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) This report on the Training and Support Jf Educational Linking Agehts
ig part of the Abt Associates Inc. study of the Research and Development
Utilization (RDU) Program. An "action research? effort sponsored by the ¢
National Institute of Education {NIE), the Rnn Program wasg initiated as
an effdrt to close the gap between the produters and consumers of know-
ledge. This goal was to be met by helping schools to clarify and solve .
local problems in the areas of basic skills and careeér education through !
the use of innovative R&D products. A major NIE purpose i1n conducting
the program was to learn more about the local school improvement process \
and to add to existing knowledge ‘about.the design, opération, and results

. . . »

of dissemination programs in education. . . .
Beginning in June, 1976, the RDU Program operated through seven geo-
graphically dispersed organizations or projects which responded to a re- .
quest for proposals from NIE and were awarded contracts. Four projects
were .under the direction of state sducation agencies (in Pennsyfvania, .,
- beorgia, Fiorida, and_Michigank and three were managed by multi-state ‘ ..
consortia {the National Education Association, based in Washington,.D.C.; ‘ '
the Network Cdnsortiun, based in Andover, Mass., and the Northwest Reading
Consortiunm, pased in the State Educatioen Agency in Olympia, ﬁishington).
Some of‘the project strictures were specifically esthp}ished for the pur=-
poses of participation in the program, while others incorporated RDU ac~ .
tivities within an already existing structure or network. .
All of the projects provided technical assistance to schools or
school districts during several phases of a problem solving ptocess. Such
support was provided over a substantial peridd of :1&"?32e., two years or
more} thrgngh two or more linking agents--individuals who coordinated the

servicdes provided\‘ local schools and districts. Most linking agents opera

ated out of an intermediate service agency (l.e., a nelti-district resource
agency) or a state -edycation agency, and_each gserved a specific, limited set
of local ifhools and districts: . )
The extent of services provided o local sites by a given project
varied, howevert._in sone cases; the technical assistance and information

service .delivered to clients was coordinated by a full-time linking agent
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with a small number of cl;ent schobls. In other cases.llinking aqgﬁts
had a more limited relationship with schools an the RDU.proggam, speda-'
ing major portions of their time on activities not associated witf*ROU.
‘Ané some linﬁiﬂé ageﬁis were assisted in the pr®vision of services by a

r

variety of other agencies.

-

A major objective of the Abt Asso;i?tes Inc. study ?f the RDU P;o-.
gram is to study the roles and behaviors of external linking agents as
facilitators of ,improved problem-solving and utilization of infdrmation
at local sites, One éﬁpect of this investigation has been to describe
. and assess the types of training and support Ehat have beéﬁ provided to

slinking agents as part of the RDU Program. The results ofthis investi-

gation are presented in this -report. )
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"Working intensively with this schooi‘has increaged the rivalry

- with a neighWoring school., How do I increase the | 1ikelihood of .
later district dissemination and Edaption?" o

N 2 ’ '
“There is no R&D solution to the identified,probiem.‘ Now vhat . -

-

do I do?2" - - >

"The principal was appointad chairndn of the district task force,
£ against his wishes. Cbnsequently.his attitude was poor and’ he
- made efforts t¢ subvert the project. How do I win ham over?”

%

”The intermediate service agency took me in as a member of the

» .1 family. They signed me up to work on all sorts.of committees .
and assumed I woyld be the agency reading specialist for all r -

: fschbols in the area. ‘However,, ﬁpe project directbr told me to

work just with project schools.” , .

’ "% have to 'continually remind the schools that I am there to -
help, -and not to be 2 policeman. "The schools/ieep looking for
restrictions and pehalties--wondering whose side I am on.”

- . 4
"I felt géod about my job. .1 was comfortable with the ambigui-
+ ity. BAnd %o seR 'schools change and improve was very satisfying.”
The above quotations come from educaticnal linking agents {resource .
persoas eytetnal to the school or school system) in the RIE~sponscred R&D
Utilization (RDU) Program., They illustrate Some of the problems linking
-

agents face with tﬁgir'boundary spanning rele .(role conflict), some of the
émwirds of, such 2 role { job satisfaction, challenge and individual qrowth)
and some other is53ues such as the importance of both substantive and inter-
persgnal skills. Many educational dissemination and school improvement ’
programs currently involve services provided by individuals performing link=-
ing 4gent roles. As a response to issues related to sucd’roles, the inpor-
tance of training and support has been emphasized in the recent literature -
concerninq these resource pecple (Butler and Paisley, 1978; Crandall, 1977;
Hood and Cates 1978). This report will describe and assess the types of
training and support that have been provided to tﬂe‘RDU lihking agent§ and
will then discuss the implications for, tho training and support of educa-
tional 1inking agents in general. Finally, this report will make some

recommendations about practices'that may indprove linker training.and sup-'

port 2n the future. . , . .
This repoit is aimed at a relatively narrow audiénce, including:

. . - b .

B

. . /" 3 L .
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e federal decision makers who encourage disgemination s
and utiliza .lon and who make resource®allocdtions
» concerning the training and support of educational
linking agents;

. e state and local educational administrators who are -
‘e concerned with the training and support’ of existing - .
- roles that are very similar to the ROU linking.agent;,

@ researchers and academics interested in learning more

- about the training and support of external resource . b
people. . . pu
r ‘ Bl =
pefinitions of Key Concepts B . :
" Before proceeding to addrese. the main areas of interest in this report,
, three key.concepts nreed to be‘dqfineélahd briefly discussed. These concepts
¥ ! !
- include training, support and educational linking agent. .
Training ) ) I

For the purposes of this report, tfaining is defined as an organized
sat of materials and exgefiences used for: orienting and indoct:iﬁaﬁing

the new l:nker: teaching (developing or modiéyingj the specific knowledge,
skills or attitudes that the linker needs to perform the job; and provid-
ing oppo:tuniﬁies'fo: general education and self-development (Schein, 1465).
For the most part, training usually emphasizes the acquisition of knowledge.
Hood and Cates {lQ?B)pstate: "Review or evaluation of actual prograns of
instruction for linkifig agents suggests that many programs ?robably succeed
in imparting only ozieq;ation‘levels of competence; that is, they impact
{sometimes very effectively) general awareness and understanding..." (p.
30), \
However, the acquisxtion of skills--~especially inte:personal skills=-
18 equally important, is much more difficult and occurs much less frequently
then knowledge acquisition. Mednick (1964) provzdes a traditional defini-
tion of skill: “"precisiop and timing of movements that are oriented around
a task or geal.‘ Fqr example, in lea:niqg.to swim, the :equiree leg and amm
movements are within most individuals‘ behavio:al repertoire. Learning
“becomes the process of integ:ation and pzoper sequencing of these behavio:al
units ‘$o that the total skill can be perfo:med as am integral whole without
faltering and without forged conscious awareness of individual pdres. In

. following the analogy, many methods are Used to acquire the process helper,

resource finder and sdlution giver skills {Havelock, 1973; Plele, 1975;
Butler and Paisley, 1978) of linking agents.’ Some learn by being dumped
into the pond and some learn by sequenglal trail-and-error practice.. Others

»

\hfe fortunate enough to receive guided instr ction.

1 .
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Atdtudes'als&glay an imp‘ortant }m, aiong with knowledq"e and skill,
in fnfluenciné beﬁ”a,:rior. cwever, few training efforts have attitude change

' as a dirfect target (Frieﬁlander and Brown, 1974). U‘suqlly it is h¥ped
. thatx att{tpdes will change }.n‘firectly s - a result of" o&anges in either - .

-~ -

o

 knowledge or skill or bogh . . Z » RN
Assum.hng that there are varicusg ways to"present an organized set of

A mr.eriais and experiences, an assessment apf these different ways would
concern the extent t’ which learning occurs, and the extent to whaich that

' learning facllitates the accomplishment of desired outcomes. The little
empirical evidence that does exist concerm.ng lgrdcmg agent training tends
to demcnstrate that what is taught (rathex:" than what is iearned) dQes‘seem

b, to be appropriate (in 'other wor'ds, it has .high face vaﬂdityw.. Unfortu=

1
AR

when “learning 1s measured, learning does not necessari.ly equal performnce.

— N \
+ nately, this allows few assumptions about training effectiveness. Even - -

Fleishman (1953) long agd recognized that perfomncé depends not only uponl
training but alko upon the social environment in which the trainee actuall!
mst function. More recently, Argyris {1968) @al."s about the :I’x:portance
" of being able to diagnose situations and deve.lop the required Gooperation .
in others 30 -that acquired interpersonal conpetence can be performed.
’ Thus, a description of " éhe types of tra'ining ‘approaches condtcted by
the seven RDU projects 1is relatively straightforwardv providing algood
indicator of current linker training practices. However, an assessment of —
. ,linker training ls more difficult. This report will emphasize the perceptlon . .
of 11nkers concerning their training. but will not be able to exanune external J
assessmants of training icpacts upon outcomes such as improved 1mker .
behavior. L‘inker assessments will be supplemented by an evafuation of the
match betwgen training methods and expert oplonions about effective training

. practices. - . e .t

-
- . -

Sug@rt .,
: For this report, support is defined as the set of organizational rela-

. . ', -

tionships and processes that ‘#acilitates linker perfomnce and leads to a

N favorable situation or climate.for job accomplishment. One of the difficult

. aspects of the linking agent role is that, due to its dispersed character. it
is social}y 'isolating (Louis and.Sieber, 1979, Havelock, '196_9). The _lirlkin? »
agen% is ep:loyec.l by a centrally iocated.o;ganization, but is frequergtly

located in another "host" agency that is in closer b‘ro:;:imity t§ the sites .




to be served.. since }much o£ the linker 3 role involves fleld serylce;

moré difﬁicu]ﬁ: than their of.fice-based peers to develop a support_ive group
among these notential colleagqers {Hilavsky, 1:‘? . ’

Again,.vas wi:th training,»there is, a pauc of empirical data’ about

sSupport sys:ems. ,The newness of the 1inker role in any kind of an organ-

- ized or systematic .program preciqdes "hard and fast" concIusions. However,‘

given the oppoptunity to obsprve and cénqeptxllrze linker suppOrt systems

1h a few. instancess (e.d., the Natzonel Diffus n Network [see Emrick‘ 1977]
<~ and the P:.lot State Dissemiqation Program [see I.ouis and Sieber ’19‘79]} s
.there are-.some emerginq, oonsistencxes-especially concerni'nq the importance
of support. Two partrcipants in the Belmoﬁt ConferenCe on Li’cer Functions
and Support Needs (cosponsored by USOE and NIE on Now'r 1-4, 1977} sumar-

. ’ . -

izedffhe ‘current aSSumptions by ~stating. . . b N

-
- »

i "Comservation of the humin resources that linkefs represent
’ is critjcal\ Linkers are too often second cifss citizens ®
in théir own agencies, without friendly supoort, feedback,
' autonomy, andi-resources.,,

"Majtaining art organizational suppért base is essential for

the/survival of the 11*::. . . "

LA

The sewen RBU priojects all made so‘t[ne attempts %o address the need for
social gupport atong 'linking agents. In some caqes, attempts to provide
U 'support were made throucih :;)tcuit riding” of central project staff-:—i..e,k

In ot

in the Network Project. other casea linkers were brought ﬂnto the cen-

projects. different mechanisms for reducing linker isolation were uged.
These included h!.ring linkexzs whe were already menbers of thaIr .host"*“or-
&anization, {thus presumably increasing the probabilityFthat they already

had A local support system} .ot oquilding‘:.n some institqtional ri\:aSponsi-

Butma:} and Lohman (19781, in an examination of thA Northwest ‘Redding
Consdrt jum (NRC) Project. on.f*tlined live significant suppori functions that s

* »a

A Ty s , ¢

ot , S
':}" L P é‘“ @s

e

oftan r‘o si.tes t:hat are at me distance from the.office, linkers may find it

.

have a clear sense o£ what J,ife 1on the.tiring line is like. In gother RDU [\

bility for supervising thg work of the linker within the {ntermediate a&ency.
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] ‘jifre }nddc&ttve of tpe‘sourcos‘df support in many of the other projects as ‘
‘:-Well., These dnclude: * e Ly ' _: o
LT . uanegement support (budgeting, coordinetion)i )
' ot knowledgo b&se support (identification and accesg to ) )
_" , validated products); -, . . ¢ , : , - :
) - : t 5training support: P -, . ~,__—-: .
. + & peer support; and -, . L ’
' . o evaluation support (including assistance with-documen- o,
. " tation angd formative feedback) . _ 0 o )
' Educetidn.al Linking: Agent ¢ : § el , S _
. Louls {1979) definea “an educatidnal changﬁ agtnﬁ ag: - "an indivia- )

a ¥ .

. val, group dg organization whose objective ia to assist clients-vi vig=-
wals, groups of systems--in.either locating or generating informetion

; tand skills and attitudes) that will enhance the - clients, £unctioning as .
" .an educator or educational systep." .This definition was the result of hex 7 .

review'of numerous previous definitions, and represents an inclusgive but

meaningful dalineation of the important dime‘nsions of the fole: ROU link= | \

. /
ing agents clearly fall within this definition, yet they are different .
. ., from many others in this role in at leest three significant ways. First, * Y
the RDU linkers were required to use the nrational problenm solving model" ! - \-\'
. Ldpfined in di!ferent weys, depepding upon the project] tg assist cli ts. 24

r

Sego d, when locating or ge tihgtinformation. the RDU linkers were re-

Eed to a defined "&n

fic problem area such eq re&ding,'career education or inservice (again, .

this aiffered by project), = AR ) . /

‘ ' : Finally. the RDU linkers were part of a‘major documeptation oftort,

ge of R&D products--usually in a speci-

one which egfouraged participants to increaae their awereness of the know-
ledge utdlizetion process. While these ditferencns make the ﬁDU linker a
speclal brand of, linking agent, thd training end support 1ssues remain the -
. same. Indeed their need for training and support ia probably greeter

given the additional complexities of their role., ' / . e
quus of ‘this Report . "Q‘ * ’ ’
1) . Ll a

u .

a Hood and categ (1978) aummarize past thinking about linker training . -

- 2

.
.- ané aupa;ct in their review of the literature as folF¥ows; "Up to nowy

@08t Co ptiona about linking agent roles, fUnctions and training and

" -~

§ T T e - - - , ’ . ’
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stpport needs have been based on a priori assumptions? tp.'_sé). In contrast,
this report will begin with and emphidsize actual experlence as reported by 50

-*

. l§nking agents in the RDU Program, and will minimize the use of previous
conceptualizations except as they are useful in understanding what happehed.
- From Septembe:, 1976 thzough June, 1979, the RDU pzogzam operated

X ¢
L4

. ' through seven p:ojects ot ozqanizations atound the countzy. It began with
96 linking agents, ranging from two full—time lfnke:s in the Peransylvania
School Improvement Program {PSIP) to 46 part-time linkers in the Michigan
_Project 1%ee Louls et 'al., 1979 for a des;:ziption ;f this program and

related studies): 'This zepozt is basgd upon both qualitative and gquanti-
tative data obtained from pzo:ect stag. 'Qualitativ,e data comeifzom in-
tezviews and a conference withql4 linke:s (2 from each project),..and from .
intezviews with the geven project dlzqctozs and.a number of linKer super- -,
visors, (29) in the t\ost agencies wt}ich ueze the linkezs' *home ba.se.

Bost agencles were uaual‘];y _intetnediate se;;vice units whj‘,gp,,i while not an
offfcial patt of the p:ojeci af:aff., hous#d the lmﬁing agents. Quantita-
tive data come’t'zom three surveys of Roj linking agents. These :esponden

. o P

. - L e
. z;‘ep:esent most of the linkers from five projects {the Nozthwest Raaafng P

Y

-

. Coas,oztg‘m-uac. the Network Consortdum, Pennsyilvania, Flordda and Geozgla}

and a samﬂew.of iinkers from two othez projects (NEA and Michiganf. :‘“ :
’ Althoug%p.:ch of; the dataseolrection effort emphamzed othe: igsueg, A .
3 the:’é were mes;f‘ﬁm b‘oth the qualxtatwe and quantitative appzoaches .

Al

' that adgiressad Iinkez .'::ain ng and suppect. 1:‘hese Questions (and theiz ’
subsequent analysls) we:e gl}idéd by a numba;:woﬁ issuas of importance in .
thp't:glx%tng and sup?ozt of linuhg ag&hts Eacfl o.f the zemaininq chaptezs,

. along uith the &ssups on which that cha "'.f:.‘s;‘:ﬁﬂ ; i%ﬁptly described ,

3 - 1 1"‘\“,‘-, )U!.",.n

"b"lw - T e o, ‘&.ﬁ?ﬁwm,m“ s g

ghaptez 11 describes the tzaining and support activrtﬁk pag@ﬁcwzzed -
: in the seven ﬁDU projects. ‘There are a number of ﬂmpo:tant decisions g .
be nqde iﬂ' the design and conduct of linking agent tzainlng and suppézt. Pr .
» . Eot exar:ple. vhat amount of t:&iﬁ’fng and auppo:t is appzop:iate and what is -

b a timely mapnei of broyiding such eftorts? 'What srﬁnd be the focus or

-t

<4 conhtent of trzlning and' support acilvities?. What" sgills and kﬂowledqe.

S : L " )“' ey , N W
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’ should be provided by Iinker training? And in whiclf. 'E.ypes ©of roles will
. 1inkers require suppori and aapistance? Finally, should be the providers

* of linker support and t:aining? Figen the strong need for local acceptance
! of linkers, yet the,;trgng programstic emphaeis provided by federal funding,
where should the locus of coqprol be for various t:ainingiand support
activities -— at the , national, regional, project or LOCal level?
L ) Wi*H .hese important esggn dec* sions in mind, Chapte: Iz prcvide_
" seven uini' case studies bfﬁthe training and support systems that uid
occur in the RDU program, amd presents some cross-project comparisons along
the decision p01nts listed above. Thesen-méni" case studies reveal a )
surprising lack of variatiqp 1n¢training and support efforts afross the
seven projects, despite the 1aqk of'guidelines from federal progran sSponsots.
Chaptet III prOvides an assessment,‘primarily by linkers thembelves, '
of the training and support activities that they received. 1In order for
improvements to be made in fhese activities in the future, it is ipportant
to Learm f:om what has gone Qh before. How useful were the training and
support activities that were'pxovided? Haw timely were the activitles
provided?, And how appropriate was the amount that was provided? This
chapter finds that there is,mo;e var{ytion in the perceived usefulness of

Suppery structures across pgﬁjects tha

.an the perceived usefulness of

training activities. This variation oo arcely in perceptions of the
usefulness of those sources of support ‘Provided by sources outside of the
ptoject director’s office, sgch as conSultants, other linkers and the ‘host
opdanization-staff. ‘aﬂg' ’

- .eChapter Iv discusse;‘theérelationship among training and support vari-
ables and other variables such as role conflict, linker satisfaction, linker
behavior and perceived impact of linkegr behavior on local school qptcomes.

,é; ' Do training and support relate differentlg\to these inportant variables?
h_NAre these relationships modified by individual or, job “characteristics? Given
7 _’ a' limited amount of resources, how sPould they be spent [(emphasizing training
. or.support) to obtain the most impact? And in what aread of individual and
prganizational outcomes tan “impact be expected? The analysis reveals that
the relationships between ‘support and ;training variables and linkér attitudes
+and behavio:s are quite weaE, except for certain sibgroups of linkers -~ those

v ‘who are younger and. less experienced. : 1

. Cbapter v provides suggestions Eor improving training and support .for

’

linking agents in the futdre, through a discuss*pn cof the implicaticns of
“the results from the RDu progran's experiences.

e
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— 7 . CHAPTER IT
DESCRIPTION OF- ROU TRAINING AND SUP

Each of the seven RﬁU projecta.relied in'varying degrees upon extetnally
based linking agenta to facilitate improved problem solving and use of infor-,
\ mation at labal sites. i{pically the linking agen:s perfo;med a varlety of
rclas and aa:ivitias, inc uding faailita ing the decision making precass by
clarifying goeLg and providing leadetship, facilitating the transfer of in-
: formatign, mdiating anong autonocmous and_ sometimes competing organizations
and individuals whose resources and services requizred coordingtion, and gen-
. erally supporting the opaerations of the gfoject at the locg® lavel.
* Generally\ the linking agents' activities were expected :érdraw upon

three kind§ of skills: .

~

[y

\- T
. . process{skills, designed to help local school staff td .
/ better engage in the problem solving process, intluding
'd - assessing needs, assessing the match between innovations \
and problens, organizing clients into work groups, re-
- solving conflict, and assis:ing implementation and eval-
) . uation; . .

o - o coOntent skills, including advice about the particulgr'®
innovation or problem area in question; and

. general support skills3, imvolving general human rela-
tions sensitivity, the abili;y tp provide extra time, -
energy and managerial support to & local school's

- . change ac:ivi:y and the engagenent of such roleés as
' obgserver, chuﬁhnter, resource person, counselor and
. coordiﬂator. . . - - .

,~1Each projed@ incfuded‘training and support mechanisms for the linking
agents as part of its overall design and operation. Before describing and
assessing the training apd support that was delivered, 1: is impor:an: to_
note that. ;here was a fai ampunt of variability both betwoen and within
- the saven projects on.several factors agfecting the linking agent ro}e -(see
. " Louis et al., 1979}. Azong these fac:o:; are: ° “ b

! ® the “sgope of linker involvement in the RDU project:; -

. the number of sites served by each "linker; R

' ) ¢ the degree :o which other individuals or organiza-
tions were involved in providing assistance to the . .
' local ‘'school sites as part of the RDU project;

t ’ e the degree to which the linker was & member of the
host organization prior to the RDU program;

o * ., . o/
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’ e the type of host organizZation in which the linker was " - ///
located (school district, fintermediate service agency, - . .
state agency); . . : )
e tha degree to which the linking agent functfoned in a . '
similar role prior to the RDU project; . o, "

- @ the degree to which the . linker previously, interacted - -
with the logal RDU sites as part of his/her other .
role(s) and . L .

* Fl . >
¢ the degree to which the linker's host organizatiocn ‘had -
a previous association-with the project organization " .. .

, headquartsrs.

. . .
Despitd;these differences étong the pr?jeits; e;ch project pr;vided )
training and support to linking agents at least to some extent. Training/
- ecphasized four content areas, includiné infqr?ation or gkill related to. ‘<\
the problem solving process., interpersonal or group dynamics, theluse and
. availability of the knowledge base {(the pooi of innovative programs). and
the adninistration of the ROU project. Support emphasized assist;ncelin
two main areas of linker responsibility: as a proce¥s he}per (assessing
» Deeds, organizing local action teams, resolving conflict, and ﬁiaining

.

o in group functioning and the ptoblen solving process), and as a, resource
‘ finder and solutidn giver (conducting infotmation sefgches, identifying ] ]
and obtaining appropriate R&D products and arranging to& consultants and
teg*nical assistance). . : .
Although it is difficult to distingﬁish among different types of
! v , occasions which included opportunities for training, (project meetings

-~

of an administrative.n&ture. consultations between® th,e'ﬂ.inketbl and var-,‘v:*,

-
-
4

ious tdchnical assistance agencies or consultantsy, and formal train:ng - . .
cg:non indigatdrs do qx- .

I' .

sessions organized by the pr&jéct staff), spme
ist for discussing the training received by RDU linking agents. A sur-
vgy qua:tion asked linke;a to rate/the extent to which training was e LT
" raceived in the fOur different content areas noted,above. The average
for each conte%t area ranged from 3.0 to 3. Gipn a five point scale and
~did not differ significantly anong projecta (ses Tablc 1I-1}. Howeve .
it 19 interesting to note that information about project administxation_ ‘J
was preceived the most, and information about the knowledge base was re- .
ceived the least in most of the seven p;ojactq;" * \ .
o 7 .
The numbcr of actual t;qining\\‘“: received, however, varied more 4

widely across the seven projects and ‘can he divided into three categories. -

- -,




" rable II-1

’Deg‘f‘e'a‘ to %hich Training was Receivdd in Four, COnten.t Areas
as Perceived by Linking Agents in Each Project

, . -
4= el .
' Content Area of Training:
. . Information or Ski\lls Related to: *
Name of ' >
‘. Project Froblem | Interpersonal Use and Project
Solving or Group Availability | Admipis= [} TOTAL
= Process Dynamics of Knowledge | tration AVERAGE
Pennsylvania 4.0* 30 . 3.0 4.5 3.6
Michigan « 3.7 3.2 3.0 »dnl 3.5
NEA 3.6 3.1 2.9 3.8 3.4,
Georgia 3.8 4.4 ‘ 2.4 2.7 3,3
- ) h/ -
Florida, 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.1 3.2
Ay
NRC * 2.8 N 3.2 3.0 3.8 3.2
L
Id
&Networ}\— 3.0 2.5° 3.2 3.2 3.0
TOTAL AVERAGE 3.5 3.2 . 3.0 3.6 3.3
> - e~ -
- | - " . ] . ' i ~ b
" *5cale:; S5 = bo. a very great extent * * ’ ’
4 = to-a great extent ’
. 3 = £o some extent . /
2 = to a little extent .
1 = not at all ! .




. .'hitjh (g(orthi'(est Raading 'éc;nsortium, Network/Consortium and Pennsylvania},
':nediun (Geo:':gia and Plorida) and low (NEA and Michigan). Thesef{tegories
corre]:ate direg_ly with the percentage of time linkers spent on/the RDU
project As might be expected, the greater the level of involvéent of
L. rinkers in this project, the greater the number of days of training re~
ceived. _ K . - .
Althopgh .formal training was generally organized or provided by the

l central project staff in each of the seven RDU.projects, support mechanisns
. for linking aa_en;s, both formal and inférmal, tended to emanate from either
the central project or the linker s hos organization Linkers particularly
sought support and assistance within their host organ-ization for their role
as process helpers. In general, when 1+|kers were already actively tmployed
members of their host organizations prior to their involvement in the RDU
project, thelr host organization continupd td be their primary source.of
informal support (See Table II-2). ! 4 . '
The remainder of this chapter descrybes bhe training and support pro=
vided by each of the seven RDU projects. ﬁ?or each project, this description
s 'divided into three parts, and include .o
. &
1. Overview ' R )
- ‘e the guiding assumption&of the project regarding linking *
agents;
. . »
¢ unique aspects of the prdject which might influence the
resultant training and support: activities; and
e ® the approach of the project staff towards linker turn~
. ‘ ovez . s 4
d N i
« 2..c7Training )
¢  the frequency and amount of training: .
' \ o the sontent area {information and skill targets), such
. © - a8 information about 1) the problem solving process, 2)
interpersonal or group dypamics, 3) use and availabil- -
ity of the knowledge base, and 4) project adnrinistra- .
tion; - . i
. e the setting, indluding conference, small group, one-on-
one, or informal "get together"; * ,
e the techniques, including lectures, group discussions,
« ® role playing ot written materials; and

e the provider of, the training, including the extent to
which outside consultants were used.




. . . *
Tablé II-2

Prequency Score of Support Soyght by Linkers in the .

> ; Seven Projects from Various Role Partners

Project . )“u:ea of Assistance: * '+ Central Hosgt, Other Outsgide

’ * Project Agency Linkers Consultants
Staff )
' Avg.‘&. \ Avg. S.D. Avg. { s5.D. Avg. 8.D. -
Northwpst Reading Progess Helper © 9,24 5.0 [4.2 13.0 | 5.7 16.0 5.0
Consortium Resqurce Finder 1 - 4.8* 3.3 2.8 1.7 6.5 | 3.7 10.2 3.3
. Georgia Procas elper . 7.0 ]3.1 14.0 3.5 : 9.5 | 4.2 7.7 1.2
R Resou inder 5.4 |6.2 8.5 &7 1. s.2 | 1.7 5.8 4.6
. .\ 7 -
“trPemmsylvania Procésk Helper . 9.0 |2.8 7.5 |7.8 0.5 | 0.7 3.5 0.7
T Resourcg Pinder {1 - 4.0 |5.7 6.4 |3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0" 0.0
& g - L
Network Consortium Process Helper 11,7 2.1 12.8 2.7 -12.0 | 3.5 8.0 7.2
p Resource Pinder 11.5 [4.4 7.6, [7.2 ,6.017.9 B.7 5.5
~ i
. . HEA Process Helper 11.0 | 4.7 10.6 }4.3 *5.1 | 5.2 5.7 5.1
A . Resource Finder 7.9 4.0 6.4 }4.5 c=- 3,0 | 4.6 2.8 2.7
Plorida . | Process Helper 12.0 [4.9 11.8 [5.2 ~ 8.9 |,6.6 9.5 5.3
JResource Pinder 10.5 3.5 . 9.7 13.3 6.2 | 4.2 7.8 3.7
Hichiga . Process Helper ) 8.0 |5.4 10.7 |6.2 . 6.1 [ 8.2 4.0 4.5
2 4 Resource ?'rndﬂ/\ . 8.8 5.3 7.6 13.6 3.2 ] 5.9 2.7, 3.3
. . ) Tot . Process Helpet 10,0 | 4.4 10.7 |5:1 <7.7]1 6.4"° 6.9 5.4
] R,gsource Pirder 8.0 |4.8 7.2 {4.3 4.4 ] 4.6 5.3 4.5
Y - . 1 . .

* TheSe entries represent the suh. of the scotes on the facets of the process helper and tesoutce finder roles
21 anrd ﬁ\dicate how frequently the linkers sought advice from each sou:ce;<.nnnge of pussible scores = 0-21

"

(the higher the score, the mgre trequeni‘. advice was sought}.’

4
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’ e the agsistance or advife linkers received in their
voles as "process helpers" and "résource finders"; ’
. tte extent of role formalization;
. e the level of interaction with various others; and ' .
., + ©® the level of feedback and influence of others on .
» .. the linker. . . ) . ’
S .

, These individual project descriptions captuxe the flavor ot seven

;ﬁ, different approaches ﬁg)tra;ning and supporting educagional linkin; agents.
Oftentimes, the potential for understanding what actuallly occurred is lost
if just the numbers.in tables and figures are presented. Bowe;er, some gum-
mary integrative discussion is important, and this follows the projace

descriptions.
r K] ' .
Description of RDU Training—and Support t. .

Northwest Readifig Consortium Project 3 ”

Overview. The Northwest Reading Consortﬁum (NRC) grew out of the Righﬁ, a

to Read Program in the states of Washington, Qregon, Idaho and Alaska., Th . :
project office was located In the Washington State Department of Education

and each of theé four linking agents were located in an, intermediate seqwipe
agency in their respective states. The toux linking agents ;e:é newly hized .
by thei: host .agencies to work 100% of their tim? specitically on the RDU .

program. Thus, there were many ing:edients in the situational nrrangements
sunfpunding these.linkers that had the potential for ambiguity and conflict
concerning such -issues as training and supporet. _/

\ « One,of the unique aspects about this project was its special relation-

. ship with the Northwest Regional .I-:ducation Labs XNWREL). The NWREL helped
to write the‘projeqt proposal and initially had a subcortracting rple 1;:
the idontification and dissemination ot the knowledge base. Concuréantly .

ol with this Subcontxacting role to NRC, NWREL also had zunding directly from

NIE to be a national resource to RDU and RDX clients 1n the area ot linking

ngent training. While NWREL did play a minor role in the training oz link-

1ng agents in many,of the other RDU projects, their role with respec; to
the NRC evolved into a major eftorg. It is interesting to note that the
. project d.irector found it uncomf.ortahle working with a resourte that wa
not directLy accountable to the project, lat tirst NWREL :;Eb

ing
from NIE, ﬁot NEC), So eventually the subcont:act witl NWREL was rewritten h'\
. 5 R . . .
N SR TR e e e
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;o in:luéa both a training and support responsibility as~ﬂgi} as tha orig-
inal knowledge basa responsihility. ‘. *

. Tho four linking agents were percaivedras key ingredients to tha suc-

ces® of the project's acf_ivitias. Howaver, an awuanass of the importance_

. - / . of linker training and sppport wasggot,prtsant at the beginning of tha
project. Thc ona instance of turnover that existed among the NRC linkers
ocgurred during the.early part of the project, and there was 7o formal or
informal training of the new linker when she was hired. However, this over- .
£ sight propably would not have qccurred at a later time in the project's
history. The perception'oé the importance of lihker training had resulted
in substantial effort by project's end. The perceived importance of sup~ ‘

port was slower in evolving and was just beginning to _be conceptualized

and acted upon when the project terminated. ' . g B\ )
) Training. Orientation for thé linkers ogcurred frequently by phone and

letter during the first few months of the prdject. _The first formal training

Ll

was conducted by NWREL in December of 1376, and the last formal training
. . oecurred 1n January of 1978. 1Ih total, the linkers received 17 days of train-’

- ding diwvid 3 From January of 1978 until project
M &
. completion, train;pq/took the fo f technical assistamce from WREL as re-
L] i L]

quested by individual linkers. e

. o

Linkers reported that training was.based on a wide mix of technlques,
'inc}uding lectures, group discus§1ons and roie playing. The small conferance_
setting was most';ﬂgquently used. Linkers also reporteg substantial one=on= o
one interaction. ot tha four content areas of training, information about

projact administration was rapported to be received most,.and information
L]

* -

. ‘about the problen solving process least.

i ) The emphasis ' of the NWREL was to davelop a "tallored training program”
( see Butman and Lobman, 1978) for the NRC linkers. As with the adoption of

any innovation, £he use of "canned” training programs off the shelf has

potential problens and,_shortcomingf ’I‘ailoring a training program implias 4
identizying‘tnd adapting existing training matarials to appropriately maat
. cliant needs and training design specifications. ‘Thus, even though the
’ , resultant training dasign davaloped by the NWREL in conjunction with NRC .

projact staff spacified relatively ‘structured akd i:rmal evants, the
v :\7' L' -
-




some diagnoais and oﬁtinuing forﬂhtive evaluation_by NWREL. - . .
- Support. The linkers working on zhis project were modarately integrated
intc their host organizations. The host-supervisors describs the relationship
betwoen the nkér and the host agency supervisor as informal but still a
superior-subordin e relatior8hip with regular meetings for information shazx~ ,
ing and problem s ;ankers report that project staff influenced them .. |
- more than host agency supervisors, pfobably bocqyse the Iinkers were hired
solely for éhq 1ol projeot. In\fact they reported the leaoféfm::nt of influ- .

“ence from host supérvisora of all seven projects, - . . . q .

- ’ g ? o _ ST ¥ .

Gpo_gia Prodact 2 v

¢ . ¥

o d
erview. The.Georgia Projec:, loclated in the State Depqrtment of hdu-

t O
worked through three CQoperntive Education Servxce dencies to link

" These intermediatq agencies ges gnated a total.

§3£ seven of ﬁheir empl yees to "be part-time RDU liéking agents. Even though |
erage of 67% of their time on the Georgia RDU pro- 1

[N

P ject (for which their hos agencies were reimnprsed), phey maintained_aistrong ": - |

‘“- .i‘ « ‘ - -

loyalty to their respectliv agencéps. : . . ) 1

The cone relatively uniqg e aspect about the Georgia Project was that the

three host agencies had been ing. work with local schodl districts that_waa
. PR . -

'f very similar to that which RDU nsored. Thus, many of the deoignated link- .
ing agents were experienced with heir role for some peripd of time prior
Y to the Georgia Project.. There was substantial turnover of the individuals

ta

designated as linﬁdr;. This seemed to be typical for these agencies and thus

was.treated as a given by 'the projecty staff- = ’ . .

Training. Pormal two to three day\training gessions were held on four

occasions to impart iniormation about needs assessment, planning, interven-
tion and implementation. These sessions were E&ged on the materials develT
oped by NWREL. In addition to theSe ten dayg of training, some training )
also took olace in quarterly meetings between linkers and the project staff.
training wag under the direction o{/}he project staff, but was conducted
by thé\;JRBL under a small subcontract. Also, an individual from the NWREL
served as a consultant for three da?s to the projgct as 4 follow-up to the

-’

inteﬁsive sessions.

ES
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/ Information on interpersona];nd group dynamics was reported to be the . I
most &mphasized in the training that was received; and information about the .
3 \ use and availabilitz_of the knowledge base was the least emphasized. The
conference setzing was most used, along with some small_group and one-on-one
sesstons with the trainer. written fmaterials were alsc heavily relied upon, .
along with some use of role playing’ and group discussions. b
Support. The Georgia linkers were highly integrated into’ their host
organizations, most hav?ng wor ked there prior to their participation in the e
N . RDU'progxam. Linkers sought advice and assistance from these’ host organiza-
tions and reported being most influenced,by theix host organization super-
visorf. The main support from the project é&aff was provided during
quarterly,project meetings for information sharing and problem solving., In
addition, infornation by mail was very frequently transmitted by the project
staff, On rare occasions, the project scaff would interact with logal sites
on behalf of a linker, thereby signi?igantly increasing the linkeis influence
("clout”) with that site. while not as high as the host organization influ—'
ence, the li;;Z?B“e%so perceived the project staff as influential and a

- -

L. —resource-in thelr process helper zole. _ | g -

R e The linking agents have writtea job-descriptions, but they‘were created » -
by the host agency, not the project. This is another exXample of the ;ntegra-

—_ e .

.. tion of linkers with their host agencies. Very little feedback 'was provided

to linkers by either thp project or the host agency. ;j: ¥ AR ° 5#

- -
L »

. s . .
~ Pennsylvania School Improvement Project }r’ s

e Overview. The Pennsylvania School Improvementg@roject was located in’

- the.State Department of Education. The project worked through two linﬁing

adents, each hired and supervised by an intermediate service umit, working
full-time tor the projsct. The project staff emphasized the importance

' of the linﬁing rzle: rndeed, the linking agent wag the focal.point forfill

LI L
. , Tesources and interaction batween the proﬁect and 1ocal sitss. A
o

r

4 =

There were tﬁg relatiqsly unigue aspects ‘about this projgct tha have
‘obvious re}evance to linker training ané support. First; this project had
the smallest nuﬁﬁer of linking agents, greatly simplifying the tralning,and

support tagks. sacond, this projsét had, strong linkages with thrée,résource »
organizationi‘that were directly accessible to the linkers, and through the *

sl
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. linkers,gto the sites. _Thepe organizations includegd the'Learniig Rssearch
Lo Id
I
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and‘ppvelopment Center {LRDC}, Reaearchstor Jetter Schools (RBS) and. o
Research.and Intorm,:ion gervicegftpr Education {RISE). Jhese three@L
organizations pqpvided direct‘support to the 11nkers and, ;hereby, to

© the echools. . . w ﬁ -

v

%

The,project staft Lere very involved in monitoring the performances
\o: each linker. i one of the 1ntermediate units, the project staff gug-
gested thé need to replace a poor pertormer and subsequently helped to seleg;
a new 11nker for the vacancy. This anolvement was in contrast to the
initinl selecrion of the linkers JAn which the projec; was minimal}y involved.
Training. _The-amount bf training received by the two 11nk1ng agents,
was substantial more than any of the other six projects. Ove€r the life
* of the project training !ocusing on the linkers, either individually or
together, occurred ‘on over 60 diffprent occasions. Durqng the first year
of the project,;fhere was no formal training. Rather, the 11nkers‘ror&ed
closely with members of therSchocl Assistance Team, taking an apprentice-
ship role and learning by doing. Also, the project staff madaknumerous
visits to the¢ sites tE'EEHQagF meet}ngs, providing a model to the‘linkers
51 how various steps in the problem §olring prooess should be'accOmpfished.
?orm;i craining‘éessions did occur darfng the second year of the project .
for a total of about ten days. Cutside resources such as the Network, were )
brought in to hdlp with chese segsions. In addition %o tﬁh 1n-person traink
ing, an extenslve training notebdok was compiled for linker reference. -
‘ Jhe content of the.:raining,emphasized information about projepct ad-
Y minisfration and informntion about the prob%:g_gdlving process. Intormation
3chc|rn1ng group-dyﬁihics and th owledge base w:e less frequently provided.
Some conterenc:gﬂwera'held, but ﬁhe mnjor setting for trainiug was one-on-one
with a trajner (or project stattl € Discue:ion was Lhe _approach most relied
d?pon, along with written materials {notebook). Project staff were the usual

. providers of training, along with cOnsultants--especially those gonnected with

" - e -

-the three resource organizatigns._ ) : T

- -4\ -4 - o
Suggort. The host s&bervisors described a moderatq amount of integrﬁr
. ;1on of the 1inkegi with other host organizational members. Supervisors
describpd their own relationship with 1inkers as informal but still super-

\Y'isory- ith regular meetings for {nformation shu;ing. The linkers .reported

- -
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_a h.igb deg:ae of ' influence *from the p:oject staff and*de:ate degree

-

«_“'-;. . »of influence from the hose supepvm:_ P ¢ A ,
$7 Linkers :elied most, heavily On the p:oject statf for assistance with )
~ ’ @“? their g:ocess helpe: :olé, and moat heavil}(,on the ROst agency for Sssis- |

tance with th ir role a:.?.‘i a resource finde:. There was very little infly-
eﬂce of linkers each othg: and very littlvomunication be tween them.

k4 isk,ing fo: assistance f:om one linke: eto another 'was almost.non-existent.
The linkers do :epo:t a :elatiVely high amount of comgnunication with .. »
,g ' p:oject’ staff, host o:ganization staff and -outside consultants. T’he use .
. of three ette:nal research agencies as gupport g:oups f@: the linke: was ‘
. unique among the projects, In fact,. these agencies fo:med the ?;‘chool
/ﬂlssiptanca aeam and took a :elatively di:ective r e in the.p:oject dur=-
ind the first year, such that the linke:s and schools missed them when .

% - -
H

%
, o they took a lesser role the second year,.
While no formal-job description existed for linlting agents at the b
beginning of the project, both linkers have written their own job d:é.'sc:ip—
‘s

tions since. ¢ - o
d [

B Netwo:,k'P:oject . . .

»

4

’ 03e:vi:e'w. " The Network Congortium Ptoject was loc;ted at the Network

, in Massachusetts. The p::oject cohtained six iinking agents‘, housed in six .

. diffe:ent states in diffe:ént types of host agencles ranging from a school
dist:ict in Washington to. the Netwo:k itself. The linke:s were hired by

',.= , theiz fespective agencies and devoted between 80% and 100% of their time to

- th@ p:oject The .p:oject's st:ategy relied heavily on the linking agent
) . role, minimizin_g the involvement o£ any other technical assistance agencies ~
> .
> in this probles solving process. - : '

" Two uniqug aspects of this p:oject conderned a special emphasis, upon .
p:ogiding .suppo:t to linking agents. Pirst, linkers were suppo:t‘ed for * .
80% of their time by project finds. The other 20t was to go to their .
agency supe:viso:. ffhis would hopefully encou:age. the agency supe:viso: v
to support ‘the linker through in&e:action and access’ﬂ:flity, and encou:-

- age the agency to integrate the linker by B:oviding the remaining 20% of

financial support required. This _super:viso: arrangement was ‘unique among
- " the projects, even though it only worked as planned in two of the six situa-
3 tions. (In two cases, the linkers only worked 80% of the ‘time, and in two




' ) ‘, - -/ . , .
- v v . ' '
" ' . < - . .
cases the supervisors.didn't accept their 20% in order that the linkers
. could be reimbursed for 1008 of their time.) Second; there was a strong

.mplusis on the part gf the project staff towards linker support and

t.:'aining. _Foz-" example, a_ special staff position was created whose sole
» . A n -

responsibilitf yas to provide linker support.- -
Turnover occurred in two.of the six lin}gex

L} 4

' sitions. This was

especially frustrating to the .project staff because of their lgck of .
1n:¢olveaent in the replacement oé these two. lihkers. The project would .

have preferred a heavy emphasis on th; sslection of ljinkers (thus reduc-
ing the emphasis or traihing). Since the pzojec.t was"not able to iRflu- ~ ‘o
. ence the initiaj selection OF the replacement of those linkers which left,

- this increased the importance of training and support'in the view of the

-

project staff, p .
Trag.};:ing. The project began with a week-long orientation meeting for
< all link%rs. This meeting i:r.unarily empha{i.zed roject administration. .

’

‘The pro_:ject continged with two or three day meetings with all linkérs (and’
usually their supervisors as well) every six mc;nths. thile these medtings
plm;ized planning, coordination and documentation issues, ‘they als..o served
training function. These meetings at first approached training by, design-
ing formal sessions for the acquisitlon of specifif pre-detefmined skills
that should be useful for linking agents, The linking agents resisted this
approach, feeling they were already skilled professionals. For the second /'b-
;> Yyear, the orientation was changed to role {larification and emphasized infor- ~
zal group discussion. In total, scme 20 daKfs were spent in these seni-annual .
neetings. ﬂ
In addition to these project meetings, th‘é‘!broject staff person respon-
s;LP.le for linking agent support and training mi!e*periodic' "circuit rides," .

) sPending:'a wask with each linker 1::1 the field. These visits were meant to v
. .; prw'ide.bot.h training and su‘éport and were ’suppleaento.d by wa-ekl.y phone, ’
. contact during the remainder of the €. Also, a "tool kit" of written . .
:__“_ resdgr_iqgég_compiled and distr_ibu_t;c_:{tl.%ing aggnts. The kit empha- -

. sized the role‘'clarification theme, filing resqurces under various job
. "activi.ties--thus becoming a self-teachi;xg job aid for linkers. h‘!tile mpst .
trainiﬁg activities were, conducted by the project stgff,_ outside consultants )l .
s {such as ls;’x}e Hall from the University of Texas) were also occasiona‘lly used, '

-
. . »-

.
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" In addition, thére ya's an attempt to have linkers experienced on other -Evtoj-
~ scts in, the Netwp'xk. ;égching the ROU Network linkers. While m:ath’ré, this

was also resiste;i 'bg;.-t':he'RDu linkers. ~ %

of the fouxr gofitent areas of, training, each were perceived to b?‘sreceived

to some extant. The l‘epat emphaﬁzed content area concerned infom‘}é.on about |

v . Ne .
gro\up dynanmics. “. \ Wy : = < ’ \* A
o * . +Sdpport. The host supervisors for the six Network linking agehts )

described a wiae variety of levels of integ-ration betwean linkers ‘_cilother
L " -

. ﬁ@ - ]
host agency anbe‘?_s, ranging from none for some linkers x‘t.o a great deal for
* - 2 o

. . . >
Host supervisors.also charactérized the interaction with,their linker

J e - . R .
as ranging from formal ] and collegial.? For the most pﬁrt, the in-
N h -
teractlon that did took the form of information sharing. Linkers re-

b [} . < .
ported being influenced most by their host supervisors, foflowed by froject
H o K

.. staff and other linkers. - .- e D ~
. ! . ’ A ’

. The pr'oject at f.irst. assunad that supp’;rt would occur t.hr&lgh a sys-

LERE.

ten of informald, 1nterp'ersonal cgmnication. Bowever, the df&tances ware

Ytoo great. thus, the project staff member in charge of%linkez: support and PP

E

- . - .
training «ctively initiated an informal telephone network, circuit rides 2 -
* ¢ . ]
around the county to visit each linker, and conferences every six months.
‘ \ . - - ha
National Education Association Brojact (NEA)

overview. /s The RDU project associated with the National Education
Association had a.number of ur;ique characteristics which influenced the
‘z::'.*.su.ltant training %nd support aé'tivigies. The projec;.'t office was exper-
: ienced in ;ﬁteracting' dj:rectly with local teacfler;. The project formed
linking agen;:.pair's* lknown as facilitators) composed of a Statg'aducatioh . -
Association and aws.ta‘te Depar;megt—of‘ Education re..presentative. NEA was
the #Mly Rﬂ\d g‘roj‘e(:t in which linkers were housed ,in" state level organiza-
tiops. ThaeBe representatives ﬁent only a mmall percentage of their time R
_on the RDU pZoject {aSout 12%)., This project placed’a g::eat en;:phasis on
the identifica;:ion ‘and distrltibution of a knowl base composed of in-
: sexvice e,d::cg on u;:er.}als. . je .
The project attitude towards linking was very breoad in scope and very
.min'imal in i{xtensﬁty and 1nclcud'ed centr'al project ;uiformatioﬁ speciaiists
that resp'ox.'sd - a to,lll-free 'f.elephone [mmber udpd by local schools to

raquest in#sérvice materials, thi state facilitators and the local scheel '

- 4
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inservice comi.tt.eu al]. as part of the linkage f.unct.ton. NEA wanted to
work with peocple who were hl&eady avallable in the state and local aduca.- ' N

ticnal systems, rather than add new pgople.' Thus the facilitators were
already a part of their respective orgamizations and simply assum.ad. an -
additional role for the duration of the p.roject-.. When turnover occurred,
tha state organ.tzat.ton was respons.tbla for identifying a new individual to'
assu:ne the facilitator role, and to. orient and train that individual with
respect to RDU. 1In summary, the project staff felt a certain lack of depen- R
dency upon these tacilitators, who played a mifor role in the “dissemination
and utillzation process. This greatly influence#® the training and support
activities that were provided. . ’ 3. . . .
.Training. The NEA pr'ojecr. w‘;s organized into three phases, with new
facilitators and local sites added in the second phase, and only a few
sRas gselected td continue in the third phase. There were two 2 1/2 day .
sessions for the Phase I' f,aci:lit:ators (£first year of the _project) and two Va
2 1/2 day sessions for the Phase II facilikators (second year of the
project). The Phage III facil,itat:rs {third year of the p.roject‘.) were a .
sub-set of the Phase II grmp and received an additional 2 1’/2 days of ;®
training. Thus, the Phage I faclilitators rece.tved five days of training
over one year, and Phage II and !:II facjlitators received 3,1/2 days of .
tra.tg.tng ovqr two years of involwvement in the project. For ‘these facili-
tatoré (who we'r‘e to sperid about 6 1/2 days of' their time per site, per year e |
for an average of four sites), the'tra.tning was perceived as relatively '

]

substantial. X .
The training euphasiz;d general orientation to the project and informa-
tion sharing about procedxresuir}‘a formal conference setting using lectqres
and some group, digwss.ton. A "simulation” experlence was used for a mrniqg -
. / ning, t;ze % )
facilitators perceived that information about project admin.i.stration waa .
received post and information about the knowledge base. was recei.ved.least.

Initially, the Educational Products Information Exchange (EPIE) was * -

of one of the fess.tons. of the four conten!: categories for tra

1 _'contracted for the training of facilitators, but this arrangement was .

stopped aftef the first training session.* The Northwest Reglonal Educa-

tion Lab (NWREL), also helped in the conceptualization of the training

design (two days in 1976 and two days in 1978), and two NWREL peop'le served i
[}

’ .

- -
. 3

- ~

. N N\
*The Far West Lab was also under contract to provide one set of trataing,
experiences, but this too was cancelled, prior to inplemntabion, by matual

agreement. L. S ; . .
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a-s co-trainers for the Phase III training. Finally, an individjal £.ron the
Educational Icprovement Center served as a consultan.t for a second training
session of the Phase I facilitators. Thu‘g outside consultants/contractors
took mjor‘tesponsihiﬂty for the direction and conduct of the Phase I

%’qining sessions. The project staff designed and conducted the training

th some outside input from NWREL.*
Support. The NEA £acilitators were well integnted into thelr respec-

for the ,Phase II and III £acilita.tors,_ i
tive host c;rganﬁations. The ROU project Bisply represented ‘al additional
role for already actively ecp loyed mmbers of the State Department of Educa-
tion and the State Education Association. The host agency.supervisors re-=
ported an informal or collegial relationshipawith the people designated as
linkers and described regular meetings for inforration sharing. :\Qn thelr
.,roi’e as proces’s helpers, the linkers‘ reported seeking advice and assistance
f:?bm geople in their host agency and the project office with equal frequency.
Ad resource finders, linkers relied somewhat more heavily upon the.project./\
staff, Very little assistance was sought from other linking agents or from

outside consultants. - . v .

1 ,
Plorida Linkage System Proiject : - Y v
. T
Overview. The Plorid'a Linkage System, located in the State Departden

of Education,. worked through TeachdT Education Centers (TEC) to help.local .

sites bacome god deéision-maRers concerning problem solving ind knowledge
utilization. The linking agent;s were selected, hired and housed in a TEC, .
and thus brought a strong s;afr development set of expectat.ions to thelr
] interaction w,i’th schools. A gu‘ding assurption of this pro;ect was the
re’cognitiom of the i@ort.arme of an interpersonal approach to helping
sghools. The provision ot informtion ig not enoughr. Thus, even though
te linkers usually brought a Subatantiv background to the job, the proj- ¥
ect emphasized ﬁhe relevance of appro}itiate personality characteristics

>
and proless skills. . v . e
are were t:wo relatively unitgue aspects of this project that influ-

anced the training and support efforts that odcurred. First, the involve-
ment of universities (in concept, 1f not yet in practice) and the redefin- |
ition of university profasors waa/pecia'l to this projegt. State £unds
are avallable to allew prqfessorfs to be rescurces to local schools. Thus,_

the FPlorida linkers were testing a model that could later be ixplemnt'ed .

. -
+ N - .

*Much effort was also spon'f: by the project staff in the curmlative
davelopmant of training materials, recéntly issued in published form by NEA.




. hy university professors playing a newjrole {process expert rather than ;;b- ]
stanzive expert). Second, the project emphasized the importance of both

. an exta}nal inking agent and an internal change agent team made up of two
teachers 4 an adz'ninig.trator. Thus, both tne pernmanenca and the importance
of the external role was ambiguous, especially since the target was local 3§ -

' staff improvement and the linker's roio was to be responsgive to the inter- |
nal change toans.’. , L ,

. There was substantial turnover of linkers (30%) and :ne project ap-- | .

w i

.proached this with acceptance {"turnover is to be expected in this Eype .
of rolé&”). ) ) . BRI ’

Training. 'I‘hef was no training for linkir}g' agents at the beginning
of the project. In’J

linkers and the local site teans, Following this intensive sessién, - .

anuary of 1977, there was a five-day session for all :

training occurred periodically in conjunction with the project's bi-monthly
,nnotings of iinkers. Hodulnrized training materials were typically used in | \
these meetings, fgr 1 1/2 hour training seasions. \iﬁ
While the initial sub-contract for training had gone to Florida State Y -
University, this was changed tc the Uhiversity of Plorida at Gainosvilie
under the direction of Bill Drurmond., Dr nd and his associates are weli
known in the state for developing training materials.. This subcontract
existed for the remainder of the first year at a moder at leyel, but was !
reduced substantially for the renainder of the groject. During the first
year the intensive training occqurred as well ag visits by Drumoend to .
linkers and sites, Following the firsF year, scme'telephone contact
occurred along with the periodig training modules at linker meetings (see
_ ,Drucmond, 1978). .
~ Thus the‘tr;inin;, vhile mipinal in amoynt, used a wide variety of :
settings, ranging from conferences and small groups during the iﬂ!ensive
sess to one-on-one and informil get togethers dufing the visiting and
telephoning activities. The. four content areas of training were all ) .
perceived to be received to so?t extent with no area being espaecially

emphasfzod or slighted, The basis of the training was the material and "

txaining mddel developed by NWREL. . - . R .
- Support. Hos:;supervisors of the Florida linking agents roportod that .

their linkers were ¥ery integrated with the other nembers of the reapoctive

. ! ~ * A .
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f in addition to their normal responsibilities, for a small petcentage of

. R \d

agencies. An informal but sup:e:vi}ry :e‘lag\lonship was pe:oei:ved by most :

host_,super:viso:s, with most meetings emphasitiny ipformation sharing and

p:oblen solving. Linkers reported a mode:éte amount of influence on thei:
tim and activities from both the project Ptaff and the host supe:viso:.

'rhe host s.lpe:vi":gt_,wa the biggept 3ou:cé ‘of assistance concerning the '

- ‘:/g inkers in their p:ocess helpe: L‘o,le;,the p:oject staff and the host a‘;ency
provided support concerning the :eaou:ce tindet :ole. Support was also
evident at a modérate level f.:on other finqus in the project and from )

" outside consultants. o Y ¥ ot
The project staff relied heavily on the telephone for the support
of linking agents, along with monthly meetings. Consider.able job ambiguity
and conflict was perceivef by linkers during the initial 18 months of the
project, perhaps due to the lack of a job description, angd limited state and

teacher center m&’e:ience with the linking rdle in any form.

. Michigan P:oject \
4 Overview., The Michigan RDU Project was located in the office of Career

Education in the State Department of Bduchtion. The Career Education Plan~
ning District {county} coordinators were asked to take on the linking role,
their time. The linker's role was to assist the local site teams in carry- ’
ing out a planning process in order to adopt an R&D outcome in career edu-
cation. Just as with NEA, Michigan wanted to work withip existing structure
to encou:age institutionalization, rather than c:eate naw ones, Consequently,
. the p:oject placed liftle ewmphasis on the linking role, provided no financial
support,£6r the linker role and had little influence over how the linkers
spent their time. Linkers were to be :eaponsive; to s!.te teams, assisting
when called upon. .
. There were two unique caspects of the Michigan project that deserve men-
»  ‘vion dge to their pQtential impact upon’t:aining and support activities,
Pirst, the large number of linkers (46) was substantially different from the
) othetr six projects. Even though the project was confined within the t.aoun-
da:ies of one state, the coordination and resources :equi:ed to interact-
with 46 linkers we:e significant. Second, the primary responsibility of
/\heae linkers had previously beaen to the vocational education program, with

4 little experiance in career esiucation. Thus, for many linkers cormmitment -
. to tie M{chigan RDU project came very slowly. '
- . * . ’26 . ‘
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" Very little turnover occurred amon:; the linkerg, and when it did, it.
was handled by the Career Bducation “Planning pistridt in the normal way--
wii:h no -attention paid to the RDU. project. \

Training. During the first six nmonths of the E_roject, sQne orienta-. 8

tion by mail occurfed concerning site naaination prt‘:z:dies and budget L
information. In' January of 1977, K one“-iay orienta meeting was.con- . \}m
ducted for the linkers by the project office staff, 'l‘h.ts meeting included -
one-hal? day devoted to a simulation game about .tnnovation in schools., A .

three-day training session was fonducted by NWREL in October of, 1977 for
'linl;ers entitled "Preparing educational change agents.” ¥Finally, a day was
devoted ta discussing technical assistance Opfortunities in January of 1978,
conducted jointly by the project office, High Scop? ané the Wayne County
Intermediate Service District. Three one-day workshops were also pfov._tded
to ‘s.tta teashs co::xcerni.rrg the| stages in tﬁe problen solvxng' process:* These 2
were repeated around the state so that schools could more easily attend.
The linkers were invited to attend the.workshops along with their sites.
In suhary, linkers could have received a maximum of eight days of traiding
av'elr the life of the project. The average angmt‘of orientation and train-
inq. ;eca.t.ved w28 closer to four or five days due to sporadic attendance. x
Wayne County Intermediate Service District did haye a subcontract for ' - .
txaining: however, most of their e!forts were directed at the local s.tt.e
teams. 'I‘he major training activity for linkers was the three day .tntans.tve .
session conducted by NWREL.. T L ’ ~N
Of the iou: ::ontent. areas of training, information on project adninis- -
tration was reported to be received most and information about the know- .
ledge bha st. ‘Conferences were the primary setting for the trun.tnq, .
with little ush of mll groups, one-on=-one or informal get—togethers. -
Scme lect_t:ring and soma role playing occurred, but the primary training
approach was reported by linkers to be the use of written mate-riall.

- |
Support. The Michigan linkers had been a part of their host organ- ¥
izations fripr to the RDU project, thus.they typica.lly were wall inte- .

grated. The relationship witl;a theirc host agency sdpervisor was relatively
formal in natize, wi regula:ly scheduled meetings for ifformation shar-

ing uki;mg place. r? \L
.ing frem their host supervisors. The amount of influence perceived by

'3 L

linkers reported the greatest influence on thm con=

L
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linkars from the project staft was the IOWQst of any of the seven projects.
¢ .The host agency provided assistanoe and advice concerning the linker's role

of being a process helper more than any oLher potential source of support.

The project staff -was most heavily relied upen for assistance concerning

¥
finding and obtaining resources for the local sites.” . .

There was a low level of communication bet linkind agents and -

/ rs in the projeét. OccasionallyL a wyiteen memo way circulated by the
/, project office. When formal’ training sessions ware coO ducted, many linkers R

sinply didn't attend. Thus, the support activities perceived by linkers
were minimal. . ) . . -

&
Croas-Project Findings . *

Aithoggh the previous descriptions can be saeen as seven distinétive .
approaches to linking agent training andvsupport, there are certain comnon
features and issues of interest that euerge from them. When looking acrosag,

\5:7 the four content areas of training that were provided, there was z nix of =~
sattings used, techniques or‘materials employed, and types of individuals .
proéiding the training in each project.' " In all projects, cenferences o©r

-

t
workshops,were the most frequently mentioned setting for all content areas

of, training. Informal "get togethers" occurred least frequently as a set- ~
. ting for learning, experienced by an average of 24% of the linkers. Approx- / ' R

imately 50% of the linkers received one-on-one training in the arejs of use

and availability of the knowledge base azd projece administration, but much .

.less so in other content areas. Overall, one-on-one training occurred leest
- in the NEA and Michigan projects, which is not’ surprising, given that these
projects had the largest number of linkers in the RDU program. . |
The main techniques used for training were the use of group discussions

and written guidelines or handbooks. The fatter were cited in every project
)

for all content areas with the egception:ot information about group or 1in-
¢ terpersonal dynamics. Although role playing was less frequently used, 1t
wag ugxtioned ih every project as a technique used in learning about inter-
_personal and group dynanics and about the problem golving process.

,
. - »

- e

”

+ *Sea tables A-1 through A-7 in the Appendix for summaries of the amdunt,
setting, techniques and provider for each content area of training for each
project. . 3




. The provider of training was most frequently a project a;aff member.
Qutside consultants were also used, although.to a lesser degzoo than proj- N
ect staff, especially to provide training in the aroa;\ﬁﬁ\problem soiging
and interpersonal and group dynanics. A common thread through many of thé
~ project's training ottorts was the involvemen; of the Northwest Regional
Education Lab (NWREL) « While most heavily involved with the Horthwest - -
Roading Consortium: NWREL staff members conducted some tgpe of trainin} * -
session for :cost of the projects. The materials developed by NWREL are
widely xnown and have been received by most of the RDU linkers (often‘prior
to their becoming ROU linkers as waell as ;fter, a repetition of question; .
able worth-ifeo cgapter III). These materials are based npon the materials “
and experiential learning model de ped by the Nationgl Training Labora-
tories and are composod'of a serie! exercises and theory presentati_ons
. ezphasizing effective interpersonal anq group processes.*
With regard to the‘training received, there seem to be some differ=
ences of opinion on tlje part of linkers as to the form of oﬁf training that .
took place. For exarple, the survey responses indicate that in each proj=.
ect, linkers did not fully agree on the seifing, techniques and provider of
the"?aining {see Tables A-l.through A~7 in the Appendix). These mi xed per- .
ceptions were relatively few in four of the projects (Georgia, NEA, Network
.and NRC), but.pccurred more frequently in three projects (Florida, Penn-
. sylvania and Michigan). Much of this differenoe in perceptions can be ex-
plained by turnoyer in linkors or non-attendance at training sessions.
. ) An atterpt to froup linkers‘b§ the amount ano-type of training they
réceived used a series of dichotomous variables (received/ not received)
indicating training choivod in vatious content areas using various methods.
The simdlarity of any two linkers was measured by the mumber of items that
] both marked "received.” A matrix of such measures relating ajl' pairs of
linkers was subjected to a cluster analysis to identify any patterns or cate-
gories of linker training. One large cluster of linkers emerged from this .
analysis along with two very small ones. Subsequent corparisons among thesd
) throe_fiogpers on the original variables showed no substantial differences. )

This lack ot difference combined with the disproportionate size o{_the first
group suggests that there were no major identifiable variations in training

among linkers by projec:lgor by training typology. but rather that the,

4

» .

*In addition to this substantive foundation, there was alsc a financial
arrangement sponsored by NIE (RDU‘projects received NWREL services at half
. price) which encouraged WWREL invQlvement. .

Q
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training received by RDU linkers was, on the whole, similar in nature. . This
lack of variance has impf@cation% for the analyses Iﬁoking at the dffects
of training and support which are discussed in Chapter IV.

Y

and receive assistance from staff within their host organizations, particu=-
larly regarding their roles as process helpers. This occurred most ﬁquuent-
ly in projects in which linkers were members of their host organizationg prior
to their involvement in the RDU project (as in Georgia, NEA and Michigan) or
where Special structures were establ:.shed to provade for regular supervision

. within the host organization (as in the Network).

difficult to maintain 2 clear differentiation between training and support
. Y
(although typically training can be classified as the more formal of the

tWO ).

~
However, linking agents were able to distinguish between training

and support in their responses to the survgg;questions.

linkers perceived that they hgd a high amount of training or a high amount
of support, nut not both.
recéived were perceived to be more negatively then positively coételqtgd:
If the seven prolects are classified into higpﬁ medium and low categories
on training and support receivéd, the following distributidn occurs, demon~
strating this differentiation between perceived training and snpporu

Amount of Support

Received

In other words, training receéived and support

_ High

Medioa

A

Alﬁhough project staff members were seen as the most salient provideks
-
of training, with regard to support, ROU linkers were just as likely to seek

¥

\

Da;a from interviews Suggest that project directors found it somewhat

In many projectsy

Amount of Training Received

High Mediwm ?  Low
Florida | Network
NRC Georgil

" Penn. NEA :

Michigan

<

oy,
<3



High Penn. NRC Network
l - .
unt of Training Y .
"‘z . Recelved Mediwum Florida | Georgia

Michigan NEA '
Low * — '

~
At .

- . ?

o
It 1s interesting to note that ¢Xé Network linkers perceiv¢d that most

of the interaction with the project staff and the host organization was sup~

port rather then training, even though guch of this int ion occurred

during formal projeét meetings and designated training sessions. On the

other hand, Pennsylvania linkers interpreted most of their interaction with

project staff as training rather than support. On the s&rface this linker

perception of low amount of support in Pennsylvania cqntradicts the exten-

sive interaction with project st;}f that did ogcur. how;ver, lnterview data

s&ggests that nuch of ‘this interaction was targeted towards supporting and

assis;.ingiﬁg_ activities rather than linker activities. . . " N .
The perception of the amount of training and the actual amount of train-

ing receiv;d were not necessarily the same for each RDU project. The actual

number of days of training were computed for each project.and the projects

were_d;vidgi'into high, medium and low categories, based on this total number

of days. When comparing the actual training with perceiveé trainin:;, the fol-

Y

lowing distribution occurs:

Amount of Trailning Received [”

; {Perceived) -

/ High © Mediwm Low s
. ]

: ~al
Some projects, such aédnichigan and NEA, received very little formal trail g
JAn actuality. However, thay percelved their training to be gquite extensiye.
'0£ the other hand, the Network projece perceived a low amount of training
even though they rébeived a2 relatively great deal of tra{ning in terms of

actual days. .

P

— e
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i 3% appears that "perceived trai.nfng" is # relative ¢“5nqept.
linkers who committed a s:nall portion of their time ta an RDU project,

the five to eight days ot tra.tn.tng raceived wasg perceived as quite sub~ o
ﬁ,,st.ﬁn!:ial (1.3&M1chigan and NEA). In contrast, the linkers who devot:ed

most or all of their time to an RDU project perceived the 15 t:o 20 days .
o,f formal training recei*«ed as less extengive or minimal (i.e., Network -

and Gecrgia).
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¢ < Asssssuzm' 'OF RDU TRAINTNG) AND supponj'

. 'In order ‘to better understand ‘the process of training and suppprting edu-
i cational linking agents, an(asseasnem: of the traipi;ng and shipport activities
. ot varjous RDU projects was conducted. This asgsessment was based upen .
) th(::r:p?t:ons of Li.nking agents {the recipients of the training and sui:port “
efforts) as well a n%the applicatfon of principles of learning that can
. serve as indicator.s of training eftect.:l.vencss. The results of this assessment
‘ are presented i this chapter of the report. ' . 9 “ - .
; .(: * o One of the 'major objedtives of) this presentatioh is to prpvide a bis.is
. for suggestions on how to improve ‘linker support and training. ’Z'he assess—
ment described in this chapter is not meant as an evaluation of project >
etfecta‘:venesé or of the effé:tiveness of ¢the RDU program as a whole., For , ~
. . mny of the geven prajects, training and support.of linking agents repre- "o
. sented a relatively minor set of activities, or was even an aftérthought to

S
[

- what was perceived as the major objective--sch.ol improvement through the ’ R
. adepticn of R&p products using a problen solving approach. Even this study
of linking aqents, a su.b-study withig the 1arger Abt Associates study of -

>

the B.DU progra.m, wis not part of NIE's original intent. ‘I‘ﬁus, the foliow—

, €

- -

. ing assessment, is not based upon the intent or the implementa.tion fidelity

ot’ training and support activities, But rai:her emphasizes what actual]‘y
L ] l >
occurre_d . .

-
. -

N The remainder of this chapter describes a framework fo‘.': aséessing train-
v . ipg and support and then discusses cross-project findings based on the appli~
wcation of this framework. Finally, a brief sununary of the linkers assessment

4
\ of éach: prqiect' utraining and support is presented. ' s

-

Frammbrk .. . - . : .

" -

* L}

. . The pa::nary source ~of data for the\assessment of linker training is the
. parception of J‘inkiﬂg agénts. Linkers were askdd to assess their training s
_, along three dimensions. including the usefilness of traihing, the timeliness
St training and the appropr:f:ateness of the amount received. “The results of
this 1inker assessmqnt are pre'§ented in ?l‘able’ III-1. Linkers perceived that
the training wasg us.eful "to some extent." And in a.bout 50\ of the time, the .

linke.ts Perceived that the training was timely and in the approp:iate émount.
- - . * x i . ¢
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- Table III-1 .

i * Linker Asseésmeni:. by. Project of Tra{ning' Received v . .
.. - . S
* - : =
. Average, Appropriateness "Appropriateness T
- '// Extent Trairing '} - of. . . J . . of ’
! * . " * ¥ *H
» Project: - Hag Us:aful Timing ) Amount .
e : . .
, “ o] . "y % too A appro= | «% too % prefer % right 3 prefer
. R | 'Y . . early priate late less amount more
¢ * . R ? . N * .
) " 4 L] P - o N
Northwest Reading |. 3.3* 17 40 43 ‘8 a0 - 52 t
Consortium ) L y )
, .| Georgia § 3.4 19 (25 56"t 0 25 75
W Pennsylvania . 4.1 20 60 20 .. ) 0 60 40 v ;
) . Network Consottium 2.8 23 " | . 33 44 23 25 P ¢ 52 /\ .'
« o+ | uea . M 3a 25 74 1 23, ' 42 * 35
. 1 Plorida 3.6 * " 3 57 a0 19 77’ PR
Michigan 3.6 .o1n 47 42 . 39 30 3 -
Average for all 4RDU . v » ¢ - .
: Linking Agents || 3.3 20 .| 51 29 (,g(r\/ 46 32 :
" . ‘ ” . ) - ' - - .,
: *Scale: 5 = tb a very great extent' = , , )
. ~ . 4 = td a great extédnt 2 . . . . .
3 = to bome extent P _ . T . .
J L L] » - r
2 = to a little extent . B . ) v ¥, , - - ‘43 .
oo 42 I = not at all o Y .
L4 - N . ’ . . < c'

**The pe:centage of times linkers xat.ed the training in each of the® four cont.ent. areas (problenm splving procesa, )
interpersonal or group dynapics, use of the knowledge bage and project administ.rat,ion) in each of the appropri-
[l{fc atenegs categories for t.l.ming and mount;. N ’ . - " NS
- . ¥ A y | . - ; * o &
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In addition to linker pqrception's, principles of learniﬁg can be applied
to tra.‘ping approachﬁ that occurred, formin? an "expert"™ assessment. These '
principles come from the work of a number of resaarc.hers (Campbell et al.,
1970; Bass and Siam;lan. 19693 Gagne and Rohwer, 1969. Schéin. 1965} and . »
) :epre;em: a peans of lndica.tinq_ the effectivenass of training a activitiea in. - o

. producing behavio:al cha.nge. These Qrinciples include: . .

e - task or skill analysis (the extenﬁ to which the desired
,perfermnce is broken down int:o basic corponent parts);

- pa:tictpat‘ion of the learnert
prdct:ice of ekill or application of knowledgec, .t ’ .
TN\ individual feedback or knwledge of result:s:
e individual reinforcements and ’ . . .
w naferability (the:extent to which the train-
¢ ing situation is'ﬂﬁ the real world). * .
Most training research suggests that the more these six principles are a part
of a given training approach the, more effective that approach will be at pro-
. ducing skill acquisiti‘ga' and leafnin?h)
e

+

i\
. .. In order to see to hat: q_l"‘.- sa" principles are present in llnker
1
training, the various., t.rai g appf es.used in the seven RDU projects were

. grouped ‘into identifiqbla catego?iegs The' resultant categories, along with a

brief description of SAch I} are ag follows: v

‘ . 1. One-an-one traiml.ng
'l }' a

';his agprmdi i'rzzorporates many variations (e.g. coach-
coungeling-or Serving as an apprentice). One-on-one teach- .
ing involves¥a high degree of flexibility concerning indi=-
vidnal differences of the learner and an irmediate access to
_ knowledge of | results and,feedback. These same characteris-
“tlcs are alss associa,;.ed with qne=-on-one training by peers,
where experienced linkers train inexpeﬁenced linkers.¥, The .
strength of this, individualized approach ‘is not so much in :
T being,able to demonstrate correct behavior, but rather in be-

. ing j]_e togrecognize corregt behavior in the trainee.
. - s

2. Role

laving and simulations > v, »

¢ '{'Ee role-'playing method requires trainees to project ..
then:selveﬁ into a simlated interpersonal situation and play
- the parts of the persons and situations assigned to them"
. -(fater, 1965). Learning occurs due to the feadback avail- ’
able from other participant§ and the trainer both during and
.after the role.-play and due to the‘o?portunity\.to pragtice .

.
- N‘
.

*In fact, peer training occurred in only two projects and in a very
minor wag-{in one project, one experienced linker did a lot of cross-age
helping of the other linkers, and in one prbject, tovards the end, inex-
perienced linkers shadoued experienced linkers on a one-on-one basis.)

»
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and inprovelyour.behavior: In simulations, the essential

characteristics of a situation or activity are created for

,the trainee to experience.. The use of case studies, crit-

ical incidents or gaming can also be included as simulation

methods. Role-playing, and simulations are dynamic, have a

high -face validity, telescope time and feedback, and are .

atively non-punitive. They create the experience of the .

T int rdependence of organizational roles 4nd facilitate the
practice of relevant skills. .

3. Groumndiscussion -

1 : A group discussion is a form of two-way communication,
allowing some feedback and .participation to occur. fhe em~
phasis 1s on cognitive transfer of knowledge rather than’
skill acquisition and behavior change.

» ] m(

* 4. Lecture, and .

e 5., Written information -

* These also are tachnigues that emphasize cognitive trans- -
© fer of: knowledga. When these are heavily used in training ) .
) < situations, usually the assumption is that behavioral skills,
are Simply examples of knowledge application--a weak agsump-
' * tion. With these approaches, there is little opportunity for
practice, reinforcement or feedback. '

_ Given thase fiva categorieg of training approaches, each can now ba .
assessed in terms of the six 1egrning principles. Agsuming a simple rating .
of .high, medium and law for the extent to which the approach utilizes each
learning principle and providing,a numerical score of 3, 2 or 1 for these
ratings, an e££ectiveness score can be obtained for each training appreach.

This rating and the resultant scoras are presented in Table III-2 showing
- that one-on-one with a trainer is the most effective approadh, and lecture

is the least effeCtive. zheseAscores ware applied to the training that

was recelved in each projaect as perceived by the linking agents (ses Tables

A-l to A-7 in the nppendix); An average score was found for each content

area (adding the effeétiveness scofes together for each of the five training

categories with a "yes" and dividing by the numbey of "yes" :gsponses!, «and |
this was multlp e score for the amount of training raceivad--raesulting v
in an effectiveness scoxg for each of the content'areas. These scores are
presented in Table III-3. The "pdrfact” ;core would.be 80, where training
was received to a very great extent, and only the most effective approach .

{one-on-one training) was used, resulting in a score of 5x16. ,\\

.

LY
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’ . Table III-2 \ -
» - - . ’
Learning Principles Applied to Five Approaches to Training '
\‘ . . . . € and
» . .t . _-" .. - . . . ‘ = L
-~ t, -
L] [ PIRS > P - - p =T 7 -
, ) Qne-on-one - - -1 .
¢ Learning with the Role-playing Group Written
. Principles Trainer or Simulations | Discussions |Guidelines |[lecture
- Skill Analysis Medium Medium Yediwm Mediun Eow
‘. Participation High High Mediwm Low Low . |
Ad 1
Practice High ' Medium "I  Low Low low |
A é ', |
- Individual = High H.tq() Medi tzn Low Low :
Feedback \ .
\ .
Individual Mediwm Mediwm Low Low Low
Reinforcement
. . -
) Transferability High " Mediwm Low low . Low
* [y ul . ‘ 4
‘ TOTAL* 16 14 . 9 7 6 .
' \ (' . ¥
i *Scoresty High = 3 ’ ’ . * _ .
Mediw = 2 . . L .
. o »
. = ]

r

Thus, the higher the score, thé more effective the-: training approach.

[ N
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There are at leadt three weaknesses with this method for “expert”
assesspant of linker training. FPirst., it mst be remembered that these ,
principles are most applicable tB skill acquisition,and lsast applicable
te orientation activities where the major erphasis is on the transfer of
intormation- Second, the learning-principles are weighted equally, dis-
re;arding- r.-uch evidence suggesting that some principles are pore icportant
than others. Pip&lly‘, thia mt:hod o{ assessment does not take into account
the :Lssue of cost. Por exzple, the lecture ,approacﬁ can be de,f.ended as very
Meffective” for hrge groups of people on the basis of cost-effectiveness. ‘ ‘
However, this approach does provide 2 general indication of the extent to i
which the training is coesistent yith accepted principles of learning.

I% cotparison with training, séiport activities are more_ditficult to '
assess in any formal way. Support for linking agents resides in cnditions .
or aspects of the work environment and, as such, resists heasurement and cate-
éorization. Corpounding the problem is the overlap between traxdlng ahd sup~-
port. Por exarple, project training meetings often haée as their main purpose
the provision of support, encouragement and feedback tg linkers. And, visits =.
of project staff to the.field to support the linkers ofiten result in one-on-
one job tre;ning and.de;eIOpmentf Supgfat can be 1ntentione11y provided or
can emergd as a response to needs. Support can exist at many levels, ing.lud-
ing from the projact saéf. from an imnediate supervisor, from peers, and even
nationally from such organizations as NIE. .

. Since support is highly dependent upon the level of interaction.with
varicus individuals, linkex percaptions of the usefulness of these interac-
tions provide the basis for much of this assessment. Linkers rated the .
usafulness of assistance, in their }oles as 2 process helper and a resocurce
finder/solution glver, obtained from various scurces such as the project
statf. their hcst supervisor. and other nmrs. These ratings for each
project are presented in Table III-4. In addition, linkers rated the extent
to which they were satisfied with services from the projsct staff, as well ~ .
as the extent to which they waresatisfied with the timel.inegs of those "

eerv.t.ces. Pinally. nnlaers rated their satisfaction with the interaction.

with the knowledge bage or pool of rescurces. These results are presented
in Table IIXI-5, : ! .




- Table III-3 . ‘
. Asgessuent, by Project for Training in Each Conternlf Area
’ Il‘ ) ‘ (" .
. | . -
* '} N
‘ \ * Content Area Ls
’ - g ] pis ° n o == = ~« P T
| . ,Project < -s" - -{ Prohlem | In€erpexsonal| Use of the | Project v N
HR 7 . Solving or Group Knowledge | Adminis- Aveérage .
) L ‘ Procfss Dynamics Base tration® Score ,
Pennsylvania 42.%* 22.5 - 34.5 ( 47,7 36.8
- Georgia 46, 44 27,6 21,6 | 35 « 7|,
oy R
Horthwest Reading ]
. Consortius 26. 36.8 31.8 34,2 32. 4
'l 'Y b -
* Retwork Consortium 31, ; 25 36. 8 30,2 30.8 "~
Plorida . 29.7JJ 30 © 37 29,4 30, 2
-7 ’ e f -
N¥e2a . 28.8 |~ 13s.6 17,4 34.2 29
*Michigan ,33.3 22,4 21 26.6 25.8
—_— - '

*Por each project (using Tableg 1 through 7), an average score was found
for each content area {adding the effactiveness scores together for each
of the five training categories with a "yes"™ and dividing by the number
of 'yeg" redponses), and this was nmultiplied by the score for the amount
of training received, resulting in an effectiveness score for each of
the content areas.. The “perfect” score would be 80 [trainihg received
to a very great ekxtent (5) and all of it using the most effective ap~
proach--one~-on-one with a trainer (15)}. «
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Table III-4

Perceived Usefulness of Assistance Provided by Various
Soupces in each by Project-

" 4 .
r . Us?glness of Support Provided by: Average
. - ,| “cCentral . & ‘Total
Project “ Area of Assistance Project Host ., | Other . Outside For
I - Staff Agency Linkers Consultants All
. - + Sources
' - . b Avg. 5.D. Avqg. S:Do Avg.- SOD-* Avg. S:Do i . N
. . T ' ~ . ’ . e
- Northwest Reading [ . Prdcess Helper . . _.6' 2.9 5.8 | 5.8 18.2 3.6 13.2 | 4.9 1’3.3
Consortium . g Resource Finder 7% 4.7 4.2 | 2.6 9 2.9 12.8 j+ 1 8.2
- - L
Georgia Process Helper . A5.2} 2.7+ | 16.5 | 1.9 18.5 | 3.4 -10.3 | 4.9 15.1
Resturce Finder 7.4| 5.6 9.8 | 4.6 8.9 | 2.0 7.0-| 5.6 8.3
Pennsylvania Ppocess Helperr 19 0 21.0 0 10 4 0 13.5
" A Resource Finder 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 7.5
A Network Consortium Process Helper ~19.6| 1.9 | 16.7 | 3.1 19.7 | 24 111.3 | 10.6 16.8
o Resource Pinder J .-14.2] 1.5 | #&%8 | 4.3 7 7.5 10.7 3.8|" .10.4
NEA Process Helper 15.8| 4.4 | 14.1 | 5.0 16.4 | 4.9 13.6 | 6.7 15.0
’ - N Resource Finderw~ eg.5| 3.9 7.6 | 4.7 3.5 | 5, 3.5 2.7 5.8
Florida Process Helper %, 18.5| 2.2 | 14.1 | 5.0 16.4.{ 4.9 13.6 | 6.7: 15.6
Resource Finder . 12.7| 4.4 | 12.5 | 2.7 9.7.} 5.6 11.2 2.9 11.5
Michigan Process Halper i . 14.5 6.1 12.1 6.3 . 13.5 7.4 5.8 6.7 1*.5
Resoufce Findér 9.3 4.9 8.7 | 4.1 3.5 1 5.9 3.7 4.7 6.3
R .
‘Average . 7 Process Helper 16.6| 4.0 15.2 | 5.8 15.2 | 5.8 9.1 6.8 14.0
o Resource Finder 9.8| 4.9 9.1, | 4.5 " 6.3 | 5.4 | 7.1 ] 5.1 8.1
* The gum of the scores {0-30 on the facets of the process helper and resource finder roles representing how
frequently the linkers sought advice from each source. Rang of possible scores = 0~21 {the higher the
score, the sore frequent advice was souglt:). . . .

L] = £y
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. Table I1I1I-5 ] .. .
Assessment of Support: .Summary Indicators . . . A
Average Response by Project . N
M ” - = * v it - Frw
I ’ - ‘ LY - . . -: A'- - n ’ . 4
. ‘ o ‘ ¥ 4 Projects r B .
‘ . " * . ) - . ~ - . -
LA T Northwest , ® ¢
1 Support Survey .| Reading Georgla Pennasylvania| Hetwork NEA Florida Michigan TOTAL
~trens” Congortium L . . )
Avg |S.D. Avg S.D. AvVg S5.D. Avg 'S.D. Avg S.D. Avg S.D. Avg | S.D. Avg |’s.D,
Satiasfaction with . . . .
OPD sqrvices - 3.8* 5 3.8 +8 4 0 ‘3.5 1.3 3.9 -8 4’ .8 3.7 .9 3.8 +8
& Extent OPD knows 1 . : .
my needs 4 8 | 33| 573 1.4 |3.s 6 3.6 |..8 139 | .9 {36]| .9 | 3.6 .8
- i Y
OPD assi's\tance e |” . .
tinely 3.5 -6 3-7 .5 2-5 -7 3-5 1-3 3-7 . 1-3 3-7 ]\‘ 306 1-1 306'. 1
. —~
Extent satisfied ", . ' - a .
2 with contacts with 4 .8 3.7 5 2 1.4 2.7 2.3 3.1 P 9 3.9 102 2.6/ .1-1 3.2 1.2
the. knowledge base i
* \ ) + ’ * - ,
*Scale: 5 = to a very great extent ‘ ) c 7 - - i
.. 4 = to a great extent . Y » )
T * 3 = to pome extent . ) — o
. 2 ® to a little extent .
1 = not at all ~ . ) .
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Using this framework for assessing linker support and training, along
with information gathered through interviews with a sample of RDU linking\

agents, the followinﬁ’cross-project findings emerge.

~

H

. Cross-Project Pindings

.Ca the whole, the training and support provided to RDU Iinking agents
were perceived as somewhat qsaful and appropriate. In reporting the useful-
. ness of training and support, linkers consistently rated, on average,
slightly above the mid=-point l;beled "ro some extent” of a Likert scale.
Wwith regard to appropriateness, linkers generally received training in areas -
that fhey thought most important. This &s illustrated in Table IlI-6, wher
the varioﬁs training content areas are listed along with their rank order ac-
cording to importance and their rank order according to amount of training
received. Aside from infomtid-n\or skills related to the administration
of the RDU project, which was ranked as Yeast important but most emphasized

in training, the rank order between importance and amount received is directly

comparablse. !
- _ Table 11I-6
. Rank Order of Importance and Anount Received
for Various Training-:Content Areas .
. Amount of
" Training °
Importance Raceived
’ Information or skills related to: \\~_4’ )
‘e the problem-solving process 1 -2
e.interpersonal or group dynamics, ~ . 2 . -
. e the'use and availabilitygdf the 3 4 L
knewledgs base .
o the administration of the RDU " 4 S |
- project -
] : .
Among the varidis aspacts of training and suppert, there were some
areas of relative strength and weakness. These are summarized in the ]
. L]
. following points. - : . v
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“*““‘tioﬁ—to—thtir’tinkers

w

i

l. Host RDO projocts took the gtance of a typical service-orfented-
project and emphasized getting started as quickly as possible, resultinq
1nitially in a low priority on linker training and support.
between 8 and 16 months before providing anything other‘khan basic orienta-
Yat this

Projects went

tial period was a very important time
for linkors, as they needed to quickly clarify roles, define who they'were
and as tﬁéy bogan to get invested in certain Hirections and emphases. .

.
“

i
3. W¥hile not apparent in the quantitative data, it was very evident

. in the interviews that many linkers felt some psychological as well as

geographical distance from the central pro;eét staff. ,For elample, a,

~

project director recalls being frequently accused by linkers of not under-
standing the real world. He stated:; "I can't talk about meetings tHey
have attended, people they have met or conditiohs they are working under,
thus F am put ih the poaitioq of being an adyipisZrator." r

- In at least three projeots, there existed a strong fFeling of "we"
_versus "them” between linkers oni other project staff. This feeling'fs‘-
very understandable given the weakness in the timeliness of training and
support discusaed_¢¥,:he first point. BHowever, another mnjor contributing
factor to this "distance” seemed to be that, even though 1inking agents
Jformed a;key part of each RDU project, the projects ha? relatively little

control over them., For exaﬁple, in all cases linkers were hired orefp-

*
“a.

pointed by people other than project staﬁf. . .

. ~
Ll . *

3. Most RDU traiping, especially during the first year of the programs,

-

. was intormation rather than skill oriqnted--usetul in learning the procedural

aspects of a linker's job (reports, access to products, writing problem state~,
monts, etc.) bu§ trustrating in termg}bt rﬁhxning how to effectively inter-
act with people in school systems. This rgiﬂited in some resigstance by the,
‘linkers to the training provided, ang a movement away from standartdized train-
ing materials towards respgpsive,“ 'mopulgr]kod"\hnd "tailored” approaogos.
Most projects needed to adapt their training plans due to this linker resis-
tance. It is unclear how Tuch of this resistance was due to the initial inap-
propriatenes of the training and how much was due to 4ssues rosulting from the

.zirst and second points d!scussed proviously. In other words, even if the

progects had bequn with very responsive training, would the linkers still need
to go through the process of resistanco and adaptation, making the training ;

"their own"?

y U

w
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\ “ 4, .A numbe‘r of int‘eresting findingy can be state about the psefulngss
of ROG linker training. The projects can be divtded in‘o high, mediu d
low qroups, depending updn their perceived usefulness of training (see' Table\_
II.I L. Plori;ia,, Pennsylvania and Michigan were all perceived to' have

-

*
’ re\lﬂtiveﬂ more useful training. The‘NetWork and NEA were perceived ta have
, "l o 1ess usefnl tr&tinﬁg, with Georgia and bhe NRC in beueeen. with,in th}e vari- g
L] . v
P ' ocus cont,ent areas, training concerning the problem solv‘fng process wag-per- |
’ P - | otived a3 nost u'?.%fdl, and training,about the use and availability £ the, Q.

"\ | &wledge base wés.}éast useful. - ) .

e Also, if the eﬂfectiveness scores for trainin? as deter
h‘@

-

lcation o(basié learning principles, are used to div;de the projects p
! ,
| intd.a hi‘a"’ me.?num and low group, it is interesting to note fhe littlle
"} b’:gim.larity between effectiveness a.nd usefulness ratings (see Table II.I . ., .

»

f
Interview data suggest f.hat the perception of trainillg usefulness is rlnore

' dependent yRon meeting ﬁnker expectatirng than upon tra:.nin.g technigﬂ@

‘that ufilize 1bné:sic ‘!.earning princlples. - . ~ , .

» ¢ A .
L ]

5. SOme interesting finding can also be suma‘rizect about,‘the perceived'

ugsefulnass “of support. If the usefulngss scbres ere combined for all sources
] “of support, the support related to the process helper role was perceived as
- ....,‘-,‘ more useful than the support for .the .;esou;rce findér/solution giver ]:e in
' all but ope project (see Table III-4}. Even though the apsolute sco:g\:lif-
fere in level between the two roles, the relative standings among the proj- '
,tects is Ghrost i_dentioal. ' Thus, the usefylness scores for the two roles can
be added toget"her to obtain a totaltusefulness score. The projects can be ‘ . A
divided into high, medium and low groups, based upon the perceived ugseful~
ness of support. Florida, Georgia and the Network linkers perceived their
support, as most usef:xl, NEA and Michigan perceivedstheir support as.least
usefulsy ahd Pennsylvania and thé NRC were in the middle.. R E -

-«

6. Whe’ttp high' n%dium and low groupings of projects for the
. usetu!%ess of traiping and:support are con-pare,d, no relationship, ¢r pattern
emerges. In other words, nkers ger-cem\trai!&ihg and support u efulness .
.as distinct@and unpelated Yariables. For @cample, the provision highly
useful training by a project Seers to‘have ttle Pearing on the upefulness

of the support that was provided by that project.
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N \\ ’ Ny i R
Assessments-of Pr_ject Training and’ Support . , - . .

. "\\ Northwest Reading cOnsortium s, ’ , ;= ~
. Training was relatively afZ'E%ive in helping linkers Iearn about inter- , .

- personal and gﬁpup dynamics end.project administration. Training wgs leagt .
etfective in learning about th. problem solvins process=~=-in part because of
the lateness of the training {atter much of the initial pyoblem solving had _
baen accomplished)}. On the whole, training was perceived as use!ul to some
.extaent, wi 'qost of it occurring later than when it would have baen rbst
:elevant Linkers would have preferred a little more training. After \the
‘initial training session {which was "off the shelf™ with little percex d, -’ .
adaptation to the project linkers), the training was rgsponsive to the ps- .

gessed needs of 1inkers and was received relatiyely well during the sedond -

yeaz of the p;o}ect. ) . : . ‘ </
¢ Concexning their role as a process helpar to sites, linkers parceived
.the.support tgey iqed from all sourcés as very useful*-espocially the
heip‘received from othaer linkers. Concerning the’resource finder role, sup-
port from outside*consultanta was clearly the most useful. The linkers felt‘
very sa;isfied with contacts with the knowlqgge base consultants. Linkers ‘T i
also.felt that e project staff knew tMeir®meeds to a great extent, bacause .

& of the amount of‘both formal and informal communication. . .
R .

- Georgia . T . e, 8
. The Georgla project used very effective training approaches with respect
to t%s_con%ﬁnt areas of pr?blaq\holving and group dynamics (the highest effec-
tiveness scores for the seven jects). Training concerning project adminis=-
tration pmphasized the least effectiye techniques in comparison with the other b ’
projects The, usefulneds of the training rec;ived was rated average in compar- :
ison wit.h *e other projects. Linkers reported that the’training that did oc-
'cur_was too late, a2nd they would have prefared more,training than wag received.
Georgia Linkers‘pgrceived the support provided by otherllinkers to be
@ore useful than that providad by any othar source. The support provided
by the host agency was alsoc useful for both the proceas helper and resource
finder linker roles. while linkers felt satisfied to a .great axtent with
: the knowlnge base and With the gervices provideé‘l& the projact ataff they
also raported less satisfaction with the extent the project staff was aware of
linker needs. - , R : Ol .

A ' - - “ > .
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. Pennsylvania ) , . " .
' The training techniques used in this project had the highest effec~

N _
tiveness scores of any project. The weakest content are& concerned group

¢

dynamics, whfie 2ll the othgr content area scores were substantially above
average. Linkers perceived training toﬁbe ugseful to a great extent, to be
relatively timely in its presentation and to be approptiate in amount.

The linkers report substantial satisfaction with project office ser-*

) ;lces, although a weakness in the support provided was the timeliness of

the assistance. The re}qtionship between the linker and the schobl assist-
ance team (outside Sonsultants)} seemed to brovide both.support and training.
Ehie was especially usefql during the first year ofeghe ﬁroject and _in the
occurence of linker turnover. However, some dependency developed which
made it- difficult to function without such a strong ocutside Suport the,

.
4
:

gsecond year. . . .

-

Hetwork
.. The Network relied on mare effective learning techniques for teeching
information abotit the use of the knowlédge base than dig eny other, project.

The effectiveness of the epproecﬁss used for teaching the other content

areas was uauch lower. The Network linkegs reported the lowest average use-
fulness rating for training of any project. While the timing of the train~

ing seemed aﬁgropriete, llnkers would have preferred somewhat more training

1) e
-t

overall.  ~ E [ .
Linkers perceived the support from ot
concerning process issues. Ih their role as resource finders, the support
provided by the project staff was more useful. Linkers were quite satis-
fied wgté services ;;a\gupport provided by the.project office staff. BHow-
ever, covncerning thekknowledge base and thé training activities, the linkers
y were much less satisfied. Much of this dissatisfactiocn and perceived lack
of usefulness concerning traioing 3eemed to.be caused by unusuelly high ex-
- pectations about both what was to be provided end what was needed by linking

* L

agents. : .

National Education Association Projec -
Training of NEA linking agents was primarily orie‘:tion and informa-

tion sharing in nnture, useful to some extent but not effective at skill

acquisition or behaviorel chenge. Treining was modified during the third

” o . 46 ,

er limking egénts‘es very helpful



“ate in Both timing and aéqunt of occurrence.

year to include nore experiential and diagnostic rather than cogpitive
and descrip:iva. and this izproved its usefulness. The invoivement of
expericnced Phase I linkers in the training of phase II linkers was in-
novativo and was raceived well, making the t:aining that occurred more
i;fective. Howéver, more training was perceived as necessary. The

e

timing of the :raining’:as seen as appreopriate. e

In ganeral linkexs were satistied to ajgreat extent with services
provided by the project staff, although they were less satisfieq with
support provided by the knewledge base. Thq usefulness of interaction
with other linkers and with consultants was|minimal.

Florida M * N

applying the learning principles from fhie literaturi}to the‘training
approaches used in Florida results in an av rage effectiveness score for
each‘bf the tour training contént areas. Of the se?en projects, Florida
linkers percei?ed receiving closest to the right anbunt of training. The
training was also’ perceived as useful and occurred ab appropriate times

‘-x

with respect to when it was needed. v, M -

Linkers reported that the support received fronm ;11 sources was very
useful 'especially cqpcerning their process helper roiek As a resource
findaer. the pro;ect and host agenc;{ were somewhat more useful than other
linkers and outside consultants, but even these lower uSafulness scores
were abovwe average in Fomparison with the other pzojecq%ﬁ Linkers also
reported a hi¥h gdegree of satisfaction with support serv}bes from the
project staff and with respect to contacts with the kpowipdge base and

» » b L]

trainers.

Michigan . . L1 Lo ., ’ ., l
[} - . . - ’
- Th; training techniques used in Michigan werze the. least effective

of the seven projects in terms of the designated learning principles.
Most o£ this low assessment £3 due to the difficulty in using highly ef-
fective techniqges such as one-g?-one training in large groups of trainees.

Linkers perceived the training received as useful &pdi{elatively appropri-
H .

v
L)

The linkers reported that the support received from all sources for®

both tha proceas helper and reséurce findey roles wag be low averagﬁ in
. ’ .

: (-




|

~

usefulness. Tha'project offite was most useful and outside consultants
were least useful. Satisfaction with the projeat office s!upport was
average. Linker satisfaction with their interaq;ion with the khovledge

base and witthraining activities was substantially below average.
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Introduction .
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THE IMPACT LINKER TRAINING AND SUPPORT
" e

v, ’
1 > * N
. - . L
-~y

-
»
L3

-

- * .
The purpose of this chi'i)“gir is to determine whether the_.difterences .
in the way that lirker training and support we;e Vdeliverea‘ had any lasting
irpacts upon linker outcores, Su:;as job satisfaction, and .px-'ganizational
outcones, such as how services were delrvered to clients. 'rhis investiga- )
tion of irpact will be limited, by necessity, to data that is available N
“ from surveys of the linking agents themselves. Ideally we would wish to
examine how training and support variables affected the ways in which cli-
ents perceived linking agents (an indirect oeasure of differences in be-
haviors), and to trace the, contribution that tri:.n.ing and Suppc;rt va;iables
pade to the total impact of linker activities upon the scheol sites uith ,
which they worked. At this juncture, however, these data are unavailable.

In the remainder of this chapter we will present a general mdel for
investigating the irmpacts of sul;pcrt and training, iden¥ify the measures
that we have usedin the inVest‘iqaticn, present the results of ocur analy-
sis, and discuss briefly same of ‘the conclusfons that may be dr;%dm

q 4
the “results. . .

I ) .

A Madel for Analyzing Linker 'rrainiriq and S\ipport ..Impacts

The p:imry reason for designing training program and Support systems
is in order to irprove the ett.ectiveness of the ways in which linkers’per-
form their jobs, As stated eatlier (CQapter I}, training progran:s in géd-
eral attelpt to.have_ a direct tmpact upony the' knawledgo anti skills (and ~
therefore prcsumbly the behaviors) that a given individnal has. However,
it is also assumed that training may a.ttcct attitudes, and that job-related.
attitudes may also affect behaviors and client outcomes. .

In. dcveloping an analgtic mde]., we wi‘fed to distinquish not only .

between two different types of mtcom reasJres, but zlso to distinguish

between the impacts of ‘su;:gort systems, and those of training program. One
atght hyeothesize, for exacple, that training prograds would be most likely
to have a direct ettect upon behaviors (through their inpact upon skill
levela), while sugport systems might have the greatest effect upon job

:;elated attitudes such as .latistxct\lon. 'mxat is, many might distinguiah
V. . .
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between training and support as representina’the instrumental, task related

attempts to influence a role occupant, and the affective attenpts to tie
the role occupant }nto the organizational social system. } .
) In addition to examiping the direct, intended effects of training and. * -
support on attitﬁdes and behavio:s, we. algo wish to take into account the
ways in which individual characte:istics gsuch 2as age or previous work ex-
periences 1nter§gne in the intended relationship. Thus, for example, more
expe:ienced iné;viduals may react diffe:ently to types of training, or dif-
£erent‘;ou:ces of support than lesgs experienced individuals. The job char-
acteristics of the Lndividual role occupant may also affect this relaticnship.
The géabral nodel which underlies cur analysis is p:esented in visual *
form in Figure er4 o
- Description.of Variables, . g -

N o - . AT a

Qutcome variables: * . ¥
- As noted above, our . model t}entities two types of 6utcome variables. job

related attitudes, and jo related behaviors. Each of these was measured

.

through a survey of the~RDU linkers.

. The jgb related attitude variables used in this analysis are gense of
’,/)ﬂ)’ efficacy. overall job satisfaction, and level of role conflict. Job related

behaviors, included linker perceptions of the degree to which they played the

role of process e e, contenité;pert and generalist. Also included wess

.Ehe degree to which they behave in a prcactive or 1nvqlgga way, ?f/)p a gore

feactive way.

-

Sengse of efficacy was measured by asking the agent to judge his/her =

importance to Site.outcomes in the four phases of the RDU problem solving,
» _process. problem identification, solution selection, plaaning and imple- ,
mentation {See Appendix B, question 2). Thtse zeasures were combined into
a single measure which has a range of 4 to 20, and a mean of 12.78, indi-~
cating that the average linker felt himgelf to be moderately important in
the problem solving.proces. . e

Job sitisfaction was meﬁsured'from individual items which asked how,

well the job provides opportunities to learn and apply skills and gain

career mobility, as well as an overall measure of job satisfaction (see .

Appendix B, quegtions 21 and 23). Thus, this va:f;ble relates spaecifi- ’

cally to the‘rewatds ;nd opportunities aqs0c1atéﬁ with job performance. * .
Y, ‘ ]

- " 50 *
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The variable has a range of 4 to zofrand a mean of 14.49, indicating an
. awerage satisfaction whiih is node;:ate xo ‘high. -
’ Role ‘conﬁ:ict is a yari-aiale yhich l:;:aeami.::es a potential prol;lem a.rea"‘ir_l
any job, but dne\which may be particularly\severe in 2a nnrginal seqﬁlce.role
such as that linking agent, An .Aagent enéountering a2 large number of
captpadictory or agbiguous demands may be unable to fulfill hie particular
goals, . Four questions elicited the agant's perceptions of the amount of
a conflict in expectaticnsqfrom various role partners and the magnitude of
the demands plice on him (overload) {see Appendix B, questions 14 through
* 17). This variabBle alsoc had a range of 4 to 20, and a mean of 10.20,/indi-
cating a lew to moderate level of perceiizg,role conflict,

-

N
. . .

We have previously indicated that a«linker’'s activities can be cate-
gorized jinto thrée domains (Lodis eg aly 1979). Tiesg are: .

Process expertise: This refers to the linker's_abi y to perform

technical Eseistance functions that are designed to help the local school
or site staff better understand their own group dgnamics during the change
e process and ta provide technicgl assistance that will facilitate the develéi-
oent ©of appropriate attitudes toward ¢hange and the knowledge utilization
process. Some types of process e1?ert roles measured in the linker survey
. were conflict resdlver, trainer, and evhluator. [(See Appendix B, question
10.) .

Content expertise: The content expert is one who can provide

-

- specifig advice "that is relatee to the particular innovation or-problem
' area in question- There are many familihr role mode}s in'this area, with
one of the moat familiar being the subject matter specialist. The 1inker
survey also included two other content expert roles specifically related
to the linker role: innovations expert, someone who fias a broad under- )
stan@ing of new program deveiogménts in education RAD, and implementation
specialist, qﬁ individual who is able to provide specific assistance in
. . ways to implement new education programs. {See Appendix B, question 10.Y
- .., General support skills: Hany of the'roles which linkers play do
- not require specific suhetantive expertise, but ca# be said to gnvolve
either general human relations sensitivity, dr Ehe abjility to provide

extra time, energy, and minagerial support to a locar sthool's change .
. activity. Among the ganeralist activities which linkers may engage in




)

*
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aretobServer, documentor, resource _person, counselor, and coordinatpr. -
s

{See Appendix B, question 10.)}. Each of the above variables was scaled

to rangs frcoam 1 through 4. The mean for the process expert role was 3.41,

for the content expert rols, 2.94 and for the generalist role, 3.68.
The intervention style adopted by the linker constitutes thé second
domain of linker behavior. The two intervention styles are.
Reactive stxle. Linkers may respond to requésts for assistance from
. school staff members or to needs or concerns as they become evident. A
* reactive linker tends to maintain & }oy profile, and his or her activitles
‘mAy only occasionally be reEognized as critical. Reactive linker charac-
teristics utilized in thd'linker survey include observer, resource person
‘and counselor {Appendix B\.gpestion 10}. )
Proactive style: Linkers may become involved members of the local

problemrsolving team, offering their opinions about both processes and
décisions that are made. Additionally, they may take a role as a "super-
ego,” a zing and asQessing thé progress that the'schooI is making ’
toward whaZever goala._have been set, Proa.ctive or iavolved linker roles
me&sureﬂ in the survey 1nc1ude process trainer, program implementor and
conﬂlict regolver (Appendix B, guestion 10). L . .

Each of the linker styles was scaled to range from 1 through S; The
average for the reactive role was 3 55, while for the pré!ltive role it
was. 3.2. ! ‘o s .-

. .

Training and Support (Predigtor) Variables The measurement and

petinition of training and support variables has been discussed exten-

sively in previous chapters. In this investigation of the nodel for

predicting their ettedts on attitudes and behavior, we hidve chosen the
*Eallowing set of variables: -

. s Training variables: ¥easures Gf training inglude .
s " linker,: rcep;ions of amount received, the useful=-
ness & training, satisfaction with the timelinass
of training, ahd satistaction with the 'amount of
training provided, - *

-+

1 .
- ~ .

»

‘e \Support Vegiibles- Support variables: include linker. = -
_ﬁssessments of the amount and usefilness of support
for the process helper and resource finder aspects )
of their role, from_ the following sources: project ..
staff, host organization, other linkeri and expert . ’ .
. consultants’ A total of 16 support-related variables .
Y whre E’gretoreouse ’

h ] c. - ) * * .
- 83 * \l *
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less conflict is experienced by those with more training in project a

Intarvening variables: 'rhe'nnke: personal and job characteristics

that were ehoeen as potential mderators of the impact of training and

. . i

support were: . o

L]

e The age of the linker. Agé was diviged into four cate-
gories which included approximtely al numbers of ‘
linkers: under 34, 34 through 37, 38 through 47, and’ -
over 47. The mean age of linkers was 42,

¢ The perctentage of time ‘devoted to the, ROU linking role.
This variable was divided into three equal grouyps: 12

percent or less, 13 to 50 percent, and over 50 percent:—

RDP was 44 percent. -

The average percent time devoted to

Previous teaching experience: This
into three approximately #&qual groups:.
3 to 5 years, 6 to 8 years, and 9 or more years.
mean number\of years “teaa(ing experience was ¥.4.

was divided
2y rs or less,
The

Analysis | * ' . ) P
_ - The correlations between training variables, and the cutcomes of job

ted attitudes and behavior indicate’ that easily measurable training
e’::;s-{/téth spa.r:se and counter-intuitive (see Table IV-l) PinLt, Lhere
are no significant relationships between any of the behavior measures and the
training Variables. A nuﬂ fi.nding was Suff;ciently surprising that we were\
led to investigate thi?;sswﬁrther, by determining whether there was a__
relationship betyeen l.i.n.ker s assessment of their oWn skills, and training

variables tsee‘Appendix B, question 5). None of these additional variables

revealed a_‘pgsitive correlation with any of the training: vafiab;es, .
Tur'n.i.ng to m.aa\:res ot_attf.g_ es, we find that increased training is
signifi¢antly negatively related to role conflict (r=-.46). In particular,
; atae
tration {F = 2.58; significant at the .07 level), and more training in role
clarification (F = Z.75, significant at the .05 level).
traihing provided the i.i.n.kj,ng. agehts with ; clearer definition of their own

Tﬁus, the main

The irncreased p
roles and with technigues ¥or dealing with various roles.
positrive attribute of training was to reduce ambiguities surxounding the role,
rather than to icprove role performance. s ! . Te 7
. A less predictible finding, however, is the neqtive co:rglation {=.50)
between usefulness of trdining and linker sense of efficacy (influence

over site outcomes). . ) .

@
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. TABLE IV-1 . . -
PEARSON *S CORRELATIONS BETWEEN VARIOUS LINKER TRAINING\ VARIABLES " -
. . . AND JOB ATTITUDES AND BEHAVICOR VARIABLES
y - . - . * . l“
Ch |
N - ’ . T ‘-'._ -
) . Training w . . Behavior Lo
. Variables * - -
. Job Satis- Role Content | Process . .
. Efficacy faction Conflict Special. | Special. | General | Proact. ‘|React. .
A . .
. Perceived Amount Received -.3r ~.08 -.46% -.14 .00 ~-.20 ~.18 .04
wn - -
L5, ] . . %
& Perce!.ved Usefulness =-.50* -.14 -.21 ~.08 02 -.10 -.08 ~.02
. ’ . . ¥ .
Perceived Timliness. -.09 .19 "’(-.21 13 02 % «19 «26 «06¢
Perceivad Adequacy of. .16 -.15 -0 ~.09 .16 .01 07 .07 -
Amount 1
’ﬁ L] 3 q \ . X
*gignificant at the .0l level. - 5z t‘
] «* . o . .
[Y »
. . ) -
* t - \- _
‘ | 68
67 ' ! |
$ ’ - ) . LY -
: . B ow
Ay -
.y . \ \ .
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Wé would 1nbigpret this. as’ an
- selectively effective. 1inkeks who had a high sense of efficacy

been 1ess 1mpresse5 by the relaﬂively simp}e training tools and expekxiefices

qg?b ~ that were provided to,:hem late n their project relate& careex. Link

felt less sure of what they were, doing were more grateful for the information
and clarification that were deri%ed through training sessions. -
Tarning to the relationship between linker shpport variables and
.7 attitude and behavior outcomes wj fingd a similarryﬂlimlted set of interpret-
able findings. COf a possible llﬂ correlations exhibited in Table Iv-2,¢nly
- 19 are sf@ﬁlﬂicant at the .05 level or/better.i This indicateg that suppgrt
variables have, gt best, a modest| impact upon our outcomes measures, “Condis-
. tant patte;ns do emerge, however. " e
i;ﬁ .First, an emphasis upon the dontent specialist role appears to be’ '
¢ a sociated with greater support “from consultants, and from high perceive
- usefulness of th;s support. It is| izrrelevant whether this support is prorided
in the context of the linkers process helper, or resouxce ¥inder roles:
external experts‘have a consistant lmpect in this regard. -
* Cow Second, support from linkers, at least where that support is perceiuid

i as~useful, shows strong relationships with the adopting of process Speciil-hlb
15t and generalist functions, and lso with somewhat greater emphasis on
supportive, reactive roles rather than proactive roles. Thus, where
lifikers naJZ networks of their own,, they become more likely to take on th

. unobtzusive behaviors that are assopiated with many definitions of the

. " ™ideal” facilitator T

related to attitudes, only four signiticant correlations are found. Amount

of support from project staff-=both support for.the procesé and informafio

'g,. giving aSpects af the role--app‘rent}y reduces role conflicg_' Ihis, presut
C ably, is a consequence of maKing decisions or pro%iding feedback on how

. linkers should handle instances of spch conflict,"or by establishing geners
0‘ -

proceduresszir contlict resolution. {In addition, it is clear that higher
. . - levels of. port !rom the hos; organization related to the process or

~
facilitagr component of the linker ole is adsociated with lower leYold d
hY
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Table Iv-2

e PEARSOH CORRELATIONS BETWEEN VARIOUS: LIN!CI;R
‘JOB ATTITUDE AND BEHAVIOR VARIABLES

SLPPORT VARIABLES AND

oA « f ‘ . . )
- . . (N = c.30]%* . . .
—r— ; ra— : -
Linker < + | Satisfac- Role" Content  |. Process, ' .
Support, Efficacy tion Conflict { Specialist |Specialist | Generalist {Proactive| Reactive
= hJ 1 ¥
Amount Source/Type- Lt ’ ’ .- .

Psoject staff/process . -.26 -.20 .| -.33% 07 .03 -.08 .04 | -.08
role - . : * ] . - }
Project staff/informa- -.08 -.15 =.34% a7 -.10, -.16 -.13 [ ™08

tion role ' ‘ . v . .

_Host organization staff/ -.32* -.25 -.02 .01 -.00 .01 05 .04

process xole . v \ i . o

Host organization staff/ -.27 -.16 -.01 -.08, -.04 -.01 ~,00 -.06
. information role ° . - ’ . - “ . ' .
_Other linkers/process .17 05 .06 - -.06 .20 «29 " - .19 .32
‘ role . . ) . " . \
Other 1inkers/infomation ~-09 «03 ~.00 «.07 »30 ' W27 .30 26

role . T * * 4
Consultants/process =+06 I8 ~.03 .07 . ’.391: » =e01 «04 ?_.os’: .05

role f . * 4 4
COnsultanta/infqrmation, =-.05 .11. . 07 . Ad0* . | .18 . v 29, " .25 .30

role . p ! ’
‘Uaefulne’ha . . . I

Project staff/process ~12 .21 .24 -.10 230 \ 359 .28 .36%

role’ . . : o v

Project staff/information -.12 ~. 06+ *=.30 - : .13 .07
* role. - .l to

Host organizat‘on ataff//f +43%* "} -, 22 -.05 -.08 O - . 02 +06

process role™ - ' . - -
Host organizatfon‘staf?/ -.30 | -.10 -.02 ¢ . =06 -.01 | .05
; information.xole ' ‘ . o ‘4 .

Other' linkers/process °* = -J19 - 16 .09 * .02 .36*% T .46Y*

role ‘. . . T -

' Other linkers/information .16 .11 .01 .04 .27 1,33
1 role - . " “
Consultants/process ° -,21 , .01 06 ¥ LA +03 « .08

role B . . . -
COniulta?ts/information -.12 .18 06 | 7 W37 29- |7 .46
role - A ' -

'Signif‘cant at the .05 level or better. ’

s

]:KC,U **l{ varies from 31’ t:o 35, depending on\the support variable.

-




s of etticacy. The reasons for ti;is\finding are unclear, but we may hypothe-
size that linkers who are firmly attached to the host organization and make

many reques
» thelr rofes.

tof lécal support may be those who are relatively insecure in

uld, e a reverse causality: rather than sup-
port us:l.ng.a dlow sense © efficapy, we hypothesize that a low sense of .
efficacy causes the linker to see local support freguently, and to rely up-
on it as useful. ] N T
In addinion to analyzing the simple correlations between predictor and
outcome yariables, we Sought tO engage in analyses that would show the degree
3 "o wnzcn\;;B§ort and training variables could predict outcomes. The analysis
~ was designed as a two=-gtage procedure. Firse, v;e would conduc: a cancnical
? correlation between four pairs of variables: support and attitudes, support
} and behavior, training and attitudes and training and behavior. Only if we
were able to locate a sigificant canonical correlation wpuld we move to a
sultiple regression mddel, which woplq belp to identify which o! the predic"\
tor varieb}es was most highly associated with the o?tcome variables. This .

two Step strategy was chosen in order to maximize a search for the effects

i

of training and supporéﬁ sincey it was clear from the examination of simple v
correlations tﬁet the range a; typ/e of effects were low. ’ -

A canonical analysis tries to estimige an optimal correlation between.$

two“sets of variables. Thi3 simply means that each set of variables will

* be scored in such a way as Yo produce the highest possible correlatzon be-
tween the two resulting totals. Thus, this appragch--rather than a more

traditional regression model--represented our best attempt at finding.a

’

o predictive relationship. - A
| {_ ., - The results, however. Showed that there were no strong relationships "
ﬁ i between tfainingf support. fole and outcome variables. 'Of the four canon-. iy
' s ) 1cal correlations, none resulted in a correlation that was signlticant at *
.‘ . e;,DS LGVel. As a consequence. the multiple regressions were not con- —_—
e - '. ducted. ;' " L ‘ ‘ '
" . .f The effects of moderating variables: The approach o investigating
b e the effeéts _of age, teaching experience and percent time commitmen: £0 RDU g
: _:(, e Lnéoi;eé GXaaning the relationship between outcomes and trainiig'and sup- .
:;:,- ) : port.atvaiffefﬁne levels of each nominally coded moderating variable. These ' .
'. leviels were s?ecified above in the discussion of var{eble measurement . ’
‘ /' '”"-, e ad 58 ® T . .

" .
.
.‘9 . .-\ LT 2R M 2 .
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.




- Aqa:l.n, the :,uults of these correlational procedures pra&uced relatively
sparse results. The significant findings, {(including txends as well as
indivicdually significant correlations) will be discussed below.

Aqe. Training and support had the strongast effects on the youngest
linkers (those under 33) and the next strongest eff¥cts on the ol‘dest lin-
kers (over 48). There were alcost no Significant correlations between Sup-
port and :raiﬁ.i;ng a‘nd linker attitudes a’nd behaviors among those linkers -
who might be considered "middle flged." Howevédr, the ways in which training '
and support are ass‘ocJ.ated‘with outcomag varies betwe{the different age
groups. - P f

The youngest linkers we:e o8t J.ﬂoely to show negative correlations

\ %

between levels of support fron projec;_and host o:ganizat:.on staff-~-thelr . .
s formal superglsors—-and their senge of efficacy. Level of process support
from the project is correlated ;if_h sé.nsef of efficacy at .77, and informa-
tion support at -.69. The coxrelations for process support from the host
organization are -.78. and for infomtion suppor}, -.69, Ratings of the
usefulness of support £froa these two sources recdbive similarly high corTe

L] ] - .
lations. 1In jaddition, higher levels of support £rom consultants were

agsociated w tI highey levels ofyrole conflxcr.- Process support correla-

‘tion ooef'fic ent was .73, and for inforrativn support was ~.93. Again,

assessoants
(--75) for pr

- likely r.hey were 'c.o feel a stronq sense of efficacy in relating to
. target sites (~74) . .

Ebe oldest .nn}cggitr{oge ovex. 48). also showed strong 'negativ
lations between the level of support from the project for thair information
providing role and sense of effigacy {=.81). In addition, the usefulness
“of support from Jtheu host organizations was neqatn.vely correlated with ef-

ticacy (-.94 an .73 for the useflilness of p:ocess and intomtion support i
. from the host o:qanization). . -
]
' In adflition, however, support trom link.ing agen:s for the information

[ 3]

providing role was negatively co::e.lated with spnse of efficacy (-,.81) as

-

vas the perceived usefulness of chis support {=.82). )
for this group, support from consultants had major in:pacr.s. ':he: more -~ .

consultant support for the information role that was received, and the ,more
Al .

.
.
ﬁ" ' " )
- R Ie d Al ' »
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. . .
‘aseful it was perceived $o be, (r = .90), the more likely the linker was

. to hehave as a generalist (r = .90 and .86). In\addition, thesorgonsul—

. tant support variables were alsc positively associated with taking a more
reactive linging role (.84 and .83).

so associated with higher job satisfaction (.77 and .76).

Finally, the_same variables were al-
- To summarize, it.appears that younger and older linkers were morne
strongly affected by the support that they receiped from various sources
than linkers whctwere at a mid-point in their career. We may hypothesize
that the reason for this finding is that boﬁg older.and younger linkers
are more open to influence: younger linkers becayse they Yealize that

they are.inexperienced and require support in ordex to do their job well,

-and older linkers because a change in job stat more disruptive

for some

e who has been engaged'in more traditional educatichal roles
K
for a longer periocd of tinme. :

. b |

In addition, we find'that there are & surprising number of unexpected
negative relationships that emerge. Support variables, in particular, tend
. to be associated with lower sense of efficacy in dealing with schools. As’
was meritioned above, this suggests that individuals with lower sense of ef-
£icacy seek out larger amcounts of support and are more grateful for 4it.
Why this relationship should occur only for younger and older agents is dif-
ficult to Anterpret. ~ .

. ~

riencs: A number of contrasts between more and less experienced

emerged, In the case of inexperienced teachers {less than three

years experience}, the amount of training rece’yed was negatively asso- .
ciated with job satisfaction (-.72).
{three t

.tion (.77).

Among moderately experiench teachers
five years} training was positively associated with job satisfac-
The job satisfaction of more éxperjenced teachers lover five
. years) was not associated with amount of training.
In another contrast, the more Support nost experienced linkers recefged
from other linkers, the nore likely they were to rate themselves as taking
. proactive, involved roles'with re;ar;.to.elients (r = .80 for process sup-
port and .70 for intormation support).’ Among the least experienced linkers,”
on the other hand, high levels of support from other linkers were agsociated
. with more emphasis on the reactive, fncilitative stance with clients. |

(r = .95 for process support, and .64 for information support). Finally,

]
-

by

”
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o Discussion .

N

nificant relationships were found for linke:s who had mpre time comuitted
to RDU. Those who comitted the least amodht of time {5 to 12 percent)
were more likely to be affected by differences in the support structure,
In particular, those who had more gupport from other linkers were:

Among those coemmitting between 12 and 50 percent ﬂt:e to RDU, very limited
.significant relationships emerged. Pirst, percei
was significantly correlated with playing a content specialv role (r =

..
tively related to job satisfaction (-.87).

tipe, training and support factors seem to have almost no impaé . mé oanly
“significant relationship is a negative one between the perceived usefulness
of training and sense of efficacy (-.59). 4

e the findings suggest that, insofar as training and support o,
structures have an. impact, this is moderated by individual
background characteristics, and the characteristics of the \
Job.

-

*

, azmong ygur;qer linkers, high levels Sf contact with consultants on both
process and information matters were asgociated with higher levels of
role conflict {r = .62 'and .85). These relationghips were insignifi-
cantly negative for more experienced teachers.

Parcent time o!hs The investigation of the effects of percent of

time committed t Rl'the relationships between training and support .
and outcome ariables produced few results. Overall, only scattered sig-~

<

e nore likely to have low role conflict (r = .73 for o, : £
information support); ’

® less likely to play the role of a content specialist
(r = -,73 for process support and -.80 for 1nfoma-
tion support}; and,

® less likely to take involved or proactive stances
with regard to client decision-making (r ="-.79

for informagion support} i . .
q

'\

Jsefulness of training

Second, process support, from the linker"s host organization was nega-

”

Bl
Among those who are com:np:ted to RDU for the most extensive/periocds of

[ 4

’ - -

Two major conclugsions may be drawd frem the results presgnted above:

¢ neither training nor support appear*to be najor factors
in determining how linkers percefived theingjobs, or how
they describe their behavior and strategies of interven-
ing with clients; ,and .,




The mors general implications of these findings must be viewed in light of’
the other data that has been presented in this report, and will there:2; )
be diseussed in the next chapter. im this juncture, howdver, we may ten-
tatively hypothesize that the types of treining and support systems that

ware employed in the RDU project were not sufficiently robust or intrusive

to counter the basic gutonomy of the linking agent. Earlier we reported

thet linking agents tended to be most highly influenced by clients (Spencer

v and houis, 1978). 1In addition, we believe.that predispositigns and convic-
tions, as well as previous experiences brought to the job, may also have‘a
great influence over the occupant of a client-focused service delivery role
such as that of the linker.

The results clearly suggest, however, that the support Systems designed
by the projects and developed by the individual linking agents on their own

: were more signi:icaht in shaping, attitudes and behaviors than the formal,

training \events sponsored by the project. One of the ‘significant differ-
ences betwden the support and the treinihg that occurred in the RDU projects

_was .the soukce of initiation--training was initiated by project staff mem-

‘bers ané if most cases the support system tended to function upon requests

bf the linker. Thus, support may be thought of as being more situation=- and e
linker-speciéic, and usually'deals yith immediate problems and broblem solu-~
tions. The greager significaece cf sup;ort over trdining haspconsiderable
implications for the design of successful linkage systems in the future.

: The need for individualized approaches is highlighted ‘by the fact that

. linkers with diffarent backgrounds were affected by levels and sources of

suppo't in different ways. While the quantitative data that we have do not

suggest clear patterns for the design of a contingency theory of crain%ng

-~

-
and support needs, they do suggest the clear neaed for such an approach.




’m
F

¥ - : Ll
. CHAPTER V - .
. ’ PR B

IMPROVING THE TRAINING, AND SUPPORT ‘OF EXTERNAL RESOURCE PEOPLE

This report 'describes and assesses the eifort.s of sevep different
orc}anizations o piovida traininzg and support to over fifty linking agents --
.and thus pro.vides a unigque opportunity to s/ugqest ways of improving such .
efforts in the future.. This concluding chapter presents recommendations
with resi::ect to training, support, and training vs. support. v

Taining .
" Despite the decentralization of itéaim&ng activities in the RDU
¢ Drogram, there was mrPriSin‘Jl}'o:hSle riation among the seven projects
" in terms of the kinds of training that took place, and in the linkers'
a'.ssmsmen‘t/of that training. 1In cm;.pa.ring the technifues and settirigs that . W
were used, no distinct typologies were discernable. Rather the types of .
training that occurred, perceived by linkers in the seven projects, fell
into 2 general cluster wg a few minor ,exceptions. p
One reason for this lack of variatien wasg the narrow perception on
the part of projedt staff with\:espect to the available national resources
in the area of training fc::1r e‘xtemal resource people. The Northwe_st Regional
Education Laboratory's training design ahd materials for external resource
_pecple were a common thread throughodt cany of the projects. Even where
" loca;l. trainers were used, the basis for the training was often the NWREL
raterials. These materials generally were received well. Since they were
widely gpown and dsed the linkers, however, they failed\to provide them

with mich increase in k owledge or skill.
Another, reason for.the similarity in training approaches‘was the fact

that t'.lge pPyoject staff among the seven projects had frequent interact:mn at
‘ RDU-sponsored meetings, wd’re recipients of the results of NIE-gponsored
conceptual work in the area of linker training and commonly attended :.nany
national meetings concerning educational dissemination and uti]'.ization. .
Since many project staff conducted training themselves rather than relying
on outside rescurces, the resultant approaches to linker training tended ]

» to have a limitqd range. ' ¢ ' . . t

*

-
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A major suggestion for the .LLt’o\;amnt of linker training is to expand
the types of traj.nj.n,g approaches 4nd providers thaf. .are used in prder to take

- advantage of the many new develop!ltg;xts in the training field. Many univer-

‘ 3'12193_1,?‘73_:‘““3310:; programs or jon-—campus training seminars that are
consiste;ltly rated highly by %of./h%articipantg_ and their sponsoring organiza-
tions. gchrcational linking 4geﬁ§s are very similar in role to change agents
and human resource c::ns}zit nts in the private sector - which rely heavily on
umvers:..ty-baseq_ trazning lscurces._ Other organizations also offer sémipars

a?;d workshops in areas of importance for lin.k.:..ng agents, While tpere are

mapy sugh or{gam;ations, among the mest well-known are the National Training

Laboratories, National SOc.J.ety_of Training Directcrs, Univ.ers:m.ty Associates,

the Amaerican Hafnagement Association.and such private organizations as

Harbridge House and McBer,.Inc. -With linkers Fating information or skills

related to the problem solving process and interpersonal gr geoup dynamics as

their ©ost ifportant training needs, movement towards nen-education specifac

g, training resources of high quality seems very desirable, S

In our survey, Jlinkers identified an ideal training program for various
cdntent areas. Their responses demonstrated some differentiation a'mag the
sej:.ting, techaiques a;ud provide_r that would be best, depending on the'typa'
of information or skill to be learned. These results are provided in Table
V.l. There were few, if any, s;:rpri'ées in the linkers' responses, with r..:'x:st .
of the suggestions consistent with commonly held assumptions about training.

Project staff members were seen as the most appropriate providers of training

in informtion about Project administration and use and availability of the .

knowledge base. Consultants were viewed as most appropriate for information
. or skills ralated to l;roblem solving procdsses and interpersonal or group
dynamd Gs. ,

Linkers rated each training technique as bei

t appropriate for

a specific content area (althcugh in some cases the differences between \

ratings wexe very small). The resultant pairings are as]follows:

. Content Area ’~ | . Hoi% Appropriate Tralni
Problen $olving process ’ Grouip Discissions
- Interpex:&onal or gSroup Role Playing, Simmlations ’
- dynami | ' :
Use and availability of Lec#ures, demonstrations.,
knowlgdge hase - s . . ’
RDU Project administration . writ'lten Guidelines, Handbhooks
. ' LT Y

t. LI . . ". ?4 I 78- “ .
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! ‘ ) o Table V-1 ‘ « L
‘ Linker Katings: of the Degrec to Which Cectaln Aspects of Training Frograms Should be lsed X |
to Agquire Informatlon or Skillsin an Lfeal Training Program ' - . ‘
- . ) * ' |
] / . ' - . : j
ol —p— — — % = e W - -— - - - e - T - P = —— T
. - Information or Skills Related toi
.
Ty, - —— o~ — - D m e - b .
4 - Py D .
Aspacts of The Froblem Solving Interpersonal or Use and Avallability Mministration of
Training Programs * Piocess Group Oynamjcs of the Knowledye the KDU Project
‘ ‘ sage
~ . - -
. R I ava. vg. | s.0 Avg. 5.0, Avg. E.b, \
# * - " - “
Conference or Workshop 3. )¢ H ‘0.7 3.) 4 0.9 " 3.3 . 0 -
. set tufly Seall Groups Within 1% 3.3 0.8 2.9 0.9 . 2.8 0.8
.. \ - of Larger Conferance 2 ’
L}
Tran Ono~on=cae with Tralnex 2.5 2.3 0.8 L s - 9.9 2.5 0.9
' {in person or by phone} .
. Intormal “Get Togothers® 2.3 1.0 1.9 ‘0.8 2.4 1.0
i - . L .
' . i r2°, 33 0.7 20 w | 0.8 - 20’ 0.9 -
“, *
a Lectures/Demonstrations {2.5 2.% 0.9 3.) 0.8 2.9 0.6 .
wn Technirpu s : . .
or Role Playing, Simulatiods 3.1 34 0.8 ‘__;;6’ 1.0 . 1.8 1.0
. Haterials written Guidelines, iand- 10 " a4 0.9 S I 2 0.4 . 35" 9.8 .
. .o book, hpmoranda, “toot " )
: - . M ete S , ' . :
. * - PR . " * . * . -
Froject Staff Meabar . 2.9 0.7 2.7 0.0 1.7 0.5 .
Provader Consultant 24 0.8 L ] 0.7 1.9° 0.9
Other Linker/Facilitator 3.0 0.6 7 2.8 0.8 2.7 1.9 .
.. - - -
- oy it ¥t e = e T e - : ‘
*Scaler 4 = to a great extent . 4 , -
3 = to some degred * . . ’ - . T,
2%« to & small deyree . . . . i
1 ~ not at atl » ! . . . .
i . -~ - - ‘ * ) - .n
. A . . ' : < .
. , . N . B % o ’
- . ‘ . . [
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With respeofp_“ the setting ot'lrainin;, the conference or workshop
approach was seen as appropriate in an ideal training program for all’ '
*four content areas, with the use Of small groups within the larger conference
desirable for learning about the problem solving process and incerpersonal
or group dynamics. Linkers low rating of informal “get togethers™ and

one-on-one training contrgdicts much current lzterature concerning effective

@ training (see earlier dxscussion in Chapter IIIJ. pPart of this low rating

LW

night be due/to a oonfusion between traning and support -~ a sybject that is g\{

disglissed in the following segtion. . . .
! N
Sugggrt’//fma . . .

wWhile project staff'members.were perceived .as the major p:oviders_of
nker training, linke: host organizations were also seen as major providers
of support aﬂé assisoance. This supportive role of the host organization
wag especially apparent when linkers wele previous members of that organizas/
tion or wﬁen'RDU meshed with the objectives of the organization. If'linkers
were ot previgus employees of their host org nization and 4f the program
does not fit with the crganization's‘current }ggps, then alterniiztf mechan- :f
isms for supportinq the linker need to be designed. Ljinkers percelved the
support recelved to be moderately useful, although there was some variance in
perception because of the multipie sourées of potential support. ¢
Prom ifiterviews with linkers comes-the reconmendation for more role

socialization or whole~role tramning, oocorrirwg through informal processes
rather than formal training experiences. Role socialization emphaoizes
frequent 1nteractxon with peers concerning the linking agent role as a whole,
rather than piecemeal training activities cgg!%rning currently popular skill
ot knowledge areas. This recommendation 1S consistent with the fipaings
in Chapter IV which asscclated 1ncera'cr.iop)and ,support. from peers s.:Ir.h ‘ '
more supportive and reactive role behavior on tﬁehpart of linkers. Indeed,

. the broader the informal network oOf associations,rthe broader the potential
role behaviors that are available in the linkers' repertoire. For example,

the more association with consultants, the more linkers, played a content ™
specialist_role. The Jocation of linkers'in *host organizations”™ such .
'as intermediate service agencies, while initially causing some role ambiguigy
and coriflicet, facilitatedqéhe role’;ddfalization process and broadened

the range. of raole behaviors perforned by linkers.
. \

- »

.
W
-
[P
t
.
.

L




*
- - v

Even though the éuantitative analysis produced few'relationships between
. support and linke: attitudes and behavxor, the jualitative data contain , -
i many examples of the importance of support, and the’dissatisfaction of '—7;~_ ‘ ¢
linke:s when support was not, avai}able. One of the bxggesﬁ areas of dissatis-

faction was the lack of feedback.to linkers, especially from thé~project or

host organlzations. This was especially frustrating because of the heavy :

documentation effortakthat were an 1ntegral:pa:t ongag U, pregram — and

from which linkers felt they recelved little benefit. Ev:i‘fo: temporary -

programs with deéinite end-dates, feedback to %inkers 13 pegded and should be
structured into the linker support systems.

- One.Ef the biggest areas of satisfaction concerning linker support
came from peet interaction. ,Ligkers shared.experiences whenever they”
had an opportunity, using the phone for almost weekly exchanges of in{erma- ) .

7 tion and seekiny of 3ssistarice. Much of this peer support emef@ed spontaneously

the i;itiative of the linkets. In the‘futate, this important Suppdxt ,

process should be facilitated through ad®quate resources for phone calls), for

pericdic gicup meetlpgé,‘and for on-3ite visitations among i1ndividual linkexs.

Training vs. Support '

A basic question concerning trammg artd sumrt'for any prodram is
the relative emphasis between ,the two. In the seven RDU progects,.the
amount or level of training andesupport did not;seem.to be related. A
projecé,could embhasize both “<raining and support, emphasize neitper or

exmphasize one to the exclusion of the other. Typféally this latter was

?

\x:e case, and it can easily be hypothe31zed in this dhy-q{i::ght Tesources
’ at desxgn declsions frequently will be made to emphasize only certain
9spects of ptcgram development and maintenance. But’'which aspects should

. ¥

be emphasized? - At , .

v L - ¢ .

-~

Selection offstaff is often a process used to reduce the need for )
training and suppbrt.’ It is impo:tant to note that in all seven RGU prdjects,
the project staff had little influence over the selection of linking agents.
Por the most part, these decisions over linker selection -~ a key ingredient
to any dissemination and utilization program -- were in the hands of e

.‘ host erganizatigns, who were minimally involved ,in the program. 1In some -
cises, this occurred despite strong expectations to the ¢contrary held by




, p,roject stafto :

lo;:a,l acce tance,

? , .o
7 At s N
A T \
T
|
\
\

v

.l
Yet. in the pport. were very’ weakly assbciated . \
\ ,with any pos:.ti’ve. intermediate od'tcomes such as linker ‘behavior and attitudes.
o ™ Linkers perceived

|
\ = what was perceived

U,program, trainingsand 1\:\

raining and support to belonly, moderatdly useful, despite
Jmny project. gtaff to

substantial (although belated)
erphasis in these aleas.’ It can be argued thht the range of traininq timelines .
\ ] and amount was iizu. ed and, that greater impa would ogsur £rdm train.ing af
; .° it preceded program ‘.@lemntation and was 3u tantially increased in ar

There ip mxed

}l -
?lpport‘. fof this argument in th training research *

, . - literature (Gilmore and Deci, 1977. Dunnette and Campbe 1970; Bass apd °,

Yauchn, ‘l_l969, Argyris) 1979. Typically, behavioral cha is noted following
s dala p\t tr n,sfe-r to Sn~the=job behaviox.'- And even

‘.
'+ ' followi$ substantial training, behpwvioral change, while stati
f
P~

training but the chan

ally ) '
oA . _ significint, '1s often Thus, while the
. g.t i impact .of training_pto& bly' can be) increased fhrouqh nore timely and substan-
“*r1al ‘traininy efforts, b

m.mz‘l (Oshry ahd Harrison, 1966‘)

i this would be an e:qS*ensive uee of resource§ and it is
“.h questionable that the rpsultant, impact. wculd be any g’ater than an ohsthe-Jeb ¢ )
& '

t.rair?ng progran ut’ili 1:|.n<_',' an j't?ffect:;we support gys;em. In fact,x R‘atz and.”
. Kahn, (1979) would maint
. 15 - *

n 'that on rcmgh a broad support syste of . "
% interaoting q‘bond holder " jpeople to +“hom l.LhRers are directly conl ected by " y
;\{ virtue o£. thewr role set cAn t\he complimentary changes in behavior take .
. . .
U.place to.. insﬁre the. cont uation of new behavior‘on the part of any \one role - }
h mmrl .. ‘ * .’g v ‘. : - -'\ I ’ .
' "1’ Y ‘ <« " k ) )
In conclusion, great Y increasging the amount of training rbceived by y
}1 . linking agents is’‘one potential approach to influencing linker behavior, ' -
W !

L \ especially i1f the provider of‘ training can be expanded ta, include many ¢ .
, _‘i,\u'nﬁe?sT!Y’basea and priva e-sector rescurces. However® ° the efficacy of |

s such_an approach 18 questionable, and the expense requirew:)uld be Substan-

| ”

x tial. An alternative approafm sugqested for the mst part by‘linkers themv
»r

selves in interviews and cohf.erence‘s, is the provisio of rescurces to '
encouraqe and maintain oppo,

unities ‘for linking agents to lnte‘}:act with each

] ) . other and with a broad ran?e f other potg:tial resources such as th'ose founcf
M l n lori'al u 'éersitie‘s dis?rieit and staip ofticd% of education, educat,ional“t -7
': E . labs gami centers and natlo‘nal conferences on’ the dissemination a,nc! utillza- '". ‘ *,
fion of knouledge and 'new practices. . . ' .
' - S : 83 oy | ‘.
- . roL . ‘68\ . Co, o
R 1'3-1".:.4::»\.‘* v W
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.. Table a-1
. “ o L]
¢ ¢ rus Summary of the Amount, Setting, Technigues ,

and Protider of Training Received by the
Northwest Reading Consortium Linking Agents*

-

“F

Content Area of ;rraining-xnfomtién

t**Coded ag Follows: yes =

Fa)

- no

- pixed =

this setting,. technigue or provider wa's uséd for thas
content area ‘

this setting, technique or provider wag not used for
this content area

the res‘bOndonts had differing pert:eptions concerning
this‘azpec: . -

| Sy
- R

v, t or Skills Related to: % -
. v “ - . = - S} e
Aspects of Training Problem Interpersonal Use of the ' |
" Solving or Group Xnowledge Project H
s i Process Dynamacs Base “Aadministration
* : F '
,* Agount of Training T 2.8, 32 3 )
. } o f )
‘. Setting of Training: { ‘ | - N4
| ‘
* Conference or workshop . ! y‘ﬁ*'" yes yes
. . 2 . .
Small Groups _ - % not_. i maxed no _ t
-] One-on-one with Trainer ' yes ‘ yes yes
Ll . L] 2 ’
¢ Informal, "Get Togethers” no - i no + no
. - o - !
' 1 » 1
i 1
- Technigues or Materials: { e s . v
) 1 . ‘
Group iri}cussi;ans_ v yes ' yes yes - yes I
!. Legfures/Demonstrations %es oo mxed@ : mxed !
; ’Ro}é' Playing, Siaulationg - 7o yes no ’ C Lo
'+ ,aritten Guadelines,, 7 : yes b yes ' mrxed i
'Q Handbooks / ! * .. ’ ’
1 . i i
e ‘ : :
"_Ppovider: & b
Project staff Henbe*' l no no e yes .| e yes
Consultant yes yes » . no ¢ no
Cther Linker no no no . no
‘ . ) - . < , ’ . ) . 3
N 4 ) " y
*Scale: S5 = £o a very great extent . . -
‘ 4 = to. a great extent . :
<o 3 = to some extent ’ N .
¥ 2 = to a littie extent . ' T
° * L] ’
T 1= not at.&:ll' ) ’ \
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. » Table A-2

' Sumary of the Amcount,iSetting, Techniqﬁes
and Provider of Training Received by the
Georgia Project Linking Agents*

- ]

-
.

Content Area of Training-Information

or Skills Related to:

¢

, ¥x*Coded as Followg. yes = Biis satting, te.chn.a.que %r providen

was used for this

-

4N content area . .
. % no = this setting, technique or provider.was not used for
C\ 8 ‘coptent area .
i 'nixgd M~ the :esgndents had differing perceptions éoncerning
. ¢ this aspect . .
o - ) ‘ .
3 . * .
. ‘v o724 N ,

ﬂ'-’ . | - " ‘89“' .

' Aspects of Training Problem Interpersonal . | Use of the
' Solving - or Group Knowledge i Project .
: . ' Process Dynamics— Basey " Adainistfation
- . ' [ } i
.  amount of Training 3.8 SILE | 2.4 2.7 ,
. i ;‘7
§ Setting of Training: o ! i
Conference or Workshop' yes*** yes N yes . yes”
. -~ P ¥ ' |
- f—mﬁ Groups - <= e e @S - yes ~ NOo  wemimm- - aixed -
Cne-on-one with Trainer ves _no -~ yes mrxed
| Informal "Get Togethers™ , . RO D0 i no no
| ] 4 . :
t Technigques or Materials: ! . , 4
i . P
Gropp Discussions no | yes ne” yes
, Lectures/bemonstyations no ; no . wos no
., Role'Playing, Sinmulations ) yes ’ yes . no - no
. : .
wricten Guidelines, yes t yes yes yes
. ‘Handbooks . ‘ . .
. \ .
* provider: . d ' J - .
Project Staff Member yes i yes g yes | ¥ yes
v * . ' . . N
{ Consultant : N yes § no no ! . mixed~ 7.
Py
Other Linker 1 . ‘ no no . yes
*N =5 ’ -,
**Scale: 5 = to a very great extent *° * - oo .
' 4 = to a grear extent ! . 4
. 3 = o some extent - ' - )
- . 2 = to a little extent . B o
» 1l = not at al '




Table A-3 ) .

. Summary of the Amount, Setting, Techniques )
. and Provider of Training Received by the ; ..
Pennsylvania Project Linking Agents* ¢

o ) .“ - ¢ 1]

L J .
v : Content Area of Training-Information
or Skills Related to: °

L —— . \
Aspects of Training | Problem Interpersonal Use of the .
. Solving ' or Group Knowledge 1 rroject
& . ?rocess Dynamzics Bast o Administration
) v } . L4 |‘ ‘_
} Amount of Training | 4w i 3 . 3 - 445 :
! ‘ ’ . | T ¢ 1 B '
Setting of Training: - ] Lo )
! Conference or Workshop . mixed* *t yes mixed . nixed
. . . IR
~t--Emall Groups — @ mm e - e NG e e e IO e, I DO g
. * “ -
Cne-on=-one with Tra:.éer T! yes mixed . yes : Xr:s
- L
Informal "Get Togethers" l no no no ’
] - -
P 1 ]
Technicues or Materialg: ‘ , L . .
‘Group Discussions ' ves yes ¢ . mixed yes
Lectures/Desonstrations T mixed | yes . nixed* nixed
P [ . ! ’ (3
Role Playaing,.Siawlations | no ! nixed . 2n’o .. no
! ’ ! - !
' Written Guidelines, .o yes i no ' yes & yes
. Handbooks . g -t ! * ‘\' [
; i . ‘ll ® ! " o )
Provider: ! N i .
——— - - } r t , . - 9 -
i Project staff Member -* yYes i nixed - yes yes
. a ' [} . . -
Consultant mixed yes , no . " no -
< . * ‘- . . . . ,
Other Linker *o. - no ) no . mixed - no .
o . .
. . Al [4 ' - -~ .
N = 2 A . 9 . - - L.,
1] . 3 " .0 .
**scale: S5 = £0.a8 very great .gxtent . ’ i
. ** 9 = to a great extent ] . ¥ - .
. 3 = to some extent , - - . un
- . 2 = to a little ekteny ! R
’1 wnot at all : 3 .
) .. L]
**#Coded as FOllows. *yes = tnis}ttzng, technzque or provzder was used for this
"o content area .
. ~4 ) ‘ no = this setting, t:echnique or provider was not uséd for
N / this content area .
:u.xed = the respcndents had ditfering percdbrions, concerning
this aspect:
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@ Table A~4 SN ;
¥ - g 3 ry of the Amount s Setting, Techniques :
K a.ﬁd Provider of Training Received by the
: . L d Hetwork COnsorti Link:. Agents i} .
” s T
F * } —
. ) ¢ - . COntcV/lt Area of Trainang-Information -
; , ' . or Skills Related tos: *
' Aspedts of Training - Problen Interpersonal Use of the ..‘
t solving or Group Knowledge Project
. \\ } ' Process | Dimamics Base Admz'&s;ration
? ] » éj . . « o,
. -Amount of Txaining ' 3 ] 2,5 3.2 LTo3.2
- . i i [ t ; —
. Sptting of Training: . Lo :
* - Co, t f .
- . Conference or Workshop , yeg*r* yes ves . yes L
T ‘small Groups R { yes f yes. ? mxed " yes
l‘ v - - i
One-on-bne with Trainer ’ yes ' muxed . yes yes
: i . LY . -
" Informal "Get Togethers” no ‘ ''no. 1 no no
— : S - :
i, . A ’
\E Techniques or Materials: . l ; Ca N .
0 . i ] 1
: Group Qgscussiops ° .1 yes 3 yes P« | maxed ves
. @, Lectures/Cendnstrations \ ! yes . mo =" ' nixed ) yes , .
+ B v " * L)
, Role_Play:.ng, Simulataions ves | ves no no
i Written Guidelines, . Yes ! yes ves e ,yes
' Hand®boks ' por T ! s ' ) .
N © . L. . < & \
— = { . - |
. Provider: . ; ’ LS . . .
‘ - . - l‘ s
*Project Staff 'Member yes yes, yes ', ' yes
| Consultant | ¢ . , yes' - [ yes . mixed c ' no -
other Linker . yes yes ° nixed no ‘
L § . . . - r
e T ’ ® o . ’
- . i N4
's- K 4 N - ¥ i ‘3 . * €
. **Scale: 5 = to a very great a‘xtenft Jt ., ‘
.. 4 = to a great gxtent , / . . _ ' .
L« . 3 = o some extent - » A
' 2= toq little extent . . ' . -
5 1l = npot at ﬂll ’ . © L ) - cm e
N . P * . -
erecoded as Follows: yes = this sefting, technigue or, provider was used for this
. L ) content area po . 0 ' .
— ’ "o a this,setting, technique or provider was not used for
thig content area , .
mixed = the respondents had differing perceptions conceming
. . . ’ this’ aapect N ;
¥ | . 5 . )
. N ' — — . o
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Table A-5 .

I

Summary of the Amount, Setting, Techniques
and Provider of Training Received by the

.

" NEA Wroject

;
H

I.i;\ung Agents* ‘ . '
4 -
' L . %

[

Content Axrea of Trainipg-lnfor'mation
or Skills Related to:

-

Aspects of 'rraining l Problem Interpersonal U'se of the , -
o . 1" solving or Group Xnowledge ! Project’
-, ; Process '  Dynamics Base Administration
‘ - » . . . N .
» Amount of Training  ° - N S 1S | S 2.9 3.8, !
’ ] 1 P13 l ) 1 o \ :
Setting of Training: 1 ’ , ;
rConference or'ﬁorkshop ‘ not*r yes ' yes " yes
"small Groups : . yes { yes f no no I
‘u‘ X , l '\-\ - ‘l
One-on-one with Tratner | . no o no , R mixed )
In-foml "Get 'Dogethers ' no” | ne " no no ‘!
. " - ¥
Techniques or Materials: } . o " ) 4 I
-' ! - - * - H
Group Dirscussions- i yas yes‘J '_,'w ! no yes ¢ g
- ] - ]
Lectures/Denonstrations mxed °. ro f. yes no .
, - 1 » N
: Role Playipg, Sinulations xed .. ye€s *  no ) \ 20 ‘
f .« 8 § * r * . i f -
» Written Ggudelines,, > . yes no aixed mixed
Handbooks RN ;
- . - “ - . - R N . Xe
Provider: . ° , i g L ’ e
—' - . - ’ ' ‘
Project Staff Mehber - | yes E yes ° : yes ; yes
’ -« T . ) ’ . : s
Consultant yes [ * yes no bl )
. . 4 - . . 13
fther Lirker no ‘ . no . no |, . no
+ . .
"™ ow Lo . f. . P
» . . .
* wediale: = t0 a very great extent ] ) ’
7 4 = ro a grest extent - K y _ .
‘ S 3 = ro some extent ’ Q -, .

= to a‘little extent
= not &t all

. N

!

ves

= this gsetting, technlque or providez was used for ?.h.i.s )

4 .
’ ' ** no

v
4

*= this getting, t:echnique or. provider was not used for -

content area

o, 5 this conteit area '
. . aixed = the respopdents had dj.ffering perceptions concerning
. s o " «thiy aspect .
3 ¢ ) . 2
. - - T ' . ‘ ¢ N .
. ¢ / ) 7-7\\,-/‘ -t /" B T oot i
n - 92 .
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v -
. Sw.marf of the Amount, Setting, Techniques v x4
. and Provider of Training Received by the *
- F.\(orida Project Linking Agents*® .
, . / H - T ! T~
. content Area of 'I‘ra:.nmg-Information :
) - ‘or Skills Related to: s
. D .. . o= »
Aspects of Training . Problem -| Interpersonal Use of the . Tk
; . . N\ ‘ Solving or Group ° :] Xnowlédge® Project - {
. ! o . Process ' Dynamics Base Administration |
o Amount of Trawniny - 33* v!, 3 f\P- 3] 3 v, 3.1 . .
N hY |
- LY 1 s . l . ) /,. .
Setting of Training: )t : . ) .
Conference or Workshop yes*** yes - vks yes
A .
| Small Groups:. ) . | yes } aixed ’ ed 7 ne °
, One-on-one with Trainer ‘ mixed no ] yes ' . _ yes
L. , .
Informal "Get Togethers"® . yes no ! yes .. yed
- . t )
i ~ . R . n. [ 4@
{ Technigues or Materials: L s i o ; { ¢’
i ' . ’ , b .
4 i Group Discussions yes l yes "~ f  semixed 1 yes
- t ' . e
' Lectures/Denonstratians ; yes mixed C e yes , yes .
| Role Playing, Simulations ° i " yes - ve3 ; no * o .
i . ) ! , L
; Written Guidelines, ) yes . yes i yes " yes
. [ Handbooks l : ' D .
" . . v . L - »
Provider: * 47 . .
e — -8 . . » . - . Ll .
*| Project Staff Membef yes yes yes . yes
" { Consultant - - yes yes ves T - nixed '
’ . - M ‘ * .
ﬂ - Other Linkek nixed | =  mixed * mixed fixed
. ) * ., > . - . v
_% : Ny .' ’ - — LY * )
" - E P s . / - .
" br . :
. **Scalk: 5 = to a very great® xtenh - . )
" 4= to a great extenL‘ : - . - ) )
, Yo J-tosomg extarnt .° . .
. +o 2. a lictle extent . s . . .
C " l-notatall . : e ) ?
#xaihded ag Follows: yes - this, setting, techniqué or provider was used for this
‘ R < e, content area .
.. % ' no = this setting, technique or proqider was not used for
. - ' this content area .-
X mixed = the rdspondents had differing perc’t:ions concerning
N ‘. “this ppect .
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h - * - ki v )
, ‘ - e
e : . Table =7 : ) ,
) Sumry of the Amount, Setting, Teghniques ~ ¢ ' i
< ) and Provider of Training Received by the - N v,

. " -  Michigan Project Linking Agents* - °

-
b -~ ] AR - .
. -
~ . - . . . - - .
L

L g

, : Y. s . - Content Area Jf Training-Information ’ '
v . ” or 8kills Related to:’ “ i
- . : 4 * - .
Aspects of Training. | .Problrem Interpersonal Use of the ’ ‘ ’
. ’ . Solving or Group ! Knowledge" Project
| oA - !, Prozess ~! Dynamics Base administration
- ot ; - ro. y e . ’
Azount of Training 3.7* 3.2 w 3 - T 4,17
] - I L - L
. D T ‘ X y )
' Setting of Training: . . * p .
‘ - « e, s . -
Conference or Workshop ™ yes*** ves » yes S yes.
ﬁ' *Small Groups . - ' Yes . gixed mixed o '_ rixed °
! ”’ - -
Cne“on-one with Trainer * ~ o ®no * no: , no ,
' +Informal "Get Togethers” ,,:’ no no no T e ‘
i ’ ! ‘ = .
. Zechniques or Materialg: o { . -
Gfoup Discussions : ;. nixed nixed ' mixed "no -
\i_ Lectures/Denonstrations yes * mixed, . rixed :  yes .
~Role Playing, Simulations " yes mixed _nixed ’ no
. Written Guidelines, 5 yes . ye§ ' ._Yes © yes i,
Handbooks ’ : . ’ . > .
A . | : . T . .
; Provider: N . . 1 . ,
' ’ . - . . s
Project Staff Member * . yes mixed * yes - . . yes :
Consultant ‘oL . : mixad i , no
Other Linker , mixed C mixea | .
“ . L} L
F b - € ¢ » " .
3 T . . . ’ N .
’ L, ) - ‘ ,
' "Sc’ 5 = to a very great extent . ) s ) wd ? .
" 4 = to a great extent - . . hY / ; -7 ; ¢
. 3 = to soma exteht A Y, '
: 2 = to, a little extent ey ‘ o ' Sre .,
N . 1= ’}Q: At all . . a’ ‘ - 4 . . ' ‘:\
“#wscoded as Pollows. y8es = this sett:.ng, technigque or provider was . used for*this
[ [ ] . —
: ' content area, .
[y no’ = this setting, technique or provider wag.not used for
, . this content area ~ .
Vl . mixed = the respondents had differing perceptions concerning
. . * ‘this aspect. . .
v - . Y - . » . '\r" " . '—l '\
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APPENDIX B *

Sufvey Itens for Measuring:

. 421, 22 & 24

-
o

<

»

Linker efficacy
fole conflict

Job gatisfaction
.t

.

Asses:snent of ’;ciwn skibls .

Linker role behavior, based on extent
linker actually performs each role

'
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x
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ntial skills required for an effective nlinken’facm In your

5. There are a vanety of pote
opinton, what are your own strengths and weaknesses in the following skill areas? -

-

Skill Areas v . Very Weak, . Adequate Very Strong
o - R (Circle one number on each line.) 7 )
| a. High tolerance for ambiguity 1 | 2 - 2 4 5 6 7
b. Opendess ) 1 2 3 &5 o7
c. Ability to Live a tow profile: i A - B .
) .1 hittle need.td be visible 1 2 3 ,‘4 5 C B 7
Your Own ’ . . . .. -
Sshavior | o Apibity to organize myself . . ;
. ang others 1 7 2 3 4 5 3] 7 ) -
e. Ability to write at appro- x
v} . pnatefevel {memos, fetters, * ~ L, )
¥ meeting notss, formal &ocuj ¢ G .
1. ments} o ﬂ1 2 3 4
R f, L_sstenmg and und_e.rstaq ng \1’( 2 ) 3 4
~¢. Counseling ) 2 3 4
: | h. Oral communicatign 1 ¢ 2 3 4
::;:per' ] Interviewing 1 2 3 4
Behayior 1. Influencing through sup- PR .
’ portive reinforcement 1 2 .3 4
S )
k. Influencing through con-
e frontative and gdvocative
| methods 1 2 3 4
(1. Goal setting . 1 2 3 4
Small m. Group team building - 1T - 2 3 4
Group n. Groyp problem solving 1 2 3 4
Skiils . 0. Conflucjrbsolutron 1 2 3 4
~ L. Processhelping . 2 3 4
-q. _Gaining acceptance at all ’ .
. fevels of the system 1 .2 3 4
‘| r. Effective use of format and )
. informat power structure 1 - 2 3 4
Change s. Skills in problem idenufica- Ly SN - '
Skills tion ’ 1 + 2, 3 4
¢« |t Skilisinsolutionselection 1 , 2 3 4
u. Facilntatlng’im'plemehtation 1+ 2 3 ~ 4
__:r'. Evaluauon/follow up 1 2 3 4
( ~w. Skills in content areas . ot .
ContenRt (reading, etc.} 1 2 \ 3 4
Skills x. Skills in curriculum de- )
| velopment . 1~ 2 3 ' .4
. . ‘ ; \
. 81 36 Ct
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. 10. There are many different perceptiéns of wnat Linking agenis, facilitators shouid do. |
. N\ »

1. In your opinion, t¢ what extent do (a) RDU central prosect staff, (b] staff at the local -
' sites with whom you are working, and (¢} you yourse{f expect that you should be per-

7
L]
-

'

forming the following roles as a linking agent?
2. .To what extentdo'you actually perform these roles?

N

. » .
Pleass insert tha appropriate response‘code in each box.
. 5 = t0 a very great extent
4 = to a great extent, . .
' 3 = 10 some extent . p
< ) . 2 = to a litfe extent’
. i 1 =notatall i ’ o
. _3 ' .
1 /. l’
o : e 1. Extent of Expectations Ei 2. Extent you
" ! - * + Actually Per-
Potental Linking Agent Roles  (a) RDU Central (b} Local Site | (¢} Yourself form I‘%Iole
’ . Project Staff Staff
ad S | b |
r | i .
| O ;
) " . p——mre? Y ﬁ —— .—m-n—l|
- an observer/historian : ) . .
L3 . ;
-- an evaluator 1[ ; | * l J ] ' |
* - " ¥ 4 4 L ) | t | "
! yl‘ / . . ¢ ,i
- I + .\
— an expert'in agsessing the  * | = R . -
match between innovatigns | P l . - ' , . :
and problems ’ — — -  —
1 -
* - _ —— — )
- a resource person | f i ‘¥ , i | .
) v | — i —
| = a process trainer ’ | | - o A
. ’ - L‘_‘ . _—1 » . L—I—J h-l—l—-
a program rrnplem;ntor i | | B ‘
— . ) 1 vt
am m L T N N L
- | y . .
- lor gr hand:hal ' ! [: , :
- a counselor gr hand:halder 1 Ly J , S i | .
&‘. i \ L] 4 \ . . .
. . L “ ) i
- a basic skills, careered. or i ! | S —
tnsérvice speciakist ] " L ! ! }l i R 1
. i . , b ' -. *
e, - |
— a conflict resolver ! : , . - . 7
R - -} L .
b
. M b Ia—:_/ [r— -—‘ ; ¢_1
- nator . , ; x
a codrdinato : I ! | , , o |-
ather N e N
* * . - | L——w ; : ] ! __...._1"l
Lo, .
.- ‘ } * b '

4
.
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‘ 9. To what axtent wera you important ”5', ‘ .
to the accomplishments achieved during |, ;"} g '+
each of melollowmg activities? A I .. .
1
a problem identificaton © - 54 3 2pa} 0] 2
b. solution selection oo 541 31 27 1] 01} 2
L]
- ¢. planning for implementation 5=}, 41 3| 2 LI I
d. implementation g4 3 2l 1 e f.?
: - L4 ’ =§* ¥ *
instructions: Please rate your job as a RDU lmker/facaht r 'Sy ctrcimg the appropna}ﬁ response for -
each of the foilgwing questions: T o
e i' *
M [3 -w‘ e}
To2 Toa To some Toa Not at
verk great axtent * hrde ail
great extent . extent 4
. _ oxten{
14. To wnat extent do people around you (4 ‘ L.
- . » f I | t {-
have different ooinions about what vk ! .
wyou snoyld be doing? ‘ ié ¢ l‘ 4 o3 2, 1
v ! !
15. Tdwhat extent do peopie around you - : : i
have different opinions aboit Aow you ! ! | *
should be doing your jeb? 25 4 3, 2 i
’ . in, ! I )
16. To woat extent are you clegr, about f é‘ﬂ , ' .
-« whal wecple expect you to €g on your 50 * | ) ot
jeo? . . oy 4 300 2 e
17. To what eftent are /ou expected to do . ls i , B
mere than youy are able or have nme todo? :; 5 T4 3 2 i
18. To what nirent80 c20ple make demands X ) )
of you that are suts de.your job description? | .‘“‘ 5. 4 3 *2 }
19.¢ To what extent s progress at tne site A .
levei~gdpendent upon your own efforts? 1 ‘ 5 4 3 2 1.
20. To what extent are rewards like pay ., . - R , g
creases, bonuses and promotions based ) - ! '
« on how well you do your work? © 5 4 . 3 2 1
Y [ 3
" 21, To what extent does'doing your job well 5 } )
. give you a feeling of personal satisfaction? > § 4 3 2
22. To@Wnat extent do you have to go thraugh ~ }. )
“red tape" o get th:ngs done? . 5 | 4 t 3 2 A
« e , | |
23. To what extwent is eacn of the following , 2 . i
statements about your job as a linker/ N ; * .
facilitator wrue? - f o, * N
a, | tan learn new thifgs, new skuils, 2 3 Y4 el 2 el
b. 1t has good chances for getting ahead. 5 4 3 2. 1
. . 4 !
c. 1t uses my skills'and abilities « letsme, "4 | : . .
. do the things | can do best. % 5 ;4 73 2
24. QOn the whole, to what extent are you S B ' o -
satisfied with your gresent job? » = . 5 ,i4 3 2 1
O e U
"Q T PO - % .
. . "' N . - *
ERIC, 0 , 8N 38 -
* "' ' ‘.'ﬂ ) .il * ’ e
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