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Interim Evaluation of the Pacific Resources for Education and Learning

I.
Brief Overview of Laboratory

The site visit for the Interim Evaluation of Pacific Resources for Education and Learning (PREL) occurred May 17 - 21, 1999, with a five-person panel coordinated by two members of the staff from Decision Information Resources, Inc. The location of the visit was limited to the Lab headquarters in Honolulu, Hawaii. During the visit the staff made presentation on the organization and its programs, attending particularly to the two signature works. The questions raised by the panel members were addressed fully and in ways that appeared to be honest and genuine by either the staff who were present in sessions or by anyone to whom questions were specifically addressed. In addition to those PREL representatives who were present in meetings with the panel, others affiliated with the Lab were interviewed by prearranged telephone calls. Among those were several members of the Board, consultants, and clients from education or governmental agencies in the Pacific Region.

The Lab has been in operation since 1983 as the 10th funded Regional Education Lab (REL), but it was under the direction of the Northwest Regional Educational Lab (NWREL) from 1985 – 1990.  Since 1990, PREL has functioned as an independent, not-for-profit corporation that serves the Pacific educational community, which includes American Samoa; Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands; Federated States of Micronesia (Chuuk, Kosrae, Pohnpei, and Yap); Guam; Hawaii; Republic of the Marshall Island; and the Republic of Palau.  Peoples of this region speak 30 indigenous languages, represent 11 major cultures, and are very sparsely settled, except in Hawaii, where approximately two-thirds of the people of the region reside.

PREL is serving the Pacific Region under a five-year contract with  the U.S. Department of Education that began in 1995. This year (1999) is the fourth year of that five year contract, and the second such contract for the organization.  The Lab’s main office is in a modern downtown office building in Honolulu, Hawai`i at 1099 Alakea Street, where staff occupy the 24th and 25th floors. These beautiful and comfortable facilities were made possible through special arrangements with a bank that was closing operations in Hawai`i and leaving the state.  In addition to this main office, the Lab has service centers currently operating in American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, and Yap State.  

The mission of PREL is “to assist education, government, community agencies, businesses, and labor groups to maintain cultural literacy and improve the quality of life by helping to strengthen educational programs and processes for children, youth, and adults,” and it does not distinguish between its mission as an organization and the mission of the regional educational Laboratory.  

PREL is governed by an active and assertive Board whose members include the ten chief state school officer equivalents (one from each of the regional entities and one from each of the Federated States of Micronesia) and ten “constituent” members representing important role groups.  The Lab began with a single employee, John Kofel, who currently serves as President and Chief Executive Officer.  The organization has blended resources from several major sources to provide one, integrated system of services. Among those major sources are: USDOE for its REL, planning and evaluation contracts, Pacific Comprehensive Regional Assistance Center, Pacific Mathematics and Science Regional Consortium, PRELStar-Pacific Islands Distance Learning Program, Pacific Vocational Education Improvement Program, and Freely-Associated States Educational Grant Program.  PREL has 80 employees staffing these combined programs, 

programs, with 21 full time equivalent employees derived from the REL funding. 

This service region covers approximately 4.9 million square miles crossing six time zones and the International Dateline.  The size of the geographic region and diversity of the people served by the REL influence the ways the Lab operates to meet its contractual and ideological functions. Honolulu is approximately five hours by air from the US West Coast.  Guam is seven and one-half hours of air travel beyond Honolulu.  American Samoa is a five-hour flight from Honolulu, and travel from American Samoa to all other parts of the region is only possible by flights through Honolulu.  PREL’s current board chair is from Palau. To attend a one-day meeting of board chairs in Washington, DC, he spent 40 hours of flying time. For PREL staff to work in Washington, the travel time is eleven hours in each direction, with an overnight in transit.

Regionally, the island communities are served by one airline, and the travel options and choices are very limited.  Flights to and from some entities are every other day. Among the various entities, the average interval between visits by PREL representatives is 30-45 days. Both the remoteness of the locations and the infrequent visits result in visits that are longer and providing services that are more intensive that provided by the other Labs.

II. Implementation and Management

A. To what extent is the REL doing what they were approved to do during their first three contract years?

1.  Strengths

The original proposal for the 1995-2000 funding cycle outlined a set of actions and approaches that would be taken and products that would be produced. The first year was described mainly as one during which focus would be on building organizational capacity and re-establishing or developing relationship that would be needed to support work toward the mission. The second year was to be used to focus on developing capacity in the Pacific Region to make the changes that were desired and to learn what was needed to document and begin disseminating processes and results. Work in the third year was to result in production, packaging, and disseminating new knowledge and applications coming from the Lab work.

In general, the work outlined as events and activities of the first two years were completed as planned. The planned work of the third year depended heavily on documentation of work completed during the first two years. Much of that work has been delayed and other expanded work plans are being carried out under arrangements with OERI. Some of the delays resulted from technical troubles with media production and with satellite malfunction, and others were a result of expansion of the scope of the foundational work.

2.  Areas of needed improvement

The original proposal outlined a mission that was very broad in coverage and not very definite in its statement of expectations. There is little about the statement that can help distinguish PREL from any other agency that has a broad purpose to improve schools, schooling, or student learning. Nevertheless, this mission statement has been maintained much as it was originally stated, even though it  would be difficult to use it to make precise choices among directions, opportunities, or priorities. The organizational and programmatic goals that were set do provide some direction and indicate points of uniqueness of PREL, but those statements have content that  is a mixture of tasks and implicit or explicit outcomes.

The mission statement and related goals are similar to ones often found in proposals for project funding and in political documents that promise far more than is reasonable to expect to accomplish within the time frame and resources available—not unlike “Goals 2000”, for example. While those original statements were approved by the funding agency and maintained without much change during the first three years, they probably will serve the organization better if they are modified to reflect what actually is expected to be accomplished, to reflect the uniqueness of PREL, and if they are expressed within the context of a strategic plan—one that:

· has a clear mission statement that reflects the particular purpose(s) of the Lab

· clearly elaborates a vision of the state of the region at some definite time in the future which is the end of the planning period (a state that you actually expect to have in place as a result of PREL service, product use, and leadership)

· specifies the strategy—what you plan to put into place that you think will produce the state in your vision

· a results-management system that monitors the planning and decision-making processes and the degree to which the strategy is being put into place.

3.  Recommendations for improvement

Develop and adopt a strategic plan that clearly specifies the mission, vision, strategy(ies) and results management system that represents what you expect to have in place as a result of work by the Lab. Make that plan apparent throughout the organization and in all Lab communications and work.

B.
To what extent is the REL using a self-monitoring process to plan and adapt activities in response to feedback and customer needs?

1.  Strengths
The Lab operates, to a great extent, with an approach that is “we don’t say no” and “work with clients, not for client”. It seems that requests for assistance are denied only if the Lab cannot help for some important reasons. Therefore, requests for services or needs that are expressed by clients are likely to be entered into the planning processes for consideration about how to address the request or expression.

Furthermore, the Lab has a number of routines built into its service and governance processes that assure that the systems of services are “customer driven”. Examples among those are:

· Regular time and processes in each meeting of the Board to discuss needs and to introduce ones identified into the Lab decision-making

· Processes in the front-end planning with all entities that identify and clarify the needs that are to be addressed by the services that are being planned

· Routine consideration by the R & D Cadres of the needs or interest that are identified and routine processes for the Cadres to make choices from among the options that will be addressed

· Periodic surveys of clients to identify needs. Once identified, the apparent priorities become central to Lab decision-making

Once an approach has been selected to address a need, the general approach to working with clients—work with clients, not for clients—has a built-in assurance that the interests or perceived needs of the customer are apparent throughout the process. The Lab operates almost exclusively so that customers are partners in the process of planning, delivering, and receiving the services. The “customers” have important influence over services from initial planning through use of the results of the services.

Feedback processes and materials are built into most Lab events in the form of questionnaires and feedback forms. Reported responses are almost all highly positive, therefore it is not clear what actions would have been taken had the customers indicated low degree of satisfaction. Nevertheless, there is no evidence from the general “customer-driven” approach taken by the Lab that it would not have addressed directly any dissatisfaction or concern if it had encountered any.

2.  Areas of needed improvement

Regarding customer satisfaction, the feedback systems that are used depend heavily on

questionnaires that are highly prone to systematic errors from “social desirability” and “generosity in rating”, or both. Those types of error do not appear to be addressed in either the design of the systems or in the analyses and interpretation of responses. Furthermore, some survey response rates were low (10 percent to some). These surveys provide little understanding of the perspective of the sample without serious attention given to analysis of characteristics of the segment of the sample represented by the return set, and without serious attention to the expected effects on the results of having only voluntary responses.

Those types of error should be addressed in the design of any feedback systems. It appears that the Lab obtains several other forms of data that are more “qualitative”, but the “quantitative” data from the questionnaires tend to be privileged in presentations relating to customer satisfaction and service impact over the qualitative data that may be more difficult to present in neat, summary forms. Nevertheless, the “qualitative” data probably are better fits with the overarching purpose and approach of the Lab than the survey responses that are generally obtained.

Regarding the work of the Lab to serve customer needs, I have no question about the genuineness of the customer-focus of both the intent and work of the Lab. Nor do I have any question about the importance to the customers of the conditions they are addressing through the help from the Lab. However, I do have some concerns about whether the Lab is serving the “right” needs and about whether the processes used for needs-determination are best for taking the entities as far as the services might take them and stretching them to engage in change as far as they might. (There is some evidence from both the work processes that were described and from reports of customers that such “stretching” may be working for some entities; but if that is happening, the general process descriptions do not document that element.)

The primary approach the Lab uses to identify needs is through some form of “expression”. Methods for identification and analysis of “needs” and the validity of the conclusion of what those needs are can be among the most critical determinants of the overall impact of an organization that intends to meet customer needs. Therefore, it is essential that processes for determining needs distinguish the actual needs from symptoms of those needs and from methods or services that someone presumes will meet whatever their needs happen to be—although they may not be clear. The task to be accomplished in determination of needs is similar to determining “root cause” in process problem-solving—what is the underlying condition that is both something we can address and a primary reason for conditions being as they are. In problem-solving, the critical task is to determine the “right” condition to address. Such is the case in needs analysis. Once identified, the “needs” become the driving force in planning and delivery of service.

Furthermore, the methods used for identification of needs can create important barriers to later efforts to meet the needs. The questions used to initiate expressions and the processes for dealing with the expressions once they are made have great potential for creating expectations of the services that are both appropriate and that will be provided. For example, open-ended questions that ask for a list of the most important needs of your school or system are likely to result in either  symptoms of needs or topical areas of services that are believed to be ones that will meet some unclearly-identified needs. These expressions are likely to be a function of the immediate times and the current events and common discourse.

It is easy for service providers to adopt practices that are based more on rhetoric in the field or on beliefs about the relationships that providers should have with theirs customers than on the sciences underpinning service delivery. Examples, among others, include, “the best person to identify a need is the one with the need”, “Who am I to tell you what you need?”, or “The best way to get someone to support a decision is to have them involved in the decision-making.”

While there is “a small grain of truth” to these statements, they are poor examples of scientific principle and they are inadequate, at best, for guiding practice. For example, the person with a need probably is in the best position to demonstrate symptoms of the presence of needs and to determine the value of having conditions changed—setting priorities among the needs. On the other hand, it is far less likely that  people with needs are able to analyze the root conditions that are triggering the symptoms. That analytic skill almost always is a matter of professional specialization in the use of complex analytic models—although the skill may be demonstrated by direct analysis by the “specialist” or through some process, skillfully used, that leads the client to “discover” the need. Obviously these two approaches to application of expertise are different in both processes and implications for how they fit into a service system, but they both represent the work of a specialist in needs assessment.

The matter of “imposed” needs implied in the questions, “Who am I to tell you what you need?” should be viewed as a criticism of how people work with others to help them address needs rather than a criticism of how the needs are identified. It appears that the central concern of the Lab should be “need-taking” by the client. That is, whatever the need, the client sees it as one that is important to address or to have addressed. That client perception should be more a matter of the process used for working with the client than of the content of the work. If some important client need should be identified by observing conditions in the community by a Lab specialist, then there should be little reason to expect that the client should not consider it unimportant merely because they didn’t see it first.

The question of the “right” needs to serve probably can be addressed best if it is part of

legitimate strategic decision-making, in which the role of expertise and objective evidence is paramount in determining the “root cause” system and the probable results of addressing matters in some particular order or pattern. “Values” should be applied in the process to determine what needs will be addressed only after the “objective” evidence—obtained by applying technical and theoretical analytic models to the situation—has been prepared and presented to those with the needs so they can make value judgments. Of course the client may participate in this overall process in any ways that are effective, but the importance of determining “root” need should not be lost in the process.

3.  Recommendations for improvement

Adopt a results-management system that functions within a strategic plan. In the management system, specify target accomplishments for all strategic audiences and adopt effective and efficient methods to document progress toward those targets. Assure that those methods represent the highest quality data reasonable considering all standards for evaluations, especially utility.

Consider adopting a system for needs identification, such as “environmental scanning”, that allows the Lab to be strategic—rather than responsive—in determining the needs that become organizational priorities. This recommendation is not intended to imply that the Lab should discontinue using its “customer-driven” system for determining the needs it will serve. Rather, it is intended to encourage the use of “large-view” approaches to setting priorities and application of approaches to determine “root” causes of concerns.

III.
Quality

To what extent is the REL developing high quality products and services?

1.  Strengths
The Lab is governed by a Board that takes an active role in reviewing plans for products and services and the members express their judgments about quality expectations and priorities. Furthermore, introduction of a product or service into the planning process usually follows a process of assessment of needs and interests. These processes usually result in a clear purpose and audience for the product or service, providing guidance for standards 

The Lab has assembled a staff with strong credentials and experiences in their work areas. These staff operate within an adopted and monitored Quality Assurance Process as they go about development of materials or products. This process includes extensive internal review, and external review depending on the type of product or material. The reputation of the Lab has allowed access to a wide range of external specialists to assist in the development or to serve as external reviewers. In cases in which the products or materials are being developed for a particular entity or constituency, leaders or representatives of that entity or constituency usually are partners in the process.

PREL has developed a wide range of materials that were identified as important for a particular entity. It has worked with the entities and with other Lab components to prepare the materials of the highest quality that could be justified given the resources and quantity needed. Examples are books published mainly for one entity, when they had no such books in their native languages. There is a high level of customer satisfaction with these materials, indicated from surveys.

The Lab helps other resources with their dissemination by translating works into

languages that are used in the region and into levels of language and formats that are accessible to the Lab audience. In some cases, the Lab has supported work to prepare materials that were important to an entity but which would not have been commercially viable because of market size.

Several of the types of service provided by the Lab are in a form that has both high intensity and duration needed for important results to be achieved. Some of these service processes are by design and others are by necessity. For one example, staff visits to some entities may be for several weeks or more, during which planning for some change might occur, followed by training, trial, and technical assistance on implementation. Also, in conjunction with other components, partners, and entities, the Lab operates:

· internship programs in which people from the entities work in PREL

· programs in which principals from the entities are mentored by principals in Hawaii

· R & D Cadres who receive training in research methods, plan research with Lab partners, collect data, help with data analysis, and participate in data analysis, interpretation, and planning for use of the results.

Toward the goal of “capacity building” in the region, the Lab works with entities in long-range planning. That work encourages customers to think in terms of goals and priorities, rather than in terms of events or actions. This point was illustrated well by one customer who reported that the new 5-year plan for his entity included a mission, goals, and a vision statement, rather than a list of things to do as they had been in the past—a change directly attributed to the Lab.

2.  Areas of needed improvement

Much of the service provided by the Lab is in the form of consultation, technical assistance, or facilitation. These types of service depend heavily on professional expertise, often delivered in-person to individuals or small groups. Such a service system almost certainly will reach the limits of Lab capacity to deliver before the needs of the region are met. If a service-oriented system is to be influential in meeting needs of a massive audience while having limited resources, it must adopt strategies that have a high potential for meeting needs within the planned time frames with resources that are available. Often that approach requires careful definition of the target audiences and strategic selection of “points-of-service” to have maximum expected long-term impact. In that consideration, it also is important to plan to achieve a “critical mass” of capability to serve the region through the normal service systems. Once that state is achieved, the normal service systems take over to meet the needs in the region related to their services.

To adopt such a strategic approach to capacity-building, the Lab needs to move beyond the delivery system that depends heavily on continuing face-to-face, on-site assistance. To make those shifts, the Lab will need to document its professional service systems and define those systems as its “products” for dissemination. Such a documentation will require definition of the models used for situational analysis and models for analysis of the phenomena considered in professional service delivery. For example, in work to help entities “preserve their culture”, a consultant might lead a group through an analysis of culture traits and then through a process to determine which of the traits are “worth fighting for”. Implied in this task are at least a model for analysis of culture traits and processes for reaching consensus within a group. Group processes are already well documented, and effective training systems are available. There may not be a model for analysis of culture traits that is documented in a way that groups can be trained efficiently to conduct the analysis without the direct help of the specialist. In that case, the Lab would need to document such a model (they are readily available in the foundational disciplines) in a way that it can be used by customers for analysis of their culture.

It appears from several conversations that the Lab recognizes a need to document its

service systems so they can be disseminated and so the specialists can work more efficiently. Furthermore, the Lab sometimes speaks of using a “trainer-of-trainers” approach to service delivery. To the extent that this approach is to be used, the Lab almost certainly will need tools which the trainers can be trained to use and then trained to train others to use. The tools will be required for such a system to be adopted to extend the professional service delivery beyond what can be done by primary Lab staff. Furthermore, tools and training systems with exceptional quality will be needed to assure reasonable fidelity with the professional service. (Nothing in this recommendation to document professional service processes so they can be “rolled out” is intended to imply that professional services can be translated into a routine that non-specialists can be trained to follow with the same results as from high-quality professional service. The best that I would expect from such a documentation and training system is a sufficing level of effect.)

The Lab develops syntheses of research literature for dissemination and use in its training and technical assistance work. These documents become the foundational knowledge bases for Lab work in the particular field (for example reading). Most of these works are based on current national literature in the respective field, and reflect the current patterns of study in those fields. A great deal of the “knowledge base” in education dealing with learning and instruction is based on correlational studies that are presumed to provide causative information. In many cases these correlations are merely artifacts of social status or of some other variable, even systematic measurement error. Papers prepared by the Lab should be very critical of literature that presents principles from correlational data, and should discourage the continued distribution of incorrect or inadequate interpretations of data or “conventional wisdom” as if they were “best research”. Some Lab works do not.

In all Lab research, the best research foundations and methods appropriate for the

purpose should be used, including the R & D Cadres. This standard should be applied during research design and operations. Such does not appear to be the case now. For example, the weaknesses in the questionnaire used in the R & D Cadre study reported in the findings were readily apparently to me from first glance at the instrument. The appropriate time to correct most errors in research is in design and development.

3.  Recommendations for improvement

None

IV.
Utility

A.
To what extent are the products and services provided by the Laboratory useful to and used by customers?

1.  Strengths
The Lab has developed and maintains a large number of strategic partnerships throughout the entities. Through a relatively low amount of resources allocated for their strategic value, the Lab supports these partners through advocacy and by providing direct services in their work. The results appear to be a substantial extension of the Lab’s own impact by helping the partners make accomplishments in areas directly related to the Lab mission.

Also reflecting the approach of “service through partnerships” and “capacity building”, the Lab works directly with the entities in, among other areas, curriculum development, materials development, R & D, and strategic planning. The methods used in this work engage the customers as partners in the processes. Issues of utility for the customer and interest-in-use are ongoing parts of the service process. The Lab works with the partners in ways that allow those interests to guide the direction of the work. As an apparent result, the products and services provided become comfortable to the customers to the point that they view them much as their

own work.

To a great extent, the focus of Lab is on developing the capacity of its customers to meet their own needs, using the services of the Lab without developing a dependency upon them. These processes engage the customers directly, and often intensively, in the service being provided. An apparent outcome of the work of the Lab that was expressed by several people interviewed is the development of Identity of the Pacific Islanders. They feel that people and agencies elsewhere know that they exist. Also, they have come to know each other. The Pacific Educational Conference seems to have played an important part in linking people within the region and engaging them in work that is seen and recognized.

2.  Areas of needed improvement

There appears to be an issue with identification of Lab customers. It is quite possible for an agency to serve multiple customers, but usually the services can be designed and implemented more effectively and with more confidence of the intended impact if a particular customer (at least primary) is determined for each product or service. The primary customer for service or products should be determined from the assumptions about the “top end” changes that are desired and how those changes are likely to occur. For example, a service that is expected to result in adoption of an instructional system at the classroom level, but which requires policy-level resource allocations, could define the customer as the policy-level decision-makers. Then the service system would include helping them make the policy-level decisions to adopt the instructional systems and then design, adopt, and implement an strategy for deploying the instructional approach throughout the system. On the other hand, if teachers are considered to be the customer, a service system would need to work up through the system to result in support for the instructional approach. In respect to “development of leadership capacity” of systems, these approaches are quite different in probable impact. That type of difference needs to be considered for each important system of service provided by the Lab.

The Pacific Educational Conference is an important element of the Lab service system. That conference engages large numbers of people in the region to a greater or lesser degree. While it is clear that the conference has helped create identity for and within the region, and has provided significant staff development and professional growth for many people who attend, it seems that the conference may be an important “missed opportunity” to have even more impact than on regional and Lab purposes that it does now or most such conferences do. Particularly, with a major Lab goal of developing regional capacity, there are several important dimensions of the conference that can (do, should) contribute directly to that goal. What is required, among other things, is to place the conference into a strategic initiative with each significant event designed to have optimum impact on the goal and included in the overall Lab results management system.

For example, leadership for hosting the conference floats in the region—opportunities for internships, training in planning, resource development, establishment of partnerships, …. People make presentations—opportunities, such as in the R & D Cadres, to extend research capabilities, to provide experiences in presentation, …. The Conference is a time when many people who are customers for other services are together, providing opportunities to extend, originate, develop materials, or deliver a wide range of targeted services for a few or many. Much of this you probably are doing already. This suggestion is intended to encourage more deliberate inclusion of the conference in strategic initiatives and results-management systems.

3.  Recommendations for improvement

Clarify customers for each Lab initiative, and build the conference into strategic planning and results-management systems.

B. To what extent is the REL focused on customer needs?

1.  Strengths
It appears that the overarching approach to service delivery by the Lab is toward meeting customer needs. Almost all methods engage the customers as partners in the service-delivery process. This approach, and signature strength of the Lab, is described in sections above.

The Lab is working with several entities in their efforts to “preserve our culture”. This are to focus efforts has significant value for service delivery in that, to the extent that there is a predominant culture in the entity, there is an apparent interest of the customers to engage in the work and to attempt to use the results of the work.

2.  Areas of needed improvement

As indicated in another section, needs are mainly identified by some form of expression. A strategic approach to meeting needs of the region will require the Lab to be strategic in identifying needs and setting priorities. Some form of generalized “environmental scanning” process, matched with serious analysis of the “root causes”, should be considered.

The identity of the Lab appears to be with the entities in the region other than Hawaii, yet the largest portion of the population of the service region live in the state. Several barriers to working with the state, that I know very well, were given as reasons. Nevertheless, those barriers are as much a part of the culture of the state as are the traits of the culture of any other entity served. When these traits are barriers to service delivery and goal achievement, I consider them to be merely challenges to be addressed in the service process—as are the barrier traits in any other culture.

Because of the nature of the region and characteristics of some of the services delivered, some of the products and services of the Lab are high in cost per unit. Throughout all Lab work, care should be given to considering the opportunity cost of each product or service as it is being considered for adoption—what else might be done with these resources.

The Lab is helping several entities with their efforts to “preserve our culture”.  The approach that often is taken by such efforts becomes to “preserve our language”. Indeed, much of language is one element of culture, but it is not the culture. It is possible that as societies change as a result of political, economic, social, or technical changes many important elements of a culture will change merely as a result of those other changes—language notwithstanding. It is entirely likely that as a result of adoption of a money-based economy, introduction of satellite TV, internet and web access, introduction of consumer product distribution systems, more and different education, and marketing systems, among other things, that what was “work fighting for” in the culture is changed regardless of efforts to preserve the use of language. Cultures are not “lost”; culture traits change, and they are likely to change as a result of a wide range other changes and in ways that were not foreseen or planned. (I suspect that few small towns in mainland US would have voted to make the social, economic, and cultural changes in their community that actually occurred as a result of introducing a Wal-Mart store in the outskirts of the town. Nevertheless, they approved the Wal-Mart and the changes occurred—many devastating to the town as it had been known.)

The Lab indicated that it is preparing to develop models for analysis of cultures so the local decision-makers can determine “what is worth fighting for”. Without such a product and system for using it, it is likely that Lab work with the entities on continuing use of language, notwithstanding, the parts of the culture that actually were important to them (rather than being mainly symbolic) will be changed to something which may not be desired.

3.  Recommendations for improvement

Clarify Hawaii as an entity in the overall identity and strategy of the Lab, and reflect that decision-making in Lab operations and communications.

Develop models for analysis of culture traits and develop or adopt approaches to help the entities use the models to make strategic decisions about how to maintain the traits of their culture that actually are the ones that are important. In this respect, resist getting lured into the current ideology and nationalism within cultures that is focused on preserving use of their native language. While that may be important to the people, it may distract both the Lab and the culture group from addressing what actually is important to them. The 21st Century and a “global economy”, with all their characteristics, are here. The Lab should consider how it will balance the desires of the cultures with the relentless pressures for changes that will come from other decisions that are made. A political decision to attract a manufacturing operation to island could offset any efforts by the Lab to help preserve a culture.

V.
Outcomes and Impact

A.
To what extent is the REL’s work contributing to improved student success, particularly in intensive implementation sites?

1.  Strengths
Intensive work in schools is mainly focused on Ebeye, where the Lab is helping transform a school into one with common “ownership” by the school staff and the community. 

Intensive staff development services are being provided and preliminary student

performance measures indicate gains being made in targeted curriculum areas.

However, the primary approach by the Lab to improving student success seems appropriate for much of the region. That approach is to build capacity of the systems to provide educational services for all children and to improve the quality of educational services that are being provided now. That is a long-term effort, and should not be expected to be reflected in student performance indicators until the development at the system level are deployed to the instructional levels.

2.  Areas of needed improvement

It is easy to build a case that capacity-building in the Pacific Region is an important goal of a service system such as the Lab. Furthermore, it is just as easy for services to be delivered all over the region without knowing what capacity has been built. It seems imperative for Lab decision-making and strategic planning that it elaborate its strategy for capacity-building, including identification of strategic targets within its audience and specific capacity benchmarks from the highest decision levels to classroom practice. Such a plan could be added to the Lab results-management system.

3.  Recommendations for improvement

Develop a “map” of the strategic approach to building the capacity of the region, including benchmarks, and include the plan in the overall Lab results management system.

B.
To what extent does the Laboratory assist states and localities to implement comprehensive school improvement strategies?

1.  Strengths
The overall approach to working with education entities appears to have been “comprehensive” in that it focused on the educational system and building capacity to improve instruction from the organizational to the instructional levels. CSRD is a logical extension of that approach. The Lab is coordinating implementation of CSRD in the region. It has disseminated information about “models that work”, translated into languages that make the materials accessible to people in the Pacific Region. It appears that the Lab also has built discussion of comprehensive improvement into much of its service delivery. It has included some of the “research-based” models into its own dissemination work, such as STRP for improvement of reading instruction.

2.  Areas of needed improvement

Some of the people interviewed indicated that they were not sure what would be done in their systems with results of work with the Lab because it depended on decisions were made at levels in their entity above their own. Such responses may be examples of either a need to clarify audiences and the strategies for resulting the in the changes desired or a need to rethink the completeness or appropriate of the service systems employed.

Contemporary rhetoric about and advocacy for “top-down” or “bottom-up” approaches to change notwithstanding, it is abundantly clear from a long history of attempts to make significant reforms in schools that if the essential organization-level support for the change is not present, the change will be very difficult to make through “bottom-up” approaches and even more difficult to sustain. The Lab, through its work in several program areas, has attempted to build capacity. If it expects sustained evidence of impact, it seems that it must make clear the levels of sponsorship needed for each change effort and include those levels deliberately in its plan for service.

3.  Recommendations for improvement

Assess each location where services are being planned to clarify the primary customer

and the conditions that probably will be required for the changes to occur. Include the results of that assessment in Lab decision-making to determine whether to engage in the partnership and to determine conditions for engagement. At least include the assessment in the planning for the overall strategy for engagement with the potential partner.

C.
To what extent has the REL made progress in establishing a regional and national reputation in its specialty area?

1.  Strengths
The Lab appears to be emerging as a leader in the area of applications of knowledge about instruction in first and second languages. It has engaged educators from throughout the region in planning, staff development, research, and materials development in this area, and it has begun steps to disseminate results throughout the region and through the other RELs with the same specialty area. An important amount of language materials has been produced in the several major languages of the region, and teachers are being trained to use these materials in instruction.

The nature of the relations as partners established by many customers of the Lab throughout the region has resulted in a strong identity with the Lab. Those people are likely to attribute much of what they have been able to accomplish personally and professionally to their relationship with the Lab.

2.  Areas of needed improvement

The national recognition of the Lab seems to be at a beginning stage. Continuing efforts similar to the partnerships with other RELs, affiliations with visiting scholars, partnerships with other mainland and regional service and professional organizations, and the recent teleconference can enhance the reputation further. In addition, the approaches to helping cultural groups, such as those of the entities, might be documented so that they can be disseminated along with other Lab products and services.

3.  Recommendations for improvement

Continue what appears to be an emerging pattern of engagement with other mainland and regional partners. Document and disseminate the approaches to working within different cultural settings to make educational improvements.

VI.
Overall Evaluation of Total Laboratory Programs, Products and Services

An overarching approach to work by the Lab—work with people, not for them—is one that has proved successful from the perspective of many people who have received services from the Lab. Through those careful processes, the Lab has been able to work successfully with most of the culture groups of the region. Through some of its processes, especially the R & D Cadres, methods used have made very difficult and challenging tasks and relationships accessible to a wide range of participants. The continuing engagement of the Lab with entities and agencies as partners has allowed them to leverage resources and actions that they do not think would have been possible without affiliation with the Lab. An overarching effect expressed by several customers was that the Pacific Region now has an identity outside the region, including in Washington.

The Lab has used a relatively small award from the REL program to leverage significant resources from other sources that allow PREL to provide far more services of the kinds intended for the Lab than would have been possible otherwise.

There is an apparent need in the organization, indicated by its own self study and by difficulty responding to questions raised by the panel, to revisit the organization mission and goals to consider whether they serve the needs of the organization. I suggest revisions that clearly reflect the unique purposes of the Lab, clearly describe a vision of the region and the state of the Lab as a result of its work, and clearly specifies strategies that will be attempted to accomplish the mission. Furthermore, I suggest adoption of a comprehensive results-management system that corresponds to the strategic perspective.

Once adopted, I suggest a deployment of the strategic plan throughout the organization so that all people and units think of the organization in respect to the strategic view and think of their own position in that view.
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