not been part of the

original proposal, but when it became obvious that meetings of chief state school
officers would not be possible, the project director and the NIE project officer
proposed the more extensive data collection. A copy of the survey and the results
of the survey are in the appendixes. In addition, an update of the survey was
completed late in the project. A copy of the update instrument and the results
are also in the appendixes. The project director wrote a thorough summary of the
survey results for a chapter in a new book from Sage Publications that was edited
by Matilda Butler and William Paisley, The chapter describes the more pertinent
results of the survey and draws conclusions from those results. A copy of that
chapter is in the appendixes. Also in the appendixes is a copy of a flyer announcing
the availability of the book. That flyer lists the other chapters and their authors.
It should be noted here that, not oﬁly was the survey the most significant
activity of the project, but it was also the most time~consuming. The survey
instrument went through four writings, with extensive reviews at all stages. The
project director is endebted to Virginia Cutter, Dr. Gene Hall, Dr. Charles

Mojkowski, and Dr. Charles Haughey for assisting in the review of the instrument.
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I. Consolidation Clearinghouse. One of the ongoing activities of the project

was to supply infoimation on request to members of the Council on a variety of
subjects, When the Education Consolidation Improvement Act (ECIA) was passed by
Congress, providing funds to state departments of education through block grants,
it became obvious that the project could be of significant assistance by helping
SEAs get ready to adminster this new program. The Council asked for an addition
to the proiect's scope of work so that the project director could establish and
run a clearinghouse for information about the administration of ECIA, especially
Chapter 2. NIE approved the request. Over the next sik months, Council staff
collected such iﬁfg;mation as formula development, state plans, advisory committee
plans and agendas, state legislation, and others, and supplied that information
on request to state departments of education and others. It is estimated that
250 requests for information were received, ranging for requests for specific
items to requests for '"one of everything.'" In addition, a monthly newsletter
was written and mailed to all SEAs, summarizing important developments. Copies
of those newsletters are in the appendixes, including an edition thét listed the
types of information available through the Council's project.

NIE is to be commended for recognizing this need for new information and

for allowing the change in scope of work so this activity could be carried out.

J. Development of the recommendations. Easily the second most important

activity of the project was the devélopment of a set of recommendations to NIE

on dissemination-school improvement programs and functions. Those recommendations
went.through several stages. First, a draft was reviewed extensively by the
project planning committee. Second, a revised set of recommendations received
extensive review by the Council's Board of Directors at their meeting in August
1981. Third, the final recommendations were reviewed and approved by the Committee
on Coordinating Educational Information and Research at their meeting in N6Véhbé;

8
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1981. The entire membership of the Council reviewed the recommendations and gave
them unanimous approval at their Annual Meeting in Portland, Oregon, in November
1981. The recommendations were formally presented to Mr. Edward Curran, Director
of the National Institute of Education{"members of his staff, and others in a
presentation on March 25, 1982. To date, there has been no written acknqwledgement
of recéipt of the recommendations by NIE to the Council.

Copies of fhe various drafts of the recommendations are in the appendixes.

K. Other activities.

1. The project director prepared and submitted quarterly reports to
the project officer throughout the project. Those reports are on.file
in the project officer's office.

2. The project director provided technical assistance to approximately
10.states during the project, including on-site visits to Arkansas and
Pennsylvania.

3. The project director prepared two additional documents that address
the state of dissemination activities in SEAs. Copies of those documents
are in the appendixes. |

4, The project director gave presentations to two annual meetings of
the NIE project directors, the 1980 State Dissemination Leadershi?
Project meeting, and briefed five groups of people involved in dissemi-
nation programs in the federal govermment.

5. The project director prepared six reviews of project activities for

inclusion in materials for meetings of the Council's Board of Directors.

Co



III. Review of Goals and Objectives

This section of the report dealsvwith tﬁe goals and objectives of the
project, both those stated in the.original project proposal and those developed
as a result of changég in the project scope of work. The first four are those
stated briefly in thé introduction of this report. The other two are the major
tasks listed in the original proposal. There is some overlap between the first
four and the second two; that overlap will be dealt with in each individual
review. That overlap exists because there were no precisely stated objectives
in the original proposai.

A.1. Study the current status of dissemination programs in state

departments of education and draw conclusions about which approaches

seem to be working best.

This was accompliéhed in full through the survey of. the states and
the later update of that survey. The article for the Paisley/Butler
book draws the appropriate conclusions. All of these items are in
the appendixes.

A.2. Involve chief state school officers in discussions about those

programs, and, in doing so, provide them with the information they

~need to support programs in their individual SEAs.

The original proposal and the plans for the project's conduct in-
cluded regional méetings for chief state school officers. However,
following the drastic changes in education following the election

of 1980 and the changes occurring in stdte capitals, it became ob-
vious that those meetings would not be well attended. This notion

was substantiated by the Study Group and the Committee on Coordina-
ting Educational Information and Research, both of them advising
against holding regional meetings. The project director then proposed
the change in the scope of work that included meetings with chiefs
whenever possible at other scheduled events. In this way, approxima-

fef 7
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A.3.

A‘4‘

B.1

tely 20 chiefs spent considerable time discussing the project, and
another 15 reviewed the recommendations and had an opportunity to
comment on them prior to the November 1981 vote. Therefore about

35 chiefs were involved to some degreé in discussions about the
project,'a substantial number of them who get involved in discussions
about any topic under consideration by the Council. In addition, -
all major documents--the survey results, the chapter from the book,
the two brief summary documents--were sent to all chiefs for their

information. The items listed above are all in the appendixes.

Determine which services and resources being provided to SEAs from

the national and regional levels are most important, and recommend

to the National Institute of Education strategies, prdgram§, and

services that continue to be needed by states,

This wés,accomplished fully through the survey of the states and

. the development and presentation of the recommendations to NIE.

Develop and institutionalize a dissemination program within the Council

of Chief State School Officers that continues to provide support to

the Council's members.

This was fully accomplished by the Board of Directors when they estab-
lished the Office of Dissemination and Information Management foilowing
the project's completion and pléced the project director in charge of
that office.

Systematically review the accomplishments of the federal-state

partnership in designing and implementing dissemination programs

that effectively share current educational knowledge.

This was accomplished through the survey of the states and the
followup to the survey.

11



B.2. Build an agenda to spell out future collaborative actions on the

part of the cﬁief state school officers and federal policymakers

that will guide state and federal dissemination efforts in the

early 1980s.

This was partially accomplished through the development'and sub-
mission of the recommendations to NIE. However, at present there
seems to be confusion at all levels--local, state, and federal--
about the appropriate role of the federal government in education.
Until some agreement is reached, it is difficult to determine the
role of the federal government in dissemination. Because of thié,
Iit has not been possible to develop a set of‘collaborative actions

| |

h L . . . : .
that can direct future dissemination efforts.  Hopefully, this

agenda-buil+iing process can still be undertaken.
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v, Conclusions
The Council's dissemination project was, by all accounts, very successful.
It produced a set of recommendations based on sound information about the current

status of dissemination programs in state departments of education and their

- present and future needs. It provided chief state school officers with infor-

mation that was useful to them as they worked to institutionalize programs in
their own states. And it provided the Council itself the opportunity to set in
place a continuing emphasis on dissemination by establishing the office of
dissemination and information management.

Several factors contributed to the success of the project. First, the
Council and NIE established a close working relationship that, in the woxds
of the Council's executive director, is 'how we would like to runjaﬁl projects."
Staff at NIE were always receptive to requests by Council staff for changes in
the scope of work. This made it possible for the project director to continue.
fo focus the activities of the project on current situations, producing infor-
mation and assistance to chief state school officer that was useful and relevant.

Second, the Council's Board of Directors and Committee on Coordinating
Educational Information and Research both provided solid support to the project's
work.

Third, support from other dissemination activities was strong. Directors
of the NIE-funded Regional Exchanges invited the project director to become an
ex officio member of their planning group, and they provided obportunities
on many occasions for the project's work to be enhanced by cooperative activities.
For example, the Regional Exchange at the Appalachia Lab took the results of’the
Council survey and published a report on the states it serves. That report is in
the appendixes.

Fourth, and most important, response from the state depaftments of education

was complete and rapid. All 50 states and three of the six territories responded

to the survey, unprecedented in the history of Council projects. This kind of

017




cooperation made it possible for the project's reports to be cqmplete and reflect
the situation as it actually existed in SEAs.

The problems encountered by the project have aiready been discussed. Prin-
cipally, the problems were created by drastic changes in the focus on dissemination
at the federal level and the reductions in both staff and funds at the state level.
However, these problems were overcome through changes iﬁ the scope of work, allowing
the project director to redirect funds and energies into activities that were useful.

Obviously, the most important outcome -of the project was the Council's ability
to institutionalize the dissemination function., Members of the Council will
continue to focus their attention on'dissemination/school improvement activities,
and they will, through this office, work to increasé the involvemenf of the

I | . . . .
federal government in assisting schools lto improve,
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LIST OF APPENDIXES

10.

11.

Briefing book - this appendix contains everything that was
included in the briefing book that was presented to persons
attending the formal recommendations from the project to

the Director of the National Tastitute of Education. Specifically,
it contains:

a. an introduction, including a listing of all the people who
-were involved in the project

b. the official recommendations from the Council to NIE

c. the general and state-specific results of the survey
of the states and the update of the survey

d. two articles about the project, including the chapter for

i the Butler/Paisley book '

e. the transcript of the November 1980 briefing.
Agenda for meetings of the project Study Group
Agenda for meetings of the Planning Committee

Review of the recommendations from former dissemination studies,
prepared by the project director for the Quail Roost meeting

Flyer announcing the aﬁailability of the Butler/Paisley-book
Copy of the original survéy instrument

Consolidation Clearinghouse newsletters

Early drafts of the recommendations

Additicnal summary documents prepared by the project director
Copies of various newsletters mentioning the project

AEL review of dissemination in Sputheastern states
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APPENDIX 1

BRIEFING BOOK - THIS APPENDIX CONTAINS EVERYTHING
THAT WAS INCLUDED IN THE BRIEFING BOOK THAT WAS
PRESENTED TO PERSONS ATTENDING THE FORMAL PRESEN-
TATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE PROJECT TO
THE DIRECTOR OF THE NATIUNAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION,
SPECIFICALLY, IT CONTAIfS!

A.

B.

AN INTRODUCTION, INCLUDING A LISTING OF ALL
THE PEOPLE WHO WERE INVOLVED IN THE PROJECT
THE OFFICIAL RECOMMENDATIONS FRoM THE CouncIL
10 NIE

THE GENERAL AND STATE-SPECIFIC RESULTS OF THE

" SURVEY OF THE STATES AND THE UPDATE OF THE

SURVEY

TWO ARTICLES ABOUT THE PROJECT, INCLUDING
THE CHAPTER FOR THE BUTLER/PAISLEY BOOK
THE TRANSCRIPT OF THE NoveMBER 1980 BRIEFING,
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— Recommendation

Dlssemination/School Improvement
Programs Funded by the
Department of Education

Recommendations from the

Chief State School Officers
through the

Dissemination Management Project-

Washington, D. C.
March 25, 1982

-Council of Chief ——
State §chool Officers
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President

\WILSON C. RILES
Califarnia Superintendent
of Public Instruction

President - Elect
CALVIN M. FRAZIER
Colorado Commussianer
of Education

\'ice President
ROBERT D. BENTON
lowa Superintendent

of Public Instruction

Directors

GORDON M. AMBACH
New York Commissioner
' of Education

FRANK B. BROUILLET
\Vashington Superintendent
of Public Instruction

CHARLES E. HOLLADAY
Mississippi Superintendent
of Education

TED SANDERS
Naevada Superintendent
of Public Instruction

MARK R, SHEDD
Connecticut Commissioner
of Education

RALPH D. TURLINGTON
Ftorida Commissioner

of Education

Executive Directar
WILLIAM F. PIERCE

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

March 25, 1982

v
Coynct

Mr. Edward Curran R
Director

National Institute of Education
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Curran:

The membersﬁip of the Council of Chief State School Officers
is pleased to submit to the Department of Education and the
National Institute of Education the following recommendations
concerning dissemination and school 1mprovement programs in

state departments of education.

The recommendations were developed over a two-year period.
Chief state school officers, dissemination practitioners,
researchers and evaluators, and others were involved in their
development. We believe they represent an accurate statement
of what chiefs believe to be significant in- this area of their
responsibility and concern. '

Funds for this work were provided by a grant from NIE. The
Council expresses its appreciation to NIE for this opportunity
to study this important field and makes its recommendations.
We as individuals and as an organization offer our assistance
in their implementation.

Sincerely)

Wilson C. Riles
President

COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS

379 H.xll of the Stites, 400 North Capitol Street. N.W.. Washington, D.C. 20091 @ 202/624-7702
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INTRODUCTION

The process of developing a set of recommendations for a
~group as diverse as the chief state school officers reauires
involving many people, ‘Obviously, it involves considering fore-
most the range of interests and concerns of the chiefs themselves.
It also requires soliciting information and assistance from
dissemination practitioners., researchers, and other experts in
the field. o
~We have attempted to do that in this project. On the next
page is a list of people who have been directly involved in ‘the
discussions that led to the membership of the Council approving
_.the recommendations at their annual meeting in Portland, Oregon,

in November 1981. In addition, other chiefs, on an individual
basis and in small group discussions, have provided ideas and
suggestions as the work has Drogreésed. |

Much of the data that was collected during the project is also
included. It ranges from numbers reflecting resources, services.,
activities, and trends in state departments of education, to ideas
and results gleaned from studies and evaluations in dissemination
over the past several vears. The people who provided this infor-
mation have contributed immeasurably to the. process of developing
the recommendations.

The project director has, at the request of individuals and
organizations, attempted to draw some conclusions based on data




from the project. Two articles that includes some of those
reflections are also included.

Cduncil President Wilson Riles, California state superin-
tendent of schools, has strongly urged the chiefs to devote time,
resources., and-affention during his term of office to the continued
development of avsystem for sharing important information and
assistance. This emphasis on the need for effective disseming-
tion programs adds credence to these recommendations.

" The Council staff and the chiefs themselves!are eager to pro-
vide assistance and suggestions as Education Department officials
work to implement the recommendations. !

William F. Pierce S Patrick Martin
Executive Director | Project Director
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Recommendations to the

Department of Education

-on Dissemination Programs

in State Departments of Education’
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Introduction

Members of the Council of Chief State School Officers--the heads of the
57 departments of education in the states, the District of Columbia, and the
extra-state jurisdictions--are committed to providing the resources and services
local school districts need in order to improve classroom practices and
management procedures. The federal govermment has traditionally been an
active partner as states have worked to develop the kinds of programs that could
best carry out that commitment. .

The development of those state level dissemination/school improvement
programs has been enhanced dramatically by federally funded programs designed
to provide the impetus to coordinate widely disparate activities. The National
Institute of Education has, since [975, funded states to build dissemination
capacity and developed rules and regulations for that program so states could
design activities to fit their own unique needs. The capacity building program
has been the most effective vehicle available to states, and the results of it can
be found in many forms in all SEAs that have participated. The K National
Diffusion Network, again with regulations that are not tightly restrictive, adds’
another dimension with its bank of proven programs and skilled change agents in
place to help local districts learn about them and use them. The Regional
Exchange project, again funded by NIE, provides the resources, services, and
development functions SEAs need as they discover gaps and problems in their
efforts, especially in the area of policy development. :

The State . Dissemination Leadership Project has added that key
ingredient--a forum through which state school improvement leaders could share
ideas and resources, talk through common problems, and discover ways in which
their expertise and willingness to help each other could be fostered.

Significantly, the backbone of the resource base on which the states have
relied has been the ERIC system, funded by NIE and providing the major tie to
research and development activities across the country--the good ideas that
school people need in order to increase the quality of teaching and learning,

Other federally funded programs have also been significant in the
development of this coordinated state thrust. Education for disadvantaged,
special education, vocational education--all have dissemination requirements in
their rules and regulations, and all have both specific and general kinds of
inform&tion, programs, and materials that teachers and administrators need.

{s
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The rationale that most states have used, especially in their dissemination
capacity building efforts, has been that the local school district is best served
when access to all these resources (including those state-specific resources SEAs
have available) is coordinated. Research tells us that change is going to occur.
slowly, if at all, when teachers and administrators have to go to many different

places and people to get the kinds of information and assistance they need with a
specific problem. ‘-

- Chief state school officers are convinced that they must continue to
develop effective, coordinated school improvement programs if they are to meet
their obligations as service providers to local school districts. They are also
convinced that the federal efforts that have been most significant in helping

them develop effective, coordinated school improvement programs must
continue.

- They also believe that increased coordination at the federal level is
necessary if state programs are to function smoothly. Many state departments
of education are working to develop coordinated dissemination/school
improvement programs.- That coordination works best only when it is possible to
combine a variety of efforts into one unit with the responsibility for carrying out
dissemination functions across the department. However, accomplishing this
continues to be a difficult task because of conflicts in rules and regulations
governing federally funded programs. Most of those federal programs have
dissemination functions mandated in them, but their individual regulations
require that those functions remain with the administration of that specific
program, requiring cniefs to organize and conduct a variety of dissemination
activities with little or no internal coordination. Only when those rules and
regulations are written to allow the administrative flexibility necessary for state
level coordination can chief state school officers fully accomplish the goal of
providing local teachers and administrators with whatever information and
assistance they need from a central source.

The Council of Chief State School Officers, therefore, respectfully
requests that the Secretary of Education and the Director of the National
Institute of FEducation give strong consideration to the following
recommendations. "t



RECOMMENDATION

| IThe Counct of Chief State School Officers recommends that the
activities currently undetway or planned in the following generellzed
issemination/school improvement programs be continued

0 the State Dissemination Leadership Project;

o the Educational Resources information Center (ERIC)

0 the Research and Development Exchange; and

0 the National Diffusion Network.

The Council further recommends that the four programs be
administered from the same division In the Department of Education, that

rules and reaulations for thelr administration be designed to eliminate any

contlict in purpose, g0als, and functions, and that they allow for maximum
Hexioility at the statelevel,

RECOMMENDATION

Programs from the Department of Education that are important to
chief state school cfficers as they plan their dissemination/school
improvement prograns, are, in many cases, not easily useable because of
inadequate andfor inconsistent funding, The Council of Chief State
School Officers recommends, therefore, thet the four programs

recommended for continuation be adequately funded to provide for

RECOMMENDATION

It is both complicated and expensive to conduct research and
evaluation of the process for Dringing about meaningul change in
teaching and administration. State school improvement practitioners
have benefited greatly over the years from federally funded efforts that
have studied the effectiveness of programs and, more generally, the
characteristics that any school improvement activity must have if it s to
be successful, Therefore, the Council of Chief State School Officers
recommends that the Department of Education continue to develop and
fund major programs that help state staff both understand the processes
of change and e effectiveness of state, federsl, and local attempts to

cause change to occur,

RECOMMENDATION

Almost all major federally funded programs (special education,
education for the disadvantaged, vocational education, and others) have
issemination components, However, often those programs must be
administered by regulations that create problems as chief state school
officers attempt to coordinate dissemination activities at the state level,
Therefore, the Council of Chief State School Qfficers recommends that
the Secretary of Education create a Dissemination Policy Council charged
with the responsioility for Coordinating the development of tules and
regulations across the Department for programs that have
dissemination/school improvement Junctions. [t further recommends that
tat Policy Council work from a common definition of dissemination that
includes information resources, technical assistance, and statf

maximum accessibility at the state level,

RECOMMENDATION

States that have participated in the dissemination capacity building
program have experienced varying degrees of success In establishing and
institutionalizing the Components of & coordinated program. In many

 cases, additional assistance is needed to complete the developmental
ohases of & program, while without that assistance an entire program may
be jeopardized. . Therefore, the Council recommends that special purpose
grants specifically for the purpose of completing an identified activity be
made available 10 SEAs.

f

v

development/inservice, [t also recommends that dissemination
practitioners from state departments of education be nvited to sit as full
mempers of the Policy Council to provide the state point of view to the

| Council's deliberations,

The Dissemination Management Project at the Council of Chief State

School Officers ends on March 30, 982 However, the Council stands ready to
assist the Department of Education In any appropriate way in the
implementation of tese recommendations,

na
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SECTION A: DEFINITIONS OF DISSEMINATION

1. Is the dissemination unit in your SEA designed to provide clients with assistance
at all four levels?

41 yes 12 no
2. Please indicate which levels are part of your dissemination unit's functions,

and what percentage of that unit's activities occur at each level (your best
estimate). ‘

number of states - average percentage
indicating they p of time devoted
provide service to service

49 spread 31.5%

49 . exchange o iene 27.0%

47 | choice | 22.1%

44 implementation 19.4%

3. Which of the fellowing statements best describes the major functions of your
dissemination unit (check as many as applicable)? -

44. providing information through pub.iczations and other‘priﬁted and
‘ audiovisual materials _ B ‘
50 providing information to teachers, administrators, and others, including
the general public
45 providing information and general assistance in using that information
40 assisting school to install new programs
27 coordinating SEA dissemination functions through a central office
17 other

1 not applicable
SECTION B: POLICIES AND PROCEDURES -

1. Is there an approved state board policy covering the dissemination function in
your SEA? '

7 yes 46 no

2. Please indicate which,'if any, of the programs/projects/services listed below
were especially significant in the development of that policy.

4  Special Purpose Grant (NIE)
8 Dissemination Capacity Building Grant (NIE) .

6  Regional Exchange Project (NIE)

-
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8.

8 Statewide Task Force (with both external ird internal-to-the-SEA
members

6 Internal-to-the-SEA Task Force
6 other
1 none

29  not applicable

If there a written SEA administrative procedure detailing how the dissemination
function is to be carried out?

18  yes 34 no 1 not applicable

Does the administrative procedure indicate where the dissemination function is
to be locatad with the SEA organization?

.20 yes 26 mno 7 not applicable
Is there any state legislation mandating the dissemination functions?

11 yes 42 no -

If the answer to number 5 was yes, is the legislation tied to a specific pro-
gram area, or is it genmeral in nature?

4 tied to a specific progvam area

7 general in nature 42-  not applicable

Please describe briefly any other key factors that influenced the development
of your dissemination policy and procedures in the SEA.

N

11 federal programs 2  federal dissemination require-
- ments
6 SEA commitment 15 others, including state-specific
E responses.
5 local needs 27 not applicable

3 ~ SBOE, chiefs' priorities

Please identify those major factors which you believe will influence the
future development of your dissemination organization and activities.

18 federal funding 6 institutionalization
16 state funding” . | ' 4 technology
: 17 SEA leadership 3 .success of Title IV C
12 SEA/LEA needs 3 cost effectiveness «.
11 SBOE/Legislative mandates 13 others

8 staffing . : 3 not applicable



SECTION C: RELATIONSHIPS

1. In your opinion, is there a general understanding in the SEA of dissemination
concepts, especially as they apply to the program as it exists in your SEA?

Yes No Somewhat
10 18 23 State Board of Education members '(2)
36 2 | 15 Chief State School Officer
34 2 16 deputy chiefs (1)
'28 | 2 23 . division/department heads
22 5 _25 other professional staff (1) g
8 1 2 others
NOTE: number in parenthesis refers to states not responding in a specific
category.
2. To what extent does the dissemination function share common purposes with thev
following: ~
Strong Moderate Weak None
42 8 0 1 ESEA Title IV C (2)
16 22: . 12 1 ESEA Title I (2)
21 20 9 1 special education (2)
15 . 22 11 2 vocational education t3)
20 . 21 7 . A 3 gifted/talented education (3)
12 17 16 5 bilingual/migraht education (3)
19 21 9 ’ 2 general curriculum (2)
21 19 4 2 planning/evaluation (7)
8 19 17 7 computer/statistical services (2)
11 1 C 0 other

3. Is there close coordination of dissemination activities between the dissemination
unit and the following: '

Strong Moderate Weak None
30 12 -3 . 1 ESEA Title Iv C (7)
9 17 18 1 ESEA Title I (8)
12 19 15 1 special education (6)

N
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8 20 / 16 2 vocational education (7)

9 17 18 2 gifted/talented education (7)
5 15 22 5 bilingual/migrant education (6)
12 19 11 3 general education (8)
20 12 7 3 planning/evaluation (11)
6 12 19 8 computer/statistical service (8)
15 11 5 3 intermediate units in the state
(19) : '
17 13 11 5 state library
3 7 27 8 other state agencies (labor,
commerce, etc.) (8)
4 18 18 6 colleges and universities (7)
22 ¢ 12 6 5 education labs and R§D centers
in your state/region (8)
5 21 13 5 professional education organi-
zations (9)

7 4 ' 2 0 others
SECTION D: ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION
1. When was the last time your SEA'underwent a reorganization?
18 1980 10 1979 __ 4 1978 __ 5 1977 6 1976 5 1975
1 1974 1 1972 1 1970: 4 not applicable

2. Did it affect dissemination with respect to:

yes no

10: 41 creation of a dissemination unit (2)

18 33 location of the unit in the SEA (2)

12 39 increasing dissemination staff (2)

.16 : 35 increasing functions of an existing dissemination
L unit (2)

9 42 increasing fiscal support for the dissemination
S unit (2)

3. Was improvement in dissemination/school improvement services a factor in the
decision to reorganize?

17 yes 35 no 1 not applicable




4, Are dissemination activities regularly planned to further SEA priorities?
46 yes 7 no

5. Which of the following activities/programs are administratively a part of the
dissemination unit?

40 information services (ERIC, etc.)
24 public information
31 National Diffusion Network
28 validation of state programs
15 computer/statistical services
28 support services (radio-TV-film, publications, graphics, printing, media)
12 other
4 no. applicable
6. Does your state have intermediate service units?
28 yes 24 o 1 not applicable

7. 1If your answer to number 6 was yes, what are their major functions?

20 media services . 27 special education services
19 computer/statistical services 14 testing services

21  payroll/purchasing serviées 28 curriculum services

21 dissemination services 11  others

24 not applicable

8. Administrative, the  intermediate service units are:

6 branches of the SEA ' 18 LEA cooperatives, governed by
LEA-established boards

3 independent units 2 County-governed units

4  other 24 not applicable

9. If your intermediate units provide dissemination services, witirh of the
following are part of those services?

14 facilitator services (National Diffusion Network)
21 responding to requests for information (ERIC searches, etc.)
16 model program identification/state validation assistance

21 technical assistance in adoption/adaption of new programs

28

N e
/

not applicable 93,




10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

To what extent are those services coordinated by/through the SEA dissemination

unit?
11 much 7 somewhat 6 little 1 none
28 not applicable
Is there an internal advisory committee for the SEA dissemination program?
25 yes 28 no ‘
If yes, what are the titles of its members?
11 special education 12 Title IV C
12 Title I 12 vocational education
9 instruction 5 deputy chief
9 planning/evaluation 8 administration
6 English/language arts/basic 5 finance
skills
5 equity 4 special services
19 other ~28 not applicable
How many principal people are on the dissemination unit staff?
44-states reported a total of 270 people, an average of 6.1 per state
What are their titles?
20 director 18 coordinator
22 information retrieval specialist " 12 facilitator
15 clerical 10  consultant
7 communicator 5 librarian
15 other ‘ 13 not applicable
Does the SEA provide teachers, administrators, and others in the field with
access to an information service (ERIC and other resources)?
49 yes 4 mno
If yes, please indicate the location of that service.

40 inside the SEA 10 outside the SEA but controlled
Do . administratively by SEA staff
10 outside the SEA through contract 6 other
with another agency ’
4 not applicable 3 e~
- o]
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17. If your state has had an NIE dissemination capacity building grant, to what
extent has it contributed to the development and maintenance of the information
resource center service?

30 much 8  somewhat 2 little 1 none
12 not applicable

18. If the information resource center is in the SEA, to whom does the manager
report?

8§ director of planning, research and evaluation
5 associate superintendent for operations
4 dissemination director
3 chief of federal programs
3 deputy
2 assistant commissioner for LEA services
2 media director
2 assistant superintendent for instruction
&) 7  others
13 not applicable
19. How'does a client in a school get access to the information resoﬁrce center?
36 through direct request to the SEA-based information resource center
29 through a field-based linker

.

23 through an SEA-based linker outside the information resource center
—_— Pt
4 other
6 not applicable
20. If access is through a field based.linker, where is that person housed?
17 in an LEA 19 in an intermediaté service unit
8 other 20  not applicable

21. Do state funds support field-based linkers?

12 yes 30  no 11 not applicable

(9]
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22. Do flow-through federal funds support field-based linkers?
18 vyes 32  no 3 not applicable

23. In your state, is state validation a prerequisite to a program being submitted
to the Department of Education for national validation.

19 yes 32 no 2 not applicable

24. Does your SEA have the grant to operate the National Diffusion Network project
in your state?

29 vyes 22 no 2 not applicable
25. If yes, is the.person who directs it part of the staff of the dissemination
unit?
22 yes 5 no 26 not applicable

26. If the answer to number 24 was no, and the NDN project is located outside the
SEA, is there close coordination between the dissemination unit and the agency '
with the NDN program?

14 yes 4 no 35 not applicable
SECTION E: FUNDING FOR DISSEMINATION

1. Which of the following are currently. sources of funding for your dissemination
activities: (Put a checkmark in the appropriate box to the left of the source
if funds from that source are used for dissemination in any way. If the funds
are actually transferred from a source to the budget of a central dissemination
unit, please put a checkmark in the appropriate box to the right of the source.)

38 state funds 12
44 ESEA Title IV C funds 14
30 [ESEA Title I funds _ 6
31 special education funds 5
28 vocational edﬁcation funds ' 6*:j
37 National Institute of Education funds . . i8
31 National Diffusion Network funds S 13
16 fees for information resource center search services 4
9 others 0

1 not applicable

2. Will there be a major change in dissemination services within the next year
caused by an increase or decrease in funds?

3 increase yes 21 ° decrease'yes 18 neither

__ 6 not applicable' | 4(}




3, If there will be a decrease in services, will it be caused by the end of the
five-year NIE-funded dissemination capacity building program?

16 yes 20 mno 17 not applicable

4., If not, what are the majox.factors that will cause the decrease?

6 7reduction in state money 5 loss of othéf“funding
4  reduction in Title IV C 3 reduction of NDN grant
2 reduction in NIE grant 5 other

35 not applicable

5. 1If there will be a decrease, will services to specific client groups have to
be reduced? -

23 yes 11  no 1  uncertain 18 not applicable
6. If the answer to number»S was yes, which client groups have to be reduced?
13 SEA staff 15 administrators in schools 18 teachers
12 . ‘others 31 not applicayle

7. If the answer to number 2 was yes, in which areas below will decreases occur?

12.  responses to individual requests for information from a central infor-
mation center
16 acquisition of additional resources

20 staffing for the dissemination unit

16 reduction in the variety of school improVement services available to
teachers and administrators
. 6 others

__28 not applicable
8. If there will be an increase, what will be the source of the additional funds?
__ 8 state funds __2 local funds 11  federal flow-through funds
3 others 34 not applicable |
SECTION F: ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER PROJECTS AND SERVICES

1. Please indicate below the degree of assistance (if any) your SEA has received’
from the following sources as your dissemination program has developed.




2.

much somewhat little none

10 9 2 21 special purpose grant (NIE)

37 6 0 8 - state dissemination capacity building

grant (NIE) y

4 15 6 22 Regional Services Project (NIE)
12 16 14 8 Technical Assistance Base (NDN)
18 16 8 : 6 ~ Regionai Exchange Project (NIE)
4 17 14 8 consultants from other states

7 20 4 B 9 - visits to other states

6 0 1 0 National Diffusion Network 

2 0 0 0 Title V B

2 1 2 0 others

‘In your opinion, which of the projects and/or activities. listed above has
been most significant in increasing your SEA's ability to develop a
dissemination/school improvement program?

34 dissemination capacity building program

14  National Diffusion Network

9 Regional Exchange Project

6 Technical Assistance Base
4 consultants

4 special purpose grant

4 Title IV C

6 others

6 not applicable

10
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SECTION B:

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

Is there an approved state board
policy covering the dlssemination
function in your SEA?

yos

ALASYA

AMERICAN SAMOA

ARIZONA

ARKANSAS

CALIFQRNIA

COLORADO

CONNECTICUT

DELAWARE

FLORIDA
GEORGIA

HANALL

TDAHO

ILLINOIS

INDIANA

I0KA

KENTUCKY

LOUISIARA
MARYLAKD
HASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURT

MAINE

HONTANA

KEBRASKA

»

»

>

-

>

]

»

»

»

»
»
»
»
>
»
»

»

Plesse Indicate which, Lf any, of
the programs/projects/services

1isted below were especlally sig-
nificant In the developwent of .
that policy. B .
s, special purpose grant (NLE)

b. dissemination capacity bulld-

ing grant (N1E)

Regiona project (N1E)

statewide task_force x

a|en
»

internal-to-the-SEA task force

I
x|

other

none
not_appllicable

Tm

I's there a written SEA administra-
tive procedure detailing how the
dissemination function is to be
carried out?

yes

Does the adminjstrative procedure
indicate where the dissemination
functlon is to be located within
the SEA organizatlion?

yes

no
not applicable X

B.i-4 '

a

SOUTH CAROLINA
TRUST TERRITORIES

NEW RAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY

NEK HEXICO
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAXOTA
NORTHERN MARIANAS
OHIO
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE 1SLAND
SOUTH CAKOTA
TENNESSEE
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
VIRGIN ISLANDS
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

NEW YORK

OXLAHOMA

NEVADA
OREGON
TEXAS
UTAH

NOTE:

»
»
.

New Iampshire--State Board has
accepted goals of project as
goal for Department in this ares.

>
.
=

=
=
=
=
=
=
»
»
.
»
.
»
=

>

[ [2e ]2
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SECTION 8: POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
(continued)

S. 1s there any state legislation
mandating that the SEA perform
dissemination functions?

ALABAMA
AMERICAN SAMOA
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
LOUISTANA
MASSACHUSETTS
MISSISSIPPI

ILLINOIS

ARTZONA
ARKANSAS
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
GUAM
HAWAL]
10AHO
INDIANA
oWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
MAINE
MARYLAND
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSOURT
MONTANA .

ALASKA

NEBRASKA

yes

>
>
>
>
>

no X X

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

>

6. If the answer to number § was yes,
is the legislation tied to a
specific program area, or is it
general in nature?

a. tied to a specific progras
area (please identify) X

b. general in nature : X . x x _|x

c. not applicable x| x| x| x| x X x ] x| xtxix}txxIxtx {x]x|x x [x [x |x Ix

7. Please describe driefly any other . . .
key factors that influenced the :
developsent of your dissemination
policy snd procedures in the SEA.
8. SEA cosmitment X : X

b,_federal programs - X X x X

c. federal dissemination require-
sents x ) X

d. local needs

>
>

e. 9B0B, chiet's priorities X X

f. other, including state-speclfic

L3 x
g. not apolilcable x] x} x X X x | x X X X x §fx Jx Ix |x

" B.5-7 '
2 u
3 3 a <
o % < |5 AN EEE: e ] =
Elx=|e als ; glzials 3 zl=
o lwio b 21213 2 | w 7] o |z
S |lol=1x 3 < < Slx|wn 3 < | w ] < 1= & | =

<|51E15|E123|5\8| 18|al|2|elilSlElt FHREIEHEAE

2 S1={>|EBIElIEle g SI12|=218 g 3 1 ] g SIS |E|RIQ|E

ARHBHEHHEEHEE AHHHEHEHERIE

glgi2|212|2(2 |8|5|a|=& JElElE|slglz|E|z|8[=]% b6 .

NOTES: Specific program areas indicated
X - X - - |x X are:

x | x {x Ix X X -1 x{ x| x[x{xix{x x |x - ]x Jx Ix California: Almost all state
legislation carries this
request,

South Dakota: Buildings,
grounds, equipment. course
guidelines, school law, and
data reporting.
x - x | - « |x washington: remediation
- - - - x_[x _|x assistance Program, URRD,
x | x [x |x X X x [ x| x | x{x|x{x x [x - ¥tx I'x |[x |- special education
-1 x x x |- - Ix
- x | x [ x - [x [x - [ x
] - X - - [x
A x | - -
x| x - X x 1 x |x - - |x
X x§ x| x|~ 3 X X X x |- x_|x |x

Qo 1% 4‘
EMC ¥
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'SECTION 8: POLICIES AND PROCEDURES N
(continued) g E
v
& =1 |8 Bl |<|E
R
ABHHEIHE AR RAREE JHREAEHHAHEHBE
£lz1218l2|% 212818, 151e|8 A HEE
8. fPlease identify those major factors 3 g E g ; 3 g g E § :°: é g 2 E § g 5 E é g g § -E- 28 % &
which you believe will influence the “1= 2]2|3|c]c|a|=)® iall Bkl ol Sel il Bl B L L
future development of your dissemi-
nation organization and activities.
a, federal fundin X X X x 3 X 3 X
b. scate funding X X X X X X X X
€. SEA leadership comaitment X X X x { x X X
d. _expressed SEA/LEA needs x| x| x 3 X X
e. S80t/legislative msndates/
policies X X X x | x
t. staff X X X X X
g. inscticutionalization 3 3 X X
h. technology X
i, success of Title IV C X x 3
J. _cost effectiveness X
. k. others (Including state-specific
responses) X x§ x| x X X
. _not appiicable x| x
| 5 s
;n " 8.
13 1 1s £ .
o =l g < =] < e % E .
= R ER-EE] 218 ais =] z | =
FIn18 ] = zZ|8 2 {w -] o o|=z
21811 2131212] || |E15|2(3|2 18] |B 2AEREHEE
3 x| el & 5] i ey Ei1Zziz|2|5]2|%2
312|892z |8 Z(512 w 8lole G182 5|5
i lzlzl=|EIEIE|e|318|2i6|8(E(Ei2|2|E|z|2|2|8|5 (8|8
Glu|E|5|5|8|8|s!5|5|8|s|2(2|3[B|E[E|B|C|E|E[E(Z|¥ (5|5
x |- x| - X 3 x| - - | x x | x
X - X X X x| - - | x X | x
X x | x [ - [x X x [ x x| - X - 3
x | x x | - X X - - X
X x | - x| x x| x - -
X x - x - -
- X - - X
- ] 3 3
- X - x -
x| % X X X x x
- - x| -
47
) ]f\




SECTION C: RELATIONSIIIPS
-
w |
; =| | & £
. — L . [} - e-‘ — 5
HAHHEHHARRARHARAHHRHUHEHERE
1. In your opinion, is there a general =18 3 =] g E g =2 < % Sl |y MBS - R [ 2
understanding in the SEA of 52355580..,33555:%5; HAHEBETHHEEEE
dissemination concepts, especislly | < | < gl|afjwlo inll Bedl Bl Bad === z
as they apply to tho program as it
exists in your SEA? .
a. State Board of Education membersi n| s n{ n sl y|sjiyln s {yjnisiyin s |s sin|l s|njvyly s | s s Yyls s
b. chief state school officer s| s ylrly Y| s|s.]ly!nlyly |s]y |s Y1 Yy yVv yl yly| s{siyly Y
€. deputy chiefs s| sl ylylylyly sl slyinly lylylsis{vistiylylylylylyi{ylyly|y
d.” division/department heads syl rl sls sty |s|lylyInijyly [y ({s{s Y} sl vyl si s{sisjsty(y Y
e. other professional staff s{yl yln sl ylsis|ylslyilnlylyIn|nijy s] s{ y| s] s{si{s{siy vy |s
f. others (please identify) 2 y/'s 2 s y
2. To what extent does the dissemina-
tion function share common purposes R
with the following: .
a. ESEA Tltle IV C A} st s| s| s} s!{sjs|s]|]s|mln{m|s |js|s |s s| s) m| s} s| s{s|s|s)s|sls
b. ESEA Title I mi wi s| s|im[m|s{s|{n|{wi{iwinjwls |[w | mm A| w| s| w|l a|l sim|[wi]{s|[s|s|m
c. special education wi{w| s|ls|mis{s{si{s]s|m[niwi (s [w [m[m Al wl{ s| wi s|im|[oalm[mfs][s(m
d. vocational education - alal s] s|m[snfaf sTwis|[w n{wim|w [w [m al s| s| w|imla] ainlwis]m|w
e. gifted/talented education w{imin] sim{sim|{s{wim]w| n|mis [a([m (m mal s{s]m|mf s[ s stm]s{s}tw
f. blllngual/migrant education a|l w| n{ s| e s s |wiwl)wlin]|w|[s]n|[w B wl s{ w]imlm|l wlwim]s|m]|w
.__genersl curriculum aj sl m]is]ia{sim|s[s|aitm]|n[m]|s |m[w][=™ al sl a| wi s|al wlim|[w|s|s[a
g. planning/evalustion n/al a] s K| sis{s|siwi{s)in|s {m{n{w m| s| s{m]afw|[m[sTs s {w/n
I. computer/statisticsl services wimn]l simjian{ma{s{mIim{winin]wim{n{wi{w w] s mtw|min|fa{s{m]s|[al[n
J. other (piease 1ist) 3 s/l o | s /s
<
L
3
] C1-2
2 ) c.1
s - = = w < NOTES: ymyes
w — a L. n=no
o Zl< < NER e =
zl-lal (2|53 £l8|3|3 |8 2 I = somewhat
@ 5 =3 ¥ 3 F] z FERE 3 %W i < |2 E 21 & n/a=not applicable
31215182 |z|=1El, § ] g Bl 5 E % 2|5|51|8 1515 = g é Others identdfieds .
> | = |2x|» |« =] > @« | & Connecticut: Public Information
HEHHBERHBBEEHEEH B BB EEHEEEHEHE B Office
Georgia: Intermediate Agency
staff, local school
s| y|sin!siyln|[-}s|s sl nln/d n]l nl n{n]ls|]-In]lnls|-In|y s :Z::.;n"central office
Yl rl 1 stylyty{-1yily Y| y} st s) s] yl s{yl -{y}lylsj-Injyls >4 s . s
yt ylyl sty ly{yl-1y 1yl y{ sl sTsf st yl s{ y[ -1 s[yls|-|nflyls]| ¥y :}‘;:::::‘;;;;1:“{;;:" Conmiteee
O A B W ST ALY 4 : 2 54 s} s  siyistyr-lsls]si-lniy L Nebraska:  Individual consultants
ylrim sy s o I e e B mi= S U e e T B A1 A Wb New Hampshire: LEAs
X = z Y= = Ohio: clerical support
South Carolina: Designated school
district reps
Texas:' ESA directors
~-{ s)sls|ls{-}]s|-1]s]|s s{ s] sl m| a|l s| s} s} -|s]lmjm]-|s]|s.|s s ¥ashington: Dissemination
-] s|wlm]|s|-fm{- s s ml o] s| w| wim| ml a|] -{m|mjm|-fm|s|w m project staff
» s{mf{w|im]j-|m|j-]mls m{ s S| wil s{afm|l s] -Im|{wl|lm]-Ts s {m s| C.2
- s n w | m - m| - mjm s s s ol mf a s [ - w wim - s n|m s NOTES: s=strong - mamoderate
-] s{w | w]|s|-{m[-[s]s al wi simlm|{ af s| s| - s|n|m|-|wvwlm>]s ™ waweak - n=none
-l sl wlw]|m|-|m[-T1s{s ml m)| s] wi n] ajs|m|] -]m][wlm|-]mln]w s n/a=not applicable
- s w|m|s - EREEE m{ w s{ia|l w| m s s| ~jJwln{m]~]w{s s s Others fdentified:
-l s{s{mafs]-]sf~-]als m| s| s{ ma| n al s| -fm[e][a]l-]s[m][s [ Anerican Samoa: teacher training
-l s|lwlnimi-1s[-Tsm wi wl| s| wl w|lw]w]wm| -Tw|[nfia[-]w[a[n w California: Demonstration pro-
s s - - _|s/s : s | - - grams, nutrition ed.
Colorado: Comemunity based ed.
Connecticut: Title 11, basic
skills, career ed.,
law-related ed.
Towa: state facilitator project,
INFORMS
New Hampshire: sex equite, career
ed.
New Mexico: ESEA Title IV B
Chio: Energy asslstance, guid-
<« ance and testing, EEO,
inservice ed.
Texas: printing, graphics div.
19
= 36)
Q 1T
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SECTION C: RELATIONSHIPS
(continued) :
= wn
. = -
; =18 ol SRR HARHE |
: Z1z(2|2181612 512! |=ialB AEHRHEEHEIEE R
N HEHHEHTHEHER I HEIAHEH RO IEI I EH Y
gg~:§=SE:gg§=§:§gv;E AREIEIHHEHEE
3. s there close coordination of 212 g = s13|18|8|=18 HEEN AR E: § 2 ; FIEIERER AL
dissemination activities between .
the dissemination unit and the
following: :
a. [CSCA Title IV C o s} s{ m|] m|] s|{ | s|{ s| s| mtnian]|s}is 3 s| s| m{ s] s| 6] s| =] s|n/a|n/als/m
b. CSEA Titie { [ al 5] m| w| af m] s| wl wi wjnjwls]|¥|w m| w| m| w| m] m] m| w| s|n/aln/a|m/w
c. speciai education w ml s|] m) @i s )] s[ s s|m|n|wisiw|)w|®s w| w| m] w| w| m| w| s | m|n/al n/alm/w
d. vocational education 2 s| s] st m} a(n/of s{ w|a|l wjniwlnm|wlwli|w wl sl m| w{ mn| m| m| w| = |n/al n/a[m/u]
©. gifted/talented education w sl n| w] w| s| w] sfwia] win|mjs|wiw w| s|. ml ®m| m{ s| m{-m] A|n/ofn/a] m
[ Elllngml/n grant education [ m] n{ a| w| s af] s| w|[ w{ wilnlwi]ls]¥w|wiw nl n{ m| w] m] w| w| wi alnfoln/al w
g. general educatior - wal s| m| af m] m| s|{cim]minjm|s|oilwi|n w| S| m| n{.s] s| w| a| m|n/adnfa] m
. h. pianning/evaiuation n/ajf m| s m| s| s|] s|{ s|] w)s{njsinjwl!w . Wl s| s| m| & w| m| m| s|n/afn/alw/m
1. computer/statistical services [] n s| w| w m| m|[ w|{w| n|]njwles W lw]|w n| s{ m| nj.mf n| w| m| m|n/al n/alw/ni
7. Intermediate units in the statein/a| s[n/d = s| s{ s{n/a[n/a| =l n | alwls s{ a| =l n/d s] s| s{ win/ajn/al =
k. state library s 2l wi m| m| s s w]| s|n|milnimis|s |wl|s wi s| w| s| m|{ | a| nt s]|n/a n/alm/v
1. other state agencies w w| @] w| w s] w| w| n|n|n|]=s|w]|wl|w]s n| ®| w| n{ %] w( m|] w|-w{n/ain/al m
m. coileges and universities [ wl nl|l w| wi m| n] w| wjwi{njnim|m]|w]|wi|ao A B] @i n| S| w| m{ m| s{n/an/al s
n. labs and centers s s| n| w]| 5] s winj s| e} n|n|stsimiwim a] sl s|] ™| s|n/d m| m| sln/al n/als/n
0. protessional education orgs. [ [ al m| m|] wl| s] s nlnfnla|=s]w |w|® w| a| m| & s| m] »| =| a{n/alnfal n
p. others (please identify) s/s s/4 m
1 L
w ]
w 3 § = E 3 < g&f’ﬂs: sestyong ~ memoderate
= = E % 2lo|2]|3 E ) E g = E weweak - N=npone
51518 SIR]= 212 g SiS8im 2 wldlol= n/asnot applicable
gla|elu|zlzlz] |st (512128 |518] |B| |el|S|Z|E|S|E]g| oners tdenities:
S12(8(49|8 - : BlalBlu a & ZiE)= 512 Colorado: business and industry
a . E E (=] 8 ; « | a E & g 5 g Qilals L-, 2 5
Slelzlzlzlx|ls|s|IElz |21 ] g iﬁ »iz I |=t2 a cosmunity bu?d ed.
wrwiw|ale|2)12|2153|5(S5|a]& a WIEB|B YIS |R|=2[8I=]% Kansas: National Diffusion
g Network, teacher centers,
Inservice-Preservice
. . _State Committce *
n/a|l s| sis st -{ s -]s|ls{sjw]m|w]ml|on|w]| s {-]s s (- |- |s [s |3 |- Michigan: Office of Professionai
n/a m ww s |- m - s [ [ w w w m w F] - [ s - - m s w - Development
m/a| m| w|w a| -\ m} -]=]|s m|w |[w |[w]|s |o [w]s - Jm Im }- - s [ m - New Mexico: statewide state/
nfa] m| niw 2] -1 | -] w%w | a|s|w]|m|m]|w|w|wl [m |- |]wliml}- |- |s ]S im |- | federaily funded
mh/a| m| w|w a2l -1 m) =] s w|[w w|[w w]|miom]|s [-[m |w |- |- |w s |o (- projects, CRIC-CRESS,
h/a| m| wlw ol - lal| =] w|s|w|w|w i win m w]|m]J-Jmim |- [- {m |s {w f- teacher centers
/al s| nim m | -] s |- s | & | w [w [w |w w |8 |- |w [w [-]- Jw Is }s |- | Ohjo: inservice education
m/fa] s] sim s| -] s{ - s|m|[w/|[s{w]|n m |s [- {m |5 [- |- [s Is im J- | South Caroiina: State Legislature,
hW/af m} w|n s -1 s - m|min|[w i im}w]|w n |m |- [w jw [- [- Jw |s |w |- Office of the
nm/a| m p/fal s| -} a] - m| s |w |wlw]|n n/als (- (s |n |- {- B/m]s Is |- Attorney General,
W/a] s] wis wl -ln]| ~-|lajm|s|win/al]m]s [win|w - Is |w (- ;- |n }s IS |- Office of the
n/a] w| ww [ - | w|l-|afw{n|w|w|w]|w w {n - fw |w |- - In s |m |- Governor
n/al m| w= w| - | w)|-Jwiwiw|w[nim|= w |w [- |m |m j- f- |m [s Im |- Vermont: adult ed., teacher
h/a| n| m|s ml -1l w)] =18 ]| s|s|winfa|m (s s s [s {-|s |s [- (- |w 35 im |- centers .
naj a|l wim w| -1la] - w | o lw|n(|m|w ni|s |- (& Jw - |- jw |s |w |- Nashington: projects in state book
In/m - -1 w/w - m |- |- |s s |- of promising practices
Wisconsin: selected state organi-
zacions with education
resources for K-12
classioom use
1
{
| 49
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SECTION D: ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION
:
2 5. |8 ANPAE
AOHHEHEBRRMRAE SHRHEHHEHEAE
§ MR g g o g S8 - 2 g E 9 |w &)= a g 3
: S HHHHHHEHHHHHEHEHBHEERREHBBHE
I. When was the last time your SEA < |= g 2195 (8 alzis s|2I1=2|5]182 I+ 3 ; g Z|2|2|z2)12(¥
underwant s reorganizacion? -
. 1980 xi x§ x x| x| x| x X X
—1979 X x| x F
78 x x X
77 . X X X X X
76 ‘X X X
X b3
4
B b3
n/a X x| X
2. Did it affect dissemination with
respect to:
3. creation of s disseainstion
unit nt n) vyt nfytnlinlin]nlylnjiniyin|n nly- n n n{ yl nf{n|n n| nln n
b, Tocation of thounit in the SEA| y| n{ y| n| yl yl y|n|nlyln]in nln[n[y [ yl y|] nf nf nf{ nf n| yl n{n z n
c. Increasing disseminecion staff | n| y| y[ n| yIn| y| y(n|n[ninjyin[ninin nl ni nl nlnl nln]ln]nln iy In
. Increasing functions of an
existing disseminstion unit yt yl yt n] yl nlylyln]lylniln]n|n|n|n|n Yl nal n|l ny ny n| n]l n| nin jy n
e. Increasing fiscal support for
the dissemination unit nlyl ylnlylnintlyln|n{n|n|lninin]|n]|n n| n{ n{ n|l n{ n|l n| nfnin }y In
3. Was Isprovement in dissemination/
school improvement servicas s fsctod
in the decision to reorganize?
_yes xf{ x X X X X X X X X
no X X X X b3 X X X X b3 b3 b3 b3 X X
7 - X x |x
D.1-3 -
by
g El D.2
) 2 ‘| < 2 < g a x NOTES: ys=yes - n=no
g 2|53 Slelg|2|E 2 Iz|3
AHEBMEE 212131213 ) |B <|21E|8)z
S12(518|15(218| (8lz(8lal2]21218]. |5 |elE|=|2|5|28|8] o
FAER RN RE § 218 |w 9 5 ER =R S |5 | noTES: Alasks, American Samoa: better
2= 21z 5 EIE|E]e g 218 z|212|18]13|5(8|3 ~
Six|zi=|x{2|= 2 AR 2 2 21219 a flow of information
Bleggleigigi|e § F|S|8|z}=a ?Z glplelslg|s]|s|=|R|=1% Arkansas: developed information
unit, improved comaunications
X X -1 x| x x| x X tx]- - X unit
X X - X - | x - X X Coiorsdo: better utilization
- - - |x -of staff
- - - Florida: moved disseainstion
X X | - X - - into operations division
- - X - Hawaii: brought three units
- X - - for coordinated services
- X - - lowa, Kentucky, Maryiand: coordi-
X - - - nated school improvement effort -}
- - x |- Montana: enhanced school
improvement effort
Nevada: decentralized
¥ West Virginia: placed priority
on communications
nj| -n n n n n n - n n n n n n n n n - Y n - Y n n .
nfl n{ y| n| nf nln| - n}lnin|niyl]y n|n]yl-]yl|n y {n [n
n n n n n n n - n n n Y n n n )4 n - n n - Y n
n nj] y{ nl n| njy - n nliy4{ytnjln njninfi-1n n - Yy ly |n
n n n n n nin - n yin y Y n|lyi{n n n - n n - n n n
.-
x - x| X x | - - x |x {x
X X X X X X - b3 X X X X X X - X b3 X - X
3
"~
N ad
Q . N

ERIC | ‘
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SECTION D: ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION
(continued)
» .
i . Bl Y A=
“ < E “ g a & 1ol & -
=4 -
A HEHEEREIREE B2 18[213|5(%|3|5|8
i — [=] ™ x - (L) - z . - %] % - = = % é
gg‘:?ss$:§5§§§:sg“E§~*“5 AMHE
4. Are disseminstion. activities == g s1%|5|818|a8|= |8 s|l2|=215]|=2 g g18is ; g 211212 %
regularly pilanned to further
SEA priorities?
yes x Px [ x {x{x }x |{xIx {x |x Ix }x }|x Ix Ix X x{ x x| x} x x|x Ix |x
no x_Ix X X
5. Which of the following activities/
programs are administratively a
part of tho dissemination unit? ‘
a. Information services (FRIC,etc)| x | x | x | x | x x |x {x Ix {x x Ix |x x_|Ix X X X x] x X
b. publlc_informstion X X X X X X X X X X X
c. National DIffusion Network X | x| x X [ x |x X 1 X x tx [x [x Ix Ix X 3 X
d. valldation of state programs x | x X X X x |x _|x {x |X X X X X X
. computer/statistical services x | x x |x Ix x |x X X X
£. support services X x [ x X X Xx_|x X X x| x X
g. Other X X X X X
h. not applicable E3 E3 . 1 X
6, Does your state have intermediate
service units? ’ .
_yes X x 1x |x X X x_Ix |Ix X x] x§ x
no X x [ x | x X | X X X _Ix x| x| x x[x [ x
7. 1f your answer to nuaber 6 was
yes, what are their major
functions?
a. media services X x | x X x_Jx |x x| x
b. special education services X x | x X X x_Ix X x| x| x X
c. computor/statistical services X x | x X x_]x X X X
d._testing servicos X X 1x X X X
@. purchasing/payroll services X x Ix [x X X x__|x X x| x| x X
f. curriculum services X x {x |x X X x _Ix |x X x| x| x X
g. dissemination services X X 1x |x X X x| x| x X
h. other x |x X X X
1. “not appiicable NS x [ x {x x_|x X x |x X x|x }x
D.4-7 .
“ « D.s :
s g s E “ NOTES: ?rlzon-: lns;mctlorlml aaterials
= a < or special ed., hotline, library
< E S s g <1l o Sl E g = Colorado: career, ABE, community ed.,
Z|lzte g | ER R 218 g alglal= ESL, CETA
) FEE R R R 3 213 < Z1%t4 E FR R = & <=i= E 18 e Kansas: WEEA, teacher centers
=3 ERERR] § ElE § Z|l5 8| w 18 & ZI1Z1E171818 Kentucky: materials center curricu-
Zlxlxe]|x z|E|& E =] E zl=|8 5 E E 3 “13 S g 2 § BRI E lus lab, competency based curriculum
cl3|E|E|E|e|8|2|5|a|8|5|2|2|R|3|E|E|E|B|e|s|5|=|&|5|% development
Louisiana: public information
. New Mexico: media and llbrary
x] x{ x}] x] x| x| x| -] x X x{x|x x {-]x [xJ-]=-1x ]x |Ix |x ::;t:oﬁ:::::::' development, research
= X X X = = Ohio: needs assessment, technical °*
, assistance
Oregon: library, staff development,
vocational ed., curricuium develop~
ment, instructional quality control
: X : = : = : : X = : xlX 5 X : -1 X : = : i X South Carolina: promising practices,
T = x * T =T x ~ T = X — T T x —Tx Tx SEA publications, annuzl report
T x 1T X - x x x ~ T 1T x x — ~ Tx Texas: writing/editing SBOE/state’
x X x T x — 1= x legisiature reports
X T T T s =[x <1 *[= ~ - 1= ~ T T% 1= Wisconsin: consultant services to
school media personnel
X X =1 x X X x | - - X
x - -
D.7 :
NOTES: 'Other” items R
California: linking
x[ X L 1 Xy xix1X = x - 1x > ix X X oX Colorado: bilingual, inservice,
] X -1 X X (X Lo X - X X i planning/evaluation
Massachusetts: program monjtoring,
technical assistance
- Minnosota: planning
Nebraska: human resources file
3 X - x}x X X - X = : X : New Hampshire: staff development
L] x ; : x1x : X X X - X —Tx : X New Jersey: inservice
X X : x i x : : - - x X % Osego:;'“stud:nt services, outdoor
ed., ngua
—t T : = . = : = : 5 : = : - = : X : South Dakots: vocational
< 1 x — * T x 1 xTx ~ 1= Tx p— Texas: applications for federal
1% — x = 1= —Tx hlmdsi assistance with long range
—— planning
)'—i % 3l X e X = X X - - Washington: public information,
. 2rants management
P
V4
20
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SECTION D: ORGANIZATION AND OPERATI(ON
(continued)

8. Administracively, the intermediate
service units are:
a. branches of che SEA

ALABAMA

ALASKA

AMERICAN SAMOA

ARIZORA

ARKANSAS

CALIFGRNIA

COLORADO

CONNECTICUT

DELAWARE

FLORIDA

GEORGIA

HARATL

1DAHO

ILLINOIS

INDIARA

10WA

KENTUCKY

KANSAS

HASSACHUSETTS

LOUISIANA
HINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI

HARYLAND
MICHIGAN

HAINE

MISSQURI

MONTANA

NEBRASKA

b. TEA cooperatives governed by
LEA-established boards

¢.__Independent units

d. county-governed units

e. other

f. _not applicable

9. If your intermediste units provide
dissemination services, which of
the foilowing are part of those
services?

a. faciiltator services (NDN)

b. Trespondiilg to requests for
information (ERIC searches, etc.)

c. sodel program identification/ |
state validation assistance

d. technical sasistance in
adoption/adeption of new programs

e. not appiicable

10. To what extent eres those services
coordinated by/through the SEA
dissemsination unic?

such

somewhat

lictie

none

not spplicable

1i. Is there an internal advisory
committee for the SEA dissemina-
tion progras?

yes
no

NEN HAMPSHIRE

NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
NORTHERN MARIANAS

OKLAHOMA

OH10

NEVADA

OREGON

PENNSYLVARIA

PUERTO RICO

RHODE ISLAND

SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

TRUST TERRITORIES

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGINIA

VIRGIN ISLANDS

WASHINGTON

WEST VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN

WYOMING

»
v e
»

D.8-1i
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SECTION D: ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION
(continued)
; |
=|_|8 al l<|E
= =]
AR A AR ARAEHAHEEHEEEE
HEHHHEHHHEHBEBHHAHHEBEBEUHEHEE
- = Sl&5| =)= uw
12, If yes, what are the titles of < | < g (2|38 |8|&|=|8 alsjR|8|= 3 § E g HEIHEIEIE
its members?
a. specia} education x x x | x x . x
b. CSEA Title IVC X X X x | x X
c. ESEA Title X X x | x 1 xtx X X
Jd. vocational education X X x | x X
e. Instruction x | x X X
1.__dcputy X
. planning/evaiuation X - X X
E. administration X X X
. Cnglish/[A/basic skiils X X X X
J. finance X
k. equity g X
1. special services X . X
m. others (number involved) 4 6 1 23] 1 9 |2 8 3 2
n. not applicable x {x [x X x {x |x x| x x | x X X X X
13. liow many principal people sare on
the dissemination staff?
ber of people {6.514 |5 |1 7 ]34}10] 8 2 il6 91317 13 ji1.96 | 4 115 2 17 1[5 2
not applicable X X X
14. WNat are their titles?
a. director x_ | x X X X x | x X ;
b. _coordlnator X X x | x x [x [x X
c. information retrievai speciaiisy x X X X X X x | x [x x | x x | x
J. facilitator X | x X X X x | x [ x X
e. clerical X x _[x X X X x [ x X
f. iicator X X X
g. consuleant X X+ X X 3
h. assistant X X X X
.__librarisn X . X X
other X _{x X X X X X
k. not appiicabie X X X X
D.12-14
™ D. 12 o
§ i NOTES: Michigen: has s board, but it
s 2 ] R é a3 = is currently being reorganized
g Sl g = 8 % o] g Sl e g - | E New Mexico: has a board, but:
Zizls o § £ 2|4 % 2 m -] <|® S|z it is currentiy inactive
AHHHAHHERBBHHEHBHAHBBHBHHEE
i’,:;’;EEEs§§"§’§g§§$3§5§33§mga
AR HEHEHEBEHEH BRI EE R E ISR
x .o ! - X - X - Ix X
X - X x_| - - |x x
x hd X X ad ad
X d b3 X b3 - X - x
- X x | X x | - - x
= X - | x - | x
- X X x | - X X X
X - X X x| - - x
- x | - X
= X - X - |x
= X - X - [x X .
= X - -
= 1 12 T (- 18 [2 2 2 12
% X x_|x x |- X X X | x X - X |- X
. .
3 12158 20 | 4 |- 3.5 31 4 2 el iofs.s|{3 1S5 |-171S - 6 |4 |4
X X - X - x |- X
x X x | x X x | x |x |x x
X X x| x X | x X X X _[xv|x
X X X | x x | x X X
F3 X X
X X | X X | x X
X X X x
X X X
X X X X | —
X X
] X X X |x x_|x
x X X _|x X X X |x x
03
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SECTION D: ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION
(:ontinuod‘)

15. Does the SEA provide teachers,
- administrators, and others in the
fieid with access to an informa~

ALABAMA
ALASKA
AMERICAN SAMOA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA

GuR

HAVATI

1DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

TOWA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUTSTAXA
MARYLAND
HASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURT

MAINE

MONTANA
NEBRASKA

tion service (ERIC, eotc.)?
_Yes

»®
»®
»®
»®
»®
t ]
»®
»®
»®
»®
»®
»®
»®
>
>
1]
»®
»
>
»
»
»
»

t]
»

>
>

>

»®

16. If yes, pla}sa indicate the
location of that service.
3. inside the SEA x| xj x| x| x X x] x|} x x ] x]x]x

b. outside the SEA, but controlled K
administratively by SEA staff x | x

c. outside the SEA through con~
tract with another agency X

d. _other x] x

e. not appiicable x X : x X

17. If your state has an NIE dissemi-
nation capacity building grant,
to what extent has it contributed
to the develop and maint . .
of the inforsation resource cen~ ’ :
ter service?

wmuch | x| x} x{ x| x X X X x| x]x x | x

somewhat X

1ittie X

none

X
not_appllicable X X X

D.15-17

D.16

NOTES: "Others"
Calorado, Montana, Ohio, South
Dakota: state library
Connecticut: state college
Louisiana: Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory

NEVADA

NEN HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLTNA
NORTH DAXOTA
NORTHERN MARIANAS
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

TRUST TERRITORIES
UTAR

VERMONT
VIRGINIA
VIRGIN ISLANDS
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
NYOHING

»®
x
»®
»®
»®
»®
>
.
»
»
»
»
»®
»
»
»
»
0
»
»®
»®
»
»®
»®
»®

»®

elefegole
ofufe]e]e
efafa]e]e

<
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SECTION D: ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION
(continued) . ®
2}l s ARAE
lg ||yl @ AE 2 é lzlslg
18. 1f the information resource center M E 2 2 e g 5 g a 5 = 2 é o w 5 S § 2 § Z 3
is in the SEA, to whom does the AR Zls|& § 3518 & 5 :(215|5 g g S EEIC I EE
mansger repare? 3|3|4|513{3(8|8|z|=[8|8|5|&a|2|=|8 HEHEEIEHEHEHEIHE
a. director, research and plannln X X X X X
b. associate superintendent,
oparations X X X x| -
c. dissemination director X : X
d. assistant cosmissioner, ilbrary
services X X
e. chief of federal Programs X X
T. assistant coomissioner, LEA
services X
g. deputy
h. sedla director
1. associate superintendent
instruction .
j. Other X X X X X
- k., not applicable 3 X 3 X x| x X X
19. How does a ciient in a'school get
access to the information resource
conter?
a, through direct request to the
SEA-based information center x] x| x| x| x x | x {x x | x x x| x| x 3 X x | x
b. through s fleld-based linker x| x X X X x | x X X x| x| X j % x | x
c. through an SEA-based llnker ~—
outside the information center X X x| x1x X X X X 3 x X {x
d.  other X
e. not applicable X X X
2D. 1f access is through a ficid-based
tinker, where is that person housed?
LEA x| x X X X X x| x X b3 X
TSA X X X X x I x| x 3
other X X X X
not_sppilcable x | x X X X [ x [ x X X | x X | x
D.18-20 . .
n ] D.18
3 = " NOTES: American Samoa: chief
W g <| 2 < 2 < 2 a = Florida: bureaw chief level
- 215 3 CRES % 28 = 3 2zt & lowa: Title IV chief
Z(1%5i8 2|2 2= 2lw & <|2 2|z Kansas: management team
HAEIERE: HERE H < el B 3ls a K AR E sleig Kentucky: director, materials
é § wid|s ElE E ° g § 7} E w 3 & g R R & S g and curriculum.
Slelslzizls|518|2=|2 g w g 5 5 ‘% 2 z sl1E|21@ § Pennsylvania: state librarian
wilwgwia (2122 53|8|8|a|a @ BIEIE|BIZ |5 |®|% (= & Wyoming: director, special
- prograas
- b3 x X - -
X - - D.19
X - X NOTES: *“Other’
. Arizona, New Mexico, South
x - - - | x Carolina: LEA-based linker
- - X - Wisconsin: LCA contact, usually
i a librarian
- X - -
X - X - - X D.20
X - - - X NOTES: "Other"
Connecticut, Nebraska: state
- X x - = college
- X - - % I11inois, Xest Virginia: regional
X x |- Ix x_ |- x |- office of SEA
New Jersey: county offices
Rhode 1sland: program development
unit
Florida, Tennessce: teacher
. center -
x| x 3 x §- x fx Ix |x )x Ix Ix Ix |x |- x {x - x | x Ix Florida: district administrative
X X - x [x. [x ]x |x x_|x |- X | x - [x |x [x offices
x | x - X X _|x X - x | x - Ix Ix
X - X 1= - X
) - 1 x 5 x | -
|
| - x |x X - 3 - |x 3
x [ x - x |x _[x |x x_ |- x | x - 1A X
X d X X - - X
Lx {x X X - X X - X - .3
5 ~
Q
E 91 -

RIC
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SECTION D: ORGANIZATION AND OPERATTON
(continued)
. g
< E E a
= ] < | &
E — < | < 2] ) c s g -] = < a
§§§§3E A FIRPINEE 2185 5|3 2121312
EIEEIEIE §:§s§=§:§g HEIFFIEHEIERE
21. Do state funds support field-based | < | < g E slgjslalaly F|8(=2]|&|2 g § E ; 2 2lE|z|2]2|¥
linkers?
yes X X x X X X
no X b3 X X X b3 b3 X X X b3 X b3 X X b3 X b3 X
not_spplicable X, X x [ x
22. Do flow-through federal funds
support field-based linkers?
yes X X X x X x x
. 0o X X X b3 b3 b3 b3 b3 b3 ‘/._ b3 b3 b3 X b3 b3 X X
not _spplicabie x| X x | x
23. In your state, is state validation o
s prerequisite to a program being
subaitted to the Department of
Education for national vaiidation?
yes X| b3 b3 b3 b3 - X
no X4 X| X| X| X b3 b3 X b3 R X b3 b3 X X X X X b3 b3
not spplicable X x
4. Does your SEA have the grant to
operate the National Diffusion
Network project in your state?
yes X X X| X| b3 b3 b3 X b3 b3 b3 X b 3 b3 X X
no b bl X X| b3 b3 b3 b3 b3 b3 b3 b3
not_appiicable X
25. 1f yes, is the person who directs
it part of the staff of the
dissemination unit?
yos b k. N X| X s X b3 X b3 b3 X b3 X X
no X X
not applicable 4 X X x| x X xf x| x x| x|} x
D.21-25 .
2 8
] = %)
g £1=13 <|lelZ|z g AE
% :-‘ [=] S ; 5 (=] % o 5 ﬁ g = -za
1=3 ™ — o w v 9 x
E15(2).1312 2| (2] (3|5|2(8|3|4| |B s121E 215
M ERERE § . Zl5lele a ElZ]= 212182
< = E = o 3 = | a 3 ] g S|G|E 215
AHAHHHEHEHEIEHEE A HHEEEIIELE
2|2 |21212 3{5|8|8)a a BIEIB|2|ZIZ|=|BIS(Z
X - 3 X X - - x
X X - b3 X b3 X X - b3 b3 - X b3
X 2 X X d b3 - b3 X
b3 X i b3 X - b3 d X
X - X X b3 b3 X X b3 - b3 - b3 b3
2 X x| - X - x|~ x
2 X b3 X hd b3 b3 b3 X b3 - b3 - b3 b3
X X, - X X F X X - x X - x x *
&
X x| xjx |-}z x |x ix x |- |x - x _|x
L] X d b3 X b3 b3 b3 - X - b3 X
—_ - - = X |~
X x| x |- ]x x x |- |x - x
hd x_Ix - - X
. X 2 2 2 X X b3 X X X b3 X
"~ o
Q¢
.
Q

ERIC
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ORCANIZATION AND OPERATION

(continued)

SECTION D:

26. 1f the answer to number 24 was no,

NOO3¥0

yes
* no

VIOHYIXO0

OIHO

not applicable

SYNYI¥YH NYTHLYON

Vi0XV0 HLYON

YNITO¥YD HLYON

XYOX M3N

0DIXTt MIN

coordination between the dissemi-
nation unit snd the agency with
the NON program?

and the NON project is locsted
outside the SEA, is there close

AISHIAC MIN

TYIHSdHYH K3IN

VAVAIN
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SECTION E: FUNDING FOR DISSEMINATION
-~ L. ¥hich of the following sre current- <
ly sources of funding for your § E =
dissemination activities? (Put a < E 3 a <|E
checkmark in the appropriste box to = = @ [=J -
the left of the source if fumds 3s EAEAERE: g HEIRE o 2 g P K g 5(318|a|8 3 é
from that source sre used for dis- | 5 = |2 315 g g 3 = |2 g g SIS |'<|a E 2182123 g z n § gl
semination in any way. If the 3 3 2|%|s]5|818 & ] =|3|=218 3 i § 3 3 MEREAER R
funds from s source are actuaily “i=< vjaj~|o all Ralll Ball ol : Tl=l=)|=l=]|Z
transferred to the budget of a cen-
tral disseminacion unit, plesse put
8 checkmark in the appropriste box
to the right of the source.)
a. state used x| x x| x| x x| x x X x x| x x| x]x X
funds transferred x x| x x| x X X
b, ESEA TItle used xf x x| x[ x| x{ x{ x X x| x! x| s x| x| x| x x { x| x| x[x]=x
IV C funds tranaferred x] x x| X X X X
- c. ESCA Title used x| x x x{ x{ x X x| x{ x x| x X X x i x|x
1 funds transferred x| x x
d. special educa- uged x| x X x| x| «x x] x x] x x [ x| x x| x|x
tion funds transferred x| x ’ X
e.. vocational educas- used x| x x] x . x| x x| X x| x x| x| x x [xx
tion funds transforred x] x . X
€. NIE used x] x X X X x] x X X} X X X x| x| x| x}! x X
funds transferred x| x X X X X X X x | x X
2. NON used X} x x] x] x x| x X x] x) x| x] x] x X x | x
tunds transferred x| x X x x] x x| x X X
h. Info. resource used x[ x X x{ x X X x | x
center funds transferred X X
{. other sources X X X X x [ x
J._not applicable
2, Nill there be a major change in
dissemination yervices within the 4
next year caused by an increase
or decrease in funds?
incraase yes 3 X X X
decresse yes X X x{ -x X x) x x | x
neither X X X X F3 X 3 x [ x [x
not_applicabie X X X
B.1-2
. n E.}
2 w NOTES: ‘“others"
b < ] = a < Arizona; Title VB, career ed.
E’ Slels <lslQ]|Z E [ 3 = Colorado: career ed., adult
Eixls algl= HEAEIE I 2 7|58 = basic’ed., CETA, Title VB
£l4|c |y HEIE = S|l=|al3|z i (@ g|2]2 E =|5|a Arksnsas: Title VB
3 Flute|g zlz |8 % R a & Z|E1E1>|8 |2 111inois: Title VB
Slalzlzlz|E|E|E ] glelgie E g & 2 313 2 212l&a|R|R|& Kansss: WEEA, Teacher Center
glela|s(2lg|g|S|B|5|s|=|2]2 HEEHEEHEHEEHEE Minnesota: SOLP contract
[— Mississippi: Title-v8
Missouri: Ticle VB
Nevads: Title V8
New Mexico: Title VB
x| x x |x |x{x]-Jx |x x x} x| x x ] x x| x - X 1x |x )
X - X x x| x -
x [ =] x x |z L x|-|x x| x| x x| x| x| - x|x - = I xIx[x . ;
X - x| x x| " x[x - X :
x | x x [ - | x x [Tx x| x| -1 x - [ x I x X
X - x| - X -
X | x x |- |x x| x x| s x| -[= - | 'x X
X - X} - -
X | x x |- |x x| x x| x| -1 x - 1 x [ x X
x - x - - 3
X x | X | % - |x |« x| x| x| x| x[ x| x - [ x| = - I x X
- x] x| x x| x - x - 1 x *
X x x |x [x]-|x X x| x| x[ -] x - x [x
- x| -[x - | x
X - X xl - x[x - x
- x| -[x -
x X ~ - B
X
X x X x
X x | [ x X X x x X X
x | x X X X x X X
X X X

Q
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SECTION £: FUNDING FOR NDISSEMINATION
(cont {nued)
-] .
-
3 =< 5 s E < &

3. If thore will be a docresse in < 3 ] 2212 § E g < | < - 2 g & é % 3 § ﬁ = s g
services, will it be csused by 2 218 5 212 =12 § g g g 21 . a g lwyd R E 2 z AR
the end of the five-yesr NiE- 5 g 20 g 318 § 3 °S= Q g = 3lalz g 2|2 ; g § Zla|g £ @
funded dlssemination cspacity =< 5 s1%5|S5|81S|48|2|8 FRERER AR S|z HEAEREAERE
building program? - .

yes X 3 x| x] x x| x X X
no X X x| x! x x| x| x
not _applicsble x| x X 3 3 3 x| x 3 x| x] x

4. 1f not, what are the major
factors that will csuse the
decrease? .

a. reduction in state money X x| ox X X

b. Toss of other funding X

c. reduction of Title IV C funds 3

d. reduction of NDN grant X N

e. reductjon of NiE grant

f. other X x .
§. not applicabile x| xf x{ xf x] xf x x| x}] x| x X x| x| x| x x| x| x.| x| x

S. If there will be s decrease, will
sorvices to specific client
groups have to be reduced? .

yes x| X x| x| x x] x x| x x x| x X
no X x] _x] x X X
uncertain X
not applicable x| x| X X x| x x| x| x

6. 1If the answer to number S5 was
yes, which client groups will be
affected?

a. staff of the SEA x| wf) XX X X X X
b. adsinistrators in schools X 3 x x X x | x x
C. toachers X X ~J X x| x x| x X F3 X
d. others X X x| x X
¢. not appilcable x| x| x[ x x| x| x{ x X x| x x| x X x [ x t x
g.3-6 '
" 0 E.4
g = " NOTES: ‘"others’
= = 1 e =< 111inois: lack pf SBOE policy

g S| = ; =leol213 E - % = | & Xansas: SEA contracting policy

zinls -] 'g' 5le 3 9 glm % <2 E ez will reduce staff

alg|2 3 =13 < Zl=qa 3 ERR = SEAMEIEEE New York: no clearly defined

3 g 214 § % § hl8|w A [ glelals S|z dissemination unit
Sla|l=l=|= E E E 21313 |¢g g g E g E t% E E é £lxig g 2 g Oh:o:‘ :hnnge of SEA andfor LEA
mlh|lw | wlw >|> | = = riorities
HEEIER L 212|8jc|8|&1= z rﬂscons!n: schools will have
x x - X X X x |- - X to pay
x| _x x| X X 3 x | x x 1 X X
X X X ix X E.6
NOTES: ‘‘others’ -
Nebraska, South Carolina, Tennessee:
higher education
Michigan, Nebraska: students
- x - - Minnesota, Nebraska, South
x| - x X - - Ix Carolins: all ciient groups
X - x | - —x
X - - - |x
= X - 3 -
X - Lx hd = X
x| x| x| x - X X | x [x | x | x =[x x |- x E3
x| xp x| - x| x x x | x |- X - 1z
x| x - X - | x - X
3 X - [ x| x X 3 - x |- x E3
x| - x | x X X - o .3
X - TTx ) x X x {x |- - ix
x| - x | x X x I x |- X - Ix
[ x| x B X x X | x| - T Ix
x| x| x| x x| x 2] x x X X x_|x X
09
)
e 28
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SECTION E:  FUNDING FOR OISSEMINATION
{continued)
3 n
3 | |8 g g
zl<l2lz]g|F @ w3 |2{2|z|E|5]|=2]s]z
- MEHEE glsls| 1= 3 AFIEIHE
: = e x 1= |lug ~— 2 . g 0 |w AR AR § 2|2
7. If the answer to number Z was Yes, g g|8 %13 Slxlgl3)= g =R =R ] s|ZElz|lalgl£|2]2]E |-
In uiich areus wlll dscranses 3|3(8|%|8(3|a|8(z|2|8|3|2|3|2|2|8(3|a|8|Z|2|2|3(5|28(8|5]¢8
s. responses to indlvidus! requests
for information from a central
information resources center X X X x | x X
b. acqulslition of additional
resources X X X X X X X X
c. staffing for the dissemination . NE =
unit X x! x X X x| x x| x | x
d. reduction in the variety of

school isprovement services

available to teachars and adamin

istrators : X X X X X x| 'x X 1 x X

e. others . i X X X
f. not applicable x| x} xj x x) x 3 X X x | x x | x [ x
8. If there will be an increase,
what will be the source of the :
sdditional funds?
a. state funds : X X X X
b. Tocal funds
c. federai flow-through Funds X X X =
d. others X X 3
e. not spplicable X x| x x] x| x| x| x§ x§ x| x x | x X x | x v | x {x
5
" E.7 '
g @ NOTES: “others" .
] =< F = o < [llinois: continued resource develop-""
o 51« g =l g E g 3 5 ment on automsted systems
Ziuls ‘3‘ z|8 - 2 251812 lowa: better coordination .,
gls|eis|[zl 3 < =|l=|a g w ] =|~ E & |52 Maryland: not yet determined
§ g =R § z 2 E . § § Elela E! 4 Zlz|Zl>1z 2 Michlgan: diminishing resources for
HaHEBHHHBHHHEBHHHHEHBBBHEHE R
SHHEHHEHEHEEHEHE [R|E|E|E|E|E|2|S |52 55| Nebraske: awaroncas, on-site visics,
. unsﬂing:on: reduction in grants and
capacity building
X X - X X X - £
X - X X . x| x| - X - X E.8
N NOTES: ‘"others'

X x_ix - x X x| x| - - | x X American Samoa: all formula fund$ going
into 1VC; percentage increase to
dissemination

, I1linois: federal assistance which pro-
x {x - : X x| - X - 1 x vides for the current lack of focus
- - -1 x across federally funded programs
x | x x | X -1 x| x x| x| x x - | x x | - X x lowa: whatever is avsiloble; increase
in information service charge
- X X - - X X
- X - - X
X - X X X - - X X
x | x | x [ x}|x X - x| x X x} x| x : x| x |[x : '
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SECTION F: ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER
PROJECTS AND SERVICES
wn
1. Please indicate below the d of % g & : <& :
. ease indicate below the degree = “ny = - -
assistance (if any) your SEA has = 5 g s 3 E g e g S| = — § H Y E g g é 3 § alg |z
received from the following sources s g ] g E g % 5 g g -] § S E ‘< | @ s 4] g = | % 5 E ﬁ g E g
H = =
31 rour aissenimcion progran has | 312121255 (5(B|S|B|2|8 HHHEIEE SHEHHEHEEHEEBEE
a. Special Purpose Grant (N1E) mf n{ m| 1} m§ s n s{njnim|mi{n]|s m|n]s s |m |In |s In |s
b. State Dissemination Capacity .
Building Grant (NIE) m| 2] m} m)| m| m| @ mim|n|mimimin mlnlmlsimimn]sim |o jn im |m
c. Regional Services Project (NIE) s m{ n] njf 1] s| n s{nlin[{n|m|s]|n n|[nlmijnils T (n |1 [n s |1t
d.__Technical Assistanct Base (NDN i1} a{ m[ n| m} s| 1 n n[s|miln|mis|1|s|{s]|1 s s 1 |[n |s Im
@. Regional Exchange Project NIE) m] m[ n] I| m| a]l n| s s n|m|[m|s s|s|a|lmjm |1 1s m|s |s |1
f. consultants from other states s| m[ o[ s 1] s n|s 3 s [nf[sis 1 s [s |s |1
g. visits to other states s] s{ m| m{ s["s| s[ s n n|s|mis sin ] m [s [s [s In
h. Title v B [
1. National Diffusion Network [ [ ™ ]
J. others : 1 : - m
2. In your opinion, which of the pro-
jects and/or activities listed .
*  above has been most significant in .
increasing your SEA's sbility to
develop a dissemination/school
improvement program? .
a. capacity building . x] x x| x X x ) x| x X x | x x | x [x X X |{x
b.  Technical Assistance Base X
c.__ctonsultants X] x X
d._ National Diffusion Network X X . X X [ x | x X X X
e. Title IV C ‘ X X x
f.  Regional Exchange X x I x X
g. specisl purpose grant . x
h. others X . X X X
i, not applicable X X X
[}
[ ] F.l
g . E " NOTES: m=much - s=somewhat
=14 - n=
w é <3 < a é < g 8 < 1=little - n=nope
z | 15| 2 Zlel2|2|§ g 13 =|E wothers"
% |lm)8 AR zZ|= s | w 2 1] Eig E others
x|lalsix|g5is]3 S1=|2 3134 S & == Eldle Connecticut: National Center
FEERER R E|E "4__1 § 5181w a & ZIZIE|1”|B8|& for Reseirch gn Vocational
2 lcls]=|E|E|E|2 §§ﬁ°§§§3=5§§§§5§5 Education |
c|B|E|E|E|2|g|2|E|5|8|2(z|2|3|3|E|E|E|EB|E|5|5|=[¥|=]|= Towa: NCEC
T Kansas: Title 1V C
n{ n n n|n ={fn]l 1l nlnjm]ln s |n |- m - |s In|m |n Ohio: NCES capacity building
NCES personnel exchange
n| m{ s| n|l m} n}n nloajm|m|sim|m|nils|m|~-{m{m - |a o |m In Washington: Northwest flegional
™[ _n [ s s |1 s s| njin n s | m|s n - S n - s n |n |n Educational Laboratory, ROU
s s m[ s m[ 1]1 1 n|1{s[m[ma[t]fn]|s[-1]5 141 - |m jn |1 grant, State Dissemination
n[ n [ a|n - m|m|s 1 |m|s|s|[m{-13 s - |o |m |s Leadership Project
ni L] s| s s{1 - m|nj1 nls nis[-]n|]s - |m [n |3
n ! s s n b m|s s n s [als s - s 1 - n_|n
- - - F.2
1 ~lm n |- - NOTES: ‘others"
m/1 Connecticut: NIE projects in
general
1daho: inservice (LEA § SEA
levels), planning, availability
of research .
Towa: NCEC
Massachusetts: visits to other
states
x| x 3 - x| x|x x {x | x Px|»n}-1x |x - Jx |x Jx Chio: regional labs
X 3 - - - Ix X Washington: Northwest Lab
X - - -
T x| x | -] x - B
X | - - -
X X - x [ x - - [ x
-1 X - X - Ix .
-1 x - - Jx
X - - x_ |- X -
| f
1

Q
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Dissemination Survey Update - Council of Chief State School Officers

1. Have there been major changes in the dissemination/school improvement program
in your SEA during the past year?

19 yes 19 no
2. If yes, in which areas did those changes occur (mark as many as applicable)?
7 location of the program administratively in the SEA

from planning and evaluation, office to curriculum materials
of superintendent and ‘services

from improvement and development to state and federal programs

. from center for program coordination to policy and program develop-

ment
from research and development to  central office
from dissemination to special programs
from part of an office to central room, made available

to the public
10 funding amount (increase 0 or decrease 10 )
10 funding sources

gained: charging for searches
professional associations ‘
state funds for information base development
state funds for communications and word processing
state/federal division

lost: state funding (3)
(one state legislature eliminated funding)
Title IV C ’

NIE capacity building (10)
local funding

12  services to clients
added: technical assistance
SEA-operated information center
now serving vocational education
linkage with new cooperatives
on-line search capability (4)
linkers 1(2)- y

co
&0




lost: search services (2)
linkers (4)
support staff
product development
state files
field pilot projects
training
ability to offer free services

If your SEA had an NIE dissemination capacity building grant thaf ended
during the year, were all functions funded by i+ sustained when it ended?

3 yes 7 no

If no, what was lost?

7 staff 5 services 3 linkages 3 other
services and linkages shifted to universities for retrieval of information
all functions reduced - :

relationship with intermediate units cut from 9 to 3

Has there been an increase in coordination among various SEA divisions with
dissemination responsibilities during the last year? -

22 yes 15 no

If yes, in which divisions has that increase been most significant?

entire department (2)

vocational education (4)

planning, research, evaluation, and development (4)
management /administration (2)

instruction (12)

federal programs (3)

training

deputies

special education (5)

media .

community education o
nutrition

equal educational services (2)

health education i
elemetary/secondary education -
library services

Title I

teacher education

chief state school officer --

public information officer

education support services

career education 8 3

/ ’ .



7. Has the dissemination program in your SEA been combined with other efforts
to form a more comprehensive school improvement effort?

17  yes 14 no

8. 1If yes, at what administrative level does responsibility for the combined
program fall: '

4 deputy 5 associate/assistant commissioner
9 division/department head 5  other

director of dissemination
administrative council

. consultant
chief

9. Has your SEA used any outside services to improve the dissemination/school
improvement program during the last year?

18 yes 14 no

10. If yes, which of the following was most helpful?

12 Regional Exchange 2 Regional Services 6 consultants
2  visits to other SEAs 4 other

facilitator center

all lab services

business and industry

Department of Labor and Employment
teacher organizations

11. Has there been an increase in understanding of and support-for the
dissemination/school improvement program during the last year?

21 yes 12 no

12. If yes, with whom has that increase been most significant?

7 chief state school officer 5 deputy 4  state board
12 department/division heads 17  professional staff in general
4  other institutions of higher education (2)

professional organizations
local education agencies (3)
consultants

L.




13.

14.

15.

In your opinion, will the dissemination/school improvement program be given
any significant new support because of the federal block grant to your SEA?

1 vyes 16 no 22 don't know yet

Do you anticipate additional changes in the dissemination/school improvement
program in your SEA in the next year?

22 vyes 14 no

If yes, in which areas?

12 staff (more ____ 3  or less 9 )

18 funding (more 6 or 'less 12 )

11 funding sources (more 3 or less 8 )
16  services (more __ 7 or less 9 )

States responding to the survey update:

American Samoa Nebraska

Arkansas Nevada

Arizona ' New Hampshire
Colorado New Jersey
Delaware New Mexico
Florida North Carolina
Guan North Dakota
Hawaii Ohio

Idaho : : Oregon
Illinois Pennsylvania
Indiana : Rhode Island
Iowa , South Carolina
Kansas Texas

Kentucky Utah

Louisiana Vermont

Maine Virginia
Minnesota Washington
Mississippi Wisconsin
Missouri Wyoming



A . Study of School Improvement Programs

'}1}in‘StatetDepartments'of‘Education

by~Patrick Martin

; Council of Chief State School Officers

7;Statefdepartmentsrof”éducation5have in'the last decade, worked to
,wincrease.their dissemination capaoity to help schools improve--to increase
: gtheir service orientation while continuing to carry out. their regulatory

”;functions

The 50 states and six,extra-stnrg jurisdictions have developed .a wide

‘e .';

variety of approaches to this activity, including utilizing’ different admin—-.
‘istrative-configurations;,funds from many sources, and linkages to the
field through regional, local, and other means.

How successful SEAe have been, and how permanent those activities are,
has been the major focus. of the Dissemination Management Project at the
Council of Chief State School Officers; Funded by the National Institute of
education from March 31, 1980, through March 31, 1982, the project asked
three- questions:,

(1) Fron’the'chief state school officers's point of view, what is
the present approach being utilized in each state to help school improve?

(2) What are theigeneral.characteristics of that approach, and how do

!

they resemble/differ from each other from state to state?

!
—
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(3) Which federal programs and other influences have been most
significant'in.the.development of each state's dissemination program, and
which of those influences are most: important to continue?

In order to answer those questions, project staff conducted a survey
of the states to eollect;information*from chiefs and their key assistants.

All 50 states and three of the extra—state Jurisdictions (Guam, Northerm
Mariana Islands, and Puerto Rico) responded. The survey was designed to be R
an.informal study and was not intended to be a definitive analysis of dissemi-
nation/school improvement programs. in SEAs. Therefore, a variety of people
with differing responsibilities participated 1n completing the surveys.

Chiefs in most.states either participated or approved the document before

it was- submitted to- the Council s project staff.

In addition to the survey, information from a variety of additional

sources wassused¢t0'determine~the=general characteristics.of school im-
provement programs in SEAs; A major:source was information produced by a
special seminar convened by the Council in November 1980. Five organiza-
tions that have conducted major studies or evaluations of dissemination
programs were asked to present‘information produced by their work that has
special significance for chief state school officers and SEAs. Those
studies were:

(1) NTS Research Corporation, evaluation of NIE's dissemination capa-
city building program;

(2) Abt Associates, evaluation of the R&D Utilization progect,

(3) SRI evaluation of the National Diffusion Network;

(4) The Network, a.study underway that includes a variety of programs

at several levels; and
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(5) Stephens Associates, structure and functions of intermediate

service agencies.
The'focus of this chapter is on the results of the survey of SEAs done
by the Louncil. Itiwill inclade a: review of the six sectiOns of. the, surVey,

.followed by general c0nclusions that can be drawn from the results and sub-

istantiated,by informatiOn from the other studies listed.

HEVA N g

CCSSO DISSEMINAIION SURVEY
In order ta collect information about dissemination/school improvement
-programs that would reflect both scope and function, the survey instrument .
was-divided.into six sections'l definitions of dissemination, policies and

s

(_procedures, relationships, organization>and operation, funding for dissemi-

: m._._ .

N nation,.and assistance-from‘other projects and services. A brief discussion
of the more significant findings in each section follaws

- Definitions of'Dissemination

MBespondents-indicated generally that.the~Dissemination Analysis Group's
four-level.definition (spread, exchange, choice, and implementation)1 was
applicable to their program, with 49 states-reporting that spread and exchange
both were parts of their activities. The lowest number of responses (44)
was for implementation,‘still afsignificantly high number. Forty-one states
indicated-that-they-provided assistance to clients at all four levels.

The statement "providingtinformation:tosteachers, administrators, and.
others, including the general public'" received thewhighest number of re;
sponses (50) to the question ashing for a "best" description of major func-~-
tions. Help with using new information (45) and assistance in installing

new programs (40) were also applicable. However, only 25 states indicated

<
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that most. SEA dissemination functions were coordinated through a central
offices apparently there.iS‘still.a lack of cooperation among many programs -
at the state level (see Chart A).

.Policies and Procedures; .

Only seven states reported that they“have an approved state board policyi
_ covering the dissemination function, 18 said that there was a written admin—~ |
istrative procedure,‘and 20 indicated that an,organization chart of the SEA
showed the location of! the dissemination unit. Eleven states have state
legislation mandating a dissemination function, four said that the mandate
was in a specific program area, while seven said it was general in nature.
When asked to indicate the major factors that will influence the future ﬁ:
development of theix'program, 18 states said federal funding and 16 indicatedw?‘

,state funding would be most'significant.' Seventeen pointed to leadership in:

the SEA as a major: factor. S R B ,’;

Relationshig_

Although there were only three questions in this section, the answers -
provide some: of the most significant.information gained from the survey
Generally the: information indicates that dissemination is still a difficult
concept to explain to persons in leadership posiiions in SEAs.

The first question dealt with the degree tc which the concept was
understood. Only 10 states indicated that.members of the state board of
education had a grasp of the concept. However 36 respondents felt posi-
tively about the chief state school officer s understanding of dissemination,
and 34 said the deputieg understood the concept (see Chart B).

Question tno dealt'with the degreevtolnhich.dissemination shared

"common purposes’ with major SEA programs. Again, the results indicated
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Section A, Quéstion 3-~Which of the following statements best describes the major
functions of your dissemination unit {check as many as applicable)? 1. providing
information through publications and other printed and audiovisual materials. 2.
providing information to teachers, administrators, and others, including the gen-
eral public. 3. providing information and general assistance in using that infor-
mation. 4. assisting schools to install new programs. 5. coordinating SEA dissemi-
nation functions through a central office. 6. other.

1 2 3 & 5 6 scatemenc of “other"
Alabama - < lx el x X .
Alaska - xlxlxix]|x
Aunerican Samoa x|l x| x| x X
Azizona xl x|l x
Arkansas x lx ! x| x | x :
Galifornis x 1 x| x| x! x| x| informacion oy funding sources for adoption
Colorado x | x x | rraining of field agents
Connecticuc x ! x x | x | public information
De -1 x | x! x| x .
Florida x| x | x _
Georgia x x| %
Guam
Hawaii X X X x X
Idaho : x| x| x| x| x
Illinois x| x| x| x| x| x | sharing gtate, local planning rescurces
Indiana x| x| x :
Iova X | x| X
Ransas x| x| x| x| x| x sharing Title IV~-C information
Kencucky X | x| X X —
Louisiana x| x| x x X X training SEA, LEA, higher education persomnel
Madne X | x| x| X
land L) x| x| x i
%macu x| x X | technical assiscance to regional center Starl
Michigan x | x| x! x| X -
Mimnesota - 3
Migsissippi x| x| x!{xix
Missourd x| x! x{x
Montana x| x |.x | x| x| x | coordinate services through regional labora:ory and SDLP
Nebraska x| x x | x x offering awareness sessions
Nevada x| x| x| x| x
New Hampshire X | X b3 X
New Jersev x| x| X X X - !
New Mexico x x x X | search services
New York x | x X x x develop, validate, demonscrate Title IV-C and NDN
Nogth Carolina xi x| x| x
Xareh Dakota x | x x x x
Norchern Marianas :
Ohio x| x| x| x x | validatiom
Cklahoma X x
Orsgon X b3 X b3 x v ’
Pemnngylvania x
Puerro 3_1.2 X X x| X X
%hode Island x| x| x| x ’ ' ]
South Carolinma x| x X x X X cechnical assi*wq»m =0T pubiicatinms
Scuch Dakota x| x1 xt x1 x e . ) ~
Ternessee X e )
Texas x| x| x| x x_| coordinating waiitaeion -
Truat Territories : ' o '
Ozah x| x| x| x ’
Vermont x| x| x| x| x
Virginia x ] x
Virgin Islands -
Washington x x x x X X | validation resources Lo LEAS
West Virginia L ox x X X x x | general oublicacion to all seate edugators
‘Wisconsin | - x ! x | x | craining LEA and regional scaff in search techniques
Wvoming x! x| x| x1 '} s
TOTALLS 44 150 |45 1460 125 117 o
n . fhare A. i)

ERIC .
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Section C, Question l--In your opinion, is there a general understanding in the
SEA of dissemination concepts, especially as they apply to the program as it
exists in your SEA? .1. state board of education members. 2. chief state school
officer. 3. deputy chiefs. 4, division/department heads. 5. other professional
staff. 6. others. (KEY: vy=yes, s=somewhat, n=no, n/a=not applicable)

& _ statement of "gcher”

<M< W
wijulo K -

v | public information office

—

aiNlelef<luls kb b

y/s| y=intermediace agency scazf; s-LEA--éen:raf orrice starr

auL;.zJa

b4 SEA Dissemination Advisory Commictee

¥assachusaects
Michigan -
Mi-mesota
Mississipoi
Missouri
Moazana
Nehraska
Nevada

s | LEAs

y SEA consultants

S percent of LEAS

N
o

New Hampshire ‘
New Jersev

New Mexico

New York
Noreh Carolina

uk%%w%%uwumuwuwuuQNKEMMu

phalalslekinlo]aldlo|a]eldiiolo]la|elu|elol<h b lulalal<lola bk P b
q~<~4u<44~<~4~:~4uu‘4~4~4~4~44u*«u44nwuum<w~4<4uho

4 V1 VA P) 9% V) U} 1 (V) O ) 1) %) %Y 9 1) ) 1P O Y PR ) R IR O R TR T

o1 ¥ N
hala ot a|<|<fc]oa|ufulo]ntdfn]n

North Dakota
Northern Mar{anas
Ohto

a clerical scarr
Oklahoms :
Oregon
Penpsvivania
Puerro Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolins !
Sourh Dakota
Termessee
Texas
Trust Ter>itories
Utah
Veszont

—

~jdjujula
B

a
e laula]d]dd <

v | designated school distTict represencatives

alnjafdjuafjad<d]n

wlagjajlsia

Lelabelalu]ulelalel<
el balolnlale )|«

y execucrive diractors, educatloun sService cencers

4
")
@

Virginia
Virgin Islands
Washington a

Vest Virgindia v

"]
")
w

UNtN ]
4
<
@
a

v | disseminacion project starif

<jufs]a
I ndndtcd
a1 ad L

n
v

¥isconsin . I s

Wroaing s| vl ] |

TOTALS | | | ] | .

1. v=10, Swl3, n»l8, OCNers=>. 4. y* B, s=L5, n=Z, others=3; J. y=34, 5=l6, n=l, OThers=4;

4, y=28, s=23, n=2, others=3d; 5. y=23, s=24, w6, others=4; 6. y=8, s=2, a=l.

Chart B r-y
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AOrganization and Qperation

that a gap continues to exist. Only ESEA Title IV~C received a strong yes

(42 gtates) (see Chart C). When asked if there was-close coordination of

~ activities between dissemination and specific programs, again only Title

,IV¥C received a p0sitive response (30 states) Ranking secOnd on this

.'question was labS‘and centers (22 states) (see Chart D%,

In all three.questions in this section, the highest positive responses »h“ ;

overalJ were to the-large, federally funded programs, while the fewest

positive responses were to the more,subJect-specific programs.

"-’emination unit “and in 12 it included add:[.t:LOnal staff for dissemination.

K KX

orty-three states have undergone a reorganizatiOn within the last fivex SR

years,. and in.l8 instances the location of the dissemlnation unit was affect-g‘;

ed;_ However, in.lO SEAs the reorganizatiOn included the creation of a diss-

Dissemination'unitS'in:AO-states include am. information service, 31

have the National Diffusion Network activity, 28 include both support ser-

“vices (radio-TVefilm, publicatiOns, graphics, printing, media) and the

validation of state programs,.and.24»perform the public information function
(see Chart E). | N

Twenty—eight states have intermediate units, and 21 of them provide
dissenination'services. Those services most often include responding to
requests for information (21}, providing technical assistance in adopting
new programs (21), and assisting with the identification and validation of
model.programs-(l6)t‘ Elevem of those 21 reported that there is close
coordination between the‘SEA and the intermediate units.

Twenty¥five states have an internal advisory committee for the program,

\and, again, persons from the large federally funded programs most often are

N
\ .
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Section C, Question 2--To what extent does the d1SSEM1Narlon LUNCLLLL Suatc
common purposes with the following: 1. ESEA Title IV-C. 2, ESEA Title I.
3. special education. 4. vocational education,
migrant. 7, general curriculum, 8. planning/evaluation. 9. computer/statistical.
10. other. (KEY: s=stroug, m=moderate, w=weak, n=none, n/a=not applicable)

o
od

s
=

5, gifted/talented., 6. bilingual/

statement of "ochap!

N

teacher training

s/m

Calif. demonstration, nutrition programs

community based sducation

T/I1, basic skills; career ed; law ed

glg|alu]|oju]cjn]w ju]w |

1e]lo]ule]ln|c]cldu|w]a]a v 3 <

state facilitator, ilnrormation network

s/s

wlula|c|a|a|w]|n]B

E

]
vjulalp|ujulu|e|v|a]w|w]u]e|w]|w|sls|au|e|v|je»l*FPPP T
auuucauacucaaacucnccamualauucap

cflajalalc]clalslcu]c]e

J/n

Dﬁmﬁuﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂuﬁﬁﬁmlﬁﬁo

T Sex equitly, career educacion

“Title LV=8

g
(N
(]
Is]
g
wjijnln
wlgg|w
glelE]ew
uaul;
BlplE|w

North Carolina

.

2] wig|g|ow cuuammuaauuaaaauancacua@]aunasr

North Dakota

Northern Marianas

] <] glgjd]e auuaaaaucueaaacuqnauuuuulauucsu
jod
<] <] glela]w :eucaaaacmuaaccagncucu?ulaau =)

Chio

s/

S

energy assistance, guidance/testing

‘Oklahoma

ik

Oregon

Pennsvlvania

Pusrto Rico

Rhode Island

South Carolina |

ajl8luw]aln |8

Scuth-Dakota |

Temmessee

wjnjnjg|lB jvu ju v j\u ik
BBBCCHIQI
juijBlBjw]c v v
wlnujalalau]c|d u|w
EFRCAGERER AR AR UG
glelglggw]c e |8 v

Texas

‘princing and graphics

Trust Territories

"}
a8
a8
<

Uzah |

7]
]
]

a8
a8
<
<
a8
2

Yermont

g|=a]< wlunlajc|alwlc]a|n|a “ wla|€|w aumcacamcauaacauﬂnaaumauamau!arﬂ

alele| lalwlalala v« mIBF

Virginia

Virgin Islands

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

wln|wjn
glc|wia
wia|wlw
wia|ld lwv
Bma& gloa
g
wlic|a |8
upmc
Blwuid|w
cla|s|<

'.
1wl
Yvoming | @l s | I

TOTALS [ ! b

i. s=42, m=8, w=0, n=l, others=5; 2. s=l6, m=22, w=12,

Chart C

n=l, others=3; 3. s=21, m=l0, w=9, a=i,
others=5; 4. s=15, m=22, w=ll, n=2, others=6; 5. s=20, m=21, w=8, n=3, others=5; 6. s=12, m=l7,
w=l6, n=5, ochers=6; 7. s=20, m=23, w=6, n=2, others=5; 8. s=22, m=l8. =4, n=3, others=10;

9. s=9, m=l8, w=l7, a=7, others=5; 10. s=l11, m=l.

a4

s

N

(3.



Section C, Question 3-——Is there close coordination of dissemination activities
between the dissemination unit and the following: 1. ESEA Title IV-C: 2. ESEA
Title I. 3. special education. 4, vocational education, 5. gifted/taler.ted,
6. bilingual/migrant. 7. general education. 8, planning/evaluation. 9., computer/
statistical. 10, intermediate units: 1ll. state library. 12. other state agencies.
™ 13, colleges and universities. l4. educational laboratories and R&D centers.
15, professional organizations. 16. other. . (SEE KEY BELOW)

12 3 4 5 Z 8 .9 10 11 2 13 14 15 16 "orhars™
Alabama o la | btz L lalw ln/al o Lo s :
Alagha s lo. S L9 Lo Lo i m g 1w v lw lg lu
Amarican Samoa g g 1l s 1sglngtlnl sls is Infalw!lmligla
Arizona g o o s v o l® v ole o v v v m
Azkansas n lw lom ol v ol v o | v lw | s |m
- Saliformdia s jonils mis s |omls s s m s |m
_Colorado jlm lm |lmo wlm |otls m s |3 s |olw|w |s/s|community ed,
Connecticut s ls | s l1sisis|s'!lglmis|lwl|wliwl!als busginess &
D e s W s v lw |lw|m] s v g |lw |w 3 S industry ed
Florida ] W ] @ | m v m W v a a W o n
522583! o 2] m w W w o S a o |-m o] - § 2} o]
Guam nlatalaolneinlolalaiagiajalalala
Baweatid [ W W W m v m s W o @ @ o S o
Idaho s |!s|'s |m|]s|sislnjs S |w |lm s |m
- I1ligois s | vilwvivwvlwlw]|ialw|]w |@m]|s i|w | w | m]|w rig
;Eﬂiﬂn. 1] W w ] w v [*] [*] [ 1 1] 1] w 1] 4
Towa E] m 2] [*2 [ 2] s ] S m m m o R
: s |ojw|w|[w|na|w|w]|ao]ls|w | nlm]|a|w |s/s| NON, ceacnar. S
Eentucky s lwilwlsgis | nlsls|s|mls|mimls |a centers :
Louisiana o |lmioaloalmimiao 3 n.jm |w |w | @ s o
Maine s W W v |lm | w nl|lmala 3 nj/n jlmalm
Mazyland s o lw o/ | o 3 m | m n |w s s s
Magsachusetrs s | o im |ao s | @ s | win s |@ |w | w . .
M4 gl |l wilnid | w|lwlo|lwis |oima|alm|m | m ] protessional
esota B lw|s v | n|w i ialn|als|o|lwijs oo development
Mississippi s | s jomjoa|jmjm | misiajwlisiw|s]s|a -
» Missourt R/a) = | = |~ ]« ]efao]lo)wjo]=fe)=]=]=
. Momeana B/aj = | =] = || =] «| w|o |-l |=1]-= -
Nebraska: s/mjm/wim/vim/v| @ | v | @ m/uiv/al @ j@/wl @ | S |S/m| @ el
Nevada g/al = | = =] =]~ =] === |=}|=]=]=1= .
New Hawmosghire E] [ [ [ m m s |.s ] [ 5 [*] [ n o
Nesr Jersey S (%] [*H [} [ w n [] . [ [ ] Q| W
New Maxico slwvlwlwl|lw|lw|m|ama]|a s |w|ml]ls | m|m/m| scate/federally
New York S 3 m e |{m|{m|m 3 s s v | w v |m |w funded oro-
North Carolinma R/al = | = |« e oot alafetlw]leal=1=-1]= frams. ERIC-
North Dakora s |@|m|m|wmlm!s]|s|s|aloiwv]iwv]|]w]a CRESS, teacher
Northern Mariamas : cencers
Ohio - s m | w|@m | W [ ENENEEEK ] inservice ed
Qklahoms ] 3 s | m ) 3 3 s m|@ o |w|w s v -
Oregzon ) L] s |w, 9w |o|m a s s o | w s | m
Peonsyivania w il v | w W lwlw|wl|w]w v ilwl]wlw ] ]
Puerto RBico B lw|wlolwv!ivwlw|lslaolw! v {a a
Rhode Island viwlwlonlwlwlwvwlwlwlwlioglw i alaoa/lmn.
South Carolina ol wls |wliwv]njwlnlw|nls|wl ml|ls I w |W/wiv state legis=
South Dakora lalolaoalw!inl|a | @ | s I ~ lature, office
Temessee lwilwlwlwlionlew|wlala 'nlwlwis iali" ~of attorney &
Texas } s | s S o | S m S s | m S [ n |l w s | s governor
Trust Territories! i | .
Utah i s lo|lmlw | o | o | w o | w s l.g | w | a s o
. Vermone F] S [} m|{w|m [ s [%) a [ o m S [ adult ed,
- Virginda | teacner centers
Virgin Ialands i : I ) ] |
Haghington l s tm}sl|ls|wl|amalw|s|wis/ml alala | w | s | promising prac-
West Virginia i sl'sl sl s|s}|s | stsislslislis|sis]|s tices
Visconsin | g | w ] ®ja | w s lm} w 3 3 ol m Y w | ‘s | selected organi-
Yvoming ] ] [ ) i ] | | zations wich K12
TOTALS } } ] j i ] i | } | | | ! ] | resources

(KEY: swstrong, m-moderate, weweak, n=none) 1. s=31, m=ml2, ww3, a=1l, others=10; 2. s=9, mwl7,

w=19, a=l, octhers-11; 3. s=12, m=19, w=16, a=l, octhers=9; 4. s=8, m=20, w=l7, a=2, others=10; 5.

s=9, m=l7, w=1l8, n=2, others=10; 6. s=5, mwl5, w=22, a=5, others=9; 7. s»wl2, m=19, w=ll, a=3,

others=1l; 8. s=20, a=12, w=8, n=3, others=l4; 9., s=6, m=12, w=19, n=9, others=ll; 10. s=16, m=10,

w=3, n=3, others=22; 11. s=17, mw=l3, w=l2, n=5, others=l0; 12. s=3, m=7, w=27, a=8, others=1l; 13,

s=4, mal8, w=18, n=6, octhers=10; 14, s=23, ==12, web, n=5, others=il; 15. s=5, m=2l, w=13, a=5,
hers=12; 16. s=6, m=4, w=2, v .

Q |
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Section D, Question 5--Which of the following
tratively a part of the dissemination unit? *
3. National Diffusion Network.
6. suppert services.

information.
5. computer/statistical services.

activities/programs are adminis-
1. information services. 2. public
4, validation of state programs.
7. other.

1 .2 .3 & 5§ 6 7 , stacemenc of "ocher”
Alabama X X _LX '
Adaska x 1x 1 x tx | X
Amazican Samoa % X X X, b3
Arizona x x % | special ed materials, hotline, SFA library
Axkansas X X X X
Cajifornia x [ x |x x
.Colorado x x % | career, ABE, community ed, ESL, CETA
Couneccicut X _LX x 1 X :
Delavare x x | x | x
Florida x | x | x x | x -
Georgia X
Guam _
Hawaid X x :
1daho. X | x X | X | x | x
Illinois X x | X | X | %
Indiana x X | X
lowa X X | X .
K&:‘L—' x X | x x WEEA, teacher center
Kentuckvy X X x X X X nate
Louisiana 3 public information
Maine X % X :
4 land
Maggichusatzs X X X
Michigan X X X b3 X
Mirmesota b
Mississippli x x
Missouri
Montana. X X X X x X
Nebraska x b
Nevada
New Hampshire x x x | x x x
New Jersev x x x
New Mexico x x x x. | x x media and. library
New York x x x : e
North Carolina hal X X development, regeapch
North Dakota x X X x X X .
Northern Marianas i
Ohio X X X X X x X needs assegsment, technical 3ssistance
Oklahoma x x x . )
Oregon X x X x librarv, staff developmen voca a) ed ULy -
Pemnsavlvania | x x lum development, instructional qualigy congrol
Puerzo Rico x \x |x |x % * ‘
Rhoda Island X X X )
South Carolina | s | X X nromicing oractices, SEA pubs, annual geporf
South Dakoca ) x | x ] } [ ’ :
" Tennessee I x | | |
Texas x | x lx | x {x | x | wricing/editing SBOE/legislative I2pOrLs
Trust Territories | | 2
Otah X % x | x | }
Vermont . X X x | ) |
" Virginia x | x x | x }
Yirgin Islands |
Washingcton x X x x X |
West Virginia | X x x |x x | x |
Wisconsin P x| | x | consultant services to media oersonnel
Yvoming o l L1
TOTALS 120 124 131 128 he6 129 112 !

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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its members (Title IV-C, Title I, vocational, and special education appeared
_most.often) ;2thf
'_ Forty-four states reported that they have a total of 270 people on

wﬁﬂ:theit dissemination staffs, antaverage of 6.1. These numbers ranged on'thebt;‘

LR

"'..survey from a: single information service searcher to a large school nprove- .

ment staff lnvolved in all levels of dissemination activities.

R

5Forty-nine of’the 53:respondents indicated that they provide: informa-

-, /;_,- PR

tion services to clients in the field, and" 40 of them have placed that ser—

".vice in the'SEA.

’kThirty of them said that the NIE-funded dissemination

~ta

capacity‘ building' program had been significant in the development and’

,‘maintenance of the.information service, - 7

Clientsmget access«to~information from‘a variety of sources, most,oftenwv

'3:from direct contact with an_SEArbased linker (36 states) However, 29 states

E'ask.clients-to go through a.field-based linker (multiple answers)

-'.Fundingkfor Dissemination .f B _ . I *gﬂfﬁ
Funds for dissemination'units come from a varietv of sources, but most R
often from Title lV-Ci(44 states), state funds (38), hIE capacity building
(37), National Diffusion.Network (31), special education (31), ESEA Title I
(30), and vocational (28). However, a significant number of states indi-
cated that.seldom.are;funds from that array of sources actually transferred
to a central dissemination hudget (capacity building funds in 18 states was
~the highest total) (see Chart F). |
Twenty-one states. expect.a.decrease in funds and, correspondingly, a
decrease in services within-the next year. Sixteen states will experience

that decrease because of the loss of NIE capacity building funds. The most

often mentioned outcome of that decrease was in staffing (20 states), and

C.
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Section E, Question l-—Which of .the following are currently sources of funding
for your dissemination activities? (KEY: an "x" indicates that funds from
that sources are used; a "t" following an "x" indicates that those funds are
are actually tratsferred into a central dissemination budget.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 statement of “other!
x

Alabanma x x x X x/t ] x/e ] x
Alasika x/t | x X x x x/t | x/c | x
Amerjcan Samoa ; x =
Ardzona X . x X x 1 ox x Title VB, career ed
Arkangas x/el x x X -~ x x/t b x/e | x x Ticle VB
California x/e | x : —x
- Golorado x X. x x/t | x/t S VB, CETA, career, adult
Comgmecticut x/t | x/e] x/e] x/t| x/t x
Delaware x/t | x/e ] x/e| x/e| x/t x/e] x/t
F da x x/t | x/t
Georyia X ' L3
Guam x . L3
Hauaii X x x x * x
Idaho x < X X X X
‘I1ligois x x x/t x| ticle VB
Indiana x r X x 3 x
Ioun : x/t | x/e} X x x . x/t |- .
Kanaas X/t | - X/t | X/t | X | WEEA, teacher ceacer
Kentucky: X X X X X X
louisiana x/el x X X x 1 x/t]l x X
-Maine - - *
Maryland X X X b S h X :
Magsgchuseces < x x x
-Michdigan X x/ X = X x x/el x
Minnesoca X x/t
Mississippd x/t x/t x |Title VB
Missourd X X p.3 b3 x : X Title VB
Monetana X X x | x X x x
Nebraska x/el x/e] x/e] x/ei x/e| x/e] x/t i
Nevada x i x x | x/cl x x x x X Title VB
New shire x/tl x/cel x/tl x x/ t
New ‘Jersev x x x
New Mexico x x x Title VB .
New York X x X X - ‘
North Carolina x x x
North Dakota X x X x x X -~
Northern Marianas
Ohio x x x x x E3 x ( {1
" Qklahoma x - x
Oregon : x/t] x x -|. % x/t| x/t
Pennsvlvania x/tl] %X x x ‘x/el x° X B ) 1
Puerco Rico x/t}l x/el i x/t N C :
Rhode Isiand x N C X
South Carolina x : : x
South Dakota : x x ’ 1T x/e] x
Tennessae S x/2l ox x x x x/t] x°
Texas x/t| x/t| x/c] x/t] x x/t| x/t
* Trust Territories ’ :
Otah x T x/t X x x x/t] x/t x/t
Vermont x x/t}] x x x
Virginia ) ]
" Yirgin Islands
Washingeon X X X b, Sl B4 _x/tl x/t
West Virginia < </ < /% X
Viscmig < > ) . e . . x ° - ' Y
Syoming x x 1 x X x : . :
TOTALS 18/12 |64/14130/°5 1 31451 28/6137/18131/13 | 16/41 9 '} 4~=no resvonse

1. state funds; 2. ESEA Title IV C funds; 3. ESEA Ti_.tle I funds; 4. special edu-
cation funds; 5. vocational education funds; 6. NIE funds; 7. NDN funds; 8. fees
for information resource center search services; 9. others.

Chart F

3
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18 said that services to teachers would suffer the most.

Assistance from Other-Projects and" Services

States have benefited from.services from many sources, but NIE's ' . ;;
capacity'building program has obviously been the most helpful (37 states)

The Regional Exchangemproject'received strong votes from. 18 states, while S

'”f;the-National.Diffusion Network s Technical Assistance Base and NIE special

rpose,grants also provided ass-stance.(see-Chart G)

a3 S EETREN A . e

-“ ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT SEA DISSEMINATION PROGRAMS ' -

Based o information from this survey and other recent studies and

reports, it is possible to make several assumptions about SEA dissemination/

; school ﬁmntuvement programs. These assumptions will not, of course, apply

RIS i -.~'~r »,A.-\.,..m L oeent .
: e S "x.— ,_rr.,.

::to all, butrthe data*indicate that‘they are‘basic ingredients in the more "

'feffective;state efforts-
(l) While most states provide information to clients in”the field few
SEAs have developed,a closely coordinated system that eliminates duplicationf
and unnecessarv-expense;' This fragmented approach also makes it difficult
for the clientlto obtain all the information needed without having to request
it from. several sources.
(2) The fragmented syétem of dissemination at the state level is
largely caused,by a like system at the federal level. The lack of intermal
_ coordination in the Department of Education in developing program rules and
regulations has made it difficult for chiefs to consolidate programs at the
‘ state.levelv 'ln spite of‘this stumbling block, several states have success-

fully combined federally funded school improvement programs, developing con-

figurations that, once a client requests assistance, automaticallv brings

13



Section F, Question l--Please indicate below the degree of assistance (if any)
your SEA has received from the following sources as your dissemination program
has developed. 1. special purpose grant (NIE). 2. state dissemination capacity
building grant (NIE). 3. Regional Services project (NIE). 4. Technical Assist-

ance Base (NDN). 5. Regional Exchange project (NIE). 6. consultants from other
states. 7. visits to other states. 8. others. '

y 2 3 4 S € 7 g 9 10  stacemenc of “ogher!
Alabama m |m|ls | 1 |mo 1 | 3 m
Alasia o oo lo]mls (s
er Samoa m | o a m n lma|m ..

Arjzona 1|lm[alo il o @
Arkansas ws |o |l jmlmis | S
California siwm s 1s O S
Colorado : m n 1 n| 1l s
Conmecticut P TP O A O 2 T | Nat't Center for Research in Voc Ed
Delavare a g 1
M a_ n.l.o 3 1 o = . “
Georgia al o o lm 1 1 1 1 L1
Guam nlanlg gt o ln o
Hawaii, o | s lo 3
M 3 -1 n

olis ol Jor 8 7, 1 3 1! g ¢
Indiana g = 7
Iowa s 3 111
Ransas _ a ll s lals o lp | Ticle IVC
RKentucky nlm | g s s g !l.a
Louisians s m(m | s o] 3
Maine n s n 11 s o]

land o] s s | m .
Magsachusatcts m 1 N
Michigan 3 ] 1 1|.s 3 1 -
Mimnesota m | m a 1 1 1 o
Misgissipoi a m 1 L @ g 3
Missourl 3 ] ] 0 s ] s m
Moacana . a o E [ ] ] ] 3
Nebraska s | m l1|m 1 1 1
Nevada a Q a | s a a n
New Hampshire a m n s a 1 1
New Jersev ] [ s 3
New Mexico ] [} 3 s m | S s
New York T s [
North Carolina a)a|[s | l!in]s
North Dakota a|a T({l|njl|n 1
Northern Marianas
Ohio n |nis | L1s {11 o
Oklahoma 1| m s m | @ m
Oregoun a m a alwm.lnn s
Pennsylvania q | m n 1 3 1 s
Puerts Rico m| s s
Rhode Island n lmjanjmllianln
Scuth Carolins, o] s. . m|lm S S
Souzh Dakota m m 1 a m
Tennessee S ] s jals |n s |
Texas n|m |0} s |als s o
Trust Terricories|
Otah ] s 3 ] n s — e
Vermont . o [ o L 3 s- | L
Vitginia |
9irgin Islands 1 .

- Washington | s { m 3 o | m o) m/1] VYorthwest Lab, SDLP

Vest Virginia il anjmlalan [ mlqgloaa :
Wisconsin | m | m | nl-1-1"3 3 |
Wyomiag {olnolols | 1|1 !
TOTALS | ! ] ’ | .
1. @=10, s=9, 1l=2, n=21, others=l4; 2. m=37, s=6, [=0, 'a=8, others=5; 3. mmé4, s=15, 1=6, =22,

others~9: 4. m=12, s=16, l=l4, n=8, others=6; 5. m=18, s=16, l=8, =6, otkers=l2; 6. mm~4, s=17, l=15,
nw8, ochers=l2; 7. o=7, s=20, 1=5, n=9, others=l5; 8. a=l; 9. m=6, l=l; I0. m=2, 1l=2.

Chart G
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into play a variety of resources and aid tailored to meet the specific
needs. It'isnimportant to note, also, that: their programs have generally
" evolved without creating new structures or functions. Expansion, refinement, )
" redefinition fvthese terms.sean.toibe:more;appropriate descriptions of how-
they have'emerged' :'l? 3hv..a.5f.~; i e | ‘
(3) Understanding of dissemination/school improvement concepts is'
.generally'high.among-chiefs‘andtsome'key~assistants, but. this is not. true
in most'part for state: board o£ education members and other professionals
in: SEAs. This understanding,is vital, and the high number of changeovers
of chiefs, with the inevitable reorganization, makes it difficult to create.
a stable atmosphere in.which'school improvement activities can be generated.;
| " :(4) Those programa that have: been more: successful in gaining wide-—

- spread.support, both financial and.administrative, and in surviving changes

at both the: state.and federal.level tend to: be the ones that have moved away ;33‘

from the narrow,. one-way flow of information concept of dissemination to a
more comprehensive.school improvement program based. on problem solving at
the local level as a basic tenet. Those programs that have heen placed. in
administrative units,generally have more coordinated, comprehensive systems,
whereas those plaeed.in service units tend to emphasize more the delivery of
specific services to clients. The latter also tend to be more firmly in-
stalled as an ongolng function of the SEA.Z
(5) The wide variety of sources of funding for dissemination programs

can be both a positive and negative factor. Negatively, having to depend on
decisions as to “whether-and how much" from several benefactors makes long-

ranged planning difficult. fositively, however, the sudden loss of a funding

source if it is only one of several is not as devastating. (So many of the

15 S




factors influencing the existence of school improvement efforts, but es-
pecially funding, will be determined hy'the approach states.take in ad-
ministering the new consolidated federal program. As. this survey was com~
pleted before  the recentvturn of events in Washington and in. state capitols,
one can onlv speculate as to the inilnence thevIWill have 5

(6) States have taken advantage o? a wide variety of programs to help

them imprcve their dissemination programs Of spccial importance have been T

the NIE;funded'dissemination-capacity'bullding-and Regional Exchange programs.

Also important has been the flexibility allowed in rules and guidelines for
the capacity building and National Diffusion Network programs, allowing
states to design initiatives to fit their own needs and organizational re-

strictions. 21 : lwﬁjg'g-vf L

CONCLUéIOﬁ
State departments of education can and must continue to increase their
capacity to help schools improve. Constitutionally and/or statutorially,
states are responsiblt for public education in this country, and therefore
have inherited a significant service role as well'as-assuring equality and
maintaining standards through regulation. What, then, are the important

questions that chief state school officers and their staffs should ask as

they work to enhance this service orientation?
‘First questions should center around information: What kinds of infor-

mation do teachers. and administrators need? In what formats? What kind of

assistance is. needed to use the information, including preparing practitioners

to be capable of experiencing drastic changes in their teaching and managing

styles. What roles do colleges of education play-in preparing change-

_ oriented teachers?

 &i
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Secondly, as money shrinks and formal linkages disappear, what are the

new, informal links to the field that'must be discovered and cultivated’

What role should professional.organizations, parent groups, other govermment

- agencies, and~the,rapidly*expanding networks both formal_and informal, play

Sdn the.school ﬁmprovement process’ What'effects will this more loosely or- :

ganized-approach to assistance have on the organizational. structure of the

Andnthirdly3 what is the new leadership role the school improvement
' staff of - an- SEA must assume. if public education 1is to improve, change, and.
" meet the challenges of the future7 What skills, resources, and contacts ared

needed in order to be effective in this new role?

o Chief state.school officers are facing these tough questions today. R

. .v

They are. facing the.new realitiea of less money,‘more responsibility, new.

technology; shifting populations, changes in the character and requirements N

_ of students, and. the demands for quality instruction in the classroom from ,l

the public. -
Effective, well organized, and responsive school improvement programs

will play a key role in how these questions are answered. What has been

learned in the last decade will influence the actions of chiefs and their.

staffs as departments of education search for the means to provide a

quality education, but they must be encouraged to'focus their attention

on those lessons and apply them, Helping them with that focusing and applying

will be a:key'responsibilityiof school improvement practitioners, a role that

must be played out well if SEAs are to continue to perform vital service

functions..
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Dissemination for school‘improvement activities in state departments of
education have made significant advancements during the last 12 years. They
have developed to the point that in most states they are having a dramatic
influence on bringing about change in classroom and administrative programs
in schools and in SEAs. |

The-community'of individuals who have in the past and are now‘influencing
che:deveiopment of school-improvémeﬁt.programs exhibit'a,widé variety of
backgrounds and skills. They are generally effective and innovative change
agents who work closely together and systematidally share ideas aﬁd_information;

This paper will attempé t6 pinpoint the general characteristics of those
school improvement»p?ograms and the people who staff them. It will decribe
those factors. that haveubeen mos;.s;ghificant'as this work has progressed, and .
willfalsa 3umﬁa;ize the i;sués:§nd.con§éfns that.ﬂow-should be dealt with ifi
continued progressfis;tb;bg_made,

SOURCES OF INFORMATION'

The: CCSSO Dissemination Management;Project staff has looked carefully at.
several sfhdies and reports in order to pull together the most relevant facts
available for chiefistate school officers to.consider. Basically, those sources
are: |

(1) The NTS Evaluation of the NIE-funded Dissemination Capacity Building

Program; |
' (25 The Abt Associates Evaluation of the R&D Utilization'ffoject, also
NIE-funded;

(3) The Nétwork Study of Dissemination Efforts Supporting School Improve-

mént‘(undérway), funded by the Department of Education;

(4) An early study of the National Diffusion Network, conducted pr;ncipally

by'John Emrick and Susan Peters.n;
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(5) The Stephens Associates Study of Education Services Agencies;
(6) The Dissemination Survey, conducted by the CCSSO dissemination

staff.

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SEA DISSEMINAIIdN/SCHOOLiIMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS
The»following.arejgeneralfcharacteristics of programs for school im-
provement in state departments of education. Because SEAs vary so markedly
in size,istructure;’governance;’and orientarion, these characLeristics can--
not be found in all. They are however, the ones that appear often enough
to be considered the most significant.
| (a)i Almost all SEAs provide general information servlces to teacherq
and administrators in local schools (#6, 48 states/ESJs). Generally,
-Ithose~information.services.include'

i

: —-access‘to ERIC and a variety of other compnterized data bages
;—descriptions of classroom'and management programs usually nationally
'validated; o “
-—t0 some extent,‘information about human resources, prowising practices,
and other more specialized resources.
(b) Most SEAs provide assistance to states in interpreting and using
: information,xeither through SEA-based consultants, intermediate units,
or in other ways.
(c) Most SEAs (#6, 30 states/ESJs). house the National Diffnsion Network '
project, providing’access to and assistance in adopting nationally validated
programs; |
(d) Twenty-three states/ESJs include public‘information as part of the
disseminatio::/school improvement program..
(d) Chiefs, deputies, and division/department heads generally understand

dissemination concepts, but that understanding decrwases dramatically with

state board members.
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(e) Only seven statee/ESJs (#6) have a state board policy covering
the dissemination function in the SEA.

(f£) There is a high degree of undesstanding of and coordination with
the dissemination program by the larjw, federallﬁ funded programs
(Title IV C, Title I, special education, vocational education), but
little with most other curriculum and administration programs in the
SEA.

(g) Funds for‘school 1mpfo§eééﬁ¢ services.come most often from Title IV C,_'_
state sources?-and Title~I, with NDN and capacity building funds providing.j‘i
targeted financial'assistance;

(b) Most school 1mnrovement programs have been developed without creating
new structures. and/or functions. They have emerged by coordinating existing;“”
activities, which increases 4ccess, efficiency, and cost effectiveness.vi
(1) SEAs that place school: improvement programs in administrative units
generally have more coordinateﬂ. “omprekensive systems, whereas those
progfams placed in'service-units tend to emphasize more the delivery of
specific services to clients (#1). The latter also tend *o be more firmly
installed as an ongoing function of the SEA.

(j) In wany instances, lack of coordination and centralization of funections
_can be traced to fragmentation of school improvement policies and guidelines
at the federal level.

(k) Intermediate units are an essential part of the school improvement
program in many states (#6, 28) and are an effective method of delivering
services to school. |

(1) It takes at least seven years to develop, refine, and institutionalize

a comprehensive school improvement program.
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FACTORS THAT SIGNIFICANTLY INFLUENCE THE SUCCESS OF AN SEA SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM

Three of the~studies (#1,2, 6) haVe provided important insight into what

determines success or failure for an SEA school improvement effort. Some of those

.
Tl

factors are described next. ,' "'f~, - _ _ "

;Qr';;(a) Understanding'of and support for the -school improvement effort by the o

T -".) -
t

vﬁchief state~school officers are vital

‘ (b) An'entrepreneurial leader for the effort provides "clout" andvcontinuity,i
~and.the loss,of that leader can,endanger the program (#1). -
(c) Efforts that are tailored to fit the administrative and operational
.sztructure,of'an individual SEA generally are more successful. (Luckily,

: ’f-- .

U}fboth the capacity building program,and the NDN’have provided for that '

. _._L.\_ .

';.flexibility, obviously a‘factor'in their success D)

i:-(d)‘ SEAs that have moved away from the~narrow, one-way flow‘of informafionu;‘
fconcept of dissemination to a more comprehensive school improramert prograw
baSed on problem solving at the local level as a basic teuri: \avm.been Bone:
successful in gaining support and- becoming an ongoing activity.

(e) - Providing éasy access to resovvrces and assistance is vital. "Linkers'
at the state, intermediate, and local level need traiuing, time, and
authority in order to be effective.

(£ Flexibility-in'federal,guidelines,.vet close coordination among federal
prﬁgrams to reduce fragmentation, duplication, and conflicting direction,
are necessary~if states are to develop comprehensive programs.

(g) State programs can increase their effectiveness if they take advantage
cf sources of assistance for staff development, resources, and sharing, such

~

~as the NIE-funded Regional Exchange project.
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PART ONE: WELCOME AND OVERVIEW

WILLIAM F. PIERCE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CCSSO

As you know, the Council submitted an unsolicited proposal to NIE shortly after [
joined the organization. [ had concern after watching what had been going on from both
the state and federal perspective that the role of the states in the whole issue of
dissemination was not clear-~-that at best it was spotty. It was time for us to take a
systematic and formalized look at that and to focus the chiefs' attention on the whole
question of dissemination much more than they had. One of the strategies of the project
is to hold a series of regional meetings in cooperation with the regional exchange projects
to force the chiefs to take a look at the whole issue of dissemination--to come up with a
series of recommendations about what it is, from their point of view, that states should be
doing on the whole issue of dissemination. Part of all of that is to take a look at the data
and the studies. There are five studies being reported here today that have implications
for us and that will help the planning committee as we move toward those regional
conferences. Therefore, we think this is a very significant seminar and are looking
forward te thm results of it helping us carry out our responsibilities.

| want to take a moment longer to publicly thank Ed Ellis and Barbara Lieb-Brilhart
for the support, encouragement and cooperation that we've gotten from the people in NIE
and the people responsible for this project. If we entered into all of our contractural
activities with other parts of government in the same spirit of cooperation that wele

found with Ed and Barbara, we would all be better off and our lives would be much easier.

We thank you for coming, and we're looking forward to a very profitable and very
producnve day that will lead to, we hope, significant things happening both in our project
and in your work.

ED ELLIS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, REGIONAL PROGRAM, NIE

Let me respond by saying that we tco are grateful for the collaborative relationship
that has gi own over time and the opportunity to work with you and your staff as closely as
we've been deing. We find it has been a tremendous asset to us.

I want to try to put several things in perspective. If you had to look at where we are |
today in the conceptualization of dissemiration in Regional Program, it really is a
snapshot in time when a lot of things have come together and now can be made very

visable. [ want to emphasize, and | think Mike will also, that it is a part of a continuing

effort. It's like holding an object up and looking at it from nine different directions and

never really seeing the total of it. Every one of these studies, along with a great many

others, gives us insights into the way states and locals operate. We're learning a great

deal from this information--how we can put it together, how we can be mutually
supportive of each other to achieve common purposes. We don t have all of the necessary
actors yet. We are beginning to move out and have a much more meaningful contact with

- _others in the the Department of Education than we have had up to this time to be able to
-facilitate the mutual working together. [ am especially grateful--and | know I will miss

someone in this, but that's okay--to Lee Wickline, Helen McA:thur, and Al White, who are

<day They are helping us with a number of areas of coordination across several of

“.-ams within the department. Lee's program in NDN and Al's program in state

‘ssistance obviously are components of the things that we have to work witn,

- woe; lelighted that they would take the time to come anc share with us as we bey'n
2l L ut how to put all of this together.

|
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The findings in'these studies and in the CCSSO survey have bxoad impli-
cations for the future development of school improveﬁent programs. Chief
State School Officers are a key group in determining which direction this. effort
will take in the next several years. Specifically, these issues need to be
addressed by chiefs; | | |

(a) What services are needed, especially from the Department of Education,

b; SEAs at this point so that state programs can continue to develop; |

(b) How should those services be delivered;

(c) What new *echnology is needed, and where shouid the impetus come

from to encourage the development of that technoloéy,

(d) How can states and the Departmgnt of Education work togethevr to

ireduce,discrepencies\ between the special purpose dissemination programs

described in most federal legislation and the general purpose programs
being builr at the state level | '

(e) How can chiefs more effectively use their school improvement prograv::

to enhance their leadership role, |

(£) How can SEAs,. in—a-tinerof austerity and changing priorities,.find

funds to continue the work underway in school improvement programs?

The studies discussed'here-andnmny'others provi conclusively thatﬁéEA—level
school improvement efforts are having a positive effect on whet happens in the
classroom. We are at a time when decisions need to be made about what steps
should be taken to.continue this work. Chief State School Officers now have

By

the opportunity to 1n£luence that think g. It is:!vital that they takeadtvantage

of this opportunity.
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NOTE: The following document is ; transcription of a seminar at which
several people presented information rather extemporaneously. Although
it has been carefully edited, no attempt has been made to remove its
"conversational' tone. Readers are asked to keep this in mind as they

study this material.
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PART ONE: WELCOME AND OVERVIEW

WILLIAM F. PIERCE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CCSSO

As you know, the Council submitted an unsolicited proposal to NIE shortly after [
joined the organization. [ had concern after watching what had been going on from both
the state and federal perspective that the role of the states in the whole issue of
dissemination was not clear-~-that at best it was spotty. It was time for us to take a
systematic and formalized look at that and to focus the chiefs' attention on the whole
question of dissemination much more than they had. One of the strategies of the project
is to hold a series of regional meetings in cooperation with the regional exchange projects
to force the chiefs to take a look at the whole issue of dissemination--to come up with a
series of recommendations about what it is, from their point of view, that states should be
doing on the whole issue of dissemination. Part of all of that is to take a look at the data
and the studies. There are five studies being reported here today that have implications
for us and that will help the planning committee as we move toward those regional
conferences. Therefore, we think this is a very significant seminar and are looking
forward te thm results of it helping us carry out our responsibilities.

| want to take a moment longer to publicly thank Ed Ellis and Barbara Lieb-Brilhart
for the support, encouragement and cooperation that we've gotten from the people in NIE
and the people responsible for this project. If we entered into all of our contractural
activities with other parts of government in the same spirit of cooperation that wele

found with Ed and Barbara, we would all be better off and our lives would be much easier.

We thank you for coming, and we're looking forward to a very profitable and very
producnve day that will lead to, we hope, significant things happening both in our project
and in your work.

ED ELLIS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, REGIONAL PROGRAM, NIE

Let me respond by saying that we tco are grateful for the collaborative relationship
that has gi own over time and the opportunity to work with you and your staff as closely as
we've been deing. We find it has been a tremendous asset to us.

I want to try to put several things in perspective. If you had to look at where we are |
today in the conceptualization of dissemiration in Regional Program, it really is a
snapshot in time when a lot of things have come together and now can be made very

visable. [ want to emphasize, and | think Mike will also, that it is a part of a continuing

effort. It's like holding an object up and looking at it from nine different directions and

never really seeing the total of it. Every one of these studies, along with a great many

others, gives us insights into the way states and locals operate. We're learning a great

deal from this information--how we can put it together, how we can be mutually
supportive of each other to achieve common purposes. We don t have all of the necessary
actors yet. We are beginning to move out and have a much more meaningful contact with

- _others in the the Department of Education than we have had up to this time to be able to
-facilitate the mutual working together. [ am especially grateful--and | know I will miss

someone in this, but that's okay--to Lee Wickline, Helen McA:thur, and Al White, who are

<day They are helping us with a number of areas of coordination across several of

“.-ams within the department. Lee's program in NDN and Al's program in state

‘ssistance obviously are components of the things that we have to work witn,

- woe; lelighted that they would take the time to come anc share with us as we bey'n
2l L ut how to put all of this together.
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We are at a very crucial point, as far as I'm concerned, in education in the
country--in research and development, in federal expenditure, and in a great many of
the areas in which we all work. We have a lot of information today, but we don't really
understand the real meaning of all of it, That's one of the purposes of our being here
today. Another part of all of this that some of us are totally committed to is called
craft }'nowledge, or experience based knowledge. Into all of this you have to put the
minds of the practitioners. I am delighted that this series of meetings is coming up
where we're going to have chief state school officers and their top staffs take a look at

- what all of us have been talking about. It's like we in our great wisdom in Regional

Programs did for so many years. We sat around telling others what teachers had to say,
until one day we had a meeting and had a teacher there. She sat there for about a day
and a half before she said, "How about you listening to me and let me tell you what a

teacher really thinks." That basically is what this is all about--getting all' of the
information that the research and development community can bring together, lay it
before the chiefs, and ask them, from their perspective, where this thing called
dissemination should go from here.

We have to be careful about one or two things, because the information we're
dealing with is certainly going to be used in Regional Program planning. As Bill says,
and | emphasize, this projec- is the result of an unsolicited proposal. Therefore, we do
not direct it; we assist. At “e same time, we can use the information from it as a
direct input into our planning processes, ‘L. am emphasizing in this meeting from my
perspective, and Pat and I have talked about this in some detail, that this meeting be
kept very much state-oriented.

We're delighted that you can be here to share this with us. 1 ask two or three
things from you. One, that you cooperate with Pat and Bill in their agenda. On the
other side, we have a number of people from exchanges, labs, states, other
organizations. We ask you to enter into dialogue with us, and when you go home and
have thoughts about these things, please let us know. If it is information that we need
as we continue our planning for Regional Programs, get that to Barbara or me. If it is
something that should become part of the agenda for the chiefs' regional meetings, get
that information to Pat and Bill. Things will happen very rapidly now. Our agenda
setting for 1982 is before us now, so let us know your feelings about where we should
go. We appreciate your cooperation and the opportunity to work with you.

MICHAEL KANE, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR;“"-’?%{‘:ESEARCH AND EDUCATION PRACTICE
PROGRAM, NIE ' . o :

Ed and Bill have welcomed you here. I feel that should not be my role. Bill's
organization is sponsoring the event, Ed's resources are making’it possible, and I'm here
to say welcome? I'd rather say thank you. I think thank you is more appropriate.

Just as those of us concerned with dissemination in education often wonder how we
can help practioners use the information that we've produced through our research or
through exemplary practice, those of us doing research on dissemination often wonder
how we can encourage the use of that information. .I think an event like today goes a
long way in achieving that goal.

I'm here because I'm responsible for a program called the Research and Educational
Practice Program, which is the research arm of Dissemination and the Improvement of
Practice program at NIE. Two of the studies that you will be talking about today are
sponsored by our program. Ed has encouraged me to talk a little about that program.

Cd{ ‘l f
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There are some people in the audience that may know it very well, but there are others
that may not be aware of the work we do. Let me say simply that the Research and
Educational Practice unit is responsible for generating research information and to feed
dissemination planning at federal,-local, intermediate and state levels. It's easier perhaps
for us to communicate that information at the federal level. We really welcome the
opportunity to have some research studies that we have sponsored take part in the
seminar that you are putting on today. Particularly we welcome the whole orientation of
the Council's approach to this pro;ect, in terms of looking at the data. As Bill said, he
expects this to be a sxgn1f1cant seminar; [ agree with that. The potential of thinking about
where we go in the future in dissemination can be greatly enhanced by looking at where
welve been.

The message that I'd like to communicate to those of you who are listening to these
presentations today is to urge you to look across these studies. No one of these studies
looks at the entire picture of where we've:been in dissemination over the past 10 or |5
years. Taken together they are a fair representation of the studies and the research that
we have available. They are not the sum total, but they are a fair representation. We can
learn from them and perhaps use them to enhance the chiefs' meetings--and thereby the
chiefs' thinking about future possibilities.

The state capacity building study looks at dissemination in state agencies; the
Network study and the RDU study look very much at what happens in states and local
schools as they use the kinds of facilities and resources that state departmants and other
organizations have brought to them. Neither one of those studies tells the whole picture.
it wasn't their intent; they can't do it, and we don't have the research tech:iology or the
resources to design that kind of research. But we have now developed--through the
efforts of people in the Research and Educational Practice Program and in the Office of
Education who have been sponsoring evalu tion studies on dissemination programs--a fair
body of literature, and that literature has something to say about how we can do better
what it is we are all trying to do, and how we can use dissemination as a tool to serve
school improvernent efforts in this country. | encourage you not to focus on individual
studies, but to listen across them and try to synthesize what they are saymg. That is
where the meat is today.

BARBARA LIEB-BRILHART, PROGRAM MONITOR, NIE

| want to underscore the very good collaborative relationship that [ think we have
between the Regional Program and the Council. The goals of this project came at a time
when Reglonal Program was committed to basing its Jong range planning on findings that
were commg out of major dissemination studies, and so we now have a proyec'? that is
attempting to identify which of those findings pertain to state education agencies. The
goals of Regional Program planning and the goals of the Council at the moment are very
-similar. It has been a very good relationship. [ think to focus on this project and to
attempt to come up with recommendations will be very meaningful in our future
planning. As the states develop their school improvement programs, and NIE gets more
heavily involver in planning, both are becoming more and more committed to looking at
knowledge utilization for school improvement purposes. We are getting a corvergence in
a lot of the major programs that were looking at. Today we want to keep that focus on
dissemination, or knowledge utilization, for school improvement purposes, particularly as
this focuses on implications for state education agencies. In'a minute Pat will explain the
overall focus of the project, how today's session fits specifically into that, and your role.
as participants and.observers in this session.



| want to say a word about the studies and the programs that we're reporting on today
and why we've selected these five in particular. First of all, these are the major five
orograms that have enjoyed federal funding over the past decade, and all five of them are
national in scope. All five taken together, as Mike indicated, represent a variety of
strategies, a variety of kinds of insights in which:knowledge utilization or dissemination
strategies took place. You will hear about findings that resulted from activities at
several levels~-the local level, state level, regional level, and national level. All of them
have strong implications for SEA planning for future dissemination strategies. And last,
but not very trivial, is that taken together they represent millions of dollars of federal
rnicnies that were put into attempts to try out dissemination strategies. We ought to be

looking at what we found as we tried those strategies, particularly here at the state
education agency viewpolnt.

PATRICK MARTIN, DIRECTOR, DISSEMINATION PROJECT, CCSSO

I'd like to take a few minutes to explain how this particular activity fits into the
broader scheme of our project. We think it's a very important first step toward letting
the chief state school officers express some opinions and make some recommendations
about how they think things should go in the future in dissemination and what kinds of .
assistance they need in order to continue to build their program at the state level.

This activity is a good example of the kind of collaborative efforts we've had with not
only the people at NIE but folks all over the country. This particular activity was not in
the proposal, was not in the scope of work that we originally designed. We simply went to
. NIE and said, "Don't we nzed to start by listening to those people who have done those
studies?" They agreed that not only do we need to do that, but they could use that kind of
activity also, and so we added this to the scope of work. Because of that we're able to
have you folks here today to talk to us.

Let me explain the other events that will occur following this and what we will be
moving toward by the end of the two year study. A planning committee is being formed
that will work with us in the Council to prepare the agenda for regional meetings of the
chief state school officers in the spring. We'll have five regional meetings, co-sponsored
by the Council and the Regional Exchange projects around the country. Chief state school
officers and their top dissemination people, including deputies who- have responsibilities
for dissemination, will be invited to those meetings. The: planning committee will work
with us in planning the agenda, identifying the kinds of information those people will be
looking at, and helping us determine exactly how those meetings should run. The planning
committee will be composed of about eight or nine folks representing NIE, other parts of
the Department of Education, the regional labs, state departments of education, and they
will meet probably three times between now and next summer.’ The first meeting will be
held in early December. We will take the information that is given to us today, adding to
that information from a survey we have done of chief state school officers.

We have had good responses to that survey. Almost all of them are in, and we hope
to have 100 percent response. We will also take a look at some additicnal information
that we can identify that we think has special significance to the chieis. The planning
. committee will then plan an agenda for chief state school officers and dissemination folks
that will allow them to take a look at where we are, how we got there, what programs
have been significant, what new programs need to be considered, what approaches need to
be taken in order to continue to develop effective school improvement programs
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at the state department of education level. At those meetings next spring the chiefs will
have a chance to look at that information and help us identify those concerns--those
issues-~that are the most significant as far as the states are concerned. The planning
committee will meet again following the five regional meetings. It wiil take a look at the
- results of those five separate meetings and determine what kinds of information seem to
have been significant in all of the meetings and. need some serious discussions by the
chiefs as far as recommendations to NIE are concerned. Next summer, depending on
what happens in the Department ¢f Education in the next several months, we will talk to
chiefs about what happended in those regional meetings and get their directions about
which issues--which concerns--they would likke to see recommendations developed on to be
made by the Council to DE. Following that, we will then develop the recommendations,
submit them to the Council Board at their meeting next August, and then to the full
Council for their consideration at the meeting in November 1981. The recommendations

that they approve at that meeting in 1981 will be submitted to DE and NIE for their
considerstion.

This particular aciivity is the first step toward reaching that goal. The prime

wr ot

«r"e for what's being said today is the planning committee that will be working to
~: ¢, the regional meetings. Therefore, we will structure.the meeting rather tightly.
LT Egermexer, Milt Goldberg, Sandra Orletsky, and Carol Rexsmger will question the
preéserters toward the end of the day and try to draw the major issues together and help us
focws in on the things that have been talked about. We will limit the questioning to these
people. This meeting is vital in helping the Chiefs to identify what needs to be done in
“he future and what needs to be recommended to DE.

PART TWO: PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS OF EVALUATIONS AND STUDIES

I. NTS Evaluation of the NIE Dissemination Capacity Building Program

DOREN MADEY B

In 1975 NIE established a program which provides SEAs with grants that help design,
implement and institutionalize SEA dissemination systems. Our study focused on one
component of that program, the capacity building program. According to that program,
SEA dissemination systems were to be comprised of four components: a resou-ce base to
make information accessable to clients; a linkage component to get resources to the
clients; a coordination coraponent to gain cooperation of different programs; and, as the
grant period ends, SEAs were to incorporate their project activities into the ongomg
schoo! improvement framework. The whole purpose of prov1d1ng SEAs with capac1ty
building grants was to build and improve SEA dissemintion capacxty in order to improve
schoo! practice and increase educational equity. We have major findings to discuss with
you for resource base, linkage or linkers, coordmatlon, mstxtutxonah?atxon, improvement
of practice, and enhancement of equ1ty

We have been studymg this program for four years, and we have looked at what
resources SEAs had in place prior to the capacity building ;rants; that was pre-capacity
building grant award. We found that most SEAs had soie national files, particularly
ERIC, some products (SEA, NDN, Right to Read, lab and center products), validated
programs (primarily federal and state), some local products, very few promising practices
(those that had not been validated), and similarily less than 20 percent had human
resource files at either the SEA or ISA level. We looked again to see what capacity
building projects had in their resource bases in 1979, after states had been participating in
the program for three or four years.
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Most SEAs had a lot of national files and a good array of products. Increases tended
to be in validated programs, but less so with promising practices and human resources.
The general patterns stayed the same with increases in national files and products,
validated programs, but less with promising practices and human resources. With respect
to resource.bassz, 'we found that states substantially increased the variety of knowledge
resource bases that could be accessed through the SEA dissemination unit, and resource
base development has been primarily expanded in the avenues of promising practices and
other state and local information files. Most states place their reliance on validated
programs with less emphasis on information gained from non-validated programs and
human resources.

GENE ROYSTER

With regard to the development of resource bases, one of the weakest areas it seems
is in the development of promising practices, local files, and human resource files. It
depends on what the goal of the state happens to be, but if one assumes that national files
generally already existed before the program came along, then one can ask the question
about what is the best use of grant or state money in the development of the resource
bases. Perhaps it should be in the area of developing those areas that are more difficult
for state or local agencies to develop by themselves, i.e., promising practices. One might
envision, in terms of promising practices, that this mignht be a source of information for
school improvement that would be of particular interest to a teacher or local educator.
An idea would be available to them that is easy to install, rather than an entire validated
program. Therfore, one of our recommendations is that states should consider the use of
resources to develop those areas that are most difficult to develop. The other look at the
resources is to ask if there are not already national files existing within states which are
not really being utilized by the dissemination unit. For instance, is the dissemination unit
really. tapping the host of material that might be available within the state library, or
within sorme of the institutions of higher education? One of the things that we found in
some of the states that we visited was that the relationship between many states and the
institutions of higher education is not a very strong one, and that, of course, is a rich
resource for the development of a resource base. Therefore, this reinforces our notion
that in the use of scarce resources, the money perhaps should be targeted to particular
aspects of the development of the resource base. '

‘One other note in regard to resource bases is the question of the operation of the
base. We have found that in some states, clients can directly access the resource base,
but in some states the client must go through a linker in order to access the staff. This
has implications for turn-around time, i.e., for getting the information once requested.
Again it depends upon the state, but it does have an impact upon the vitality of the
information and getting the information back to the client. The final point is the whole
question about turn-around time being important. In some stat@s it takes two to three to
four weeks between submitting requests and getting the information back. In other states -
it takes two to three days, so that turn-<around time requirements seem to be important in
terms of designing that resource base.

MADEY

A second area at which we looked was coordination, or gaining cooperation with
different programs within the SEA in order to more effectively deliver services for school
improvement. We found that coordination of resources in the SEA has been improved:
however, most of the improvement has occurred between the project and generic
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programs like NDN, SEA resource bases, and Title IVC. In other dissemination prograrms,
less coordination has been achieved between the project and content specific programs,
like vocational education and handicapped education. As an example-of the kind of
coordination that has been achieved with NDN, we would like to share our examination of
structural and functional relationships of the capacity building projects and NDN with
you. We looked at three kinds of structural relationships: where the capacity building
projects and NDN were housed in the SEA and managed by the same persons; where they
housed in the SEA but managed by different individuals and reported either to the same or
different deputies and when the capacity building project was in the SEA but the NDNN
project was outside the SEA.

We also looked at the functional relationships--did the capacity building projects
work with the NDN project. Of the 25, five projects reported that they were managed by
the same person in SEA and all of those had structural relationships with NDN for 100
percent. In the middle category where two projects were in the SEA but reported to same
or different heads, only 39 percent of the projects had functional relationships. When the
capacity building project was in the SEA and NDN was outside only 4, or 36 percent,
reported relationships. So that is an example of the kinds of coordination we found with
other programs. In general, we found that in ccordirating various activites needed for
local educators to use the system for school improvement, SEAs have tended to build on
existing structures. !f they have education services agencies or another form
intermediate unit, they are likely to involve those units in designing or implementing their
system for school improvement. '

ROYSTER

The problem of coordination is one that we can argue long and loudly about. As
Doren has pointed out, the relationships between the dissemination unit and generic
programs seems to be fairly close. There are other content specific programs which also
have a dissemination component. The question is, if one is to provide a generalizable
resource base, then certainly some kind of coordination or cooperation needs to be
obtained within the state. This is one of the areas in which we found a wide variance
among the states. Frankly, vocational education sticks out as a prime example, and that
has to raise the question as to why it is different from anything else. The reason is that in
most states we find that is the most difficult program with which to gain cooperation,
even though it has a fairly large dissemination component. The point is that states are
doing a pretty good job in establishing coordinated or cooperative relationships with many
programs. One of the problems is the fact that many of the federal programs have their
own dissemination components and theif cwn dissemination charge. Therefore, one of our
recommendations is the federal people get their acts more together. The states in many
ways have developed better coordination than the Department of Education has.

dissemination project within’
project is placed in an administrative unit as opposed to being in a research or evaluation
unit, or within a service oriented unit, it tends to enchance the cooperation and resource
base development. Therefore, to sum up, we are not recommending necessarily that a
state should place its dissemination unit within an administrative agency, but we have
found that other things have been enhanced when you placa within a service unit. As an
implication, one might want to consider where that unit might best be placed in terms of
having clout--having the backing of the CSSO, of being able to make the entrees to the
various turfs that are held by different programs.

&
)

(&%)



MADEY

In most instances, SEAs have identified linkers as people who are already involved in
the school improvement process and have built their delivery system that way. We
categorize three linkage patterns tightly coupled, or SEA controlled, where the
dissemination unit head, the resource base, and the linkers were all managed by the same
unit, and tightly. All knew what the other was doing so the informaticn could get to the
clients. We found a pattern which we called loosely coupled, o SEA cocordinated, where
the resourse base was located in the SEA but ‘the projest's primary linkers were located in
an intermediate unit. They had formal relationships between the resource base and the
. linkers--perhups the SEA project director was on the board--but there was a little more
independence between the two parts of an SE A dissemination system. The third pattern
we called non-coupled, where the linkers were external to the SEA's resource base. Here
there were probably informal connections between the resource base and the linkers; the
linkers could be located in intermediate units, but the project director would not have any
control or less interaction with those people.

ROYSTER

One of the problems or implications this has for planning is precisely this notion of
coupling and the degree to which the linkers and the rescurce base tend to work together,
inciuding how a linker is defined. Linkers are defined diffefently, and they vary in
number. We have found from 5 to 1,000 linkers in states. The question is what-are -they
doing and the relationship between the resource dase, the linkers, and the client. This
entire problem relates to another problem coming up later on, and that is the question of
she involvement of a dissemination systern in the school improvement process. This is a
mycrocosm of that--the involvement of the various elements of that dissemination
configuration and how the componerts are tied together. This is something that by design
was allowed for in the collaborative effort between NIE and the states. Tihe states were
encouraged to design a system that-met their particular needs, so much of this depends
upon how the state defines the school improvement process and what the state defines as
the SEA's role in that process.

We have different degrees in which the various elements of the schoo!l improvement
process and' the dissemination configuration work together; here we have different degrees
to which the linkers and resource base work together to assist the clients. The
implications in our recommendations are that we believe we need-a better definition--a
clearer definition--of what and who linkers are, what they do and how are they relate to
the dissemination configuration and the resource base. We are not saying any particular
way is the better way; we feel now that it must be clear, and that each state should define
the relationships which are to exist among these various elements of the dissemination .
. configuration. )

MADEY

We also looked at institutionalization, or efforts by projects to, incorporate the
project's activities and fun<tions into the ongoing SEA, operations, especially school
improvement efforts. We found that most states ir the program evidenced movement
toward institutionalizing their dissemination capacity, but it is still too soon in that
process to determine if the dissemination system will indeed become an ongoing part of
SEA program service offerings. During our last wave of data collection, all the projects
were still receiving money from NIE; about nine of the projects were in their final year of
funding. People have argured that watching projects go through passages and cycles
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and surviving changes in leadership and funding is an indication of true
institutionalization. It is too scon tc tell, but there appears to be movement towards
institutionalization. We looked at the activities found in those states that were moving
towards institutionalization and found such things as encouraging agency wide planning for
dissemination, making dissemination an SEA goal, getting funding, establishing agency
wide budgeting, planning, tying activities to state board goals, getting the chief's support,
becoming an annual report topic, and finally influencing legislative action. Those were
activities that SEAs that appear to be institutionalizing had. '

We also looked at the kinds of activities that projects were likely to go through as
they started to get a system going. Here there is creating awareness of available
services, increasing demand, getting involved with the key SEA planners, stimulating long
range planning and marketing, and selling the project to the SEA in general. These are
the kinds of activities that we found projects engaging in early in their development. The
other approaches reviewed the actions and activities that we found as projects finished
their funding. We found two things that are primarily important in getting a project going
and keeping the dissemination function going. In the early stages an entrepreneural
leader--a proje:t/c(irector or manager--to sell the services to the peopie in the SEA and
gain support and cooperation from other programs, stimulate client demand, and create 4
neecd for the services is vital. We also found that the support of the CSSO was critical ir
both building and institutionalizing SEA dissemination systems. :

Qther factors influenced building and institutionalizing capacity. Previous
experienze in cther dissemination activities was helpful but not a vital factor in
institutionalizazion. As C»ne said earlier, placement in a service unit appears to assist in
both the delivery of services and the institutionalization of the system, whereas
placement in an administrative unit was useful in gaining cooperation and working on
coordination and comprehensiveness. We alsc noticed that some projects might start in an
administrative unit and then move to a servicc unit as they became institutionalized,
thereby getting the benefits of both.  We found that initial stratgies of targeting clients
enchanced the development of coordination and comprehensiveness, but in order to
become institutionalized, projects needed to serve all clients, or become generalized.
Wealso recognize that stringent state government budgets and inevitable changes in
leadership affected the dissemination system, generally' in negativz 'wvays which were
beyond the control of the project staff.

ROYSTER

Implications for planning may be drawn from some of those conclusions. It may be
helpful to target a client group, but it is not clear to us which client group should be
targeted. Politically it may be more astute to target some of the administration at the .
SEA level, rather than teachers; we don't know. ‘It is certain that the targeting approach
helps to develop a base initially. Whether at the SEA level, helping the contact people at
the I[EA level, directly targeting a particular group of teachers or local
administrators--we are not quite sure which strategy might work the best. We feel fairly
confident that this is a strategy that helps to develop a base of support for movement
eventually on to other groups. It also shows the SEA that dissemination does do
something. Dissemination often in the eyes of a CSSO or some of the administrators at
the SEA level is almost a nasty word; we almost want to call it something else. When a
state capacity building project targeted clients, then it was showing that it did indewrd
have a place within the education community. Targeting is a good idea.
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‘The ability to enhance coordination of the groups is certainly one of those things that
would help institutionalize. It is really just too early to tell right now whether or not the
states that we feel are well on the way to being institutionalized are going to make it;
because leadership changes, not only of the project but of the CSSO. Then certain
priorities change, so the question is how does one get dissemination in the SEA system
seen as a viable, important component of educational improvement. The other finding and
implication is the question of funding, which is-a very important question to everyone.
The implications that we draw from our lindings are that it is not necessary that state
funds only be used. This might be somewhat upsetting to the federal government, but
certainly the creative use of other federal funds can help to maintain the dissemination
configuration. Indeed, through the use of other federal funds, you get a wider base of
support and a more secure financial base. Texas, for example, is an international
- conglomerate when it comes to the dissemination project. Pat not only directed the state
capacity building project but also worked closely with Tit!z IV C and was the state
facilitator in the NDN. So there are ways other than assuining that one is going to have
to find pure state support to maintain and keep the dissemination system going once the
capacity ouilding funds run out. This is one problem that requires some creative solutions.

Two questions relate to the two overriding goals that were stated by the capacity
building program--enhancement of educational equity and enhancement of school
improvement. We have found and concluded that, with regard to educational equity, there
are few states making a concerted effort to enhance educational equity through the
dissemination system. There are many possible reasons for this. One may be that the
approaches were not well defined in that collaborative effort between NIE and the
states. The states perhaps need more assistance or more guidance. If it is one of the
goals to enchance educational equity, then we found that more needs to be done. We have
found that there are two or three general ap proaches. One of these is that states assume
the fulfillment of the equity goai by providing equal access to the resource base and/or to
the linkers. States are then saying that they have a general body of knowledge;-and
whoever wants to use it can, and it is here for all of us. Another way is to focus on
particular target populations--minorities, handicap;:ed, etc.--and to use the dissemination
project to develop packages which are focused toward particular areas, i.e., how can a
particular teacher become acquainted with laws of the handicapped and what can a
teacher do to improve the education of the handicapped. The dissemination system can
become proactive and target topics, develop materials. In this way, then, through topics
that are important to the teachers and the educational system, trirough providing listings
of promising practices, prograrns prepare instead of always reacting. In our estimaticn,
promising practices are as significant as validated programs for the teachers of minority
children, handicapped children, etc. Also the dissemination system can provide human
resources for people who-need assistance. It can aiso target people, the opposite of .
targeting topics. It could target the teacher, target specific minority groups, or special
populations. We find all are being used within the states we have studied. Qur general
conclusion is, however, that there is much more to be done.

The next topic is the question of the involvement of the dissemination system with
the ongoing school improvement efforts. This is so complex; I want to paint a broad
picture of what we feel to be significant kinds of implications. You can have a
dissemination system or configuration which mells with the ongoing school improvement
efforts to deliver services as part of that ongoing system to schools, teachers etc. You
can also have a system where dissemination is somewhat removed and acts as a kind of
service unit to the ongoing school improvement efforts. ‘



ROYSTER

In this case it would be that the dissemination unit would be primarily providing
information and other kinds of services and not involved in the implementation process.
The dissemination function then could be somewhat removed, or not completely
integrated into the ongoing school improvement process. The final way that you can look
at the dissemination-school improvement process is when the dissemination
project/configuration is completely removed from the ongoing school improvement
process. We have found all of these, and have simply attempted to characterize a fairly
complicated situation. But we have found all three. Another way wof looking at it is to say
that the dissemination component can complement the ongoing school! improvement
process, or in the case of the third type can really be a compensation for a school
improvement process. We have found, and I think the overall indication is, that in many
states that is the relationship between the dissemination unit set up by the capacity
building projects and the ongoing school improvement projects. The relationship is not
clear to the dissemination unit, to the other parts of the SEA, and perhaps it is not clear
to the CSSO. We believe this is ¢ritical and crucial and the implications, of course, for
school improvement, for the dissemination function, rests so much with what is done in
this regard. To what extent is it, by design, kept outside of the school improvement
process; to what extent, by design, is it made a part of the school improvement process?
From that you start asking questions such as who are *he linkers, what are they doing, and
who's doing the school improvement process, who's getting the information. This seems to
us to be the critical element that we have found not to be clear within the states that we
have studied. It is one of those things which should be of tremendous concern in the
planning that the CSSOs should be about. It hits at the critical note of dissemination and
the CSSO and their commitment to the program.

MADEY

~ So far we have prasented our findings in major areas. Our major finding, of course, is
that the primary effect sought' from the program--increased capacity of SEAs for
dissemination--is being achieved. We have shown you evidence--expanded resource bases
in SEAs, expanded linkages with clients (although they bz of several varities), and
increased leadership for the dissemination function in the SEA. We have seen indications
of improved coodination or cooperation with other SEA programs, and we have presented
some evidence of movement towards institutionalization of the dissemination function.
We also have some major recommendations or implications for future¢ federal support of
SEA dissemination capacity. These aren't all of our recommendatiors; they are included
in the briefing paper, but we wanted to reiterate these three. It's important to remember
that they are presented within the context of change and uncertainties at both federal and
state levels. First, we believe that there should be increased clarity of priority goals. We
have addressed some of the problems that we have found with equity, coordination, and
dzlivery of service to clients. We believe there should be clearer conceptualization and
guidelines for the way states can use dissemination resources to facilitate educational
improvement and enchance equity. We think it would be good to provide exainples of how
states like Texas have gone about taking their dissemination money- and putting it in a line
.item budget for all of the dissemination activities in one office. Those kinds of increased
clarity would be useful to all states. Second, we commend NIE and recommend continued
flexibility for SEAs to select a means appropriate to their individual context. NIE
recognizes that all states are different some have intermediate units, some don't: some
intermediate units are controlled by the SEA, some not. The program is designed to allow
flexibility for the SEAs; they appreciated this, and we have recommended that it be
continued.
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Finally, we believe the partnership between the federal program staff and SEA
personnel 'should be strengthened. In essence this whole planning process exemplifies
operationizing our final recommendation, and we want to point that out. Specifically, we
believe there should be an increased opportunity for sharing information, technical
expertise, and experience. The research literature shows that people helping people is the
best way to make improvements and change, and projects helping each other is a .good
way. They ar= dealing with the same problems: they recognize and respect what it is their
wolleagues are saying. Also, in strengthening the partnership, there should be an increased
capability to clarify and interpret alternatives. In tight-times we have to look at
altermative ways to use our resources--what resources exist in the state that are not
used. Do higher education institutions in your state have resources bases that are not
being used? Are there peopl®. who could use training and help them function better as
linkers?

Our study has shown that capacity is being built, and we have identified a number of
factors that are enhancing or limiting the capacity building effort. We believe the
program shauld be examined further to determine how that capacity is being used and
what aspects of dissemination capacity are most critical in achieving improvements in
educational equity and educational improvement.

5. Abt Associates Evaluation of the R&D Utilization Project
KAREN SEASHORE LOUIS

It is appropriate that this study follow the presentation by Gene and Doren because
their study is focused almost exclusively on the role of the state department in
dissemifation and delivering services to local schools. Our study, ‘on the other hand,
focuses primarily on the local schools and the way local schools use and respond to
dissemination programs. The RDU program was a remarkably successful federally funded
demonstration program which helped over 300 schools to solve problems that were
identified at the local level through the application of dissemination based activities. One
of the characteristics of the RDU program, again drawing on Doren and Gene's remarks, is
that there was an attempt to marry local school improvement with dissemination.
Another feature of the program that is truly outstanding is that it also turned out to be
one of the best inservice programs that I have ever had the opportunity to observe. Sc it
was also a marriage between dissemination and staff development in local schools. When I
say it was successful, I'm talking largely about the fact that the RDU program was a
research based program and had identified strategies which we were attempting to
implement in schools. Our data show that the more those strategies were used as initially
intended by the projects, the more we are able to measure positive school outcomes,
including’ organizational change, improved attitudes toward R&D information, and staff -
development activities--teachers feeling more confident about their work, feeling that
they know more about curriculum materials, feeling that they've learned a lot about how
to manage their classrooms or improve their interactions with students. We also found

more sustained use of R&D information in the schools programs stick., We do have
positive outcomes here. .

. This was a demonstration program; it existed for only three years and there were only
utilized seven projects. RDU was implemented in 1976 as a demonstration effort which
was designed to disseminate predeveloped educational materials and programs. The
overall objective of the program was to help schools clarify and solve local problems. It
had three specific objectives within that. First of all, it emphasised alleviating locally
defined problems, not problems defined at the federal level. This is something you should
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be attending to.

They were defined in the local school. The only constraints were that ali of the
projects were supposedly related to basic skills or career education. There were some
deviations from that, but since there isn't a school around that can't find a problem in
basic skills, it'wasn't an enormous constraint. Second, it was designed to help the school
personnel learn about the products of educatonal R&D. It was designed to improve their
understanding at the local level of the fact that R&D products--already developed
products-—could be of use to school people. It was to see if we could overcome the
tendency on the part of school people to re-invent the wheel every time they sensed &
need for a new.program in their schools. Third, it was an attempt to increase the
understanding of how the local program improvement process can better be managed and
become more effective. This was in part the research goal, which resulted in Abt being
funded to do this study. In part it reflects the fact that one of our major audiences in this
study is local schoo!l people. We're trying very hard to write reports and summarize our
findings so that they can be of use to principals and superintendents as well as to CC350
and federal policy makers.

There were three parts to the RDU strategy; the first part was to develop a linkage
system at a project level. A linkage systern in this case was defined as a network of
organizational and human resources which could be organized at any level and could be
made available to schools that expressed needs or problems. So in this sense it was not
dissimilar to the state capacity building grants programs, and in fact some states built
upon the existing activity of the capacity building grants progam. In addition, all of the
projects, although it wasn't mentiored in the original RFP, developed formal linker roles
which were used to coordinate resources delivered from this network of helping
organizations. The third part of the strategy had to do with the knowledge base. The
knowledge base in RDU was not defined as a comprehensive knowledge base as it was in
the state capacity building program, but rather a knowledge base of any size the projects
chose to put together. It had to have several characteristics, however. The information
being disseminated was supposed to be screened for quality, largely for validation of its
impacts; secondly, it was supposed to be easily available so schools could get their hands
on the material and information quickly; and third it was supposed to have been used in
multiple school districts prior to dissemination. The focus of this program was developing
a screened and highly defined limited knowledge pool of tested materials and programs.
Each project developed its own knowledge base;it was not a national knowledge base.

Another part of the strategy which was important, distinguishing it from many
dissemination programs, was that each project was to develop a formal problem solving
process which was to be used in the schools that were involved in the program. The
" problem solving process was a very important part of this.program. Underlying the -
objectives of the program was the hope that by being involved in the RDU, the schools
would learn how to better understand how to identify the problems, how to searcn for
resources, how to run problem solving groups or participatory problem solving practices in
schools, how to plan for implementation, how to analyze what resources were needed, and
-what would be required to maintain a new innovation. So there was strong emphasis in
improving the problem solving processes that schools were to go through and use existing
research knowledge to develop better strategies that could be learned by local schools.

There were seven prbjects that were funded in the RDU program; they represent
quite a variety of projects. It's important that we address them. Four of them were
based in state departments of education. The Georgia RDU program operated out of the

Georgia Department of Education. It had the interesting feature of using its RDU
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funds primarily for the planning and solution selection phases of the problem solving, and
using Title IVC adoption grants for the latter part. So they married their program to
other SEA activities from the very beginning. The Pennsylvania school improvement
program, which had the unique characteristic of pulling together almost every resource
within the state of Pennsylvariia had a heavy emphasis on teaching schools how to improve
school problem solving practices so they could deal better with school problems atter this
program went away.. The Florida linkage system was a most unusual concerted effort to
involve institutions of hizher education within the network, actually delivering services to
schools. The Michigan career ed/dissemination project was unusual in that it tried to
Create no new structures, but simply attach RDU, dissemination, and school improvement
procedures to the already existing network of county intermediate service agencies--no

‘new structures, no new roles in that project.

There were three less relevant projects to this audience but do bear on one of our
findings. The Northwest Reading Consortium was a consortium of four state departments
in the northwest that were cooperating, using their Right to Read programs to work on
reading problems in schools. So they were augmenting R2R activities with RDU funds.
There was the NEA, which was the only project which did not deal primarily with
curriculum. It dealt with inservice for teachers in 12 states. There was the consortium
project which was run by the Network in Andover, MA, and which coordinated six
different kinds of intermediate service agencies in six states. That was the structure of
the program, which ran for approximately three years and served approximately 300
schools.

What kind of impact did this program have upon schools? Very decided and
noticeable impact, impacts which are very difficuit“to compare across programs. We are
going to try to do this in the latter part of our research, but it's our belief that when we
do that, if we are able to, we'll find that RDU did in fact have more measurable impact on
schools than many other existing school improvement programs or other federal funding
strategies--Right to Read, Title [, other types of programs which have school.
improvement components to them. '

The schools we selected to participate in this program were not selected because
they were necessarily more ready or more open to being involved in school improvement.
Some of them volunteered themselves many of them were 'volunteered" by their
superintendents or some other person, and felt extremely hostile to their involvement in
this program. They did not come from wealthy suburban areas they came from a wide
variety of different types of districts in the U.S. Many of them were in small rural areas;
the Georgia projects served very tiny schools in very poor areas of Georgia. We had a
number of highly urban schools; Minneapolis was part of this project; Bethelehem, which is
a depressed urban area; a number of central cities in the northwest. We were looking at a
set of schools that are the ideal candidates for good school improvement, and they did not
all volunteer. Nevertheless, almost all of them stayed in the program for three years.
We expected them to drop like flies when they found out what was expected of them,
because it was very time consuming, involving donating a lot of their own resources,
including in-kind resources and occasionally some of their own funds. These were not
heavily funded projects. Yet we only see about a 10 percent drop-out rate. When a school
didn't drop out, it means they stayed in the program and adopted a project. Not all of the
schools had adopted one by the time the program ended; but approximately 75 percent of
the schcols that entered the project stayed with it for three years and actually
implemented a new practice or procedure. Relative to other funding programs operating
under similar circumstances, we suspect that this retention rate is rather high. Also most
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schools liked being involved in the program; they thought that the materials that they
were implementing were great. Teachers rated the quality of the new practices or
programs highly; principals reported that they were busily engaged in getting central
office support to maintain the program for coming years; most of the teachers reported
that they would continue to use the programs again with either few or no modifications in
the coming year. There is a lot of evidence to say that whatever it was they changed is
sticking in the classroom. Finally, we found--and this was one of the side benefits we
didn't expect--that the teachers that were involved in this program reported substantial
professional growth. The more the teachers were involved in the RDU program, the more
likely they were to report positive professional experiences which focused primarily on
staff development kinds of outcomes. '

What caused these outcomes? Let's look at the components of the RDU strategy and
see which of these affected and how they affected school and school improvement and
staff development outcomes of the program. Even though this is not a study of state
departments, we will look a little bit at some of the implications that these findings may
have for state departments.

First of all, let's remember that in the RDU strategy there were two parts that
involved bringing external resources to the school--that's people and products--and one

- part of the strategy involved building internal capacity, which involved getting people into

problem solving processes and supporting the process over a three year period. First, the
impact of the product. I think there is much in our findings to gladden the heart of any
educational researcher or product developer. The characteristics of the program or the

' practice that was adopted had the strongest impact on our school improvement outcome

than any sets of variables.

Interestingly enough--and somewhat controversial given the findings of some previous
studies--we found that in this program, local development of materials and a lot of local
invention and substantial modifications of the R&D products that were adopted tended to
depress the effect of the products on the improvement of school procedures. We interpret
this a being largely the result of the relatively extensive problem solving process that
they went through. Schools that were really serious about choosing a product that met
their needs-~fitted their context--which looked into the right one, didn't need to modify it
a lot. They just slipped it into the right slot, tailored it a bit for the classroom, and didn't
need to make big changes. They found something they liked. Schools that, on the other
hand, rushed in and, despite all the exortations of the projects, leaped on the first
reasonable looking product that they found (or perhaps they adopted something they had
heard of before they even got involved in the project, which happened in a number of
cases) were less likely to find that it matched their needs when they got to looking at it
more closely. For example, one of schools which almost dropped out of the program very -
early happened to be one of the wealthiest suburban schools involved in the project, and
they wanted a pull-out reading program. They happened to adopt one that had been
developed in a rural school in Arkansas. Despite the fact that the project told them they
didn't think it suitable for this very wealthy suburban district, when the trainer came in,
he and these very sophisticated teachers couldn't talk to each other, and the whole project
fell apart for almost a year and a half. It was the result of not a careful adoption. The
implications of this for the management of dissemination programs at the state
department are quite strong. First of all, it suggests that while comprehensiveness is an
important part of any state's dissemination strategy, quality control procedures are -
equally important, Without some kind of quality control over the materials that are being
sent out, it is unlikely that you are going to get major school improvement outcomes. You
may be able to count the number of items that were sent out, you may be able to look at
the number of searches, but if you are looking for impact-on schools, you're going to get
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less of it. Unless you screen and use field tested programs, you should use programs that
have been validated (and I must point out here that validation in the sense of other sites
using it does not necessarily refer to procedures like JDRP). Many of these programs
were validated by procedures that were not JDRP-like but did involve some looking at the
program for impact on schools. This did range from one project that did not accept
any thing other than JDRP validated materials, to the Florida project where they accepted
the word of the director. If he felt that the materials were okay, then they said okay. I
think a lot of those that were not validated by JDRP-like procedures were okay; they were
more promising practices.

A second implication is that states probably should get involved in helping to
persuade both their own school districts and the federal government to spend more time
funding and field testing promising practices in areas where they know local schools need
materials. It's not adequate, in most cases, to send out a lot of different materials which
need to be put together in local schools if you want to have the biggest impact. It is much
better to try and anticipate what the schools are going to be needing and to get some
funding for putting those together, providing support for dissemination and training and so
on. As Doren and Gene pointed out, the development of promising practices files at the
state level still needs some improvement. The funding of our R&D and curriculum
development at the federal level is currently very, very low, and CSSOs and state
departments probably need to address the question of which is an appropriate funding
strategy, given the findings from studies such as this one.

Let's go on to the second part of the RDU strategy. Like many other studies prior to
this one, we found that the assistance of external linking agents had a measureable impact
on the school improvement outcomes. The more involved the linking agents were, the
more likely we were to find good implementations, continuation of programs, and staff
development outcomes. What was it about what linking agents did that caused this was it
the presence of a human person; was it something else that they did? First of all, we
found that there was support for the notion that more intensive linking agent involvement
is more highly associated with good school outcomes. The linking agents who were
attached to their schools for the three year period and who were involved with them to
the point of making a visit at least once a month to the school, having a relationship with
_the schools where the schools felt free to call them up and say we're having a meeting
please come out--these were schools that were more likely to adopt, implement, and
institutionalize new practices. In addition to just time, though, there is something about
the linking agent role and the way it's performed that's important. We have found that
linking agents who did not simply react to requests for assistance by the schocls but who
took initiating stances in the schools, who acted in some sense as super egos, saying,
"Look, you guys, you're getting a little bogged down; let's get this thing together. Let's
have another meeting, or don't you think this is a good time to_bring in a trainer. [ think
you're having some problems; let's see if we can deal with them." Linking agents who are
willing to step in and get the school going, not in a directive manner but in 2 manner of
providing an outside stimulant, were more effective than those who simply waited to be
called.

Again, these are not simply observations; these are quantitative findings. Linking
agents and the whole linking agent role are often misunderstood on almost any level when
you talk to people. When you say linking agents are a good idea, often you get the
response, "Yes, they probably are, but we can't afford them; it's too expensive here." One
of the things I'd like to point out, based on this study, is that in many of the projects that
we looked at, they did not go out and find special linking agents; they simply took
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advantage of people who were already doing things that looked very much like RDU. In
the Georgia project, for example, all of their interniediate service agencies are turning
toward a redefinition of their staff roles away from curriculum specialists roles toward
generalists roles. They simply bought out a bit of the existing linkers time and called it
RDU. The Georgia linkers were forever telling us they couldn't tell us how much time
they spent on RDU because it was just a little piece of what they did every day anyway.
This was also true in the Network consortium project; all of the people who were involved
in linkage roles in .that project were people who were previously employed in the
organization they were working in, doing something that looked a lot like being a linker.
There are people out there who can be taken advantage of without incurring enormous
costs. '

Another imnortant point is that we have been unable, and we have been looking very
hard, to find any relationship between the individual characteristics of the linkers and how
effective they were. It turns out that you can put a lot of different kinds of people into
linker roles and they can be effective in those roles--you don't have to give them a
psychological battery--so you can take advantage of people who are already working. The
key element that we have found is that you need to define the role clearly. The thing that
seemed to be most negatively associated with linker performance in our project and with
conflict with the schools is very poor definition of what it was that the linker was
supposed to do. So the school didn't understand it, and the project didn't understand it,
and often the linker didn't understant it, and that created problems which persisted, in
general, throughout the projects. The definition of projects doesn't have to occur through
extensive training, either. Training and orientation were appreciated by the linkers, but
we could find no evidence to suggest that lots of training was better than just a little
training, even in making the linker feel good about what they did. So you don't need to
have a PhD in linkage to go out and be a linker. We have to look upon this as an important
role, but a role which can be carved out of a lot of existing programs using a lot of
existing people without a lot of enormous investment resources. The other point I wanted
to make about the definition of the role is that it was extremely important for the linker
to have a legitimate initiating role at the school level, and if the site didn't understand
that, it often created friction and led to greater problems between the linker and the site.

Not surprisingly, we also found, in terms of the external resources, that training was
very important--having outside people come in and provide training both in problem
solving and the implementation of the new practices was appreciated by the staff
members. Even more important we found that the more they got and the more different
sources they got it from, the more likely they were to implement their new practices
effectively and report measurable changes and student achievement and other kinds of
good features in school improvement. One of the findings which we had that is very
promising from the point of view of looking at the design of state-based programs is that -
among the most effective trainers were school district specialists who got involved with
the program, got excited about it, went out and found out a lot more about what was
happening, and came back and participated in the training. The involvement of school
district specialists as trainers In the school was apparently in this program a very
effective strategy and an unanticipated one. It wasn't built in.as part of any of the
projects' objectives; it happened as a natural course of events.

The third part of strategy in RDU was an improvement in the problem solving
processes at the local school level. We also found that participation and influence of a
broadly representative school base problem solving team (with decision making authority,’
not simply advisory capacity) was very significant in achieving strong program impact at
the school level. Many of the schools that were involved in this program claimed that the
models that were being used in the RDU were quite different from those which had

103
17



typically been used in their school distict when they mobilized teams for some lkind of
curriculum improvement project. The major source of the difference lay in this notion of
Gecision making authority, Most of the teachers felt that when they participated in teams
in their school districts on previous occasions, that they had been there as window
dressing, that they really didn't have an awful lot of influence, that someone had already
made up their mind about what was going to come out of the activity, and that they were
not going to have a lot to say about what was going to come out of it. They liked this
program where, in soine sense, one of the external constraints on the problem solving
process was that it was supposed to be more representative. :

One of the interesting findings that we have here also is that the involvement of
these participatory local action teams did not deminish the role that the administrators
played in the decison making process. You would have an involved and influential problem
solving team, but the principal and occasionally the superintendent or another district
administrator would have a lot of influence as well. This tended to occur without any
friction. This was not a situation where teachers and administrators would fight over
what they wanted to do in a new basic skills program; rather they were working together.
Involvement in participatory planning does not diminish administrative influence over the
curriculum in this case. We did find that the better the group process, the better tne
team functioned as a participatory team, and the more likely they were to make good,
rational decisions about how to engage in school improvement. We define rational in very
simple terms. Did they choose products that matched their problems; did they develop a
plan for implementation that tcok into consideration some of the resource mobilization
that was needed; did they set up some kind of feedback mechanism--just very simple
features of whether or not you could say this was a reasonably well planned effort or not.
Those schools that had good participatory group processes tended to have more rational
decision making than school digtricts in which administrators made all the decisions.

One of the key features of having a good process was the availability of some staff
release time, particularly early in the program. Now that's money, and that sounds
scarey, and it is true that if you currently look at the way we fund schools improvement
practices in schools, we tend to put our money into the implementation process or into the
evaluation of new practices, but. we don't tend to give school districts money to help them
choose something. So we have Title [V-C adoption .grants, but we don't have Title IV-C
planning grants in that sense. They may dig some of it out of there, but it's not a
legitimate externally fundable.activity in most dissemination programs. [ think our
findings suggest that if you really want to have impact, then we need to look a little bit
more at the balance between how much of our funding we allocate to implementation and
how much we allocate to the front-end planning process. I think our findings suggest that
schoo! districts are more likely to -make their own contribution of .money to the
implemation process. That suggests even more that we may wish to rethink the allocation -
of resources. This doesn't have to be an awful lot of extra money. Most of the RDU
utilization schools received less than $5,000 for the three years that they participated in
the program, so we're not talking about enormous grants. In many cases they actually had
a hard time spending 35,000, and could do it for less. ! think most people who know
relatively little about the RDU program say it's a nice idea but it's the Cadillac-of the
dissemination programs, and we worry about whether or not we can:talk to people who are
developing current dissemination policies, because this looks like a resource rich program.
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I.think that that image of the RDU program is to sorne extent a myth. It's a myth in
part because you have to remember it was a research demonstration program, and, at
least in most projects, upwards of 25 percent of their resources went for activities which
would have nothing to do with any kind of currently running program. In fact, the
program costs at the school level were very low. We were surprised at the amount the
schools were able to get done with the very little amount of money that was given to
them. Most of the schools got $5,000 or less and in some cases substantially less. Each
dollar that the schools districts got in federal funds generated additional resources at the
school (the level was about $5.00), so every dollar in federal funding that was put into the
school district (and that included state funding) got back a five-fold increase in locally
generated or contributed monies. In some projects this was a clear strategy they wanted.
The school districts in the Network consortium project were required to show evidence of
contributed funds. But in inost they werer't; it just happened because schools got excited
about this and they wanted to do it. If they needed more resources than they were getting
through the project, they would find them somewhere in their budget. A lot of it, of
course, is contributed time--it's principals or teachers working a little longer, doing
something on the weekend and so on. Most of the money in this program goes for
personnel. Often when school districts think about the costs of implementation, they tend

. to think about the hardware and book costs and other kinds of features of a school

improvement program. In our study we found that they accounted for less than |5 percent
of the total expenditures in any project. Most of the money goes for people. The overall
costs of this program to serve any given school, even if you include the costs of
administration at the state department, the entire salary of the linking agent (much of
which was devoted to documentation and features of project management which would be
substantially feduced if it were not a demonstration program) was about $16,000. In other
words, the total cost of supporting any one of these schools over a three year period was .
less than is often allocated to a school that gets funded through a demonstration project.
For example, in Georgia every school district every third year is eligible for $15,000 of
[V-C money. L '

We have a tendency to give money directly to school districts to mount their own
innovative programs, and the RDU strategy was significantly different. It gave them
resources and relatively little money, so it funded the resources that might not otherwise
be available to them;it didn't give them the money directly. Schools didn't mind that. I
visited 30 schools myself, and | never heard a single school complain about the level of
funding they received in this program. They were most grateful for it, preferring the
situtation of having the resources.

We need to do some more systematic comparisons here. We're talking about
mounting a program which had a lot of external support and which wasn't necessarily in all
cases substantially more expensive than existing programs. So it is not necessarily a E
Cadillac. Most of the project directors we talked to felt that they could, after the first
period of gearing up, increase their service to schools by at least a third to 50 percent
more without cutting service in any way, just because they were more experienced. The
knowledge base was there, the linkers knew what they were doing, there were procedures
for communication (which would obviously cut the costs substantially). We're trying to do
as much cross program comparison as we can to figure out whether RDU really is a.
Cadillac, or whether it is simply taking a set of resources and distributing them in a
different way, but the more systematic comparisons will require further work.

We have a series of findings also regarding the design of management of educational
networks for school improvement. If I were to pick out one finding that's particularly
relevent to the state policy makers, it's that the state based networks tended to



function better than the ones which involved broader regional areas. They were easier to
manage because communications were simpler, they tended to involve primarily
government funded or government sponsored agencies within an area, and there was less
conflict over organizational agendas. There was also a sense of commitment to the
educational structure of the state which wasn't always there in the regional
configuration. That doesn't mean that the other networks didn't work fairly welly they .
were just harder to manage. There was more conflict, there were other things that got in "
the way. I thinks that's important, because | think it does suggest that if you're trying to
bring together lots of different kinds of institutions to deliver services or knowledge to
schools for school improvement, that the state is probably the best place to start.
Another finding on the management side that I think is quite significant is that linking
agents that were located as permanent members of their intermediate service agency .
were typically more effective in delivering service to schools. That suggests again that
the structure exists in a lot of states. You don't have to do anything new; you just try and
mobilize a set of structures that already exist. It's particularly important to stress that
it's the linking agents who are permanent members of that institution who make the
difference. The ones who were brought in just to do this project on the whole function
less effectively and disappeared after the program was over, whereas the ones who were
permanent members are still sitting there linking happily forever after in the agencies
that they were in. That makes for more program impact.

One of the features of the program that was particularly difficult was managing or
coordinating relationships among organizations that were quite different. In other words,
it was much harder for these projects to involve universities than it was for them to
involve a variety of different ISAs or some other orZanizations that had already been
involved in delivering services to schools. To change the way in which these organizations
function is much more difficult. That is not to say it is not possible. The Florida project,
for example, was extremely successful in involving two major universities in both training
local site people in change skills and- providing the knowledge base. The two major
functions of the project which were provided through two universities in Florida involved
a lot of direct contact and direct service delivery to schools, and it functioned very
effectively. But it's harder and means that you have to devote more resources to the
actual management of the network if you're going to involve or spread your networking
out beyond the state department and intermediate service agencies. Another feature
which is probably important to states that are looking at the design of programs such as
RDU is that there is a time framework that is involved in demonstrating impact of these
kinds of school improvement activities. It's a fairly long one, if we look at schools who
are designing a new set of practices, for example, in compensatory education. I think it's
come clear to most people that we would allow them about seven years from the time
they got the idea and wrote the grant until we ever start going in and saying, "Here's a
final evaluation of how it worked." There just has to be a devejopmental period. We tend -
not to allow the same developmental period to new dissemination of school improvement
programs when we set them up in state departments We think they should have mastered |
in a year or two; if they don't, there is something wrong; it's not working; let's try
something else. Three years was just barely enough time for most of these projects to get
well established in their state departments or in the other organizations. It was just at
the point when they were beginning to function rather smoothly that the money ran out.
Consequently many of them did not have much time to turn toward institutionalization in
any serious way. There are a lot of things that remain in most of the sponsoring state
departments from this program, but it doesn't look exactly like R DU because they.were
still too busy trying to get out there and get things to schools and think about selling the
program, as Doren and Gene had pointed out, within the state department.



Another feature I think needs to be taken into consideration when you are mounting
these programs in state departments is again one-that Doren and Gene stressed. There is
a real tension, which was not resolved in most projects, about hiring someone from the
outside who is a key thinker, someone who can design a good system, who's got time and
contacts in the external world, but who doesn't know the state department, doesn't know
the other actors in it, is insensitive to the political constraints of working within the
state. Thus they will make a super demonstration but fall flat on their face when it
comes to involving other people in the state department in the functioning of the
program. That's one strand that was used. The projects who had project directors who
were from the very beginning invited from the outSide, or in one case brought back from
retirement, or who were very poorly integrated in their state but had run other
demonstrations programs, universally disappeared when the federal funding went away.
The projects where they had deliberately or for some other reason selected a project
director who was integral to the state department, who had some position of influence, or
was part of an informal network, generally had better luck in having significant features
of the program survive after it went away. [ think there is a real tension between running
the biggest-bang-for-the-buck demonstration and running a program which is going to hold
in there and have a real impact for the state. There are choices to be made which have to
recognized when you initiate these programs at the state level. None of the regionaiiy or
nationally based programs had any institutionalization of their functions in the sponsoring
agencies--that is NEA, the Northwest Reading Consortium, the Network Consortium;
there are certainly organizational learnings, but you can't go back and find them doing
anything that :looks like thiss All of the state based programs had some
institutionalization which has assured at minimum continued use of materials and training
packages they produced in other programs and at maximum things that at least look a
little like RDU is sv..! noing.

One of the things I would like to summarize this presentation w1th is that even though
the study of the RDU program and the RDU program itself were deSigned primarily to
inform federal poiicy ‘makers about features of dissemination projects and school
improvement projects that should be taken into consideration in designing or modifying
dissemination structures at the federal level, there is a lot here that has implictions for
state departments and for the ways in which they use or modify existing school
improvement efforts. I do not personally believe that it is necessary to take an RDU-like
model and put it into a state department in order to take advantage of some of these
findings. 1 think it is much more likely that state departments should look at these
findings and say, ok, we have some existing school improvement or dissemination
strategies how could we make them look a little more like this without allocating
additional funds and see if we can increase our impact. For example, you could marry
some of our findings about products to an existing resource base in state departments.
You can take Title [V-C programs and have different regulatians about how projects will’
be funded at the local level and provide them with perhaps with some form of assistance
for bringing them together. You can take relationships with ISAs and redefine or make
‘some changes in the way roles in those agencies are performed. You can prov1de some
incentives without talking about deveioping a whole new dissemination project and
sticking it in. [ don't think that is feasible in most state departments, and I would not feel
that these findings imply that is necessary.. I think there is a lot of room for taking them
and using them in existing contexts. -
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3. The Network Study of Dissemination Efforts Supporting School
[Mprovement ik .

CHARLES THOMPSON

Karen was privately commiserating with me about the situation in which we find
ourselves. We are probably the least far along of the studies that are presenting here
today in the sense that we are about two years into a three year study. As Karen points
out, one starts out in these matters with a relatively simple set of questions and sets the
variables one wants to look into. As things go along they get increasingly complicated
until at some point in the analysis process one begins to put it all together again, and it
finally comes clear. I regret to inform you that that blessed event has not yet occurred.
What I want to try to accomplish is two things; first to let you know what questions we are
asking and something about how, and to describe the study a little so you know what to
expect over the coming months. We are almost to a point where we will begin to publish
reports. The second is to talk a little bit about the portion of the study which focuses on
states. In that part [ want to share with you the general framework within which were
looking at states, state departments of education, and dissemination, and then to share a
few impressions and some kind of preliminary ideas that we're exploring. I hope you will
keep in mind that I'm in a bit of a quandry about just how much to say, and that when
things are still diffuse it's difficult to communicate a cloud.

We are about two thirds through a study now that involves a number of different
organizations and four levels of study. At the federal level itself, we are looking-dt about
50 different federal dissemination and dissemination-related activities. Partof the issue
here is that the federal goverriment doesn't know what it is doing in dissemination. There
are a variety of separate activities which people are more or less aware of, and some
people who have a fair overview of them. But it's really not been clear just how many
different activities were going on and what they were doing. There is.a lot of basic
descriptive information that we have been able to collect that we think will be helpful to
people. We think this will also be helpful to SEAs and to people at the local level. I've
now talked some with Milt Goldberg about the use of this material and that's one of the
earlier reports that we will be putting out--the report of the survey with about 50
different activities. The individual entries will constitute two or three page descriptions
of the programs, and there will be some cross cutting analysis, mainly of the sort that
says these federal programs are handling the quality control or validation issue in this way
or another. Similarly a descriptive analysis on other issues will be offered as well, The
second thing we're doing at the federal level is to look at 15 of the 50 programs in a little

~more depth.

From some viewpoints they are an odd assemblage--that is, a number of them were -
specified by the sponsor as ones on which they would like information from us, and we
chose others to give us a fair diversity. We don't claim or have any illusions that thisis a
representative sample, but we do have a fairly diverse set of programs that we are looking
at in this profiling activity. Both the survey that | have mentioned so far at the federal
level and the profiles and analysis we will issue in separate reports. Il say a little more
about when you can expect those later on. The next level of the study is at the state
level. In choosing the states, essentially we specified a number of dimensions on which we
wanted be sure to get some variation. They have to do with numbers of students, per
pupil expenditure and the like. We used for sampling purposes some crude indices of the
level of school improvement activity that seemed to be going on in the states. We didn't
want to choose states that were solely at the very active, very experienced end of
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the spectrum; w= wanted a diverse set of states to look at. We began with 50 different
dissemination activities and profiled 15 of those in greater depth while looking broadly at
dissemination in |0 states. There are four programs in which we followed the system
right to the classroom door and into the implementation phase. The first is the National
Diffusion Networlks it's a very central portion of the study. For contrast with that, we
wanted to look at a program which does not involve direct person to person linkage; we
are looking at the market linkage program for special education. We are also looking at
some state adminisfered dissemination programs; this is within about six of our 10 states,
and I'm afraid | won't be able to name those for you off the top of my head. These turn
out to be largely programs that states support out of IV C and other federal sources which
‘involve the identification and spread of exemplary practices within states. It offers some
very interesting contrasts with other programs that we are looking at.

We want to know about types of new practices--that is, what characteristics of the
innovations themselves, what is it about the level and nature of the assistance that is
provided, and what is it about the process of.implementation at the local level that are
particularly effective under the different sets of conditions named in question two. We
have a kind of contingent analysis that says that there will be a variety of different
conditions at the local level and that innovations with different characteristics and
different kinds of assistance may be appropriate under different circumstances.

Approximately 145 sites across our 10 states are involved. A final activity shows how
various parts of the study are interrelated.

The one portion of it that I have not mentioned is within the 145 sites at the local
level we're taking a lock at through survey techniques, questionnaires and semi-structured
interviews. We're also looking at 12 of those sites in greater depth; those are evenly
divided between the Natiorial Diffusion Network sites and some [V C. sites.

If dissemination is the answer, what is the question? We took a step back from
dissemination in particular in looking at SEAs, and we tried to look at the whole SEA in
the kind of institutional and political context in which they operate. We are looking at 10
such agencies, and while we're struck by the uniqueness of each agency, we do think that
it is possible to develop not a tight causal model but a kind of map of the environment in
which SEAs operate and the variables that determine how they operate within that map.
So while different institutions may play different roles in different states, it's possible to
compare across the 10 states and to begin to tease out some patterns. So [ would like to
first share with you roughly what that map looks like to us, and secondly to say how it is
that SEAs seem to be coping with the forces that we're mapping. There are two
metaphors which might characterise the position of SEAs and the education system right
now, and one is a little less elegant than the other. One says they are caught in a cross
fire, or a little more awkwardly they are caught between two rocks and a hard place--the -
rocks being the federal government on the one hand and the LEAs on the other. It looks
to us to be an increasingly hard place, especially when you include the legislative,
executive and judicial branches of state government.

What I have to say about the federal government will come as no surprise to you. If
there are 50 separate activities which we are surveying, there will surely be a large
number of federal activities which states have to reckon with. This tends to create an
organizational phenomenal at the state ievel which people have called picket fence
federalism. One can't always say that for each federal program there is a separate
picket, but nevertheless there is this tendency for SEAs, which have grown enormously
over the last |5 years, to be organized along the lines that reflect federal reality. There



are certain programs that countered that or tried to counter that along the 1ederal level
One of the main objectives of the dissemination capacity building program is to help
states reckon with the picket fence effect, which other portions of the federal
government have helped to create. Another federal resource that people have tried to use
to integrate their organizations is ESEA Title V. At the state level, there is a tendency
for the state legislators to pay more attention and have increasing influence over the life
of the SEA. The role of state and federal courts is something we are seeing in some of
our states, although not all. Governors offices increasingly set up  OMB-like structures,
which give the governor and top leaders increasing influence over what CSSOs and SEAs
try to do. This is not true in a majority of the states, but it is moving in this direction.
There are also increasing interest groups which seem to be very influential.

Having talked about the federal government picket fence lines, and the increasing
influence along the state level of government, there begins to develop a pattern we're
looking at. An SEA is faced with the problem of how to take the resources that flow from
the federal level with strings attached and array those resources in such a way that it can
deal with the kinds of initiatives and restraints that it is getting from the federal level
We see that happening increasingly. My guess is that, as finances get tighter and tighter,
there will be an increased move in that direction. As the state reality becomes more and
more saliant, there is going to be a strong trend for state leadership to want to transform
resources from the federal level and bring them to bear on the problems ‘they are

confronting in a very urgent way at the state level. I think that has some implications for
dissemination. '

The third part of this two rocks and a hard place is LEAs which frequently feel
themselves to be under a pile of rocks. LEAs are facing mandates from the federal and
state levels and pressures from their own local levels, and are increasingly turning to the
states for assistance. That too seems to tend to affect how states are orienting their
dissemination resources. That lays out a rough map of the kinds of institutions that are
influencing SEAs. I'm deliberately omitting intermediate agencies, because [ want to
simplify a bit. The question becomes how much pressure is there from each of those areas
and of what sort in different states and, given different kinds of pressure, how do states
react to that. Let me say a little about patterns we see ‘emerging. We have some states
in which there is relatively little prodding from the legislature to take on certain
initiatives and to mandate new services or changes in services at the local level. There is
relatively little money, and certainly very little new money, coming from legislatures,
where there is a strong tradition of local control which governs the relationship between
the SEA and locals, and in which the leadership itself--perhaps as a consequence, perhaps
as an additional factor--is not terribly activist. In those states there doesn't tend to be a
lot of dissemination activity, and it tends to be organized along more or less conventional
federal lines. One or more of those factors-~that is, some prodding from the legislature, -
some new money to do something, a less stringent tradition of local control, and/or a
more activist leadership at the state level--tends to generate some form of major school
improvement effort or programatic initative. [t may be the mandating of competency
testing, or increasing emphasis on basic skills. - -

Where that occurs, we are seeing about three different types of response. One is the
kind of response that NTS has talked about from a different point of view. To the extent
that the leadership in the state sees dissemination as a useful instrument for dealing with
the problems that have been posed to it by pressures from the outside or the leadership's
own priorities, then dissemination begins to be coordinated some way, at least those
dissemination programs that can be brought to bear on that problem. It may be that, in
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those cases, an entrepreneural disseminatior leader has been able to show the chief or the
top leadership how dissemination can be relevant. There may be cases where chiefs are
familiar with this domain and take the initiative themselves. That is a pattern that is not
clear and takes on increased interest to me as a result of the NTS presentation.

Another pattern that we see involves setting aside dissemination almost entirely. In
one state, for example, the major school improvement activity which is very saliant deals
with the developrnent of capabilities at the local level, more specifically at the school
level; to look at their problems, to get more constituencies involved to help solve the
problems, and generally to develop what's been called local problem solving capacity.
There is almost a kind of fervent belief that that is the right way to go, and "traditional
dissemination" has been dismissed as sort of the old way. There doesn't appear to be a
perception at all that there might be som& complimentarity between local problem solving
capacity and dissemination. That is very irteresting because in yet another of our states
there is a clear perception that once one has begun to develop some local problem solving
capacity, some external resources may well be useful. Why is it that in one state thisis a
matter of idealogical purity and in another state there is a more integrated view on this.
A point that one CSSO in one state made may be quite relevant to some of the
considerations that ycur group is going to be engaging in. The chief in one state stated he
did not want to talk with us about dissemination. He feels that too much focusing onan
organizational function rather than on his substantive priorities displaces the energy and
dollars and attention of people within his agency. He sees that as a real threat--that is,
he wants to try to keep the attention of his people focused on the particular problem that’
he is confronting, which is a threatened mandate from the state level that has to do with
basic skills.. He wants t¢ ensure that when dissemination is talked about, it is talked about
to the degree that it is instrumental to the achievement of his objectives. There is a
phenomenon that will be familiar to many of you, in which people began to focus less on
the client service objectives of their agencies and more on their own kinds of functions
and interests. This particular CSSOis.very conscious of that possibility. In this case he is
skeptical of the notion of generalized capacity for dissemination.

Another point we're seaing in tight times is the problem posed to SEAs as to how to
take resources from the federal level that tend to be organized as the pickets in the fence
and bring them to bear on the states' own most salient objectives at the time. We saw in
one state a major attempt to introduce what might be called a matrix management
approach--that is, the CSSO looked all across the agency at all different levels of the
agency and identified people who he thought weuld be good to involve in his major school
improvement activity and had reported for a substantial portion of their time to a
different person for this purpose. This may cause problems in accounting for the federal
government, but it seems the pressures will get so intense that more of that may be seen.
That may be an organizational structure in which some of the coordination that we talked -
about before begins to take place. From one point of view it is interesting because in that
kind of a case, the dissemination capability which rests on one side begins to get
assimilated into the muscle of the agency, in relation to the top priority of the
leadership. This struck us as a very interesting way to proceed.. The observation that I
want to say a bit about is what is thought of recently as a kind of polarity between service
“and regulation--that is, a tendency to think of regulation as being the old wave and
service as the new wave, and that is a white/black hat phenomonem. We have seen a real
interesting thing in a few of our states. What SEAs appear to be doing is creating
problems with one hand through regulation, which they solve with the other hand through
service. It is a pretty interesting way of proceeding, speaking of coordination. LEAs

L

et
(2

25



tend to perceive part of the SEA as being very responsive with helping them deal with
their problems, for better or for worse, and not to think of them as a mandate imposed
from the state, which made them feel the problem in the first place. You may not think"
of this as an exclusive move toward one pole or the other, but in terms of the ways in
which the service functions such as dissemination and technical assistance can
complement the regulatory functions of the agency, together they may help in achieving
the priority goals of the agency at any given time.

4. An Early Evaluation of the National Diffusion Network

JOHN EMRICK

The initial formal dissemination system for getting the word out was ERIC, as most
people know. The expectations for the efficacy of ERIC as a system for producing a lot
of change in schools weren't really realized. The pilot state dissemination program study
on how to develop local know-how and the use of information retrival systems was
successful, but the system itself didn't seem to produce the sort of changes in local
practice that legislatures were demanding be demonstrated in order to continue support.
In the mid-seventies, two parallel efforts out of the U. S. Office of Education were
launched. One was the strategy launched by John Evans and was known as the Project
Information Packages (PIP). These packages were collections of materials and
instructions on their use. Basically the notion was that, with complete and properly

" prepared descriptive material, virtually any school system could put into practice a

structural approach that had been proven effective in another setting. This notion was
that one could, by carefully copying all of the aspects of the success of projects, get
reproductions, replications--get relatively inexpensive mileage out of a few significant
improvements. At the same time a radically different approach emerged under Lee
Wickline and his staff in BESE. Rather than relying on printed descriptions alone and
instructional kits, the BESE approach placed a lot of emphasis on personal
intervention-~to transfer the know-how that was resident in those individuals that had
worked through the new approach. So we see the PIPs representing a very rational
deterministic control orientation, and the NDN, which is the alternate, representing the
highly political, social, configurational approach, heavily influenced by then recent

writings of Guba and Clark.

What did we learn from our investigation of that? Our study has been completed--we
have reports out, reduced to 10 pages of what we feel is important in our study. The
study had a number of purposes. Basically it was to characterize the approach the NDN
represented for the diffusion of innovations, to describe and evaluate the process by which
these products moved through the system, to understand the organization, to try to
analyze and evaluate the organization in terms of its appropriateness to the mission, and -
to prepare recommendations regarding how the features in the program might be modified
for improvements in the future. The NDN, we argued, was different in several ways from
the ERIC type approaches and packaging approach. It was different from what were then
the current emphases on dissemination, the sharing of knowledge abcut the existence of
programs. The emphasis in NDN was to obtain adoptions, or to affect local change in
practice as opposed to developing understanding, which in turn could be translated into
change in practice by users. Here the emphasis was on actually affecting local change. It
secondly had something the speakers earlier today have commented about--the

. importance of quality control In the NDN, that is the Joint Dissemination Review

Panel. Third, it has a component for directly linking developers of the improvements of
practice to potential users. This component supported people who had, over a period of
many years, accumulated a lot of wisdom, know how, and depth of experience with the
particular improvement that they were advocating. Fourth, it coupled these developers,
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DDs as they are called, with regjonally located process facilitators. They were called
state facilitators, change advocates, administrative specialists--a number of titles have
been suggested. The state facilitators in turn are the NDN users some of them are
within states, some have multi states. i

To properly understand the NDN, we include the component for the quality control.
Promising federally sponsored innovative educational programs and practices are
submitted by the federal program monitors to the JDRP for screening and review, as their
first step into their entry into the diffusion network. The primary purpose--and this is a
very controversial component so far as we can tell--is to assure that the claims being
advertised for a given innovation in fact are substantiatéed. The opportunity to present
and argue the evidence in front of the panel is given each candidate program. The issues
involved here are who sets the priorities and what kind of evidence constitutes
appropriate validation evidence.

These issues can't be simply answered. They are, in fact, very complex and somewhat
_ controversial. To some extent we suspect that the national priorities reflecting concensus
among. state officials and other educational experts somehow enter into the review
process, but how is not very clear. There has to be some provision for political input. To
restrict the validation evidence simply to conventional outcomes of standardized
achievement tests would be a mistake, and [ think the panel has taken that into account.
Too many important developments in education just are not amenable to that kind of
evidence. There are a number of developments in art and crea1,:ive curricula that simply
won't show cleanly in reading and math tests, so a wide range of evidence has to be :
acceptable here. Those not approved can be cycled back until evidence is stronger or
presentations are better, We also expect the program developer to be able to articulate.
clearly the aspects of the innovation that are relevant to users, to really be in command
of the innovation. To be able to communicate it effectively to these panel members has a
lot to do with whether or not it is accepted. That makes sense when you think ultimately
what these developers have to do. They have to deal with others in the field, to be able to
communicate what it is they have to offer. So here a lot of emphasis is on
communications, the interpersonal dynamics of the individuals associated with the
innovations. When we studied it, most of these programs that had been reviewed and
approved when it was just the dissemination review panel. The programs that had been
originally approved had six or seven years field experience; they were not simply quickly
developed innovations they had a lot of evidence behind them; there was a lot of
knowledge. Of the approved programs, not all are funded, so that another step now for
those innovations that have passed the screening is to'get support for active dissemination
in the field. Being approved gets one into the catalog but doesn't get one support as the
developer demonstrator. There are two avenues to local districts once they are approved
for dissemination. One avenue is directly, the other is through the facilitators. Part of -
our study examines how the different developers routed their innovations, and the relative
effectivness of working with facilitors versus attempting to deal directly with locals.
Another factor would be the .patterns by which these different types of personalities get
along. A lot of role negotiating has to take place. .

For DDs to put themselves in the hands of these regional representatives, you can see
that there would be some ego battles going on, so we tried to understand that a little
better. We also had to try to understand the process by which the change that is being
introduced actually gets put into practice at the local level. One thing that | think would
be useful for the Council to be made aware of is the complex problems one has in
documenting the adoption of substantial innovations. We have pulled together a

multi-faceted set of outcome measures. Two of these are straight-forward and
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quantified; the components are scope and level. Scope is the number of components of the
innovation introduced to the school that actually were implemented or attempted to be
implemented by the users. The level simply refers to the number of classrooms, the
number of grades, the number of schools within a district. These can be counted. They
give you some indication of the scale of the change effort that is being undertaken. The
more people and the more units you involve, the more complex it is going to pe.

Adaptation is the extent of the modification of methods and materials. This is a
little more difficult to quantify;it's relative to what the developer demonstrator holds as
the core or essential features of the project that they developed. These can be more or
less quantified with measures that developers themselves have worked through; they
usually have their own implementation scale. These measures are referred to as context
sensitive measures. These really have to be developed on a basis of where the adoptor
was before the innovation was implemented. The project innovativeness is the extent to
which the methods and contents of the projects are different from prior practices: "How
different is this from what I have done before." It's not absolute; it is not contained in the
innovation itself; it's how is this different from what the adopter was doing before. The
perceived complexity--the complexity of implementation--would be staff and resources
involved, replacement versus supplement, how many individuals have to be
accommodated, and what type of individuals have to be accommodated in the
implementation process. Does it replace a practice, or is it added to a current practice?
Is it something that is added on, or something that changes basically what is going on? It
includes the number, nature, and severity of problems that local staff perceive in what
they are doing. This will change over time, depending on when you make these measures.
The perceived success would be the local's rating of the success they achieved in
implementing; it's like rating ourselves on how far we got. It's not an independent
measure. In the.secondary diffusion, it is an indirect measure of a commitment to the
innovation that has been adopted: how do I promote it to my colleagues; how do [ speak to
others in the field/profession about what I have done? These are the kinds of measures
that we used to try to understand the implementation. The second thing, and I think it
would be useful for the state people to become aware of, is the complex series of stages
that we documented in following the process from initiation through early adoption. Since
we had 18 months to conduct the study, most of the data gathering was done in one year;
and since most of the speakers today have attested to the fact that meaningful change is
a very gradual and complex process, we didn't get far into documenting full
implementation, although we did have in our sample some districts that had started the
process before we came on the scene. But it is in fazt important to know there are
definable or at least recognizable stages characterizing the change process, and there are
different requirements for affecting change at each stage.

One does different things at different points in the change.process. It isn't simply do -
this and then everything just falls into place. There has to be a lot of interaction and, as
we saw with many of the more effective change agents, a lot of tenacity, hanging in
there. Monthly visits were very crucial; the more often they made appearances, the more
often the change agents worked hand-in-hand with the site people; the more frequently
they visited, the greater the change we were able to document later--the more complete
and the more acceptable. What we say that they did that was important began with
awareness. The basic goal here was to get the word out to interested people. They have
developed a variety of approaches, and we have identified the ones which we felt were
associated with the most effective change operation, We were able to array out the
various activities of these developers and facilitators and, depending on how successful
they were. Looking at what they did, we came up with some conclusions about what
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seems to work best under what conditions for what purpose. I can summarize that by

- saying the most effective outreach would be concise and attractively formatted messages

which are prepared in multiple versions, which match with the interests of the target, and
which are transmitted more than once using a variety of media--mail, telephone,
visits--for each contact. It is the facilitators, these regional representatives, who seem
to be most effective in developing this initial awareness.

The secondary awareness involved the use of the material that the developers have
spent a lot of time formulating, and the use of conferences in which a variety of
innovations dealing with the same emphases were featured--early childhood education,
basic skills, handicapped programs, special education--theme conferences where a variety
of innovations dealing with the same general educational topic are made available. This
offers a choice to interested users and allows them chances to compare notes. - This,

- interestingly, had a lot of influence on revisions and refinements of materials. It's a

highly iterative process with both administrative and instructional representatives
involved. It provides a chance for both the practitioners and administrators to get first
hand understanding of what's available. Facilitators provide the resources to try tc enable
school people on limited budgets to attend these awareness conferences. The enthusiasm,
the energy, the charisma the developers have in making their presentations has a lot to do
with these changes. I mentioned before that I think that had also a lot to do with their
JDRP approval.

The third component is the training, which, compared to the other components,
becomes very expensive. During awareness we see low cost activities accomplishing wide
scope outreach so that the unit cost is small, keeping it all within the total resources
available. However, training becomes more focused, causing the unit costs to increase.
The training becomes very expensive in time, resources, and dollars, and the materials are

~an additional factor. Because of this there is a lot of interest in sorting among those who

would be window shoppers versus those who are genuinely interested in making an effort
to implement an innovation. Efforts were made by many of these change agents to sign
contracts with the adopters to get firm agreements. A lot of techniques were used, but
the skill with which the change agent could sort out window shoppers from genuinely
interested educators had a lot to do with the effectiveness of the training. What we saw
here that was important was the provision of at least some training prior to attempted
implementation. One should not expect locals simply to be able to put something into
practice without some preliminary training. It should be delivered by somebody that
really knows what's going on -~ who shares the view, the perspective, who understands and
is sensitive to the world of practitioners and who knows the problems they deal with.
There must be a lot of emphasis on the why as well as the how to. Philosophy is an
abstract concept, but it's crucial that agreement at a philosophical level occur. Users
have to feel that what they're doing is consistent with their values or with their -
educational philosophy, or they will be reluctant to buy in. We have seen examples of
what happens when they are reluctant, when they are not convinced philosophically that

~ what they're doing is correct. It's disastrous.

We had less of an opportunity to find information about the implementation and
assimilation stages because, as | mentioned before, the timing of the study is really not "
appropriate for this area. There wasn't really an emphasis on the assimilation,
incorporation, institutionalization--whatever you want to call this phase where it becomes
part of standard operating procedure. But at least some post-implementation training
turned ou: to be very essential. This would be something that comes about possibly in the
second year, and includes followup assistance, hand-hoiding, and moral support
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because of the-difficulties associated with substantial change in schools. The more of this
follow-up assistance, within limits, the more successful the local efforts to continue with
the implementation. When this followup assistance was lacking, early gains disappeared.
Often we would find thers was an adoption in name only, but no real change in practice.

What, then, does all this have to do with the interest the chiefs might have in their
own dissemination programs? Because of what we learned about how and why the total
system worked and brought about successful change in schools, there are some lessons
here for individuals interested in designing state level programs.

First is the quality control component--something that specifies what somebody
thinks is the right thing to do. It seems to me the more concensus and the more visibility
surrounding that delegation of procedure, the more effective it would be. But without it,
there is not any guidance for users other than what they could get on their own. They,
simply have to follow their hunches. What we see in those situations we have seen in
other efforts to introduce change. They tend to be reluctant to do anything. They don't

want to take a chance. If they have been burned before, they are gun-shy.

The nature, range, and emphasis of the innovations are also important, referring more
to the opportunity for local choice. The fact that more than one way of achieving a given
educational improvement for.a given curricula is significant; there are multiple offerings
in almost every category, and [ suspect that that has been expanded.

! | / ! ;

A third crucial component in our analysis of this system was support of demonstration
sites, where an operating version of the innovation is available for close scrutiny. The

" individuals who developed it and are part of the staff can be accessed, can be talked with,

where abstract concepts take on a more concrete appearance, where some subtle concerns
that school people have about what this will mean for them can be at least partially
answered. This happens in stages. It is enhanced when there is provision for some monies
through the network operations to'-transport people from their home LEAs to the
demonstration site. : - :

It's not entirely clear what the independent weighting of these factors is. They each
contribute, but we don't know which is the most important. Our analyses, both imperical
and logical, suggest the absence of any of these is going to be severely detrimental.

The specialization of the change agents which | mentioned earlier is somewhat novel,
but not completely. It appeared more novel at the time of our study, but I think it's
becoming more conventional. Linkers need an orientation as a legitimizer, a broker, a
gatekeeper, a process specialist--someone who has administrative know-how, an individual
who is relatively well connected. Similarly, a developer who has a practitioner .
orientation, depth of experience, has great knowledge of both the content and method
that's going to be appropriate for making the innovation work, is especially effective.
This is somebody who has a lot of practitioner know-how--not necessarily administrative,
but practitioner know-how.

The successful role negotiations of facilitators and developers is also vital. The
facilitator has a responsibility to provide access to a given set of innovations to the
constituents, to the locals in the region. The facilitator has to be convinced that the
developers really have something they can deliver--that they're going to be compatible
with the locals in this district--so there is some subject screening that takes place on the
part of facilitators. Similarly, developers have to make judgments about what
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facilitators they can work with, what sort of freedom they are giving up in exchange for
assistance they are getting; what modifications, if any, they're going to have to make in
their style to get along with the kinds of clients that the facilitator is linking them up
with. A lot of these trade-offs have to occur, and there really isn't any clean way one can
force them; they almost have to occur through a natural séqqence of processes.

The sixth component we argue had a lot to do with the success of the operation, and
is specific to the time at which we were studying the NDN. It was, at that time, we
argue, a temporary system. The mission wasn't clear; there weren't a lot of
procedures--there weren't norms that merged out of previous efforts. This was in a sense
the first effort, with a lot of energy, a lot of flexibility. This has an important message
for states interested in creating their own systems, or at least in adopting or trying to
create versions similar to those already operating. One method I would suggest is not to
try to formalize the system too early. We don't know enough really; we can only guess
from patterns that we see happening elsewhere.

Coupled with that was a low profile federal management. The federal managers of
this program did not pretend they knew it all. Rather, they allowed the collection of
change agents to come.up with their own knowledge base. There were not a lot of heavy
regulations imposed. They were only minimal, and they usually dealt with reporting
periods and cost accournting, and even then they weren't very tight.

There also needs to be some sort of centralized information system--we'll call it the
technical assistance component, something that allows individuals in the system, a2t a very:
low cost, to become continually updated on what's happening. That's become m:. A more:
sophisticated in more recent years. If we take these issues together that cour . what
led to the overall success of this change program and try to create analogs . state
level, I think this should be helpful to the Council

. There are'other implications that we feel derived from the study of the NDN. One is
the role of states in the JDRP process. At the time the study was conducted, the joint
dissemination review panel consisted pretty much of area chiefs in the Office of
Education and in the National Institute of Education. States didn't really have much of a
role in deciding among the program offerings or even in submitting candidates. The rules
allowed only those programs receiving federal support and nominated by the program
monitors to be, considered by the review panel. To the extent that some input on the part
of state agencies in the review process is provided, the more active state participation in
the system is likely to emerge. 1 say that because one of the things we noticed as we
looked at facilitator operations is that few of them were really connected with the
states. That isn't necessarily by design; the program had to operate with what was
available. Furthermore, at the time, because of a technicality in funding, facilitators,
even though they represented states, had to be funded through local districts; this
probably created a little bit of a problem. In order to get more active participation of
states in this sort of dissemination system, they have to have some sort of way of
inputting their priorities into the review process. :

A second consideration regards the coordination of the facilitator activities within
the states, both organizationally and programmatically. If there's going to be a trade-off

between the competence of a state facilitator project and its connectiveness at the state

level, that [ would go for the connectiveness over competence, if there is agreement that
states have to view themselves as partners in an operation like this. The reason Isay that
is, to the extent that state agencies perceive a facilitator operation as a rival system,
they will take steps to cut it off and will have very little to do with a system as a

A

S ?‘
s @1‘2 2
31



whole. We saw this happening in at least two states that we investigated; although it was
controllable and correctable, it was unfortunate. I would also suggest that states >e
encouraged to operate their own state diffusion networks, but not in competition with
other programs. It is unlikely that a state diffusion network would supply resources either
to export validated practices to other states or to expand the resources bringing in outside
innovations. The notion that makes the NDN strong is that any innovation created
anywhere in American public schools, or private schools, becomes available to virtually
any interested other school district. That's the power of this system. It provides for very
low-energy access to the state-of-the-art in educational improvements. If states were to
operate separately from this national perspective, it would be cutting off, or at least

reducing the likelihood, that many very important developments would be available to
their constituents. ‘

A third set of considerations would be those associated with incentives for increased
state participation in a national system. When we conducted our study, few states had
much in the way of dissemination program or policy.

It doesn't appear that an awful lot of progress, aside from capacity building which has

‘developed a lot of awareness in states regarding the importance of dissemination, has

emerged. But the systems or the procedures and policies, so far as we can tell, have not
yet emerged. We advised the Office of Education that states would begin to take
dissemination seriously because of the reduction in available resources; we just are not
going to have an era like the late 60's and early 70's again where monies were available
for initiatives on local levels. Because of the climate of opinion critical of public
education and the demands for improvement, and because of the changing image of
dissemination, it is something far more acceptable than it was five years ago. I'm not
quite sure what the significance is of some of the comments today about state officials
not really feeling comfortable with the phrase dissemination. I suspect what it may mean
is, because of earlier images of dissemination, they would prefer a different word that is
uncontaminated--one that reflects more what is now a different view rather than simply
spreading the word. ‘

In response to the RDU findings, I thought I would mention a few points here that I
thought were interesting and consistent with things that we have found. You assert that
decision involvement of the adopting practitioners may play a very crucial role in the
success of particular operations in the RDU effort. [ would agree certainly with that
conclusion. There's a lot of evidence that we have gathered since our study of the
National Diffusion Network that supports that. It is not clear how one can affect that
decision involvement if it's not already a part of the school norm. The involement of
practitioners will not occur in the absence of a fairly wellknown .policy supporting it at
the senior district administration level. There are just toco many complex issues involving "
the redistribution of power to allow very much in the way of decision involvement in most
school settings. There are some that have successfully shifted rheir policies to involve
practitioners more effectively in many of these decisions. It is interesting that it is not
the norm, though, when one thinks that ultimately the practitioners have to put any
innovation into practice. If they do not feel they have had a choice, and they still assume
the responsibility as professionals for the effectiveness of what they do, one can
understand why that becomes such a controversial issue, why it is so important.

Doren and Gene referred to institutionalization more as a formalization. I don't
mean to be critical here. [guess what I'm concerned about'is that at least we make an

effort to keep the cart behind the horse. Keep the situation such that the changes in
standard operating procedures occur before we formalize the structure and give it
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names and so forth. To me, institutionalization can be dangerous if it totally represents
the emergence of a lot of regulations. Then it becomes just token institutionalization. It
simply becomes a number of additional regulations. When you think about it carefully, the
more interventions having regulations that we impose upon local school districts, the more
difficult we are making it for them to adapt creatively to the situations that they are
constantly confronting. That is to say, every intervention that we make on a school in an

effort to help them usually ends up hindering them, simply because of the organic nature
of the school.

Doren and Charies both referred to the trends towards centralization of
dissemination activities in the states. In that same vein, | would suggest that it is
important to note to the chiefs that as they take on a stronger role in forming state
policies, these constraints will cut into the current variation in the collection of locals
that exist. There is a wide range of conditions within which local districts have to
operate. In order to encompass that range--in order not to constrain it--one finds that
one has to stay away from formalizing policies. One has to allow for a great deal of
flexibility. The chiefs probably know this better than anyone else. Still, it would not hurt
to reinforce that notion in any recomendations we make to them.

5. A Study of the Development and Functions of Education Service Agencies

ROBERT STEPHENS

What I am going to report on today is primarily a descriptive study of education
service agencies as they are developing across the country. The descriptive studies are
one vf nine rnajor products of a series of efforts looking at service agency operation. |
wili cite briefly from three of the other products beyond the one that we are going to
ccncentrate on today.

What | want to do today is concentrate briefly on some of the organizational features
of probably the biggest development of school government in this nation at the present
time. Then I will pull out some additional observations that we made in the study that
seemed to us would make a case for adding this development to the agenda that the
Council is considering in its dissemination project.

In the descriptive study, which was the core project, 31 state networks of different
types were involved. We think that the title of the units represent the universe of service
agencies of this type in the nation. Eleven were special district units that met state and
local priorities. There were seven we called regionalized SEAs; these seven represent the
most extensive development of regional branches of the state:education agency. We did"
not include arrangements in some states. For example, Illinois has set up two branch
offices which are largely for administrative functions. New York has a regional office in
New York City. Those are excluded. We think these are the seven most exclusive
arrangements of - this type in the country. :

Thirteen are what wz call cooperative systems. These are representative of service
units that exemplify cooperation among school districts and is probably as old as public
education; we make no claims that we included alk

The classification system used in the study, and our priority classification system
which was confirmed in the study,~we think are an important contribution to sorting out
all of the different kinds of arrangements that are emerging in the nation. Those three

P
“124

33



types of service units, when one looks at them in terms of four central features--legal
- framework, governance, programs and services, and fiscal support--are a relatively neat
taxonomy. There is some ambiguity, and it's a little fuzzy in some instances, but you can .
take most of the developments and relate them to those four pieces. We think the system
holds up. The key point here that I would highlight is that special district units--those 1l
systems--tend to be either explicitly, or in some cases suggested, designed to serve the
interests of both the state and local school districts with a mix of programs.

In contrast, as one might expect, regionalized systems, where the mission is almost
exclusively determined by the state education agency and the cooperative systems, tend
to offer programs and services determined solely to serve members of the collaborative.

Just a few data about development. Earlier we made the contention that the use of
education service agencies is the biggest development in school government in recent
years. You can trace some of the service units back to the initial constitution in
California; however, most of this development has been in the last 15-year period, which is
approximately the period of demise of the local school district reorganization in this
country. (For all practical purposes, local school district reorganization is really not a
public policy choice in most states, or so the evidence would suggest, even though
declining enrollments, especially in rural areas, and economics of education would suggest
there might be a renewal of that effort. Not so.)

Another view of the development of these units--the major interest in the decade of
the 70's--seemed to be in the cooperative system. It seems to me that that spurt of
interest in the cooperative system came about because of the less controversial nature of
a cooperative and the greater ease of implementing cooperatives versus the other two
forms. :

The special districts tend to have governing boards, and they tend to be elected,
although different methods are used in the election process. In some cases a
representative is selected from member of local school districts. In other instances they
are elected by popular election. The regionalized tend to have very large boards, and they
tend to be representatives of local school districts. The cooperatives have varying
systems of selecting board members, but most typically they come from local school
districts. In a large number of instances they represent the professional staff of those
school districts. ‘

A few other baseline data about these units and then, we can talk about potential
significance of this development for state education agencies and for state systems of
education. In most of these units, the use of advisory committees is fairly extensive.
Most units are heavily engaged in vocational technical programs and programs for the
handicapped, where federal requirements for advisory groups are mandated.

We go to funding next. The regionalized systems' funding is almost exclusively state
and/or state/federal. The special districts are dependent upon a variety of funding
sources. On the average, those |1 networks receive 4! percent of.their funding from the
state, 38 percent from local sources, and 18 percent from federal sources. Things change
in the cooperative systems. A key point here is that in only four of the 24, excluding the
regionalized units--New York, Pennsylvania, lowa, and Michigan--do the regional units
expend more than four percent of the total expenditures for elementary and secondary
education in that state. Pennsylvania, because of its heavy involvement in special
education, leads the country. Seven and a half percent of the monies expended for
elementary/secondary education in 1978 were administered by the 29 IUs in that state. Is
that a lot? [don't know. [ think it's an important factor.
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In terms of programs and services thrust of the service units regardless of type,
regardless of the differences, we'll mention in a moment. When looked at as a group, they
tend to fall into some commonalities--tend to be deeply involved in programs for the
handicapped, vocational occupational- education, curriculum services. In all cases I'm
talking about either planning or the provision of technical assistance, and in some
instances the direct delivery of services. Staff development, planning services, and
federal program coordination are some of the more significant ones. If there are some
common features of that profile, it would go something like this. Service units, when you
look at their programs and services and you attempt to discern some kind of common
elements, you tend to find onie or more of the following present. There tend to be service
units engaged in programs where staff expertise is prerequisite, where substantial startup
monies are prerequisite, or where sparsity of students, especially of handicapped, is a
prerequisite. [ think the importance of this is that there is a rough kind of rationnale that

is emerging with regard to why service units are taking on certain functions and why they
seem to be minimizing others.

Those programs and services can be further classified in a meaningful way as
follows. Some units are deeply involved in providing direct instructional services to
students who are enrolled in LEAs. For example, in the State of lowa the service units
have assumed the primary responsibility for the implemention of P.L. 94-142. Another
example would be where the BOCES of New York State are out front in terms of
vocational technical programs.

" Instructional support services are another major thrust of units. You find all three
types of service units deeply involved in the provision of these kinds of services to local
LEAs. Management services for LEAs alsc tend to be prominent in the program mix of all
three types of service units. The special districts, but not the cooperative systems, seem
to have assumed a number of responsibilities for services for the state education agency,
like teacher certification and some of the development of the demographic profiles on
local school districts, especially attendance figures.. In some instances the service units
serve as the dispersing agent for state aid. A few of the special districts, and even a
smaller number of the cooperatives, tend to be engaged in services for other agencies,
especially non-public schools. Also we are seeing the emergence, though meager at this
point but nonetheless a discernable trend, of where service units are engaged in joint
programming with other health and welfare agencies.

I would like to give you some notion of the staffing patterns of these units. We were
able to identify approximately 40,000 professional staff working in 250 service units.
Most of them are concentrated in the more comprehensive special district systems.
Further, most are concentrated in what we call the big four of the service units—-New
York, Pennsylvania, lowa and Michigan. N \

What are the potential implications of this development 1o state systems of
education? One of the exercises we engaged in was to try to look at the data from a
number of separate cuts. Two of them I would like to highlight today that refer directly
to the purpose of this meeting. In one instance we asked how we could provide
information regarding the ability of service units to contribute to priorities of state
systems of education. What we did then was 10 identify l4 statements or themes of what
we said were universal priorities. These were universal priorities that varied from state .
to state, but it is possible to suggest the thrust of universal kinds of oriorities that policy
planners in all states are confronted with today and in the forseeable future. Using that
list, we then identified a number of other considerations which would nelp us get a handle
on this notion of what extent service units can assist in responding to those universal
priorities. We developed seven kinds of considerations. ‘ -
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First, we tried to determine the adequacy of the legal framework in which those:
_ systems operate. If the legal framework was relatively clear with respect to mission and
function in a service unit, then we could suggest that service units were legitimate
partners in the state system. That gave them some prerequisites that wouldn't be possible
if they were outside the state system, or. quasi-members. Another consideration was to
determine to what extent the service units contribute to priorities of the state. Were
they statewide in scope? That was important to us because if they were, then they
possessed the akility, or potential ability, to relate to each local school district in that
state. Another consideration asked if the unit was mandated versus permissive. We tried
to suggest here that if it were mandated, then it could relate to the local school districts
in ways that were not possible if it were established in some other approach. Another
consideration related to organizational stability. Is it one of those operations that might
be here today and gone tomorrow? The importance of that, and I think the rationale is
fairly obvious, is to try to distinguish between organizational stability and legal
framework. If they possessed some features of organizational stability, then the odds are
that one could assume that the service units possessed a degree of continuity to
potentially engage in responding to those state priorities, many of which are long term
and require time to develop, implement, and evaluate.

A fifth consideration was to measure in some degree the unit's fiscal resource base.
A reasonably definite resource base was terribly critical if we were expecting an
organization to pool resources from a wide variety of sources in order to respond to a
state priority. Our sixth consideration related to comprehensive staffing resources in
order to respond to those priorities, many of which require concentration of and best use
of highly qualified staff. Then finally, did they offer comprehensive programs and
services? This was.important, because in order to respond to a specific priority, the units
would have to have the ability to concentrate and piece together varying program
components, presumably from many sources.

Let me discuss the results of this kind of assessment. First, understand that there
are exceptions to everything I am going to say. Special district networks were able to
make important contributions to two of those |4 we call governance priorities. They were
able to contribute to many of the service units' special district priorities, and particularly
were able to facilitate the establishment of platforms across a state for the resolution of
state and local interest conflicts, which we identified as a governance priority confronting
most states. The special districts units, because they were legitimate partners in the
state system, facilitated the creation of platforms, and that was the case in many
instances across the country. Another slightly different, but related, contribution was
that many of the special districts network were also able to improve the state/local
partnership concept in education by facilitating necessary state regulatory processes. This
varied,but it is one view of the sequential steps in the state_regulatory process. Our
contention was that improving this system was a priority--to promote state systems of
education. Service units were making important contributions to the efficiency of -this
system by improving the quality of the decisions that were made, either in the
identification of the needs, like in Texas, where those twenty regional units are deeply
involved in planning, not just for the state regulatory system for education, but also by
feeding data into the system that becomes part of the state profiles. It just has to be, in
my judgment, that an outlet process is.substantially better because of the involvement of
those service units staffed with specialists doing their jobs expertly and with high quality.
Other units were engaged in other aspects of what that regulatory system might look
like. This whole process, with the exception of leveling of sanctions for non-compliance,
was enhanced. There is substantial evidence of. enhancement across the country in
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that process because of the involvement of service units. Obviously this raises all kinds of
other problems, but [ am using this now hopefully in a way that would. try to suggest that
when you look at the question of improvement of educational practice, it becomes
increasingly difficult to carry out the new mandates, such as 94-142. The involvement of
service units or anyone else in the implementation of that new mandate is helpful. We
have to do this in education, and decisions have to be made at the state level to comply
with those mandates. Where service units are in place, thcse state education agencies are
able to hit the ground running, because there was a system in place in that state that had
people and experience and tradition behind it. In states where there were not similar
systems in place, had more difficulty in trying to respond to federal and court mandate.

Another way in which special district networks are able to contribute to meeting
objectives is the establishment and maintenance of statewide dissemination capability for
implementing a statewide priority. One of the interesting things we found out, for
example, is that service units typically have all kinds of networking into all of the other
major educational actors in a region. In one sense, a service unit is probably the only
agency which has assumed the responsibility in a given geographic area of the state to
develop and maintain a regional perspective. That regional unit has become, in many
instances, the platform for various educational and educationaliy related interests to
meet. It has become, in many instances, the educational advocate in a region. It has
staff members with joint employment with institutions of higher education; it has made
legal arrangements with local districts. In some states, especially in Iowa, New York,
Pennsylvania and Texas, the state education agency has contributed to the construction of
that platform. In some cases representatives of state education agencies meet regularly
with local school districts superintendents and other education community representatives
in a region. The development of some kind of communication system in a state is terribly
important. Regional units, especially those special district ones, seem to be fulfilling an
important role in that kind of structure.

Another kind of contribution that service units are making is responding to what is
suggested as the theme of universal statewide priorities., In the area of programming,
special district units especially appear to be making important conitributions in the
following program priorities: the provision of specialized services to the general student
populatior; specialized services to special populations of students (handicapped, bilingual);
specialized services to staff of local districts; and in other programming ways.
Regionalized units--and [ would sight in our judgement probably the best example of a
regionalized unit is North Carolina--have also made’ important contributions to those
state priorities. They certainly have in regard to one: they helped establish and maintain
platforms for the resolution of state and local interests,and they have because of the way
they staffed those regional units. Especially in North Carolina they contribute to the
development of statewide long range planning capability, and they have contributed to the
establishment of statewide communications capability. ’

Let me suggest a couple of other thrusts that might make the case for the
development of education service agencies, in whatever form, and I don't think anyone is
foolish enough to suggest that there is a form of service unit that can be adopted by every
state in this country. One of the exciting things about education service agency
development that makes it a worthy topic for consideration by the Council has to do with
these three important factors. First of all, the ESA concept, especially the special
district and the cooperative varieties, forces the discussion of a much needed and
frequently missing debate about the question of state/local partnerships. You cannot,
from our experience based on this study and other extended looks at service



units, really talk about service units without quickly bumping up against that terribly
important question. That is a very difficult and complex and an ongoing topic. Not only
does it force you to talk about state/local partnerships, but it also forces you to talk
about how those functions are to be allocated in a state system. [ would suggest to you,
at least from my experiences, that that topic is also frequently missing. When you talk
about allocation of functions, what does it really take to deliver; what kind of
prerequisites do you really need to do long range planning? What kind of criteria do we
want to talk about? Or even more directly related to this project, when we talk about
dissemination capability, is it somehow going to happen, or can we agree, even if it is
judgment, that it takes these kinds of configurations and prerequisites to deliver that
function. I'm arguing now from a larger context. We really haven't done much about
talking about the allocation of functions in this business, and doing all of the attendent
activities necessary to answer that questiom: how do you split the pot; what is the
rationale? What are the economic, administrative, and political criteria that states ought
to think about as they talk about allocating functions?

A third kind of raticnale for arguing that this concept of service units be high up on
the agenda, is that once we talk allocation of functions, we are quickly into another kind
of related perspective, and that is the factors contributing to variations in structure. My
impresssion, and there is an abudance of evidence to support this contention, is that we
have tended to minimize structure. In most of the failures of many well intended
initiatives to improve practice of education, whether federally or state initiated, there
have been problems of structure. It is not really popular to talk about structural matters, -
for some reason. The.contention is that many state systems in this country simply are not
structuraly viably. We are not going to see any major imprevements in educational
practice in this country until we begin to pay due attention to the structure in which we
try to deliver them. The hope is that specialized education service ought to0 move one
into that discussion.

PART THREE: GENERAL DISCUSSIO-N BY THE PRESENTORS

MADEY

As 1 was listening to the presentations and reflecting on our own study of capacity
building, I jotted down several themes that seem to cut through. In some instances
several studies included these topics as factors, whereas in others it wasn't addressed as
an issue or factor. One theme that I found was low profile federal managment, both in
capacity building and NDN. It seems that states liked the low profile that the federal
officials kept, and they liked “aving opportunities to take into consideration their own
individual state context in developing their system, whatever it may be. In all of the
studies, SE As and locals seem to be building on existing structures in their states, whether
it be their unit structure, or linkers that have already been identified in ongoing
positions. We heard some comments on validated versus other types of programs. In our
study we pointed out that states tend to use validated programs; other studies say they
tend to use them even more. Gene and [ have often discussed the good ideas that aren't
validated information that may be both useful to teachers and also that do not involve so
much change or expenditure of resources. Yet they still make a difference with children
in the classroom, and I think we need to keep that other type of program or practices in
mind. We talked about training. Capacity building, RDU, and NDN all mentioned either
the lack of it or its importance; that was a theme that flowed through the presentations.
We all talked about coordination and connectiveness issues; Bob Stephens mentioned the
potential role in coordinating and communicating of the intermediate service agencies.
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In all of the studies we talked about the importance of the progress that has been
made in overcoming the obstacles that were involved in achieving cooperation, but not
taking control All the studies mentioned the importance of strong leadership, whether it
be a the CSSO level or at the local district level. Many discussed the importance of the
principal and, in the NDN case, importance of that demonstrator developer who could sell
his or her project to those people who were in a position to implement it. We mentioned
dissemination's relation to on-going school improvement efforts; that was a big point in
the NTS studies. We tried to explain the three different patterns that we thought were
out there, and that was reinforced in Chuck's presentation on the Network's study. We
mentioned in passing that another theme deals with regional support. In the NTS study we
mentioned that some of the states were really impressed with the kinds of services that
they could get from their RDXs that were helpful in providing training or inservice or
other kinds resource development, that helped their whole region build capacity. Karen
mentioned in the RDU study that there were problems involved when they dealt with the

regional level and looked for changes at the state level, but it may have been that the
focus was what was causing the difference.

LOUIS T

I think our speakers did a good job of summarizing our commonalities, but I would like
to raise three questions that I think are important that none of us has addressed and see if
we perhaps have some information that could touch upon them. If we don't, perhaps these
are issues that need to be addressed by the people who will be involved in this series of
seminars. The first question that we haven't come to grips with is that we all seem to be
arguing from a set of assumptions that say that quality of dissemination programs should
be measured in terms of school improvement outcomes. In other words, there is such a
thing as quality, high impact dissemination which is to be differentiated from the models
which some have referred to as simply sending out information. The question we haven't
really dealt with, although I suspect the Network study will deal with it, is how can we
make the shift so that states find it possible to support the kind of dissemination
structures that will facilitate quality adoptions or implementation of new programs or
practices.

My final question concerns the relationship between federal officials and the state
departments. We have been talking today about ways in which SEAs can structure the
administration of their programs so as to achieve these desirable dissemination and school
improvement goals, but I haven't seen in our discussion any serious analysis of the ways in
which federal regulations and programs either constrain or support state activities at this
level. I think that is a particularly critical question because of the fact that the federal
government is the one place that state departments do have to deal with. I think these
are the three issues that none of us has dealt with that we do have to talk about now or
say we just don't know yet. Perhaps we should turn ourselves back to our data and look at
it. :

THOMPSON

It is interesting that Karen's questions fit with a concern that I had. It seems that we
are beginning to know a good deal about what constitutes effective dissemination service
delivery at the ground level, and how people in schools can be helped to ‘identify
appropriate new practices and choose among them and carry them out in a way that they
find useful Increasingly we are beginning to accumulate some knowledge about the kinds
of organizational systems those services need in order to be delivered, but the latter does

seem to deal with the issues. If we think know something about the process of
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dissernination and support of school improvement at the ground level, how do we make the
appropriate organizational arrangements and find the resources to bring that about on a
wide scale basis. When John backed up to give a little history, I was thinking that you
could see a progression from, as John put it, an ERIC strategy emphasizing provision of
research information which was thought to enlighten people and increase understanding,
and then turning that into changes in practices. Moving in John's construction to PIPS
where you had information on specific practices but in the form of written and packaged
information, one was then to convert that into change. Moving another step to the NDN,
you have information about practices and materials that were shown to be important, plus
certain kinds of training and assistance. Increasingly, within the Network study you see
an emphasis not just on pre-implementation training or post implementation training, but
also some follow up. Karen was suggesting that effective dissemination includes
assistance and training and problem solving processes, plus the other elements that I've
mentioned before--information on practices and assistance and implementing the
practices before you get effective change, That brought me to the question of whether
RDU is a Cadillac in cost as well as in fullness of strategy. I think Karen suggested in her
talk that there are various ways of looking at existing people and dollar resources and
reallocating them in a way in which you can get a good trade in on the existing model in
order to get this Cadillac; and we need to talk a lot more about what additional resources
would be required. '

ROYSTER

In the sense that we're seeing dissemination at work here and that we are from
different companies finding out what our colleagues/competitors have been doing, there
are an amazing number of commonalities across the studies. In some ways it would be
very important if we could poll the various agencies, and at least get a general picture of
what dissemination systems are like, and see the problems we all have. Out of this would
come a clearer understanding of some of the critical elements of both building and
implementing. The second part is that I still have this feeling that we're missing a part.
We have RDU at the local level; we have capacity building at the SEA level. The real
question is how we are going to know how we can join the RDU approach with the SEA?
The ESA study gave us one possible clue, yet I do feel that is the critical element. How
do we get a dissemination system developed in a state that is going to be a cohesive unit
and can work with the schools with the best and most appropriate kinds of activities
through those people who are called linkers. I think that is a crucial bit of information.

EMRICK

Two of the points that I raised earlier--one that I think is coming out of the
discussions today--is the awareness of the need for a greater role of local practitioners in
both developing improvements in practice and a recognition that all improvements don't
have to emerge from the R&D institutions. Of course many will continue-to, but

practitioners also represent an important source of improvements of the knowledge in the

resource base. Second is an increasing role of these same practitioners in -the selection,
the adoption and decision process regarding what changes they will in fact undertake.
Ultimately they will have to put them into practice. A second point is a clarification of
the essential role of the intermediate service units as a appropriate locus for the
operation of these linker-facilitator projects and their activities. I still maintain that an
emphasis on the connectivéness of the linkers to the state policies and priorities takes
presidence over what currently may appear to be indicators of priorities to the linker. In
regards to the partnership between the states and federal policies, we have to emphasize
the one that would gain a greater usefulness by emphasizing its connectiveness. The other
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aspect of the operation is a concern that states tend to want to over-manage,
over-regulate activities, as if we knew what the correct network team or dissemination
practice is. We don't have that knowledge; we're still searching, but we're getting
' somewhere. The third issue that continues to come up is quality control. Two sub-issues
are involved there: first are the standards and procedures for selecting, identifying, and
validating improvements that would be considered appropriate for dissemination. I don't
pretend that there are completely defensible criteria for this aspect of quality control.
What I would argue is that without any effort of consistent targeting or procedures for
setting criteria, we are leaving too much up to chance. The people in lozals want some
indication of what the priorities really are, and this I believe is what the quality control
data serves. [t serves to tell people at the local level, this is really what is important.
The second aspect of quality control would be standards for judging the quality,
thoroughness, and appropriatenass in the resulting change--how rnuch modification and
adaptation of a given advancement occurs during the implementation process. This again
concerns the head count. That I don't think is really being adequately dealt with, and I
feel it really needs some attention. Most important, to me at least, that seems to be
coming out of these presentations is the emergence of a much more realistic view of the
culture and climate of operating schools and how they can be effectively interfaced. This

means that at least we are making some progress in our ability to constructively affect
change. :

MADEY

One issue that wasn't really addressed in the studies was equity, or how to increase
equity. [t wasn't directly addressed by any of the studies. Gene and [ touched on it, but
it's not a top priority.

PART FOUR: QUESTIONS FROM THE PANEL

JOHN EGERMEIER, NIE

Two over-arching observations have been made repeatedly. First, that the states are
very diverse--even though several presentors suggested that there are some clusters. .For
example, perhaps there are two or three major types of linkages, governances,
philosophies of state level involvement, state roles in improvement, arrangements of
intermediate organizations within states, and so on. But there is much diversity among
the states. There seems to me to be great difficulty in matching single program models
against that array. '

The other observation is that the feds are widely perceived to be fostering two kinds
of complete dissemination systems. One is content specific, oriented to a particular
subject matter area, and laid across that is the more generic dissemination system, which
has been talked about most today.

Would any of you care to relate your findings to the dilemma the Chiefs and states
have, given the diversity of the SEAs, in sorting out whether a choice is needed between -
these two kinds of systems or whether, in fact, more resources are needed and would be
appropriate--even in tight resource times-~to more fully develop both? Are the two
approaches competitive in a negative sense, or are both needed?

On the basis of your findings, would it be an appropriate tactic on the part of federal
officials, for example, to lighten up the requirements some way and permit greater
flexibility for each state to use the resources coming out in a way in which they can pick
and choose more freely than they can now to organize a coherent dissemination system
within that state? Or does the knowledge base suggest that a single collaborative system
mode! would be best--for example, sonje_’thing like the cooperative extens ion service, with
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specialists at the state or intermediate levels and generalists working with people at the
local level? Should such a uniform model be advocated by the Chiefs?

It seems to me that there are some findings' that might suggest it would be
advantageous to pursue one or another of those major choices. Is it possible to begin to

sort those out so that the Chiefs could be assisted somehow to consider a coherent set of
recommendations?

ROYSTER

1 can appreciate the point about this diversity. It is important to recognize the
diversity among the states, but at the same time [ am not quite so sure that the states are
quite as diverse as that. [ think a part of what you are asking may be about agreeing on
critical elements. It would help us then to provide some help for the states, so that, like a
Barbie doll, they can put on different dresses and hats and come up with tailoring from a
limited set of alternatives. [f one assumes there is diversity, but not that great a
diversity, then there are critical elements that we might be abie to use to guide us to
assess alternative structures and processes.

MILT GOLDBERG, OERI : !

I would like to address the second issue that'John raised, which was the subject versus
the generic, and base it to some degree on the experience that [ have had over the last
four to six months. [ suppose when the Chiefs meet they will be able to confirm this or
reject it more vigorously, but it strikes me that that is not the question that is being
asked--that there are different questions being asked, that the Chiefs are not wanting
help on deciding which model to choose or even if there are two models. The questions
were something like thiss " How can I, in my own agency, in a general sense, develop a
greater ability among my people to understand dissemination and what it means and how
to do it, on the assumption that no matter how you slice your organization, and that no
matter what kinds of programatic differences may exist from organizational unit to
organizational unit, that everyone is going to have to be concerned at one level or another
about sharing information, technical assistance for the utilization of information, and a
whole lot of other stuff that goes into knowledge utilization.. There is a general concern
about how to improve, if you will, the capacity of the agency and its people to understand
and to worry about dissemination. Along with that there is an equally strong concern
abcut how to solve specific problems, and that is not nearly so general as the first thing [
just stated. That gets formulated in questions like, look, I have problems in certain kinds
of areas, maybe in bilingual education or reading, and I want to know how [ can inform and
help the people I am supposed to inform about these matters. lam trying, in some ways,
to parallel the issues, although the issues are not quite so parallel as the questions that
get asked. You can separate them out to some degree in terms-of a continuing interest in
wanting to build the ability of the people who work in that agency to relate to the field
via dissemination activities, via information sharing and knowledge building activities, and
the ability to help the people whom the agency is supposed to help.

No matter how you slice it, those questions continue to get acked, and they get asked
in a lot of ways. Interestingly enough, since my office was created, [ assumed these
questions were being asked before, but | know they are being ¢ .xed of me by the people in
the department, people who work in other program units down the hadl, and that is very
unusual. Statements like, [ have this program that we've spent $20 million on and we have
developed a lot of curriculum materials and we have a lot of ideas and people using the
stuff, but the people who are using it are people | know. There is something here



for them to learn, but [ don't know who to turn to. This is someone who has been in the
Department of Education for a decade asking that kind of question. It strikes me that
that is not dissimilar from the questions that the Chiefs are asking. I would like to make
a point, not.so much a question. Although I didn't hear all the presentations today, one of
the things [ hear more and more about the dissemination issue is the question of role. The
description of the ESAs brings it home particularly, but it runs through what everybody
was talking about to some degree--that the muddiness around discussions of dissemination
(and there is some muddiness) exists partly because there is a great deal of unsureness, if
you will, about who can do what, and what is the relationship among the various groups
that are working at these things. I can't find a program description anywhere that doesn't
say it does dissemination. Every program description has dissemination in it, and I have
seen that at state, federal, local levels, educational organization levels (don't forget that
we are meeting here at the CCSSQO; this is the educational organization which represents
the chiefs, and there are organizations like this all over town. They represent other
groups: the NEA, AFT, NASBE) and every one of those descriptions of programs has a
dissemination component. There is a dissemination component described in just about
every function of every other educational organization and institution in this country.
There is an issue of definition and role clarification that is not addressed very often and
has somehow been raised in the sensitivities of some people, partly because we have
learned more about the field and partly because we have done more on dissemination. We
have become more active in the field and the whole issue of role relationship--what is an
appropriate federal role in dissemination and what is an appropriate state role. While
there may not be a single answer to the questions, I think the questions are going to be
addressed more and more, and I think to some degree may have something to do with
these issues as well

ELLIS

[ would like to ask the panel, since you represent pretty wide time frames, if the very
thing that Milt was talking about could-in fact be a developmental sequence. The original
thing was called capacity building, because we didn't know what else to call it. Aiter that
it has become much more specific in the RDU. We keep dealing with the ingredients. For
instance, the ESAs, which hadn't really been considered when we started all of this, have
become an important part of our frame of reference. [ guess the question I would ask is,
is it possible the developmental sequence will continue? You ask the question, Gene,
about who is going to put state capacity and RDU together. [ believe Pennsylvania -and
Georgia are going to show us how.. They have already started moving, and [ am betting on
‘them doing it. Those are the two I know about, and there are others. There are some you
make reference to who used the Regional Exchanges; why didn't the others? Because the .
Regional Exchanges didn't exist, and were added later. I would like someone to react to
that; is it possible that this is on the continuium and is a developmental sequence?

MADEY

[ hate to bring the economy into this. If we go back for l0 years, there was lots of
money, so we provided or developed services. Now times are tight,. money is scarce, and
the question has changed to how am I going to make the most effective use of my
resources. A chief can ask that, just as he or she can ask at the same time how to develop
a greater ability among his or her own people to find out what is going on in group
practice. It could be developmental, but [ think it could also be tied to the kind of times
that we're in.

Gl
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MARTIN

Since you have mentioned the economy, that is something I am hearing more and
more from the chiefs, especially in the letters and comments that are coming back with
the survey we sent out to the chiefs. "I know it's good, but explain to me how I can justify
putting state money into it, so the good things that are happening can continue." That is a
big issue with the chiefs now--do something quick to help us understand so we can
approach the state board and state legislature and defend the program.

THOMPSON

Pat, how are you going to respond to that question?
MARTIN

That is what this whole process is all about--trying to-respond to that question. That
is a big part of what the planning committee is and about.

KANE

Picking up on your question, I think there are some answers that are implicit in these
studies, but I don't think the studies provide the answers in the very direct way. Our
discussion for the last several minutes has really revolved around the question John
raised--content focus versus general purpose. [ don't think these studies can answer that
question. They weren't designed to answer that kind of question. What the studies tell us
is that there is a certain process when one engages in school improvements that seems to
work. When you look at the RDU study and John's NDN study, [ think you will find that
if you approach schools in a certain way and you use dissemination resources in a certain
manner (and that is mostly helping people discover what those are), we have a process
that works. We don't know if that works only in the generalized approaches represented
by RDU and NDN, or whether that works. equally well in some of the content focused
areas. Isuspect it would if content areas were pursuing a similar kind of process. But we
have had the process labeled a Cadillac; whether it is or isn't, it is fairly expensive. It is
labor intensive whether someone else is paying for that labor or government is paying for
the labor; it doesn't matter, it is labor intensive. Therefore, perhaps the economy
provides an incentive to the chiefs to answer for themselves in their own state context
the question John raises. [ don't think we as federal officials can design within each of
our program thrusts a dissemination system that is responsive to the research data we
have. We heard John during his presentation saying ERIC didn's-wérk in all cases. We now
have, L0 or 15 years later, a better sense of how to use information as a tool for school
.improvement. It is not a simple nor inexpensive process. The economy, there fore, may be
forcing us to think about how to implement that process in a more targeted, refined way.
It does not discount some of the content focused initiatives but pulls them together
structurely at different points in our educational system. [ suspect that is the kind of
answers We are going to be coming up with in the future.

LOUIS

I would like to make one point about that; there were several RDU projects that were
content focused. They used similar structures, and they had much narrower mandates.
The Michigan project, for example, had as its mandate helping schools to meet the career
education law in Michigan--very specific. They only handled career education, and they
only handled things that would let the schools meet the state law. I don't see any reason
to choose between those two systems; | think you could have a state level set of structures
that could serve both purposes. ‘
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ELLIS

Let me make one observation. | feel a sense of obligation to Mr. Hoover and Mr.
Chesley and others in ERIC., If they were here they would tell you most assuredly it does
work. The difference is that a lot of us have an expectation for it that was
unrealisitic-~that it was going to solve a lot of problems for everything and there wasn't
going to be any room for any of the rest of us and we weren't going to be needed. I used
to believe that too. Then we got into it and found the limitations, and since then we've

been building onto that. Again I argue that it is a part of the development of a continuum
of which all of this is a part.

LOUIS

I would like to comment because | was involved much earlier in studying another
successful program, the pilot states program, which was in fact based on ERIC retrieval
and screening. People didn't get packages; they got collated sets of information, and so
they were engaging in knowledge utilization. It did involve more development at the local
level. That was also a successful strategy. We don't have any examples here right now
that are not based on packaged practices, and that is very different; that is a small subset
of knowledge utilization in education. We have to be careful not to write off knowledge
utilization more broadly defined, because we have found that there are a number of very
successful ways of getting new packaged practices to people.

THOMPSON

There was a time when there was an enormous appeal for ERIC, and it was only
subsequently when Ed, along with others, began to realize that it could do part of the job
and not ali of it. It registered on me this time around that what you were saying was that
essentially you need to view the experience of earlier programs as. something which one
builds on and distinguish between stepping on their toes and standing on their shoulders.

SANDRA ORLETSKY, AEL

- Could the presentors provide a sharper conceptualization of what they mean by
institutionalization? What are the defining elements of institutionalized dissemination in
an SEA; also, isn't it important to draw a distinction between institutionalization of a
dissemination project versus institutiohalization of a dissemination function in an SEA?

MADEY

If the audience thought that we thought the projects themselves should be
institutionalized, they misunderstood what we were trying to say. The whole purpose of
the capacity building projects was to institutionalize a dissemination function and
_increase the capacity of an agency to carry out those things that were associated with
dissemination. We talked about incorporating the project's activities into the ongoing
operations of the school improvement process. We did go through a process with the
states to come up with indicants of institutionalization; we can't tell you which ones the
states have to have.

LOUIS
When we looked at institutionalization, we looked at it primarily to see whether or

not the strategies that were operationalized in each of the seven projects that we looked
at could be found again. Could we find people doing them? That was one indicator, the



lowest of them. Could we find people who were carrying out or committed to carrying
out the strategies? In addition we were interested in whether or not coordination was
being institutionalized. We looked at that primarily to discover whether there were any
collaborative or cooperative arrangements still going on in any formal sense.

One of the things we observed very frequently in those. projects where there was
continuation of many of the functions and strategies, was that they were fragmented, and
they ended up being absorbed into different parts of the agencies. Only if you understood
how the agency operated and knew something about the program could you go in and see it
again. If someone just walked in off the street and said, I want to see how RDU ended up,
you wouldn't be able to see it. Because we knew the projects, we could go in and {ind the
places where it was still operating. The networks were generally much more difficult; the
relationships between organizations were much more difficult to institutionalize, some of
them anyway, especially those involving RDXs.

GOLDBERG

=~ "Theré were a couple of things that Pat said that we will need to pay a‘lot of attention
to. We in the field of dissemination are going to have to think about these issues much
more than we have in the past. One is the issue of language and the way we use it and the
way we talk about the field. We know we will with those who ars supposed to be the
ultimate constituents of this project--the chiefs. The fact that a number of chiefs have
responded to this dissemination survey by asking the central office to find out what it is
raises some very interesting questions about the way we have been working with the
chiefs and their staffs over the last however many years. When [ say we, [ mean all of us
who have been working in this area. We are going to have to think about this much more
explicitly, not just in terms of our relationships, but in terms of the language we use to
define what it is we do. That is one thing; the second is the issue of outcome. We have
gone through the so-called accountability movement. We will come out at the other end,
but a major concern now is how we describe the outcomes and how we are spending the
money to accomplish those outcomes. We can't demean the trend; in other words, we can
say on the one hand they don't understand what we are about, or they don't understand the
process, but we can work at trying to improve people's understanding of that.

On the other hand, the CSSO or the local superintendent who is on the firing line on a
regular basis needs to support and wants to support some efforts, for example, like the
ones that have been described in the studies. As a matter of fact, they need to be able to
say something about those studies in terms of how without those programs or without
those monies, in fact, the programs or the agency would be the worse off. That is hard to
do; I don't deny it, but the fact is I think we are going to have to think much more about
outcomes and the explicitness of the results of what it is we do. One of the reasons for
NDN's success, aside from its important impact in a whole lot*of school systems across
the country, is a reasonable amount of ability of a lot of people who are involved in NDN
to talk about it. I wouldn't under-estimate the importance of that. In other words, if you
can get different people who are working at different levels of the system to be able to
communicate with one another about what it is they are doing, that is a very important
component in the potential success in our system. We need to think about it across a
whole variety of areas. :

MARTIN

The success of the Texas program is a good exampie. Virginia (Cutter) 'was always
able to talk to the people who had to make the decisions in a language they could
understand and didn't make it fuzzy and complicated. They could see easily that the
schools were going to improve and people weg'.e\'going to get what they needed in the
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CAROL REISINGER, CONSULTANT

Bob Stephens mentioned earlier that he thought that all of the things were there that
we needed to have to address some of the problems in dissemination at the state agency,
and I'm inclined to agree. One of the things we have done is learn a lot. have a multiple
part question. We started with ERIC, and, Karen, you talked about another research
project you had been involved in. We have RDU and capacity building and the study that
Charles is doing and the study that John did. Ed mentioned the fact that it may be a

continuing process. What evidence do you have that in fact we have learned something
from all of this?"

LOUIS

I don't think there is a direct line between the researcher and the program designer,
but I think the way John described the emergence of NDN, it is clear that it was based on
a growing set of information about how one can best achieve organizational change. The
concept paper underlined RDU as very much based on existing knowledge. The tendency
for the research to be out of synchronization with program development is just one of
those facts of life; it is never going to change, I don't think, but I do not see any evidence
that people are sitting around trying to implement programs which are based on
assumptions which have been shown to be false several years previously.

ROYSTER

For myself, the elements are there. It is a kind of creativity of thought
processes--putting together as much information as possible. I happen to believe there is
a real need .to go back to some of those definitions and assumptions that were so
important several years ago, but now are causing us problems, and to perhaps rethink
them. :

REISINGER

. Building on that whole idea that we have learned something but perhaps need to do
some retreading is sound. Something that Milt said had to do with the fact that perhaps
some things hadn't gone on in the SEAs that we thought should have; the chiefs perhaps
didn't give us the commitment we thought they should. Capacity building projects failed
for a variety of reasons, one of which was no commitment from the leadership. There is
some evidence that perhaps we weren't ready to give them what they needed to be the
leaders and take a leadership role in dissemination. [ really believe from what we have
heard today that maybe we are ready to help them become the leaders we think they
should have been five years ago. My question is, what are some concrete things that we

can do? One has been made very clear, and that is to get rid of dissemination-kind of - °

talk. What are some of the other things we need to do? [ think we are ready, and they
are ready. '

EGERMEIER

It seems to me it-is only when a state starts trying to develop and sustain a generic
dissemination mode that it really becomes a problem for the chief or department head to
provide leadership. As you pointed- out, each of the content specific programs has
dissernination as one component. Whoever is the program head has a responsibility to
keep the dissemination going, arld 'that is simply one part of an overall program
management, so it's a leadership issue.
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STEPHENS

| would like to extend Milt's comments about how we package our products, and about
the language we use. A good example is lowa, where last year Commissioner Bob Benton
was able to get- through the legislature, typically very conservative about education
matters, about $2 million in additional monjes for media centers. They didn't call that
dissemination, but that is what it was. They called it school improvement and emphasized -
the quality of education. That may be an isolated case, but I think it is useful. '

Another thing we might do--I don't know if this is a novel idea or not; it doesn't make.
any difference. I think it has some merit, and if you want to speculate a bit, I think
people will be asking this kind of questions increasingly, considering the federal role in
education. What would be the feasibility of calling a. moritorium on things and looking at
what we have--look at the best of research, develop some consensus, force the profession
to say, yes, this is the best and here are the gaps and proceed from there. I think there is
a lot of merit to that idea, which is frightening; it's loaded with all kinds of problems, but
to my mind there is some merit to that. I think it would be an option that the profession
ought to consider.

LOUIS

I think you run an enormous danger in doing that, as you already see in the medical
profession, where from year to year you get different signals. One year you're supposed
to get one kind of test every year, then later they are saying that is all wrong, it's every
three years. When you get these kinds of shifts, it has enormous impact on public
confidence. We have a problem with public confidence, and I would hate to see the
profession certifying the one best way to teach reading when three years from now there
would be another best way to teach reading. That is probably not a good idea in
dissemination, in reading, or any other area of education.

STEPHENS

I acknowledge it has some problems, but would you also acknowledge though that the
present conflicting views about how one does things also has caused a lack of confidence?
I'm not arguing for the defense. -



APPENDIX 2

AGENDA FOR MEETINGS OF THE PROJECT STUDY GROUP

140




November 6, 1980

MEMORANDUM
TO: Dissemination Study Group members

FROM: Pat Martf

Enclosed is a brief agenda for the meeting of the Dissemination

Project Study Group at the annual meeting. We are scheduled for
Saturday, November 15, from 3:45 p.m. until 5:45 p.m. in the Van
Buren Room.

Because this is our first opportunity to get together, I would
like to keep the agenda informal and open. The basic design for
the 'project is relatively complete, and my main goal for our meet—
ing 1s to get your reaction and input to that design.

1 appreciate your willingness to participate in this activity, and
I am looking forward to seeing you at White Sulphur Springs.

PM:mmt

Enclosure



3:45

3:50

v 4:15
4:30
4:45

5:00

AGENDA

Dissemination Project Study Group

_ Introductions

Overview of project

Purposes and goals

Activities to date

Schedule of future activities S
Role of Study Group

Outcomes of November 12 seminar

Review of preliminary results of state survey -

Recommendations for regional meetings .
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October 29, 1981

TO: Dissemination Project Study Group Members

FROM: Patrick Martin

SUBJECT: Agenda for Annual Meeting

Our group is scheduled to meet at the Annual Meeting in Portland

on Saturday morning at 9:30. I realize that some of you may not

be there by then, so let's keep it flexible and meet at a different

time if it is more convenient. '

As you know, the major item we have to discuss is the recommendations

that will be considered by the membership. Copies were sent to you

last week. If you have any major changes you want to suggest, please

call me and I'11l get that done in advance. '

May I suggest the following agenda for our meeting:
——Recommendations: Content and Format
——Recommendafionéﬁr Method of Presentation to the Membership
~~Recommendations: Method of Presentation to ED (if approved)

—--Update on Project: Activities

~-Prospects for Future Dissemination/School Improvement
Activities at the Council. '

I'm looking forward to seeing you in Portland.
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CAROLYN WARNER
Arizana Superintemlent
uf Public Instruction

Exentive Director
WILLIAM F. PIERCE

- 3:30 - Materials:

December 16, 1980

[ ]
OOUNC\\’

TO: Members of the CCSSO Dissemination Planning Committee

FROM: Patrick Martin

“The first meeting of the planning committee has been scheduled for

Thursday and Friday, January 8-9. We will begin on Thursday at
9 a.m., and will end our work by noon on Friday. We will meet in
conference room 337 in.the Hall of the States, 400 North Capitol.

Tenatively, our work will follow this schedule:

Thursday

1 9:00 - Overview, Martin
10:00 - Logistics: number of meetings, length, location, etc., Martin
11:00 - What are the givens: what can we do, what can't we do, . Reisinger
1:00 - What past experience tells us about getting chiefs involved:
Susan Bailey, CCSSO sex equity project, and Glen Whaley,
CCSSO CETA project *

2:00 - Formatting the meetings: what do we do first, next, third, etc.,
Pascarelli-

what do we need, when should the participants get .
it, what role does it play, group discussion e

Friday

9:00 - A preliminary look at the results of the November 12 briefing
and the CCSSO Dissemination Survey, Martin

10:00 - How can we use data in this kind of situation: what do we use,
how do we prepare it, how do we help chiefs understand its
significance, Loucks '

Noon - Wrapup, time and place for next meeting, Martin
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A. Development of national/state dissemination systems/configuration.

Dissemination Analysis Group recommendations

1. The DAG recommends that a careful mapping of the present activities against
the list of eleven problems (as identified by the DAG) be carried out by the
personnel involved and adjustments made, if possible, to fill any gaps.

2. The DAG recommends that as additionaf resources become available for
dissemination, some be targeted on the gapz to provide a balanced and coordie
nated Federal effort to deal with the problems. B

3. The DAG recommends that the groups engaged in Dissemination System Development
be charged with examining for possible wider use the workable dissemination approaches
that have been developed in the operating programs.

4. The DAG recommends that the groups engaged in Dissemination System Development
be charged with providing (and developing the capacity to provide) technical
assistance to operating programs so that their dissemination activities fit into

a nationwide dissemination system.

5« Establish consistent definitions of dissemination in law and in practice.

6. Establish planning mechanisms at the Federal, national, regional, state, and
sub=state levels. '

7. Establish administrative mechanisms at the Federal, national, regiomal, state
and subestate levels.

11. Develop a shared nationwide vision of a comprehensive educational dissemination
system.

15. Initiate efforts to create ad hoc planning groups at the national, regional,
state, and sub=state levels, consisting of represent:utives of all the agencies
presently engaged in educational dissemination.

18; Induce the development of administrative mechanisms which can handle‘the
coordination requirements of the national, regional, state, and subestate compow=
nents of the nationwide system. ;

22. The DAG recommends that the level of development in disseminatioq be increased
and focused on the requirements of creating a nationwide system. '

24. The DAG recommends that the gathering of basic descriptive data on agency and
individual involvement in dissemination be immediately undertaken, and aggregated
to guide policy makers at the local, sub=state, state, regional, and national level.

28. The DAG recommends that the Federal government initiate efforts to develop a
shared vision of what a comprehensive, nationwide dissemination system would entail.

42. The DAG recommends that new legislation be initiated to cncourage and support

the establishment of sub=-state service agencies (or the improvement of ones that
already exist) to provide the dissemination link to local schools. ’
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Interstate Project on Dissemination

1. That the educational community adopt a consistent statement relative to
dissemination activities and possibilities for expanding their scope.

2. That state education agencies recognize dissemination as a major function _
and move toward development of a coordinated, integrated system within each agency.

4. That a plan for a nationwide system for sharing education knowledge be
developed and implemented.

5« That adequate resources be allocated for dissemination activities at both
the state and federal levels and that leglsiation encourage development of an
agencywide dissemination function at all levels.

1977 Statement of Agreement

1. The purposes and outcomes of dissemination activities are many, ranging from
acquiring knowledge for its own sake to specific improvements in educational 3
- practice. Although the adoption of innovations and changes in practice are
possible outcomes, dissemination activities can also lead to decisions to main=
tain existing practices rather than to change. '

2. A number of efforts have been made to define the word dissemination. -These

efforts make it clear that several meanings are possible when, the word is used.

The DAG has delineated four possible usages; it is recommended that future usage
make clear which, if not all, are denoted. : '

3. The development of a nationwide dissemination configuration can enhance
improvements in educational practice. _Such a configuration -should.be open,
nonprescriptive; and multipurpose. It should be influenced by all levels of
government and by other groups and individuals, and not dominated by any one.

4« An effective nationwide dissemination configuration will require a broad,
integrated resource base of knowledge. Information about educational research
and development, practices, policy, and legal matters should all be available
through an ERIC-compatible index and a universally available set of access
systems. These resources should be based on the curcent ERIC system, enlarged

to encompass the resources of other educatiomal inlormation systems and clearinge
houses, as well as the addition of new types of data files as appropriate.
Quality control of resources should be maintained. Adequate informaticn should
be provided so that the users may judge and evaluate these resources for their
own purposes. '

5. Resources should be accessible to and supported by a variety of means and

styles of linkage. The styles by which such linkage services are available
should be broad and nonprescriptive. ’
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B. Training/Staff Development

Dissemination Analysis Group

4. The DAG recommends that the groups engaged in Dissemination Syster Development -
be charged with providing (and developing the capacity to provide) technical .
assistance to operating programs so that their dissemination activities fit into

a nationwide dissemination system. ’

8. 1Initiate widespread training programs.

19. The DAG recommends that the Federal government initiate efforts to substantially
increase the number of trained dissemination personnel.

20. The DAG recommends that the Federal government initiate widespread user
training programs in dissemination.

41. The DAG recommends that new legislation be developedmto create training
programs in dissemination. ‘

Interstate Project on Disscmination

6. That NIE and USOE, in coordination with the Dissemination Leadership Project,
provide for the identification.or development of technical assistance and for
access to such assistance by states as they develop dissemination capabilities.

7. That programs of inservice and preservice training be developed and funded.
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C. Research and Evaluation

Dissemination Analysis Group

9. Improve research, development, evaluation, and the collection of descriptive
data. :

21. The DAG recommends that the level of research activity in educational dissemie~
nation be increased substantially and organized into a coherent agenda so that -
the results are cumulative.

22. The DAG recommends that the level of development in dissemination be increased
and focused on the requirements of creating a nationwide system.

23. The DAG recommends that evaluation of dissemination efforts be part of all
significant dissemination contracts. 1In particular, experiments should be undere
taken to improve the quality of evaluation information on materials and products.

24, The gathering of basic descriptive data on agency and individual involvehent
in dissemination should be immediately undertaken, and aggregated to guide policy
makers at the local, sub=state, state, regional, and national levels. .

40. The DAG recommends that new legislation be developed to provide much more

support for research, development, and evaluatiou in dissemination.

Interstate Project on Dissemination

8. That dissemination activities be regularly reevaluated in light of the statee
Ofwthewart and recommendations for improvement be made.

1977 Statement of Agreement

6. Dissemination, inci&ding the Nationwide dissemination configuration, should
be an object of study and improvement in its own right.

9. The long term vitality of the National Dissemination Configuration is dependent
not only on more effective utilization of existing knowledge and resourses but also
on the continued support for appropriate research and development so as to renew
the knowledge base. '



D. Rxnding

Dissemination Analysis Group

2. The DAG recommends that as addicional.resources become available for dissemie
nation, some be targeted on the gaps to provide a balanced and coordinated

Federal effort to deal with the problems. ' .
10. Increase financial resources for dissemination, and provide for flexibility .
of use.

16. The DAG recommends that the Federal government provide initial resources to
develop plans for the state and regional components of a nationwide dissemination
systems

~17. The DAG recommends that the Federal government provide incentives for state
and local resources to support the planning efforts.

25. The DAG recommends that explicit allocations of Federal resources in dissemie
natlon be established in all appropriate Federal programs.

- 26+ The DAG recommends that provision be made for the flexible use of some portion
of such resources at the Federal, regional, state, and sub=state levels.

27. The DAG recommends that legislation be prepared to authorize and appropriate
funds for increased R, D, and E activity, and increased training for dissemination.

40. The DAG recommends that new legislation be developed to provide much more
support for rescarch, development, and evaluation in dissemination. .

Interstate Project on Dissemination

5. That adequate resources be allocated for dissemination activities at both the
state and federal levels and that legislation encourage development of an agencye .
wide dissemination function at all levels.

1977 Statement of Agreement:

8. Support for such a configuration must be cooperatively shared by all particie
pants and beneficiaries. The development of this configuration will require the
expenditure of both fiscal and human energy. These resources are obtainable only
through efforts that focus &h cooperative and accommodating relationships among
participants for the mutual benefit of all.




E. Department of Education Internal Operation ;

Dissemination Analysis Group

12. The DAG recommends incorporating the comprehensive conceptual definition
of this report into the general law governing Education Division activity,
i.e., into the General Education Provisions Act.

13. The DAG recommends employing consensus building processes to develop consistent
but appropriate specific definitions for each relevant Federal law, set of regul a=
tions, and program guideiines. ’

14. The DAG recommends taking steps to bring about the generzal use of the general
conceptual definition, and the specific applications of the definition to particular
legislative authorities.

29. The DAG recommends that immediate steps be taken to establish a planning and
policy=setting capability in dissemination that is genuinely Divisionewide.

30. The DAG recommends the constitution of the Dissemination Policy Council as a
permanent body, with a small staff and budget, to set Divisionewide policy and
to coordinate dissemination planning efforts. :

31. The DAG recommends the creation of a dissemination program manager's panel
(managers of all programs in OE and NIE which have dissemination authority) to
bring up dissemination policy issues for resolution by the Dissemination Policy
Council, and to work out operational details in implementing Divisionewide
dissemination policy.

32. The DAG recommends that a communication system for sharing information
Division=wide be created internally.

33. The DAG recommends that a system for clear communication with clients and
Congress be established.

34. The DAG recommends the immediate creation of a simple administrative mechanism
to determine the "fit'" between plans and activities in dissemlnation and overall -
. Division dissemination policy.

35. The DAG recommends the establishment of a '""posteimplementation'' review as

the administrative procedure. This would involve the clear communication to all
units engaged in dissemination of Division=wide policy and the criteria by which
sttivities will be judged; periodic reviews of each unit's activities; and the
provision of technical support to assist program personnel in dealing with activie
ties which are not consistient with established policy.

36. The DAG recommends that the staff to the Dissemination Policy Council organize
the posteimplementation reviews on a regular, rotating basis.

37. The DA; recommends that resources be allocated so that personnel in the
Dissemlination System Development groups provide any needed technical assistance
to other programs.




'Ee continued

38. The DAG recommends that durirg the sixemonth organizational study mandated
by Congresss a contracted management review of dissemination be conducted to
recommend organizational adjustments to dissemination activities consistent
with the rest of this report.

39. The DAG recommends that new legislation be developed to incorporate the
general conceptual definition of dissemination in this report into the
GEPAs and appropriate specific definitions into other relevant authorities.

Interstate Project on Dissemination

3. That roles and responsibilities of organizational units under the Assistant
Secretary for Education be clearly delineated in relation to dissemination.
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SAGE PUBLICATIONS
The Publishers of Professional Social Science
275 South Beverly Drive, Beverly Hills. Catifornia 90212

KNOWLEDGE UTILIZATION SYSTEMS
IN EDUCATION: iimistog, Teica-

edited by WILLIAM J. PAISLEY, Institute for Communication Research, Stanford University
& MATILDA BUTLER, President, EDUPRO, Palo Alto, California

How do teachers and other educational practitioners com-
municate new knowledge (such as results of research studies NEW'
and outcomes of experimental programs) in the field of educa-

tion? This unique and innovative volume traces the develop-

ment of “knowledge utilization systems” in education over the

past 20 years—from the first tentative federal efforts to the

shoestring operations of local teachers centers.

Paisley and Butler provide the most comprehensive aurvey on
| thissubject to da.te—begmnmg with a historical overview and
concluding with projections for the state of knowledge utiliza~
tion systems in education by the year 2001. Orlgma.l essays
explore a variety of systems and programs, related issues and
problems, as well as more general advances in diffusion the-
ory. Also included is a report of the first attempt to analyze
state-level differences in dissemination policies and strate-
gies. Finally, intriguing case studies of nine exemplary knowl-
edge utilization programs (written by theactual participants)
§ are presented—making this a useful sourcebook and guide for
all concerned with research, dissemination, technical assis-
tance, staff development, and policymaking in education and
other fields.

1. Introduction 13. Me ing Information E uit
William J. Paisley & Matilda Butler Measuring In on B e Butler

PART I: Origins : 14. Advances in Practice .
2. The Historical Context William J. Paisley Suac'm M: Pete'rson & John A. Emrick
3. Federal Education Dissemination 15. AdvancoEe n D“‘ff“l:m“ T‘L‘e‘;’w £

Legislation and Policy  Jokn M. Coulson - Everett M. Rogers & Jane L. Marcus
16. Educational Knowledge Utilization:
PART 1I: Approaches . 2001 William J. Paisley & Matilda Butler
. ERIC: The International Educational :

Information System Lee G. Burchinal
PART IV: Case Studies

11.

. Dissemination Systems: Some Lessons

From Programs of the Past
. Karen Seashore Louis

. The National Diffusion Network

Diane H. McIntyre & Sharon Entwistle

. Teachers' Centers William Hering
. A Region-Based Approach for

Technical Assistance C. Lynn Jenks

. Dissemination Programs in State

Departments of Education
Carl Patrick Martin

. Interorganizational Arrangements:

‘

An Exploratory Study
Paul D. Hood & Carolyn S. Cates

One State's Experience: How Texas
Put It All Together Virginia M. Cutter

PART III: Issues

12

. Analyzing the Cost of Extension Systems

William J. Paisley

-San Mateo Educational Resources
Center Patricia Files

Women's Educational Equity
Communications Network Jean Marzone.

Learning: The Magazine for Creative
Teaching Bruce Raskin

Continuing Education Technical
Assistance Center Barbara Monty

:Research and Development Exchange
Sandra R. Orletsky & Stanley H.L. Chow

Merrimack Education Center
| . Richard J. Lavin

The Network. Inc. David P. Crandall

Teachers' Centers Exchange
Kuthleen Deraney & Barbara Piper

Technology Information for Educators
Jean Marzone

1983 (April) / 312 pages / $27.50 (h)
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December 1, 1981

TO THE DISSEMINATION/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT DIRECTORS:

During the past year, we have been attempting to discover the
characteristics of dissemination/school improvement programs
operating in state departments of education and to use that in-
formation to do several things:

1. to formulate recommendations from chief state school
officers to the Secretary of Education and Director of
the Natiornal Institute of Education on the kinds of
services and resources states need;

2. to provide chiefs with useful information as they con-
tinue to develop state-level programs; and

3. to provide to NIE information and ideas as they formu-—
late their research, development, and dissemination
programs for the '80s.

‘A first step in our work was to survey the states to collect infor-
mation about activities underway there. A copy of the results of
that survey is enclosed. We hope the information is useful to you.

However, as you are well aware, our education world has changed
considerably in the last year. States have been given new roles to.
play by.the<fed€fa1 government, and all indications point to even
more drastic changes in the near future. Therefore, so that we can
provide chiefs and NIE with information as current as possible, we
need to update the state survey done earlier. A brief questionnaire
is enclosed. Please complete it and return it to me by December 31.
I will send you a copy of the results of the update by the end of
January.

Several documents will be produced during the next four months by our
project; copies of all of them will be sent to you.

I appreciate your assistance with this aspect of our work.

Sincerely,

Patrick Martin, Director )
Dissemination Management Project |

Enclosures




state

dissemination -survey update - council of chief state school officers

1. Have there been major changes in the dissemination/school
improvement program in your SEA during the past year?

___yes ________no
2, If yes, in which areas did those changes occur (mork ds many as
applicable)?
location of the program administratively in the SEA
(from to )
funding amount (increase __ or decrease )

funding sources
(sources gained

sources lost

services to clients
(services added

services lost

)

3. If your SEA hod an NIE dissemination capacity building orant that
ended during the last vear, were all functions funded by it sus-

tained when it ended?
| . yes _______no
4, If no, what was lost?
staff services linkages

other (please list)

I

5. Has there been an increase in coordination among various SEA
d1v131ons with dlssemlnatlon respon31b111t1es dur1ng the last

year?
ves _____~___no
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10,

11,

I(\

12,

égn¥es, in which divisions has that increase been most s1onifi-

J

J []

Has the dissemination program in your SEA been combined with other

~efforts to form a more comprehensive school improvement effort?

ves _________Nno

If ves, at what administrative level does responsibility for the
combined program fall?

deputy associate/assistant commiseioner
division/department head
other (please name)

Has your SEA used cny outside services to improve the dissemina-
tion/school improvement program during the last year?

. Ves no

If ves, which of the following was most helpful?

Regional Exchange . Regional Services
consultants visits to other SEAs
other (please list)

Has there been an incregse in understanding of and support for .
the dissemination/school improvement program durinag the last vear?

ves - no

If yes, wjth whom has that increase been most significant?

chief state school officer deputies

state board of education

department/division heads

Drofe331onal staff in general |
other' (pledse list) | .
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13. In your opinion, will the dissemination/school improvement
program be given any significant new support because of the
federal block arant to vour SEA

Ves no don’t know yet

14, Do vou anticipate additional changes in the dissemination/school
improvement program in your SEA in the next year?

______yes ________no
15. If yes, in which areas?
staff (more or less )
funding (more _ or less )
funding sources (more or less )

services (more or 1ess )

Name and title of person completine this form

@éease complete this form and return it by December 31, 198I,
Patrick Martin, Director
Dissemination Management Project
Council of Chief State School Officers
400 North Capitol Street, Suite 379
Washington, D. C. 20001

If you have questions, please call Martin at (202) 624-7750.
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Proposed Recommendations
Dissemination Managément Project

Council of Chief State Schoo! Officers

Introduction

Members of the Council of Chief State School Officers-~the heads of
the 56 departments of education in the states and extra state
jurisdictions--are committed to providing the resources and services local
schoo! districts need in order to iniprove classroom-practices and managermnent
procedures. The federal government has traditionally been an active partner
as states have worked to develop the kinds ot programs that could best carry
out that commitment.

The development of those state level dissemination/school improvement
programs has been enhanced dramatically by federally funded programs
designed to provide the impetus to coordinate widely disparate activities. The
National Institute of Education has, since 1975, funced states to build
dissemination capacity and developed rules and regulations for that program so
states could design activities to fit their own unique needs. The National
Diffusion Network, again with regulations that were not tightly restrictive,
added another dimension with its bank of nationally validated programs anc
change agents in place to help local schools learn about them and use them.
The Regional Exchange project, again funded by NIE, provided the
resource-assistance function SEAs needed as they discovered gaps and
problems in their development efiorts. And the State Dissemination
Leadership Project added that key ingredient--a torum through which state
school improvement leaders could share ideas and resources, talk through
common prchlems, and discover ways in which their expertise and willingness
to help eacn other could be fostered.

Significantly, the backbone ot the resource base on which the states
have relied has been the ERIC system, tunded by NIE and providing the major
tie to research and development activities across the country--the good ideas
that school people need in order to increase the quality of teaching.

Other federally funded programs have also been significant 1. the
development of this coprdinated state thrust. Etducation for the
disadvantaged. special education, vocational education--all have dissemination
requirements in their rules and reguiaticns, and all have both specific and
general xinds of information, programs, materials that teachers and:
administrators need.

The rationaie that most states have used, especially in tneir
dissemination capacity builaing efforts, has been that the local schogl district
is best served when access to all these resources (including those
<ta1e-specmc resources SEAs have available) is coordinated. Research tells us
that change is going to occur slowly, if at all, when teachers and
administrators have to go to many different places and people to get the kinds
of inforiation and assistance they need with a specific problem.
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Chief state school ofticers are convinced that they must continue to
develop effective, coordinated school improvement programs if they are to
meet their obligations as service providers to local school districts. They are
also convinced that the federal efforts that have been rnost significant in
helping them develop effective, coordinated school improvement programs
must continue.

They also believe that increased coordination at the federal level is
necessary if state programs are to function smoothly.

The Council of Chief State School Officers, theretore, respectfully
requests that the Secretary of Education give strong consideration to the
following recommendations:

ReCOMMENUDATION: The Council of Chief State School Officers
recornmends that the activities currently underway through ErlC, the State

Dissemination Leadership Project, the iNational viffusion network, and the
Regional Exchange project be combined and continued, and that, when needed,
special purpose grants be made available to SEAs to assist them in
institutionalizing components of a generalized, coordinated

aissernination/school improvement program. Furthermore, the Council
recommends that the funding levels for these programs be adequate and
consistent.

The Council recommends that the following emphases e included in the
administration of those programs:

L. Because SEAs have begun the work of developing close
coordination among those programs at the state level, it is -
recommended that a sirilar realignment occur at the federal level.
Specitically, the Council reconunends that all generalized
dissemination/school improvement programs be aagministered irom the
same division at the federal level, that rules and regulations for them
be written to eliminate any conflict in purpose, goals, and function; and
that those rules and regulations provide for maximum administrative
llexibility at the state level.

2. It is both complicatec and expensive to conduct research and
evaluation of the process for bringing about meaningful change in
teaching and administering. State school improvement practitioners
have benetited greatly over the years from federally funded etforts
that have studied the effectiveness of pro.rams and, more generally,
the characteristics that any school improvement activity must have if
it is to be successful. Therefore, the Council recommmends that the
Department of Education continue to develop and fund major programs
that help state staff both understand the processes of change and the
effectiveness of state, federal, and local attempts to cause change to
occur.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e

3. . States that have participated in the dissemination capacity
building prograsii have experienced varying degrees of successin
establishing and institutionalizing the components of a coordinated
program. In many cases.additional assistance is needed to complete the
developmental phases ‘of a program, while without that assistance an
entire program may be jeopardized. Tnerefore, the Council
recommends that special grants specifically for the purpose of
completing an identified activity be made available to SEAs.

RECOMMENDATION: The Council of Chief State School Officers
recommends that & Department of Education Dissemination/School-

Improvement Policy Council be formed and charged with the responsibility for

coordinating the development of rules and regulations across the Department
for programs that have dissemination/school improvement furictions.

The Council recommends that the following emphas'es be part oif the
operation of this Councils

-l Because almost all major programs (special education, education
for the disadvantaged, vocational education, etc.) have dissemination
components, it is recommended that this Council have the authority to
oversee the development of rules and regulations for each and ensure

~against conilict in purpose, audience, and function.

2. Because almost all of these programs depend on SEAs to carry
out the rules and regulations ceveloped, the Council recommends that
SEA school improvement practitioners be invited to sit as lull votmg

members of this Council.

3. In order to reduce inisunderstanding and to promote the sharing-...
of ideas and assistance across state lines, it is recommended that the
Council operate from a common definition of dissemination/scrool
improvement. It is recommended that the Council recognize that

-

inherent in any workable definition of disse mination/school
improvement are the functions of infcrru«:ion resources, technical
e,

assistance, and staff development/inserv::.&



July 20, 1981

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS:

Enclosed are the additional Board materials concerning the recommen-—
dations from the Council to the Department of Education from the
Dissemination Management Project. The information includes eight
recommendations, each one containing a general topic, a specific
recommendation, and some very brief background information. All
eight have emerged from a considerable amount of scrutiny of the
most pertinent studies and evaluations done in this field in the
last six years, meetings with practitionmers at all levels, and in-
formation collected through our survey of the states. We believe
that they are sound and appropriate.

There are several factors we need to call to your attention.

‘1. After your action at the Board meeting, those recommendations
you approve will be prepared for mailing to all chiefs for their
comments and ‘suggestions., That mailing will utilize the format
used here, and the background section will be expanded consider-
ably. The chiefs-will be asked to comment  on the recommendations
and to place them in priority order. The results of that mailing
will be reflected in the final document submitted to you in
November, --. '

2. We are recommending no new activities. The recommendations
key on effective existing programs that have. had significant in-
fluence on the school improvement efforts in SEAs. Our premise
is that recommending new activities during this period of; ;rampant
budget cutting would lessen the validity of the overall recommen-
dation package.

3. A Study Group of £ive ci:iefy (Arkamsas; Maine, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, and Wyoming) #w# worked with the project director
throughout the process, amé =i: have pravided input into the
development of the recommepnswifons.

4, The project director has '«:nt the committee on Coordinating
Educational Information and Research informed of his work, and
Commissioner Shedd has prowided valuable input and advice.
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Board Members Page 2 July ZQ, 1981

The project director plans to be present at the Board meeting to assist
with the discussion and to answer questions. Following your action and
responses from the other chiefs, he will develop the final recommenda-
tions and submit them with the materials for the November Board meeting.
They will, of course, go to the Study Group and Commissioner Shedd for
their final comments prior to the meeting.

The timeline for the project makes it necessary for use to act on these
recommendations at this meeting. The enclosed information can be in-
serted in your Board book beginning with page 152.

Please let us know if you require additional information.

Sincerely,,

William F. Pierce
Executive Director

Enclosures
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152

VII. NEW BUSINESS .

B. Consideration of Proposed Recommendations to the Secretary of Education
on Dissemination/School Imprdvement

Background:

As you will recall, the National Institute of Educstion (NIE) is funding the
Dissemination Management Project at the Council. "The proposal states that a
final deliverable of the project will be a set 9 recommendations from the
Council to the Department of Education on the federal-state role in dissemi-~
nation/school improvement programs.

The project began work on formulating those recommendations over a year ago.
The work has involved a study group of five chiefs, as well as a planning’
committee, researchers who have done major dissemination studies over the
last 10 years, and other experts at the state, regional,.and national level.

The project director has identified eight recommendations that he is submitting
to the Board for consideration. They are on pages 152a-i.

Discussion:
The project director requests the following action by the Board:
(1) consideration of the eight recormendations on an individual basis
to determine which ones they want developed further for final
consideration at the annual meeting in November;

(2) suggestions for changes in wording, content, or focus; and

(3) suggestions for presenting the final recommendations to the Board
and membership at the annual meeting. ‘

The project director will be present at the Board meeting to'answer questions
and explain the process through which the recommendations were developed.

[
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152a

TOPIC: Access to current information in a timely fashion.

Recommendation:: The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends that the

ERIC system be continued, that funding for it be increased significantly, and,
that an advisory committee of~state and 1ocalleducators be develpped to assist
ERIC administrators tO'CAntinue to make‘its ?eSOurces more readily available.
It is also recommended that organizations(that produce new information be
encouraged to format their products so that they are more useable, and that

their products be submitted for inclusion in ERIC.

Comment :

Background: Much significant information is developed through research -and other
activities, but often educators at the state and local level find it difficult to
get access to that information. In addition, many of these new ideag have been
presented in formats that are difficult, if not impossible, for local educators

to use. The ERIC system has been a major source of information since its incep—.f
tion. It is a practical, effective vehicle, yet it has been hampered in its
development By a lack of funds for modernizing, collecting resources, and train-
ing persons who can link the data base to users in the field. ERIC is in danger
of become obsolete if adequate funding is not provided so that it can continue

to grow and so that it can take advantage of the new technology being developed

that will enhance its quick accessibility by educators.
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152b

TOPIC: Adequate funding for maximum effectiveness.

‘Recommendation: The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends that

certain school improvement efforts be national in scope and funded by the

Department of Education, and that thé level of funding be adequate to provide
quick apd easy access to those p?ograms by state‘depar'@ents of educatiqn;'it
further recommends that the ERIC system, tﬁe National Diffusion Network, ﬁhe
State Dissemination Leadership Project, and the Regianal Exchangé program be

high priority efforts of the Department of Education.

Comment :

Background: Many of the most successful federal efforts at increasing states’
capacities to help schools imprové have been hampered because, even though eval-
vations show they work well, conginued funding has not been provided. '"Seed
money" provided to states for development of activities that logically belong’
in SEAs should be provided only for development; however, those activities that
are too expensive and are duplicative that are more logically.in the purview

of the federal government must continue to be funded at a level that allows
coqtinuing access to them. In additon, large national efforts can be combined
with smaller state effo#t§ to produce especially effective results. However,
if, for lack of funds, the federal effort falters, then the state effort suffers

in turn.

R PR
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152¢

TOPIC: Development and use of appropriate new technology.

Recommendétion: The Cquncil of Chief State School Officers!recommends that the
Department of Educati;n*COntinue and expand its emphasié on the use of new and
appropriate technology in providing information to educators at the regional,
state, and local levels in a timely fashion. It further recommends that this
aﬁphasis include'adaptation of existing technology to educatibnal uses, training
of state-level people in the use of the new technology, and the institutionali-
zation of these management and training functions in SEAs. It also recommend;

that chiefs be intimately involved in planning this initiative.

2

Comment:

u

Background: Education‘historically has beeﬁ slow in utilizing new technology,

both in the accumulation of new information needed for effective decisionmaking

and in enhancing the abiiity of the classroom teacher to function more efficiently.
The giant strides in the use of computers, television, satellites, and other methods
for transmitting information rapidly and concisely have affected business and
industry, entertainment, and the home much more than they have the classroom.

Unless major steps a;e taken quickly, education will continue to fall behind in
adapting technology for use by teachers and administrators. The utilization of
this new technology in the dissemination process is therefore vital, both in
providing information and in assisting edﬁcators in becoming accustomed to

utilizing the medium.

@ o .
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



152d

TOPIC: A forum for state dissemination representatives.

Recommendation: The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends that the
Department of Education continue to fund the State Dissemination Leadership Pro-
ject, that it renéw the project's focus on the needs and proi ms of étates, and

that, because of its appropriateness, the Council be the vehicle for organizing

and administering this effort. , _

Comment:

Background: The State Dissemination Leadership Project has, for more than a
decade, provided practitioners in SEAs.with the opportunity to share ideas,
provide each other with staff development, and stuay current ip%ormation about
devélopments at the national level. In the past few years it has begun éo
foster an across—state-lines sharing of resources and talent that increases
effectiveness and reduces expenditures. The success of the nationél conferences
held by the SDLP has varied, depending on the focus.of the agénda.~ SeQ;ral of
the more recent conferences have focused too much on the federal role and have
not adequately allowed for state problem solving and resource sharing activitieé.
The focus must shift back to state needs if the SDLP is to be a useful vehicle.
In these times of shrinking resources, such a vehicle is needed, but only if

state staff have signifi@;nt inflggncé on the agenda.
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152e .

TOPIC: Identifying, validating, and disseminating information about effective

- programs.

Recommendation: The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends that the
National Diffusion Network be continued and exp;nded to include a wider variety
of programs, and that tﬁe NDN staff solicit input from chiefs an&'other SEA ;
staff concerning both the kinds of programs needed in the Network to meet a
wide variety of needs,_and'the development of policy, rules, and regulatiomns
that influence the dperation of the NDN. It also recommends that state facili-

tators be located, if appropriate; in state departments of education.

7

Comment:

Background: Over the past 15 years, millions of dollars of federal, state, and
local money have gone into research and development activities that have resul-
ted in effective programs in classrooms. However, littl=s effort hastbeen made

to ensure that the results of that work are shared with teachers and adminis-

trators across the country. The Nationalkﬁzggﬁsion Network is an exception.

‘It has, since its inception in 1975, facilitated the movement of hundreds of
good programs through a loosely but effectively organized network of program
developefs and state facilitators. Fiscal realities today make it impossible

to continue to do extensive development; therefore, more than ever,'solutions

to problems in classrooms and in school management must:be found thrpugh sharing

good ideas. .
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152f

TOPIC: Internal coordination of dissemination rules and regulatiomns in

the Department of Education.

—

Recommendation: The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends that

the Secretary of Education establish a Dissemination Poiicy Council and give
it the authority to supervise the development of rules and regulations for

dissemination across_the'Department. It further recommends that ﬁhat Council
récognize that in any definition of disseminatipn are three inherent functidné:
information resources, technical assistance, and staff devel&#ment/inservice.
The Council also recommends that dissemination practitioners from SEAs sit as
official members of the Council to provide input into the effect rules and

regulations under consider:tion may have on implementation activities at the

state levell

Comment :

Background: The fin&l report of the Interstate Project on Dissemination (Jan-
uary 1, 1976) indicated Ehat federal legislation included 208 dissemination -
requirements, assigned to seven different responsible agents, describing 12
separate functions, and aimed at 16 different tafget‘audiences. In addition,
this s;me study found no common definition of dissemination; one did umot exist.
in the Congressional acts nor in the rules and regulations which followed.

What has developed is a fragmented, unmanageable approach at dissemination at

the federal level, compounded by additional misconceptions at the state level.
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internal coordination, page. 2

This "picket fence" approach td dissemination at the federal level has c;used
a siﬁilar system to be created at the state level. Although some proéress
has been made in the last five years, there is still no common thread that
runs through federal rules and regulations that makes iﬁ possible to coordi-

nate functions effectively at the state level.
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TOPIC: Research on dissemination processes and educational change.

kecommgndation: The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends that the
Department of Education continue to take the initiative in conducting research
on educational change and aissemination processes. It recommends, however, that
the research needs(Of SEAs and local school districts be given prime considera-
tion when that agenda is developed, and that a systematic method of providing

for that state/local input be an ongoing part of aﬁy national design. Particular
attention should be given to the Council's "Research Agenda for the '80s." It
further“;;éommends that dissemination strategies for the results of any fesearchA
be a‘basic tenet of that design, and that existing state and regional networks

in dissemination be key delivery mechanisms in those strategies.

Comment:

Background: Traditiomally, educational research has been conducted largely
through the initiative of the federal government, based on the aséumption that
the results would be useful to a wide segment of the educational population.
This has been especially true in research on educational change and on processes
and products that.influence what happens in élassrooms. Research is expensive,
and few states ogﬁlocal school districts can afford extemsive work in this area.
As state funds continue to shrink, it becomes more important for research that

will produce results with implications for educators at various levels to

continue to be a major federal role.
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TOPIC: Services to SEAs through a regional network.

Recommendation: The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends that ser-

vices and resources continue to be provided to SEAs as they develop and maintain
their dissemination and school improvement programs. It recommends that the
regional approach for delivering those services be continued, and that the cur-

rent high level of SEA staff involvement in planning those services be maintained.

Comment :

Background: As SEAs haveldeveloped their dissemination programs, thgy have re-~
quired a variety of resources and assistance that have helped them refine their
service capabilities and train their staff. The NIE-funded Regional Exéﬁ;;ée
program has been an important source of thét assistance. SEAs have been able
to not only take advantagé of the services offered there, but have been able to
have a significant amount of influence on the‘kinds of services and resources
developed. During this period of short travel budgets and staff reductions,‘the
availability of the convenient régional services is even more important. Now
that all states are served through the regional configuration, an effective,

.

coordinated system for assisting states is in place. It should be continued.
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VII. NEW BUSINESS
Action Item

B. Consideration of Proposed Recommendations to the Secretary of Education
'n Dissemination/School Improvement o

Suggested Motion and Action:

moved the Board instruct the Dissemination
Management Project director complete development of the following
recommendations for presentation to thé Board and membership at
the annual meeting in November: ‘

Recommendation 1 Recommendation 5
Recommendation 2 Recommendationb6
Recommendation 3 Recommendation 7
Recommendation 4 Recommendation 8

seconded the motion, which carried.
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The preliminary recommendations to the Secretary of Education and the Dixector
of the National Institute of Education were presented to the board for their
action. The group participated in a lengthly discussion (about 2% hours, mush
longer than they usually devote to an item). The following points were mé&de
during the discussion:

1. All recommendations (six of them) deszling with generaliized dimzimi-
nation programs should be consolidated into one, and FD should be encouvagid
to administer them from one d1v131on.

2. The recommendation on the use of educational technology in
dissemination should be eliminated, .and the Council shiould begin work o
a more general, major technology initiative.

3. The recommendation on coordination of dissemination rules and
regulations within ED should remain intact.

The Board recommended that the two revised recommend:z.tions be submitted to
the Council membership at its November anunual meetin, for their action, ar?
that, if approved, they be submitted to the ED for their consideration.

The Board, throughout the discussion, indivated 2 strong interest in the present
relatlonshlp between dissemination activities and school improvement programs im
SEAs. They instructed the project director & update the state survey to deter-
mine the present status of those activities.

Finally, the Board approved the project director's request to plan addifional
activities during the remaining months of the project. To be considered are:

1. A newsletter/information letter to dissemination representatives in
order to keep the line of communication open in the absence of the State’
Dissemination Leadership Project

2. A glossary of dissemination/school improvement terms and functions
for use by chief state school nfficers;

3. Possibly a national conference of dissemination representatives to
discuss dissemination/school improvement under consolidation;

4. Brief case studies, describing successful integration of dissemi-.
nation with school improvement programs.

Enclosed are the Board item and the revised recommendations that the membership
will consider in November. 1In addition, the information item from the last
Executive Director's report is enclesed
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GENERAL CONCLUSION

There should coﬁtinue to be a role for

the Department of Education in the
development and maintenance of -effective
school improvement programs at -the state
level. The Council of Chief State School
Officers respectfullyé£équests that the
Secretary of Education consider the
following proposi;ions wheﬁ developing
guidelines, pfograms, rules,wgpd régulationé

that will influence that roféfwﬂ
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PROPOSITION 1

The Department should provide a mechanism through
which SEA practitioners can maintain an ongoing ex-

change of ideas and assistance.

CHIEF'S COMMENTS

Background

The State Dissemination Leadership Project (formerly
National Dissemination Leadership Project) has, for

more than a decade, provided dissemination practitioners
in SEAs with the opporﬁunity to ;hare ideas, provide
each other with staff development, and study current in-
form.cion about developments at the national level. 1In
the past few years it has begun to foster an across-
state-lines shéring of resources and'falent that becomes
even moré significant in this period of shrinking re-

sources.

Recommendation

The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends
that the Department of Education continue to fund the
Sfate Dissemination Leadership Project, that it renew
its focus oﬁ,the needs and problemé of states, and
that, because of its appropriateness, the Council be
the vehicle for grganizing and administering this

effort.
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PROPOSITION 2

The Department should provide the means through which
research can be conductad that produces significant
information about dissemination procrises and educa-

tional products.

CHIEF'S COMMEN

Background

Traditionally, educational research has been conducted
largely through the initiative of the federal govern-
ment, based on the as;umption that the. results would be
useful to persomns across the nation. This has been
especially true in research on educational change and
on processes and products that influence what happens
in classrooms. Research is expensive, and few states
or local school districts can affort extensive work

in this area.

Recommendation

The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends
that the Department of Education continue to take the
initiative invconducting education research. It rec-

! ommends, however, that the research needs of SEAs and
local scliool districts be given prime consideration
when that research agenda is developed, and that a
systematic method of providing for that state/local in-
,put be an ongoing part of any national educational re-

.seérch design. It further recommends that dissemina-
tion strategies for the results of any research be a
basic tenet of that design, and that éxistiﬁé state and

regional networks in dissemination be key delivery

mechanisms in those strategies.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CHIEF'S COMMENTS

PROPOSITION 3

The Department should continue to provide access to
current information through sources that are complete

and timely.

Background

Much significant information is developed through re-
search and other activities, but often educators at
tﬂé state and local level find it difficult to get
acceSs.to that information. 1In addition, many of.
these new ideas havelbeen presented in formats that
are difficult, if not impossible, for local educators
to use. The ERIC system has been a major source of
information about those programs and practices since
its inception. It is a practical, effective vehicle,
yet it has been hampered in its development by a lack
of funds for modernizing, collecting resources, and
training persons who can link the data»base to users

in the field.

T s e p—

Recommendation

The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends
that the ERIC system be continued, that funding for it
be increased significantly, and that an advisory com-
mittee of state and local educators be developed to
assist ERIC administrators to continue to make its
reéources more readily available. It is also recom-
mended that organizations that produce ne& information
be encouraged to format their products so that they
are more useable, and that their products be dissemi-

nated through ERIC and other appropriate networks.
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CHIEF'S COMMENTS

PROPOSITION 4

The Department should install an internal mechanism

th;ough which coordination of the development and ad-
ministration of disseminafioﬂ/school improvement rules
and regulations can be accomplished, thereby reducing

duplication and fragmentation.

'Background

The final report of the Iﬁterstate Project on Dissemi-
nation (January 1, 1976) indicated that federal legis-
lation inclu: 1 208 dissemination gequirements, assign-
.ed to seven different reéponsiblé %gents, describing 12
separate functions, and aimed at l62different target
audiences; In additicn, this same ;tudy found no com-
mon definition of dissemination; one-did mot exist in
the Congressional acts nor in the rules and regulations
which followed. What has deveiéped“is a fragmented,
unmanageable approach at dissemination at the fed;ral
level, compounded by additional misconceptiéns at the
state level. Although some progress has been made in
the last five years, there is still no common thread
that ruﬂs through federal rules and‘regulatiqns that

makes it possible to coordinate functions at the

state level effectively.

Recommendation -

The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends
that the Secretary of Education establish a Dissemi~
nation Policy Council and give it the authority to

supervise the development of rules and regulations for
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proposition 4, page 2

dissemination across the Department. It further rec-
ommends that that Council recogniée that in any defini-
tion of dissemination are three inherent functions: in-
- formation resources, tecﬁnical assistance, and staff
development/inservice. The Council also recommends that
dissemination practitioners from 3EAs sit as unofficial
members of the Council to give advice about the effect
rules and regulations under consideration manyave on

Wl

implementation a<tivities at the state level.
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PROPOSITION 5

The Department should identify and dissemination pro-
grams and practices that meet a variety of locally
identified needs and are proven to be effective and

innovative.

CHIEF'S COMMENTS

.....

Background

" Over the past 15 years, millions of dollars of federal,

state, and local money have going into research and

development activities that have resulted in effective

programs in classrooms. However, little effort has
been made to ensure that the results of that work are
shared with teachers and administrators in similar en-

vironments across the country. The National Diffusion

Network is an exception. ‘The NDN has, since its incep-

tion in 1975, allowed hundreds of good programs to’ be
shared with others through a loosely but effectively
organized network of program developers andg staﬁe
facilitators. Fiécal realitiés today make it impossible
to continue'to do extensive development; therefore, more
than ever, solutions to problems in classrooms and iﬁ

school management must be found through sharing good

bt

ideas.

Recommendation

The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends
that the National Diffusion Netwof& be continued and ex-
panded to include a wide variety of programs; it also
recommends that state facilitators be located, if at
all possible in ate departments of education; it fur-

ther recommends that NDN staff solicit input from
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3
chiefs and other SEA staff concerning policy, rules,
+and regulations that influence the operation of the

NDN.

18
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PROPOSITION 6

The Department should establish and maintain a regional
network designed specifically to provide services and
assistance to SEA staff and other identified audiences
in dissemination~related areas identified by the SEAs

involved.

CHIEF'S COMMENTS

‘Background

The National Institute of Education, recognizing that
regions of the country“have similar problems, is fund-
ing the Regional Exchange projects. Those projects,
leccated for .the most .art in regional i;boratories,
have as their major clients the school improvementv
programs in state departments of education. Their
staffs have involved SEA dissemination practitioners
in planning activities that provide the kinds of re-
"sources and staff development identified as major
needs by SEAs. Because travel‘funds are short and
staffs are being reduced, this regional configuration
for delivery'of services is logical. Now that all
states are served by Regioqal Exchanges, an effective,
coordinated system'for assisting states as they develop

their school improvement programs is in place.

Recommendation

The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends
that the regional approach to delivering services to
SEAs be continued; it further recommends that the
involvement of SEA staff in planning the kinds of ser-
vices needed be continued at the regional level, and

increased significantly at the national level.
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PROPOSITION 7

The Department should encourage the development and use
of appropriate new technology that will enhance the flow
of inforination to the field and the more effective use

of information in decisionmaking and in the classroom.

CHIEF'S COMMENTS

Background
Education historically has been slow in utilizing new
technolog& both in the accumulation of new information
nceded for effective decisionmaking and in enhancing the
ability of the classroom teacher to function more effi-
ciently. The giant strides in the‘ese of computers,
Eelevision, satellites, and other methods for trans-
mitting information rapidly and coPcisely have affected
}

business and industry, entertainment, and the home much

more than they have the classroom. Unless major steps

R

are taken quickly, education will continue to fall be-
hind in adapting technology for use by teachers and

administrators.

Recommendation

The Council of Chief State School Officer; recommends
that a major new initiative be developed at the fed-
eral level that provides for the development of new
technology for educational purposes; adaptation of
existing teehnology to educational uses; training of
etate level pedple in the use of the new technology;
and institutionalization of these management and
training functions in.state departments of education.
It further recommends that chiefs be intimafely in-

volved in planning and implementing this initiative.
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CHIEF'S COMMENTS

PROPOSITION 8

The Department should fund those activities being con-
ducted at the federal level adequately to assure maxi- .

mum effectiveness and availability in states.

.Background

Many of the most successful federal efforts at increas~
ing states' capacities to help schools improve have been
hampered because, even though evaluations show they work
well, continued funding has not been provided. 'Seed
money" provided to states for QeVelOpmént of activities
that logically belong in SEAs should be provided only
for development; however, those activities that are Eoo
expensive and are duplicative that are more logically

in the purview of the federal government must continue
to be funded at a level that allows continuing access

to them. In addition, lafée national efforts can be
combined with smaller state efforts to produce es-
pecially effective results. However, if, for lack of
fﬁnds, the federal effort falters, then the stace

effort suffers in turn.

Recommendation

The Council of Chief State School Officers recommends
that certain &ciiool improvement efforts be national in
scope and funded by the Department of Education, and that
the level of funding be adequate to providé quick and
easy access to.those programs by state departments of

education; it further recommends that the ERIC system,
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the National Diffusion Network, the State Dissemination
Leadership Project, and the Regional Exchange program

be high priority efforts of the Department of Educa-

tion.
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Dear

As you know, the Narional Institute of Education is funding the Council
to conduct a dissemination management project. This two-year effort will
produce a set of recommendations for the membership to ‘consider when we
meet in November. The recommendations that you approve at that time will
be forwarded to the Secretary of Education and could result in important
school improvement programs being continued and improved.

In order to develop those recommendations, it is necesséry for the project
director to get information from as many chiefs as possible. Originally,
the proposal to NIE for the project called for a series of regional meetings
across the country for chiefs and dissemination staff; however, because of
the very important events in Washington and in our state capitals that are:;
keeping us close to our offices, Bill Pierce and the project director have '
determined that regional meetings are not practical. .

Therefore, it is now necessary for the .director to take another approach at
securing the information he needs. For the past several months, he and
dissemination practitioners from states, regional labs, the Department of
Education, and others have studied the literature, completed a survey of
the states, and talked to chiefs. From that comes the enclosed list of
. eight- suggested 'propositions'" for us to consider.

So that the Council can live up to its commitment to NIE, and so the project
director can produce a quality document for-us to consider in November, I urge-
you. to react and respond to these propositions. Simply write your comments
about the propositions in the spaces provided, rank the eight in order of
importance to you on the form enclosed, and send your comments and rank
orderings to Patrick Martin at the Council.

‘We believe that the results of this project can make a significant difference
in our ability to continue to help schools in our states improve. We need
your help, however; please complete this task and return the information by
July 1. .-

Sincerely,‘

Robert D.wBenton
President

O
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Name . N
Stote - ' \‘\\
RaAnk the eight Dr00031t10ns 1n @rder of their importance

to you and your,d1ssem1not1on/schoob\lmprovemenx program.

™~

1. .. | 5, LN
.2, o 6. __ .
5 \ “ ,7 | . — \\
4, 8. . S

“Are there any of the propositions that you consider
inoDDropriote?

Proposition number Reason_for elimingting

Are there additional probositions you believe should be
added? | °

Pledse return thlS form; alo ng w1th your comments about the
individual Dr00031t10ns, by July 1 to:

Patrick Martin, Director S B
Dissemination Management Project - o
Council of Chijef State School Cfficers o
LO0 N. Capitol, Suite 379 194
Washington, D. C. 20001 e T
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Understanding the operational functivns of dissemination for school imnrovement

Based on several major studies; and especially the CCSSO survey, most :states

a.
view dissemination functions to be use of information resuvurces, technical
_3551stance, and staff developmenL and inservice.
b. Those three functions prOV1de a vehicle for the enhancement of the teaching/
" learning process and classroom performance
c. State activities in those three functional areas provfﬂe a vehicle for state
managing/monitoring program implementation.
d. Dlssemlnatlon, as deflned as these three functions, can assist in the
accomplishment of most.of the state priorities related to basic skills,
CBE, special education. vocational education, etc. '
&
e. Those states which have dissemination units often have as a responsibility
the coordination of information resources, techn’cal a:sistance, and
. staff development/inservice.
OUTCOMES
a. Cnleis can recommend to the Department of Education that program guidelines

be written with dissemination components consistent with their current
activities and priorities.

Chiefs can provide 1nput into a p0551b1e restatement of the Council's
policy on dissemination, incorporating the wider concept of the functions
of a stute dissemination activity.



2. Reducing fragmentation and increasing consolidation,oﬁ/df%semination activities

a. We now have enough knowledge about alternativ

approaches to dissemination
in SEAs to present chiefs with a wide array of

tions.
b. Each approach has advantages and disadvantages, dgpending on purposes.

c. New reality (consolidation, block grants, reduced{funds) offers opportunities
for altering or continuing current structures at the state and federal levels.

OUTCOMES

a. Chiefs can recommend to the Department of Education that.federally funded

dissemination programs must be flexible in order to accommodate varylng
state configurations.

'b. Chiefs can continue tw build a ccmprehensive dissemination structure based
on information about successful approaches in other states.

c. Chiefs can urge the Department of Education to reduce fragmentation of
dissemination activities within its own various units.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Helping states to bridge the gap between "special purpose” and 'general purpose"

dissemination programs

1. It is difficult to design program; at the federal level that meet the needs
of diverse state-level programs.

2. With the advent of block grants, it become even more important for LEAs to
have easy access to the best ideas, practices, and programs from a more
general- -oriented resource system.

With the reduction in funds, it is even more imperative that a general approach
that reduces duplication and eases access be designed.

w

QUTCOMES

1. Chiefs can study effective ways to coordinate special purpose programs
internally to reduce fragmentation.

2, Chiefs can con51der recommendatlons to the Department of Education urglng
Department officials to write guidelines for special purpose programs that
do not create fragmentation at the state level.



4. A551st1ng chiefs to utilize dlssemlnatlon programs £.0_enhance the1r 1eadersh;R
role with LEAs.

a. SEAs.that have a strong service orientation can significantly influence the
quality of education in their states.

b. Dlssemlnatlon practitioners in SEAs know about and have access to resources
and expertise that can assist chiefs as they increase their leadership
capacities. '

c. New emphasis on the role of the state from the federal level provides ch1efs
with an increased opportunity to provide leadership.

OUTCOMES ' . (

a. Chiefs can become aware of resources they have easy accaess to as they work
to provide educational leadershlp in their states.

b. Chiefs can dlscover ways to utilize the dlssemlnatlon program to enhance
their leadership function.
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5. Studying approaclies/systems for SEAs to receive services in dissemination

a. Rerional configurations for delivering services to SEAs have been developed,
but, .hey lack noordination and in many cases create unnecessary layers .of
burtaucrary be?ve:n resources and the practitioner.

b. Severa! states have joinéd together in informul arrangements that have
proven to be effective ways to share resources -and expertise.

c. Specialized informatioﬁ'sources, such as ERIC clearinghou%es, produce
-valuable information but tend to make much of it difficult to access.

d. Funds .going to create and maintain many functions of labs, centers,
special project:, and other activities could probably be put to better
use by SEAs.

QUTCOMES

a. Chiefs can consider recommendations about effective configurations for
delivering dissemination services and resources to states to the
Department of Education. '

b. Chiefs can study models for creating both formal and informal arrangéments
" with other states in order to share. '
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If ¥gs, in which divisions has that increase been most signifi-
cant?

J

J []

)
Has the dissemination program in vour SEA been combined with other
efforts to  form @ more comprehensive school improvement effort?
- _ves -~ no |

"If yes, at what administrative level does responsibility for the -
combined program fall? S

deputy _ associate/assistant commissioner

tiviston/dend

other (please name)

Has your- SEA used cny outsice services to improve the dissemina-
tion/school improvement program during the last vear?

yes ___~ o )

), .If ves, which of the following was most ‘helpful?
Regional Exchange ‘Regional Services
consultants visits to other SEAs

other (please liét) -

)

1. Has there teen an increase in understanding of and support for
the dissemination/school improvement program durina the last vear?

_yes ___no
2. If yes, with whom has that. increase been most significant?
chief state school officer _deputies
4st0te_boord of education
___-department/division heads
N professional staff in general
 other (please list)
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The 56 members of the Council of Chief State School Officers—-the heads
of the stéte departments of education in the 50 states and 6 extra-state juris-—
dictions——-are today, as never before; constantly faced with making aecisions
that have profound effects on what happens in this country's schools. Those
56 men and women direct uhigue institutions that have evolved through:his—
torically diverse events.

Traditionally, those states have individually and independéntly éttempted
to identify their own problems and‘;éeds, and with iimited resources, devised
systems for generating information required to solve those problems and meet the
needs identified. Statistical data were collected, reésearch agendas were
identified, and studiés were conducted to provide insight that led .to logical
problem=-solving. chal‘decisionmakers were given wide authority to apply those
statistics and the results of that research to local problems. Resources and
incentiveS_have always been limited for establishing aﬁ efficient, ongoing
system for sharing that information with dthep”educators, especially across
state lines.

‘The 1980's present a different probable scenario to decisionmakers at the
state and local level, a scenario that requires that‘that~system for sharing be

enhanced. Resources continue to dwindle, past and impending decisions by courts

affecting desegregation, rights of the handicapped, individual rights of students,

and equity of resources are all criticalVﬁrgblégéw;édﬁlring the éfEéﬁEi&;ﬁdfﬂ

educational administrators. The public is increasingly demandiﬂg that schools be
more accountable for how the Eusiness of schools is conducted. Current develop-.
ments such as the rapid influi'qf Mexican American Studénts in the schoois pf the
Southwest, the dramatic impact of the immigration of Cuban and Haitian studeﬁts in

the Southeast, and rapid shifts of population caused by the current economic

4
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situation in this country are éxamples of fhe need to search for igmediate
solutions to problems. The reduction in the number of school districts, the
coordination of desegregation across urban-suburban lines, and the displace~-
ment of teachers because of ﬁhese and other factors are ﬁrofoundly affecting.
the ability of state departments of education fo direct and coordinate educa-
tional processes in the states. All of the demands listed above compel ad-
ministrators to initiate cooperative approaches to producing and sharing in—ﬁ
format%on 1f children are to continue to receive a'quality educatioh in the
nation's scﬁools. Significant to this approach is the fact that much of the
informatibn that teachers and administratérs need to solve problems- and meet needs
is available, but gaining access to it is difficult and expensive.

' Chief state school officers--members of the Council-—have'instructed the
staff of the Counéil to provide the ﬁeans whereby a closgly coordinated
system can exist that allows the constant sharing of the results of.fésearch,ﬂ
of information resulting from étatisticak studies, and of the development.of
agendas for future résearch andAStudy; fhe Chiefs have based their directions
ro the staff on four logical assumptions.

-—Effectivé; workable decisions at the stage level should be based on
the most solid, statistically sound information available.
"4=Activities;that“can“provide persons in ali states with useful informa- - - - -
tion in the decisionmaking process are underway in individual states, and
a vehicle for coliecting, analyzing, synthesizing and sharing that
information éhould be in place and operating on a coﬁtinuing basis;
~-Declining financial énathuman resourées make it impossible for indif
vidual states to conduct expensive research'activiﬁies or appropriately
address activities or issues that have inter-state implications;

"a mechanism must be developed that encourages cooperative research
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—-Because of its constituency, the Council of Chief State School Officers

is the logical institution in which such a function for sharing should exist.

The commitment to this.concept of across-state-lines sharing is exemplified
by the fact that .the Board of Directors of the Council has recommended to the
full membership that institutionalization’of this function be ensured from the
beginning - specifically, that states allocate funds to finance the continuance of
this activity‘after whatever available startup monies are expended. ' The request
for assurance of full continued support for this function is unique in Council
history,'indicating the importance placed on this activity by the members of the
Council Board. ‘ o A S

The Council of Chief State School Officers plans to address these issuee and
needs by developing procedures for collecting data aboot activities completed or
underway in .state agencies, and installing a system to retrieve and make that
information available to those who can use it. Statistical aggregations and
reports,.research projects, monographs, policy'statements,)levels of state finan-
cial support for various programs,;state board rcgulations and state,statutes all
have the potential of providing valuable.assistance to state edncation agencies
outside the states conducting tnose activities.: The.project proposes to develop
a structure among the states,'and staff a function within the ‘Council intended
to begin the collectionm, s/?rage,ranalysis, snythesis and disseminatlon of the
kinds of information deécribed above. This system w0uld in no way duplicate
existing systems in almost all cases the kinds of information that would be
included would not be considered appropriate for other systems because of limited
and specific audiences, subject matter,'and format. Indeed, the fact that almost
none of the information considered prime for this system ever enters other systems
prompted/development of this request, It should complement rather than compete

¢

with current cataloging systems. Additionally, the proposed network, designed by
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A
state é&ucation agency personnel for use by state educatiog'agency personnel, should
avoid many of thé gatalo; maintenance problems gxperiencgd byhothefs.

The initiation of a system to share pro&uété across state lines provides
additional opportunities“to qooperateuand collaborate oun fesearch, data gathering,
and survey analysis on topics of common intereét_regionally as weli as nationally.
As a by-product of inquiry to &efermine comﬁon needs among states,’a generalized
priority of needed information or résearch should emerge that will be of benefit‘
to a varietf\of égencieé as they develop their own agendas. The Council proposes
ta éhare this‘informatiOn routinely with relevant federal-and othér poliéy makers

" and esgablish communication channels that support a continuous formal dialog.
Conversely, any analysis of st;ﬁe éknerated fesearch or information is irnqmplete
if "federal and natiohal findings are not also included in the analyseé. As a
'fesult thelproposéd activity should benefit ﬁhe federal establishment not'only

through a feedforward function but also by extending and enhancing the utiliza-

tion of national research.

e
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DUSCEMINATION FOR IMPROVEMENT OF FRACTICE - Concept Paper

x

Dissemination for ihprovement of practice basically involves coordinatihg
those various influences - information, resources, assistance - that are‘necessary
for‘bringing about'educafional change. It can be classified intc one of iour
categories‘gcco;ﬁing to the intent and purbose of each activity. The categbries

are related and f

requently sequential.

Le§el lj

Spread: The one-way casting out of knowledge in all its forms: informa-
tion, products, ideas,'and materials. Examples are news releases, speechgs,
official publications, journal and magazine articles, books, newsletters,
inclusions in ERIC.
Level 2

Exchange: The two-way or multiLWay flow of information, pfoducts, ideéé, :
end materials as to needé,'probléms, and potential solutions: Exampiés aré
need—arousing, need-sensing, and activities which proViae for ﬁsérvinfluence.
Also panels; site visits, and Eharing activiﬁies (conferences).
Level 3

Choice: The facilitation of rational consideEation énd selection among
those ideas, materials, outcomes of research and develqpment, effective edqéa—
tional practices and’ other knoyledge that can be used for the improvement of

education. Examples are incentives to engage in search behavior before making

" decisions; training in decisionmaking; visits by decisionmaking Practitioners

7;4’.-‘ eea .

of the array of relevant programs, products, or knowledge so generated; catalogs

.

to a variety of demonstration sites; searches of resource bases, and comparisons

comparing alternatives; traveling exhibits.

Tevel 4

Izplenentation: The facilitation of adoption, installation, and the on-

lization of improvements. Examples are consultation, on-user-site
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technical assistance, locally tailored training programs in required new

\

tehaviors, laboratory settings for the practice of new behaviors.
A comprehensive dissemination system coordinates the activities underway

at vhatever level. The key to this approach is inherent in the word '"coordi-

nation. Persons involved as disseminators should: (1) identify,those sources

of information and assistance available to encourage school improvement; (2)

stimulate appropriate persons and organizations to create additional sources of

1nformation and assistance if they do not exist; (3) identify and providéhtrain—
ing for linkage agents who broker specific services for specific clients; and

(&) establish‘and'manage the syetem“through which clients can gain access to
. A} )n :
resources and assistance.

2

Several factors should be understood by both disseminators and persons with
whom they work if this approach is to be effective. First, both must understand

tnat "coordinate" does not necessarily 1mply 'ownership." For example, pegﬁons
R
. !
managing spec1al education materials centers do not turn over that. management to

disseminators; they simply keep disseminators informed of-the assistance they can

provide to clients and agree to meke those services available when they are needed.

Secondly, items and services being provided to clients must’ be client—oriented

to the extent that they require little or no interpretation. Thirdly, the location
of the dis§§mIn§t§En—g;gtem, both administrative. and physical, must be such that

easy access exists for all clients: For example, locating the management of a

general disseminaﬁznnhg&stem in a Title IV-C office could effectively isoiate it
from special education, Title I, vocational, and other areas and reduce its
accessibility and use.

In order to establish both credibility and authority.for a coordinated

disseminzation svstem, board policies and procedures should be developed and’

.

%
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app:oved;Adetermining: (1) iocatiﬁn.of the maﬁagement of the system; (2)
'relationships among va{ious_departments that assure accessibility to resources
and assisténce'by'managers and linkers in the di%éemination system; and (3)
éppropriate support, both administrative and financial, toxalldw for contihﬁity
and renewal for ;he system. Included in.that authority should be the abili;y
to.coordigate a system for one state with other sub-state, regional, and national
efforts to allow for maximum accessibility to rescurces and assistance up and
~down the various systems.

If should‘be noted. that in an effecf&ve dissemination syétem, nothing new
need te created. - The majof purpose of such a system is to allow persons in
schools to have easiervaccess to the existing resources_ahd assistance‘they
need te hring about eifective | fnge. A workable disseminapion-sfstem estab-
lishes the neceséary contacts, relationships, and procedures to allow for that
accessibility. 1In reverse, it also proyiaes reséarcths and developers of
additionai resources and assistance withAé.meqns for di;cdvering emerging client
needs——if an appropriate and éffective evaluation/feedforward mechapism is part

of the svstem.

ERIC
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COPIES OF VARIOUS NEWSLETTERS MENTIONING THE
PROJECT : .
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West Virginia hosts Annual Meeting

Policies, priorities, ano procedures
for Council focus and operation for the
coming year will be cecidec at .the
annual business meeting of. the member-
shig Novemoer 15-18.

Rey  Truby, chief

state school

officer in West virginia, will host the-

meeting &t the Greenbrier in White
Sulpnur Spgrings. Ur. Anne Campbell,
vesraska cnief and current Council
presicgent, w: i1l presrde- she will pass

the gavel to the incoming presroent at
tme annual bangquet on Tuesday evening.
Highlignts of the meeting will
incluce keynote speeches . Jy The
Jennings Randolph, Senator
from = west ' Virginiz, . geverly
National- Teacher of the Year, talks Dby
w0 ex-chief state school officers, &ano
= reception nostec Dby west Virginia
Sovernor and #rs. John O. Rockefeller
Iv, at their summer hcme.
wThese are important times for
wcation, " Or. Cempoell recently wrote
f nThe positions taken oy the
ncil on major issues in the coming
vill ‘be basec on the ciscussicns
celiperations that teke place 'in
mmittes meetings ana during the tusi-
sz sessrons If these pc<1t10ns are
zruly represent the Council, your
tengance cﬂO partrcrpatlon is v1tal
The activities

C) cr (D
M O 20
m o
[}

0
Q

morning when the goard meets. Committee
‘meetings also begin tren. Or. Truby
~ill nest  ™sest virginia -Night" -0on
Ssturcay evening.

Tre first cgenersl session will De

morning, featuring the
2CCress Dy Senator  Rancolpn. The
reception at tne Governor's
scnecuiec fcr Suncay afternocn,

relc  Suncey

fol lowed

lk\l‘c ; . i
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will begin Saturday -

nome 1is

first business session Sunday
evening. . , . : .
Two business sessions are planned

for Monoay. Or. Francis Keppel, harvard
University and tne Aspen Group, will
adcress the membership in the morning as
oart of the report of the Committee on
Coorcinating Ecucational Information anc
Resesrcn. , .

Dr. Dan Taylor, Assistant Secretary
for Vocational ano Adult Education,
Cepartment of Ecucation, will
remarks in the afternoon as part of the
report of the Committee on, Education,
Training, ana Employment.

Ms. . Bimes will speak at the Mcncay

luncheon

Distinguished Service Awaros will be
presentec to Presicent Lyndcn Johnson
(posthumously) anc Harcld Howe II, vice
president of the Foro Foundation, at the
Monday evening b,n:uet NI ﬂu"e will
speak at the bangeet. '

John Pittencer, -
£fducation from
attorney, will
Tuesgay morning on the ccnt1nu1nc role
of ths courts in goucztion &s a part of
the report of Lne Committee con Legisla-
tion.

‘ former Secretary of
Pennsylvania &ng  an

Campbell, Bimes on panel

Council President Anne Campbéﬁl
Nebraska commissioner, and Beverly Eimes,
Naticral Teacher of the Year, have/ been
named to the aovisory panel for a/stUOy
of acacemic problems of ﬁmerrc:n hign

schools.

Tne two-year study is being: conduct-
g€C Dy tne Carnegle rouﬂcqtlcn for the
sovencement of Teaching.

- !

- make-

_aooress tne aQroup on.

o
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CONGRESS APPROVES EMERGENCY FUNDING {
MEASURE '

Shortly after the beginning of the -

new fiscal year, Congress passed and the
Presicent® signed an emergency funoing
measure wnich will &llow feceral pro-
grams to continue until December 15.

‘The Dctcwer 1 continuing resclution was

necessary because action on the regular
appropriations bills, including
egucation, has not been completed. The
delay came as =z rTesult of a oispute
oetween House and Senate conferees over
language restricting the use of feceral
monay to funo abortions for poor women.

. The continuing resolution  funds
feceral education programs at . the
House-passed fiscal 1981 appropriation
figures or the fiscal 1980 levels, which-
ever is lower. Most educaticn programs
wnich are aovance funded, will not be
affected, however, because they are oper-
ating on funds &appropriatec- in FY &0.
Congress expects "to finish all fiscal
1981 zpgropriation bills when it returns
after the Noveroer election. )

/

STHFF -PREPARING RECOMMENUATIONS ON

LAU .

Council staff 1s in the process of
writing up the recommenoaticns. on tne
proposes LAU  regulations . that were
generated at’ an Octooer 3 meeting of
state-basec organizations (NGA, NCSL,
NASbE, ECS and CCSSG). . Jonn Davis,
chief in Vviroiniz, was Jjoined by Steve
sauls, . representing kalph Turlington,
and Bill Pierce, John Martin anu Susan

‘Hennessy as .the CCS50 representatives ut

tne working session ~on the thira.
Individuals representing the other four
state oased organizations also partici-
pated. A " joint -statement representing
the views of NGA, NCSL, NASEE and CCSSO
was sent to the Ecucation Department on
Oct. 20, the deacline for comments. The
statement will oe sent to memders Gf
Congress as well..

i

LSEESTOS PRCPOSED RULES PUBLISHED

- 0N September i7, 1580, tne
Cepertment of Eoucaticn  (EC) a&anc .thne.
Environmentai: Protection Agency (EPA)
puolisheo . proposed rules aimeg . at

icentifying - anc “controlling hazarcous
-asbestos materizls in schools.

EC, in

.compromise, _
- September 18 and the Senate on Septemder
2D,

.. improvement

cooperation with the Council, sent each
SEA enough copies of the proposed rule
to give to each .LEA in 'the state.
Distribution of the proposed regulations.
will satisfy much of the dissemination
requirement for SEAs under the regula- -

tion implementing P. L. 96-270, the
Asbrstos School Hazard Detection and
Conitrol Act of 1980. P. L. 96-270

* authorizes a grant program for detection

and -a loan progran . for. containment or
removal of asbestos in school buildings.
Although no funds have been appropriated
to carry out this activity, SEA's have
responsibilities under the Act. The
Council has called together a work group
which will meet in Washinglon on October -
29 to oraft the Council's comments on the

‘regulations issuea by ED as well as EPA.

HIGHER‘EDUCATION'EILL GOES TO
PRESIOENT v '
After & long session. on Tuesday,

September 16, House-Senate .conferees
egreed to trim a&dditional funcs from
H.R.” 5192, the Education Amendments of

.1980, which reauthorize programs in the

Higher Ecucation Act of 1965. The new
which passed the House on

shaves same $1.5 billion off the
original conference agreement. . _—
Autnorization levels on eleven
programs were -lowered oy the conferees,
but most of the.savings came from Title

" IV, HEA, which authorizes stuoent assis-

tance programs.

CCSSO, NIE schedule
dissemination forum

Issues in dissemination/schopl
of particular significance
to chiefs that have surfaced in recent
major studies will be the focus ¢f a
November 12 meeting in Washington.
Cosponsoreg by the Council and the
vational Institute of Eoucation, the
meeting will bte tne first. step in
formulating the agendas for. the series
of recional meetings for chiefs anag
tneir dissemination people next spring.
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Voc Ed reauthorization position b2ing developed
The Ad Hoc Committee on Robert D. Benton; Iowa Super- do Asst. Commissioner for
reauthorization of the Vo- intendent, Howard #. Casmey, ' Management Services, Donna
cational Education Act met Minnesota Cowmissioner,Verne Gold, Washington Federal
for the first.time Sept. 3-5 A. Duncan, Oregon Superin- Liaison Representative,
in Denver, CO in the Educa- tendent, Franklin B. Walter, Arnold Loomis, acting Direc-
tion Commission of the States' Ohio Superintendent, #avis tor of Vocational Education,
offices. , ‘Kelly, Iowa Chief, Federal Mlchlgan State Dept. and
Recommendaticns for re- Programs Section, Elizabeth Dudley Flood, North Carclina
authorization which will be Schmitt, Connecticut Bureau Asst. Superintendent for

made to the CCSSO membership
and Board at the Annual Meet-
ing in November were dis-
cussed. :
The Ad Hoc Committee 1s

united in their agreement

" t vocational education
®wograms are vital to reach-
ing the national goal of hav-
ing a trained productive work
_force that is representative
of all parts of the popula-
tion. However, the members of

the Ad Hoc Committee were al--

so coricerned about enhancing
the primary role of the state
’ vyocational education poli-
making. '
rollowing discussions and:
Council committe€s' input,
a comprenhensive position
statement on the reauthoriza-
tion of the Vocational Edu-
-~ation act will be developed.
Afrer input and discussion
by all chiefs at the annual
meeting, the Ad Hoc Commlttee
will forward, by Jan. 1, 1981,
its proposal on-vocational
aducaticn to Congress and
other interested parties.
apoointed by President
+ .obell, the group was to
‘represent various committees
and interests of the Council.
dembers include: Anne Camp-
Zommissioner,

Py

cy

hﬁll; dJebraska

ERIC
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Chief for Vocatiénal~Plan—
ning,

Ec. Stelnbrecher C:lora-

Human Relations and Student
Affairs.

Survey results to determine agendas

A survey instrument, de-
signed to produce signifi-
cant information about’ dis-
semination/school improve-
ment functions in state de-
partments of education, has
been mailed to all chief.—
state school officers.

The survey is the only
data gathering activity of
the Council's two-year dis-
semlnatlon management pro-

ents of the Education’ Com-—

mission of "the States distin-

quished. service awards.

e Mary Wiermanski, CCSSO di-
rector of program communica-
tions, resigned effective Se
19. She is returning to Mich
gan to sarve as axecutive as
sistant to the president of

al Institute of Education.
The results, along with in--——"
formation from—otKer  recent,
studies, will be. a key ‘fac-
" tor in_planning-the agendeas
for a series of regional
——meetifigs’ for chiefs and dis-
semination specialists dur-
ing the second year of the
project.
Completed surveys are
due at the Council on or

ject, funded by the Nation- before Oct. 24.

of Chief interest__
e california Superintendent Jonn W. - Porter.

Wilson C. Riles has been

chosen as one of five recipi- e W.E. Campbell, 64, former

Virginia Superintendent of
Public Instruction, died at
his home in late August of
a heart attack. Gov Mills
Godwin named him the 1l5th. .
pt. head of the State Depart-
i- ment of Education.in 1975.
- Dr. Campbell retired in
1979 after serving public

Eastiern HMichlgan tniversity aducation for 41 vears.

® Reminder: ov. 3 is th: -dexdline for notifying the Council
of state ~andidates for the National Teacher of rhe Year
Srocran.  otebooks are due Mov. 4.

2

s

2?



Yol. 2, No. 9

September, 1980

Workshops offered for policy-makers

The CCS50 CETA/Education
Project, in conjunction with
the National Gowvernors Asso-—
ciation CETA/Education Con-
sortium, is planning several
workshops tc assist. state
level education and manpower
policy makers in CETA/Educa-
zion coordination and coop-
erative .agreements.

The two and one-nhalf day
regional workshops are sched-

- .
of Chief mierest
e Former Rhode Island Com-

‘missioner Tom 3chmidt has
accepted the position of
wvice president of Partners
of the Americas in Washing-
ton, D;C._effective Sept. 1.

e Shiricy McCune, former
direcror of ‘the CCSSO Re-
sourte Center on Sex Equity,
flas been appointecd Deputy
Assistant Secretary for E-
gual Educational Opporgfunity
orograms. :

e Caroline Gonzalez, who
. served as an intern at CCS550
in 1979, has been named to
receive an AASA Worth Mc-
Clure scholarship. Each vyear
AASA awards four $1,500
scholarships to persons work-
ing on doctoral deqiees who
have'demonét:aced aducacion-
al le2adership and who are
-onsiderad .potential super-

Sntendents.

ERIC
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uled for Denver, CO, Roch-
ester, NY, St. Paul, MN,
Nashville, TN, New (v-leans,
LA: and San Jose, CA. A final
national conference is scine-
/gulea for Baltimore, MD.

The CC3S0O preoject which
began in April, 1980 is _
responsible for four studies:
examinling the mix and match
of federal requirements and
their impact on CETA/Educa-
tion state planning, a state

plan’ review, minimum compe -
tency testing and a resource
gquide for limited English pro-
ficient populations. These
papers will be used as work-
ing documents at the region-
al workzhops. ) '

_ Firm dates have not been
established, but additional

information will be sent t&

all chief state school offi-
cers as soon as it is availil-
able. : -

IEL sponsors advanced

-policy seminars

The Council of Chief State
School Officers is coopera-
ting with four other national
organizations in a seriles of
‘four programs on educational
policy at the national level.

The Institute for Educa--~
tional Leadership's ({(IEL)
Advanced Policy Semilnar Se-
ries 1s designed for indivi-
duals at the state and local
levels who have a basic Know-
ledge about the Washington
education_scene.'

The seminars scheduled are:

e Federal Planning, Budget-~
ing and the ippropriations
Cycle, Sept. 22-23. '

e The Education Department's
Contracts and Awards Crycle,

Nov. 17-13.
e Requlation Develorm ..t and
Audit 305 10 I

Procoss o the Derart-

;213

ment of =ducation, Dec. 8-9.-

e, Emerging Educational Issues
in the 1980's. Dates to be
announced.

3essions will bhe conducted
in wWashington, D.C. Registra-
rion 1s 3275 per Seminar. For
more information contact: Bob

Miller, IEL, lOOl Connecticut
Avenue, N.W., Suite 310, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20036 or call

202/676~5940. The other co-
operating organizations in-
clude the Committee for Full
Funding of Educational Pro-
grams, the National Associa-
tion of State Boards of Edu-
zation, the National Associa-
tion of Administrators of
State and Federal Education
Programs and the National
Conference of 3tate Leglisla-
cures.



International education opportumtles avallable to

SEA personnel

The Department of Educa-
tion offers several inter-
national prxograms for 198.
under the Fulbright-Hays
Act that are of particular
interest to state education
agencies (SEA).

Sunmer Seminars Abroad - As
in the past year, it is ex-

. pected that there will be
preference given to state
education agency social stud-
ies supervisors and curricu-
lum specialists -for certain
summer semiﬁaxs abroad. Last
year, such seminars were of-
fered in the Peoples' Repub-
lic of China, Israel, Italy
and India. The 1981 summer
seminars have not yet .been
announced, but probably will
be similar.

Group Projects Abroad -
Groups may include combina-
tions of SEA and university

Intercultural Understanding tion 603 applizations which — —

(Section 603) - Grants for pro- will be due after Jan. 1, 1981.
jects involving dissemination, " For more information and
teacher training or developing application packages, write
materials in international/ _ to:. Office of Internaticnal
global education. .. Education, Education Depart-
Deadlines are expected to ment, 7th & D Streets, S.W.,

be around Nov. 1 except Sec- Washington, D.C. 20202.

’Dlssemmatton study group formed

Five chiefs have agreed recommendations for the
to serve as members of the Council to consider making
study group for the Council's to the Department of Educa-
dissemination management pro- tion on dissemination pro-
ject. The group will function grams underway and develop-
as an ad hoc committee of-“the  ing in the Departmert.
Committee on Coordinating '
Educational Information and Members of the study
Research. group are: Fred Burke, New
The study group w111 ad- Jersey, chair; Don Roberts,
- vise Council staff members Arkansas; Harold Raynolds,
in the two-year project's _Maine; Robert Scanlon,
activities. They will also Pennsylvanla, and Lynn Si-

dinect_thevdeyﬁlopmentﬁof __Tmonsh_Wyomlng.

. personnel, teachers, etc.,
or. SEA consortia, for train-
ing and/or development of
international education ma-
terials in a foreign country,
primarily non-western.

Foreign Curriculuwa Consuitants
SEAs may apply to recéive a -
consultant “rom a foreign coun-
try on a cost- shallng baSlS

for a school year. -

ammﬁywmml of Chief State School Officers,

. 379 Hall of the States, 400 North Capitol St., N.W., Washingron,
0.C. 20001, 202/624-7702.

Editor: Mary Wiermanski Executive Director: Wilkiam F. Plerce

mmlncammuwm"mmaum
. and ; of jon in the 50 states
and weven extrastate wrisdictions. :
1t is the poticy of CCSSO not mdigcrimimuoudnbm

dna.:du.velip‘w,“ | origin, sex or icap and to
comoly with the prowaions of federal iscrimination Laws. The
Councl of Chief SUte 5chool Officers i1 an oqual opportunity

NASBE seeks new executlve director

The National Assoc1atlon and contacts in education
of State Boards of Education and government. Resumes,
is recruiting applicants for references and brief state-
an executive director of the ments on the "Future Role
organization to succeed Wes of State Boards" should be
Apker. Applicants should have sent by Sept. 30 to NASBE
management and budget experi- Search Committee, 225 North
cnce, communication skills wWashington Street, Rome, NY

' 13440. ‘

N ) . " - . Nonprofit
& i : Organization
. : U.S. Postage
: PAID
Washington, D.C.
Permit No. 1817
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irterview

In the last five years, despite such
catastrophes for education in California
as Proposition 13, there has been a net
increase in the number of public rela-
tions officers in that state's school
systems. In the past, schocl districts
would close the PR office if a bond
jssue failed. Now, they realize that
they must "get serious about school PR,"
according to John Wherry, executive
director of the National Schcol Public
Relations Association (NSPRA).

‘In an interview with EQ, Wherry pointed
to the need for a “two-way communication
1ink between the public and school

relations efforts must be professionally
managed if they are to meet public expec-
tations, although he concedes that in
smaller districts superintendents qmust
often do the job themselves. In recent’
years, NSPRA has been beseiged with
requests to help set up local programs.
Why? "Budget cuts produce severe >
problems" that make it "more important

to stay in touch with ‘the public.”

PR offices.in school districts can actu-
ally help children, according to Wherry.
Research by Dean Bowles (University

of Wisconsin) shows a direct link between
-good school ‘communication PR programs
and student achievement. Wherry points
to the importance of "eliminating little
aggravating problems in the area of
parent attitudes; often, nothing happens
_to deal with irritants and complaints

at the building level. We need to help

* the students understand that their

parents feel school is important, to

- smooth relations between parents and

students on the one hand and between
parents and school employees (including
custodians, nurses, secretaries, and
counselors) on the other." NSPRA has
designed workshops to help building-level
staff smooth relationships there and
produce a positive attitude that can
foster better student achievement.

7

»

" Gfficials." In Wherry's view; public =

NSPQ ‘s 1,500 members have a great

variety of interactions with federally
supported dissemination networks. Wherry’
acknowledges "pretty extensive contact
with the National Diffusion Network";

some NSPRA members in Texas recently set
up a system for that state modeled after
the NON to validate and disseminate

schooli communication programs. Wherry
hopes to persuade the NDN to broaden its
base'bkyond instruction and business
practices ‘and include validated PR
prograﬂs. , \
This spring, NSPRA will launch "Newsline,"
which will use a national computer

~—network|to-provide-subscribers-with-a-.——moe e

twice daily, five days a week.electronic
news service. Subscribers will be able

to use a system of topics and keywords

to retrieve news and feature information.
Wherry says that there will be "no need

to outguess the indexer," nor will the
service 'contribute to information over-
load; we'yant to enable users to retrieve
needed information logically and quickly."

NSPRA has\44 chapters and seven regional
vice presidents. Regional face-to-face
meetings form one part of its internal
communication 'system, and Update Memo,
circulated to chapter presidents, board
members, state coordinators, and commit-
tee chairpersons, is another, while Para-
graphs, a fonthly newsletter, goes to all
members. The Washington office maintains
a 24-hour hotline for messages and
requests. ﬂhrough this service, educa-
tors can tap a computerized talent bank

of NSPRA member expertise on survey
techniques,:television spots, news media .
relations, and audiovisual presentations.
A Mini-Tip File offers printed informa-
tion as part, of ‘NSPRA's "sharing climate."

NSPRA's annupl seminar attracts between
400 and 500 members. This year, it will
be held in Phoenix on July 13-16. The
focus is "PR|Professionalism: Taking
Hold of the FAuture."
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Funds for school improvement come from , resources
various sources--usually from federal :
- programs, but.37 states use state funds. - . L
2 NIE funds are used by 37 statés and-— ————It's-not hot.off _the press,.but its time
" National. Diffusioms Network: funds by 30. - = has. come-again: Grants Consolidation, a
“Nearlyall states use ESEA Title IV-C)- . collection of papers voicing issues and
“-and: manys:-use’ special: education and Title- =~ concerns om & topic of current concern;
i.I5 fundse, However; féw states report . . . . $4.50, prepaid, from Institute: for Educa-
"7 separate: budget's-faw school - improvement ™ <"+ tional Leadership, Suite 310-F, 1001
! progranses. Easily:the: most: i mportant: -,
“rresource: hass beem thet NIE: capacity~
. building, effort,. but: the:Regional. SR
*,Exchange: projects have- alsa: proveds- = = .-

; . Connectizut. Avenue. NW, Washington. DC S
5 20036....The more- than 100 tightly-packed'
'~ pages in-Technical Assistance in Educa-- -
. tional Settings, edited by Richard

. CTifford and gascal Trohanis, may help

those who must plam,. provide, ur evaluate.
technical assistance to. schools;. it may- .
‘also:bes useful” to. educators who-must
““consider the use of- technical assistance -

.- prowided by external consultants; $10.95 .
;.. order # NC-80:901, Ohio State University

.- Press,. 2070 Nell Avenue, Columbus OH

- 43210....Those dissatisfied:with the. oo
;+ quantity-or quality of current inservice.
should: turm to-Teachér-Centered Inservice -
g Education:’ Planning and Products, by

._ e R g g .Robert Luke; this 72-page handbook

" Just’ becatses their staff.is small,: it] % ‘discusses. planning,. needs. assessment,

o would® be & mistakes toovertook: thex <program desigm, individualization, -

£ Counci ¥ for: Amextcare Peivater Educatio
.2 (CAPEY "or: the Nationali Associations. fo
.= Biltingu aT-Educatiom (NABEY: i’ you- hawes
3 o for+ their membersac

!

accordingctas.suryey respondents.. -
S e :liaw VLN o Lo Yo
2 & FulY reportlwtT I het-avaiTable this,
“summers from: thes Dfsseminat fon- Management:
~ Project;’ CCSSU; Suite: 379}, 400" N. Capitol
i Street,: Washington-DC.. 20001, - " wx v
N L se e N l";';;‘?-‘:) . .

% Mt

At KA

~ .

:adapting: materials,. locating and. ordering: . -

“new resources, .and deciding who does 7

“what when; $6.95, from: National Educatiom.:

:Assactation Order Dept:,. Academic . . - .|

ZBuilding,.West Haven CT 06516....The = ="

- National- Audio-Visual Association (NAVA),

. elementary and: secondary- education.” - ‘publishes The A-V Connection ($33), a-

- organizations: thatserves: as:the- focal: . biannual guide to. federal funds for audio- |
point for private educatiom im Washingtom... ~visual users. Purchasers receive a com-

-_CAPE represents: alT. denominations: except:~ plimentary one-year subscription to

“* Fundamental ist>Christiar schools. - cApPE.: .. -  Actionfacts, an AV funding newsletter

C e - te e T e

" CAPE-fs a-caalitiom of 1% private-

%" pubTishes’ QutTook: ($Z. by subscripti onde. ..
To. date, it.has had 1ittle communicatiom

with the vartous.dissemination systems,:

" except for the National Diffusion. Netw_ork-..l

Contact’ CAPE<at 1625 Eye: Street NW,

Washington' DC: 200063, 202/659-0016.  + -

NABE opened. its Washington headquarters
in late 1980 - Its 3,000 members (member-
ship:: $35 per-year). include. elementary

teachers,. parents,.and:college facultye.. -

It fosters communicatiom and dissemina--
oo tiom abo‘ut;‘:'nesea_rc}r,. methods,. and--.v.."
. materials: tm bitingual/bicultural™ -
" . educationz’. NABE- has: 29: state: affiliates.

- " and: 10 speciak-interest:groups.. . Its. . e

.'_;pubh'shea five times a year that supple-

ments and updates the guide; request’ the
free catalog of publications and products
from NAVA, 3150 Spring Street, Fairfax

VA 22031....How to match nonpublic, non-
profit school children's needs with avail- -
able programs; how to work with-LEAs,

SEAs, and federal officials; how to use

‘a roster of programs--all that and more

may be found in the 72 pages of How to
Service Students with Federal Education.

. Program Benefits; free from the Office

.. -of NonpubJic Education, U.S..Department .
..of Education, FOB 6, 400 Maryland Avenue
" SW, Washington DC 20202....Script: '

rogram. | echniques Handbook, a z43-page- _
. report compiled im 1978 by the Arizona
Department of Education and the Arizona.
"-School Public Relations Association
.. (ERIC document ED 158 428), may help you.

.5 - annuak meeting: (this year in. Boston). is

“* held; im Tate Maye< NABE: News: appears: -.%;

~'fiye times a’ yearsy therNABE Journal, -
three times. Contact NABE at Room 405,
1201 Sixteenth Street NW, Washingtom DC ..

20036; 202/833-4271.
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. mortheastrx
77 ImJdanuary, the-Research and Development.
2+ .7 Exchange (RDx), which-is  funded.by"the -
o - National. Institute: of’ Educatiom; added: R
" the- Northeast Regional.Exchange. (10T MilT-
~Roads; Chel msford: M. 018245. 617/256-398%) - '
Srate creates awareress.oft promisingt-educa-:
tionak practices: and’ exchiange: resources-
and-information among .thesstates. off>- - = <.
Connecticut, Maine, Massachuss®ts,. New ... -
Hampshires New-York, Rhode: Isiandy-and.-.
Vermonts:s Eike thesseven:exchanges: at
7 regianals educati onal:. Taboratoriesy. the: ,
74T newe R wiTPEITR ‘@ducatorss-ine its: regionss -
.. witle R&D resources: across: the: natione.. = ° - ..
Governed:. by a. 15~-member: board. represent-. . .

. ing’ practitfonérsrim: thes:New England™ .« "yl
statesy and: News Yarks. 1 tsi first: chair-.
*parson: sy Commissioner: Mark: Shedd: of**s:
Connecti cuty Annes.Brody of: Westchester.
'BOCES- i'svice-chairperson,. and Richard

Laeimis, Tnterim executive directora = & -
With thes newsNortheast. R, the ROx system - .
. reaches into» alk: Smxi;'gati.s: forr the. fiest™ -

S el ** Tt e
> I they face of¥ chrangings: social and. RN L
. . tional events, elementary- and- secondary - -
~ <. ' schodls try to: adapt.to new.ideas, . - .-
-7 7o . materfals,. and-techgologies. that. may- be’ -
" useful. im their-daily-operations.. Since
. the 1960s, & broad: research domaim has.
% . investigated: knowledge utilization,. K
g " iphovatiom, and: arganizational.change-in.
" . contemporary U.S.: schools. - Later this.
. year, Sage Publications (Beverly Hills
~ CA) will release Improving Schools:
. Using What We Know,. edited by Roif Lehming
and Michael Kane. The contributors are
. . Ernest.House,. Matthew Miles, Sam Sieber,
Michael Fullam, Karen Seashore Louis, -
.. and: PauT.Berman..., Papers. im this-volume
‘WilT-also-emerge’ via thes ERIG systeme... .~

AR

e e T AN e R AR
FulYans examines. thesrotei-in ther changet ~ -
process: of: teachers, principals, district
specialtsts,.and- superintendentss. . He: -+ -
‘indfcates: that: teacher- involvement: i~ -~
Zinpitiating change polfcies-tends to He '

im classroom management, curriculum, and
instruction, while comprehensive changes
. originate elsewhere. Principals may
. be- the most critical, persons in knowl edge

Z‘ED, Voiume 6, Number 4, May/June 1981

.. tors.as degree of Tikeness. between ajent . |
‘and’ client,. team versus individual - s
- cpproaches, and personal qualities.
‘also reviews what is known about agent -
. initiative,. intensity of interaction, and
‘ types and mixes: of expertise. - : .

: Virtually-all state education agencies oo
" provide information. to- educators and the - "o
- general: public,. but. only/26- coordinate: :
=311~ SEA. information activities through a =

utiiization, but their involvement is
1ikely to. be low--although they also say
that they would like to play a bigger
part. in program improvement. -

'Seashoref. Louis discusses the role of out-

siders in thc change process and assesses
the- effect: on their impact of such fac-

She

Berman afghes?thvat educational 'change is.

complex organizational processes, and

. that its outcomes are strongly time- and ‘
‘context-dependent. - In his view, research: -~ .
shouTd: abandon. its attempts to formulate ...
- universal generalizations about how: BT
_schools change, at least for the time
beinge.. : - . C C :

/ . T

central: office. This is one finding

activity conducted by the Council of
Chief ‘State Officers under a grant from
the National Institute of Education.

- b

Suwéy resp;)ndents indicated that about

31.5 percent of their time is spent on
;" wspread” activities and less than 20 prr-

cent or "implementation.” SEAs appear to
focus more- on providing information and i
assizcing in its use than on coordination
and ‘implementation services. Only seven

- . states have an approved State Board

policy for dissemination, while 18 have -

.established administrative procedures,

and 20 show a "dissemination unit" on
the SEA organization chart.

""A11 but four SEAs have_undergone some

type of reorganization since 1970. and

- 28 have reorganized in the last two years.
. .Ten created a dissemination unit.as a

result of reorganization. Thirty-nine

_states include information services as

part: of their school-- improvement unit. -

. Twenty-eight states have intermediate

service units; 21 of-that number provide
dissemination services. Staff on the
school improvement units range-from 1 to
34, with an average of 6.2 per state
across 43 states. ’

o,
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REGION'S STUDENTS " The Laboratory is again opening its doors to students
SERVING INTERNSHIPS from the Region’s universities. Between june 1 and
AT AEL . November 30, at least eight doctoral candidates will

. serve six- to eight-week internships with AEL programs.

Twa intern programs will be operating during the next six months. Both are designed to provide students
an.opportunity to explore careers in educational research and development. One is especially for women
and minorities and is a separately funded National Institute of Education (NIE) program. The other is

‘being offered by AEL’s Educational Services Office.

Four students will participate in the NIE program. Ivén Banks will serve an internship in AEL's Career
Development and Lifelong Learning program. Banks is a doctoral candidate and teaching associate in

‘the Department of Curriculum and Instruction at the University of Kentucky. He has been a high school
teacher, a.curriculum specialist, and a drug counselor. He has worked with the Department of Corrections

in Washington, D. C., and the Community Action Against Drug Addiction Program in Cleveland.

Martha Lintz is a doctoral candidate in educational administration and supervision at the University of -
Tennessee, Knoxville. Her intern placement is with the Regional Exchange program. She has worked
with the Tennessee Statewide Facilitator Project and is-a certified trainer in Learning to Read by Reading,
a program of the National Diffusion Network. ’
Anna McGuire-Lowe will be working with AEL’s Regional Services program. Lowe is a Ph.D. candidate
in educational foundations and research at Ohio State University. She alsois chief of the Office of
Urban Programs in the Ohio Departmant of Education. .
Theresa Okwumabua, a student in the Ph.D. program in expefimemal psychology at Memphis State '
University, will be working with the Childhood and Parenting Division. She serves as an undergraduate

and graduate student research supervisor at Memphis State.and has served as a consultant for the Memphis . -

Federal Corrections Institute in the design and operation of a group therapy program.

The ESO-funded intern program will have four placements. Three interns will be working with the i
Regional Exchange program. Catherine Hammond is a Ph.D. candidate at Florida State University.

Her educational background is'in elementary education and reading. She has teaching experience in
Florida and is a graduate intern in the Florida Department of Education. Michael Hoppe, a doctoral
student in higher and adult education at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, has a “diplom”’
in clinical psychology from the University -of Munich. He is a native of West Germany and a former
assistant director of the Salzburg (Austria) Seminar in Amcrican Studics. 8renda Rivenbark jsan Ed.D.
candidate at Duke University. She has been 4 i2acher, counselor, and county director of secondary
education. She currently is an instructor and consultant at james Sprunt Technical College in
Kenansville, North Carolina. Zelda Jean Holcomb will serve artinternship with the Regional Services
program. She is'a Ph.D. candidate in educational foundations and research’at Ohio State University.
She is currently a teaching assistant at OSU and has becn a graduate dssociate in the Office of Minority |

- Affairs at the University. :

A number of internships have been offered by Laboratory programs during the past five years. Thisis
the third year of competition in the NIE-funded program. Individual ALL programs offer intern experi-
cnces when possible. More information about internship programs ai the Laboratory Ss available from
Dr.-Mabel Lee, internship coordinator, Appalachia Educational Laboratory, P.O. Box 1348, Charleston,
WV 25325. ' . .

B
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Abstracts of papers presented at the first annual conference last June are now being published through
the Rx Bulletin, a publication of AEL’s Regional Exchange. People interested in receiving those abstracts
‘may contact Carolyn Davis, editor, Rx Bulletin, Appalachia Educational Laboratory, P. O. Box 1348,
Charleston, WV 25325, :

START-UP DATE ' o The Laboratory hé's submitted proposals to the

, APPROACHING FOR National Institute of Education for three new areas
NEW AREAS OF WORK _ . of work identified through the 1980 regional needs
A assessment.

The proposals call for AEL to begin on June l-programmatic research and development efforts in life-
long learning, school-family relations, and basic skills. The Laboratory proposes to phase out its current
ch1}dhoo1dgggd parenting work by the end of 1982, Work on the Career Decision-Making program will end
early in . Co .

In addition, as part of AEL'’s long-term agreement with,NIE, an interim site review of the Laboratory was

conducted in early April. ‘Participating in the NIE review were Scarvia Anderson, Educational Testing

SKerwce;' Robert McClure, National Education Association; and Bénjamin Zimmerman, University of
ansas. , : -

A full-s_c>ale NIE site evaluation is schedl'.lled"t'o be conducted during the spring and summer of 1982.

REPORT PROFILES . o - Areport that profiles dissemination management in

DISSEMINATION PROGRAMS .- - the 11 states served by AEL's Regional Exchange (Rx)

IN 11 STATES ‘ "~ hasbeen compiled by Rx staff and made available
) to state departments of-education. .

" The document extrapolates the information from the results of the Council of Chief State School
" Officers’ nationwide Dissemination Management Project, funded by the National Institute of Education.

" Sandra Orletsky, assistant director of AEL’s Educational Services Office, said the report summarizes

. the data from the 11 states and, in some cases, compares the results with those found in the national

~ survey. State department personnel can see how their state compares to'others in the Region, as well
as the nation. R A ' ' '

“The document shows where our 11 states-are in the development of their dissemination program’s
srganization and operation,” Orletsky explained.. “And since the Regional Exchange encourages
collaboration, state personnel can use the document as a resource for finding nearby states that may
be able to share valuable dissemination do's and don’ts.” ; o '

The CC55S0 survey, conducted in the fall of 1980, asked state department staff for information about
six areas of their dissemination or school improvement programs to determine the influerices that have
been significant to their development: The Council’s project will resuit in a set of recommendations to
- the Department of Education concerning federal support for continued progress of the state dissemina-
tion efforts. o . . : :

Copies of the report, D}'s'serh'inat/'on Management in AEL-Rx States, are available from the Distribution
Center, Appalachia E:ducational Laboratory, P.O. Box 1348, Charleston, WV 25325.

'REPORT DO:_CU_MENTS o L A.75-page report documenting client use and.-program
'USE OF AEL / o . “impact of AEL’s Regional Exchange and Regional
- SERVICE PROGRAM ~ |

Services programs has been published.

The document, An Initial Description of Client:Use and Program Impact, is the FY 80 formative evalua-
tion report for the two programs. It describes the three-year evaluation plan adopted in 1980 and _
contains information about how each of AEL’svariety of services has been used by clients in their own
dissemination and school improvement efforts.” T S " N :

<
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DISSEMINATION MANAGEMENT IN AEL-Rx STATES: SELECTED DATA
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o

. ‘ FOREWORD

Dissemination for school improvement activities in state
departments of education have made significant advancements
during the last 12 years. They have developed to the point
that in mpst states they are having a dramatic influence on
br1ng1ng about change in ‘classroom and administrative programs
in schools and 1n state departments of education. ,

The community of individuals who have in the past and
are now influencing the development of those programs exhibit
a wide variety of backgrounds and skills. They are generally
effective and innovative change agents who work closely to-
gether and systematically share ideas ‘and information.

The dissemination management project, funded by the
National Institute of Education to the Council of Chief
State School Officers, has as its main purpose studying
the present organlzatlon and operation of dissemination/
school improvement programs in state departments of education
and determining what influences have been most significance
in developing that organization and operation. The outcome
of the project will be set of recommendations from chief state
school officers to the Department of Education concerning what
federal support is needed so that continued progress can be
made in the development of those programs. !

4

The dissemination survey on which this report is based
is an activity of the CCSSO project. It was conducted in
the fall of 198C; all S50 states and three of the six extra-
state jurisdictions responded. ‘

It should be noted that the survey was not intended to be
a definitive analysis of SEA dissemination programs. It was
an informal study, providing chiefs and their key staff members .
with the opportunlty to indicate, from their points of view,
what kinds of dissemina’ ~n/school improvement conf1gurat10ns
exist in SEAs. People in a variety of jobs participated in
completing the survey; it is, therefore, a reflection of pro-
gram functions as SEA adm1n15trators at several levels see

- themn. : :

AEL staff members are to commended for the excellent
summary of the survey data they have prepared for educators
" in the southeast. We hope that this information will provide
‘readers with insight into SEA activities that we believe are
contributing significantly to the improvement of education.

Patrick Martin, Director

Dissemination Management Project -

P i Council of Chief State School Officers
Washington, DC
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The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) released the
results of a nationwide survey as part of its Dissemination Management
Project on March 13, 1981. This paber presents a summary of that report
with specific attention paid to information from the.11 states served by
AEL's Regional Exchange (RX) Program. A1l of the data reported here were
furnished by officials of the SEAs during the summer of 1980 in response
to a six-part survey instrument designed by staff of the CCSSO. The six
parts were: |
Definitions of Dissemination
Policies and Procedures
Relationship
Organization and Operation

Funding for Dissemination
:;  Assistance from Other Projects and Services

TMMoOoO O 0>

In order to help the reader compare the 11-s£ate analysis provided
here with the original report of the CCSSO, we wi]]vpresént our
.discuésion-in the order used ‘originally. The tables and figures
presented in thié summary have been éspecia]jy prepared to i]luétraté
data from fhe 11 states served by AEL-Rx and,ljn some.caseé, to cdmpare
these responses to Hationa] data. A letter-number code is included in
parenthesis in the fff]e_of each tab]elor figufé. ~This code refers back
to the questions as'origina11y formu]ated.ﬁn the CCSsO Survey.'

One note.oh terminology: In addition to the 50'states, Guam?
American Somoa, the Commonweé]tﬁ of PuertoJRico, the Paéific.Trust.J
Territories, the Northern'Mariahas“and the Virgiﬁ'Is1ands wére polled.

For the sake of convenience, all respondents are termed “states" in the

discussion which follows. The maximum N for ény item, therefore, is 56.-

[



A. Definition of Dissemination . . / '

Of the 56 states polled, 44\}hdicated that tHe dissemination unit of
the SEA provided school clients with assistance at a]] fbur‘leve]s of
dissemination: spread, exchange, choice, and implementation. In the
AEL-Rx service region, seven of the states sﬁétéd that they worked at all
four levels (see Figure 1). Alabama, Georgia, Pennsylvania and Ténnessee

‘report that they do not. However, when asked to statethe percentage of
activities occurking'gt each of the four levéls% Alabama indicated.§ome
activity at each ofjthe four 1e§eis,.as did Pennsylvania. Only fwo
states--Georgia and Tennessee--indic;fed that the state dissemination

' ynit activitfés did not encompass all four areas. Georgia is not engaged
in'spfead or impiementation activities and Tennessee is not‘engaged in
imb]ementation activities. o

Question A-3 asked the reapondent to indicate which of sevef@]_'
statements best’described the %égg(\iijftionslofvthé dissemination unit.

The respbndent could indicate multiple ﬁé;&t Statementsﬁ" Table 1 shows
the fesponses ﬁatjona]#} aﬁd by states Sérved by AEL-Rx. It is
interesting to note that.none df the specific five functions is perférmed

by dissemination units in all of the States. Furthermore, in only 25
states is dissemination cobrdinated.by a,&éntralioffice..

Parenthetically, we. note that Virginia did not fespond to choice D,

éithough they'fndicate that 10% of'theif unit's act%vities are devoted to

"implementation." | , — . e
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A, Provide information through publi- |
cations and other printed and i Ll Lalx e fxpopx] o [rpxp 4
audiovisual materials
B, Provide information to teachers,
adninistrators, and others, includ-| 48 XKLX (XX X)X XXt XXt 4
“ing the general public ’ .
9. P?Qy%de 1nf9rmaF%on anq genera!‘ o AEITIRIEEE: Y 1 !
assistance in using that material |
l A%hl?t schools to install new % il vl by . ol 1]
programs ' , | \ | |
E. Coordinate SEA dissemination func- ’ | . | ! ‘X h ol 1 ’ !
tions through a central office '
.
Nf~
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| Table 1 S
o 24 , Functions of SEA Dissemination Units, National

Total and Regional Totals (A-3)
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B. Policies and Procedures
Section B of the questionnaire began by asking if there is an

“approved state board policy cdvering the dissemination function in the

SEA. Of the 56 respondents, only seven indicated that theré was such a
state board poii;y, 'Of these seven Florida was the only state from the
AEL-Rx region.

Buiiding.on this question, question B-2 asked if .particular programs,
projects, or services had been significant in the deve]opmeat of that
board pd]icy. For all Rx states except Florida, one would have,expected
empty cei]s in this part of the questionnaire. However, Kentucky cited
an NIE dissemination capacity building grant, a statewide task force, and
an internal task force of the SEA as’ Significant, and West Virginia cited
an unidentified "other“ (as did F]orida) as significant in development of
the state board poiicyQ |

SEAs were asked if a written administrative procedure of the SEA

detailed how disséminationhwouid be’carried out. On this question, 18
SEAs indicated "Yes"; 33 indicated "No" aad five>SEAs did not respond.
Figure é shows -the distribution among the 11 Rx states. Kentucky, South
Carolina, and West Vitginia indicated that sucH.a procedure does exist.

The héxt question asked if the administrative procédure indicates
where the dissemination function is to be located with-the SEA
organization.

Again, the reported data appear contradictory, in view of the

‘previous question. CF the three responding "Yes"™ to the existence of the

Q

procedure; all indicated that the procedurei&ées state where the
disseminatiqn“is to be Tocated within the SEA. In .addition, Florida

answered "Yes", pfesumabiy because the state board policy indicates the
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¢« . dissemination function's location. However, Tennessee also respornded
"Yes" to this question, although théy answered’"No“ to Question.3 (Is:

"there a procedure?). iFigure 3 disp]ays the se data pict

The next question (B=5)" asked if there DXisted any 1egisiati
mandating the‘SEA'foiperforq a dissemination function. Eleven states'
nationwide answered "Yes", including West Virginia.:_Four states did not

: respond to this question and all the rest (N = 41) answered "No."

when asked to describe other key factors which led to deve lopment of

the dissemination poiicy and procedure in the 5EA 26 respondents »

Q-

:”indicated that the question was‘“not app1icab1e and four declined to

'

| respond.: Responses_from Rx states are'shown in Table 2. ° It is

¥

=

e interestinggto“observeiihat\both Georgia and Pennsylvania cited "federai
pprograms“ as key factors leading to the deveiopment of SEA policies and
| procedures"whiie Ohio indicated "SEA commitment.ﬁ _éouth Carolina
indicated an unspeCified “other."» It is unclear from the'report whether
F]orida S response was not counted by CCSSO staff or whether there was no

response.‘

v ~ ‘The last.question in Sectiom B of the original questionnaire was

PR
2

) ’specu]ative in nature. Respondents were asked to identify maJor factors

which they fe]t would lead to future development of dissemination
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-one._A count of .all resbondenxSTdejﬁgiesmthﬁme]]OWingi /

were more frequently cited than all other specific'categ6}ies. But

again, this question was speculative in nature.

organization and activities.

-

Again, respondents could indica;évmﬁfé'thaﬁ‘

te

ek e

N o 7

-/ i

Staff-

Institutionalization-
Technology-

Success of IV-C-

Cost Effectiveness-

Other (1nc1ude state- specific)-

Federal Funding- Y7 dinc1ud1ng Alabama, South Carolina)

State Funding- 17 (including A1abama, Kentucky, /South Carolina) R
SEA Commitment- 16 (including Alabama, North Carolina, Ohio, South Caro11na)
SEA/LEA Need- 11 {(including West Virginia) / /

SBOE/Legis. Handate/Po11cy- 10 (including South Carolinay "Tennessee) : .

8 (including Alabama, Kentucky, South Carolina)
6 (no Rx states cited th1s) -

4 (including Pennsylvania) :

3 (no Rx stai-~:® s

3 §no Rx states) /-

13 (including F1orzgé’ Georgia, and Pennsylvania)

’
——

KR

.it is interesting that federal and §fate funding and SEA ‘commitment

Il
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Figure 2

States in Regijon Which Have.a Written SEA Administrative
Procedure on Dissemination (B-3)




Pennsylvania

Figure-3

‘States in Region With Administrative Procedure Indicating Where
Dissemination Function is Located Within SEA Organization
: - (B-4)
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c. dﬁeiationships

This §ection_of the‘questionnaire sought ianrmation about the
'reiationship'of Various components of the state educatioﬁ,system and
_ dissemination. iRe5ponseS to each of ‘the ihree questions in fhis section
are tabulated. ’

Question 1 asked if, iﬁ the opinion of thé respondent, thére‘is a
general uﬁderstanding;in'the SEA of the concept of dissemination,
"especially as it applies to the state dissemination program. Tab]e 3
presents the responses, by total number of respondents, an&'by Rx member
states. (N =iNo; S = Somewhat; Y = Yes). Of the possible groups; most
respondents fe]tfthét'State Boaﬁdﬁof Education members render the concept -
of dissemination somewhat or not at all. Among Rx states of-.all the
categorigs;.oniy state board members were‘réted'"No", and ﬁhen only in

_ Alabama, Kentucky,;Pennsyivania,;SOUth Carolina, and Tennessee.

The second qUe;tion'ésked to what extent (S = Stroné; M = Moderate; W.
= Weék; N = None) does @he dissemination function share common purpose -~
with a number of other units of the'SEA. ‘The responses are shown in
Table 4;\ With the exception bf North Caro]iné which did not answer this
question, Rx member stété§ ;eported p;imaniiy "Strong" or "Moderate" -for
most agencies. The only "None" responses were from Georgia (with
computer/statistical services); South Cafo]iné.(hith bilingual/migrant -
education and p1anning/évq1uati0n)§ and West Virginia (with
bi1ingua1/migrant). |
| Fin§1iy, using the same response code, respondents rated the degree
of coordination of dissemination activities betweén the dissemination

unit and several units of the SEA and other agencics external to the

SEA. The .responses are displayed in Table 5.
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Nationally, more respondents cited strong coordination between the
SEA d1ssem1nat1on unit and Title 1v-C and labs and: centers than for any
other category of agency. Within the Rx reg1on, th1s pattern also

=emerged Six étates cited a "Strong" degree of coordination with labs

and-centers and four c1ted “Strong" for. Title IV-C. (North-Caro1ina‘and.»

V1rg1n1a did not respond to th1s quest1on )' Four states also responded

"Strong" for the State Library. « -

A
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National -~ ____ AEL- Rx,Re ion
| Yes | Mo [Somewhat | AL [ FL | GA L KY | NC IOH | PAI'SC | TN | VA | W
State Board of Educat ion . . .
aenbers 10“‘ 17 2 |n|s { I | y {s{nj|n | n s |y
Chief State School 1y | 1 | o
| officer - 35 20 I s sy lyly vty 5, s1s |y
. Deputylchfefs 33 2 6 {s sy |s|ylyl[s|s|[s|s]Y
Division/department , - | ' | . -
Heads 27 | - : Bopsiylr|s y Yol s s s Ls |y
Othef'professibnal e . |
ctaff 21 5 B s hs Yy s yps sy ssy.
K ¢ - . Rt : i ;J
Other (*AEL-Rx Region) P B B IO | S et e O Y
y=yes  nEno. s = soneshat
i(ther: ABL-R Region
~(eorgia: fntermcdiaté Agency staff, local school systen central office staff \
Ohio: Clerical support
South Cavolina: Designated school district reﬁreéentativeg o
@»
Table 3 | \ |
Understanqu of D1ssem1nat1on Concepts by Members of Education A
Estabhshment by Nation and Regwn (C]) U7
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National

+

*Other:  AEL-Rx Region

Ohio: Energy assistance, guidance and testing, CEO, inservice education

Extént to Which Dissemination Unit Shares Comon Purposes Hith
 Selected Other Programs/Services in the SEA (C-2)

041
ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

s=strong  m=noderate W= weak 0= none

Table 4

kY
*

S AEL-Rx Region
Strong|Modertel Weak | None | AL | FL | GA | KY | NC | OH | PA | SC | TN | VA
ESEA Title IV C ol o8| 0 Ulm|syn|s| |s{s|n|s|n
ESEA Title T 6 |20 2| T m|w|wlw s{mtw|n|n
| Special education a1 9 { WS m s s mpm
Vocational education 1512 ll‘m 1 n s v mlsimn|s|mn
Gifted/talented education [ 20 | 20 | T 3w nwls sfwim|s m:
Bll;ngpal/mlgrant ol Ll os Lol lwle é NN
education ‘ : ‘ 1
General curriculum Wl 9] 2 m|n|n]|s nw | w s |
Planning/evaluation g a8 4 1 wels | st o |m|s|{njn|n
Compgter/statlstlcal s w2 lwlwlal:" s {wlv|wln
services | g st '
| Other (AEL-Rx Region) | 1| L] 0| 0 BREE

- L



. National | AEL—Rx Region ° ,
. Strong Moderte] Weak .None AL FL L GA | KY [ NC | OH [ PA | SC[TN|VA
[ABS & CENTERS - | 22 | 12 51 S5 |s|m|njs S {w s |s
ESEA Title IV C w (| 3| e ls s s [wln |
ESEA Title I~ - o [ 16 | 18 | 1 {m|w|w]|w Wolw |
Special education | 18] B w'.' S | mo|w EEREEERE
Vocationél education B | 19 ] 16 BERLRERER Wolw oW
| Gifted/talen;ed education' 9 | 16| 18 2 lw |m WS m|w | W {n
| Bilingual/migrant ed. '. 51 4|2 S {m |w ([w]|n Wolw|n ¥
General education -~ | 11 | 19 | 11 | 3 | mmfnys W ’
‘Planning/evaluatidn 9 | 1 [ 3 IFRE S, woln|m
Computer/statistical sves.p 5 R N EEREREREE o [ v |w |0
| 10 in the state B B T T I R Wl
State Library - g S snngs BEACRERE
Other state agencies . | . 31 T % 8 | w | plm | e | v
(olleges and universities Y 6 {m|w |n|m| EERERE
Professional cd. orgs. 5' 20 | 13 Syim{nin|n]| Wl W | n
Other (*AEL-Rx Region) 7 4 200 | : s | {wh

¢

s=stong - memoderate  w=weak 0= none

! £

*Other: AEL-Rx‘Region

Ohio: Inservice education

South Carolina: . State legislature, Office of the Attorney General, Offi;e of the Governor

e

Table 5

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

l ~ Degree of Coordination of Disseni nation Activities Between the 9 4 N
)

EI{ICS | Disseminat'ipon Unit and Other Programs/Servicesjn SEA (C-3)
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D. Organizatioa and..Operaticn

| This sectfon of the questionnaire was the most ﬁengthy and the most
detailed. 'whtle data were collected about size of dissemination unit
staff, titles of the respons1b1e person, etc., this: summary w111 report
only the 1nformat1on of an "issue" related nature. That is, we will
continue to focus on the relationship between the d1ssem1nat1on un1t‘and
other ”agencies" of the state's education system. |

Respondents were asked if dissemination activities were regularly
planned to further SEA priorities. Five respondents to the!questfonnaire
did not respond to this question (inc]uding Virginia). Of the remaining
51, seven responded negatively, including only Tennessee among the
Rx-member states. A]i other Rx states were among the 44 responding in
" the affirmative.

Table 6 shows Rx states responses to'the question Which of the
f0110w1ng act1v1t1es/programs are adm1n1strat1ve1y a part of the
‘dissemination unit? As the table shows, Ohio and West V1rg1n1a place a11
the act1v1t1es/programs under the adm1n1strat1on of the d1ssem1nat1on
unit. The other states place some of the programs w1th1n the
djssemination unit. The more 1nterest1ng question of why some programs
are ineluded and others notfis not asked by the questionnaire.

The nekt several questions‘asked about the.relationship between the
dissemination unit’ and intermediate service agencies. .First, the'number
‘of states w1th intermediate service agenc1es (ISA) was . determined. Among
alﬁgrespondents, 28 have ISAs, 23 do not, and f1ve did not{respond.
Figure 4 displays graph1ca11y the responses for Rx-member states.

¢ Table 7 prov1des information about the major funct1ons of ISAs in

those Rx states which have them. Table 8 identifies the adm1n1strat1ve
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unit under which the ISA falls in each of the states and Table 9 shows
some of the dissemination services provided by ISAs. Fina]ly,\Tab]e 10
shows the degﬁee to whi;h ISA diséeminafion services are coordinated
by/through the SEA dissemination unit.

Amdng Rx states, only North Carolina has established ISAs asfpart of
the SEA. In thelfour other Rx states which have ISAs, they are the
result of LEA cooperation. As one would expect, fherefore, only in.North_
Carolina is there a High degree of coordination of thé ISA's
dissemination functiqn_by or through the SEA.

The questionnaire next addressed the existence and makeup of internal
advisory committees forFQissemination. ‘?igure 5 shows that four Rx stats
have .such advisory committees, as do 21 other states. The members of the
advisory'commipteés represent a wide variety of backgrounds. Kentucky
draws ité‘meﬁbership ffom Title I staff, Title IV-C staff, special
éducation,'vocationa] education and thé generél instruction staff.
Pennsylvania includes staff from Title I, vocational education;
instnuction,.planning/evaluation administration, equity groups and others.

The next group of questions asked about access to an information
service, such as ERIC. Only four states in the nation do not provide
teachers, admihistrators and others in education access'to an information
csystem. A1l AEL-Rx states except Pennsylvania provide access to such a
system which is 1ocated‘in-the SEA. In Pennsylvdnia, two possibilities
exist. Educators have access to a system outside of, but controlled by,
the SEA and they have access to an outside agency which providés servide;
on contract to the SEA. Similarly, in Vi?ginia,‘ﬁhe service is located
outside of, but is controlled by the SEA. A

The next series>of questions asked about the use of linkers and their

support. Respondents were asked how a client in a school gets access to
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the information resource center. A1l Rx states except North Carolina,
-0Ohio,.and Virginia responded that the client may méke a direct request to
. theTSEA information center. In addition, field-based 1{nkers operate in
A]abama; Florida, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and West Virginié. Several Rx
states——inc]udfng A]abama,,North'Caroling, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and-
West Virginia--also provide access through SEA Tlinkers outside the
}nformation center.. South.Caro]ina lTinkers are based at LEAs;“. |

In the Rx states, the field-based linkers are housed in LEAé in
'_ Alabama and South Carolina; in “ISAs in North Carolina and Pennsy]vaﬁia;
at teacher centers in Florida and Tennessee; and at regional SEA offices
in West Virginia. '

As Figure 6 indicates, ohly Pennsylvania, among thele sfates,
supports field-based linkers with state funds. Indeed, only 12 states
natiqnwide support linkers with state fuﬁds. Figure 7 shows the states
which use flow-through federal funds to éupport fié]d-baﬁéd Tinkers.
Only Ndrth Carolina in the AEL~RX service region supportézits Tinkers
with flow-through federal funds.

| Finally, one queétion in this section of the questionnaire asked jf
stéte va]idatiqn is prerequisite to submission for national validation.
Nationally, 18 states make state vé]idation a prerequisite; 32 do not; 4
states did not respond; and two.states (including Georgia) answered £ha£
the question was not applicable. As Figﬁre 8 shows, in AEL-Rx's
service region, only F]orida,_South Carolina, and. West Virginia have

established state validation as a prerequisite to national validation.



| Programs/Services Which are Adninistratively Part

ERic!

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

of the SEA Dissemination U

nit.(D-B)

A

| SRR o Lo | m | s || w L
[nformation servlices (ERIC, etc.) X X | X X X X X X | 'X
Public information X X X X ,X j. X | X
National Diffusion Network X | X | | X X X
| Validlation of state programs - X X X
Computer/statistical ;ervices X X X - X
 Support services X X X X | X X X‘ X
Other 'xl X x '
s
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Figuf‘e‘4 , _
States in the Region'Which.Have_ Intermediate Service Units (ISU)

s
“
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Degree of Coord1nat1on of Dissemination Sefv1ces Delivered by
ISUs with SEA Dissemination Unit (D-10)

253

AL | FL | GA | KY { NC | OH [ PA | SC | TN | VA | wv
Media Services X X X
Special Education svcs. X X X X X
Computer/statistical svcs| X X X X
Testing services X X X X
Purchasing/payroll svcs. X X X
Curriculum services X X X X
Dissemination services X X X
Other B . X
Not applicable X X - X X X X
o Table 7 _ :
Major Functions of ISUs (D-7)
Branches of the SEA X
LEA coops. governed by X X X X
LEA-established boards '
Independent units
County-governed units
Other } : . ;
Not applicable ‘ X1 X | X X X | X
Table 8
Adm1n1strat1ve Re]at10nsh1p Between ISUs and Other Education Agencies (D—8)
Facilitator services (NDN) e X X
Responds to .requests for X X
information (ERIC, etc.)
Model program ident./ X X X Cx
state validation asst. y
Technical asst. in adop-
. . X X X X
tion/adaption of new progsj
Not applicable X | X X X 1ox X X
Table 9
Dissemination Serv1ces Provided by Intermediate Service Un1ts (D-9)
Much : ‘ . X
Somewhat ; X . X
Little ‘ i X B
None o X
Not applicable . X X - X X X X
Table 10
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AEL-Rx Region

Figure 5

SEA Dissemination Units with Internal
Advisory Committees (D-11)

. Yes

.[:] No
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E. Funding for Dissemination ' - o '

Table 11 shows the sources. of fund1ng for dtssem1nat1on in the AEL Rx
states. On the‘tab]e, "u" represents sources of funds that are used in
any way. "t" represents "transferred", indicating that funds from this
source are transferred to the budget of a central dissemination unit.

Table 12 displays responses both nationally and by AEL‘states, to the
quest1on Will there be a major change in dissemination services within
the next year caused by a decrease or increase in funds. Among.AEL-Rx
states, only West V1rg1n1a ant1c1pates an increase caused by fund1ng
Five states--A]auama, hjor1da, Kentucky, South Caro11na, and Tennessee
anticipate a decrease, whi1e‘Georgia, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania
ant1c1pate no change |

Bu11d1ng on a “"decrease" response in the previous question, states
-were “asked if such a decrease wou]d be caused by the end of the five-year
NI E-funded dissemination capacity building program. Figure 9.
pictorially shows the"response: 17 states indicated'that the question
was “not app]icab1e " of the remainder, 19 qnddic=ted that the decrease
in serv1ce would not be caused by a cessation of NIE state capacity
building program funds. Sixteen states answered affirmatively, 1nc1ud1ng
F1or1da, Georg1a, and South Carolina. |

Tab]e 13 shows some poss1b1e causes for the prOJected decreasc it

-wou]d‘appear that for Alabama and Kentucky the loss of state funds w111
re%u]t in decreased services, but for North Carolina and Tennessee, it is
. the reductt%n of federal monies which will cause a decline in services.
Thus, five of, the states in AEL's service ‘region will suffer a reduction

of d1ssem1nat1on services because of reductions in federal funds.
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Ahong those states anticipating a decrease, 22, including all AEL-Rx
states except Ohio, Virginia, and West Virgihia; indicgtgd‘that services

to specific client groups will be reduced. These réductioﬁs will include:

AL FLIGA| KY | NC| OH| PA| SC| TN| VA Wy
Staff of SEA % aR2a V1 /vy
School Administration v S/
Teachers . v , Vv A1/
Higher Education | v/ 7
N/A *
v Vv AR

Ta51e 14 shows spécific areas in which decreases will occur. Not
surprisingly, “staffing" is the most frequently mentioned area of

decrease.




ol e |l o RS W

State funds u u uo|ou | Uy u |/t ’ u
ESEA Title TV C funds U] g | v ou ot U Wt
ESEA Title T funds u u fu u u u
Special education funds | v u o u u U
°Vocatfoﬂaleducation funds] u u. u u U u/t
NIE funds ut | uft u u u|ou |t

NN funds ut | ouft u u | u . U U
Infornation resource

U

center funds

Other sources

Not applicable X

u=used to= transferred

Table 11

%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Sources of Funding for Dissemination in AEL Regior (£-1)
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- National| - | AEL-Rx Region
Total | AL | FL [ GA ['KY | NC | OH { PA |'SC | TN | VA
Increase | 8
Decrease 20 1 X | X X ," KR
No Change | .18 . X N X
ot Applicable e || ol oy
No Response . 4
- ’ ,/'/ '@
("\ ,, ', R
‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁ, o , )

- Table 12

”States'Anticipatinq a Major Change in Nissemination Services
| Caused by a Chanae in Funds (E-2) -

3
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F. Assistance -from Other Projects and Services

Two queétions asked respondents to rate the dégree to which other .
projects and services have been useful in helping séﬁie dissemination
programs develop. Téb]e 15 indicates the degree to which.the'respondent"
has received services. Tabie 16 indicates which prbject or activity ha§
been most significant in incréasing the SEA's abi]%ty fo develop a
disseminétion/schoo] fmprovement pfogram. '

Most respondents in the states as a whole ‘and in the region felt that.

" the NIE state capacity bQdeing grants and the Regional Exchange project§

had_been_useful in assisting states in the development of the -
dissemination func;ion. Renondents were less poéitiVE about assistance
rendered by TAB, NDN, and consultants from other\éfates.

When asked which of several projects or acfivities had been most
significant in increasinﬁyfhe SEAfs'ability to develop a
dissemination/school improvement program, respondents menfioned "capacity
building" most frequently. Frequently mentioned were the NDN and

Regional Exchanges.
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The following people participated in completing the dissemination

survey in your region:

Alabama
Meade Guy:

. Jackie Walsh

rlorida

Mike Kuhn .
Carey Ferrell and staff

Joe Mills and staff =
Marshall Frinks and staff

Georgia )
Jess Elliott

»Kentuckz" A
Raymend Barber

Clyde Caudill
- Shirley Williamson
Melissa Briscoe

‘North Carolina
Henry Helms a

" Qhio

Margaret Mauter
Russell Knight
Gordon Behm

Pennsziﬁania -
Robert Scanlon .
JoAnn Weinberger

Keith Yackee

”Sduth-Carolina
'Al Evans -

Joseph Pate
Garlin Hicks
James . Buckner
Gregory Morrison
Carolyn Knight

Tennessee

" George Malo

Jari.es Cannon
Charles Moffett

~ Susan Hudson
- Barbara Oakley

Bill Aiken

‘Bill Penny

Virginia =
R.. L. Boyer

West Virginia
Roy Truby
James Gladwell
Elnora Pepper ’

‘James .Dickson

John McClure

Patrick Martin, Director ' . T

Dissemination Management Project
‘ : ' ‘ ’ i
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