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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A new appraisal of higher education has begun. During the last 18 months, 

more than half "of the nation's colleges and universities are heeding calls for 

reform from four blue-ribbon panels" (Evangelauf, 1986). Institutions of higher 

education reportedly are heeding recommendations focusing on student assess

ment, basic curricula, methods of teaching and learning, and teacher education. 

Even before the publication of the most recent higher education reform 

reports by the Carnegie Forum and the Holmes Group, the slings and arrows of 

reform were pitched at higher education, through teacher education programs. In 

Texas, House Bill 72 instructs the State Board of Education to provide for the 

certification of persons who are not graduates of teacher education programs. 

The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) recommends not only that the 

preservice teacher education curriculum be made more rigorous and grounded in 

the liberal arts, but that state education agencies for higher education take an 

active role in effecting change. And the Holmes Group, a consortium of pres

tigious research universities throughout the country, provides a model of 

interorganizational linkage as they propose to share their research and liberal 

arts resources instead of using colleges of education as the locus for preservice 

training. Within this context of higher education reform, universities and their 

colleges or departments of education are examining and reconsidering their own 

structures, their curricula, and their graduates. 

The current reform movement encompasses a complex mix of political, 

educational, societal, and economic environments. Moreover, though considering 

reforms that may be costly, postsecondary institutions are dealing with the 



symptoms of an "Age of Slowdown"-declining enrollments, demographic shifts, 

technological obsolescence, and other declining resources. 

So that educational institutions may achieve and share benefits within such 

a context, Goodlad (1985) advocates linking public school districts witji 

universities in "mutually^beneficial relationships," and Boyer (1985) suggests 

collaboration""the breaking out of old bureaucratic boxes""among decision

makers to address school improvement. In a telephone interview, a spokesman 

for the Texas Association of Secondary School Principals (TASSP) said, "we could 

do a lot of work ourselves, but together is a better way to get things done" 

(personal conversation with H. Massey, October, 1985.) Together may be a better 

way, but bringing these dissimilar institutions together as change agents poses a 

complex challenge. 

Statement of the Problem 

The change^process may_be ^escribed as consisting of three phases^or. 

subprocesses: mobilization, implementation, and institutionalization (Berman, 

1980). Mobilization is the process througlijwhich a sj^tem (here, the higher 

education system) prepares for a change. Observers believe it to be a non-se

quential, continuous, non-rationalprocess (Berman, 1980). Implementation is 

the process through which the system attempts to make a change, for example 

designing and giving a new test. Institutionalization is the process through 

which the system stabilizes the change. The change has created new behaviors, 

which now become routine behaviors for members of the system. 

Since 1983 in Texas, educational change has started in the hands of 

legislatures and blue-ribbon select committees, then has been passed on to the 

educators and state educational administrators for mobilization, implementation, 

and where appropriate, institutionalization. Such a process implies a traditional 



linear, top-down perspective of organizational process. Recent organizational 

research suggests that mobilization and the other subprocesses are not linear, 

sequential, or rational (Berman, 1980; Berman and McLaughlin, 1975). Rather, 

they are "highly political and conflictual" processes in which bureaucratic rather 

than educational considerations often weigh more heavily in the subprocesses 

(Berman, 1980, pp. 23, 25). 

The paradox and the problem, then, is to describe the process whereby the 

appropriate educational organizations attempt the mobilization (a non-rational, 

nonsequential process) of collaborative efforts to implement changes handed down 

from a legislative body (a traditional, tdp-down, rational process) within a highly 

political environment. Not surprisingly, the mobilization processes observed in 

this study are embedded within a larger process of mobilization as the higher 

education system prepares itself for legislatively-mandated change. 

Collaborations for Educational Reform 

Although the overall reform climate supports change, and the Texas legisla

ture mandates reform in the schools, change per se may not solve the problems 

of schools. And though advocates of reform and legislators may look to 

collaborations as strategies for some changes, the collaborations may not be so 

easily effected by mandate alone. 

First, the idea that "perceived problems-economic, political, bureaucratic, 

or educational-generate solutions in the form of the adoption of innovations" 

may be a simplistic one (Berman, 1980, p. 25). Educational institutions, including 

universities are "organized anarchies" possessing unspecific, fluid participation of 

key actors in decisionmaking processes (Berman, 1980; Berman and McLaughlin, 

1979; March and Olsen, 1976). The problem-solution-correction sequence implied 

by current mandates for reform does not exist in an organized anarchy. 



Solutions or innovations may, in fact, seek problems to justify their development. 

The literature shows a tendency to move away from a linear model in higher 

education (March and Olsen, 1976) and in other areas such as decision-making, 

to one less rational and linear (Chaffee, 1983; Van Meter and Scollay, 1985). 

Second, the literature of collaboration suggests the following constraints or 

problems with collaboration: 1) It may be .difficult to satisfy or reconcile goals 

of different institutions; 2) Institutions may encounter unanticipated costs of 

collaboration in terms of staff time and expeirses;^3) Little or no apparent 

incentive may exist to collaborate, e.g., credit is given to a group rather than to, 

individuals or organizations; 4) Time often is required to plan and develop the 

collaborations; and 5) Little of the existing literature gives details for initiating ^ 

such collaborations (Cates, 1983; Hord, 1986, Maeroff, 1984). Policy- and 

decision makers who are being exhorted, mandated, or forced to consider col

laboration, however, can find suggestions for action and further study in the 

literature of educational change. 

The literature of educational change spans a little more than two decades 

of research into efforts to improve schooling. This body of literature includes 

recent recommendations for initiating and developing school improvement efforts 

in general (Loucks-Horsley & Hergert, 1985; Marsh & Berman, 1984; Neale, 

Bailey, & Ross, 1981); moreover, it includes recent and important observations of 

collaborative arrangements as a specific improvement effort (Cates, 1981; Cates, 

1983; Cates, Hood, & McKibbin, 1981; Havelock, et al. 1982; King, 1986; McKibbin, 

1981; TDR Associates, 1981; Trubowitz, et al.. 1984). Among those, several have 

dealt with collaborations among universities, schools, and other institutions 

(Egbert and Kleunder, 1976; Havelock et al. 1982; TDR Associates, 1981; 

Trubowitz, et al.. 1984). 



But the literature offers relatively few developed, specific guidelines for 

resolving the constraints of collaborations (Havelock, et al.. 1982; McGeever, 

1986; Neale, Bailey, & Ross, 1981; NWREL, 1980; King, 1986). Researchers who 

have observed the phases of educational change, however, bring the following 

information that will be applied, in this study, to an observation of the forma

tion of a statewide collaborative effort and to the eventual production of a set 

of guidelines for similar efforts: 
> 

0 As a change effort, a collaboration passes through 
phases of development as do innovations; 
comparing them to the literature should provide 
valuable information for the development of 
guidelines 

0 The^pxQce_sses of de^veloping a collabQrjatiQn are 
irrational, non-sequential, dynamic, and highly 
polhical 

0 As mechanisms for change, collaborations should be 
examined_with a process orientation, r"ather than an 
outcome orientation 

0 The process of initiating and_develo£ing a 
collaboration_at a given site j i a y depend on certain 
contextual conditions —-»•»—-. . 

' 0 Research on mobilizing a collaboration, a 
seldom-studied process, may tell us much abojit 
the subseque.nt_processjes-implementing and 
institutionalizing the outcomes of a collaborative 
effort or the effort itself. Berman (1980) notes 
that methodology for researching a process is a 
"pull-type" causality in which the final effect 
(i.e., institutionalization) implies that a prior 
event (i.e., mobilization of a collaborative effort) 
has occurred. 

This study will examine the perceived relationship of certain contingencies, 

or conditions, to the process of mobilizing a collaborative arrangement at the 

state level among colleges and universities, the state education agencies, and 

other education agencies. Addressing these problems entails two primary 

concerns: 1) describing the mobilization process of a collaborative effort and 

. ^ 



2) examining the environmental conditions to describe both the rationale for and 

the problems of mobilizing collaborative arrangements in response to current 

reform. 

The first concern will be to describe the mobilization process as it occurs 

in a collaborative effort within the higher education system. The second will be 

to apply contingency ^ e o r y to the mobilization phase to examine conditions that 

may influence a collaborative effort among educators in colleges and universities, 

state education agencies, school districts, and other education agencies in 

response to the political environment. In this study, the collaborative arrange

ment was an advisory decision-making or planning group designed to respond to 

recent school reform and to facilitate close working relationships among the 

agencies involved. 

If they can isolate and perhaps understand the conditions that are related 

to the process of mobilizing a collaborative arrangement, policy- and decision

makers can do much toward facilitating development of such collaborations. 

Moreover, they can, when appropriate, ensure eventual institutionalization of 

selected outcomes from the collaboration. To that end this study has developed 

its framework of inquiry. 

Research Ouestions 

1. How does the facilitating agency of an advisory interorganizational 

collaboration mobilize? Does it go through non-linear sub-processes 

as the literature suggests? 

2. How does the facilitating agency of an advisory interorganizational 

collaboration respond to certain key contingencies, or conditions, to 

facilitate the mobilization of a collaboration in response to mandated 

change? What are the conditions, or contingencies, that are related to 



the subprocesses of the mobilization phase of a collaborative arrangement 

among institutions of higher education, the state education agencies, and 

local education agencies? 

What strategies does the facilitating agency seem to use as the 

collaboration moves through the subprocesses of mobilization? 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Since 1982, from The Padeia Proposal to A Nation at Risk to the 1985 

^^PO '̂t Improving Teacher Education: An Agenda for Higher Education and the 

Schools, recent reform literature has recommended that we all must address the 

"disturbing inadequacies in the way the educational process itself is often 

conducted" (Commission on Excellence, 1983, p. 18). That body of literature, 

which includes original reports of this reform movement (Adler, 1982; Boyer, 

1983; Education Commission of the States, 1984; Goodlad, 1984; Sizer, 1984; 

Southern Regional Education Board, 1985) and state legislation is significant 

historically; moreover, it calls attention to the people, strategies, and 

mechanisms necessary to accomplish planned educational change-one of which is 

the collaborative effort. 

Planned change "is a deliberate effort with a stated goal on the part of the 

change agent to create modification in the structure and process of the social 

system" (Zaltman & Duncan, 1979). A controlling thesis of this study is that a 

collaborative effort not only is a mechanism for change, it also is a process of 

change itself because, in systems language, it alters the state of the higher 

education system. The literature of educational change and of 

interorganizational arrangements, therefore, complete the body of literature for 

this study. 

A review of the reform literature shows it to be bifurcated between its 

implications for theory in interorganizational collaboration and its 

recommendations for the improvement of education and higher education through 

collaborative efforts between school and postsecondary educators. Much of the 
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recent reform literature (Adler, 1982; Boyer, 1983; Goodlad, 1984) evolves from 

earlier research in planned educational change and how change occurs (and is 

handled) in individual educational institutions (Goodlad, 1975; Goodlad & Klein, 

1970; Gross, 1971; Kent, 1979). Reviewed with the literature of educational 

innovation, the literature of reform then becomes a richer collection, containing 

implications for theory of interorganizational collaboration in higher education. 

The body of literature created by combining current reform literature with the 

literature of educational change provides the theoretical framework for this 

study. 

While suggesting implications for interorganizational theory, the body of 

reform literature also offers recommendations for collaboration in higher 

education, as well as warnings against the backlash of the reform (Finn, 1986; 

Lieberman, 1986; Toch, 1984). A review of general recommendations and 

mandates of the literature in light of the current political environment of reform 

provides the context of this study. Together, the framework of organizational 

theory in higher education and the recommendations of the reform literature for 

higher education suggest how the higher education system might facilitate 

collaborations to respond to reform. 

Theoretical Framework 

The body of reform literature calls attention not only to the objects of 

change-declining enrollments, ambiguous standards, inadequate curricula-but 

also to the process of managing planned change. Coupled with studies of 

educational change processes, the reform literature indicates directions toward 

the development of a research base about change as well as toward the initiation 

and facilitation of change. Within the literature on both educational change and 

educational innovation, several trends have been described (Berman, 1980; 
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Van Meter & Scollay, 1985): 

1. a movement toward a growing use of "limited 
rationality" in explaining the nature of change 
in educational institutions or systems; 

2. a movement toward a greater focus on process, 
rather than outcome in explaining how educational 
change is effected; 

3. a movement toward a greater focus on context as a 
contributor to the way in which the process of change 
unfolds in an educational institution or system; 

4. a movement toward the development of new 
conceptualizations of the educational change 
process. 

The above emerging trends form part of the framework of this investigation of 

cooperative projects used as a mechanism for change in higher education in 

Texas. 

Limited Rationality as an 
Explanation for Change 

Causal explanations of organizational behavior, including decisionmaking 

presume a rational approach. That is, a model of organizational behavior is 

derived from and related to organizational goals. Events occur in a sequential 

pattern. In rational decision-making, for example, a problem is identified, 

relevant information is collected, alternatives generated and explored, and the 

best choice (i.e., decision), made. 

Many of the investigators who proposed a rational model have observed that 

organizational dynamics are not always predicated on simple rationality, but on 

rationality colored by ambiguity, personal or organizational perception, or ritual. 

In making a decision, one may be operating more within ambiguity than with 

clear evidence (Cheng & McKinley, 1985; March & Olsen, 1976). Furthermore, in 

organizational dynamics, events or behaviors do not necessarily have cause-and-
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effect relationships. They may be based on the influence of numerous factors in 

the environment; and events or decisions do not occur necessarily in a linear 

sequence. 

Such organizational dynamics are described with the concept of bounded or 

limited rationality-rationality that is restricted by ambiguity, affected by certain 

factors of the environment, personal or organizational myth and ritual as much 

as by rationality (Baldridge & Deal, 1983; Cohen & March, 1974; Van Meter & 

Scollay, 1985; Weick, 1976; 1982). The language associated with ambiguity and 

limited rationality, or "bounded rationality" as conceptualized by Simon (1957; 

1979) has achieved some familiarity: "garbage can decision-making," "loose 

coupling," and "organized anarchy" have become generally recognized terms 

(Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972; Van Meter & Scollay, 1985). Furthermore, the 

literature of organizational theory contains agreement that both higher education 

institutions and schools have many characteristics of organized anarchies: they 

have numerous and often conflictual goals, a "people-processing" orientation with 

a diverse clientele, an uncertain technology (or way of accomplishing tasks), 

ritualistic behaviors in decision-making, a wide range of employees who often 

interact autonomously, consequent loose coupling among academic units and 

administrative units, and a reactiveness to the environment (Baldridge & Deal, 

1984; Chaffee, 1983; Cohen & March, 1974; Weick, 1976, 1982). Similar 

characteristics likewise have been observed in elementary and secondary schools 

(Berman & McLaughlin, 1979). 

But such theorists have also described educational institutions as having the 

characteristics of bureaucratic, collegial, political, and rational organizations 

(Chaffee, 1983; Cohen & March, 1974; Millett, 1968). What then, is the 

significance of using the concept of bounded rationality in the study of planned 
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change in educational institutions? A brief discussion of the traditional 

explanations of decision-making and change in institutions of higher education 

will underscore the significance this emerging trend holds for the facilitation of 

planned change. 

Models of Decision-making 

Organizational theorists generally use five models to explain decision

making, problem-solving, and change in higher education: the bureaucratic, 

collegial, organized anarchy, political, and rational models (Chaffee, 1983). All 

five comprise underlying features-values, options, and a premise-and change or 

outcome features- implementation, results, and feedback (Chaffee, 1983; March & 

Olsen, 1974) but each has different characteristics and implications. 

Nevertheless, the literature generally acknowledges that institutions of 

higher education demonstrate throughout their decision-making styles the salient 

characteristics of the bureaucratic, collegial, political, and rational models as 

well as an organized anarchy (Baldridge, 1971; Benveniste, 1985; Chaffee, 1983; 

Corson, 1976; March & Olsen, 1976; Millett, 1968;.Weick, 1976; 1982). The 

bureaucratic model, for example, with its orientation toward standard operational 

procedures and hierarchy offers an explanation for the routine administrative 

decision-making in central offices of schools and in specialized offices in 

institutions of higher education (i.e., assigning classroom teachers ancillary duties 

in schools or purchasing equipment in a university department). 

Among faculties, decisions concerning academic issues may follow the 

collegial model of consensus decision-making. The university has been described 

as operating in this mode when hiring colleagues, deciding on courses to offer, 

and deciding what types of tests to structure and how to design them. 

Practitioners and observers believe that many such issues, instead, lend 
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themselves to political decisionmaking. Likewise, between or among departments 

and units of a school or college, or between a school and the state agency, the 

political model, which emphasizes conflict resolution, offers explanation of 

decisions in which the different actors have different stakes in the resolution. 

Resolution is achieved through bargaining or negotiation. All such decisions 

made by schools and institutions of higher education may be considered 

political, particularly in the current environment of reform. 

In the rational model, goals, alternatives, consequences, and causal 

relationships between goals and choice are known by the decision makers. The 

rational model may explain budgeting or planning processes that deal with the 

allocation of funds or other resources within educational institutions; the 

political model most likely would describe the sharing of resource with an 

institution. 

A Unique Explanatory Model of Educational Change 

All of the models except organized anarchy share a similarity critical in the 

explanation of educational change. Examining the literature, one finds in all 

models except organized anarchy, language that presumes a rational, linear 

process wherein one choice leads to another or an identified problem generates 

solutions that are educational reforms. Descriptions of bureaucratic, collegial, 

political, and rational models indicate the following linear processes: 

0 First, identifying a "choice" or a decision to be made, 

o Next, searching among possible options (i.e., "search 
for possible solutions," "iterative and interactive 
development of alternatives," "alternatives determined 
by stakes," "proposed by actors," "no search outside 
the routine"), and 

0 Finally, selecting a solution ("simultaneous consideration, 
deliberation"; "explain, defend, receive new information, 
change their minds"; "coalition building, negotiation"; 
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"focus on procedure activation"). (Chaffee, 1983; Corson, 
1976; March & Olsen, 1976; Weick, 1982) 

In the literature of school innovation, however, few if any search behaviors 

appear in the adoption of innovations supported by federal monies (Berman, 1980; 

Berman & McLaughlin, 1975; McLaughlin & Elmore, 1982). Berman and 

McLaughlin (1975) found instead that many projects in their sample were 

invented only to take advantage of federal funds. Other studies in school 

innovation indicate that political and bureaucratic considerations supplant 

educational (i.e., rational) considerations in whether a change is chosen or 

implemented (Berman, 1980; Cates, 1983; Kent in Herriot & Gross, 1979). 

The organized anarchy model, then, seems to offer at least a partial 

explanation of educational change, because it presumes neither linear nor 

sequential process. Because it challenges the assumption that a problem may be 

identified and resolved through rational measures (i.e., reform), limited rationality 

offers an explanation for the difficulties with or failures of top-down or 

mandated change efforts. And therein lies the significance of the trend to 

consider limited rationality as a model for change in educational institutions. 

Significance of Limited Rationality 

The bureaucratic, collegial, political, and rational models of decision-making 

are similar in their attention to linear processes. Observers for the last decade, 

consequently, have described educational change in terms of such linear, 

sequential models. The literature of school change, however, shows less evidence 

of linearity in educational change and more agreement with the model of 

organized anarchy than the other models. The trend toward using limited 

rationality as an explanatory model has freed observers and practitioners from 

expecting linear, sequential processes or behaviors in educational change; they 
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can begin to see the process as dynamic with numerous possibilities as 

explanations of success or failure in effecting change. Subsequently, they will 

have more options for facilitating the change process. They are better able to 

recognize the complexity that allows characteristics of several models to coexist 

and are able to consider the possibility of new explanatory models, which may 

more closely reflect the real life of an educational institution. 

The trend toward using limited rationality as a model suggests that 

educational change is too complex to be explained by a simply rational model. 

Instead, educational institutions attempting change demonstrate, when 

appropriate, the characteristics of all five models, thereby creating a new 

conceptualization. Decision- or policy makers who seek to initiate planned 

change should keep in mind the concept of limited rationality, for it explains in 

part the change process. A new conceptualization, however, may be necessary to 

try to identify and explain the complexities of educational change. 

Increased Focus on Process of 
Change Rather than on Outcome 

During the 50s, 60s, and 70s observers of educational change assumed that 

innovative teaching or learning measures, like hard technologies could be 

identified, described, and replicated in innumerable classrooms (Berman, 1980; 

Kent, 1979; Loucks, Cox, et al.. 1982). Evaluators using experimental or 

quasi-experimental methods could measure which of the innovative practices were 

the most effective. This assumption that innovative teaching or learning 

techniques were "fixed and constant treatments" (Berman, 1980) operated at both 

the precollegiate and postsecondary levels, expanding the role of the agricultural 

extension agent into the linking agent who would guarantee that research-based 

information would be used in the classroom (Berman, 1980; Havelock, et al.. 
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1979). Models of school improvement assumed that educational change like 

agriculture, science, or medicine, was technology- dominant with the following 

characteristics: 

0 innovations could be replicated with fidelity 
from the top down, in classrooms 

0 innovations could be evaluated as fixed 
interventions 

0 rigid models could describe an the response of an 
educational institution to change. (Berman, 1980) 

Ultimately, federal programs of demonstration, evaluation, and dissemination were 

created and evaluated (Loucks, Cox et al.. 1982). 

Emphasis on the Process of Implementation 

Research in the seventies', which was undertaken as evaluation, began to 

suggest that assumption to be amiss: model programs or practices were 

implemented differently among classrooms; moreover, the innovative practice at 

one site changed over time (Berman, 1980; Berman & McLaughlin, 1975; 1979). 

Researchers found in many instances that innovative practices were never 

adopted or implemented. 

The process of implementation has since become a focus of study (Berman & 

McLaughlin, 1975; Berman & McLaughlin, 1979; Fullan, 1982; McLaughlin & 

Elmore, 1982, Neal & Gross, 1971; Miles, 1983). Using both the individual and 

the organization as units of analysis, researchers have investigated both 

individual implementation in the classroom and organizational implementation in 

the school. When the implementation process was recognized as being user 

dominant, researchers concentrated on how a practice was implemented in the 

classroom (Berman, 1980). Research in the mid-seventies' gave evidence of 

mutual adaptation between the practice and its organizational setting. That is, 



17 

though both the innovative practice and its setting adapted mutually, typically 

the innovation adapted more to its surrounding than vice versa (Baldridge, 1975; 

Berman & McLaughlin, 1979). Numerous case studies of the time documented 

that change failed to be effected at implementation (Loucks, Bauchner, Crandall, 

et_ai., 1982; Goodlad & Klein, 1970; Gross et al.. 1971). The importance of 

implementation in the change process was realized, and a vision of educational 

change as implementation-dominant has influenced research of the last decade. 

"Backward Extension" of Research from 
Implementation to Prior Processes 

The recognition of the importance of implementation is critical for better 

describing educational change; equally critical is the consequent research focus 

on process itself. Recent research on the implementation process has highlighted 

its complexity (Elmore, 1983; Fullan, 1982; McLaughlin & Elmore, 1982; Miles, 

1983). Two ideas from the research of Elmore (1983) and one from Corbett, 

Dawson, and Firestone (1984) are particularly relevant to this study. 

The first is Elmore's insight that the complexity of the implementation 

process necessitates new approaches to legislative control of the implementation 

of policy. According to Elmore, traditional control devices such as specific 

legislation, stringent regulations and procedures, closer monitoring of compliance 

increase complexity rather than control. That point may have implications for 

the political reform context of this study. 

The second point relevant to this study lies in one of Elmore's suggestions 

to reduce complexity. Placed in the context of this study, it has implications 

for researchers of change as well as policymakers and facilitators of change. 

To anticipate, identify, and manage complexity, Elmore suggests decision makers 

"map backwards" from the point of delivery (i.e., implementation) of the policy 
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to the point at which policy decisions are made (i.e., some process prior to 

implementation). For the purpose of this study, Elmore's concept of backward 

mapping suggests a backward extension of the investigation to the point at 

which the change process is begun-the process prior to implementation-

mobilization. 

Investigating the Mobilization of 
a Collaboration as a Change Effort 

The change process according to Berman (1980) "consists of three complex 

organizational subprocesses-mobilization, implementation, and 

institutionalization." A study of mobilization—how the change (i.e., collaborative 

arrangement) begins and how it moves toward implementation—may tell 

policymakers much about how to facilitate change in education. In Berman's 

(1980) systems terminology, mobilization is the process through which a system 

begins to prepare for a change in state. Berman's language describing 

mobilization will be used throughout this study for several reasons: 

1) to establish reliability among research terminology; 

2) to confirm the concept that planned change efforts 
are dynamic, rather than fixed or static (see 
"Limited Rationality as an Explanation of Change"); 

3) to establish that mobilization is neither a single 
event nor an individual decision, but an ongoing, 
non-linear subprocess within the process of change; and 

4) to confirm that mobilization is more a "political, 
conflictual" process than a rational, sequential one. 

Finally, the third point from recent research on implementation of planned 

change may add to the study of the process of mobilizing a collaborative effort. 

Corbett, Dawson, and Firestone (1984) found that some change efforts work and 

others do not apparently because contextual conditions of each institution 

"inevitably mingle" with the phases of the change process to produce different 



19 

results among schools. This study of the initiation of a reform-mandated change 

effor t- the collaboration-may be enhanced by investigating the relationship of 

contextual conditions to the process of mobilization. 

The shift from a technology-dominant model of change to a user-dominant 

model and the shift from the study of outcome to the study of process have 

been important to the study of educational change. They acknowledge the 

complexity of the change process and they create awareness of such variables as 

legislative control (Elmore, 1983), as well as of prior processes such as 

mobilization, and context (Baldridge, 1975; Berman, 1980; Corbett, Dawson, & 

Firestone, 1984). 

Increased Focus on Context 
of Educational Change 

One critical finding of the research on collaboration is this: "...not all 

collaborative relationships are the same, as a matter of fact, very little is 

understood about how to establish and maintain working collaborative 

relationships between formal organizations" (Hall & Hord, 1977). 

Many researchers of school improvement suggest that certain environmental 

conditions may interact to influence the shape and outcome of any innovation, be 

it a new program or a collaborative effort. Those conditions include 

1) availability of resources, 2) the availability and nature of incentives and 

disincentives for innovative behavior, 3) the nature of a school's organizational 

linkages, 4) existing school goals and priorities, 5) the nature and extent of 

faculty factions and tensions, 6) turnover in key administrative and faculty 

positions, 7) the nature of knowledge use and current instructional and 

administrative practices, and 8) the legacy of prior change projects (Berman, 

1980; Berman & McLaughlin, 1975; 1979; Corbett, Dawson, & Firestone, 1984; 
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Intriligator, 1979; Lindsay, Queeney, & Smutz, 1981; Marsh & Berman, 1984). 

Such environmental conditions likewise should influence the process of 

mobilizing a change effort such as the collaborative effort. Carolyn Cates (1983) 

used similar contextual variables (i.e., origin of collaboration, history of prior 

collaborations, resource availability, incentives and support for collaboration, 

degree of coupling among levels of individuals and organizations) to analyze 

seven interorganizational collaborative efforts. Among the organizations, Cates 

found both similarities and differences. That collaborations are different is no 

great surprise because they include different organizations, individuals, and 

contexts. But do organizations attempting to collaborate go through similar 

processes? And will different organizations with similar influences in their 

environments, namely legislated reform mandates, adapt similarly to the 

conditions in their environment similarly? And which conditions appear to be 

related to the responses among the collaborative efforts? 

Recent Educational Reform and Context 

From a state or political viewpoint, context or environment plays almost a 

tangible part in current efforts to improve schooling. Context is integral to the 

practitioner's perspective as well, for "effective change processes will require a 

careful mapping of the local change situation, including background factors and 

foreground factors," according to Marsh and Berman (1984, p. 15). Research in 

school improvement has called attention to the relationship of context or 

environment in educational change and finally suggested that the realization of a 

planned change depends largely on certain conditions of the local environment. 

The current reform as Marsh and Berman (1984) see it, focuses on "broad school 

changes covering personnel, organizational factors, attendance, accountability, 

and broad curricular and instructional changes" (p.l). Goodlad (1979; 1984) 
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likewise advocates involving the entire system of the school to mobilize a 

momentum for change. By considering its entire system, the collaboration is able 

to identify its needs for self-renewal while it becomes receptive to conditions 

beyond the system that can facilitate that mobilization process. And though the 

reform proposals and the ensuing efforts are so similar as to be easily 

categorized for discussion (see APPENDIX A), their effects in each state have 

been as diverse as their individual proposed forms and structures. 

In Arkansas, battles continue between teachers, legislators, and state 

administrators over the issue of testing teachers already in the classroom. In 

New Mexico, the legislature has intervened comparatively little because of a 

constitutional mechanism, the memorial, that restricts legislative intervention. 

Gideonse (1984) attributes such different responses to the climate, or 

environment, of reform in each state, "the meaning of a specific proposal cannot 

be fully appreciated apart from the context (emphasis added) of the specific 

state in which it emerged" (p. 207). 

Application of Contingency 
Theory to Educational Change 

The relationship of context to the formation, structure, and implementation 

of a collaborative arrangement is an important relationship that is not to be 

taken for granted (Berman, 1980; Cates, 1983; Cheng & McKinley, 1984; Drazin & 

Van de Ven, 1985). Berman (1980) suggests that too little educational research 

has examined the interaction of individual contextual variables with the change 

process. Other researchers advocate a more holistic systems approach over 

interaction research (Drazin & Van de Ven, 1985). The literature of 

organizational theory, brings contingency theory to bear on the study of 

educational change efforts and their contexts. Applying some concepts of 
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contingency theory to the mobilization of a collaborative effort may contribute 

to the understanding of the complex conditions and structural options available 

to the mobilization of interorganizational collaborations. Moreover, by apply

ing contingency theory, policy makers take a pragmatic situation-specific 

approach to theorizing and to applying theory to practice. 

Contingency theory has been applied to the study of educational institutions 

(Sanford, 1978) and to the training of leaders (Fiedler, 1962; 1972) and is 

applicable to this study. Refuting Frederick Taylor's theory of scientific 

management, contingency theory says "no best way" exists to organize. Effective 

organization is contingent on the interaction of certain variables with an 

organization in an "if-then" relationship: if certain conditions exist, then one 

organizes or operates following one set of tenets; when other conditions prevail, 

other operating principles may be followed (Cheng & McKinley, 1984; Galbraith, 

1973; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Sanford, 1978). According to the original 

industrial application of the theory, key variables or conditions include the 

organization's environment, technology, size, goals, and assessment (Fry & 

Slocum, 1984; Galbraith, 1973). 

In the opinion of some organizational observers, contingency theory has not 

fulfilled its promise as an explanatory model of organizational complexity and 

situational variation (Drazin, & Van de Ven, 1985; Renihan, 1985; Schoonhaven, 

1981; Tosi & Slocum, 1984). Perhaps the potential has not been realized because 

of its "apparent inability to resolve persistent theoretical and empirical problems" 

(Drazin & Van de Ven, 1985, p. 514). 

This study, therefore, will investigate the relationship of key variables 

endemic to the nature of change and interorganizational collaboration in a state 

higher education system in an effort to refine the theory (Angus, 1986). The 
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key variables or conditions are suggested by the literature of educational change 

and interorganizational theory, namely, context or environment, history, 

structure, operations, individuals, and organizational linkages (Cates, 1983). The 

question this study will ask is: How does the facilitating agency of an advisory 

interorganizational collaboration respond to certain key contingencies, or 

conditions, facilitate the mobilization of a collaborative change effort in response 

to mandated changes? The response to the research question may provide a new 

concept of a portion of the educational change process. 

Development of New Conceptualizations 
Of Change 

The face of American school reform today is not what it was during the 

reform movements of the seventies', and its clianges may be seen in the various 

educational improvement efforts of recent years. Matthew Miles (1978) has 

observed that the "language of educational reform in America has developed and 

shifted almost mercurially in the last twenty years." Herriott and Gross (1979) 

have chronicled numerous methods of effecting educational changes, some of 

which emphasized curricular revisions while others attempted to ensure the 

successful dissemination of educational research to practicing educators. The 

review of this study has traced the conceptualization of educational change as it 

moved from the concept of a technology-dominant process through a 

user-dominant process to an implementation-dominant process. During recent 

decades of educational reform, approaches to planned change generally have 

evolved from outcome-oriented, rational or linear, top-down models to 

process-oriented, dynamic, context-specific models (Berman, 1980; Loucks et al., 

1982; Van Meter & Scollay, 1985). 
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That improvement of educational practice has shifted is not surprising; such 

fluctuation demonstrates less that educational improvement is cyclical than it 

is related to what the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (1980) called 

the "dynamics of planned change." Zaltman and Duncan (1979) recall that as a 

given of such dynamics, everything is in a constant state of fluctuation. The 

mechanism of change, therefore, may vary: it may be a new idea or practice, a 

new product or service, or it may be a structural change that reorganizes old 

players into new roles. 

But until relatively recently, researchers examined the outcomes of such 

collaborations, rather than the arrangements themselves. Building on the 

literature of planned change and the history of educational improvement. Marsh 

and Berman (1984) make three assumptions about the processes needed to 

implement reforms such as those currently proposed or mandated 

o the success of reforms depends greatly on the 
type of change process that must be established 
(i.e., an interorganizational collaborative 
effort) 

o past research findings and conceptual frameworks 
that focused on discrete or narrowly-focused 
change will have limited value for considering 
institution-wide or system-wide reform issues 

o the necessary change process must be an ongoing 
process of reform rather than a particular, 
narrowly-focused program, (pp. 1-3; 13) 

Process-orientation has appeared to be more effective than outcome or 

program-orientation in causing change in organizational practice (Marsh & 

Berman, 1984). 

Applying the implications of that finding, this study assumes that 

collaborations formed in response to mandated reform are change processes as 

well as the mechanisms for change. Interorganizational collaborations have been 
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mechanisms for reform, notably in court-ordered collaborations between colleges 

and school districts enacting desegregation projects (Kirst, Meister, & Rowley, 

1984; TDR Associates, 1981). Describing collaborations as both mechanisms and 

processes of change indicates the need for another concept. Inasmuch as the 

research has become process- rather than outcome-oriented, what information 

can the literature of educational change bring to bear on a study modeling a 

collaborative arrangement as a change process? 

Moving in the direction of the preceding arguments, this study proposes 

describing the process of developing a collaborative change effort. The second 

question is which part of the process is to be studied? Implementation has been 

much examined in educational organizations and others. Successful 

implementation suggests a priori success in earlier phases. Applying Elmore's 

(1983) concept of "backward mapping," one finds many of the problems of 

collaboration seem to be "getting it off the ground" (TDR Associates, 1981; 

telephone interview with C. Cates, 1985). A study examining the non-linear 

process of mobilization, which precedes implementation, may contribute to the 

facilitation of collaborative arrangements as change processes. 

Finally, a new conceptualization of change must consider the relationship of 

the context or environment in which the change process, or collaborative effort, 

occurs. Thus, this study proposes to examine the perceived relationships of 

certain key contingency variables to the progress of mobilizing the collaborative 

change effort. 

Mobilizing a Collaborative Effort 

In documenting interorganizational arrangements that seek to improve 

practice, researchers acknowledge that the mobilization, the continuation, and 

the institutionalization of a collaborative effort are highly complex processes (or 
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series of subprocesses) about which they know very little. Only recently have 

researchers undertaken inquiry into the nature of the collaborative arrangement 

itself, and much of that inquiry has been outcome, rather than process oriented. 

The research on educational change agrees that the process of mobilization 

(defined earlier in this review as the activities or behaviors of a system 

preparing itself for a change in routine behaviors) occurs sometime before 

initiation or adoption of the change (Loucks et al.. 1982). Mobilization generally 

is described to include four functional phases policy image development, planning, 

internal support generation and external support generation (Berman, 1980; 

Hopkins et al.. 1984). The sub- processes are not linear, that is, they are not 

sequentially ordered; they may, in fact, occur simultaneously and intermittently. 

Policy image development. In the literature, the activities of this phase 

are determining a need, awareness of a problem, idea generation (Berman, 1980). 

Such activities illustrate the concept of an organized anarchy because they may 

not occur first chronologically. Organized anarchy was described as having no 

process for searching for solutions to problems. One likewise recalls that 

Berman and McLaughlin (1975) found no evidence of search behavior in their 

study of federally-supported programs. 

Development of a policy image also indicates the political nature of change 

effort mobilized in response to state-mandated reform. Berman (1980) reported 

that the formation of a policy image is the formation of a future vision that its 

holders would like to see occur: a decision to effect a change, in testing 

policies for instance, would be communicated in the activities of the participants. 

Weick (1969) discovered that the vision may change over time and that it may 

only be appreciated long after the change has been implemented. Development 

of a policy image may not even be a conscious effort; certainly it is a 
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process...characterized by novelty, complexity, 
and openendedness, by the fact the organization 
usually begins with little understanding of the 
decision...the route to its solution, and only a 

vague ideas of what that solution might be. (Mintzberg, 1976) 

Planning. Berman (1980) calls planning-the allocation of resources, funds, 

setting goals and objectives-the most rational of the phases, though it is a 

non-linear process occurring and recurring throughout the life of a project. He 

cites a particularly relevant insight from Miles' (1978) case study: "Many 

important decisions seemed to flash by in seconds...political motives were implicit 

in much...behavior" (p. 49). 

Internal/external support generation. Little of the general school 

improvement literature discusses how organizations generate support for change 

efforts, although the literature on interorganizational arrangements mandated for 

reform discusses the importance of external community support (Cates, 1983; 

Cates & McKibbin; 1980; TDR Associates, 1981). Mintzberg (1985) describes how 

individuals garner internal support. 

Gathering external support—support among home institutions of individuals 

in the collaboration, institutions outside of the collaboration-may be sporadic if 

educational institutions are as loosely linked as the literature suggests. The 

linkages a participant possess become valuable commodities. Depending on the 

breadth and level of a participant's contacts, the support may be quite 

widespread, even spanning states (Kirst, Meister, and Rowley, 1984). 

This study proposes to describe a portion of the change process in response 

to state-mandated reform of higher education. The description assumes in its 

language (see "Methods and Procedures") a large degree of dynamism and 

ambiguity. Because the impetus for the collaborative efforts, the recent reform 

movement, is political, one assumes the description will also depict "a political. 



28 

highly conflictual process" (Berman, 1980, p. 23). The collaborative nature of the 

change effort also suggests at least a minimal level of cooperation. The 

description may also demonstrate vestiges of the political and collegial 

decisionmaking models as well as the dynamic, non-linear model of organized 

anarchy. 

Finally, the proposed depiction intends to show that certain selected 

conditions are related to the way in which a collaborative effort is mobilized in 

response to current mandates for educational improvement. It submits, 

consequently, that collaborating institutions must consider their total social 

systems and external conditions to facilitate the mobilization of the collaborative 

efforts. The key contingency variables examined include those identified by 

Cates (1983) in her analysis of interorganizational collaborative efforts: history, 

context, structure (of the collaborative effort), operations (of the collaborative 

effort). 

Contextual Framework 

The agenda for school improvement [is] formidable. 
It includes clarification of goals and functions, 
development of curricula to reflect a broad 
educational commitment...and much more. Significant 
improvement will come about not by tackling these 
problem areas one by one, but by addressing all or 
most of them as a system. (Goodlad, 1984, p. 271) 

The current educational context is a complex one with numerous mandates, 

recommendations, and complaints. American schooling, characteristically 

decentralized and free from federally-articulated control, instead has 

controls [that] are astonishingly fragmented, informal 
but generally approved at the classroom and school 
level, authoritative at the district level, but also at 
the state and federal levels....There is much influence 
from many sources, and a good deal of authority handed 
out at various levels, but very little integration. 
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In such a situation, pressures for change-especially 
for nationwide change-take the form of broad reformist 
social movements, covering the country and a good deal 
of faddist hoopla....(Meyer, 1984, p.2) 

Because of its decentralized nature, the American education system has 

continually balanced its ethics and its practices between the dichotomies of its 

context such as liberal/conservative, and federal/state. Even in the origins of 

the current reform movement, one sees distinction between the New Right and 

centrist conservatives. 

Collaboration may help decisionmakers and practitioners deal with "much 

influence from many sources," as well as disjuncture, because collaboration takes 

into consideration the nature of, constraints facing, and opportunities for the 

collaborators. Institutions of education,especially, with their tendencies toward 

loosely-linked pockets of professionals must develop their ability to form 

coalitions on their behalf (Benveniste, 1985). 

Goodlad (1984) notes that the environment in which teachers must work, 

ironically, given the intention of New Federalism to reduce federal intervention 

in education, is characterized by "a marked growth in governance of the schools 

through legislation and courts" (p. 169). Analyzing the morass of state and 

district guidelines generated by state legislation, he finds that such guidelines, 

for the most part, comprise a "conceptual swamp" that harbors a tangle of many 

things-objectives, topics of instruction, suggested materials, hints for teaching, 

combinations of goals for teachers mixed with behaviors for students, and 

general recommendations for the schools. So great is the proliferation of 

language, admonitions, and recommendations that principals and teachers often 

are caught in a "paralytic inertia created by the bombardment of changing and 

often conflicting expectations" (Goodlad, 1984, p. 275). When they do act, their 

actions can be "massively counterproductive" because of "the pressure to produce 
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results, to appear...successful" (Trubowitz et. al.. 1984, p. 12). The complexity of 

the educational context is taking its toll on "a large number of teachers [who] 

are feeling the effects of difficult working conditions, public hostility and public 

demands" (Lazerson, 1983, p. 6.1). Clearly, teaching and learning will not be 

enhanced by "heavy-handed, top-down approaches to reform." Instead, "efforts 

must...involve collaborative planning" (Lazerson, 1983, p. 6.12). Because 

mobilization has been defined as a political process (see "Statement of the 

Problem," p. 3), it may offer a useful model for policy- and decision makers who 

find they must collaborate to bring about mandated changes. 

The bulk of the school reform literature, which includes original reports 

and state legislation, generally discusses improvement of higher education in 

relation to general recommendations for improving undergraduate education and 

teacher education programs. 

General Recommendations 

"Educators and policymakers must create broader and more effective 

partnerships for improving education in the states and communities in the nation" 

(ECS, 1983, p. 35). That recommendation of the Education Commission of the 

States represents much of the reform literature regarding collaborative efforts to 

improve education. Others suggest partnerships among schools and industries and 

their communities (ECS, 1984; King, 1986). The Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching (1984) recommends that each college or university form 

"a comprehensive partnership with one or more secondary schools" (p. 317). 

The recommendations or mandates directed at improving undergraduate 

education that have implications for the mobilization of collaborative efforts 

include: improving the development of an undergraduate curriculum, improving 

processes of teaching and learning, improving measures and procedures of student 
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assessment, and improving the process of teacher education, which includes 

recruiting, selecting, schooling, and testing and certifying postsecondary students 

as prospective teachers. 

Improving the Design and Delivery 
of Undergraduate Curriculum 

The literature recommends that educational institutions, at both the 

precollege and postsecondary levels, give their students a broad liberal education. 

That recommendation does not mean that schools should simply increase the 

number of required courses; that way lies fragmentation rather than cohesion. 

Instead, institutions must consider requiring the study of bodies of knowledge 

which are congruent with their missions and which their students must know to 

develop their intellectual skills and to enlarge their scope of understanding 

(Adler, 1982). 

Making available a liberal education has large implications for a 

collaborative approach: applying and synthesizing information from other 

disciplines, developing the abilities of analysis and problem solving, and 

encouraging collaboration among faculty from different departments (The Study 

Group on Undergraduate Education, 1984; The Holmes Group, 1986). 

Teaching and Learning 

The other half of curriculum development is curriculum delivery or the 

processes of teaching and learning. The literature of reform suggests specific 

instructional strategies that integrate disciplines and foster learning in a context 

of liberal education. 

Oriented toward the practice of teaching and the process of learning, 

recommendations target both graduate and undergraduate students. They 

encourage institutions of higher education to promote experiential learning for 
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undergraduate students and to allow graduate students to experience the realities 

of higher education by teaching. Finally, they recommend collaborative 

arrangements that would involve practitioners from any of the professions as 

visiting teachers. 

Improving Measures and 
Procedures of Student Assessment 

In a reform movement emphasizing the achievement of excellence, 

assessment becomes a critical component. At least, assessment allows for the 

screening of individuals for academic placement, professional licensing, awarding 

credentials; it permits the comparison of institutions that are or are not 

achieving the determined standards of excellence. At most, assessment "has even 

greater potential as a tool for clarifying expectations and for increasing student 

involvement when it is used to measure improvement in performance" (NCETE, in 

The Chronicle of Higher Education.. October 24, 1984, p. 45). 

Recommendations for assessment reflect a systematic approach; they suggest 

institutions use assessment as a means to design and develop instructional 

programs rather than as a decision-making heuristic. Taking such an approach, 

institutions would, for instance, consider the development of advanced placement 

and remediation programs as they develop assessment procedures. 

Toward the systematic development of such procedures, the literature 

advocates the collaborative participation of 

the states, the federal government, teachers and other 
members of the professional education community, and 
representatives of at-risk students...to define common 
yardsticks for comparison of student progress. (Task Force on 
Teaching as a Profession, 1986, p.36) 

But responsibility for the development, adoption, administration, and scoring of 

tests, the Carnegie Task Force leaves to the cooperation among state and local 
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parties. Cooperation likewise should be involved in the consequent planning of 

programs or teaching techniques suggested by the results of the assessment. 

Improving Teacher Education 

General recommendations for the improvement of teacher education address 

the conditions of education-its decentralized nature and the resulting 

fragmented goals and control-and how educators might "coordinate the various 

sectors of education" to improve the quality of teachers and other staff (SREB, 

1981). Efforts must be made to raise the respect and perceptions of the 

teaching profession, especially precollegiate teaching (Boyer, 1984; Goodlad, 

1984; Sizer, 1984; Twentieth-Century Fund, 1983). The cycle of teaching and 

teacher preparation in the American schooling process naturally suggests that 

educators create partnerships among the state education agencies, schools, and 

institutions of higher education to improve such specific aspects of teacher 

preparation as recruiting, selecting, schooling, and certifying prospective 

teachers. 

Recruiting. Recruiting students into teacher education may well be the. 

pivotal point of the teacher education process. But the literature depicts a 

poorly-regarded process at best. Education students traditionally have had the 

poorest scores on achievement tests (Boyer, 1984; Goodlad, 1984; SREB, 1981; 

1983; 1985) and the literature demands that the profession recruit gifted students 

into teacher education, including increased numbers of talented minority students 

(The Holmes Group, 1986; Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986). 

Recruitment of quality students into teacher education has a direct 

relationship with the quality of teaching and with the image of the teaching 

profession. Working cooperatively, private-sector institutions, IHEs, state boards 

of education (SBEs), state education agencies (SEAs), and local education 
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agencies (LEAs) can design mechanisms for improving both recruitment 

procedures among minority and non-minority students, and the professional 

image. For example, many recommendations from the reform literature reflect 

the symbolic and pragmatic value of linking incentives for teaching to objectives 

of teaching. Boyer (1984), Sizer (1984), the National Commission on Excellence 

in Education (1983), the Education Commission of the States (1983), and the 

Southern Regional Educational Board (1983, 1985) recognize the necessity of 

providing scholarships and loans to students and prestigious awards to practicing 

teachers. And the Carnegie Task Force (1986) calls for a coalition among 

federal and private agencies to develop research programs to improve 

"measurement systems for relating teachers' rewards to student progress (p. 35). 

Selection of students. Selection is considered in a few of the reports to be 

a separate process and almost as significant as the recruitment and schooling of 

education students. Most teacher education programs are non-selective. Concern 

with selection is evident at both the federal and state levels. Boyer (1984) 

suggests selective admission to the teacher education program. In A Nation at 

Risk, (1983) the commission calls for higher admission standards to teaching 

programs while the Education Commission of the States (1984) in Action for 

Excellence recommends that IHEs raise their admissions requirements in general. 

In Texas, the SEA (Texas Education Agency) controls both the requirements and 

standards for teacher certification; the SEA for higher education, (the 

Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System) controls to some 

extent degree requirements and standards for admission to and exit from colleges 

of education. IHEs must work with both state agencies to coordinate 

requirements, standards, testing procedures and to ensure articulation between 

teacher training and teacher certification and employment. 



35 

Schooling of prospective teachers. By far, the schooling of prospective 

teachers receives the greatest attention in the reform literature. 

Recommendations reflect diverse philosophical approaches to "the stuff" of 

teacher education programs: general or liberal arts curricula, pedagogy and field 

experiences, and incentives. 

Boyer (1984) proposes the most detailed program with a five-step program 

comprised of a liberal arts foundation, the completion of an academic major, and 

a fifth year of observation and instructional apprenticeship. Similarly, 

Sizer (1983) advocates teaching prospective teachers how to refer to various 

disciplines in combination. The SREB (1985) supports Boyer's basic philosophy of 

liberal arts preparation, it takes issue, however, with an extended teacher 

education program saying that it makes "no sense to add a fifth floor to a 

four-story house if the foundation is shaky" (p. 19). Recommending that 

colleges and universities reorganize teacher education programs into sixth-year, 

graduate programs and that they require prospective teachers to pursue 

undergraduate liberal arts degrees rather than education degrees. The Holmes 

Group (1986) restructures the study of both liberal arts and pedagogy as well as 

the articulation between the two subject areas. 

Goodlad (1984) posits that pedagogy, not academic study is deficient. Any 

gap in the preparation of teachers may be closed by attending "to the composite 

implications for teaching of how students learn and how subjects are structured" 

(p. 183). He and his associates have found that 

to the degree that teachers' self-perceptions of 
their preparation square with an estimate of what 
teachers need to know, a hypothetical conclusion is 
that shortcomings lie more in pedagogy than in 
academic background, (p. 183) 
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Both Goodlad and Boyer suggest that colleges of education link with schools to 

provide consistent field experiences in the classroom, starting with observation, 

instructional apprenticeships, and clinical experiences prior "to a period of 

resident status in hope that future teachers will actually experience, under 

guidance, the use of teaching methods practiced in schools" (pp. 316-17). 

The SREB (1981, 1983) recommends coordination between school and teacher 

education programs that would provide early and sustained classroom exposure 

for all teacher candidates. Conversely, The Holmes Group (1986) suggests that 

teacher candidates delay their field experiences until the graduate level, during 

which time they would pursue such experiences through "professional development 

schools." Linking with schools would allow prospective teachers to benefit from 

coaching by practiced teachers according to Sizer (1984), "one is helped to be a 

good teacher by coaching...one teaches and is criticized. The process is 

incessant" (p. 192). 

Finding a narrow range of teaching methods used in schools, Goodlad 

propounds that exemplary or "key schools" linked to university and schools be 

created to develop, demonstrate, and disseminate teaching practices. Federal 

and state commissions show a similar emphasis on college-school linkages to 

improve pedagogy. The National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) 

wants to involve master teachers in designing teach preparation programs, and 

the 1985 SREB report suggests that college and university faculty should have 

regular, continuous contact with the schools. 

Involvement of higher education introduces the critical issue of an incentive 

structure that recognizes collaborative efforts. The literature on 

interorganizational collaboration attests to the importance of incentives given for 

the often time-consuming commitment to a collaborative effort. The literature 
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on reforming teacher education has implications for incentives for college-level 

teacher educators who maintain prolonged contacts with the schools. 

Exit/Certification. Exiting the teacher education program and certification, 

as do the issues of recruiting and selection for teacher education, have an 

identity distinct from other aspects of teacher education in the literature. Some 

reports, which discuss the exit/certification phase, propose awarding provisional 

certificates until the beginning teacher's performance is assessed by 

competency-based tests (Boyer, 1984; Goodlad, 1984; SREB, 1985). The reports 

also acknowledge the political aspect of certification. As an entry into the 

profession, certification should be modified by removing rigid or unnecessary 

requirements, "dismantling educational bureaucracy," decentralizing authority to 

the levels closest to the prospective teacher, and admitting part-time 

practitioners who would be non-education professionals (Boyer, 1984; NCETE, 

1985; Sizer, 1983; SREB, 1981, 1985). The National Commission for Excellence in 

Teacher Education (NCETE, 1985) recognizes that certification is a state 

responsibility that should be fulfilled in consultation with the profession. 

While the local school districts try to find the teachers they need state agencies 

grapple with preserving the integrity of a credentialing process in the face of 

alternative certification, teachers seek to protect their profession, and IHEs, 

their education programs. Certification, encompassing the issue of alternative 

certification, is a thorny problem that requires cooperative decisionmaking (at 

least) from the colleges of education, the state agencies, and the local school 

districts. 

Collaborative efforts between precollege and postsecondary educators, state 

education agencies and regional educational associations might do much to 

ameliorate the problems and provide much-needed collegial support and potential 
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advantages to educators in all institutions. Collaborations may also channel 

conjoined organizational resources into a project that is cost-effective by the 

number of people it benefits. States seeking to effect educational improvement 

might serve themselves well to support collaboration when possible. This study 

will describe how state and regional agencies mobilize collaborative efforts in 

response to legislated reform of higher education. 

State Context of Improvement of Higher Education 

The state boards of education (SBEs) and the state education agencies 

(SEAs), perhaps more than any other institution, reflect the complexity and 

duality of the American education scene in general and the current reform 

movement in particular. "Indeed," observes Henrik Gideonse (1984), "so much 

activity of such complexity has taken place in the states that federal policy 

making may sometimes seem simple in comparison" (p. 205). State policy-making 

activities often appear to be torn among federal interests, legislative 

intervention, professional purposes, and public demands. 

State Role in Reform 

That the states should be at the center of such activity, especially in 

regard to teacher education, is not unlikely. States possess numerous 

mechanisms to induce changes in higher education, including funding and budget 

allocation procedures and regulation or legislation. Ewell (1985) defines two 

distinct roles for state government within such a context: 

1. State regulatory and funding mechanisms should create an 
appropriate climate and a set of concrete incentives for 
inducing institutional self-improvement. 

2. State government should monitor the performance of the 
state's higher education system as a whole by collecting 
appropriate measures of effectiveness at periodic intervals. 
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Budget allocation is the most obvious mechanism states possess for effecting 

change, and nearly half the states rely on enrollment-based formula funding. 

Many of them have introduced other mechanisms such as "set-asides" or 

categorical grants to offset the quantitative implications of formula funding. 

Statutes and such regulatory processes as program review, reporting 

procedures, and credentialing processes are perhaps the definitive means of 

ensuring change. Several states including Texas have passed legislation 

stipulating certain levels of student performance. In Florida and New Jersey, for 

example, students completing their sophomore years in public institutions must 

pass a "rising junior" test of academic skills. Other indirect regulatory processes 

such as program review and certain reporting procedures are usually tied to the 

legislation. States with such standardized tests will be required to produce 

statistical data on student improvement. 

States likewise regulate the certification and credentialing of teachers. 

That regulatory process entails establishing the standards and evaluation 

processes for teacher education programs, including recruiting, selecting, 

schooling, and certifying prospective teachers. Accreditation by the two national 

credentialing agencies, the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 

Education and the National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education 

and Certification (for reciprocal certification), is voluntary, so the state 

maintains primary responsibility for certification of teacher education. 

Support for this Jeffersonian ideal of state's responsibility abounds in the 

reform literature, much of it with implications for interorganizational 

collaboration. The Education Commission for the States (1983) insists that the 

states mobilize "their investment of financial, human, and institutional resources 

in new efforts to enhance education" (p. 36). And according to Goodlad (1984), 



40 

state officials from the governor downward should be responsible for setting 

comprehensive, consistent, attainable goals for school districts. The difficulty 

lies not in the scope of the task, but in attempting comprehensive, consistent 

goals in the current political environment. An examination of who is generating 

state policy initiatives and what the initiatives are, reveals much about the 

educational context. 

Who is Generating State Initiatives? 

State SEAs and LEAs have been "nudged, even shoved, this way and that," 

says Goodlad (1984) because of federal mandates, monies, and interests. As a 

result, current expectations for schools constitute a motley assortment of 

piecemeal legislation; frequently, "new legislation takes little or no account of 

existing requirements in the education code" (p. 42). In most states, educational 

reform mandate has come from gubernatorial or state-appointed commissions or 

task forces, and state legislatures. The interpretation and implementation of 

such legislation then falls to the state boards of education and higher education, 

the state education agencies, and the state agencies for higher education. 

Many of the proposed initiatives are collaborative at least in the letter of 

the law (or recommendation, executive order, or memorandum), if not in their 

spirit. Some of the reform proposals advocate linking the state certification 

agencies with other organizations involved in teacher education. The National 

Commission for Excellence in Teacher Education (NCETE, 1985) submits that 

approval of certification and program standards remain a state responsibility, 

which should be fulfilled in consultation with the profession. The Southern 

Regional Education Board (1983) concurs with a collaborative approach, proposing 

that state boards of education and state boards of higher education jointly 

evaluate teacher education programs with top priority given to eliminating 
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duplication of programs and to consolidating programs. Collaboration offers a 

way to reconcile education's diversity of ideas and policies. 

Reform Legislation: Some State-level 
Initiatives for Reform 

Throughout the country, the range of state reform initiatives related to 

teacher education is remarkably uniform, though the individual initiative may 

vary as APPENDIX A shows. In Texas, legislative mandates reflect most of the 

current national issues. Legislation or initiatives tend to fall into three 

categories: 1) comprehensive studies of higher education by blue-ribbon, 

gubernatorial, or legislative committees, 2) testing basic skill and competencies of 

college students-the "rising junior" examinations, and 3) "value-added" 

assessment of student outcomes (Boyer and McGuinness, 1985). 

Gideonse (1984) sees such proliferation of policy initiatives as sign of 

healthy development: it represents a serious concern with education and it puts 

pressure to reform the system squarely on the shoulders of the policy- and 

decision-makers who have vested responsibility for education. The dangers 

inherent in the piecemeal nature of state policies can be remedied by "effective 

functioning of...communication networks among governors, legislators, and state 

boards of education" (p. 206). And, one must add the state education agencies 

for higher education. 

Role of State Education Agency 
for Higher Education in Reform 

Little doubt exists that the state has a role to play in facilitating change, 

especially in creating a climate and providing incentives for change. Because of 

the decentralized nature of education and higher education in particular with its 

tenets of academic freedom and faculty autonomy, the role is a paradoxical one. 
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Heavy state regulation may impede improvement; unbridled development in higher 

education may result in needless and inappropriate duplication among institutions. 

"The key " says Ewell (1985) "is to develop policy mechanisms that trigger 

institution-level efforts toward self-improvement" (p. 5). Coordination is one 

such mechanism. 

As a concept of governance and organization, coordination has become 

institutionalized in American higher education. According to Glenny (1985) the 

question no longer is "whether coordination should be attempted but what form 

of organization and which set of powers will do the job" (p. 20). If the 

institutions of higher education are to maintain autonomy and the state is to 

have power over them, the state must seek to balance the power of the state 

and the rights of the institutions. 

Reconciling the tension between institution and state underscores the need 

for the state to take a systemic approach to monitoring statewide objectives for 

higher education and institutional objectives. 

Collaborative Efforts: 
Linkages for Educational Reform 

Almost daily another commission exhorts educational decisionmakers to 

improve higher education and teacher education. And through it all, teacher 

educators and high school teachers are taking new notice of one another. For as 

great numbers of the public withdraw their trust from the schools, educators at 

both levels can only hold themselves accountable. They are looking to one 

another for solutions to the crises of teacher education such as declining student 

enrollment in teacher education programs; greater funding directed toward local 

school districts than toward institutions of higher education; the need of IHEs to 

offer remedial study; the loss of public confidence in public education. 
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Such linkages between colleges, schools, and state agencies must be 

strengthened to coordinate academic standards, academic enrichment, curricula, 

and staff development (Boyer, 1984). And the quality of both higher education 

and of precollege education is an obvious such linkage (Maeroff, 1984). Teacher 

preparation, for example, is the most crucial relationship between schools and 

colleges, yet the schools have had little involvement in the one function—teacher 

education—that has the greatest effect on them. 

Once again, both sectors share responsibility for that traditional lack of 

involvement. Colleges and universities have dominated teacher education, but as 

Sidney Trubowitz observes, "Public schools have not encouraged or sought close 

collaboration" (Trubowitz, 1984). By their nature, public schools are insular and 

"to the degree that commerce between schools and their surrounds is low...,there 

is no reason to expect improvements in the atmosphere or outcomes of schooling 

(Trubowitz, p. 26). 

Colleges and universities can exchange their domination of teacher 

preparation for collaboration in teacher preparation to facilitate improvements in 

both the atmosphere and outcomes of schooling. But to do so "they must speak 

with conviction about the significance and the dignity of teaching and become 

actively involved at the local level in support of public schools" (Boyer, 1983, 

p. 173). Linking teacher education with precollegiate education has emerged as 

a priority in light of its precedents, the current educational context, the 

advantages for both educational sectors, and the nature of existing linkages. 

Precedents for Collaboration 

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (Maeroff, 1984) 

recognizes that although linkages between higher education and precollegiate 

education are fewer and less successful than reason might suggest, precedents 
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exist that depict a long history of collegiate/pre-collegiate collaboration. 

Nineteenth century teacher-training institutions-normal schools-established their 

own practice schools for the education of their students, the prospective 

teachers. Those practice schools were the forerunners of laboratory schools that 

were prevalent later a century later. During the middle of 20th century, the 

laboratory schools were accused of being virtually private schools for the 

children of college professors and were used less. The concept of a practice site 

is gaining renewed attention, however, through recommendations and legislation 

that authorize the latest generation of practice sites, demonstration or exemplary 

model schools. 

At the turn of the 20th century. The College Entrance Examination Board 

was established to standardize the transition into higher education. Articulation 

and transition between precollegiate and postsecondary education are issues 

today. In states such as Alaska, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Vermont, 

legislation has been passed with the intention of articulating school graduation 

standards with college admissions standards and otherwise coordinating the rites 

of passage from secondary to postsecondary education. A large number of 

identified collaborative efforts, in fact, have been designed to facilitate or 

accelerate the transition between high school and college. 

During the Sputnik years colleges and school actively cooperated to devise 

curricula of new math and grammar and sciences, taking advantage of what was 

"a unique opportunity to improve education..." made possible through "the 

unprecedented backing...by politicians today" (Gardener, 1961). The 1960s 

promptly halted cooperation. The war in Vietnam, the civil rights movement, 

concerns about compensatory education and equal opportunities for women and 

minorities subsumed concern about collaboration. Contact between the schools 
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and colleges was usually unilateral. Colleges and universities planned and 

delivered teacher training and inservice programs with little or no consultation 

from the schools. High schools emulated college calendars and courses by 

developing "modular" courses and elective systems that may have precluded 

consistent preparation for college. Institutions of higher education found they 

needed to offer remedial courses. Finally, schools and colleges are taking new 

notice of one another, even better, they are working with one another to bring 

about improvement in schooling at both levels. Precedents suggest that 

collaboration works, has worked, and can work again in the current reform 

context. 

What is A Collaborative Effort? 

Cates (1983) estimates that from 2,000 to 4,000 educational collaborative 

efforts or interorganizational arrangements (lOAs) exist nationwide. Cates, Hood, 

and McKibbin (1981) identified 103 in the Greater San Francisco Bay Area alone. 

The Council of Chief State School Officers in Washington, D.C. has started a 

database of collaborative relationships begun in response to national and state 

reform mandates. To date it includes 200 entries. The educational reform 

literature indicates recognition and acceptance of the necessity, the advantages, 

and the potential of the interorganizational collaborative effort. 

In her review of the recent literature on educational interorganizational or 

collaborative arrangements, Cates (1983) defines such arrangements as 

a formal collaborative arrangement of some enduring 
significance between or among two or more permanent 
organizations for the purpose of exchange or delivery 
of knowledge and/or other resource in support of 
school improvement...(p. 20). 

Cates's definition only partially describes the arrangements of this study. For 

example, the definition implies long-term existence ("some enduring significance") 



46 

that may not always be the case with the advisory collaborative arrangements 

observed in this study; because they were all observed during their mobilization 

stages, these arrangement had not shown the permanence Cates describes. 

Whether they developed any permanence is so far unknown. That some of the 

arrangements had the potential for remobilization and permanence is certain. 

Perhaps more relevant to this study are definitions found in Miles's (1974) 

and Goodlad's (1975) field studies as well as in Northwest Regional Education 

Laboratory's (NWREL) (1980) review of the literature, all of which suggest the 

following crucial characteristics of the collaborative relationship: 

1) that the relationship focus on linking collaborators 
with the environment, focus on power strategies, 
and focus on cognitive clarity, that is, ensuring 
that collaborators are discussing the same aspects 
of reality; 

2) that the individual school (in this case the 
institution of higher education) is the agent 
for change; 

3) that if change is to occur, a new system seen 
as salient may need to be created; 

4) that a "hub" that works or maintains the collaboration 
must be created; and 

5) that the process of initiating and maintaining 
such relationships is developmental and dynamic 
with many processes occurring concurrently 
and often. 

Cates (1983) adds that the major idea underlying any description of 

collaborative arrangements is of groups "doing something." This study combines 

that corollary with the above concepts of collaboration to derive the following 

operational definition of collaboration and collaborative efforts: 

A formal arrangement, comprised of representatives 

from permanent organizations,that may have been 

convened by a facilitating agency for a finite time 
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period in response to certain environmental conditions. 

And the effort has as its purpose working together to 

resolve a common problem. 

Implicit in the idea of a "common problem," are 1) a perceived shared investment 

and benefit for participants (mutual ownership), 2) shared responsibility and 

authority for policymaking, and 3) shared information and development of a 

common strategic plan of action (NWREL, 1980. See also CHAPTER V). 

Finally, the operational definition of this study draws on Cates's detailed 

cross-site comparisons of lOAs because they contain language, discussed below, 

that is congruent with that of contingency theorists (i.e., environment, structure, 

formalization, intensity, reciprocity, standardization). This study thus describes 

the way in which a state-level agency facilitates the mobilization of collaborative 

arrangement by considering the following selected contingency variables: 

1. History 

a. Origin of arrangement 

b. Prior collaborations 

c. Mission statements of participants 

2. Environment 

a. Cooperative or uncooperative 

b. Resource availability 

c. Complexity 

3. Structure of arrangement 

a. Formalization 

b. Intensity 

c. Reciprocity 

d. Standardization 
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e. Degree of coupling 

4. Operations of arrangement 

a. Intensity 

b. Reciprocity 

5. Organizations 

a. Missions 

b. Constituents 

c. Role of facilitating agency 

6. Individuals 

a. Institutional rank ' 

b. Linkages 

c. Role of nominal leader (see FIGURE 1). 

History is a powerful characteristic implying not only the origins of the 

arrangement, but also the history of the institutions represented in the 

collaborative arrangement and the history of prior collaboration among the 

members of the arrangement (Cates, 1983). Cates and McKibbin (1981) found 

that most such arrangements are formed in response to some external force: a 

court order, legislative mandate, state regulation, or the general environment. 
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Moreover, most collaborations for school improvement are usually formed, not 

surprisingly, among local school districts, state agencies, intermediate service 

agencies, and institutions of higher education. 

History also includes an institution's mission or its institutional 

"orientation" in the educational arena. Both contribute to the character of a 

collaborative arrangement. An institution of higher education whose mission is 

to provide comprehensive education and that has a strong service orientation 

may find itself limited to assuming a service-provider role in a collaborative 

arrangement (TDR Associates, 1981). Institutional mission and orientation may 

influence the "collaborativeness" or the tendency of any of the organizations to 

collaborate. Despite the service-oriented missions of many universities, they 

have not very often collaborated, especially with elementary or secondary schools 

(TDR Associates, 1981; Trubowitz, 1984). 

Environment is an important variable within contingency theory as well as 

to Cates's (1983) framework. Different contingency theorists have described 

environmental stability or complexity as the amount of information the 

organization receives (Cheng & McKinley, 1983; Galbraith, 1973) or the amount of 

resources available to the organization (Tolbert, 1985; Zucker, 1983). In Cates' 

typology, environment includes the degree of support given a collaborative effort 

from outside of the arrangement as well as the resources available to the effort. 

Complexity is defined as the number and intensity of events that take time, 

attention, and other resources away from the collaborative effort, or that cause 

it to gain a low priority among the participants (Cates, 1983). She further 

characterized complexity as "the number of other things going on" (Telephone 

conversation with C. Cates, 8-85). The degree of support available to the 

arrangement probably is closely related to the complexity of the environment. 
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although not necessarily inversely. Cates, Hood and McKibbin (1981) found that 

generally the overall environment has great influence on the ease of 

mobilization. Most collaborations in their study were mobilized in response to 

some external influence-mandate, court order, or legislative intent. External 

influence, though potentially restrictive (TDR Associates, 1981), can be quite 

positive in generating support. Several external mechanisms contributed to the 

supportive environment. State legislation emphasizing collaboration for school 

improvement, first of all, strongly facilitated the collaborative change efforts. 

Continuous recognition and press coverage from the state department of 

education and verbal support from state department employees enhanced the 

initiation and continuation of collaborations. 

Furthermore, the state department of education established an internal unit 

for the support of such consortia. In the wider state context, several statewide 

quasi-formal networks contributed contacts of support outside the collaborative 

arrangements. Such networks can be powerful spheres of influence in education; 

information, policy, and influence can disperse quickly through them (Kirst, 

Meister, & Rowley, 1984). Moreover, in the current political environment of 

reform, higher education is in a position to mobilize networks of support to 

achieve its improvement goals (Benveniste, 1985). Elements in a supportive 

environment most likely will strongly influence the support generation phase of 

mobilization. They may also be related to the way in which the collaboration 

develops its collective vision-its policy image (see p. 21). 

Available resources are the resources available to members of the 

collaborative effort, again from outside the collaboration. Certainly, a rationale 

for mobilizing collaborations has been to share resources, knowledge, and perhaps 

accountability when a change effort will affect multiple constituencies. Where 
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resources are high, incidences of collaborations are also high (Cates, Hood, & 

McKibbin, 1981), suggesting a more pervasive, supportive attitude and 

environment. 

The third key contingency variable, structure of the arrangement, comprises 

six properties: degree of formalization of the arrangement; type of coordinating 

mechanism; intensity, the amount of resource investment required for 

organizations to participate in the arrangement; reciprocity or the extent of 

mutual agreement about bases and conditions of exchange (e.g., tasks to be 

undertaken, services to be offered, decisionmaking structures) (Cates, 1983; 

Cates & McKibbin, 1981). 

The degree of formalization refers to how seriously the organizations are 

committed to the change effort and how they show their sanction—in contracts, 

the most formal to verbal agreements, the least formal (Cates, 1983). The 

variable also is indicated by the organizational rank of participants (Cates, Hood, 

& McKibbin, 1981). Highly formal collaborative efforts tend to include high-

ranking organizational representatives. Degree of formalization may influence 

the development of policy image in a subtle way insofar as it demonstrates some 

vision of the significance of the change sought. 

The type of coordinating mechanism is clear in this study. As in Cates' 

(1983) study, one agency is taking the coordinating function. Interesting 

influences to investigate include the role of the coordinator from the facilitating 

agency and the relationship between the coordinator and the nominal leader of 

the group. That property will probably also be related to the direction of 

exchange in the collaboration's operations (see below). 

Whether the facilitating agency, an external agency, or members of the 

collaboration determine the bases and conditions of exchange seems to matter 
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little. What is apparent is that groups that cannot arrive at such agreement 

have a difficult time mobilizing (Ishler, 1983; Yin, Gwaltney, & Molitor, 1981). 

The degree of reciprocity, then, would seem to be related to the mobilization 

phase of policy image development and planning. For if the members of the 

group do not achieve relatively high reciprocity, they are probably not 

developing a collective vision of the change effort. Planning activities, such as 

setting goals and objectives or allocating resources are likely to be superficial at 

best. If the development of a policy image is a lengthy, often, unconscious 

phase as Berman (1980) suggests, apparently members of the collaboration can 

establish some reciprocity before they de-velop their policy image. 

Standardization is the extent to which units of and procedures for exchange 

are fixed (Cates, 1983). As with the extent of reciprocity, standardization may 

be established by the facilitating or coordinating agency or by some other 

external agency, or it is established and altered as necessary by the members of 

the group. Low standardization may be related to disagreement or conflict 

among the group members, sporadic internal support, slow development of policy 

image, or to a low degree of formality within the collaboration. 

Degree of coupling refers 1) to the interdependence among the members of 

the collaboration for effecting that specific change effort and 2) to the larger 

network of contacts members have among organizations outside of the 

collaboration, and which they can bring to bear on the collaborative effort 

(Cates, 1983; Weick, 1982). This contingency variable would seem to be a 

complex and important one with implications for the facilitating agency in 

inviting individuals to participate. Another potentially important aspect would 

seem to be the organizational levels at which these linkages occur, particularly 

as the collaborative effort seeks to generate both internal and external support. 
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Educational institutions are considered to be loosely rather than tightly 

coupled (Weick, 1982). That is, the units operate somewhat autonomously and 

what affects one unit may not immediately or routinely affect another, if at all. 

Loose coupling is indicated by an apparent lack of coordination that promotes 

influence slowly or weakly (Cates, 1983). Weick (1976; 1982) suggests that school 

districts are loosely coupled, and colleges with their departments and schools and 

universities with departments, schools, or colleges exhibit similar tendencies 

(Baldridge, 1975; Chaffee, 1983; March & Olsen, 1976). 

Loose coupling can affect the implementation of an innovation in a school 

system inasmuch implementation can occur in different units at different times. 

Its affect on mobilization of a collaboration is not so clear, because a 

collaboration includes individuals representing units of an organization, not the 

entire organization. But the degree of coupling between the organization and its 

participation in a collaboration may affect the mobilization phase, the structure, 

and the available resources brought to bear on the collaboration. The degree of 

coupling between the organizations represented, at which organizational levels 

the linkages occur and how often these units collaborate may have some affect 

on the mobilization. Cates (1983) suggests that it may at least affect the 

Structure, but to what degree requires more empirical observation. 

Loose coupling has been cited as a reason for refusing to try collaborative 

school improvement efforts or for so-called failures of such efforts. Recently, 

however, researchers of educational processes have indicated that educational 

organizations are not as loosely coupled as previously supposed (Berman & 

McLaughlin, 1979). The parts of the system may be more interdependent than 

presumed, for "however loosely-coupled the system of schooling...,it is 

nonetheless a system. Major changes in one part affect other parts. (Goodlad, 
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1983, p. 285). Such an approach requires a new way of examining educational 

change, as a system with interdependent parts, which are approaching change, 

rather than of isolated units making random or independent changes. Finally, 

the degree of coupling between the organization and its participation in a 

collaboration may affect the mobilization, structure, and the available resources 

brought to bear on the collaboration. 

The fourth contingency variable, operations, includes the activities by which 

members of the collaborative effort carry out their tasks to effect change. 

Intensity used in reference to operations rather than structure, denotes the fre

quency of interaction among collaboration members (Cates, 1983). Formal, 

informal, coordinated, uncoordinated interactions are all included. The frequency 

and type of interaction may be related to the planning and support generating 

phases of mobilization. Frequent informal or formal interactions may also offer 

an explanation for the decision-making behaviors such as Miles (1978) observed 

when he noted that decisions were apparently made very quickly or that 

behaviors seemed symbolic rather than substantive. 

Closely related to the previous property is reciprocity or the direction of 

exchange: does the facilitating agency speak unilaterally to the group? Does 

exchange occur only between the coordinator and the group leader? Are there 

exchanges or only unilateral decrees between the collaborative effort as a whole 

and any constituencies it represents or serves? Direction of exchange, as do 

many of the contingency properties, may be related to support and planning 

phases of mobilization. 

Cates's (1983) typology includes outputs of the collaboration, such as 

publications, services, articles. Output is excluded as a contingency variable in 

this study, because it is likely to occur some time following mobilization of the 
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observed group. However, this study adds a contingency variable: the individual 

member, including the nominal leader. Although the unit of analysis is the 

collaborative effort, it will investigate the relationship of the individual members 

to the phases of mobilization, namely, the position of the members at their home 

institutions, their perceived roles in the collaboration, and the role of the 

nominal leader. Those properties are likely to be related to other contingency 

variables, such as the structure (i.e., the coordinating mechanism) and degree of 

coupling (i.e., who members know or supervise at their home institutions). 

Rather than attempt to determine a causal relationship between the 

preceding contingency variables and the phases of mobilization, this study will 

use a case study approach to examine whether the contingency variables 

contribute to the complexity of mobilization. 

Why Form Collaborative Efforts? 

Many observers and students of the current educational scene exhort 

educators to form collaborative arrangements, share resources, and link together 

to exchange information or to solve problems. Goodlad and Boyer, long-time 

researchers on the processes of educational change and sensitive commentators 

on the current reform movement, suggest that colleges of education link with 

state agencies and local school districts in relationships designed to bring about 

long-term change in schooling and teacher education. Goodlad (1985) advocates 

linking public districts with universities in "mutually beneficial relationships," and 

Boyer (1985) suggests collaboration-"the breaking out of old bureaucratic 

boxes"-among decision makers to address educational improvement. 

In higher education many of the mandates and suggestions for reform have 

been targeted at teacher education. For the improvement of teacher education, 

the report of The National Commission for Excellence in Teacher Education 



57 

(1985) contains implications for collaboration at the state level. Stating that the 

responsibility for teacher education is essentially a state function, the 

Commission suggests that the state should provide sufficient resources and 

incentives "to teacher education to provide thorough, rigorous programs" (NCETE 

in The Chronicle. March 6, 1985, p. 20). Moreover, according to the Commission, 

Federal and state governments should provide support 
and encouragement for the further development, 
dissemination, and use of research information in 
education and teacher education. (NCETE, 1985, in 
The Chronicle, p. 20) 

The Southern Regional Education Board's (SREB) forthright and prescriptive 

Improving Teacher Education: An Agenda for Higher Education and the Schools 

(1985), extends the position of an earlier commission by recommending that state 

education officials and policymakers not only "provide support and 

encouragement," but participate actively if teacher-education programs are to 

improve. Recognizing that 

while it is preferable for reforms in higher education 
to originate within the institutions and the colleges of 
education, inertia and built-in rigidities tend to 
inhibit reform. 

Therefore, there is a need for leadership at the state 
level, including the state higher-education agencies, 
(emphasis added) to assist in the implementation of changes 
that will strengthen the general education and pedagogy 
curriculum in the preparation of teachers. (Improving Teacher 
Education, p. 9) 

Collaborations, therefore, promise certain advantages to both schools and institu

tions of higher education. They can: 

1) increase dwindling resources by providing a 
means of sharing or borrowing resources, 

2) integrate both academic and teacher education 
programs by linking curricula, field 
experiences, and personnel with both the 
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foundation of the liberal arts and the 
practice of the real world, and 

3) renew and revitalize faculty and teachers. 

Increase dwindling resources bv providing a means of sharing or 

borrowing resources. A logical advantage to participating in a collaborative 

effort is the expansion of the collaborators' resource bases. Although it is 

logical, such a benefit is not so simplistic or guaranteed. 

Cates, Hood, and McKibbin (1981) found that a greater number of 

collaborations was found in counties with large pools of resources than in areas 

where resources were scarce. Although collaboration is thought to extend the 

resources of participants, it may not be a practiced change effort by the very 

organizations that might benefit from collaboration. Cates (1983) raises a policy 

question: What can facilitators do to encourage collaborations among 

organizations where the tendency is slight, but the need is great? 

In some instances of collaboration between schools and universities, the 

mission of the university or the origin of the collaboration influences the use of 

resources. Where collaborations are between schools and service-oriented insti

tutions of higher education, both parties may cast the schools in the role of 

service recipient and the university in the role of service provider (Havelock, 

1982; Yin, Gwaltney, & Molitor, 1981; TDR Associates, 1981). No real sharing or 

extension of resources occurs—nor much collaboration. 

Integrate disciplines and academic programs. A recurring theme in the 

literature on higher education reform is integration-of disciplines, of curricula, 

and of academic exercise with professional experience (NCETE, 1985; NIE, 1984; 

SREB, 1985). Integration may not inherently suggest improvement, though 

fragmentation, the alternative, is both costly, inefficient and ineffective 

(NIE, 1984). Integrating skills acquired in various courses is likely to improve 
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academic programs. One also might argue that the purpose of integration is not 

limited only to skills, but to the tenets of different disciplines. 

Renew and revitalize faculty. Institutions that provide students with 

opportunities to work with faculty members in their research and with 

professionals, will help their students apply their education, may revitalize their 

professoriate, and bring the worlds of the academy and the profession closer, 

perhaps to greater understanding. 

Faculty renewal and revitalization are possible through a collaborative 

effort as is the opposite (TDR Associates, 1981). William Trubowitz (1984) shows 

faculty members and school personnel who enthusiastically planned and worked 

together in a non-confrontational manner to run a model school. The shared 

responsibility, accountability, and apparent mutual respect for expertise 

contributed to a continuing collaborative effort. 

None of these advantages are guaranteed, and as Goodlad points out, only 

to the extent that commerce is increased between public schools and institutions 

of higher education will the potential be realized. Boyer (1984) opines that 

"such linkages between the nation's colleges and schools must be strengthened in 

order to establish academic standards, permit students to move from one level 

to another, to enrich the work of classroom teachers..." (p. 252). Such linkages 

are difficult to effect or more would exist or have been documented. Despite its 

promise, the process of collaborating as a change effort appears to be a complex, 

unstructured, political process with as many ways to fail as to succeed. 

Problems With Collaboration 

Some consensus exists among the public, press, the reform legislation and 

the literature, educators and researchers, that collaborative arrangements are a 

necessary mechanism for making the most of resources to bring about change. 
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Costs in length of time required to initiate and develop collaborative 

arrangement "Collaboration is," comments an observer of one federally-funded 

collaborative arrangement, "tough but needed. It takes patience and time to 

build it and still maintain reasonable productivity" (NWREL, 1980, p.3). 

Depending on various factors such as the circumstances of its origin, a 

collaborative effort may take as many as two years to get underway (Havelock, 

et al.. 1982; TDR Associates, 1981). Time is likely to be a limited commodity to 

the members of a collaboration, while the public and other policymakers are 

demanding immediate results. 

Differences in the values, language, and work styles among members of 

collaborating institutions. Blatt (1984) shows dramatically how different are the 

values and language of schools and postsecondary institutions and how such 

discrepancies influence practitioners' way of working. For example, time—a more 

rare commodity for the classroom teacher than it is for the college professor-

affects a classroom teacher's tendency to analyze, plan, and discuss classroom 

situations. Usually, classroom teachers have time only to apply "what works" in 

the classroom; they may look at the university professors as having the leisure 

to investigate the problems. 

Colleges and universities, consequently, have become accustomed to dealing 

unilaterally with the schools, and schoolteachers, long excluded from such 

efforts, are wary and often resistant to current efforts to involve them in 

time-consuming collaborative arrangements (Trubowitz, eLM., 1984). When the 

institutions do attempt to collaborate, the institution of higher education often is 

cast in a service-provider role and the school assumes a client role (TDR 

Associates, 1981). 
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Collaboration has been documented as one means of extending organizational 

resources, disseminating research-based information, and promoting the use of 

research theory in practical applications in education, including teacher education 

(Cates, 1983; Egbert & Kluender, 1984; Havelock, 1973; Ishler, 1983). 

Nevertheless, "collaboration is by no means a panacea to arriving at quality 

decisions or to implementing high calibre projects" (Crandall, 1977, p. 10). 

Collaboration as a process has also been shown to abound with constraints, 

impediments, or "dysfunctions"-the costs resulting from collaboration (Yin, 

Gwaltney, & Molitor, 1981). Such dysfunctions may be as general as the 

fundamental tendency toward self-preservation among humans and organizations 

or as difficulties of communicating among members of two different 

groups-schools and universities, for example (Blatt, in Trubowitz, 1984). 

Or they may be as specific as a breakdown in service delivery because the 

collaborative project is located at a distance from its service area (Yin, 

Gwaltney, & Molitor, 1981). 

Can these educators, administrators, and policymakers who are so exhorted 

to "link" and collaborate, initiate and develop the necessary relationships between 

formal organizations to share resources, solve problems, exchange information, 

and use research knowledge? Even successful collaborations, that is, those that 

continue for some time with continued support and participation, experience 

certain difficulties. Those include: 

1) length of time required to initiate and develop 
collaborative arrangement, and 

2) differences in the values, language, and work styles 
among members of collaborating institutions. 
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Collaboration is a difficult process and one that has been tried and studied 

for clues to its success. But the existing literature is clear that such linkages 

offer advantages to the individuals and institutions who mobilize, nurture, and 

continue collaborative arrangements (Boyer, 1984; Cates, 1983; Maeroff, 1984; 

Trubowitz et al.. 1984). 

^ 



CHAPTER n i 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Definitions 

Collaboration: this study combines Northwest Regional Educational 

Laboratory's (1980) definition of the process of collaboration with Cates' (1983) 

definitions of collaboration as the process of working together to solve problems 

and Berman's (1980) concept of "a common idea of the intent, meaning, and 

substance of the arrangement." The resulting operational definition is that for 

the purpose of this study, the collaboration is convened by a facilitating state 

agency among at least one college or university, a public school system, the 

state education agency and the state education agency for higher education; it is 

designed in response to the current reform movement for the purpose of 

improving higher education. Finally, the collaborative effort is characterized by: 

0 Perceived equitable investment and benefits 
for participants; 

0 Common understanding of expectations, 
responsibilities and constraints. A significant 
addition to this characteristic for this study 
is a common idea of the intent, meaning, and 
substance of the arrangement (Berman, 1980); 

0 Interdependence in carrying out activities; 

0 Organized format for communicating and planning; 

0 Shared information and development of a common 
plan of action. 

The major characteristic is the idea of the organizations collaborating or "doing 

something together" such as pursuing common programmatic goal, establishing 

consensus over valued domains or acquiring, exchanging, or allocating resources 

(Cates, 1983). 

63 
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This study uses the term "collaboration" interchangeably with "collaborative 

effort," "collaborative arrangement," and "arrangement." 

Contingencies: Drawn from systems and organizational development 

literature, contingency theory basically says there is no one best way to 

organize. Rather, structure is contingent on a number of conditions, one of the 

most important being environment (Drazin & Van de Ven, 1984). Contingencies 

in this study are the contextual, individual, and organizational conditions that 

interact to affect the suitability of a situation for facilitating the mobilization of 

a cooperative arrangement. Outside of the educational literature, one of the 

best-known applications of contingency theory is Fiedler's (1962) application to 

leadership development. Educational research contains references to contingency 

theory applied in organizational development in the graduate school, in classroom 

instruction, and in classroom management (Berman and McLaughlin, 1979; 

Sanford, 1978). The idea of contingencies affecting educational innovations is 

explored by Berman (1980), and Marsh and Berman (1984). 

Degree of Coupling: A measure of one element of the contingency variable, 

structure. It refers to the number of contacts members of the collaboration 

have with individuals in other organizations and the organizational levels of 

those contacts. 

Facilitating Agency: The organization that initiates or takes primary 

responsibility for mobilizing a collaborative effort. In this study, the facilitating 

agency is the state education agency for higher education, which also fills a 

staff/research role for the state board of higher education. 

Formalization: One element of the contingency variable, structure. It 

refers to the degree and type of sanction that participating organizations give to 
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a collaborative effort, that is, whether the arrangement has a legal contract, a 

memorandum of agreement, a verbal agreement, or a tacit, informal one. 

Implementation: The second of three subprocesses of the change process 

wherein a change effort, i.e., a collaborative arrangement is tried, adapted by 

the existing system, and put into place within the existing system, e.g., a school 

district, university, or higher education system. Implementation has been the 

subprocess that has received most attention in the change literature of the last 

decade. 

Institutionalization: The last of three subprocesses in the evolution of a 

collaborative effort, it is the stabilization of a change effort within the existing 

system. It is, in effect, an agreement among the members of a collaborative and 

of the system to continue and to incorporate the outcomes and the operations of 

the arrangement. 

Intensity: An element in both the structure and the operations of a 

collaboration. When referring to structure it is the size of the initial investment 

of staff time or money for an organization to participate in a collaboration; 

when referring to operations, it is the frequency with which members of the 

collaboration interact (talk, write, speak) to one another during the collaborative 

effort. 

Mobilization: This term is critical to the study and adapted from systems 

theory and Berman's (1979; 1980; with Marsh, 1984) research in educational 

innovation. In systems language, mobilization is the process of a system 

preparing itself for a change in state. Mobilization is a complex subprocess of 

the change process and includes several phases : developing a policy image, 

generating internal and external support, and planning. These phases may occur 

nonsequentially and may recur during the evolution of an cooperative effort. 
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Developing a policy image is not necessarily the first phase of mobilization; 

it probably recurs throughout the entire subprocess. It includes the activities 

through which the group develops its "vision" of the change after it is mobilized 

and implemented. Berman (1980) suggests that it may not be a self-conscious 

phase, but one realized after the fact. Generation of internal and external 

support are probably two discrete but overlapping activities whereby members of 

the collaboration gather support both among themselves and among groups 

outside of the collaboration. Planning, considered the most sequential of the 

phases, includes the setting of goals and objectives, allocation of resources, and 

assignment of tasks and responsibilities. 

Mobilization usually includes the process of initiating a collaboration. This 

study looks only at the mobilization—the subprocesses and the conditions that 

precede implementation, continuation, and institutionalization. 

Operations: The activities and tasks undertaken by the members of the 

collaboration to achieve the goals of the collaboration and to fulfill its purpose. 

Rational: Refers to a linear process of decisionmaking or change in which 

the problem is clearly identified. Usually, a sufficient amount of information is 

available so that alternatives are sought, identified, selected, and put into place. 

Reciprocity: One element of both contingency variables, structure and 

operations of the collaboration. When referring to structure, it means the 

degree of agreement about the foundations of the arrangement; when referring to 

operations of the collaboration, it refers to the direction of interaction 

(communication, messages, exchanges) between and among members of the 

collaboration. In other words, do communications come down unilaterally from 

the facilitating agency, or are they multilateral among all members in all 

directions? 
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Standardization: One element of the contingency variable, structure. It 

refers to the degree of prior arrangement of such activities as how decisions will 

be made, who will make them, how communications are to be carried out, etc. 

Structure: One contingency variable. This study uses Cates' definition of 

structure, which has the elements of formalization, intensity, reciprocity, 

standardization, and degree of coupling. 

Subprocess: A term used to indicate the phases and activities included 

within the mobilization phase of change. The term is used instead of "stages" to 

redirect the reader from a linear conceptualization of the process of mobilizing a 

collaboration. 

The Data and Instruments 

The instruments used in this study were developed specifically for the 

study. They are: 

1. Preliminary Interview Form- this form was 
developed to obtain information about specific 
factors related to collaboration from experts 
and key actors in the field (See APPENDIX C). 

2. Participant's Interview Form- this instrument was 
developed to be used in telephone interviews to 
obtain from members demographic, descriptive, and 
perceptual data not collected previously from the 
literature, observations, expert interviews or artifacts 
and available data (see APPENDIX D). 

3. Validation Forms- these documents included questions 
about the process of mobilization and the conditions 
surrounding it (see APPENDIX G). Using a two-prong 
strategy developed from field research, the descriptions 
were sent to 1) internals, i.e., members of the 
participating collaborative groups and the College 
Coordinating Board staff; and 2) externals, i.e., 
experts or primary actors in the field of collaboration 
outside of the collaborative efforts. Both sets of 
respondents were asked for feedback about their expert 
perceptions of the contingencies affecting the phases of 
mobilization of groups as described in this study. 
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Subjects 

The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System (referred to 

as the Coordinating Board or "the facilitating agency") was selected as the 

initiator of collaborative efforts to observe for three reasons: dealing with 

educational change is implied within its mission, facilitating cooperative or 

collaborative arrangements as means of change historically has been within its 

scope of work, and because it is one type of institution invoked to collaborate in 

the current reform literature and legislation. A state education agency for 

higher education, the Coordinating Board has monitoring functions over the 

members of the collaborations it facilitates. 

The subject for this study was a collaborative arrangement that was begun 

among colleges and universities, public school districts, a state education agency 

for general education and a state education agency for higher education in 

response to state initiatives to improve higher education. The collaboration was 

selected in consultation with staff members from the Coordinating Board and 

because the arrangement included the institutions mentioned in the reform 

literature and legislation. 

Udinsky, Osterlind, and Lynch (1981) list four criteria for sample selection: 

goal orientation, measurability, practicality, and economy. In meeting the 

requirements of the last two criteria, several assumptions were made concerning 

the sample used. The sampling procedure used in this study is called "incidental 

sampling." Such a procedure is usually considered to foster a weak design in 

which generalizability and external validity are questionable; however, the data 

are highly descriptive and illustrate that one may generalize about collaborations 

only in light of certain contextual, individual, and organizational conditions. 
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Due to the complex nature of collaboration and to the specificity of the 

sample available, a large, random N was not feasible. It was considered 

unnecessary to use stratification procedures or to control for relevant 

characteristics, because the study uses "replication logic" rather than "sampling 

logic" (Yin, Bateman, & Moore, 1983; Yin, 1984). 

Design and Analysis 

This study used an embedded, single-case study design as described by Yin 

(1984). That is, the study of the single case contains multiple units of analysis: 

the case and subunits. Techniques from field research were used for data 

collection and analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1984; Schatzman & Strauss, 1971; Yin; 

1984). In this study the primary unit of analysis was the collaborative effort 

itself; the secondary or embedded units were the individual members of the 

collaboration. The particular suitability of this design for this study, as well as 

its limitations, will be discussed later. 

Overview 

The research process included developing a framework for a review of the 

literature, observing the real-life case, applying the theoretical framework to 

the observations, validating the results, and offering conclusions (see 

APPENDIX C). 

An initial research framework was designed, before data collection, from 

a review of the literature of mobilization of school improvement efforts. Data, 

then, were collected from a variety of sources including archival data 

(legislation), documentation (minutes and memoranda), direct observation (field 

notes and audiotapes), and interviews. 
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Analysis of the data also included multiple methods. Content analysis was 

performed on the documentation and the records of the observations. The data 

were also submitted to chronological analysis, a type of time-series analysis to 

which the case study is well suited (Yin, 1984) (see APPENDIX E). Finally, the 

embedded units of analysis, the members of the advisory collaborative group, 

were analyzed by demographics and history for their relationship to the key 

contingencies and phases of mobilization (see APPENDIX F). Following data 

collection and analysis, an explication of the research framework depicted the 

mobilization process at successive levels of detail (see CHAPTER V). After the 

graphic representations of mobilization was designed at four levels of detail, 

participants and external experts contributed phenomenon recognition (Schatzman 

& Strauss, 1971) and validation. 

Designing the study 

Yin (1984) defines the case study as an empirical study that: 

0 investigates a contemporary phenomenon within 
its real-life context; when 

0 boundaries between phenomenon and context are 
not clearly evident; and in which 

o multiple sources of evidence are used (p. 23). 

Three conditions-the type of research questions, the degree of focus on 

contemporary events, and the degree of control over those events-made the case 

study method the best design for this study (Yin, 1984). 

First, the research questions imply a descriptive as well as an exploratory 

research strategy, both of which are suited to the case study method. Second, 

this study examined contemporary events and no control was possible over the 

events observed in the study. The case study was an ideal method for this study 

and was designed to use historical or archival sources of evidence, direct 
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observation, and systematic interviewing. Despite its obvious advantages for this 

study, the case study method has long invited biases against it as a research 

design. One is the case study's apparent lack of rigor, another is its inability to 

generalize to a larger universe, and the third is the real field problem of a shift 

in focus from the initial case to some sub-unit of analysis. This study was 

designed to address such concerns. 

In preparing for the field experiences of the single-case study method, the 

embedded, single-case design was chosen. As discussed earlier the case study is 

an especially flexible, appropriate method for examining contemporary events 

over which the investigator has no control. In the field, a potential liability of 

such flexibility and lack of control is that the focus of the study can shift from 

the original phenomenon to another unit of analysis. The original case then 

becomes context rather than focus (Yin, Bateman, & Moore, 1983.) The 

embedded, single-case study with a set of subunits can "increase the sensitivity 

to such slippage" (Yin, 1984, p. 45). However, the focus of the study must 

return from the subunit level to the larger unit of analysis. 

This design included several devices that retained focus on the central unit 

of analysis and also addressed the concerns of rigor and generalizability. They 

included: 

1. a review of pertinent bodies of literature, 

2. a set of preliminary interviews about collaboration 

3. a research framework constructed from the literature 
review and the preliminary interviews, 

4. a research protocol constructed from the framework, 

5. the use of pilot interviews to test the protocol, 

6. the use of systematic interviewing procedures, and 
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7. the use of "phenomenon recognition," a field research 
technique that draws on the opinions of disinterested 
experts to counter observer bias. 

Generalization from a single case should no more be considered than should 

generalization from a single controlled experiment. Yin (1984) says that 

case studies, like experiments, are generalizable to 
theoretical propositions...not to populations....In this sense, 
the case study,...does not represent a "sample," and the 
investigator's goal is to expand and generalize theories... 
and not to enumerate frequencies...(p. 21). 

Affirming Yin's viewpoint, the investigator of a case study can integrate theory 

and data so that "the theory provides guidelines for interpreting the data" 

(Woods, 1982, p. 20). Doing so, the investigator sustains a 

dialectic between theory and data ..., which can lead to 
a more sophisticated and better understanding of the 
situation being researched and to more complete and better 
theory. (Angus, 1986, p. 65) 

In addressing analytic generalization, the design of this study included tactics to 

ensure construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability. To 

guarantee construct validity the design included the collection of data from 

multiple sources; it established a chain of evidence, and it allowed for 

participants and experts to validate the final model and guidelines. 

Methods of analysis included content analysis and analysis of chronological 

events, a type of time-series analysis that is a particular technique of case 

studies (Yin, 1984). 

The chronological sequence demonstrates an advantage of the case study, 

namely the tracing of events over a period of time. The goal of a chronological 

analysis is to compare a sequence of events with that predicted in propositions 

or research frameworks. Unlike general time-series analyses, a chronological 

approach may not be limited to a single independent or dependent variable. In 

this study, chronological analysis is critical to the theoretical proposition that 
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the phases of mobilization are not sequential. External validity would have 

been an even more critical issue if this study were a multiple-case study, but the 

design recognized that the study is generalizable only to theory and therefore 

requires replication among the same and other organizations. 

Finally, reliability was addressed with the design and use of a research 

protocol that guided systematic collection and analysis of data. Use of the 

research protocol ensured that data collection and analysis logically followed the 

proposed theoretical research framework. 

Procedures 

The case study was selected as the appropriate research strategy to examine 

the primary research question of this study: How does the initiator of an 

interorganizational advisory collaboration respond to certain key contingencies, 

or conditions, to facilitate the mobilization of a collaboration in response to 

mandated change? 

Selecting the Subjects 

The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System was selected 

to observe for three reasons: dealing with educational change is implied within 

its mission, facilitating cooperative or collaborative arrangements as means of 

change historically has been within its scope of work, and because it is the type 

of institution invoked to collaborate in the current reform literature and 

legislation. The Coordinating Board is a state level agency with monitoring 

functions over some members of its collaborations; the facilitators, however, were 

members of the Coordinating Board staff. 
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A collaborative arrangement that was mobilizing in response to reform was 

identified in consultation with representatives of the initiating organizations. 

This case study documented the collaboration mobilized to achieve its goals. 

Collecting the Evidence 

Evidence was collected by 1) conducting preliminary interviews with 

experts or actors in the field, 2) reviewing the pertinent bodies of literature, 

3) gathering documents and artifacts suggested by the key subjects, 4) con

ducting onsite observations of the collaborative efforts, and 5) conducting 

in-depth interviews with participants of the advisory collaboration. Expert 

appraisal and validation of the results was the final step in collecting 

information before modifying the representations of the mobilization process. 

Preliminary Interviews. From the literature on interorganizational processes 

and organizational development, preliminary interviews (see APPENDIX B) with 

experts and primary actors in the field of interorganizational change, site 

observations, and artifacts, a conceptualization of the mobilization process for a 

collaboration was developed. First, to determine what the conditions might be, 

the bodies of literature were reviewed on the current education reform, on 

planned educational change, and on interorganizational arrangements. 

Concurrently, interviews with experts in the field of educational change and 

interorganizational arrangements were done and analyzed for traits of the 

contingencies and subprocesses of mobilization. The traits respondents described 

contributed to a framework of subprocesses and environmental conditions. From 

the preliminary interviews, the framework, a research protocol (see APPENDIX 

C), and final in-depth interview forms (see APPENDIX D) were devised. 
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An initial interview was conducted with the Associate Commissioner of the 

state agency for higher education, and arrangements were made to observe a 

forthcoming collaborative change effort facilitated by that agency. 

Direct Observation. The collaborative arrangement was observed onsite 

during one day-long session per month for six months. A variety of 

documentation from the initiating organizations was collected, including artifacts 

of the collaborative meetings-agendas, minutes, supplementary handouts. 

Meetings were audiotaped and notes taken according to the protocol. 

In-depth Interviews. More detailed information was obtained through 

follow-up telephone interviews (see APPENDIX D). In addition, interviewees 

responded to a critical incident form: they were asked which conditions they 

considered to be the most critical and least critical conditions related to 

mobilization of their particular collaboration. The graphic depiction of 

mobilization and related conditions was modified based on that information. 

After all data were analyzed, a matrix was designed to categorize in cells the 

discrete pieces of information as they related to the phases of mobilization, and 

the key contingencies (see APPENDIX E). 

Phenomenon recognition. Next, using a two-pronged approach designed 

from field study, a description of the model was sent to randomly selected 

internals of the study-committee members and participants-and to the 

externals of the study-the experts and key actors in the field of educational 

change and collaborations who provided the preliminary interviews. Each set of 

individuals provided phenomenon recognition (Strauss & Schatzman, 1979) to 

validate the model of both the phases of mobilization of a collaborative effort 

and the key conditions related to the phases. Phenomenon recognition, or expert 

appraisal is an important technique in field research inasmuch as such research 
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deals at its core with the "basic human agency" (Angus, 1986, p. 67). In this 

study it served two purposes. First, it was used to control for researcher bias. 

But it also served, perhaps a more fundamental ontological purpose: to relate 

investigator observations and respondents' perceptions to a theoretical framework 

that transcends the actors' consciousness. The use of phenomenon recognition 

from a panel of disinterested experts is intended as a sort of check on interrater 

reliability, as well as to validate the findings within a broader framework of 

social or organizational theory. 

Such data allowed for the modification and completion of a conceptua

lization of the mobilization of a collaborative effort encompassing the key 

contingencies, or conditions, based on Cates's (1983) typology of elements of an 

interorganizational arrangement (see CHAPTER V). 

Analyzing the evidence 

Data were analyzed using content analysis and chronological analysis. 

Content analysis 

The method used to analyze content was similar to that used by The 

Network researchers to classify variables of school improvement. As in The 

Network study, content analysis was used in this study because it avoided both 

the bias possible in self-report attitude scales and "the artificiality of paper and 

pencil" instruments (Loucks, Bauchner, Crandall et al.. 1982, p. 117). Content 

analysis was used on interviews, transcripts of observations, and artifacts. The 

method used was a classical contingency analysis, which presumes that 

perceptions of reality can be measured by counting the number of different 

references respondents make about a particular object, attitude, or process. 

That is, the number of different mechanisms of support are mentioned indicates 
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how supportive the climate was for the collaborative effort during the process of 

mobilization. 

A list of contingencies and subprocesses was generated following the review 

of the literature. Next, a series of preliminary interviews were conducted with 

experts and practitioners in the area of interorganizational collaboration (see 

APPENDIX B). Respondents were asked to describe those contingencies and to 

discuss the process of mobilizing a collaboration. Preliminary or pilot 

interviews were analyzed for language that described the traits of the 

contingencies and the subprocesses under investigation according to the 

literature. As in Loucks-Horsley's (1982) a dichotomous code was used: 

"0" if the condition or subprocess was not mentioned, "1," if it was mentioned 

once or twice. Coding in a matrix of process by contingency produced an 

indication of a relationship between the contingency and the subprocess. The 

data transcribed from field notes also was coded into the matrix. 

After the observations and interviews were completed, all materials (i.e., 

audiotapes, minutes, interviews) were analyzed. Random samples from all of the 

material were analyzed for descriptions or mention of the contingencies and the 

subprocesses. These data were plotted in a matrix (contingencies by sub-

processes of mobilization). It was used to infer influence of contingencies on 

the any of the subprocesses of mobilization as well as on strategies taken by the 

facilitating agency during mobilization (see APPENDICES E,F). Each time a trait 

of a contingency or subprocess was described, it was tallied into the framework, 

which was modified following the analysis. 

Chronological analysis 

Chronological analysis as described by Yin (1984) is "a kind of time-series" 

analysis. Data were analyzed and plotted according to chronological occurrence. 
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Content analysis was done next on random samples of meetings for any language 

indicating traits of either contingency or subprocess. They were also plotted to 

demonstrate whether the mobilization process was indeed iterative as suggested 

in the literature (see APPENDIX G). 

Both internals (i.e., representatives from the subject organizations) and 

externals (i.e., experts and practitioners outside of the collaborative effort) were 

selected at random and asked for phenomenon recognition to the findings. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The results of the study are discussed below relative to the theoretical 

framework; the preliminary interviews; a demographic analysis of participants, a 

chronological analysis of events throughout the subprocesses of mobilization, 

and a content analysis of artifacts, interviews, and observations. 

Because of personal reasons during the study, three of the 11-member 

committee were unavailable to give interviews. Although it would have been 

interesting to know their perspectives, one can only speculate whether their 

opinions would have altered substantively the results of the case study. 

The Theoretical Framework 

The conceptual framework was devised from the review of the pertinent 

literatures and the preliminary interviews with experts in the area of 

interorganizational collaboration (see FIGURE 1). During collection and analysis 

of data, the conceptualization of mobilization was enhanced to show levels of 

detail of the subprocesses (see CHAPTER V). The tables in the following 

discussion show in detail the data that contributed to the revisions of the 

conceptualization. 

The Preliminary Interviews 

The preliminary or pilot interviews, which contributed to the theoretical 

framework, were done by telephone or in person with individuals who were 

researchers or practitioners with experience mobilizing collaborations. Of the 

eleven who were contacted, ten responded. They represented colleges of 

education, a state education agency of higher education, a federal agency, a 

79 
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school district regional educational laboratories, and regional research and 

development organizations. Respondents were asked to discuss their 

backgrounds in mobilizing collaborations, to identify constraints in mobilizing 

collaborations from their experience, to suggest resolutions in their opinion, and 

to discuss any other conditions affecting mobilization of a collaboration (see 

APPENDIX B). 

All responses were subjected to content analysis for language that 

suggested traits of both contingencies and subprocesses of mobilization (see 

CHAPTER III, "Analyzing the Evidence"). Those traits contributed to the 

modified research framework and to participant interview forms. Responses from 

the preliminary interview are discussed below. 

Respondents of the preliminary reviews had experience mobilizing 

collaborations in different institutions. Their experiences included mobilizing 

collaborative efforts, observing, or researching collaborative efforts in colleges 

and universities, state and federal agencies, research organizations, regional 

education laboratories, and state informational consortia. 

Subsequently, respondents in that sample had mobilized or observed the 

mobilization of a variety of collaborative efforts, which included interorganiza

tional advisory committees such as the one in this study, school-university 

projects, interorganizational or interstate information networks or collaborations, 

and field experiences for teacher training. Their descriptions generated data 

regarding the contingency variable of structure. 

Respondents identified both constraints and strategies for dealing with them 

from their experiences. The two constraints most often described were 1) 

differing "agendas" among institutions and 2) "turf." A third, related constraint 

was "institutions' structures of governance." All three describe in practical 
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terms the political-bureaucratic elements in such collaborations. Experts 

suggested that facilitators of collaborations should anticipate and deal with such 

constraints by 1) defining the common issue of the collaborative effort, 2) 

developing an "awareness of key people," 3) securing "actual, direct involvement" 

from the highest level of power, and 4) selecting an able leader. Leadership 

that could "sustain the energy of the effort," was the final condition described 

by respondents as critical to the mobilization of a collaborative effort. As a 

part of the method, the external experts' interviews contributed two elements of 

the conceptual framework: the role of the nominal leader and the role of the 

facilitating agency. 

During analysis many of the responses given by the experts were reduced to 

a single contextual or structural variable such as "environmental complexity" or 

"select key individuals." 

Subprocesses of Mobilization 

Chronological analysis of interviews, artifacts, and tapes showed 

milestone events as they occurred during the case study. Content analysis of 

audiotapes and artifacts revealed numerous iterations of the subprocesses of 

mobilization-planning, developing a policy image, and generating support. 

Moreover, they occurred simultaneously within a single meeting (see 

APPENDIX G). 

Attributes of Membership 

Attributes of the members of the collaborative were found to influence 

many of the contingencies. For example, the institutional rank of the members 

is related to the degree of formality and sanction the facilitating agency gives 

to the particular collaboration: generally the higher the rank of participants. 
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the greater the sanction. Content analysis of both interviews with participants 

and artifacts produced the following demographic and experiential attributes of 

the committee members summarized in TABLE 1. 

TABLE l.-Attributes of Membership of the Committee. 

Rank. Experience/ Experience/ Experience/ 

Collaborating Agency Testing 

Chair President Yes Yes Yes 

Mem#l President Yes Yes No 

Mem#2 Assoc. Comm. Yes Yes Yes 

Mem#3 Supt. ISD Yes Yes No 

Mem#4 President Yes Yes No 

Agency Program Offer. Yes Yes Yes 

Mem#5 President NA NA NA 

Mem#6 President Yes Yes Yes 

Mem#7 Student No No No 

Mem#8 President Yes 

Mem#9 Provost NA 

Mem#10Dir.Test/Eval. Yes 

Mem#ll Regent NA 

Note. The attributes of membership were related to 
such contingencies as history, context, structure, and to 
subprocesses such as generation of internal and external 
support. 

Contingencies Influencing the Collaboration 

The time invested and the activities pursued by the members of the 

collaboration suggest the influence of the following contingencies during the 

Yes 

NA 

Yes 

NA 

No 

NA 

Yes 

NA 
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subprocesses of mobilization: the resources available to the collaborative 

committee, the contacts or linkages the committee members could bring to the 

collaborative effort, the structural intensity (the amount of time or money 

invested by members), the operational intensity (the frequency with which 

members interacted), and the reciprocity (the direction of interaction) among 

committee members. 

The data presented in TABLE 2 along with the in-depth interview data, 

indicate the members' overall investment in the collaborative effort and the 

structure of the effort, as well as the roles of some members of the group. 

First, travel consumed time for all participants. Using many resources for travel 

during such efforts is rare among institutions. Such a large travel investment 

indicates that the issue was of considerable significance to the facilitating 

agency and that resources were available. Second, ninety percent of 

the members also undertook the time-consuming activities of gathering and 

analyzing information. TABLE 2 also suggests that not all members performed 

the same roles: only some members were concerned with logistics such as 

dealing with the press or making arrangements. Finally, TABLE 2 indicates the 

contacts (degree of coupling) that members had as a result of the collaboration 

or brought to bear on it. 

Contacts reflect each committee member's role within the group as well as 

the interests of the home institution. For example, Member #2 who had 

established a similar testing group for his agency used those contacts generated 

through his job. Several committee members relied on their executive cabinets. 

Participants showed only a moderate range of contacts; committee members 

seemed to rely on a few individuals in positions that were congruent with the 

issue of the collaborative effort, rather than an expansive network of linkages. 



TABLE 2.—Participants' Perceptions of Contact Outside the Collaboration. 
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Agency 

Type of Contact 

Mem#l None 

Mem#2 Test publishers; 
other members;press; 
informal contacts in 
other states 

Mem#3 None 

Mem#4 

Mem#5 NA 

Mem#6 Contacted by 
groups; press; 
individuals out
side district 

Mem#7 Faculty;students 
on own campus; 
TSSA;student groups 
on other campuses 

Mem#8 Own exec, cabinet; 
internal committee 
on testing; MALDEF 
sr. attorney; 
testing experts 

Mem#9 NA 

Mem#10 Facilitating agency; 
staff; ACT regional 
office 

Direction 

NA 

Contacted 
him 

NA 

Telephone calls 
to speakers; 
other states; 
press;arranging 
travel, hearings 

Own staff/cabinet 
on campus;others 
on campus;press 

Multi
lateral 

Multi
lateral 

NA 

Contacted 
her 

Multi
lateral 

Multi
lateral 

NA 

Multi
lateral 

Amt/ 
Time 

NA 

1-2 times 
per month 

NA 

Regularly 

Regularly 

NA 

Regularly 

Regularly 

Regularly 

NA 

Regularly 

Mem#ll NA NA NA 
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Committee members reported a moderate, although multilateral, range of 

interaction among themselves (see TABLE 3). Members were able to contact one 

another or the program liaison and staff freely without a formal or centralized 

process. Most contacts were characterized as "informal" or as dealing with 

logistics or with an issue about which one other committee member was referred 

to as an expert. 

The informal contacts often occurred in circumstances tangential to the 

collaboration, such as travel or incidental meetings related to other situations 

(i.e., other roles in professional associations or at members' universities). 

Contacts dealing with logistics occurred more often between members and the 

program liaison than among members themselves. Only a few members 

encountered situations related to the collaboration in which they referred to 

the committee's resident experts. 

Members of the collaborative effort described their perceptions of the 

conditions or the contingencies influencing the mobilization of the 

collaboration (see TABLE 4). Most of the responses identified contextual 

conditions ("HB 72," "Work of the Select Committee," "Publicity from teacher 

testing,") and the roles of the committee chairman and the program liaison as 

influential conditions. 

Less influential, as indicated by these responses, were the activities of the 

committee ("Invited/volunteer testimony," "2 out-of-state visits...," "Accumulation 

of data...). The least influential conditions were factors related to the group 

members themselves ("Background of participants," "Some chemistry"). Combining 

the members'perceptions of the conditions influencing the mobilization and the 

analysis of artifacts and observations, derives a description of the contingencies 

related to the collaboration (see APPENDIX F). 

ft. 



86 

TABLE 3.-Contact Among Participants Other than Regular Meetings. 

Mem#l 

Mem#2 

Type of Contact 

Informal conversation 
w/members on plane 

Prog, liaison; 
to get materials; 
other members 

Direction 

Multi
lateral 

Multi
lateral 

Amt./Time 

Once monthly 

Regularly; 
3-4 times 
during process 

Mem#3 Maybe informal; 
can't remember 

Agency Chairman; other 
staff; members 

Mem#4 Prog, liaison; 
informally, 2 
other members 

Mem#5 NA 

Mem#6 Informal only; 
can't remember 

Mem#7 4 members; 
prog, liaison 

Mem#8 3 members; 
prog, liaison 

Mem#9 NA 

Mem#10 No members; in 
touch w/prog. 
liaison & staff 

M e m # l l NA 

NA 

Multi
lateral 

Multi
lateral 

NA 

NA 

Multi
lateral 

Multi
lateral 

NA 

Multi
lateral 

NA 

NA 

Regularly 

Occasionally 

NA 

NA 

Once each 

Once; 
Regularly 

NA 

Regularly 

NA 

Note. Such contact is a measure of operational reciprocity 
(direction) and operational intensity (frequency of contact). 
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TABLE 4.-Conditions Influencing the Operation of the Collaboration. 

Condition % of Responses 

0 Invited/volunteer testimony 10 

0 2 out-of state visits to 20 
testing programs 

o Leadership of chairman 40 

0 Backgrounds of participants 10 

0 Excellent staff support 20 

0 HB 72 20 

0 Work of Select Committee 20 

o Publicity from teacher 20 
testing 

o Accumulation of data 10 
during information-
gathering 

Note. From content analyses of interviews with committee 
members and program liaison. 

Strategies Used During Mobilization 

Participants also identified roles and strategies they thought the facilitating 

agency used during the subprocesses of mobilization. Their perceptions are 

summarized in TABLE 5. 

Participants and the program liaison showed agreement regarding the 

complex role played by members of the facilitating agency. One hundred percent 

of the committee members recognized the agency's role of facilitator through the 

work of the program liaison. 
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TABLE 5.—Roles Assumed by the Facilitating Agency During Mobilization. 

Roles/ 
Strategies 

Initiator 

Facilitator 

Committee Member 

Other 

Respondents 

Liaison 

1 

1 

1 

0 

Member 

7 

10 

6 

3 

Note. Reported in interviews by program liaison and 
other members. 

The work of and strategies used by the committee chairman were identified 

by committee members as likewise crucial to the fulfillment of the charge. 

Respondents considered him to be aware of the political nature of the 

collaboration and adept at working with the politics (see TABLE 6). Other 

strategies that were observed or identified indicated he served as a monitor of 

information and a facilitator of internal and external communications (see 

discussion, CHAPTER V, "Role of the nominal leader"). 
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TABLE 6.—Strategies Used by the Committee Chairman. 

Strategies 

0 He used the style of a "master of politics" 

0 He worked with the program liaison to design a 
structured but flexible framework for the 
committee's activities and tasks 

0 He invested the committee with the autonomy to 
define for themselves the charge they had 
been given 

0 He continued a linear process of "focus, agreement, 
and focus" by summarizing, synthesizing, and 
refocusing committee members' ideas 

0 He encouraged "a very democratic process" 

o He involved everyone in input, conflict, dialogue 

0 He kept communications among members open 

o He kept in touch witti changing opinions of members 
before and between meetings 

0 He monitored information into the committee, 
including comments from the state board chairman 

0 He relied on and worked with staff (his own and 
facilitating agency staff) 

o He paid particular attention to press and publicity 

Note. From content analyses of interviews by committee 
members and observations. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

Summary 

With its demands on individual institutions of education, the current reform 

movement in higher education has revived professional and popular interest in 

the potential of collaborative arrangements to meet the challenges and resolve 

the constraints of school improvement. Despite its potential, advocates agree 

"collaboration is tough." Mobilizing, or initiating, collaborative efforts is 

tough because educators know little about what the process entails or how to 

enact it; traditionally, research on collaboration has been outcome-oriented 

rather than process-oriented. And when research has examined process, it has 

more often looked at the processes of implementation and institutionalization 

than at mobilization—the beginning. Furthermore, the current reform 

environment may pose as many constraints on institutions seeking to collaborate 

as it seems to necessitate the collaborations among them. 

This study used the case study method to examine how a state agency 

mobilized a collaborative effort in response to state initiatives in education 

reform. The facilitating agency was the Coordinating Board, Texas College and 

University System. The study documents the mobilization processes of a 

collaborative effort among state education agencies (SEAs), institutions of higher 

education (IHEs), and local school districts or local education agencies (LEAs). 

The findings of this case study were: 

1. The mobilization process consisted of successive 

iterations of the subprocesses of planning, policy 

image development, internal support generation, 

90 
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external support generation recurring at every 

level of investigation. These iterations recurred 

from the level of mobilizing the committee during 

a year to the level of mobilizing the group on an 

issue during a single meeting. 

2. The mobilization process consisted of non-linear 

subprocesses that were embedded within rational, 

linear processes. 

3. The roles of the program liaison and the committee 

chairman were significant in helping the committee 

define their problem. 

4. The facilitating agency was aware of the following 

contingencies in the environment when it mobilized the 

collaboration: the origin of this collaboration, the 

missions of the participating institutions, the experience 

of the participants with the issue, the cooperative 

environment, the multiplicity (number) and the multiplexity 

(range of institutional ranks) of potential linkages brought 

to bear on the collaboration, the roles of the facilitating 

agency and the committee chairman. 

5. As depicted in the theoretical framework, certain contingen

cies apparently were related more to certain subprocesses of 

mobilization than to others. Especially significant was the 

coordinating mechanism (the program liaison). 
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6. Contingencies such as the complexity of the environment, the 

multiplicity of contacts outside the collaboration were less 

eminent or had less impact on the phases of mobilization than 

assumed. 

The results of this study suggest that the process of mobilizing 

collaborative efforts as defined in the study was a political, complex, conflictual, 

and iterative process. The study also suggests that the progression of 

mobilization was related to 1) the definition of a problem; 2) the coordinating 

mechanism between the facilitating agency and the participants; 3) the presence 

of active, though not necessarily autocratic leadership; 4) the individuals 

participating; and 5) the degree of support generated outside the collaboration. 

Such conditions were related, at any one time, to one or more of the 

subprocesses of mobilization: developing a policy image, information gathering, 

generating internal support, generating external support, and planning. Other 

conditions, or contingencies, that also seemed to have some relation include 

history and context of the collaboration. Some contingencies apparently were 

most often related to certain subprocesses of mobilization. 

McGeever (1986) suggests that models or investigations of collaborations 

must conceive of an individual or interpersonal level. The unit of analysis for 

this study, however, was the collaborative effort itself, and the field of 

interpersonal dynamics was beyond the realm of the study. Within its 

framework, however, two additional conditions were proposed at the individual 

level: the role of the facilitating agency and the role of the nominal group 

leader, including the relationship between them. 

Because of the limited number of observations possible in this case, it 

remained uncertain how the nature of the issue influenced the mobilization 
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process. It was beyond the scope of this study to determine whether successful 

mobilization would be ensured if the above conditions were manipulated to match 

the conditions observed in this case. Rather, the intention was to provide useful 

information about the apparent relationship of such conditions to the 

subprocesses of mobilization in one case, and which may be related to the 

mobilization of similar collaborations. The results may suggest valuable 

information and strategies to decision- or policy-makers who must facilitate 

similar collaborative efforts. 

Interpretations and Discussion 

Because the data show mobilization to be a complex, political process with 

apparent subprocesses, interpretation and discussion of the results will be done 

in relationship to the study's research questions. 

Overview of the Case 

In August, 1985 the chairman of the state board of higher education 

convened the Committee on Sophomore Testing and charged its members to 

"review the advisability and feasibility of the establishment of a 'rising junior' 

type of test in our public colleges and universities in Texas." The advisory 

committee, composed of college presidents, college faculty and students, associate 

commissioners, and school superintendents, began a linear process of "getting 

ourselves educated about testing, hearing public testimony and making our 

recommendations." For the next nine months committee members heard testing 

experts; they studied a plethora of materials on testing; they attended a national 

conference on assessment; they visited campuses in states with such tests; they 

travelled across the state taking public testimony from representatives from 

education, business and industry, minority advocates, and students. 
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Completing that process in May, 1986, the 11-member committee gave the 

state board of higher education their seven recommendations, which they had 

unanimously endorsed. With the support of the committee, the chairman will 

bring the recommendations before the state legislature. Because the state's 

economic environment currently is suffering a downturn, projections for 

legislative appropriations to implement the committee's recommendations are not 

optimistic. 

Research Ouestion 1 

The first research question was "How does the facilitating agency of an 

advisory interorganizational collaboration mobilize such a group? Does it go 

through non-linear subprocesses as the literature suggests?" 

The literature has established that mobilization is a "highly political, 

complex, conflictual process," (Berman, 1980). Because it is a political process, 

political behavior and language pervaded the subprocesses of mobilization. 

Formation and operations of the collaboration, for example, exhibited politically-

motivated patterns of activities and language from the identification of an issue 

to the selection of participants and the selection of speakers, to the solicitation 

of public testimony. Each such instance was characterized by persuasion, an 

awareness of constituencies outside of the collaboration, and a recognition of 

potential "conflictual" issues (see discussion below). 

As a complex process, the subprocesses of mobilization-policy image 

development, planning, external support generation, and internal support 

generation-occurred and recurred in an iterative fashion, embedded within one 

another. The iterative subprocesses were also embedded within sequential, linear 

processes. And, within those sequential subprocesses other subprocesses were 

noted: information-gathering, definition of constituents' expectations of the 
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group, and development of a shared identity (See "Mobilization as a Complex 

Process"). 

In this case a lengthy information-gathering process occurred. Members 

spent large (10 months) amounts of time gathering information, a subprocess that 

seemed to move the group toward resolution of the ostensible problem of the 

collaboration as well as through the subprocesses of mobilization. 

Mobilization overall seemed to be a lengthy process. In this case, which 

worked within a strict time frame, it lasted almost a year. The collaborative 

advisory group in this case did not move into an implementation phase; they 

were convened only to study the issue and offer recommendations, which would 

be given to the state legislature. How quickly the group moved through 

mobilization seemed contingent on 1) how quickly and clearly group members 

were able to define a de facto purpose of the collaboration, and 2) whether 

they had leadership in defining such purpose. 

Mobilization as a Political Process 

Studies of adoption of innovations in education show that political concerns 

may influence the processes of change more than does the linear identification 

of educational need. Such was the case in this study: testing, the issue to be 

resolved, was mandated by the state coordinating board of higher education. 

Specifically, it was a need identified by the chairman of that board. From the 

beginning-the identification of the issue to be addressed and the decision to 

address it collaboratively-the process was political. That is, the interests 

of different groups-Texas schools, colleges, universities, minorities-were at 

stake. In his charge the coordinating board chairman carefully distinguished 

between the role and purpose of this interorganizational advisory committee on 

testing and the role of the newly appointed Select Committee on Higher 
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Education. In defining the role of this committee on testing, the chairman gave 

politically important support to that committee. With himself as a link between 

the two committees, the work of the advisory committee would be incorporated 

into the higher education system. Equally important, the chairman circumvented 

future confusion over the roles of the two committees and he defused debate 

over rights of "turf." 

The selection of organizational and individual members of the 

collaborative effort, likewise, was political. Initially, the collaborative group was 

convened by the facilitating agency as an advisory group representing 

constituencies likely to be affected by student testing. "We knew," said a staff 

member, "that we would need representation from senior colleges and 

universities, the smaller liberal arts, junior and community colleges and schools 

with high minority enrollment." Institutions were selected to represent the range 

of students in the state as well as the range of institutions in the state. 

Individual members were invited to join the collaborative effort because of their 

institutional position, rank, professional expertise, experience with collaboration 

or with testing. 

Later, as they moved between subprocesses of mobilization, members' 

institutional affiliations influenced how they persuaded and how they anticipated 

the ramifications of conflictual issues such as funding, the responsibility of the 

institution to offer remediation, student and faculty input, the impact of testing 

on minority students, and the public perception of a testing program. Clearly, 

members saw themselves as representatives of certain constituencies. "I felt I 

had a greater responsibility to represent a large group of people," said the 

student representative. Another member felt that "I had to think in terms of a 

public school person...." Subsequently, their comments during the meetings 



97 

referred frequently to the "student perspective" or the "public school 

perspective" and their activities outside of meetings consisted of interviewing 

members of those groups, visiting such groups, and making presentations to them 

about the work of the committee. 

Minority representatives exhibited a similar constituent responsibility. "I 

had one major role as a Mexican-American educator to bring the Mexican-

American perspective." 

Mobilization as a Complex Process 

For the facilitating agency the niobilization process was a complex one, 

consisting of numerous subprocesses and environmental contingencies influencing 

the mobilization (see FIGURE 1). Examining.the subprocess called mobilization, 

one found two series of subprocesses. One series was both sequential and 

iterative as the group focused on an issue, then reached some agreement, and 

then refocused on the same or a new issue. The second series of subprocesses-

developing a policy image, including information gathering and defining 

expectations of the group; developing a shared identity; generating internal 

support; generating external support; planning-was also iterative, but non

sequential. That is, the subprocesses occurred simultaneously or iteratively 

in no linear way (see FIGURE 2). 

Development of a nolicv image. One subprocess of mobilization is 

developing a policy image, a term that connotes the political tenor of 

mobilization, more vividly than the descriptions of policy image development 

found in the literature: "awareness of a problem," "perception of performance 

gap," "needs assessment," "search for solution," and "proposal generation." 
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The "policy image" is an image of a "future state of affairs," or a shared 

vision that participants would like realized. "Any vision probably exists in minds 

of two or three people at the same time," said an administrator with the 

facilitating agency staff. Such an image may be held by one individual or 

organization; it may change many times during the collaboration's development; it 

may not be recognized until later with customary hindsight. The individual or 

organization that guides or leads the collaboration may be instrumental in 

developing a policy image. 

In the collaborative effort observed in this study, the chairman of the state 

board of higher education clearly communicated a policy image in his charge: "I 

believe it is not an overstatement to say that your work will constitute one of 

the most important activities taking place in public higher education in Texas...." 

Furthermore, he defined the purpose of the committee as he saw it: " Your 

mandate is to review the advisability and feasibility of the establishment of a 

'rising junior' type of test in our public colleges and universities in Texas." 

After the committee began its work, the committee chairman worked to 

help the group develop its own policy image or shared vision. He communicated 

a policy image through subtle strategies. First, he structured, or standardized, 

the meetings so that he created an atmosphere of import. In operations, the 

group exhibited flexibility and independence, but meetings were highly structured. 

Each meeting had an agenda that followed the same format: the chairman's 

prepared introductory remarks, the scheduled presentation, pertinent discussion, 

any "housekeeping details," the chairman's conclusion and adjournment. He also 

brought with him two administrators from his own university to support his 

activities as chairman. Finally, he worked during meetings to guide the 

committee toward realizing collectively a policy image. The following excerpt 



from the September meeting is representative of his efforts (see also 

APPENDIX J). 
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Meml: Would it be meaningful for someone like Joan or Joan 
and Paul to write an array of purpose statements-
very minimal kinds of things-if this was our 
purpose this what it [a test] would look like—so 
that we could start at least excluding some things— 
I don't know, I'm just crying out for purpose. 

Mem5: Yes, why in fact were we called together basically? 
There's a problem, apparently. But, have we ever 
clarified that...problem...around the state? 

Ch: Well, it's impossible to totally clarify the 
problem because nobody's done any measurement. 
That's part of the problem. 

Mem7: If I might make a...suggestion...sometime at a 
meeting sometime soon we might informally...get a feel 
for what each other is thinking...and what we perceive 
the problem to bc.we're coming from totally 
different directions as to what we think the problem 
is...and to what we think each other is here for 

Ch: We know certain things: we know that the PPST is 
indicating that the students who have taken it for 
the first time are doing badly...and my faculty tells 
me that students have trouble writing.... 

MemlO: May I remind us of what [chairman of the Board] had 
in mind....[reads from charge] that is, a minimum-
competency test for basic skills. Now, to what 
extent do we as a committee feel bound to that charge 
and to what extent do we feel free to tell the 
Coordinating Board we don't think that's the kind of 
program it ought to be...? 

Ch: My own feeling is we're bound to look at the rising 
junior and that's why I think we ought to go to 
Florida. But we're not bound in any way if we decide 
we ought to do testing at the beginning of the 
freshman year. I think we have not only the right 
but the responsibility to recommend that. 

During the critical first working meeting, the committee members tried to 

decide on the purpose of the junior test they were to investigate, as they 

sought to define a policy image of the group. The preceding excerpt shows the 
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group establishing a linear, iterative subprocess that would be reiterated 

throughout mobilization: focusing on an issue, reaching agreement (even tacitly), 

producing an outcome, and then refocusing on another or the same issue (see 

FIGURE 2). Despite their clear charge, the members of the committee felt they 

were "crying out for purpose" for the test and for themselves as a group, so 

they focused on determining such purposes. They were aware of the 

implications of the issues they discuss-the level of skills to test, the point 

at which to test, impact on students who test poorly-but discussions were 

rarely completed during this meeting. As they tried to reach agreement on the 

purpose of the test, they were clearly trying "to get a feel for what each other 

is thinking," members tentatively broached or reiterated an issue and then 

abandoned it, so the affect of this first meeting was disjointed. 

In the excerpt above, the committee chairman did more than help focus the 

group; within the intent of the charge, he interpreted their "right and responsi

bility" to make the recommendations they deemed appropriate. During this 

episode, issues were not resolved because the discussions were not "about" the 

issues of testing, impact, or remediation. The discussions dealt more with the 

relative independence of the advisory committee to set its own agenda and to 

forge its own recommendations in light of evidence it would collect, than with 

the resolution of issues. And the participants tacitly agreed to interpret their 

charge liberally; the outcome was the autonomy to pursue their own agenda. 

For people who were "coming from totally different directions as to what... 

the problem is," it was an important step in the subprocess of defining a group 

identity in order to develop a collective policy image. The linear, iterative 

subprocess of focus, agreement, outcome that underlay the first session was a 

prologue to such discussions and subprocesses that occurred in the first months. 
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In this case, the facilitating agency implied its policy image in its charge 

to the committee, the individuals it invited for membership in the collaborative 

effort, and as in the example above, in the leader it selected. Ultimately, the 

members of the collaboration had to hold the same image of the meaning, intent, 

and ramifications of a collaborative effort or great conflict could exist. Within 

the subprocess of developing a policy image, other subprocesses or phases were 

observed: information gathering, defining expectations of the group, and 

developing a shared group identity (see FIGURE 3). 

Information gathering. Information gathering was a critical phase toward 

the development of a policy image. It allowed members of the group both to 

address the problem and to progress through and between the other subprocesses 

of mobilization. Gathering information related to the issue of the collaborative 

effort was by far, the most prevalent and time-consuming activity. Because the 

issue of the collaborative effort was mandated, a formal needs assessment was 

unnecessary. Members, however, spent nine months gathering information related 

to the development of a student test, e.g., models of existing testing programs, 

testimony of testing experts, as well as testimony from constituencies likely to 

be affected by the issue. 

The staff of the facilitating agency and the chairman reported spending a 

large amount of time each month in information-gathering activities: reading, 

research, interviewing, writing for information, hearing public testimony. 

Selected committee members who undertook presentations also reported spending 

"quite a bit of time" gathering information. 

Developing a Group Identity. Group members also gathered information to 

help them develop a group identity, including defining expectations of themselves 

of themselves as individuals. 
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Because participants were given a charge (see APPENDIX J), they came to the 

early meetings with preconceptions about the work of the committee and the 

roles they were to play within the group. Though they "came from opposite 

ends of the earth in regard to testing," committee members believed they would 

recommend "some kind of test," as their charge so clearly stated. Each 

individual had an idea of his or her role. Some anticipated that they were to 

represent a specific constituency; others believed theirs was an expert/resource 

role. As they defined their roles, participants were able to define the political 

or constituent expectations of the group. 

Seeking to develop a group identity, participants tried first to correlate 

or reconcile their institutional positions, roles, and activities with their invi

tation to the collaboration. At the same time, they tried to define political or 

constituent expectations for the group. Finally, they began to define their own 

expectations and identity for themselves as a group. That they succeeded in 

establishing a group identity was evident in their unanimous endorsement of their 

recommendations. Group members characterized the unanimous endorsement as 

"very rare." Many described the collaborative effort as "time-consuming, but 

enjoyable," or "a worthwhile experience." 

Generation of internal support. In this study the generation of internal 

support occurs among the members of the collaborative effort. The literature 

and practitioners who have mobilized collaborations (telephone conversations with 

C. Cates, 5-10-85; R. Ishler 5-12-85; J. Egermeier, 11-12-85; 12-1-86) suggest that 

support is needed both from the highest appropriate administrative level (e.g., 

dean, president, chancellor, SEA) and from those actually to be affected by the 

outcome of the collaboration. 
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In this study internal support was generated continually by the facilitating 

agency, the chairman, individual members, and the collaboration as a whole 

during public meetings. Generally, techniques included the selection or the 

committee members, the provision or sharing of information, and the 

encouragement of participation among the committee members and among 

constituent groups-faculty, students, minorities, business and industry, and 

educational institutions. 

The facilitating agency considered generation of support in their selection 

of institutions and individuals, including their own representative(s) to the 

collaboration. Not only were the invited participants people who could offer 

information, expertise, or experience germane to the issue, they were 

professionals who have linkages with many other high administrative professionals 

among whom they could generate external support. 

Generation of internal support was both an interpersonal and a political 

subprocess in which the facilitating agency was instrumental without being 

partisan. Staff members, instead, worked for the generation of support by 

providing information and providing opportunities to share information. At the 

second meeting the committee chairman and program liaison invited suggestions 

how they could best meet the members' information needs. 

Chairman: I might invite all of you...anytime if you have 
any suggestions on what you think we ought to be 
doing that we don't have scheduled...call me, call 
you [to program liaison] and we're open to 
suggestions.... 

Liaison: What would be most helpful to you to do this [match 
the purpose of the test with the visit to a state with 
a similar program]? 

In other planning activities that occurred during the mobilization, members of 

the collaboration suggested expert consultants outside of the committee who 
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could speak to the group. Partiality to a viewpoint was avoided by inviting 

speakers who held opposing opinions about an issue. 

The facilitating agency also was able to sponsor group members on trips to 

examine rising junior type testing programs; members were able to gather 

information onsite. According to a majority of the members who were 

interviewed the out-of-state onsite visits "crystallized their thinking." "We were 

able to see the differences between the state-level perception of the testing 

programs and the real operations when we interviewed the people who were 

living day-to-day with them." "The weight of the evidence gave us our 

direction." 

Such comments illustrate the dynamic, non-linear nature of the subprocesses 

of mobilization as the generation of internal support overlaps with planning and 

with the development of a policy image. 

Generation of external support. External support was generated among 

other teachers, professors, students, associations, the community, namely, any 

constituency outside of the immediate collaboration. It was a subprocess that 

occupied a large amount of time and constituted such major activities as the 

committee meeting with representatives of business and industry, individual 

members making presentations to groups about the work of the committee, 

members talking with the press, and the committee holding public hearings 

throughout the state. 

The generation of external support is complex because it requires 

interaction with both the educational and the community arenas of support. The 

current reform movement has highlighted the different value systems of those 

two arenas, even as it has made them competitors regarding certain issues. So, 

early in the process of mobilizing the interorganizational advisory committee, the 



107 

facilitating agency considered the generation of external support by inviting 

members who were likely to have numerous linkages in the educational 

communities and beyond. "We knew we would have to...get big names [the 

highest level of institutional support] said a facilitating agency staff member. 

Consequently, the committee members held comparable institutional rank: college 

and university presidents, professors, regents, associate commissioners of state 

departments of education, and superintendents of public school systems (see 

APPENDIX I). 

Maintaining a multi-lateral flow of information is important in generating 

support. Actual participation of all interested constituencies in the operation of 

the collaborative effort is not only controversial in the literature, it is 

unfeasible in practice. During the first five months of mobilization, the 

facilitating agency and the committee generated a list of representatives of the 

external groups interested in the impact of a testing program. During the last 

five months, the facilitating agency and some members spent considerable time, 

energy, and money (See Research Question 2, "Operations, Intensity,") generating 

external support in the form of meetings with representatives of business, other 

public hearings and testimonies, and public information presentations or press 

releases. The chairman, especially, maintained an appreciation for the "lay 

perspective" and the necessary power of public relations—so much so that it was 

a substantial topic of the second meeting and again at the fifth meeting in 

December. 

Planning. Though apparently the most linear of the subprocesses, 

planning-setting goals and objectives, assigning responsibilities, allocating 

resources-is no more linear than other subprocesses (Sarason, 1972; see also 

discussion. Chapter V). Nor is it less political. This case replicated Miles's 
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(1978) observation of another case study: 

many important decisions seemed to flash by in 
seconds...rationality turned out to include many 
non-rational features,...[and] political motives 

were implicit in much planner/implementor behavior, (p. 49) 

Planning occurred early in the life of the collaborative effort between the 

time of its conceptualization in January, 1985 and the formal delivery of the 

charge the following August, and continued throughout the mobilization process. 

Staff members of the collaborating agencies report spending more than 40 hours 

a month in various planning activities: budgeting, arranging travel for out-of-

state site visits, planning meetings, allocating resources for speakers, planning 

public hearings. The committee chairman and the facilitating agency intended to 

let the committee "set its own agenda" within the general framework, which was 

established by the committee chairman and the program liaison, of "educating 

ourselves, going out into field to gather public comment, and making our 

recommendations." In two notable instances, therefore, such planning behaviors 

occurred during the meetings (See APPENDIX J). 

Mobilization as an Iterative Process 

Mobilization was an iterative as well as complex process with other 

iterative subprocesses embedded within it. The subprocesses of 

mobilization-policy image development, planning, external and internal support 

generation-occurred concurrently, overlapped, and recurred non-sequentially. 

Two significant findings relate to the iterative nature of mobilization: 

1) the subprocesses of mobilization were embedded within rational, linear 

processes designed to solicit advice, counsel, and support from constituents; 

and 2) the pattern of iteration among subprocceses occurred at each level of 

investigation. 
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First, a significant finding depicts linear sequences: the chairman of the 

facilitating agency identified a problem or developed his policy image; he 

conferred with agency staff; they decided to convene an interorganizational 

advisory committee; the committee members were selected; and the chairman 

delivered a definite charge reflecting his vision of the problem Another linear 

process emerged as the committee began to define its work. At the September 

meeting, the chairman of the committee described a general framework of the 

committee's process as "First we have to get ourselves educated. Then we can 

go out into the field and hear public testimony from the individuals who will be 

involved on a daily basis with [testing]....then we can come back and make our 

recommendations" (see FIGURE 3). Though events occurred sequentially within 

any one subprocess, the activities were primarily non-sequential and iterative. 

Second and probably more important, the pattern of iterative subprocesses 

recurred at every level of detail. From the year-long effort of mobilizing the 

committee to the single meeting during which the participants mobilize to visit 

actual sites, the non-sequential, pattern of planning, policy image development, 

external support generation, and internal support generation occurred in some 

iterations. The organizational process is not unlike the biological developmental 

process of ontogeny recapitulating phylogeny. 

Figures 4-6 show successively detailed, microcosmic representations of the 

non-linear, iterative subprocesses. One can infer from the representations that a 

cross-section of a single meeting contains the same iterative patterns. For 

example, the excerpt discussed earlier in this chapter shows that even with a 

well-defined charge and an ostensible set of goals "to get ourselves educated, to 

go out in the field and take public testimony, and to make recommendations" 

(see FIGURE 4), the group progressed through such subprocesses as 
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information-gathering, definition of group expectations, and support generation in 

a single meeting, even as they did so for the life span of the collaborative 

effort (see FIGURES 5-6). The sessions partially transcribed in APPENDIX E 

likewise demonstrate that participants assumed, often abruptly, the language or 

activities representative of one or more of the subprocesses. They moved 

between two processes in succession or simultaneously. 

Research Ouestion 2 

The second research question was "How does the facilitating agency of an 

advisory interorganizational collaboration respond to the contingencies of 

history, context, structure, and operations to facilitate the mobilization of 

a collaboration in response to mandated change? Are there conditions, or 

contingencies, that are related to any of the subprocesses of the mobilization 

phase of such a collaborative arrangement?" 

During the process of mobilization, one or more of the proposed 

contingencies-history, context, structure, and operations of the collaboration-

were deliberately considered by members of the facilitating agency and the 

chairman (see APPENDICES F,G). 

The variable history includes the origin of the collaborative 

effort, any prior collaborations, and the mission statements of participants. 

In Cates's (1983) terminology, the collaboration was free-standing, although the 

state board for higher education defined the issue to be addressed. So the 

facilitating agency had mobilized the observed collaborative effort in response to 

the external influence of a statewide educational reform movement. The mandate 

was predicated on several factors in the current educational context: 1) the 

recent excellence or reform movement in both pre- and postsecondary education, 

2) Texas's position as one of the states pioneering statewide testing. 
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3) the recent attention on students' scores on other state tests such as the basic 

skills (TEAMS) and the Pre-professional Skills Test (PPST), and 4) the fact that 

some states have mandatory "rising junior" tests that test the basic skills 

students have acquired in college. The excellence movement and the potential 

use of testing to exclude student groups from access to higher education made 

the board chairman and the group sensitive to the concomitant issues of the 

purpose of the test, the impact of a test on minorities, and the need for 

remediation when students fail. 

Consequently, participants were chosen from institutions representative of 

the range of institutions throughout the state and of those most likely to feel 

the impact of testing. The facilitating agency consciously invited individuals 

who would be able to generate support for the recommendations of the 

committee: presidents, professors, associate commissioners, superintendents, 

regents, and students. 

The coordinating board of higher education and its staff, the "facilitating 

agency" in this study, are logical state entities to pursue such an investigation. 

Routinely, they convene similar interorganizational advisory groups to advise on 

various issues in higher education. Knowing that this particular group of indi

viduals would be busy with other issues, the facilitating agency and the 

committee chairman supplied a staff so that committee members were able to 

concentrate on the issue and making recommendations. 

The variable context includes 

0 cooperative/uncooperative environment 

0 resource availability. 

A third facet, complexity, was added to the conceptualization after the 

preliminary interviews. 
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As the group mobilized, the context remained cooperative with many 

available resources. Individuals and institutions in the state and throughout the 

country were cooperative with time and information. Human and fiscal resources 

were made available to the committee as necessary. Meanwhile, the state 

economy plummeted. Because the committee had virtually completed its work, its 

mobilization was not impeded. How the committee's recommendations will be 

implemented is uncertain (see APPENDIX K). 

Complexity of the environment has been described both in terms of 

information (Galbraith, 1973) and activities. In this study it was defined as the 

number of events competing with the activities of the collaborative committee. 

Complexity had little influence on the mobilization of this group because of the 

efforts of the Program Liaison and the staff to mitigate the number of events 

and activities impinging on committee members' participation. For example, 

agency and committee staff assumed administrative and research roles when 

necessary. 

Cates's (1980; 1983) studies suggest that the effect of the structure on the 

success of a collaborative effort is not fully understood. This study suggests, 

however, that the following aspects of structure are related to the subprocesses 

of mobilization: 

0 the coordinating mechanism 

o degree of standardization 

0 intensity 

0 formalization 

0 degree of coupling. 

One of the most critical elements to the successful mobilization of this 

interorganizational advisory committee was the coordinating mechanism between 
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the facilitating agency and the committee. First, the program staff member 

assigned to work with the committee had the professional background to deal 

with both the issue of testing and with group dynamics. In addition, the 

committee chairman, a politically sophisticated college president, communicated 

the ideas of the state board chairman without robbing the group of its 

independence, which he worked to establish at the first working meeting (see 

"Role of the Nominal Leader"). The resulting degree of standardization, that is, 

the extent to which processes are established was moderate, but subtle and 

flexible enough to encourage participation. The chairman communicated the 

degree of standardization subtly through his highly structured meetings (see 

discussion, p. 96). Those data suggest some connection between degree of 

standardization the subprocess of developing a policy image. 

Intensity as related to structure referred to the investment of money, 

time, or other resources invested by participating institutions and individuals. 

The facilitating agency, individual members, and their institutions all reported 

high intensity in this collaborative effort. The facilitating agency exhibited 

high intensity inasmuch as it paid the major travel expenses of the members and 

consulting fees or honoraria for speakers. Participants and their institutions 

recorded high intensity regarding the investments of their time. Members report 

an average investment of 20 hours per month for the 10-month process; they 

spent "a great deal of time" (30-40 hours per month) in many tasks. For most 

individuals, their institutions paid travel or meeting expenses; because of the 

high rank of the committee members, contributed time probably constituted a 

moderate to high expense for the institution. Intensity, then, was a measure of 

support for the collaborative effort, as was the degree of formalization. 
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Formalization, the next contingency was similarly considered in this 

mobilization process. Though no contract or memorandum of agreement was 

written, the process was given a high degree of formality by the facilitating 

agency's selection of "big names," such as college presidents and school 

superintendents; by issuing a formal charge to the committee; and by ending with 

a formal, publicized presentation of the recommendations to the state board of 

higher education. Choosing the "big names" or the highest ranked individual was 

evidence of the support the facilitating agency gave this committee. Such 

selection also facilitated a strategy for generating support among external groups 

affected by testing. 

The degree of coupling—the number (multiplicity) and the level of linkages 

or contacts (multiplexity) the members might have among their own and other 

institutions-is thought to be a critical contingency (Cates, 1983). It was not 

without some importance in this case, but did not bring as much to bear on the 

collaboration as was originally assumed. Committee members generally recalled 

moderate use of contacts in other institutions. Those who reported using 

contacts in other institutions during this mobilization process tended to call on 

one individual, usually someone at a comparable institutional rank as their own, 

or with a high degree of particular expertise (see TABLE 4). Many more reported 

using contacts among colleagues, staff, faculty, or executive cabinets at their 

own institutions for advice or opinions. Other external linkages were described 

as informal-"at other meetings," "on the plane." Six members were reported 

being approached by external agencies such as the press or by interested 

individuals who had read their names in press releases. 

Both components of operations were related to this committee's 

mobilization: 
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0 intensity 

o reciprocity. 

In operations terms "intensity" refers to the frequency with which members 

interact. Overall, the intensity of communications among members was 

characterized as slight and "mostly informal." Those members who had expertise 

in testing report being contacted "occasionally" by other committee members 

about an issue. The program liaison reported the greatest intensity of ongoing 

communication with one staff member assigned from the chairman's university 

and with the chairman himself about the operation of the collaborative group. 

Committee members reported a low to moderate degree of intensity of contacts 

with the program liaison and the staff member working with her. 

In keeping with the committee chairman's policy to ensure the autonomy 

of the committee and easy access during the process, the reciprocity (direction) 

of communications was multi-lateral among all members, the program staff, and 

the chairman (see TABLE 3). 

Data indicate that during the case certain contingencies were perceived 

as influencing the operations of the group (see TABLE 4). The origin of the 

mandate, the current context of reform, and the role of the coordinating 

mechanism i.e., the programs liaison and the committee chairman were seen as 

being strongly influential on the subprocesses of mobilization. The case study is 

described in relationship to the conditions or contingencies of the research 

framework in APPENDIX F. 

Certain contingencies appeared to be more often related to one subprocess 

than another. For example, the condition of history, specifically, the origin of 

the collaboration and the definition of the issue to be addressed by the 

collaboration were related to the subprocess of developing a policy image; the 
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selection of institutional and individual members, was related to development of a 

policy image and to the generation of external and internal support. Likewise, 

the of linkages and the institutional rank of linkages that individual members 

had outside of the collaborative arrangement contributed to both policy image 

development and internal/external support generation. 

Research Ouestion 3 

The third research question was "What roles did the facilitating agency 

assume and what strategies did it use during mobilization?" 

An early assumption in the research framework regarding the role of the 

facilitating agency (i.e., the state coordinating board for higher education and 

its staff) was that either it would play a directive role or it would have little 

role in the mobilization of a collaboration. After observing the mobilization 

effort, it was concluded that 1) the role of the facilitating agency was seen as 

part of the agency's mission, 2) the role(s) was more complex and subtle than 

was first supposed, 3) the role varied depending on the need of the group and 

4) the facilitating agency's roles and strategies depended largely on the working 

relationship between the facilitating agency's program liaison and the committee 

chairman. 

Mission of Facilitating Agency and Role 

The mission and role of the facilitating agency is defined by its charter. 

As the state coordinating board for higher education, the facilitating agency is 

"charged with the responsibility to provide leadership and coordination for the 

Texas higher education system." In this case the Board did not have and did 

"not seek the authority to require our public institutions to implement this kind 

of testing program" (Board Chairman's Charge to the Committee, Appendix J). 
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But the facilitating agency sees the mobilization or facilitation of collaborative 

efforts as part of its mission. "We're in the business of coordinating," said an 

associate commissioner of the facilitating agency staff. The mandate implied 

coordination, but did not mandate it as the method of addressing the issue of 

testing. Collaboration was, however, the means by which the staff of the Board 

sought input and ownership from the system of postsecondary institutions. 

Clearly, the facilitating agency in this study saw facilitation of collabo

rative efforts as part of its mission and function; moreover, it has had 

experience in trying to initiate and facilitate collaborations. Inasmuch as the 

Board and its staff had the state and federal support for collaboration and the 

experience in collaborating, how did it develop its roles as a facilitating agency? 

Were staff members true facilitators, or were they directive leaders; did they 

operate as participant-observers, administrators, or monitors? 

This study indicates that roles changed according to the specific topic 

within the collaborative effort and to the conditions affecting that collaboration 

at any given time. It concludes also that the roles were more multi-faceted and 

subtle than might be supposed, given the certainty of the institutional missions, 

the state mandate and institutional experience. In addition, the working 

relationship between the facilitating agency staff and the committee chairman 

was instrumental in facilitating the mobilization and the operations of the 

committee. 

Complex Roles of the Facilitating Agency 

Because it initiated the observed collaborative effort in response to 

mandate, the facilitating agency was perceived as an initiator but not a directive 

leader of the collaboration. "I never felt coerced in any way," said one member. 
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Participants perceived three roles assumed most often by the facilitating agency: 

initiator, committee member, and facilitator (see TABLE 5). 

Initiator. Most participants, including staff members of the facilitating 

agency, saw the agency as initiator of the collaborative effort. For the facilita

ting agency, collaboration was a practical and politic means of addressing the 

testing issue among its constituents. 

Committee member. This was a deceptively simple role performed by the 

agency's program liaison. Because she was one of four individuals with 

experience with testing and its concomitant issues, the program liaison regularly 

expressed opinions and suggestions as a committee member. Other committee 

members reported looking to her as another member at times, because she had 

more information and experience with the issue than they. But how the program 

liaison used the information she had was more significant to the mobilization 

than the fact that she possessed such information. As examples discussed earlier 

show, the program liaison reiterated types of information—research-based 

information, practical knowledge, or the original mandate—as the group redefined 

the purpose of the test and ultimately, its purpose as an interorganizational 

advisory committee. 

Facilitator. Facilitator was the other commonly perceived role of the 

facilitating agency. Facilitation was perceived as a critical role, one largely 

responsible for the efficacy of the collaborative effort because it reduced the 

complexity of the participants' environments. "We were able to concentrate on 

our work because [names of agency staff members] took care of everything," said 

committee members. To both participants and the agency, performing as a 

facilitator included providing information, making arrangements, providing 

facilities or resources during the subprocesses of mobilization. 
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Participants believed the facilitating agency also fulfilled decision-making 

and planning roles with the chairman of the collaborative committee. Staff from 

the facilitating agency believed facilitation to be a part of the agency's mission. 

It is important to realize that from the agency's perspective, the role of facilita

tor was intended to be separate from that of the group leader. 

The nominal leadership role emerged as an important one, perhaps because 

the facilitating agency performed such functions that allowed the group leader to 

concentrate more on the issue rather than on gathering information, organizing, 

making arrangements for facilities, etc. 

Role of the nominal leader. As did the program liaison, the nominal leader 

assumed different roles as necessary. This chairman was perceived by other 

committee members as assuming the roles of politician, leader, and expert. 

In doing so he portrayed numerous interpersonal, informational, and decisional 

roles (Mintzberg, 1980). The interpersonal roles include the figurehead, leader, 

and liaison. Informational roles include monitor, disseminator, and spokesman. 

Decisional roles are entrepreneur, disturbance handler, resource allocator, and 

negotiator. The roles imply both internal action with the committee and external 

action with other organizations and institutions. The leader's habitual style, 

then, usually subsumes certain of the interpersonal, informational, and decisional 

roles. 

As a poli,tician, the committee chairman played the roles of liaison, 

negotiator and spokesman with individuals and institutions outside the 

collaborative committee. He also played the role of expert inasmuch as his 

campus had initiated a similar testing program. And with the committee he 

assumed a strong, though not autocratic leader role. 
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In selecting this particular college president as chairman of the advisory 

committee, the facilitating agency recognized a college president on whose 

campus a rising junior test had been implemented. Initially, he appeared to be 

an individual who would support such a test and perhaps would generate similar 

support; he in fact expressed his preference for such a test. But early in the 

process (at the September meeting) as he worked to help develop a policy image, 

the chairman established the independence of the interorganizational committee 

to make its own recommendations regardless of his preferences or the board's 

mandate. With the program liaison he set up a general outline of activities for 

the group, but beyond that general framework, he encouraged the committee to 

"set its own agenda." The result was what one participant called "a crafted 

learning experience." The chairman's working relationship with the program 

liaison was seen by committee members as the most effective condition 

influencing the successful mobilization of the committee. 

From the committee members' perspectives the chairman, with the program 

liaison, was instrumental in the committee completing its charge, and returning a 

unanimous endorsement. He was highly skilled in the political process which is 

an integral part of higher education. Although he never denied the political 

overtones of the issue, he mitigated the impact of politics on the committee's 

operation by 1) establishing autonomy for the group, 2) openly communicating 

himself and ensuring ease of communications among members, 3) encouraging 

members for their opinions, their suggestions, their comments (see TABLE 6). 

Members said "I never felt that what I had to say wasn't important," "He 

encouraged us, no, he made us get involved." One member commented that "even 

though the process was so political, I almost felt apolitical." 
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Conclusions 

The state coordinating board for higher education successfully mobilized a 

collaborative advisory committee to make recommendations about the feasibility 

of a statewide "rising junior" testing program. Not only did the committee 

make recommendations, they endorsed them unanimously. Committee members, 

most veterans of such advisory groups expressed surprise that the group achieved 

such a degree of consensus, though they agreed their work had been so thorough 

that "the weight of the evidence" ensured unanimity. The mobilization process 

consisted of two apparently linear or sequential processes [i.e., identification of 

an issue, selection of a committee, receipt of recommendations and definition of 

charge, education about testing, hearing public opinion, making recommendations] 

both of which had non-sequential, iterative processes embedded within them. 

The process was a lengthy one, lasting a total of 10 months. Moreover, 

it required a large expenditure of time from members and staff. Overall, 

comments and perceptions of the committee members indicated that they found 

the experience to be "time-consuming, but satisfying, even enjoyable." Most 

members developed such a strong group identity, that they held a reunion on 

the day the recommendations were presented to the state coordinating board for 

higher education. 

That the strategies of the facilitating agency influenced the group's high 

degree of cohesiveness is suggested; how much influence they effected is one of 

the questions raised by this study. In all likelihood the committee chairman and 

the program liaison, who remained sensitive to the dynamics of the advisory 

committee, sought to strengthen the developing cohesiveness with their 

strategies. Evidence implies that the facilitating agency and the committee 

chairman consciously considered certain contingencies as they mobilized this 
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interorganizational advisory committee, including the origin of the issue, the 

availability of resources, the rank of participating individuals, the linking 

mechanism between the committee and the agency, the direction of 

communications among members, and the role of the committee chairman. 

The strategies used by the facilitating agency, staff, and the committee 

chairman consisted of the following: 

1. Identifying a fundamental educational issue, which was 

supported by the current environment. 

2. Delivering a clearly-defined charge with enough flexibility 

in the language to allow the committee to act as it felt 

the evidence indicated. 

3. Selecting a committee chairman who had a rank comparable to 

the members, was slightly more experienced with the issue, 

and had excellent political expertise, who was able to 

establish the group's independence while communicating 

with the chairman of the state board of higher education. 

4. Selecting committee members who had a vested interest in 

testing because of their institutions or the constituencies 

they served. 

5. Selecting a program liaison with professional skills in 

the issue and in interpersonal interactions. 

6. Providing support in the form of a professional staff to let 

committee members concentrate on the issues instead of on 

logistics. 

7. Supporting information-gathering trips to out-of-state 

campuses as well as local meetings with consultants. 
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8. Supporting public hearings around the state. 

9. Supporting other media relations: press releases, interviews 

with the press, members making presentations to interested 

groups. 

10. Mitigating, rather than denying, the political implications 

of the issue and the entire process. Encouraging 

participation of all members and reinforcing a non-regulatory 

role of the facilitating agency in regard to this inter

organizational advisory committee. 

The findings suggest that certain conditions or contingencies do influence 

the subprocesses such as mobilization. Even as an activity is in process the 

external environment can change so that the original purpose, although 

discharged, cannot be developed further. In this case, for example, while the 

collaborative advisory group successfully mobilized and fulfilled its charge, the 

economic environment declined into a much less cooperative one. Consequently, 

forthcoming legislative authorization or appropriation of monies to support 

implementation as recommended by the committee is unlikely. The initial degree 

of cooperation within the environment, nevertheless, influenced the outcome of 

this committee's work. 

This case study focused on the process of mobilization, rather than 

implementation or institutionalization, on the assumption that successful 

mobilization might lay a foundation for successful implementation and 

institutionalization. 

Limitations of the Study 

Many of the limitations of the study are inherent in a single-case study. 

The case study provides a depth of information about the subject, but it does 
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not allow for wide generalization to other such collaborative advisory groups. 

It does allow, however, for generalization to and refinement of theory. 

The study was limited first in its scope and then in its data-gathering. 

First, the study remained largely in the realm of sociological inquiry. For 

reasons of economy and practicality, it deliberately avoided focusing on the 

study of group psychology. The unit of analysis remained the group in its 

context. 

Second, as a result of that choice, the study was limited by such data as 

one observer was able to collect. One observer was able to observe only the 

public meetings, while some work occurred outside of those meetings according 

to some of the members. All other data were gathered as artifacts or interviews 

with members and analyzed by content analysis. In this study, the methodology 

controlled for interviewer bias by asking committee members and external experts 

for phenomenon recognition of the process. 

Another limitation occurred during the data collection. For personal 

reasons unrelated to the committee, three committee members were not available 

to be interviewed at any time during data collection. 

Because this case study was an exploratory one, the process of 

mobilization and its relationship with the contingencies was described and 

inferred from content analysis. No numerical index yet exists for the 

contingencies so it was impossible to test for the degree of relationship between 

the contingencies and mobilization, or for other statistical relationships. 

However, the descriptive data generated in this study could provide the basis for 

such a subsequent study. 



128 

Implications and Recommendations for Further Study 

This study has implications for the study of the sociology of education as 

the study of individuals within organizations. The evidence that mobilization 

is a complex process consisting of embedded, iterative subprocesses suggests more 

investigation into such organizational subprocesses. It suggests that such 

processes are far more complex and interwoven than our traditional conceptuali

zations of rational, bureaucratic or even organized anarchy. Such dynamics 

should be the subject of more process-oriented study and perhaps 

reconceptualized with the complexities in mind. The mobilization process 

described in this study, for example, could be tested in many more studies, 

including cross-comparisons in multiple-case studies. 

The influence of contingencies or external conditions is also an important 

variable for future study. That environmental contingencies have some influence 

on the process of mobilization seems evident, but the extent of influence is 

unknown from this study. More study is needed to observe and test the 

influence of specific contingencies. Combining qualitative methodologies with 

quantitative or interaction research might suggest the statistical degree of 

influence that certain contingencies had on the mobilization. 

The taxonomy of contingencies might also be quantified and an instrument 

developed to measure the degree of influence the contingencies exert on a 

collaborative effort. The instrument would be field-tested and refined, then 

facilitators of similar collaborative efforts could use it as a diagnostic tool 

for mobilization. Other aids and resources such as guidelines could be developed 

and tested for their effectiveness in facilitating mobilization. 

The relationship of certain contingencies with the process of mobilization 

raises tantalizing questions for future research. One in particular concerns the 
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role of the facilitating agency, and the fact that the chairman of the facilitating 

agency is also the chairman of a legislatively-mandated statewide panel on higher 

education. One question for future research is what is the relationship of a dual 

role on such a process? 

Finally, because a case study affords rich data, this study offers as much to 

the study of epistemology as it does to educational sociology. The description of 

the subprocesses of mobilization, also reflects individuals' processes of 

conceptualization and their use of knowledge. The institutional representatives 

in this case reviewed the issue of testing and integrated various kinds of 

knowledge into their world views. The processes that were described offer 

insights and raise epistemological inquiries. For example, what is the 

relationship between an individual's institutional role and his or her use of 

knowledge? What kinds of knowledge (or information) do individual members of 

such committees use? 

As a method of inquiring into such complex processes, the case study itself 

also requires more study. Investigating case study methods as they are used 

within other fields such as sociology, anthropology, and linguistics, and applying 

them to the study of organizational change, might contribute to further study. 



REFERENCES 

Adler, M.J. (1982). The Padeia proposal: An educational manifesto. New York: 
Macmillan. 

Angus, L.B. (1986, November). Developments in ethnographic research in 
education: From interpretive to critical ethnography. Journal of Research 
and Development in Education. 2Qnv 59-67. 

Baldridge, J.V. (1971). Power and conflict in the universitv. New York: John 
Wiley & Sons. 

^Baldridge, J.V. & Deal, T.E. (1983). Managing change in educational 
organizations. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan Publishing. 

Benveniste, G. (1985, April). New politics of higher education: Hidden and 
complex. Higher Education 14. 175-195. 

Berman, P. (1980). Toward an implementation paradigm of educational change. 
San Francisco: Far West Laboratory. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED 203 461) 

Berman, P. & McLaughlin, M. (1975). Federal programs supporting educational 
change. Vol. 2: Factors affecting change agent projects. Santa Monica, 
CA: Rand Corporation. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 108 
324) 

Berman, P. & McLaughlin, M. (1979). An exploratory study of school district 
adaptation. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 175 089) 

Blatt, B. (1984). Preface in Trubowitz, S. et. al.. When a college works with a 
public school. Boston: Institute for Responsive Education. 

Boyer, CM. & McGuiness, A.C. (1985, Winter). Recent state initiatives to 
improve the quality of undergraduate education. State Education Leader. 
12. 

Boyer, E.L. (1983). High school: A report on secondary education in America. 
New York: Harper & Row. 

Cates, CS. (1981). Industry-education collaborations for school improvement. 
San Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and 
Development. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 218 737) 

^Cates, CS. (1983). Collaborative arrangements that support school improvement: 
A synthesis of recent studies. San Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory for 
Educational Research and Development. 

130 



131 

Cates, C.S., Hood, P.D., & McKibbin, S. (1981). An exnlnr^tmn nf 
interorganizational arrangements that support «;chool imnrnvpm^nt San 
Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and 
Development. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 218 736) 

Chaffee, E.E. (1983). Rational decision-making in higher education. Boulder, CO: 
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems. 

Cheng, J.L.C & McKinley, W. (1983). Contingency theory and the application of 
organizational research to practice. Administrative Science Ouarterlv 28 
85-100. ~ 

Cohen, M.D. & March J.G. (1974). Leadership and ambiguity: The American 
college president. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Cohen, M.D., March, J.G., & Olsen, J.P. (1972). A garbage can model of 
organizational choice. Administrative Science Ouarterlv 17. 1-26. 

Corbett, H.D., Dawson, J.A., & Firestone, W.A. (1984). School context and school 
change: Implications for effective planning. New York: Teachers College 
Press. 

Crandall, D.P. (1977, Nov.). An executive director's struggle to actualize his 
commitment to collaboration. Applied Behavioral Science 13. 11-15. 

Cross, K.P. (1984, Nov.). The rising tide of school reform reports. Phi Delta 
Kappan. 164-172. 

Drazin, R. & Van de Ven, A.H. (1985, Dec). Alternative forms of fit in 
contingency theory. Administrative Science Ouarterlv 30. 514-539. 

Education Commission of the States. (1983). Action for excellence: A 
comprehensive plan to improve our nation's schools. Denver, CO: 
Education Commission of the States. 

Education Commission of the States. (1984). A nation responds. Denver, CO: 
Education Commission of the States. 

Egbert, R.L. & Kleunder, M.M. (Eds.). (1984). Using research to improve teacher 
education: The Nebraska consortium. Washington, DC: ERIC Clearinghouse 
on Teacher Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 246 
021) 

Elmore, R.F. (1983). Complexity and control: What legislators and administrators 
can do about implementing public policy. In Shulman, L.S. and Sykes, G. 
(Eds.). Handbook of Teaching and Policy. New York: Longman, Inc. 

Evangelauf, J. (1986, June). Panel analyzes education graduates' college 
transcripts, finds weak grounding in liberal arts, urges 25 reforms. The 
Chronicle of Higher Education. 11. 



132 

Ewell, P.T. (1985). Levers for change: The role of the state government in 
imprQving the quality of postsecondary education Denver, CO: Education 
Commission of the States. 

Feistritzer, E. (1984). The making of a teacher: A report on teacher education 
and certification. Washington, DC: National Center for Education 
Information. 

Fiedler, F. (1972). The effect of leadership training and experience: A 
contingency model and interpretation. Administrative Science Ouarterlv 17 
452-470. ' ' 

Finn, CE. (1986, Feb.). Unsolved problems of the excellence movement. The 
School Administrator. 14-17. 

Fry, L.W. «& Slocum, Jr., J.W. (1984). Technology, structure, & work group 
effectiveness: A test of a contingency model. Academy of Management 
Journal 27. 221-246. 

Fullan, M. (1982). The meaning of educational change. New York: Teachers 
College Press. 

Galbraith, J. (1973). Designing complex organizations. Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley Publishing Company. 

Gardener, J. (1961). Excellence. New York: Harper & Row. 

Gideonse, H.D. (1984, Nov.). State education policy in transition: Teacher 
education. Phi Delta Kappan. 205-208. 

Glenny, L.A. (1985). State coordination of higher education: The modern concept. 
Denver, CO: State Higher Education Executive Officers. 

Goodlad, J.I. (1975). Dynamics of educational change. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Goodlad, J.I. (1984). A place called school. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Goodlad, J.I. & Klein, M.F. (1970). Behind the classroom door. Worthington, OH: 
Charles A. Jones Publishing Company. 

Gross, N. (1971). Implementing organizational innovations. New York: Basic 
Books. 

Hall, G. & Hord, S. (1977). The concerns-based perspective of the collaboration 
between an R&D Center and two school districts. Paper presented at 
American Educational Research Association, Houston, TX. 

Havelock, R.G. (1974). Planning for innovation through dissemination and 
utilization of knowledge. Ann Arbor, MI: Center for Research on 
Utilization of Scientific Knowledge. 



133 

Havelock, R.G., Huberman, M., Levinson, M., & Cox, P. (1982). School-univer.ifv 
collaboration supporting school improvement. Volume TV; Comnnri.;on r̂ nH 
synthesis of three rases. Washington, DC: American University, Center for 
I?^ o^c^?^.^"""^ Administration. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No 
LD 225 971) 

Hopkins, D., Wideen, M., & Fullan, M. (1984, September). Organization 
development in faculties of education. Group & Organization Studio.. 373-
39o. 

Hord, S.M. (1986, February). A synthesis of research on organizational 
collaboration. Educational Leadership 22-25. 

Intriligator, B. (1982, February). Creating conditions for .nrnessful collahnr^Hnn 
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Association for 
Colleges of Teacher Education, Houston, Texas. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 237 475) 

Ishler, R.E. (1983, Winter). The relationships between public education and 
higher education: Neutrality, symbiosis or antagonism. Educational 
Considerations. 11-13. 

Kent, J. (1979). The management of educational change efforts in school 
systems. In Herriot, R.E. & Gross, N. (Eds.). The dynamics of planned 
educational change. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan. 

Kerlinger, F.N. (1973, Second edition). Foundations of behavioral research. New 
York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston. 

King, A.L. (1986, February). Synthesis of information relating to school and 
business partnerships. Austin, TX: Southwest Educational Development 
Laboratory. 

Kirst, M.W., Meister, G., & Rowley, S.R. (1984, December). Policy issue 
networks: Their influence on state policymaking. Policy Studies Journal 
247-263. 

Lawrence, P.R. & Lorsch J.W. (1967). Organization and environment: Managing 
differentiation and integration. Homewood, IL: Irwin, Inc. 

Lazerson, M., McLaughlin, J.B., McPherson, B., & Bailey, S. (1983). An education 
of value. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Graduate School of Education. 

Levinson, N.S. (1981). School-university collaboration supporting school 
improvement. Volume II: The eastern state case. Washington, DC: 
American University, Center for Technology and Administration. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 210 261) 

Lieberman, A. (1986, February). Collaborative work. Educational Leadership. 
4-8. 



134 

Lieberman, M, (1986, January). Why reform was "dead on arrival." Education 
Week. 

^ Lindsay, CA., Queeney, D.S. & Smutz, W.D. (1981, June). A model and process 
for university/professional association collaboration. University Park, PA: 
Pennsylvania State university. Center for the Study of Higher Education. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 204 587) 

Loucks, S.F., Bauchner, J.E., Crandall, D.P., Schmidt, W.H., & Eiseman, J.W. 
(1982). People, policies, and practices: Examining the chain of school 
improvement. Volume II. Portraits of the Changes, the Players, and the 
Contexts. Andover, MA: The Network. 

Loucks, S.F., Cox, P.L., Miles, M.B., Huberman, A.M., & Eiseman, J.W. (1982). 
People, policies and practices: Examining the chain of school improvement. 
Volume I. Setting the stage for a study of school improvement. Andover, 
MA: The Network. 

Loucks-Horsley, S.F. & Hergert, L.F. (1985). An action guide to school 
improvement. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development. 

Maeroff, G.I. (1984). School and college: Partnerships in education. Princeton, 
NJ: Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. 

March, J.G. & Olsen, J.P. (1976). Ambiguity and choice in organizations. 
Bergen, Norway: Universitetsforlaget. 

Marsh, D.D. & Berman, P. (1984, April). Conceptualizing the problem of 
increasing the capacity of schools to implement reform efforts. Paper 
presented at Annual Meeting of American Education Research Association. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 250 796) 

McGeever, J. (1986). How to establish a partnership for school improvement: 
Guidelines for supervisors and principals. Washington, DC: National 
Institute of Education. 

McKibbin, S. (1981). Successful collaboration for school improvement: A case 
study. San Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research 
and Development. 

McLaughlin, M.W. & Elmore, R.F. (1982). Implementation of federal education 
programs: Implications for future federal policy. Peabody Journal of 
Education. 60. 8-19. 

Meyer J. (1984). Reform and change. TFPT Policy Notes. 5(4). 1-2, Stanford, CA: 
Institute for Research on Educational Finance and Governance, Stanford 
University. 

Miles MB (1975). Planned change and organizational health: Figure and ground. 
In J.V. Baldridge and T.E. Deal (Eds.), MnnagJng Change in Educational 
Organizations. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan Publishing. 

W 



135 

Miles, M.B. (1978). Designing and starting innovative schools: A field study of 
social architecture in education. New York: Center for Policy Research. 

Miles, M.B. (1983). Unraveling the mystery of institutionalization. Education 
Leadership. 41. 14-19. 

Miles, M.B. & Huberman, A.M. (1984). Analyzing qualitative data: A source book 
for new methods. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 

Millett, J.D. (1968). Decision-making and administration in higher education. 
Kent, OH: Kent State University Press. 

Mintzberg, H. (1980). The nature of managerial work. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall. 

Mintzberg, H. (1985, March). The organization as political arena. Journal of 
Management Studies 22. 2. 

National Commission for Excellence in Teacher Education. (1985). A call for 
change in teacher education. Washington, DC: American Association of 
Colleges for Teacher Education. 

National Commission on Excellence. (1984). A nation at risk: A national 
imperative for reform. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office. 

Neale, D.C, Bailey, W.J., & Ross, B.E. (Eds.). (1981). Strategies for school 
improvement. Boston: AUyn & Bacon. 

J Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. (1980). Interorganizational arrange
ments for collaborative efforts: Literature review. Portland, OR: 
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. 

Passow, A.H. (1984). Reforming schools in the 1980s: A critical review of the 
national reports. New York: Institute for Urban & Minority Education, 
Teachers College. 

Politicians stress doubts, Boyer says. (1985, April 15). Edline, electronic news 
service of the National School Public Relations Association. 

Renihan, P. (1985, Fall). Organizational theory. Educational Administration 
Quarterly. 21(4). 121-134. 

Rogers, E. & Shoemaker, F. (1971). rommunications of innovations. New York: 
The Free Press. 

Sanford J B. (1978, March). The graduate- 'school and its organizational 
structure: A contingency theory approach. Paper presented at the Annual 
meeting of the Association for the Study of Higher Education, Chicago, 
Illinois. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 159 940) 



136 

Sarason, S. (1972). Creation of settings and future societies. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Schaffer, E.C, Bryant, W.C, Buchanan, D., Keen, A., Pardue, B., & Robinette, 
N.G. (1983). Structures and processes for effective collaboration among 
local schools, colleges and universities. A collaborative project of: 
Kannapolis City Schools, Livingstone college. University of North Carolina-
Charlotte. 

Schatzman, V. & Strauss, A. (1973). Field research. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall. 

Schoonhaven, CB. (1981). Problems with contingency theory: Testing 
assumptions hidden within the language of contingency theory. 
Administrative Science Ouarterlv 26. 349-377. 

Simon, H.A. (1957). Models of man, social and rational. New York: John Wiley 
& Sons, Inc. 

Simon, H.A. (1979, Sept.). Rational decision-making in business organizations. 
American Economic Review 69. 493-513. 

Sizer, T.R. (1984). Horace's compromise: The dilemma of the American high 
school today. Boston: Houghton-Mifflin. 

Southern Regional Education Board Commission on Quality in Higher Education. 
(1985). Improving teacher education: An agenda for higher education and 
the schools. Atlanta, GA: Southern Regional Educational Board. 

Southern Regional Education Board Task Force on Higher Education and the 
Schools. (1981). The need for Quality. Atlanta, GA: Southern Regional 
Education Board. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 205 133) 

Southern Regional Education Board Task Force on Higher Education and the 
Schools. (1983, June). Meeting the need for quality: Action in the South. 
Atlanta, GA: Southern Regional Education Board. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 232 534) 

Study Group on the Condition of Excellence in American Higher Education. 
(1984). Involvement in learning: Realizing the potential of American 
higher education. In The Chronicle of Higher Education. October 24, 1984. 

Sussman, R.A. (1982, March). Serving many masters: Dilemmas in school-
university collaboration. Paper presented at Annual meeting of American 
Education Research Association. 

Task Force on Teaching as a Profession. (1986). Shaping our future: Teachers 
in America. Hyattsville, MD: Carnegie Forum on Education and the 
Economy. 

k 



137 

TDR Associates. (1981). Case studies of three university-school collaboratives 
mandated for the improvement of educational practice. Volumes 1-2. 
Newton, MA: TDR Associates. 

The Holmes Group. (1986). Tomorrow's teachers: A report of The Holmes Group. 
East Lansing, MI: The Homes Group. 

Toch, T. (1984, October). Initiatives aim to sustain, shape reform goals. 
Education Week. IV (8). 1;15. 

Toch, T. (1984, November). The dark side of the excellence movement. Phi Delta 
Kappan 66. 167-172. 

Tolbert, P.S. (1985, Mar.). Institutional environments & resource dependence: 
Sources of administrative structure in institutions of higher education. 
Administrative Science Ouarterlv 30. 1-13. 

Tosi, H. & Slocum, Jr., J.W. (1984). Contingency theory: some suggested 
directions. Journal of Management 10 (1). 9-26. 

Trubowitz, S., Duncan, J., Fibkins, W., Longo, P., & Sarason, S. (1984). When a 
college works with a public school. Boston: Institute for Responsive 
Education. 

Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on Federal Elementary and Secondary 
Education Policy. (1983). Making the grade. New York: Twentieth Century 
Fund. 

Udinsky, F., Osterlind, S., & Lynch, S. (1981). Evaluation resource handbook: 
gathering, analyzing, reporting data. San Diego: EdITS Publishers. 

Use of research "dismal," says Goodlad. (1985, April). EdHne, electronic news 
service of the National School Public Relations Association. 

Van de Ven, A.H. & Drazin, R. (1985). The concept of fit in contingency 
theory. In Barry M. Staw & L.L. Cummings (eds.) Research in 
organizational behavior. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Van Meter, E.J. & Scollay, S.J. (1985, Spring). Planned change in education: 
Current trends of inquiry. Planning and Changing, 16(1), 12-21. 

Weick, K.E. (1976). Educational organizations as loosely-coupled systems. 
Administrative Science Quarterly. 21. 1-19. 

Weick, K.E. (1982). Administering education in loosely-coupled schools. Phi Delta 

Kappan. 63, 673-676. 

Woods P (1982). p.Hn.o.nnhv and theory construction. Paper presented at the 
Ethnography of Educational Settings Workshop Two, London. 

Yin, R.K. (1984). r . . . stndv research- P.sJPn and methods. Beverly Hills, CA: 

Sage Publications. 



138 

Yin, R.K., Bateman, P.G., & Moore, G.B. (1983). Case studies and organizational 
innovation: Strengthening the connection. Washington, DC: COSMOS 
Corporation. 

Yin, R.K., Gwaltney, M. & Molitor, J.A. (1981). Organizations collaborating to 
improve educational practice. Volumes I and II. Cambridge, MA: Abt 
Associates. 

Zucker, L. (1983). Organizations as institutions. In S. Bacharach (ed.) 
Research in the sociology of organizations. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 



• 

APPENDIX A 

STATE REFORM MANDATES/ 

ACTIVITIES 

139 

k 



140 

State Mandates/Activities State 

Admission standards California, Colorado, Florida, 
Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, 
Kentucky, Massachusetts, 
Mississippi, Nevada, New York, 
N.Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Rhode Island, S.Carolina, 
S.Dakota 

Agreements on articulation; 
student transfers from two-
to four-year institutions 

Alabama, Alaska, Colorado, 
Florida, S.Carolina, Wyoming 

Community colleges California, Minnesota, Tennessee, 
Wyoming 

Comprehensive studies of 
higher education by blue-
ribbon, gubernatorial or 
interim legislative 
committee 

Arkansas, California, Colorado, 
Delaware, Kentucky, Maine, 
Maryland, N.Mexico, Oklahoma, 
Rhode Island, Texas, Washington, 
Wisconsin 

Core curriculum Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, 
Georgia, Kansas, Washington 

Graduate teaching assistants Arizona, Kansas 

High school/college transition 

Institutional or systemwide 
reviews of undergraduate 
education 

Mission redefinition and 
differentiation 

Alaska, Arizona, Florida, 
Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, 
Nevada, New Jersey, New York, 
N.Carolina, N.Dakota, Ohio, 
Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont 

California, Georgia, Idaho, 
Illinois, Maine, New York, 
N.Carolina, Rhode Island, 
Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin 

Colorado, Idaho, Maine, 
Missouri, Vermont, Wisconsin 
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Program and institutional review 

Program approval regulations 

Remedial education 

Resource allocation and funding 
mechanisms 

Alabama, Colorado, Georgia, 
Kansas, Louisiana, 
Massachusetts, Mississippi, 
Missouri, New Jersey, New 
Mexico, N.Dakota, Oklahoma, 
Rhode Island, S.Carolina, 
Washington, W.Virginia,Wyoming 

Connecticut, Louisiana, New 
Mexico, Pennsylvania 

Arkansas, California, Florida, 
Indiana, Minnesota, New Jersey, 
New Mexico, Ohio 

Kentucky, Minnesota, Montana, 
North Dakota, Wisconsin 

Special incentive funding for 
undergraduate education 

Arizona, Colorado, Delaware, 
Florida, Mississippi, Nebraska, 
New Jersey, Ohio, S.Dakota, 
Tennessee, Virginia 

Statewide plan by higher 
education agency or board 

Alaska, Idaho, Iowa, Kentucky, 
Maine, Massachusetts, N.Dakota, 
Oregon, S.Carolina, Utah, 
Wisconsin 

Student aid and scholarships Massachusetts, Montana, 
Nebraska 

Teacher education reforms Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, 
Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Mississippi, New 
Hampshire, New York, N.Carolina 

Testing basic skills of entering 
freshmen 

Testing basic skills and 
competencies of college students 
(i.e., "rising junior" exams) 

"Value-added" assessment of 
student outcomes 

District of Columbia, Montana, 
New Jersey 

Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 
Maryland, New Jersey, 
Oklahoma, S.Dakota, Texas 

Alaska, Colorado, Missouri,New 
Jersey, S.Carolina, S.Dakota, 
Tennessee, S.Dakota, Tennessee, 
Texas, Utah 
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Vm involved in a short-term project on planning interorganizational arrangements 

to improve higher education. Basically, I want to identify and examine the 

contextual, or environmental, factors that influence the beginning and the development 

of collaborative arrangements between state agencies, school districts, and colleges, 

and universities. That is, I'd like to see whether we can manipulate those factors or 

adapt them or intervene some way to facilitate the development of an IDA. 

I've been talking with other experts in the field of collaborations for school 

improvement and Dr. Blank suggested I talk with you since you've inititated several 

arrangements. 

Do you have time to answer a few questions now, or should I make an appointment 

to call you later? 

1) Let me ask you first, in your experience, what are the constraints or difficulties in 

initiating a collaborative effort? Would you define what you mean by...? 

2) What do you see as solutions to any of those problems? 

3) I'm trying to establish a framework of inquiry to get at the "concrete" problems 

educators and state-level administrators have experience in starting collaborations. 

What questions do you think I should ask to get at such constraints? 

4) In your opinion, what level of interest exists now for collaborative arrangements? 

5) Who else would you suggest I talk to for research information? For insight from 

experience? For validation of any instruments? 
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I. Procedures 

A. Initial scheduling of field visit 

B. Determination of persons to be interviewed 
and other sources of information 

1. Nature of collaboration 
2. State Function 
3. Organizational/Individual Function 

II. Case Study Protocol and Questions 

A. Definition of the Process of Mobilization 
Topics: political process, dynamic, non-linear, 
development of policy image, generation of 
support, planning 

B. Relationship of Contingencies to Mobilization 
Topics: history, context, organizational members, 
individual members, structure 

C Relationship to HB 72 and other State Reform 
Legislation Topics 

D. Higher Education and Precollegiate Education 
Topics 

E. Change in Higher Education 
Topics: consideration of implementation 
Summary Of Questions for Section E 

III. Analysis Plan and Case Study Report 

A. Individual Case Study 

1. Descriptive Information 
2. Explanantory Information 
3. Outline of Case Study Report 

B. References for Case Study Plan 
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1. Roughly what was the sequence/chronology of events from before 
Mr. Temple delivered his charge? 

2. Who selected the members to be invited and who invited them? 
Why were they selected? 
Who selected the speakers for meetings? 
When was that done? 

3. What role did you anticipate you would play as chairman? 

4. What experience have you had with the issue of testing before? 

What other experience have you had with such interorganizational 
advisory groups? 

Had you previously worked with or collaborated with any of the members 
of this committee before? 

5. How much time do you estimate (per month) that you spent in 
activities related to the collaboration? 

Did that amount increase or decrease at particular times during the 
process? When? 

6. During the collaboration process what activities did you undertake 
for the collaborative effort? 

gather information 
analyzed info 
synthesized info 
administrative-type duties 
(e.g., made copies, 

distributed) 
arranged meetings 
arranged for speakers 
travelled 
attended meetings 
other 

Approximately how much time did you spend on such activities? 

7. Where did you get your information about testing and junior-level 
testing programs? 

8. How were costs and expenses (including your time) paid for? By 
institutions, by the Coordinating Board, by participants, 
a combination? 

9. ' Since August what factors do you think influenced the operations 
and the work of the collaborative group? 
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(Probes: What structures or individuals exist that made it easier or more 
difficult for you to accomplish your charge? What events happened that made 
it easier or more difficult for you to accomplish your charge?) 

10. What was the most critical factor to the group "pulling together"? 
What was the least critical factor...? 

11. Do you think the group shared a group vision toward testing? 
Did it develop one? How? 

12. As chairman what strategies did you try to use to assist in bringing 
the collaborative group together? 

13. What strategies do you think the coordinating board staff used to 
assist in bringing the collaborative group together? 

14. Did you contact any other member of the group specifically about the 
collaboration, outside of scheduled meetings or trips? Who? 
How often? 

15. Did you contact anyone else outside of the group specifically about the 
collaboration outside of scheduled meetings or trips? Who? How often? 
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1. When you were invited to join this committee what role did you 
anticipate you would play as a member? What experience have you 
had with the issue of testing before? 

What other experience have you had with such interorganizational 
advisory groups? Had you previously worked with or collaborated 
with any of the members of this committee before? 

2. How much time do you estimate (per month) that you spent in activities 
related to the collaboration? Did that amount increase or decrease at 
particular times during the process? When? 

3. During the collaboration process what activities did you undertake 
for the collaborative effort? 

gather information 
interviewing involved individuals 
analyzed info 
synthesized info 
administrative-type duties 
(e.g., made copies, 

distributed) 
arranged meetings 
arranged for speakers 
travelled 
attended meetings 
other 

Approximately how much time did you spend on such activities? 

4. Did you contact any other member of the group specifically about the 
collaboration, outside of scheduled meetings or trips? Who? How 
often? 

5. Did you contact anyone else outside of the group specifically about 
the collaboration outside of scheduled meetings or trips? Who? 
How often? 

6. Where did you get your information about testing and junior-level 
testing programs? 

7. How were costs and expenses (including your time) paid for? By your 
institution, by the Coordinating Board, by yourself, a combination? 

8. Since August what factors do you think influenced the operations and 
the work of the collaborative group? (Probes: What structures or 
individuals exist that made it easier or more difficult for you to 
accomplish your charge? 

I 
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What events happened that made it easier or more difficult for 
you to accomplish your charge?) 

9. What was the most critical factor to the group "pulling together"? 
What was the least critical factor...? 

10. Do you think the group shared a group vision toward testing? Did it 
develop one? How? 

11. What roles and strategies do you think the Coordinating Board staff 
used to assist in bringing the collaborative group together? 

12. What roles and strategies do you think the chairman used to assist 
in bringing the collaborative group together? 
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0 Origin Mandate from state education agency for higher 
education; "to make such studies and 
recommendations directed toward the achievement 
of excellencc.in any phase of higher education 
in Texas and report thereon to the Governor and 
the Legislature. "Coordinating Board does not 
have-and does not seek--the authority to require 
our public institutions to implement this kind of 
testing program [i.e., "rising junior"]. 

Previous Coordinating Board has previously facilitated such 
Collabo- collaborative effort; such activity is part of 
ration its charter to "provide leadership and coordination 

for the Texas higher'education system." 

Missions Institutions mostly likely to be affected by a statewide 
of testing program: multi-purpose universities, especially. 
Parti- those with large undergraduate enrollments, those with 
clpants large minority enrollments, and community colleges, which 

must articulate student transfer with 4-year institutions. 
Includes public representatives; state department of 
education, and public school districts with large minority 
enrollment. 

0 Projec- Committee not likely to be retained in current role as an 
tion advisory group; could be re-mobilized as a collaborative 

effort to implement a testing program; role likely would 
change. 

CONTEXT 

Coop
erative 
Envi
ronment 

Highly cooperative; at the federal level, improving 
opportunities for & measures of student achievement 
has received support (press, grant programs, federal 
manpower). At the state level, several states have 
instituted such test programs. The Coordinating Board 
is cooperative to the committee, paying some of its 
expenses, bringing its recommendations to the 
attention of the Select Committee. During mobilization, 
the environment became less cooperative for implementation 
because of the state's declining fiscal condition. 

k 



Resource Rich in resources external to the collaboration: 
Avail- chairman brought in experts to augment staff work; 
ability speakers who are experts in issues related to testing; 

travel to meetings; travel to observe models of testing 
in other states; travel throughout the state to hold 
public hearings, universities; state-level professional 
associations. Resources for implementation were not 
available after mobilization. 

STRUCTURE 
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o 

0 

0 

0 

Degree 
of For
maliza
tion 

Inten
sity 

Degree 
Stand
ardiza
tion 

Recip
rocity 

Linking 
Mecha
nism 

Degree 
of Coup
ling 

Moderately to barely formal; no letter or 
memorandum of agreement exists. However, high 
degree of sanction given to collaboration: 
members all hold very high institutional rank 
(president, director, superintendent). 

Facilitating agency has invested high $; high 
manpower time. Organizations moderate $ 
because of high $ cost of participant's rank; 
moderate manpower time (as %age of overall staff, 
but considering high $ cost of participant). 
Individuals low $; high amount of time. 

Low; agreement about processes of decisionmaking, 
communication, etc. seems fluid; seem to be 
decided or renegotiated as necessary. 

Mutual agreement about processes seemed to exist; 
subtly reenforced by committee chairman's highly 
structured meetings. 

Staff member assigned to committee; instrumental to 
successful mobilization. 

Low to moderate in terms of number (multiplicity) & 
institutional rank (multiplexity). 

OPERATIONS 

0 

0 

Inten
sity 

Recip
rocity 

High among some members during the information-
gathering phase; consistently high between 
chairman and facilitating agency staff liaison. 

Evidence suggests that communication does not 
need to be channeled through facilitating agency; 
communication seems to be multi-lateral. 
Members communicate among themselves when necessary & 
with the facilitating agency when necessary. 

k 
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ROLE OF 
FACILITA
TING 
AGENCY 

Facilitator, supporter of collaboration rather than monitor; 
staff perceived as facilitators & providers of expert support; 
role is apparently not threatening to participants; staff 
liaison often plays equivocator; defines the core of an issue 
during discussions. 

ROLE OF 
NOMINAL 
LEADER 

Skillful, but not directive leader; holds the vision (the 
"policy image" of the collaborative effort; keeps the committee 
focused on task; works well with staff liaison to present all 
views on an issue, yet recalling the major issues when 
necessary. 
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ACTIONS 

Jaouary-March, 1985-Coordinating Board Austin, TX 

0 Chairman of state board of higher education (SBOHE) recognized need to consider 
testing program for college students; talked to staff about 
presentation on testing programs 

April, 1985--Coordinating Board, Austin, TX 

0 Program liaison prepared presentation on models and purposes of tests; chairman 
decided to convene interorganizational advisory committee on sophomore-level 
testing 

May-Junt, 1985"Coordinating Board, Austin, TX 

0 State board chairman, commissioner of facilitating agency, and staff selected 
and invited members of committee; members selected for geographical 
representation, range of institutions, university A, public school, high 
institutional rank. 

0 Program liaison suggests chairman of committee because of his experience 
implementing such a program at his own institution. 

July, 1985 

0 Chairman of SBOHE invited chairman and committee members 

August 27, 198S-Coordinating Board, Austin, TX-First Committee Meeting. 

Speakers: 

0 Committee chairman on nature SL importance of committee's work 

0 Chairman of SBOHE gave charge to the committee to "advise on the feasibility 
of a rising-junior type test"; 

0 Delineated the committee's role in regard to the Select Committee on Higher 
Education 

0 Program liaison on posuecondary 
testing programs 

Scpttmbtr 19, 198S-^oordinating Board, Austin, TX-Second Committee Meeting. 
Speakers: 

0 Former Texas Secretary of State on Texas' desegregation plan 

0 Committee member, an expert on testing issues, about uses of tests, 
implications of tests on access to higher education 

0 Discussion: purpose of test St committee; 
0 Defining the charge; 
0 Selecting future speakers 
0 Discussing out-of state trips 
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October 18, 198S-Coordinating Board 
Austin, TX--Third Committee Meeting. 
Speakers: 

0 Committee member, expert on issues related to implementing state testing programs 

0 Committee chairman reported on National Conference on Assessment in Higher 
Education 

November 11, 1985-Coordinating Board, Austin, TX-Fourth Committee Meeting. 
Speakers: 

0 Committee staff member on Georgia's testing program 

0 Invited representative from Florida's CLAST program 

0 Invited representative from New Jersey's Basic Skills Project 

o Program liaison on Missouri's value-added testing program 

December 12, 198S-Coordinating Board 
Austin, TX-Fifth Committee Meeting. 
Speakers: 

0 Student committee member on students* views on testing 

0 Chairman's summary of first 5 months, including questions being answered and the 
importance of "lay perspective" 

0 Invited expert on test bias; impact of testing on minorities; remediation 

0 Invited expert on efficacy of developmental preparation programs; 
impact of testing on minority students 

0 Discussion: "housekeeping"-planning forthcoming meetings; individuals A 
organizations to invite to testify 

January 10, 1984-Coordinating Board, Austin, TX-Sixth Committee Meeting. 
Speakers: 

0 Employers from local businesses: newspaper, bank, law enforcement, insurance, 
technical/engineering 
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January 27-29, 1986-Trip to Florida 

Eight members, including chairman, program liaison, SL other staff 

0 met with state higher education administrators 

0 visited 7 campuses; interviewed individuals involved on campus in 
testing programs 

February 10-11, 1986-Trip to New Jersey 

Seven members, including program liaison SL other staff 

0 met with state higher education administrators 

0 visited 4 campuses; interviewed individuals involved on campus in 
testing programs 

February 23, 1986-Corpus Christi, TX, Seventh Committee Meeting. 

0 Committee members reported on trips 
to Florida SL New Jersey 

February 24, 1986-Corpus Christi, TX, First public hearing 
hosted by Corpus Christi State University 

March 14, 1986—Arlington, TX, Second public hearing 
hosted by The University of Texas at Arlington 

March 31, 1986—Lubbock, TX, Third public hearing hosted by 
Texas Tech University 

April 22, 1986-Austin, TX, Fourth public hearing hosted by 
Coordinating Board 

May 5, 1986-Houston, TX, Fifth public hearing hosted by 
Texas Southern University 

May 5, 1986-Texas Southern University 
Houston, TX. Eighth Committee Meeting. 

0 Drafted preliminary recommendation 

May 19, 1986-Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos, TX. 
Final Committee Meeting. 

0 Final recommendations were written SL unanimously adopted. 
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Please take a few minutes to read the attached description of the process 
of bringing together an interorganizational advisory committee, and look at 
the model. They are derived from a study of the statewide Committee on 
Testing of which you were a member. Then answer the questions below; you 
may write on the back of the sheet. Return the form to Joyce Pollard in the 
enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. Thank you for your cooperation 
during this study. 

Does the description of the process of "bringing together" the Committee 
on Testing agree with your perceptions of the process of mobilizing a 
collaborative advisory committee? 
If not, in what ways does it disagree? 

On the basis of your perceptions and experiences, what elements should 
be added to complete the model, if any? 

What elements would you delete as having little or no consequence in 
the model? 

Other comments: (please make additional comments on the pages 
provided) 
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Coordinating Board Charge To Committee on Testing 

of College Sophomores by Larry Temple 
August 27, 1985 

First of all, let me express to you on behalf of all the members of the 
Coordinating Board our appreciation for your willingness to serve on this 
important committee. I believe it is not an overstatement to say that your 
work will constitute one of the most important activities taking place in 
public higher education in Texas during the next twelve months. 

As you begin this undertaking, you are entitled to know what precipitated 
the formation of the committee and what is expected of and from you. My 
purpose in appearing here today is to provide that predicate information for 
you. 

The Coordinating Board members learned in recent years that several state 
have implemented a mandatory testing of basic skills to be taken by all public 
college and university students at the end of the students's second year of 
college. The substance and number of parts of the test vary from state 
to state. The tests generally cover reading, written, and various types of 
computation skills and are essentially minimum competency examination intended 
to insure that college students possess certain essential skills. 

Where the test has been implemented, a passing mark-by senior college and 
community college students-is a mandatory requirement before a student can 
proceed to the junior level at a public college or university. In at least 
one state, I understand that it is a requirement for the community college 
degree as well. The test is usually given in multiple parts and a student who 
does not pass a particular part is given the opportunity to be re-tested on 
only that one part. 

Of course, this concept is not foreign to our present system in Texas. 
Students in the colleges and departments of education are required to take and 
pass the pre-professionals skills test before advancing to their junior year 
in the teacher education programs. There are other testing programs in place 
in our colleges and universities in Texas already. 

As we heard and learned more abut what have been called "rising junior" 
testing programs on other states, members of the Coordinating Board began 
inquiring about the wisdom and benefits of establishment of such a test in 
Texas. The Coordinating Board does not have—and does not seek—the authority 
to require our public institutions to implement this kind of testing program. 
However, the Coordinating Board is charged with the responsibility "to provide 
leadership and coordination for the Texas higher education system...to the end 
that the State of Texas may achieve excellence for college education of its 
youth." Our charter further states that 

the Board shall make such studies and recommendations directed 
toward the achievement of excellence or as will improve 
effectiveness or efficiency in any phase of higher education 
in Texas and report thereon to the Governor and the Legislature. 

To comply with that mandate, the Coordinating Board established this 
committee. Your mandate is to review the advisability and feasibility of the 
establishment of a "rising junior" type of test in our public colleges and 
universities in Texas. You should look at all facets of this program. In 
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addition to giving us your ultimate recommendation, we would also hope to see 
a thoughtful and careful analysis of both the merits and the deficiencies of 
such a program. 

We ask that you report back to the Coordinating Board no later than 
September 1, 1986. We, in turn, will consider you study, report, and 
recommendations at our October, 1986, quarterly meeting. That timing will 
permit recommendations to be completed in time for consideration by the Texas 
Legislature when it reconvenes in January, 1987. 

Since this committee was authorized and appointed, several questions have 
been posed to me that I should repeat to you and give you my answers. 

"In view of the creation of the Select Committee on Higher Education by the 
Texas Legislature in May, and the impending appointments by the Governor, 
Lieutenant Governor, and Speaker, why is this committee being established? 
shouldn't this particular study be a part of the overall review of higher 
education by the Select committee?" 

Certainly, it is not the intent of our Board to circumvent the Select 
Committee. The establishment of this committee and the pursing of this study 
by the Coordinating Board predated the idea of the establishment of the Select 
Committee. The actual authorization of your committee in April, 1985 by the 
Coordinating Board came about prior to the time the Legislature determined to 
create the Select Committee. 

I know the Select Committee on Higher Education will be vitally interested 
in the work product of your study. As a member of the Select Committee, I 
will recommend to the individual who chairs it that your recommendation and 
report be presented to the Select Committee at about the same time it is 
presented to the Coordinating Board. 

Another question posed to me is whether the intent and purpose of such a 
test is to weed out or reduce the number of students at our upper levels in 
college. Absolutely not. I have said repeatedly that it seems to me that the 
primary benefits of such a test are to provide a measurement of both the 
quality of teaching and the quality of learning. How can we improve the 
quality of our higher education product unless we know what product is 
actually being delivered and received? 

Another issue raised is whether is an inherent cultural or racial bias in 
any testing program. I hope not-and I don't think so. If our studied 
judgment tells us that a rising junior test is warranted in Texas, surely we 
have the collective ability to devise and implement one in a fair manner. We 
must be cognizant about the genuine concern of potential bias, but I do not 
believe that we must presume that some unfair bias in inevitable. 

There are a myriad of other questions that will be raised during your 
deliberations, some of those questions include: 

1. Whether such a test is designed for minimal competency 
in basic skills or simply to assess freshman and 
sophomore learning. 

2. What kind of test would be appropriate? 

3. What is the potential impact of a statewide testing 
program on different colleges and student groups? 
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4. How can institutions assist students best before 
and after they are tested? 

5. What would be the costs of these tests and who 
should pay these costs? 

All of these question merely underscore what you already know: You have a 
big job ahead of you. You should know that your study may very well serve as 
the prototype for similar efforts in other states. 

There is a renewed emphasis on academic standards in higher education 
throughout the country and other states are in the very early stages of looking 
at this subject matter. That fact was reflected most recently in a report 
issued this summer to the Southern Regional Education Board by its Commission 
for Educational Quality. A copy of that report is provided to each of you. 

One passage from that report is appropriate for reciting today. Here is 
what the academic and political leaders who formed that Commission said: 

There are certain skills and knowledge that all 
undergraduate students should possess. Some 
should be present upon entry to enable further 
learning; higher levels of these skills, or others, 
should be developed as the student progresses through 
the curriculum, and ultimately graduates. Institutions 
are responsible for ensuring that students achieve 
appropriate levels of skill in reading, writing, 
mathematics, and critical thinking at certain 
points in the undergraduate experience. Today, there 
is little assurance this is happening. Course grades 
are not reliable indicators of important student 
outcomes. Few institutions now require comprehensive 
examinations or other kinds of evaluations that 
assess general learning or skills, which go beyond a 
specific course or discipline. This situation 
should be changed to assure the public that certain 
basic skills and knowledge are being attained and to 
encourage faculty and students to develop these 
fundamental outcomes. 

In no sense should these basic academic outcomes or 
the required threshold standards be seen as the only 
important results of an undergraduate education. 
Indeed, there are many other skills and knowledge at 
higher orders and levels that are outgrowths of the 
undergraduate experience. Certain outcomes are so 
basic, however, that their development has to be 
guaranteed or else undergraduate education has no 
meaning. In time, course grades and other 
institutionally-developed standards and measures may, 
once again, attest to these outcomes. In the meantime, 
and to help restore consensus on the nature and level 
of student achievement to be expected in undergraduate 
education, it is critical that institutions as a group 
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define certain basic academic skills and use similar 
assessments, in addition to course grading, to evaluate 
student proficiency. Minimum standards for these skills 
should be set for promotion from lower division to upper-
level study. These requirements will not produce excellence, 
but they will provide a foundation on which institutions 
can establish higher standards and build toward true 
excellence. 

Whether the rising junior type of test leads toward the goal of providing 
that foundation on which institutions can establish higher standards and build 
toward true excellence in Texas is the question you must decide. That is why 
your work is so important and that is why we are grateful to each of your for 
undertaking this significant responsibility. The other members of the 
Coordinating Board and I look forward to reviewing your analysis and 
recommendation this time next year. 
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MINUTES 

COMIIITTEfi ON TESTING 

AUGUST 27. 1985 

Present; Mr Hardesty, Chair, Mr Johnson, Or Kelley, Dr. Magner, Or 
Matthews, Or Miloy, Or Nevarez, Ms Plessala, Or Raffeld, Or Shaw, Or 
Spearman, Sr E.A. Sueltenfuss, Mr Vasquez. Or Veselka and Or Williams 

Mr Hardesty opened the first scheduled meeting of the Committee on 
Testing at 1:30 PM by welcoming and introducing the mempers of the 
Committee. Mr Hardesty gave a Prief statement about the nature and the 
importance of the Committee s work. He was followed by Larry Temple, 
Chair of the Coordinating Board, wno gave the charge to the Committee. 
Or Joan Matthews presented some information about the nature of 
post-secondary testing programs across the nation, the levels at which 
testing occurs, and some of the issues the Committee will address. The 
remarks of all three persons are attacned to tne minutes. 

In tne discussion that followed the presentations, Or Nevarez 
'Questioned t^e access provided to students involved m testing programs 
3nd asked about resources ôund 'n ot^er states to provide special 
services to students Or Spearman was concerned about the performance 
0̂  black and nispanic students since > '̂stor'C3l segregation 'n Texas has 
Deen a factor 

Mr Hardesty announced that a group of people including himself, Mr 
Johnson. Or Matthews, Ms. Plessala, Or Raffeld ano Or Williams will 
attend tne National Conference on Assessment in Higher Education in 
Columbia, Soutn Carolina from October 13-'5 He welcomed any other 
Committee members with institutional funds available to tnem to join tne 
group. There will oe a report on tne Conference given at tne next meeting 

Fall dates for future meetings are; 

Tnnrsday, September i9 10-3 (luncn will be served) 
Friday, Octooer '8 130-5 (following CB meeting) 
Monday, November ) i ' 0-3 t lunch w 111 be served) 
(veterans' Oav.̂  

All meetings will be neld in t^e small boara room. Rm 209 of the 
Coordinating Board A date for a meeting m December will oe set pending 
plans to travel to Florida. 
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The Committee members discussed the importance of traveling to 
F^or'da to study the College Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST) and its 
effects on students Or Shaw spoke to the success of preparatory 
programs at Miami-Oade Community College and other members suggested 
tnat visits to successful programs would be helpful. The Committee 
decided to invite a critic of the program m F'orioa to make a presentafon 
in advance of any trave' to tnat state 

Or Veselka spoke briefly on the present status of PPST litigation 
After discussion, the Committee decided to invite one of the attorneys 
representing the Texas Education Agency to present to the Committee. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3;30PM. 
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MINUTES 
COMMITTEE ON TESTING 

COORDINA.TING BOARD-TEXAS COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 
October 18, L985 

Present: Mr. Hardesty, Chainnan; Ms. Dochen; Mr. Johnson; Dr. Kelley; Dr. 
Magner; Dr. Matthews; Dr. Nevarez; Ms. Plessala; Dr. Raffeld; Dr. Shaw; Dr. 
Spearman; Sister Sueltenfuss; Mr. Vasquez; Mr. Veselka 

Absent; Dr. Williams 

The third scheduled meeting of the Committee on Testing was convened at 
1:30 p.m. by Mr. Hardesty. He reviewed the September committee meeting and 
introduced Ms. Carol Dochen, the Associate Director of the Student Learning 
Assistance Center at Southwest Texas State University, who will provide staff 
support for the committee. The minutes of the previous meeting were approved 

Mr. Marvin Veselka addressed the committee on testing programs 
coordinated through the Texas Education Agency. He began with a discussion 
of the senior level exit test in high school and said that Texas has one of 
the nation's largest public school testing programs. The mandate includes 
the testing of students at grades 3, 5, 7, 9, and as they exit high school. 
The exit test (referred to as TEAMS) is first given in the 11th grade and it 
assesses a minimal level of basic skills. 

Mr. Veselka seated that there are four mandates for teacher testing. 
The first is the pre-professional skills test (PPST), which was ordered by 
the Senate in I98I. Secondly, there is an exit test for the certification of 
teachers also ordered in I98I, which students in teacher education must pass 
upon graduation in order to become certified. This test will begin in spring 
of 1986. Third, there is a group of pedagogy tests affecting teachers at two 
different levels: elementary and secondary. Elementary teachers must pass a 
comprehensive examination plus a section on the examination on pedagogy. 
Secondary level teachers must pass content and area tests for both of their 
major areas in addition to pedagogy. Ultimately, there will be a battery of 
65 tests to accomplish this purpose. Fourth, there are recertification 
tests. In 1985-86> teachers must pass a test to be recertified by teaching 
field or by position, i.e. librarian. This is a one time test in reading and 
writing. Fifth, there is a master teacher examination program for 
professionals who wish to attain the master teacher designation. State 
statute dictates that testing must be standardized both at the written and 
oral level. This last testing program is targeted for implementation In the 
early 1990's. 

Mr. Veselka discussed the results of PPST testing in the state and he 
also clarified the current status of the PPST examination. The recent ruling 
is that an institution is not allowed to use the results of the PPST program 
for admissions to Colleges of Teacher Education, but the test is still 
required, thus making it an exit test. The future of the PPST as an 
admissions measure depends on the outcome of an appeal; a full court hearing 
is expected. Mr. Veselka also discussed the obligations of test users and 
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administrators of testing programs, the specifications for the TEAMS program. 
PPST s sample items, security measures, and how students can retake 
examinations if necessary. 

Dr. Joan Matthews and other members of the committee who had attended 
the National Conference on Assessment in Higher Education briefed the entire 
committee on the results of that conference. Mr. Hardesty commented that the 
large and unanticipated numbers of persons attending that conference was 
witness to the attention that testing programs are receiving across the 
nation and that this conference may be looked at in retrospect as a watershed 
in assessment programs across the nation. The papers chat were commissioned 
by the conference on testing were handed out to the members of the co^ittee. 
Major themes included such important topics as assessment versus quality and 
how to maintain accessibility for educational opportunity while maintaining 
quality. The predominant models that are used at state levels Include an 
entry test like the New Jersey Basic Skills Test, rising junior examination 
like the CLAST in Florida and the Regents Test in Georgia, and the 
value-added model. Several states have variations of the value-added model 
including Florida and New Jersey. Missouri is becoming increasingly involved 
as institution after institution follow the example of Northeast Missouri* 
State University and add a value-added testing component to their curricula. 

Mr. Hardesty commented that officials from New Jersey and Florida were 
firm in their warnings not to become too specific and to keep recommendations 
more general. He reiterated that it is important to go slowly and to Involve 
many people in the process of discovering what we want to measure and what 
the purpose of the examination should be. Regardless of the ultimate 
recommendation, the committee believes it is Important to inform the 
Legislature and the Coordinating Board and the Select Committee what the 
results of testing programs in other states are. 

Another emphasis at th« conference was a question about minority 
performance and there seemed to be no indication that minority groups were 
affected adversely by the testing procedures especially when preparation and 
remedial programs were an integral part of the testing program. Conference 
goers emphmsized the importance of involving faculty either by constructing 
lists of required competencies for testing programs that will use already 
standardlsad exsalnstions or by constructing the actual items in programs 
where a state undertakes to design its own examination. 

It was obvious that remsdiation was a vital factor in any testing 
program. Most remedial courses appear to be credit bearing as institutional 
credit courses but not degree bearing credit courses. Conference presenters 
emphasized that while an increase in admissions standards at the university 
level and exit standards at the high school level can have a positive effect 
on preparation of students, there will always be a need for remediation for 
the older than average student and across the nation this is an increasing 
percentage of college students. The older student plus the current lifelong 
learning thrust in the United States makes the problem of preparation for 
college level courses especially complex. 
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Dr. Matthews reported that at the best institutions with the highest 
standards in existing state level programs, the major effect of testing 
seemed to result in a renewed interest in the quality of undergraduate 
education in the first two years and a renewal or revitalization of the 
curriculum. Ms. Plessala discussed the student perspective from the 
viewpoint of the effects of a testing program and the effects of extensive 
assessment on student performance and self knowledge. 

Given the intensive discussion of benefits of the entry level testing 
program in New Jersey, the suggestion was made that the committee might 
divide its forces and visit both the state of New Jersey and Florida in 
January. The Florida trip is tentatively planned for the week of January 27 
The committee will be contacted as soon as the meeting times are firm for 
visits to New Jersey and Florida. 

The next scheduled meeting of the Committee on Testing will be Monday. 
November 11, from 10-3 p.m. In December the committee will meeting on 
Thursday, December L2 from 10-3 p.m. Lunch will be served at both meetings. 

Mr. Hardesty extended an invitation to the committee members to attend 
ceremonies commemorating the 20th anniversary of the signing of the Higher 
Education Act by President Johnson at Southwest Texas State University on 
November 8. Activities will take place at Southwest Texas over two days on 
November 7 and 8. ' Following that invitation Mr. Hardesty adjourned the 
meeting at 4 p.m. 
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MINUTES 
COMMITTEE OH TESTING 

COOIDIHATINC BOAID-TEXAS COLLECT AND UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 
Noveaber U , 198S 

Present: Mr. ffardesty, Chair; Dr. Blee; Ms. Dochen; Dr. Kelly; Dr. Luckue; Dr. 
H**"*!':-"!: «««hews; Dr. Moore (for Dr. Spearman); Or. Nevares; Ms. Plessala; 
Dr. Raffeld; Dr. Shav; Sr. Sueltenfuss; Mr. Vasques; and Or. VllllaM 

Absent; Mr. Johnsoo. Or. Spearman, Mr. Veselka 

The fourth Meting of the Coamlttee on Teeclag wee eonveaed «e 10:00 a.a. by 
Mr. Bardeety. He Introduced Dr. Myroa Blee, Director of ebe Collefe Le^l 
Academic Ski 11a Teet Program from the state of Florida, end Or. Aatliottf Luckue, 
Director of the New Jersey Basle Skills PUcemeat Teet Program. 

Or. Blee reviewed the history of the CLAST Program, a teeciaf program ia 
Florida, which evolved from student, faculty, and legislative dlaaatlefactioa with 
the level of student aehievemaat la eomBuaieatioa and aath ekills. The program 
was started with the advice and conaeat of faculty aembers ia Florida who were 
concerned with the fact that there waa ae dear deflaltioa of what etadeats 
should know or should be able to do. Uglelators were coacemed that the value 
of college degrees was deelialag beeauee etudeats were graduating without 
adequate baeie ekills. 

* 

Or. Blee ezplaiaed that faculty eosmittees were eppolated to determine what 
should be teeted. The reeultiag proposals from the faculty coauLtteee were eent 
to e croee section of Florida faculty aembers for approval. The faculty acabere 
concluded that the CLAST ehould be built ee an achievement teet and developed and 
•dmiaietered by the Coomieeloa of Educatloa with techaieai support provided by 
the University of Florida. To facilitate co—ueicaeion. one person froa each 
caapua was eppolated aa a liaison betveea the Coamiseiea of Education and hie or 
her caapua. 

CLAST scoree la readiag, writing, and aathematlee ere reported to the 
students* Institutioas• The writing test iaeludea an essay which Is hollstlcally 
•cored by at leaet two faeolty •ambers at a deelgaated CLAST •••^f scoring site. 

Or. Blee diseuaaed eetclaf standards for the ezmtlaatioa. A panel with 
repreeeatativee from each iaatltutiea advieed the state oo etaadarde. Before 
1984, teet eceres wars osad for advlsiag purposes only. A state-level paael. 
which inclttdad legialatora, waa created to help eat the paaelag ecoree. By 1989, 
•todeata will aaad to pass approslaacely 70 percent of the quaatieaa oo the 
esamiaatiam* Tbay maat ebcaia paaelag ecoree oa all four teete to receive 
fiaaaclal aid for their joaler yeara, to receive AA degreee, or to aove oa to 
junior level eoaraea. 

Miaoriey earollmaat la deelialag aeroea eoutham etatee la geaaral. but It 
le too early to determiaa whether the CLAST ia reapooaible for tha deellae la 
Florida. Minority etudeata are not eomplaiaiag about the teet. but eellege aad 
uaivereity edmiaistrators have decided that etudeata need aore support to develop 
required ekill levele. Tha CLAST can be takaa aa oalimlted aumber of tlaee. aad 
the beet eubteet ecoree are placed oa tha stadaat's traaacript. 

Or. Paul Raffeld epoke briefly on the Georgia Regents Teet. By the aid-
1960e. a core eurricultsa wee la place la 33 iaatltutioae la Georgia. The tegeata 
ehoee literary competence — readiag and writlag — for teeting. Faculty aeabera 
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froa English departments of all 33 institutions aet to define the content of the 
reading and eesay ezaainatioa with help from the Educational Testing Service. 
The final product haa been in place since 1972 and auat be passed by all students 
before graduation. 

Students can take tha teat for tha first tiaa after completing the core of 
English courses aad before completing 60 credit hours of study. (Approximately 
•eveaty percent of tha students paaa tha reading teet la their first attempt, and 
•ixty perceat paaa the eeeay.) If they do not paee the teet on their first 
attempt, they aay coatiaua to earoll in upper-division eoursee and retake the 
test until they echieve a paaelag score. If they do not paaa tha teet before 
they have completed 75 SCH. they auet take remedial Eaglisb each eemeeter along 
with any upper diviaion coureee until paesiag the teet. All 33 schools have 
Oepartmeats of Developmental Studiea which offer remedial English courses. These 
departaaata were actually eet up for opea admiasioa etudeata who did aot have the 
qualiflcationa to eater tha schools, but now offer the aoa-degree credit Safllsh 
classee as wall aa provide support for other dassee. Studeats aay traasfer to 
another school whether they have paesad the teet or aot. 

Or. Joaa Matthews reported to the coamittea oa valua-edded testlag 
approachee. She discussed the program at Ndrtheaet Nieeouri State University 
which haa had a valua-edded teetiag program for aaay years. With this approach, 
•tudeat learning outcomae are streesed relative to their iaput - a pre-poet teat 
design. This deeign enablee aa iaatitutioa to focue oa quality, to be 
accountable, and to em^haaise how ezletiag reeoorcee eaa be used. Student 
learning is evaluated rather thaa takaa for graated. 

At the preeeat tiaa the Iaatitutioa requirea the ACT eremlnetioa at entry 
aad the ACT Comp is adainletered to about oae-half of the freebaaa class who are 
aeaeured again at the end of their sophomore year. Although there were lowered 
•coree over the first three yeara of tha program, ia the paat several years 
•coree have beea risiag. Tha school-haa Ideatifled weakaaaaaa la aathematlee for 
buslaess aajors aad haa laatituted a etreager aatheaatics eoaraa wUeli lad to a 
•Igalflcaat laereaaa la mathamatica ecoree of buaiaeee aajors. They hava 
•llaiaated a "soft track" ia payehology leadiag to a aore etaadardlsed currleulom 
for peyehology aajors aad a subaaqaaat iacreaee la seaior level Gil ecoree oa the 
psychology echievemaat teata* Carraatly, four other laatitutione la Missouri 
plaa to iaplameat tha valaa-added program at their ova schools. 

Or. Aatboay Latkaa diseuaaed tha New Jereey College Baaic Skille Placemeat 
Teet with tha i ii—irris la lev Jersey there are over 30 public ioetitutlone ia 
higher educatloa earvlag a populatlom of 8 millioa. Of the SO etatee. New Jereey 
ranked fourth ia epaadlag oa K through 12 educatloa aad 46th ia epeading oa 
higher educatloa. Over 30 percent of Vev Jereey high school graduatee attead 
collega out of etata. iav Jersey haa tha hlgbaat proportioa of Uapealee la the 
northera etatea aad faateat groviag popaUtioa of liapaale studeats la aay state. 

Ia 1977, a techaieai advlaory coamlttaa waa formed to advise the Chaaeellor 
of Higher Educatloa whether there waa a baaic sklUs problem aad what ahoald be 
doae. The reeult wee the formatloa of a Baeie Skille Couaeil of iaetltotioaal 
repreeeatativee, which eurreatly advisee the Chaaeellor oo policy aad eveluatioa. 
A teet wee deelgaad to perform two fuaetioaa — to aaeeee studeat profieieaciee 
aad to evaluate college Curricula — aad serve two purpeeee — to aeaeure the 
•killa proficlaaeiee of the stndeate aad to allov collegee to oee the reeulta aa 
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a placeaent instrument. When the testing program was put in place, all public 
educational inskltutions were required to asseee their students after entry. All 
were required to develop remedial programa aad all were required to report on the 
character aad effectiveaess of tha remedial progrsma. New Jersey has found that 
two to three levela of remedial programa are needed even in selective 
inetltutiona. 

Out of 55,000 studeats. 33 percent Uck proficiency in verbal •kllla. 47 
perceat lack proficiency in elementary algebra. Reports are eeat to every high 
school that senda aore thaa 10 etudeata lata tha higher educatloa eyatem. The 
state has not seen much change in high school level skills becaaaa aoet of the 
•tudeate ia the higher educational system ere older thaa receat high school 
graduates; la other worde. 40 perceat are aot receat graduatee. 

Collegee' efforts have beea evaluated through required reporta. paaa rates 
in remedial eoursee. attrition, credit ratloa ia collage level eoursee. GPAa. 
pre-poet teete. and performaace la subsequeat college level coureee euch aa 
English and Math where remedial programa are ia place. The etate's fiadlaga 
indicate that there le a great diversity of programa aad outcomae. Attritloa 
ratee are lower for studeats who complete remedlatioa thaa for thoee who aaeded 
but did aot complete remedlatioa or for thoee who did not need remediation in the 
firet place. 

The New Jereey educational budget is aot enrollment-driven aad there is 
•ariched funding for remedial courses. The state haa aleo fouad that la two year 
schoola etudeata who need remedlatioa are epproslaataly tea credits behiad aftar 
four semeeters; in four year schools studeata tead to be five to eight credits 
behind after four semestore. Nev Jereey's accomplishaeata are that they have 
clearly identified the extent of the problem that eslets; they have inereaeed 
student servicee; they nov hava aa ezteaaive databaee; atandarde hava beea 
raised; program eveluatioa haa beea upgraded, aad there haa beea iaproved 
comeualcatioa through ausMroua vorkahope. Tha teet, ia sua. haa beea a catalyst 
for reform. 

The next scheduled meetiag of tha Comalttee oa Teetiag will be oa Thureday. 
Oecember 12. from 10:00 a.m. uatll 3:00 p.m. ia tha ladaatrlal Aecldeat 
Coamiaeioa Board loom. Luach will be eerved apatalra la loom 209. Or. Jamee 
Popham, vho caadactad validity etudlee oa the Pre-Profeeeloaal Skille Teete for 
the etata of Taxaa, will apeak oa teetiag biae aad the iapact of teetiag oa 
alacrity stmdaata. lie addreee will be followed ia the afteraooa by a talk by 
Or. Aalta MeOaaald, a promlaaat black educator from tha etata of Missouri, who 
will alao apaak aboat tha impact of teetiag oa alaorltiee. She will aleo address 
the efficacy of pra-colleglate ekllle prograaa oa a aatioaal baeie. 

The Jaauary aeetiag ia eeheduled for Friday tha lOth from 9:00 a.a. until 
2:00 p.a. la the large board room of tha Coordlaatlng Board. Several gueete from 
the bueiaeea eoamualty will share their views oa college graduatee aad baeie 
akills. 
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COORDINATING BOARD - TEXAS COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 
December 12, 1985 

Present: Mr. Hardesty, Chair; Ms. Dochen; Dr. Kelley; Dr. Magner- Dr 
Matthews; Dr McDonald; Dr. Miloy; Dr. Moore (for Dr. N^vareOrMs nessala-
Dr. Popham; Dr. Spearman; Sr. Sueltenfuss; Mr. Vasquez; Mr. Veielka 

Absent: Mr. Johnson; Dr. Nevarez; Dr. Shaw; Dr. Williams 

w ^ ^ « ^^^^^ a««ting of the Committee on Testing was convened at 10:00 a.m. 
by Mr. Hardesty. He introduced Dr. James Popham, Professor of Education at 
UCLA, and Dr. Anita McDonald, Associate Dean at tha University of Miasouri-St 
Louis. Mr. Hardesty then turned the meeting over to Ms. Laurie Plessala for 
a brief report on student feedback regarding a rising junior test in Texas. 

Ms. Plessala visited with several student leaders and honor students, 
both from her campus and around the state, and has found that they are 
concerned about basic skill achievement and "getting a return on their 
investment." They believe that institutional accountability is a muat. but 
does not automatically dictate the establishment of a testing program. One 
recommendation was to survey employers annually to obtain evaluations of the 
graduates' skill levels rather than require a test. However, if the decision 
is made to require a test, the students said it should be designed by Texas 
faculty members to assess collega rather than high school level skills. 
Students with high ACT/SAT test scores might be exempt from taking the test. 
They also feel that a test administered at the end of the sophomore year 
would motivate students to attain the required skills better than a test 
given upon entry. 

Adequate funding to provide quality remediation programs without over
loading existing faculty members was also a major concern. Even with these 
programs in place, some students will continue to fail the test, so the 
suggestion was mads to create an appeals board at the state level. 

Ms. Plessala concluded har presentation by saying that not all students 
are able to succeed in collage and a rising junior test is one way to Improve 
the quality of Texas collage graduates. 

Dr. Jaass Popham began his presentation on the Impact of testing on 
minority students by listing the following action implications of requiring a 
rising junior test: consistent monitoring of Instructional quality, attention 
given to students with basic skill deficits, and tha motivational effect the 
test would have on proapective exafld.nees in regard to attaining proficiency 
in basic skills. He said that initially minority students will perform 
poorly on the test due to instructional shortcomings, but the disparity in 
test scores can be totally removed in time. 

Selection of an appropriate testing instrusient is critical to the 
succeaa of the program. The test must identify students needing additional 
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help and serve as an illumination device indicating necessary Instructional 
and curricular changes. Dr. Popham explained why the committee should select 
a criterion referenced teat which defines the examinees' performance in terms 
of specific criterion or categories. This type of "high stakes" test would 
serve as a curricular magnet, guiding instruction by covering only a nanageab.. 
number of skills for students to master. Instructional guides for teachers 
should be developed to outline the skills being tested. 

Choosing a norm referenced test would not serve tha state's purpose well 
because any test items that a majority of students master would routinely be 
deleted from the test since they lose their ability to spread students' 
performance across a normal curve. Therefore, efforts to remediate students 
who do not pass norm referenced tests such as the PPST are not as successful 
as they would be for criterion referenced tests. 

Dr. Pophaa stated that if remediation is not the goal, we should fight 
requiring an exam at any level. With the selection of a criterion referenced 
exam, only modaat resources for remediation will be necessary because students 
can learn tha competencies required by tha test. He agreed with Ms. Plessala 
that Texas educators should identify those competencies and participate in. 
the development of tha test from the beginning. 

The issue of test bias was addressed in terms of items that advantage or 
disadvantage certain groups of examinees based on experiences and attitudes, 
and Dr. Popham explained the procedures that must be followed during the test 
construction process to eliminate bias. Tha Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires 
that any testing program involving important decision making such as course 
placement or admissions into upper division programs be studied extensively 
for absence of bias» adequacy of preparation, and appropriate course content. 

Dr. Popham concluded by responding to concerns of consittee members 
about perception and public response to a test, especially the issue of 
minority students performing poorly in tha early stages of the testing 
program. He discussed educating.the news media and reiterated that the use 
of a criterion referenced test comprised of a manageable number of well-
selected foci can provide sensible guidance for education. Quality preparation 
and remediation programs are critical for alleviating anxiety about the test 
and helping minority students master the competencies being tested. 

Dr. Anita McDonald began her presentation on the impact of testing on 
minority students/successful developmental education programs by stating 
concerns about the future enrollment of minority students in our postsecondary 
education system. Standardized entrance exams, higher admission standards, 
decreased financial assistance, and nov, rising junior competency tests, all 
pose threats to their enrollment. 
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Dr. McDonald distributed copies of the National Association for Develop
mental Education's definition of "developmental education" and clarified that 
it is a broad definition which Includes, but is not limited to such terms as 
remedial and underprepared." She referred to two research analyses 
consisting of approximately 75 studies to summarize the effectiveness of 
developmental education and presented the following conclusions: 

1. Underprepared students who participate in basic skills courses tend to 
show measurable gains in skill development aa aaaeaaad by a variety of 
standardized and locally-developed instruments. 

2. Underprepared students who participate in basic skills courses tend to 
show greater measurable gains in skill development than similar students who 
do not participate in such courses. 

3. Basic skills development courses tend to reduce the differences between 
underprepared students and better prepared students as measured by standardized 
tests. 

4. Students who participate in developmental programs tend to perform better 
academically than their admission credentials would suggest. 

5. Students with low grade point averages tend to improve their GPA's 
following participation in developmental programs. 

6. Developmental students tend to improve their gradea during the semester 
following participation in developmental programs, and those participating In 
developmental programs tend to obtain much higher grades than admission 
predictors such as high school grades and achievement teat scores would 
Indicate. 

7. Underprepared students vho participate in developmental programa are more 
likely to be retained than those vho do not. Further, these underprepared 
students are frequently retained at higher rates than better prepared students 
with superior admissions credentials. Effects on retention are highest when 
programs bsgin during high school years (example: Upward Bound) and lowest 
when implaasntad aftar the freahman year in college. 

8. Devalopasntsl programa offering credit for participation in basic skills 
courses tend to show greater gaina from pra-test to poet-test in those 
courses than programs %rhich do not offer credit. 

To emphaaiza that successful remediation need not always take the form 
of an instructional course. Dr. McDonald discussed tha Supplemental Instruction 
program at the Univeraity of Missouri-Kansas City and the Learning Assistance 
Center at California State University-Long Beach. The Supplemental Instruction 
program la an outreach program available to all students on a voluntary 
basis. Rather than focusing on high-risk students, it is designed to provide 
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academic skills support for high-risk courses. These are usually entry-level 
courses that have "D", "F". and withdrawal rates of 30 percent or more. 
Statistics indicate significantly higher grade point averages and retention 
rates for students participating in tha Supplemental Instruction program. 

Tha Learning Assistance Center is a multi-faceted program providing 
classroom support through academic skills workshops, self-paced programs, and 
tutorials. It also provides workshops for university administrators and Is 
the facility for a campua/community microcomputer user group. 

The next scheduled meeting of the Committee on Testing will be on 
Friday, January 10, from 9:00 a.m. through 12:30 p.m. in the Coordinating 
Board's large Board room. Lunch will be served. Several guests from the 
business community and armed services will share their views on college 
graduates and basic skills and join committee members in a round-table 
discussion about the possibility of a rising junior test in Texas. 

The following travel dates for the committee were scheduled: 

January 26-29 
February 9-11 

For public testimony1 

February 24 
March 14 
April 14 
May 5 

Florida trip 
New Jersey trip 

Corpus Christi State University 
UT-Arlington 
Texas Tech-Lubbock 
Texas Southern University-Houston 

After a discussion of which groups to invite to testify at the meetings 
in Corpus Christi, Arlington, Lubbock, and Houaton, the meeting was adjourned 
at 2:40 p.m. 
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coMMirm ow TICTCTG 

PRESEHTATIOM TO THE COORDINATING BCAKO 
BY ROBIRT L. BAROISTT 

THURSOAr. JULY 17, 1986 
A08TZV, TIXAS 

9x30 A.M. 

MR. CBAIRMAM AND MXMIISS OF TH« COORDIHATIIIG BOARDt 

VE ARI PLSASBD TO PRSSBfT TO TOO TODAY T O RSPORT OF YOOR SPBCIAL 

coMMrmi o« Tsamw. THAT RIFORT IS IHTITLID, -A amsRATZos OF 

FAILORIt TRI CASI FOR TKSTim AMD RBODZATZOII IS TIXAS SIGBXR 

BOOCATZOM." 

AT THX OOTSIT. Z WOOLD LZXI TO SAT A FIV WORDS ABOOT MT FILLOW 

COMMZTTa MSMBSRS, WHOM YOO HAVX JUST MITt A RB6BIT, A STUDBff, A 

PROFZSSOR^ TWO TI8TZ1RS BZPBRTS AMD SZZ COLLKi AMD OKZVIRSZTr 

pRXSZonrrs. THXT ARS AS FZRB A GROOF OF MBI ASD noiami xs z HAVI SVCR 

RfOVII — OIDZCATSD, CUSmTBU, SARDMORXimS ASD ISFDSn Vini !• 

IMCRZOZBLZ SFZRIT OF COOFBRATZOS. Z WAS PROUD TO CALL TIBI NT 

COLLBAGUSS AT TBI 0UT8BT OF TBZS VBirrURS. TODAY, Z AM FLBASSD TO CALL 

THEM MY FRZBHOS — EVERY ORE OF THEM. 

WE ALSO BAD A FZR8T-RATE STAFF — HEADED BY OR. JQAR MAT^RBKB OT 

THE COORDIRAT7H6 BOARD STAFF — WHO SCBZDOLED OUR MEETIIMS, HANDLED THE 

BURDEN OF WORK BETWEEN MEETZMGS, AND HELPED US TO LOOK SMART, EVEN WREN 

WE WEREN'T. THE COMMZTTEE MEMBERS WERE APPOZMTED JUST A YEAR AGO AND 

WE HELD OUR FZRST MEETZN6 ON AUSOST 27TH. 

OVER THE NEXT TEN MONTHS. WE HELD NZNE MEETZWCS. ATTENDED A 

NATZOMAL TE8TZN6 CONFERENCE ZN COLOMBZA. SOUrS CAROLZNA. VZ8ZTED MOI»L 

TBSTZNG PROGRAMS ZN FLORIDA AND NEW JERSEY. ANO COHOOCTED FZVE PUBLZC 

BEARINGS THROOSSOUT TEXAS TO OBTAZN TESTZNOHY FROM MORE THAN 50 

EDUCATORS. STUDBVTS. <,tJIR,!il1ED CZTZZENS. AMD POLZCYMAXBRS OH THE 

PROPOSED TBSTZM PROGRAM. 

ZN MAY. «B HELD OUR FZNAL HEETZNG. AT WHZCH WE SHAPED OUR 

ZT SaOOLD BE NOTED TEAT WE WERE UNAMIN008 ON EACH OF THOSE SEVEN 

RBCOMONDATZONS. THERE WASN'T A SZN6LB DISSENTING VOTE ON A SZSCLS 

MAJOR ZSSUE. I SAY TBZS TO BMP8ASZZE T O SERIOUSNESS OF THE BASIC 

SKILLS CRISIS IN TEXAS. NOT O O MINBER OF OUR COMUTTO BELIEVES WE 

CAN AFFORD TO IGHOO TNIB PROSLBI FOR AHOTBBR GENERATION. OR ANOTHER 

DECADE. OR ANOTHER YEAR. 

EVERY YEAR. MOO THAN 110.000 PRBSSIEN INTBR TEXAS PUBLIC COLLEGES 
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AND UNIVERSITIES. OF THESE. AT LEAST 30.000 CANNOT READ. COMMUNICATE. 

OR COMPUTE AT LEVELS NEEDED TO PERFORM EFFECTIVELY IN HIGHER EDUCATION. 

IN ASXZMG OUR CUWUTTEE TO 8HI0 LIGHT ON THIS BASIC SKILLS PROBLEM. 

TOO HAVE LOOSED A GENIE THAT MAT PROVE DIFFICULT TO GET BACK INTO ITS 

BOTTLE. I SINCERELY HOPE THAT T O 9FATB OF TEXAS IS PREPARED FOR THIS 

REPORT AND IS POPARSO TO ACT ON IT. BECAUSE ITS FINDINGS ARE GOING TO 

BE DIFFICULT TO IGMOO. IF O ARE NOT PREPARED TO ACT. O WOULD HAVE 

BEEN BETTER OFF WITHOUT T O RB90RT. 

T O SUBJECT or OOR CBA0BR AED T O SUBJECT OF OUR REPORT IS BASIC 

SKILLS AMONG COLLEGE CTUDBVTit T O ABILITY TO READ. WRITE AND USE 

MATHEMATICS TO PERFORM EFFECTIVELY AT T O COLLEGE LEVEL. EACH MEMBER OF 

T O TESTING COMtlTTO CAME TO T O TASK WITH HIS OR HER CMN PERSPECTIVE 

ON T O BASIC SKILLS PROBLEM. 

LET « TELL YOU WHAT MT PERSPECTIVE WAS. 

SHORTLY AFTER I ARRIVED AT SUUfHWAW TEXAS STATE UEIVERSZTY mBARLT 

FZVE YEARS AGO. Z RECEIVED A LBTTO FROM ONE OF OUR RECENT GRADUATES. 

ZT WAS SO BADLY WRITTER IT WAS OBARRASBINO. T O GRAMIAR HAS 

ATROCIOUS. T O PUNCTUATION WAS EVEN WORO. AND T O SENTENCE STRUCTURE 

WAS ALL BUT INCOMPREHENSIBLE. 

AT FIRST I WAS IN A STATE OF SBOCK THAT ONE OF OUR OWN GRADUATES 

COULD WRITE SO HORRIBLY. AND I SUBSEQUENTLY LEARNED THAT HE HAD OOO 

gUITk WELL IN HIS MAJOR. 

BUT I HAD LEARNED AN IMPORTANT LESSON EARLY IN MY LIFEi NOBODY IS 

SO WORTHLESS THAT HE CAN'T BE USED AS A PITIFUL EXAMPLE.SO I SHOWED T O 

LETTER TO MT DEANS AND CBAIRS AND FACULTY. IT WAS THEN THAT I LEARNED 

THAT THIS YOUNG MAN WASN'T A PITIFUL EZAMVLE AT ALL. INSTEAD OF BEING 

UNIQUE. O WAS SYMPTOMATIC. AND T O SYMPTOMS WERBI'T LIMITED TO 

BNGLISB. THEY INCLUDED MATE. AS WELL. 

IT HAS ONLY TEEN THAT I BEQAM TO UNDERSTAND A PAINFUL FACTt THAT O 

WHO AOMITTINO EUNDREDS OF FRESENBI EVERY YEAR WW) WEO WOEFULLY 

DEFICIENT IN READING, HRITINO. SPOKEN COMOilCATION OR MATH - AND IN 

TOO MANY CASO, W HEO GRADUATING TH« WITH T O SAME OEFICimCIES POUR 

OR FIVE YEARS LATO. THEY HEO BRIGHT OOOGH STUDENTS. THEY HAD MET 

OUR ENTRANCE RBQUIRnEHTS — HHICH A O RESPECTABLE. IF THEY SURVIVED. 

THEY USUALLY DID WELL IN TOIR MAJORS. 

80 O WEREN'T TALKIHO ABOOT 8T0DENTS WITB A LRCK OF AFflTUDBi WE 

WEO TALKINO ABOUT STUDEIfTS WITH A HEAKNOS IN LEARNED BASIC SKILLS. 

THAT 18 AN IMPORTANT DISTINCTION TO MAO BECAUO JUST RAISING COLLBGE 



OfTRANCE REQUIREMENTS. AS SOME PEOPLE SUGGEST. HILL NOT SOLVE T O 

PROBLEM. 

TWO THINGS BEGAN TO CONCERN O AS I TALOD TO EDUCATORS ON OUR 

CAMPUS. 

ONE WAS THAT THEO STUDENTS HEM FALLING BETWEEN T O ACADEMIC 

CRACKS. AND NOBODY HAS DOING ANYTHING TO HELP THEM. 

T O OTHER HAS THAT WE DIDN'T EVO RNOH T O EXTENT OF T O PROBLEM. 

WE RAD MO HAY OF MEASURING BON BAD T O PROBLEM HAS OR OF IDENTIFYING 

T O STUDENTS HBO NDDED HELP. 

LATO, AS I TALKED HTTH OnOR EDUCATORS AND AS I READ REPORTS ON 

T O SUBJECT. I BEGAN TO REALIO THAT O WEO NO DIFFERENT FROM MOST 

OTHER INSTITUTIONS — IN TEXAS AND AROUND T O NATION. IT SEBBD TO ME 

THAT THIS WAS A TERRIBLE INDICTMENT OF RIGHO EDUCATION. 

O DIDN'T KNOW T O EXTENT OF T O PROBLEMf O DIDN'T ISOH HBO WAS 

INVOLVED IN ITi O O O NOT ABLE TO HELP THOO WHO NEEDSD ITi AND O 

COULDN'T MEASUO BOH EFFECTIVELY — OR INEFFECTIVELY — HE HEO 

ATTACKING T O PROBLBI. 

ANO A NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AROUND TEXAS ARE ATTACKING T O PROBLBI. 

ALMOST HALF OUR COMIUNITY OOLLEGO TEST FOR BASIC SKILLS AND UO 

T O TEST RESULTS TO ADVISE STUDENTS ABOVT APPROPRIATE COURSE WOO. 

BAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY REQUIRU A HRITINO PROFICIENCY EXAMINATION 

BEFOO STUDENTS CAN RECEIVE A OBGRO. AT SOUTHHEST TEXAS STATE, AS 

PART OF OUR NEW COLLBGE OF GENERAL STUDIES, O HAVE INSTITUTED A 

WRITIN6-ACR0SS-TO-CURRICULUM PROGRAM AND O HILL AOMINISTO A HRITIMG 

TEST TO ALL STUUENT8 IN T O SECOND SMESTER OF TOIR 80PB0M0O YEAR. 

THOO HBO FAIL T O TEST HILL O PROHIBITED FRtM OOMPLETINQ TBBIR UPPER 

DIVISION COURSE HORX UNTIL THEY 00 PASS IT. FOR US, FOR EAST TEXAS 

STATE. ANO OTHBM. TBZS KIND OF TESTINO IS A GAMBLE. 

SINCE THEO AO NO SPBCIAL STATE FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR THIS PURPOO. 

WE HAVE TO CARHT OUT THEO TESTINO PROGRAMS AND CONDUCT ROEDIATION ON 

A SHOESTRINO. 

AT SOOTBHBST TOAS. O DON'T XHON BON OUR STUDENTS HILL RESPOND TO 

A TEST TEMS THBT OOOLO AVOZD BY ATTENDZN6 ANOTBER ZNSTITUTZOH. UNQU-

BSnOBABLT. O HILL LOO SOME HBO DON'T HAVT TO FACE AN EXAM. BUT O 

A O OBTBBNINED TO PROCEED. OOR FACU&TY AND STAFF RBOOGNIO T O 

PROLAN'S INPOHaRANCE AND AO MILLING TO PUT FORTH T O EFFORT TO MAO IT 

HORX. 
• # • • 
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IT IS OBVIOUS. BONBVER. THAT THIS PROBLEM DEMANDS MORE TRAM JUST A ^^^ 

CAMTOS SOLOTIQBt ZT CRIBS OUT FOE A 8TATENI0E SOLUTION. 

THAT IS HIT I HAS UCITBD NHBI T O COORDINATING BOARD ESTABLISOD 

TBI CQMUi'i'Bl ON TESTING — AND HIT I HAS PLEASED TO ACCEPT CHAIRMAN 

TBCPLB'S CALL TO CHAIR THAT OOMWITTO. 

OUR MANDATE HAS TO INVESTIGATE T O ADVISABILITY OF ADMINISTERING 

SOME KIND OF ACHIEVEMENT OR PROGRESS TEST TO UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS TO 

MAO SUO THAT THET AO. INDEED. LBAOIN6 T O BASIC SKILLS OF AN 

EDUCATED PBRSOB. 001 CCHBUTTO 8TARRD NITH T O SANE EANDICAPS THAT O 

STARTED NITH AT SOOTHHBST TBAS. 

HE OEN THEO HAS A PROBLBI. BUT O DIDN'T »0N ITS EXTENT — AND 

O HAD NO QUICK HAT OF MEASURIBO IT. T O O O MEASURBIENT O DID HAVE 

HAS NOT AT ALL BROURAGIBQi T O PPST — OR PRB-PBOrEMIONAL •̂ TTj.a 

T O PPST HAS FIRST OIVO IN MARCH 19S4 TO TEST SOPBOMORM 

THROUQBOOT TEXAS HBO HEO PLANNINO TO BBOONE TEACHEM. TEAT TEST 

MEASURO SEZUiS AND ETINTJrWE THAT STUDENTS HAVE BAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO 

LEAO BY T O 10TH GRADE. 

IN T O SBVB TDOS T O TEST HAS BEO AOMZNISTERED. AN AVERAGE OF 

28.2 PERCENT OF T O TEXAS STUD8NTS HBO ASPIO TO BE TEACBEM ARE 

DEFICIENT. AOOORDING TO THEO TESTS. IN T O BASIC SKILLS OF READING, 

HRITING, OR MATH. 

T O PUBLIC GENERALLY ASSUMED TEAT PPST SOORO HEO SYMPTOMATIC OF 

POOR TEACHO EDUCATION PROGRAMS, OR OF T O QUALITY OF T O YOUNG PEOPLE 

GOING INTO TEACEO EDUCATION. BUT THAT DID HOT TUO OUT TO O T O 

CASE. HEAT T O BENS STORZO NB8LBCTED TO SAY HAS THAT STUUBgl'S TAKE 

T O TEST BEfOO THBT ENTO T O TEACEO EDUCATION PROGRAM. SO T O 

SCHOOLS OF EDQCATIOB CAN BAROLT O BLAMED FOR TOIR DOICIENCm. 

AS TO T O QQALZTT OV T D STUDBHTS, O DID A STUDY AT SOUTBNEST 

TEXAS AND 0IS00VBR8D THAV T O AVBRAGE 8.A.T. ANO A.C.T. SOORO OF TO 

TEACBER CABDXOATO A O VXHSOALLT T O SAO AS T O AVERAGE TEST SCORO OF 

T O BlUUBH BGOr AS A HBOLI. I BELZBVB THAT MANY OTHO DfSTITUriOHB 

NOOLD FIND TRZS TO O T O SAMB NZTB TOIR STUDBHTS. 

T O OGMIITTa OOmCLPDBD THAT IF T O PPST HEO GIVO TO ALL 

STODBBTS. SCAITBNZOB. T O PAM/FAIL RATE HOOLD O ABOUT T O SAO AS IT 

IS FOR TBOO PLAHNZBQ TO ENTO TBAGBR EDOCATION. IB OTBO HORDS. 

ABOUT TRZRTY FERCSBT OF T O SOPBONORO AT TEXAS PUBLIC OnTJBGO AND 

ONIVEMITIO HOOLD FAIL AT LEAST ONE PART OF A TBNTB-«RA08 LEVEL TEST. 



so T O COMMITTO ASKED. "WHAT HOOLD HAPPEN IF FRESHMEN WEO GIVEN 

AM EXAMINATION MEASURING MOT TENTHHSRAOE LEVEL BUT COLLEGE-LEVEL 

SKILLS?* 

FRANKLY, O HAVE BO HAY OF XMOVUKS EXACTLY. BUT T O INDICATOM A O 

CLEARi TOO MANY TEXAS STUDENTS 00 HOT READ. COMIUNICATE OR COMPUTE AT 

T O COLLBGE LEVEL. 

WE DO NOT XMQV WHO THET A O OR HHBO THIT AO. BUT O DO KNOW THAT 

TOY O P R O O T A GOERATIOH OF FAILOO IN OOR EDOCATIOHAL 8Y8TBI — A 

FAILUO O CAN NO LOBGO AFFORD TO IGHOO. 

T O OOMtlTTO ALSO LSARHED THAT T D BASIC SKILLS PROBLBI GOBS WELL 

BEYOND T O STATE BOUNDARIO — THAT IT IS. INOBBO. A HATIOBAL PROBLEM. 

A MATZONAL STUDY ON LOW-ACBZEVZNG STUDENTS ZNDZCATM THAT T O 

AVERAGE OOMOIZTY COLLBGE FRESBNAN READS AT OHLY T O 8TH GRADE LEVEL. 

AND THAT 60 PERCENT OF T O STUDBm BVTERZNG OOMIUNZTY COLLBGU REED 

REMEDZAL HOO. 

BUT EVD SOME OF T O MOST SELBCTIVE AND PRESTIGIOUS FOUR-YEAR 

ZNSTZTUrZONS. SUCH AS STANFORD AND T O UNZVEOZTY OF CALZFOOZA. 

PROVZDE LEAOZNO ASSZSTANCE OR GUIDANCE TO ABOUT HALF OF TOIR FRESHMO 

CLASSES. 

IT IS HELL NORTH NOTING THAT T O AVERAGE 8.A.T. SOORO FOR BNTBRlNi; 

FROBMO A O 1270 AND 1130 AT STANFORD AND T O UNrVEMITY OF 

CALIFOOIA, ROPECTIVELY. 

IN NEH JEOEY, HHBO T O READING, HRITINO AND MATH SKILLS OF SOME 

400,000 ENTERING FRESHMO HAVE BBO TESTED SINCE 1978, TEST RESULTS 

HAVE SHOWN CONSISTENTLY THAT STUDENT DOICIENCIO RANGE FROM 31 PERCENT 

IN VERBAL SKILLS TO 60 PERCENT IN ALGORA. 

NOHOO IS T O FAILUO OF OUR SCHOOLS MOO OBVIOUS THAN IN THE 

WORKPLACE. 

TBIRTY-SEVn PERCENT OF BOSINOSa PARTICIPATING IN A RBC8NT 

NATIONAL SURVEY REPORTED TEST A O FORCED TO TEACE 8KZLLS TO THEIB 

BMPLOYEO TEAT T O SBOOHOART SCBOOLS SBOULD HAVE TAUGHT. IN FACT, 

PRIVATE OORPORATIOBS SPEND NEARLY AS NOCB ON EDUCATIOR AND TRAINING FOR 

TBBIR BVLOYBS EACH YEAR — JUST OfBR $60 BILLIOB — AS T O NATION'S 

OOLLBO AND UNIVEOITIU SFBO OH TEEIR STUDENTS. A SIGNIFICANT 

poanoa OF TBZS EXFENDiTua is USED FOR RBiEniAr. COURSO IN READING, 

HRITIBa, AMD MATE. IN FACT,TBRO OUT OF FOUR MAJOR OORPORATIONS AO 

TRAININO HEN HORXEM TBBO SKILLS AND SOME BOONONISTS A O SAYING TEAT 

NEXT YEAR BUSINBMO HILL BIO MOO THAN A MILLIOH PBOPLB HBO LkCX T O 
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BASIC SKILLS FOR T O JOB. 

WHEN OUR COLLEGES AND ONIVEMITIES GRADUATE THOUSANDS OF STUDENTS 

BACH YEAR WHO CANNOT WRITE A CLEAR SENTENCE OR OJUFUTE A SIMPLE 

MATHEMATICAL PROBLEM, THO O HAVE CAST A SHADOW ON T O QUALITY OF OUR 

OEGREO AND T O IMTBGRTTY OF OUR DIPLOMAS. 

OUR COMUTTO VISITED FLORIDA TO EXAMINE ITS RISING JUNIOR EXAM, 

AND NEH JEOEY. HHICH HAS REVOLUTIONIZED ITS HIGHO EDUCATION SYSTEM 

WITB AN ENTRY LEVEL TESTING AND RBODIATION PROGRAM. 

SINCE T O FLORIDA TESTS WEO FIRST A0NINI8TERBD IN 1983, SCORO 

HAVE IMPROVED EACB YEAR, WITE T O MOST DRAMATIC IMPROVEMENT COMING PROM 

T O STATE'S TRADITIONALLY BLACK COLLBGO. 

NEH JEOEY HAS BBO A LEADER IN TESTING STUDENTS AT T O COLLBGE 

ENTRY LEVEL. STATE BDOCATOO HAVE FOUND THAT STUDENTS HBO INITIALLY 

AO DEFICIENT IN BASIC SKILLS AO TERO TOOS MOO LIKELY TO O 

SUCCESSFUL IN COLLBGE AFTO COMPLETING APPBOPRIATB REMEDIAL OOURSO 

THAN STUDENTS HHO NEED RBODIATION BUT DON'T TAO IT. 

IN BOTE OF THEO STATO, REMEDIATION 18 AN ESSENTIAL PART OF THE 

SUCCEOFUL TESTING PROGRAM. T O PURPOO OF TOIR PROGRAM IS NOT TO 

KEEP STUDBrrS OUT OF COLLBGE. RATHER, IT IS TO MAO SUO THAT THEY 

ACQUIO THE SKILLS THEY NEED TO SUCCEED IN TOIR FURTHER EDUCATION, 

TOIR CAREEM AND TOIR LIVO. 
* • • • 

AT T O OUTSET, WE THOUGHT WE WEO LOOKING AT A "RISING JUNIOR* 

EXAM. IN FACT, T O COMIITTO'S MAO INITIALLY WAS T O COMUTTO ON 

TESTING OF COLLEGE SOPHOMORO." HOWEVO, IT BBCAO CLEAR FAIRLY EARLY 

IN OUR DBLIBERATIONS THAT NO O O FELT TBAT A "RISING JUNIOR* EXAM WAS 

T O ANSWER. 

O REALIZED THAT IF HE A O SERIOUB ABOUT REMEDIATION — AND 

REMEDIATION 18 CROCIAL IF O AO GOING TO IMPROVE SKILLS — THO IT IS 

IMPORTANT TO ZDBHTIFY TBOO STUUBNIS HBO NEED BELP AS EARLY AS POSSIBLE 

IN TOIR *^^iT*^ CAREEO — BARLY IN TOIR FRBSBMAN YEAR. 

HEO, THO, O . CHAIRMAN AND LADIO AND GBTTLEHO, AO T O 

UNANIMOUS REO0MMENDA9Z0BS OF OOR OUMUTTUt 

1. O RECOMIEBD TBAT BBUIOZNG ZN T O FALL OF 1969, OR AS SOON 

TEERBAFTER AS FEASZBLB, ALL FRSSBMO BNTERINO A PUBLIC COLLEGE OR 

ONIVERSITY IN TEXAS O TESTED IN READING, HRITINO, AND MATBEMATICS 

SKILLS AT LEVELS RBQUIBBD TO PERFORM EFFECTIVELY IN COLLEGE. T O TEST 

SHOULD O UNIFORM ACROU INSTITUTIONS AND SBOULD O ADMINISTERED AFTER 
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ADMISSION. IN NO CASE SHOULD SUCH A TEST BAR ENTRY TO ANY STUDENT 

OTHERMIO QUALIFIED I THIS ASSESSMENT SBOULD BE A TOOL OF T O EDOCATION 

PROCESS. NOT T O SELECTION PROCESS. 

2. HE RECOMMEND THAT COLLBGO AND ONIVEMITIES DEVELOP STRONG 

ADVISING PROGRAMS SO THAT APPROPRIATE COURO PLACEMENT OCCUM EARLY IN 

T O STUDENT'S DBGRO PROGRAM. 

3. WE RECOMMEND THAT EACB PUBLIC INSTITUTION BE REQUIRED TO OFFER 

OR MAO AVAILABLE NOB-DBGOE CREDIT REMEDIAL OPPORTUNITIM ON ITS OWN 

CAMPUS TO THOSE STUDENTS IDENTIFIED BY T O TEST AS NEEDING AOISTANCE. 

4. WE RBCOMOND THAT RBODIATION O RBQUIRBD WHEN A OJMPONBNl' OF 

T O BASIC SKILLS TEST IS FAILED. ALL O0MPUBBNT8 OF T O TEST ND8T BE 

PASSED ON OR BEFOO T O COMPLETION OF 60 8BIBSTBR CREDIT BOOM OF 

DBGRO CREDIT. IF NOT. FURTBO OOURO HOO HOOLD O LIMITED TO LOHO 

DIVISION OOURSO UNTIL ALL COMPONENTS OF T O TEST RAVE BBO PASSED. 

5. O REOOMIEND TBAT EACB COLLEGE AND ONIVEOITY O REQUIRED TO 

EVALUATE T O RESULTS AND EFFBCTIVBIEM OF REMEDIATION AND REPORT 

ANNUALLY TO T O COORDINATING BOARD. 

6. O REOOMIEND THAT T O OOORDINATnRS BOARD O DIRECTED TO HAVE 

THEO TESTS DEVELOPED NITH T O ACTIVE PARTICIPATION AT T O 

DECISION-MAKING LB̂ *SL OF FACULTY MEMBBM FROM TEXAS COLLBGES AND 

UMIVEMITIES. 

7. O RBCOMOND THAT T O LBGISLATUO PROVIDE T O NECOSARY FUNDING 

TO DEVELOP AMD ADMZMZSTER T O TESTS AND TO SUPPORT REMEDIATION. WE 

WOULD OPPOSE A STATENIDE BASIC SKILLS TEST HITBOOT THE NECESSARY 

FINANCIAL SUPPORT. OPBCIALLY FOR REMEDIATION. 

THOSE A O OUR RECOMONDATIONS. HE BELIEVE TEET REPRESENT A 

BLUEPRINT HHICB HILL HELP REVERO TBIS GENEBATION OF FAILOO. 

MY COLLSAfiUM AND I A O PROARBD TO AN8NBB lOOR QOBSTIONS BUT 

FIRST, LET MB ATTBOT TO ANTICIPATE SEVERAL OF T O MOO OBVIOUS OHO. 

aOH DID THIS SITUATION COME ABOUT IN T O FIRST PLACE? 

THEO IS NO SIMPLE EXPLANATION AS TO HHY SO MANY COLLEGE STUDENTS 

A O LACKINO IN BASIC SKILLS. CLEARLY PART OF T O PROBLBM HAS BBO T O 

RAPID GBOHTH OF OUR SCBOOLS TO ACCOMSJDATE T O IBCREASIBa POPULATION. 

COLLBGO ANO ONIVEMITIO INORITBD T O RESULTS OF TBIS GROWTHS AN 

EROSION OF QUALITY. 

T O EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE NOTO A PERVASIVB TBSND IN OUR 

SCHOOLS — FEHO BASIC OOUMO, LBU TBOOSBTFUL AND CRITICAL READING, 

LESS CAREFUL WRTTINQ AND A GENERAL OECLIO IN SCBOOLS' EXPECTATIONS OF 



189 

THEIR STUDENTS. AND T O PROBLEM CUTS ACROSS T O BOARD — FROM T O POOR 

MINORITIO IN T O INNO CITIO TO T O AFFLUENT KIDS IN SUBURBAN 

AMERICA. HHATSVn T O REASON. T O FACT IS THAT T O AVERAGE COLLBGE 

GRADUATE TODAY IS NOT AS HELL EDUCATED AS A GENERATION AGO. 

WHY A O O ADMITTIMU STUDENTS WITH BASIC SKILLS DEFICIENCIM IN T O 

FIRST PLACE? WOULDN'T O M BETTO OFF JUST HEEDING THEM OUT — OR 

REQOIRINO THEM TO GO TO OPEN-AEWIOIOW COMOUTf COLLBGO? 

TBIS QUESTION HAS BBO ASOO MOO FRBQUBVTLY TEAR ANY OTHO. TO 

ANSHO IT FAIRLY, O MUST CONSIDO T O BBOBHITT OF T O PROBLBI. 

T O COMUTTO ESTIMATED TBAT AT LEAST OO-TBIRD OF ENTBRINU 

STUDENTS — MOO THAN 30,000 ANNUALLY AT TEXAS COZXBQO AND 

ONIVEMITIO — HILL O DOICIEHT IN ONE OR MOO BASIC SKILLS ARBAB. 

YET, MANY OF THOE STUDENTS HILL MEET T O STANDARD INSTITUTIONAL 

A0MIUI0N8 CRITERIA AT MOST OF OUR PUBLIC COLLBGO. IN OTHO HORDS, 

THEY A O INTELLIGENT, QUALIFIED STUDENTS, UJMPllINY ENOUGH TO MBBT 

ENTRANCE REQUIRSMENTB DESPITE A DOICIEHCY IN A GIVO SKILL. TO 

PREVENT THEM FROM ENTERING COLLBGE HOOLD BAR TOO MANY CAPABLE STUDENTS 

FROM BIGOR EDOCATION. 

WE A O FIRM IN OUR CONCLUSION THAT ASSESSMENT MUST MOT M A BAR TO 

ACCOS. 

WHY DO O WEED A MEN TEST? HHY CAN'T O USE T O S.A.T. AND T O 

A.C.T. TO IDENTIFY STUDEirrS' HEAKNMSO? OR T.E.A.M.S., T O MEN HIGH 

SCHOOL PIT EXAM? 

CURRENT TESTS JUST DON'T MEASUO HEAT O NEED TO XMOH. T O TEXAS 

EDUCATION AS8USMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS — T O TEAMS TEST — IS DESIGNED 

TO ASSEM BIGB SCHOOL LEVEL 80LLS, NOT SKILLS NEEDSD TO O EFFECTIVE 

IN COLLEGE. ON T O OTHER BAND. T O S.A.T. AND A.C.T. AO OMIGNED TO 

MEASUO APTITUDB FOR COLLBa. TBBY A O GOOD MEASURO FOR ADMIUION 

PURPOSO. SINCE THEY CAB COHTRZBUTB TO A PBSDICTIOB OF A STUDEHT'S 

FIRST-YEAR PBRFOHNABCB Of OOLLBSB. ROT TBBY A O NOT DZACNOSTIC TESTS 

AND DO NOT lOBBTIFT SfBCITIC SKILL MASTERY. 

HBY OIVB A TEST AT ALL? HHY DON'T HB HAIT UNTIL T O MEH PUBLIC 

EDOCATIOH REfOO MBASORM TAO CAO OF T O PROBLEM? 

PUBLIC SCBOOL REFORMS A O A RBCBff MBASOO. IT HILL TAO AN BNTIO 

lŷ EOOf, QHBERATION REFOO TOIR BFFBCTIVENEM CAN O FELT FULLY. FOR 

EXAMPLE. AT LIMCOUI BIGB SCBOOL IN POO ARfBUR, TBXM, T O 

VALEDICTORIAN AND MANY OF T O TOP STUDBHTS IN T O CLAM OF 1966 HEO 

GRADUATO OF T O BEAD START PROGRAM 12 TEAM EARLIO. 
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UirriL AMPLE TIME HAS PASSED FOR THOE REFORMS TO ACCOMPLIO TOIR 

OBJECTlVU, MART STUDENTS A O GOING TO COVTINUB TO GRADUATE FROM T O 

PUBLIC SCBOOLS BITBOUT AD8Q0ATB SKILLS. 

IB AOOITIQB. T O CURRBR REFORMS HILL NOT AFFECT OLDO STUDENTS 

ATTENDING OOLLBO — A 6R0UB INCREASING IN MTBOO AND PERCENTAGE. 

HIGHO EDOCATIOH MUST INBTZTUTE ITS OMN REFORMS IF O AO TO 

PREVENT AROTHO GBNBRATIOH OF YOUNG PBOPLB FNON OINQ CAUGHT IN A CYCLE 

OF FAILOO. 

BCT IS" IT BBCOSART TD GTVE Att FPU HBO'TO BASIC ffKILLS TEST? 

SHOULDN'T BOMB OF THEM O EXEMPTED OB T O BASIS OF TOIR A.C.T. OR 

S.A.T. SCORO? 

O FOUND. IN OUR INVESTIGATIONS ANO STUDIO, TBAT SOORO ON OOLLBGB 

BNTRAHCB EXAMS A O NOT ACCURATE IRDICA90M OS SKILL OSFXCIBKZO. IN 

FACT, THET CAN MAO A SETT.T. HBAKNEM. EVO BONE OF OUR REST AND 

BRIGHTEST STUDENTS MAY O HBAX IN A GIVO ARO, BUT TBIS HBAKNEM 

RBIAIN8 OMDSTBCTED BBCAUO OF THEIR EZGH 0V8RAU. 800O. T O PROPOSED 

TEST WOULD O DIAGNOSTIC, USED TO DETECT PBOBLM AREM 80 TBBY COULD BE 

O ALSO A O CCBWaRNBD ABOUT T O LEGAL IMPUCATIOM OF RBQUIRINQ 

SOME STUUBIffB TO TAO A BASIC SKILLS TEST ABD BIBIPTIBU OTBBM. AT 

THIS TDO THEO IS BO SINGLE, VALID TEST ADMINISTERED STATENIDE TO 

ASSEM T O C0L7BGE BMIC 8KZLL8 OF ALL ENTERING STUDENTS. 

HON DO THEO RBCOMIODATIOHS AFFECT MINORITIM? IS IT POMIBLE TO 

DESIGN A TEST THAT IS FRO OF ETOIC AND CULTURAL BIM? 

ONE OF OUR PRIMARY OONCEOB MM BON T O PROPOSED TESTING SYSTEM 

WOULD AFFECT MIBORZTIO. RBCAUO TESTINQ IS COUPLED HITB REMEDIATION, 

T O EFFECT IN STATO THAT OVB IBSTiTVTEU SUCH PROGRAMS HM BBO 

EXTRBMBLY POSITIVB. 

IN FLORIDA. FOR BZAMFUI, NBBO TESTS SOOBO IN GENEBAL IMPROVED IN 

T O TWO TEAM TBBT OVB BAD A TESTIBQ PBOGRAN. T O N08T DRAMATIC 

NIBORZTZH. AS FLORIDA ASH, AH 

r, SIUUMIB PASSINQ T O C.L.A.8.T. TEST 

ROM FROM 3f PBBCBBr » 19S3 TO 61 PSBCBff IN 19SS. THAT'S JUST O O 

EXANPLB OF HHAT BENBDIATIOB CAB DO. 

TO LEAM HMTBBR TESTS COULD O 

HEO ASSURED TBAT TEET CAB. AND THEY AO. 

OUM MUST O . 

IS REMEDIATION EFFECTIVE? 

k 
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ALL OF T O DATA O HAVE SEEN CONFIRMS T O FACT THAT REMEDIATION IS 

EFFECTIVE. OPBCIALLY IF IT TAKO PLACE BARLY IN A STUDENT'S COLLBGE 

CARED. O IMMOOD, FOR EXAMPLE. THAT STUDENTS HHO NEED BETTD SKILLS 

AMD HHO COMPLETE A REMEDIATION PROGRAM HAVE BETrO RETENTION RATO AND 

MAO NEARLY COMPARABLE GRADES TO STUDENTS HHO DIDN'T MOD REMEDIATION 

IN T O FIRST PLACE. AND THEY DVB A THRO TDOS GRDTD CHANCE FOR 

COLLBGE SUCC08 THAN 8TUDBNT8 HHO HEEDED RBODIATION BUT DIDN'T 

COMPLETE IT. 

IN MEH JERSEY. STUDENTS HBO COMPLETED REMBDIATIOH SBON SIGNZFICAMT 

TEST SCOO GAINS. JU8T AS TBBY DID IN FLORIDA. SEVERAL DTIONAL 

STUDIO DVB BORNE OUT THEO STATO* FINDINGS. 

REMEDIATION TENDS TO REDUCE TO DIFFERBK3S BVTHEO UNDER-PREPARED 

AND BETTER PROARBD STUDENTS. IT ALSO BELM STUDENTS HTTB LON GRADE 

POINT AVERAGM IMPROVE TOIR GRADO BBTOHD TBOO PREDICTED RY THEIR 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADO AND ACHIEVEMENT TEST BCORO. 

WHY SHOOLD RACE PUBLIC OOLLBM OR UNIVEOITY O RBQUIRBD TO OFFER 

OR MAO AVAILABLE RBODIAL OPPORTUNITIO ON ITS OWN CAMPOS? HBY ROT 

LET T O COMtUNlTt COLLBGO HANDLE ALL OF T O REMEDIATION? 

T O COMUTTO FEELS STRONGLY TDT RBNEDIATION HEEDS TO TAO PLACE 

ON T O PRIMARY CAMPUS HHBO T O STUDENT IS ENROLLED AND IBDO T O 

SUPBRVIFION OF TDT INSTITUTION. AN INSTITUTION MIGHT HISH TO 

CONTRACT WITH A COMIUNITY COLLBGE TO DELIVER REMEDIATION BUT STUDBHTS 

SHOULD NOT DVB TO LDVB CAMPU8 TO RECEIVE IT. 

IM T O FIRST PLACE. MANY STUUBNTS WILL FIND IT INCOMVOIBNT TO 

ATTEND CUMIUNlTt COLLBGO WHILE THEY AO ENROLLED AT OTHER 

INSTITUTIONB. STILL OTHBM DO NOT LIVE CLOO ENOOGB TO A COMIUNITY 

COLLBGE TO MAO IT FBMIBLE FOB TBEM TO RBCEIVE REMEDIAL INSTRUCTION 

THIS DY. SOT T O PRIMARY REASON IS TO HOLD T O INSTITUTION 

ACCOUNTABLE. 

O LBABOB). PARTICULARLY FROM HO JERSEY. TDT IF T O INSTITUTION 

OOBO'T DVB T O RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROVIDiNG T O REMEDIATION. IT 

OOBO'T DVB T O INCENTIVB TO O SUO THAT IT IS DONE PROPERLY. 

HOW MOCB WILL TBIS PROGRAM COST? 

PRESENTLY. T O STATE IS SPENDING $1S MILLIOH A YEAR IR 

FORMULA-GBNEDTED FUNDS FOR CREDIT COORO WOO. (THEO COURSO DON'T 

COUNT TOHARD A DBGRO. BUT TBBY DO GEHBDTE CRBDIT BOOM.) O DO HOT 

THINK THAT T O TOTAL FORMULA FUNDING FOR CRBDIT COUMH HILL BE CHANGED 

APPRECIABLY BY T O PROPOSED PROGRAM. THRO HILL. OF COUMB. BE 
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ADOmOMAL COSTS FOR DEVELOPING AND ADHINI8TBRING A STATENIDE TESTING 

PBOGRAN AND FOR FUNDING SUPPLBMBTTAL ACADEMIC SOVICM BEYOND COURO 

WOO. 

WE ESTIMATE TDT IT HILL TAO ALMOST $500,000 TO DEVELOP T O TEST 

AND AN BSTIDTED $3 MILLION A YEAR TO AOMINISTO T O TEST ONCE IT HAS 

BED DEVELOPED. AN ADOITIOHAL 92 MILLION IS ESTIMATED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL 

ACADOIC SERVICM. 

• • • • 

O O LAST POOTTl T O PROPOSED TESTIHB PROGRAM IS DIRECTED PRIMARILY 

TOWARD T O LARGE NDKBO OF STUDENTS HHOSE BMIC SKILLS AO INADEQUATE 

TO MEET T O DEMANDS OF BIGHO EDUCATION. BUT T O PROGRAM HILL SERVE 

MOO THAN T O O YOUNG PEOPLE. 

M A RESULT OF A STRONG RBODIATION PROGRAM. O HILL BE ABLE TO 

IMPROVE OUR IRSTITUTIOMS OF HIGHER EDOCATIOH. INCREAO T O N U O O OF 

HEItL-BDIICATED AND POTENTIALLY SUOCSSSFUL ̂ ^̂ TTJJWT GRADUATM. AND IN 

TUO. BETTER SERVE T O BNTIO STATE. 

WE CAN'T IGHOO A PRORLEM OF TBIS MAGNITUDB. O DVB NO CHOICE BOT 

TO ACT. THANK YOU. 

MY COLLEAGUM AND I A O PROARBD TO ANSNER ANY QOBSTIONS YOU D Y 

DVB ABOUT OUR REPORT. 
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Partial Transcript of Second Seuion 
September 19, 1986 

DEVELOPING 
POLICY 

IMAGE 

Ch: 

Meml: 

DEVELOPING 
POLICY 
IMAGE/ 

EXTERNAL 
SUPPORT 

Meai2: 

PLAMMIMG 

Ch: 

Mem3: 

Ch: 

PL: 

....00 the other hand should we delay any of those 
decisions at all while we take public testimony; listen 
to the public and learn from them^I don't know, I 
really don't have any feel for it-I'm inclined to 
think that we ought to have some tentative decisions by 
the end of the year~.And so when we go out to various 
cities around the state then people will know what 
they're coming to testify about, object to or have 
suggestions about, or testify on behalf of. What's the 
feeling of the committee? 

Let me just throw this outfit would appear to me that 
if we don't have the purpose now, that we're going to 
get such a shotgun-scattered approach about both what 
we're interested in hearing and what the public's 
interested in telling us, that's it's just going to be 
unbelievable. I would like somehow to get a grasp on 
the purpose so I can begin to pull my thought patterns 
around' something I can deal with-Fm so glad we've 
said this several times 'the purpose's got to come 
firsL" And I just hope we do that before we get into 
that other part, and then worry about the skills to be 
tested and at. what level Because the purpose will ia 
some way guide as to what those skills might be.... 

I thoroughly support that. We really do have to have a 
purpose. And I really think it'll be to our advantage 
not to detail the skills but, to wrestle with the 
issues, so that when we are out in the hearings we've 
at least discussed them and they're not coming from 
left field without us at least having thought about 
them. Because there are some real serious issues about 
what skills to measure and at what level and if we 
haven't even thought about them we're going to get some 
curvea. I feel strongly though that we need to nail 
that purpose down. 

Is it enough, though, just to state a purpose without 
any of the other answers? We're asking people to come 
and testify about something we haven't defined. 

I think before we start testimony we have to at least 
propoeed a fraiaework or mc&iu of meetiag that purpose. 

Docs Jaavary sound like a reasonable date for us to be 
making our teautive decisions? We'll have had a 
chaace to go to SC; we'll have had a chance to talk 
with the Florida people; we'll have heard from MY next 
week oa the PPST well have had the chaace to hear about 
what's gotag oa ia other states. I would thiak we 
might be ready by Jaauary to haauner out a tentative 
type of tew that we're going to be looking at 

May I thea suggest that perhaps November might be 
better speat lookiag at tests ia other states thaa the 
questioa of the impact of testiag oa 
miaorities-perhaps we could move that more into the 
spring. 

k 
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INTERNAL 
SUPPORT/ 
PLANNING 

INTERNAL 
SUPPORT/ 

EXTERNAL 
SUPPORT 

DEVELOPING 
POUCY 
IMAGE/ 

PLANNING 

Ch: Yes, that we're going to get a lot of public testimony 
on anyway--

!Cfeml: Good point. 

Ch: "And if we get into the spring and we need to, we can 
meet twice a month. 

Meml: I wouldn't be opposed to doing a little more while 
we're here~.if we could get a little more done each 
time...the substance is great, but if we could 
structure our meetings so we get a little more each 
time. 

Ch: How do you all feel about that? 

Mem2: Let me ask a questiott...would there be an interest in 
hearing from some sage advice from someone who was 
involved ia the ruliag ia the Florida case? I don't 
know what his schedule is~perhaps when we discuss the 
impact of testing on minorities we could invite him. 

Ch: I think that would be very helpful. And is there 
anything else that any of you could think about that 
would be helpful to us to call people in and brief us 
on? 

Mem5 Well, certainly those who were involved ia developing 
the Florida test and went through that whole process 
would be invaluable in terms of obstacles they had to 
overcome and problems that we might not foresee and 
which they already had confronted. 

Meml: Did I hear somebody say the possibility of bringing 
some people from Florida here was being considered 
rather thaa goiag out there? 

Ch: Well I hope that we caa go there because I think we're 
goiag to get much better iaput-

Meml: I do too. 

Ch: -but that doesa't meaa we caa't bring somebody here-

Meml: ~aad go there too-

Ch: -for the November meetiag to tell us what the Fla 
program's all about-I thiak we'd be better briefed 
whea we got there. So November's really looking at 
what other states are doiag>J thiak Florida is 
obviously the key to this whole thiag.... 

Ch: Dr. ICelley. if yoa were dictator and were going to 

make a decision oa what to do, what would you do? 

Mem6: It would depead oa the purpose of thiag.... 

PI,: Well, if yoa could dictate a purpose, what would it be? 

Mem6: It's hard for me to say this is where I come down on it 
right here at this point in time. 

Ch: And we're certainly not locked into any particular time 
frame we're giving something to shoot out 
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DEVELOPING 
POLICY 

IMAGE 

INTERNAL 
SUPPORT/ 

DEVELOPING 
POLICY 

IMAGE 

Mem4: 

Meml: 

Mem5: 

Ch: 

Mem7: 

Ch: 

Memi: 

Ch: 

...Since the first meeting we've been talking about 
going to Florida. We know what Florida has-a rising 
junior test of basic skills. And if we do not 
determine as part of our purpose that is, in fact, the 
direction that we're going, we might be better served 
to visit someplace else if we're going to visit 
anywhere. I hate to see us decide that we're going to 
Florida before we have any-and maybe there is already 
a consensus that is the purpose of this group—but if 
not, I hate for us to launch an effort in which this 
entire group settle ia oa Fla...aad maybe it would be 
much leu expeasive....if we were going to take a trip 
it might be we would want to match purpose of test to 
site visit. 

Would it be meaningful for someone like Joan or Joan 
and Paul to write an array of purpose sutements-
very minimal kinds of thiags-if this wu our 
purpose this what it [a test] would look like-40 
that we could start at least excludiag some thiags-
I doa't know, I'm just crying out for purpose. 

Yes, why in fact were we called together basically? 
There's a probleai, appareatly. But, have we ever 
clarified that>.probleaL..arouad the state? 

Well, it's impossible to totally clarify the 
problem because aobody's doae any measurement 
That's part of the probleat 

If I might make a...suggestion...sometime at a 
meeting sometime soon we might informa]ly...get a feci 
for what each other is thinking~.and what we perceive 
the problem to be.~we're coming from totally 
different directions as to what we think the problem 
is...and to what we think each other is here for..„. 

We know certain thiags: we know that the PPST is 
indicating that the students who have taken it for 
the first time are doing badly...and my faculty tells 
me that students have trouble writing... 

May I remind us of what Larry Temple had ia 
auad (reads from charge) that is, a minimum-
compeuacy test for baste skills. Now, to what 
extent do we as a committee feel bouad to that charge 
aad to what exteat do we feel free to tell the 
Coordiaatiag Board we doa't think that's the kind of 
program it ought to be...? 

My own feeliag is we're bound to look at the rising 
junior aad that's why I thiak we ought to go to 
Florida. But we're not bound in any way if we decide 
we ought to do testing at the beginning of the 
freshaua year. I thiak we have not only the right 
but the responsibility to recommend that 

k 
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PLANNING/ 
EXTERNAL 

SUPPORT 

Ch: We have some housekeeping business to take care of. 
I hope you all brought along your calendars because we 
really to need to set our meetings into the spring. 
Our next meeting is January 10 and we start at 9:00 to 
12:30. What we're planning to do in January is bring 
some people in who have some experience in employing 
our product, that is our students. We don't have the 
schedule completely firmed up yet, but we have the 
managing editor of the American Statesman...we have an 
officer of MBank, we have a training officer for USAAA, 
we have someone from the Air Force...we have someone, 
perhaps, from Xerox...but it ought to be interesting. 
This is the first time we will have invited any 
citizens in-the people who actually benefit or suffer 
from our graduates-to tell the public what they're 
experiencing. 

It ought to be very enlightening and it's something we 
need to have behind us before we go much farther in the 
process. 

Then we're going to FIorida...then to New Jersey. Do 
we have people signed up for those two trips...We will 
start moving around the state in Feb...so we need to 
set Feb, March and April meetings. 

PL: At those meetings we're hearing invited and public 
testimonies. 

Ch: Some of them we will invite to testify and others 
we'll say they can testify for 5 minutes or so but they 
can submit written testimony.... 
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In July, 1986 the Committee on Testing presented its report A Generation 

of Failure, to the Coordinating Board, Texas College and Univeristy System. 

In that report the Committee asserts that assessment and remediation together 

are necessary to improve the quality of education for students in public 

institutions. 

A Generation of Failure recommends that all freshmen should be tested in 

reading, writing, and mathematics at the levels of skill necessary for a student 

to succeed in college. The Committee on Testing also recommended that the 

state support 1) the establishment of counseling programs to ensure that students 

are placed in courses appropriate for their abilities and level of achievement, and 

2) the offering of nondegree credit for remedial work at all public institutions. 

Such a program would be costly to develop, administer, and maintain. Two 

bills, therefore, were introduced in the House and Senate of the 70th Texas 

State Legislature. One, HB 2182, was introduced by Representative Wilhemina 

Delco, chairperson of the House of Representatives' Higher Education Committee. 

Senator Carl Parker, chairperson of the Senate Committee on Public Education 

introduced a companion bill SB 993. Because of the state's severe economic 

crisis, observers have been doubtful that funds supporting the legislation would 

be authorized and appropriated. 

Recognizing that financial constraints very likely might preclude the 

funding of an important testing program, the two commissioners of public 

education and higher education joined in a collaborative initiative to replace the 

Pre-Professional Skills Test (PPST), now required by statute of all teacher 

education majors, with a single test to be administered to all college freshmen 

regardless of their major. Together, the two state agencies of education issued 
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a Request for a Proposal (RFP) to testing companies across the country for the 

development and administration of such a freshman level test at no cost. The 

winning contractor will develop the test at no cost to the state and will recover 

costs from student test admission fees. Because of the projected volume of 

students who must take the test, bidders feel that cost recovery is certain. The 

RFP also mentions that legislation is pending to support development of the 

testing program. 

As of mid-April, proponents of the legislation are optimistic. The education 

committees of both chambers have acted positively toward the bills: in the 

House HB 2182 was passed onto the floor for discussion, and in the Senate, SB 

993 went to subcommittee for consideration, but with no indication that it will 

be stalled there. 


