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The Dissemination Linking Process: A View from the Regional E:;change
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' This study analyzed empirically the educational dissemination linking *
W1 ¢ . -
process act:ivities of RegiOnal Exchaﬁge sraff at Research for Better
. "
Schools. Decision areas facing linkers and facrors influ,encing linkers’
o
T' Xﬁcti'vities were examined. Analyses revealed t:hat. seven activity categories '
w » - . . . ’
. operationally defined the linking process: engagement, context spgcifica- T,
’. -
‘. » tion, diagnosis, collection, translation, present:ation and d'isengaéement:. .
1Y - .

[ -

Fodr decision areas facing linkers were ident:i.‘:'ieﬂ. scheduling and

« &

coo‘rdiEtion of services to be delivered, and service int:eraction stxle
d . E3 \ v '
and role. Resplt:s supported a client-cent:ered linker/ time referenced

LI v I it

i'nterpersonal commugicat:ions view of the R&D process. The results have im-

a plications for~the practice and evaluation of Iinker activities.
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., The D%sseminaCion'Linking Proce332 A'View From the Regional Exchange ’
t I'
{

’
’

Introduction ’ _ )

- - . - N
4, ~ LY

* Typéiogies.of the oducational1i£ssemi%acion 1inkage broqess-have been

‘

’proposed;by Havelock ((1971), Piele (1975), Crandall (1977) and Butler and

Paisley (1978). Hood and Cates'(197é) noted however, that current

H]

- conceptiOns of 1inking roles are limited in that chey do not, represent

¢ ’

aﬁtual decails of the sequence or way imn which 1inking agents really work,

are more concerned with post-hec reconstruetiqns of the idealized opera-

" tions of!roles of 1inking agents, do not idenbdfy the factors or forces =
’ I

which inE?uence day-to-day linker activities, and do not distinguish among*

the multf$1e levels at which 1inkers work in che educacional system.

r 1:7 » . " » ;
. Purpose °*
g The present gtudy, initiated by the Regional Exchange (Rx), Dissemi-

J_dpaéion Division of Research for Better Schools (RBS), involved an inten-

sive examination of the on-the-job activities of three Rx dissemination

o -
. .

specialisfs (linkers). ﬂhe study was initiated by RBS Rx staff asg part -

. ;0f 4 process evaluation of the Rx to examine afalytically staff linker

1 - . v . . ]
increase staff unde:stsnding of their acciviciea. The study was designed

,behavior in order to improve staff knowledge transfer strategies and to '

cO answer three questions: (I) What activities are performed by 1inking

. aQFPts to cransfen R&D information from research to praccice?, (2) What

,
*decisions dorlinking agenta-make about the organizatiqn of cheir activities?,‘,

"
» rf
. . - ’ . N ’
-— ’ .
L 4

1.0t - ‘>

Rote: Thisﬂ@ERA jxeport ig based on a Ph.D disserchtinn, prepared in
¥

connection with this study for Temple University, By Diana Whitney
who served as the evaluator for the study.

—
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. and (3) What contextual factdrs or forces influence the performance of
» t' » - . - ’ . -

“'linker activities? The study represents 4 start, at ieast, at addressing _

s 7

oy

. some of the limitations cited by Hood and Cates (1978) regarding extant

4 - H
.

.\ knowledge of the linking process.
. . ) | A | . " * * ‘ - . ;‘
. - . Method ‘ ‘ .

|

|

. - . 4 . . |

» . .‘ HE 3 N |
« The study was.carried'out in two phases over a five month period in , ‘

| early 1979. Field research or naturalistic strategies (Guba, 1979) were R .w

employed to discover the relevant featpres of linker activities, 1Inrthe,

f;rsijfour weeks of the study (phase 1) the evaluator beceme familiar , i
A " ~ ' . [ . *
. with the Rx setting, esfablished her role as & participant observer, set \\

. Fl .
up documentation procedg;es aﬁa established a wotking relationship with ° \\

Rx Braff. In the sicce

. uator served s a parcicipanc observer Three days were spenc each week \\ .
. .

collecting dath on che activities of thret
»

ding four months of 'the study (phase 2) the eval—‘ \

linkers af work with.state_ . \

. - ) PO \
- clients 1n}the Delaware, Maryland and P nnsyIVﬁpia epartments of Educadv.

* y ’ 4 -

' . . ’ . . . \
‘ tion. The linkers basic charge was,to provide information or, technical N
L4 - s
a H . ? v . ‘ *

agsistance support to sthte]snhgﬁ/i;gaged in work on state school improve~ ' : .

, ment and disseminacion priori;{es Oﬁerall 1n che four months ‘of data . \

collection, Rx staff R&D iinki g activities ﬂere traced with respecc to

approﬁimately fourteen separat¢ client related’ tasks in the-three states.

’

Each of the Casks was observed,from segrt to finish. Data colleqtion con- ,

L]
ur ~ L]

v sisted of two sets of StructuJed intetviews (See Appendices & II), ,

“several participant observaticns of " Rx linkeg-client interactions, and

" * ‘

. numerous unstructured interviews (pre and pest each client interaction) .

. .
- . ’ A »

with each of the three dissemfnation specialists. ’
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qualitatively using the methods of conten analysis (Guba, 1979; ﬁolsti, .
_ .- N . g -N-‘ ' ' "' - Y s, N
1969) and constant comparative analysis (Glaser, 1972). ﬁn addition, a ,
fqrm of matrix'analysis'wag,emplOyed to examine decisions related to

..._.,..--—’ ¥

activities within functional classes of linker activities. Finally, a

force field analysis procedure was used to identify ihfluences upon

hd s

linker-activities.

; ’ *
4 - . .
= M .
Results and Discussion-
)

Question 1: What activities are performed by linking agents to transfer .
. R&D informatiop from research to practice? . ..

F
Analyses of the interview and participant observation data resulted

. -

in a multi-level hierarchical taxonomy of linking activities (See ST X -

Appendix Ill). An initial list of* 336 sbparate basic linker activities, *

. [ s ]

consisting of actions, verbal behaviors and di ns were derived from
the coded data. These activities clustered into 24 categories of primary

activities which were further classified by an induetive IOgical analysis °

procedure 4nto 7 functional linking steps. Table 1 illustrates the 7

linking steps, the primary linking activities that define each step (24 .
b3 '

in total), and the general products or output of each step.r In brieﬂf

the logital analysis of the "activity" data illustrated

. '3 initial Rx lipker-state staff contacts were usually

the chief state school officer or appropriate division ¢ iefs.

Subsequent introductory meetings with approﬁfiate Rx and state

staff followed to clarify the goals@nd roleg of both agencies

+
3 . hY
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LY ‘. ’ s - ! ' . * "
/ﬂ-\ . LINKING §TEPS, ACTIVITIES AND OUTEPTS
. fo. ) " R b i . . |3
¢ s - i .,
’ * - ‘U h " N ~ . ”
: . 2LINK1NG STEPS . - IPRIMARY LINKING ACTIVITIES - ' 0UTPUTS?'~
» g . . - . . }
—_— X - [
v ’ Contact client Relationship between the C::
ENGAGEMENT oL Presentation of self linking agent and client. -
: i . .Personal acquaintance
T '. - s = R N ﬁ_"\
’ . Task.gpecification .| Linking agent undetstanding
- CONJEXT SPECIFICATION| Task scope + " {of the tagk and client sysy
Task significance - tem characteristics:
R A ' ! . '

S Information*need Mutual understanding of in-

) assessment formation needed, resource
DIAGHOSI? Resoq;ce as§es§ﬁent available, -and ag¢tion to’be

. . Actio"planning ’ | taken to perform the task.

.| Identify collection do- Information reséﬁrce base.
. . main - . .
y . ., | Recall information ' 7
. COLLECTION - “-Bétfieve information 7 ’
. . s - J, + sources . .
" . d
- “ ,ggargh for sources }z ‘
. "’ ‘\‘ L} i
.\ 4 - Review resource bése Tailored information.
' £ Select sources .
v Generate informdation ¢! . '
.TR!N from sdurces .
-, SLATION *| Analyze information
. isociation .
. Reframe information .into o R
- clients® language ) ' , .
1 1~

L
A

. | Degign’presentation Client recgipt and utili~
PRESENTATION Prepare presentation zation of information.
\ Presefit information ' .

) - .

-

L]

—t .,
N : Statement of closure * ¢|Redefined linking agent- *

;) DISENGAGEMENT ~ | .Statement of redefined |client relationship.
. . relationship i . ) '
/ ' Y \
. - A *
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. v . ’ .
.~ e upon_abtaining informq;ion about the clients and t?? work they -

,and to.explore, po'ssi'i;le areas for interaction. The institutional .

engagement step ﬁas followed by a more personal Engagement step. s

The Rx linkers established interpersohal relationships with

specific state clients. These relationships, which‘}aried $n -
- " - N "

. degree of personal involvement and homopKyly, were essential to .

¢ | ]
"

the linkers understanding of and acceptancélby the clients.

. td

~ o vwhen some férm of-interpersénal relationship was established with
a client, the linkeré'weré'é%éerved to engage in’the collectiom
of both first hand (conversations with clients and peers) and  *

documént;ry (program manuais, proposals, reports) information

"

aboyt glients' tasks, tabk'envirqnméncS, extended enuironmsyt%’

and the client system. This endbled the linkers to understand -

2“ - *

'becfer the siénificance and priority of clients' work efforts,
b
potential needs and avenues of assistance. Collectively, these

* linker aptivit{ep were referred to as the Coptext Specification '

“ - -
‘ step. - Context specification activity typically'yaa initiated by

‘ L o

'the prospect of new tasks and/or new clients.

¥

did the linkers next proceeded to‘identify clients, specific needs -

. for information or assistance, potential resources and the nature
", of the services the “‘}ents desired. These basic activities in-

volved linker-glihnt discussion of: the information requiyed to

P ’

pérform the cl;ent'sxtask;’che 1n§drmation évailab1e~}o the clierit

and the linker; the information slready used; and the potential
' *
LY * * ’ . * " .
- . . . / -
V‘ L] L ] A o » -’ -
N - Il - .
. . 5 - . rﬁ ‘\ '
* { hd - \
’ ’ [l L] &5
. Te , . - ¢ - . ¢

‘J “\r
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ﬁt‘ilizabion of new' :I.nforinat:j.on.' The sessions cbnciudqd wit;h'an .

L3
S

informal agreemént: or understanding between the.linker and the

-y Pl -t —— e ¥

client: of the Services t:o be rendered and of the mode (informa-

t::l.on synt:hesis, bibl:[.ography, workshop, et:c.) and the time of

setvice delivery. The basic activities described above were

“w "

N ~
referred to as t:lﬁe\D:lagnosis sFep in the nnkin_g process., The

informal _figreement aspect of diagnosis wa; considered tovbe crucial ~

- » - . . ' -

to the process of linking in that mutual expectations for informa-
tion.or service delivery “and use were established.
wtn an agreement w;:s reached on the services to be provided,.éhe

11

kers then either worked alone or with other resource providersg.

to collect a knowledge resource base pertinent to the task(d at

’ -~ » .
.

hand (i.e.;. conduct of computer or Hand information searches, use

of ,{nterpersonal netwgrks on a'nation-wide basis, use of estab-
\

lished resource files, etc.;'td retrieve materials, articles, books,

proposals, mapualhs, guides and/or human resources). Reaource col-

1ect.ion\usually t:erminated when sufficient cont:ent: overlap was

observgt gliong source's/. This aspect of the linking process was

* , , &
called the Collection step. The 1deqcification and maintenance of
N\ ., N ‘

' ‘resource baség was obgerved tc be an ongoing well established Rx
. 'd

» -

linker activity conducted :I.r/l,r‘esponée to extabliqheh or anticipated

. linker-client servicé agre'ements. Aq/ a matter of coufse, linkers

- N -

. found it useful to discusé a developing resdurce base with a client

A':.:o confirm its relevance and to discuss specific deliv"ml:'y glterna-'

tivas. This discussion was important in.that it sexved as a
Yy

Y - ) .

] .,
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™
.

’

N \ /'\. : ’ -t : . -

ot checkpoint to validate the client 8 needs and allowe dr rene-

gotiatipn of services to be delivered pending time or other ' ‘
‘9'. - .
constraints. *+ -

¢ having collected an adequate information or resource base the

)

linkers procedded to transform the informat{on into a fgrm suit—

able to the clients task. Several primary activities were in-
- ' . - \
. volvéd selection, analysis and bisociation. Information was —
- . '
+ gselected for application to the task at hand from the multiple -

~ g

sources available based on its relevance, importance, reliability,

exhaustiVeness andlor feasibility. Selected information @

studied and analyzed to identlfy and integrate key ideas or
cbnceptsithat could be applied to the client's task. Two JE three,
to thirty or more sources of information were read and analyzed

depeﬁding on’ the perceived ‘importance of the task. The'informa—

L
tion was sznthesized and/or ttansformed into a larger conceptual [
framework by a bisociation process in which the client g back— T s

) ~
ground, fanguage system and’ task were constdntly kept in mind as

]
/ﬁHe information was transformed for Jresentation to the client

(i.e.; How does, X ‘information go with, fit or apply to task Y in'
‘e ’1 [
the context of client z?) These activities were referred to col-
N H ’ 0 Y

lectively as the inforxmation Translatibn step of Iinking.' Infor- \

]
g -

mation translation was viewedsab a problem solving process._
& ! . e b .
e vwhile transIating.the'resource materials the linkers began to
L) i - . [

consider how the materials would Be_presented to the clients.

-




- ,Depending on thé client's task, the\linkers chdse™to present .7 S

L - _materials in 3 vafiety of design .Eorms' Ltwo or three ‘page hand-—
& " : P - '-"
e N outs‘f discussion papers, infomatiqn packets, hﬁhlights paaers, ~
' , . - h I
. ’ ) . vorkshop exerciseg, metings\}traini,n essions or public’ speeches.
k: ;w hd

A ¥
. . . Considerable linlter time was a‘lso observed to be devpted to design’

. 'considerations a_gd follow-up materials prépaz’ation (wrieing-,, .' . .
I ’ * L}
\ typing. lp,yout printing, packaging,g etc ) Deiivery of materials \ .
-l ” ‘ . \ ' “,

o " usually involved facefto-face interactions with cliehts ahtl . s %

i-' -

- extend.ed, talk-throughs or explanations of the mat/érigls. These

"‘\Qesign, preparation. and delivery .activities, constituted- tbe " T
t . N
/ Presentation step of limking. Generelly speéking, when iniorma-

s’,\ . ’% tion applf}ation was 'gesired, presentatiohs illustrated how primary Y .
i, ] BRLY; S ¢ ¥ .

. source °r.-pga“81ated natershls ®alated to or appl.ied to the clients" Loty
, e - . P

. . - - »

) work. . When inform\ﬁ.’tion was desired to inform'decision-making, oL

ALY

-
v

X, a@x" )
., ? NP ,presentations ‘focugde on, smmard.es of key ideas and conpepts, and -
b

. - * te H

,discussion of the pros and cons of alter’native approaches to a task, -

L. 4

. ", B #-
t . %ing presented infor:nption to clients the linkers we'!'e faced wuh

what to do next. Accordingly, they either () verified that the
T ) ~ present job was comp eted and no furtyr se?vices were desired, or -
. , . .

P _ (2) iﬁdefined the ture -of addftional information seﬁgites desired

. ) . by the clients. This last step in the lﬂlki;lg cycle was labeled '

- LI B

. disengagement and involved a’redefinition of the linker-—client ] . \j

. relationship}' 'l‘he study showed that linkers volunteere% for and -
Y 2 ’
. o " helped define additional work where a logical follow—up was apparent. . »

When the client 8 task. terminated a j.there was no 1ogicel follgw=-up,




. of the lin sequence the clients'were armed.with new informa~'
’ tion and/br 111s, increasin;.theirocapacity to aqhieve their,
éoals. ' ;;_ v, E .
. The preceeding description of steps observed in the Rx lient- )
,.centered linking process require further ex ; tion tag illdstrate,their

.boxes indicate respectively, which of thc steps logicplly precede other”

1ished, linker time will likely sgent on task remegotiation, transla-

s+ linkers had slack time availah%e to respond to spontanq?us infor-

mation requests from new clients. In any event at the termination

.

actual operation. Figure'l illustrates the dynamic fnteryelationship of
the steps in the linking process and the central role of tranglation

activities. lhe direction of the arrowé and, the multiple arrows betwten

% L

- 1 *
steps and which steps may be bypassed. The entire process may be followed *

0
-

in 11% ear, fashion in a new interaction with a new, client igvolving a new

resoubce base. . However, in situations where the cliEﬁt*and linker¢have

4
beeﬁ“working on a continuing project and a resource base has been eq_gb-

le, if any, time will need to be\spent on
context specification d agnosis and resource cbllection. X .

* The dynamics of the linking situation are further teflected in
| S— .
Figure 2 which illustrktes the multiple forces observed to activate the -
-» &
liﬁking process. Linkdng agents sought’ client contact when they perceived

a client.need they learned someth{ng new and believed it deserved client . R

¢, . -

attention, or their work load parmitted taking on new-activities. The

linkers also sought tlient contact when asked to disseminate arl RDx resource

\

\
(e.g., Research Within Reach on Regding). -They referred to.this latter

-
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4 % a
instance 6f linking as resoukce-céntéred linking (t.e., top-down dissemina-
) - ¥ -
tion offa product, program, etc,)., Clients also activated thg process

when they were aware of linker Bervices and d/ iredi general information

support pertinent to epecific lines of work, they were curious about the

A .

linker's ¥ole, or they had a task or a problqn}that required additional in-

: formation or clarification. -\ .- =

™~
\

The linking prOCeBB as described to this point provides a fairly

detailed description of what educational linking agents do and what activi-

ties are involved hﬁ'the tranafef of educational R&D from research to prac-

+

tice. The linkiny agents spent a great deal of‘time getting to know
clients and their work contexts. They became familiar with information

resources available. They conducted information searches related to client

L™ * »a .

- L ]
taskd and transformed information into forms meaningful and useful to their

-

Tltents. They designed and delivered presentations aimed at increasing

client knowledge and utilization of information. ‘Overall, the 1inking

F

.-I\ - . ! . & -
agents relptéd to a variety of different people in various situations and

interacted with both practitioners and the research community. In the con-
gext of the ongojng.dynamics “of the 1inking process they translated problems

into ideas and ideas into potential information Bolutions.
e \

- L

ggestion 2: Hhaf decisions do linking Agents ?mke in order o organize

', their activities? .

+

Analysis of the data resultedﬁin a list of E\rty-eight Iinker activi-j

. . . ..

ties which were coded as decisions. _Cluster analyses of _these activities

suggested that 1inkers were faced’with decisidns ip four main areas. Each

-

decision area represented a dilemma in that,linkers were faced with

«
. .




. . ‘. ‘ ~
P - ~ . * \ [ - - ¥
- ’ * -, N .
L alternative choices or ways oherforming. The, choites in each area were 5 ..
represented as extremés on \iwﬁtinuum. Table 2 presents the four decision
- /
. ' areas and the choices in each area. .

e ' o TABLEZ ’ - ‘
- ;oo DECISION AREAS AND cnorczs INVOLVED IN LINKI% -
¥ N -
* | Decision Areas .k Activity Choltes  _.__ ~ , -
’ ¢ : . :
. - ? , - LI . ] ] . [
Scheduling «=———. High Participation ¥ Low Participation o,
Coordiriation =L — FPormalized vs Informal - ‘
- - . - - e ‘
T p S¢yle . -_ Direcfive vs'Responsive : . . P |
T . ' . .. D 4
. Role ) ——t———  Specialigt' vg Generalist .
- 4 = at i
- LY a ¥ . -
." - - - . -na . . ‘
. Basically, the linkers had to decide whether to: )aork with'a few l"'
c].:lents on a lim:I.Ced .number of state prior:l.c:les or h:any clients on mulciple
: ,; .
. state pnd.ori.::l.es (scheduling dtlema)ﬂfomalize their planning amd support
[ Sy ‘ ‘
. activities or loperate more 1nfoma/:|_l:; with greater flexi l;l.ty (coordina- *© - .
tion dilemma) interact with clieats in a AdirectiVe or a responsive manner, ' .
' -n -‘ F.J o - ™
) (style dilemna); andlor presenf. ‘themselves as an in ::nation 8p 1&]_;131:' or . .
) * a. general:lst tot each client (roIe d:l.l,emma) The decigions the f:lnkers nade,
] te h
in each area, a: any g:l.ven time, signif—:lcantly nfluenced the func.t:lopal
) nature of the linlsing that occurﬁs‘b Examplds of some of the decisdon ‘
. altermatives facedlby 411inkers igf each dec. glon area, ei:e presented in Appen-
dix IV, ’ ) g ‘ . , "
’ i 5 ) . . !
;. ‘ ) .
: - X \ _
. < v , ’ 's
t 7. -
I




The Scheduling Dilemma * . '

}his dilemma reflecte7 the fact that the linkers had a fixed amount
‘ of time available to serve the c{ien: system. . Considering hhe time avail- 4
A ) .

aeie,_the linkers had to' pake decisions about which state c¢lients and

priorities to serve, how many clients to serve, and the frequency of their . ;
[ . M

® . ]
interaction with the cliﬁnts. The dilemma, involved a choice between serv-

’
" . a I
x » »

r ing a few key clients and state priorities or allarger n&mber of clients . ,

|

.. v ' « 0 ‘
a |

|

|

|

and state priorities. ¢
For the purposes gf the study frequent, interaction wi:h many differen:

clienta was labeled as high participation in the clien: system. Linker ..

——

’ preparation time beﬁween interacginns was usually short. In¥requent

L1}

w *y * - = .
™., interaction with fewer clients was labeled as low participation and prepara- ' .
. . ’d . '. f," . - ‘ - ‘.v‘ J
. - .  tion time between'interaccibns was more lengthy. LA 3

i balance ‘their interaction within the’ clitnt system., Too frequen: interac-

/ oo ' L
on might rqult in” broad coverage of the state's prioritiea but” ahallow » (‘
* ‘ o

upport ‘for any given pfior?ty. Too 1itt1e interaction might result in -

|

v ) - Ko v ' ‘.i
S ' R Essentially, linkera had to schedule their time and activities t '

|

r

the provision ef quality support buc for only a few of the state's priori— . T

* _— . LY »

ties. . In any event, the nature of thg.supporc activitiea negofiated with

\
S . |
a particular client consida{:bly influenced _the number of other clients, -~
i . %, ‘
iand concnmitant state priorities,with which a 1inker could poten:ially

q - . .

interact,’ . P
) The linkers' general approach to this dilemma was to conduct peEiodic, ) ‘
- B A 1
. . FE ) . . 3 bt
. negotiations with cliént management staff to review state priorities, ) !
. ! . - ~ ’ "
1 ~ . N P ‘ ' 1
~ ", v
. . L 14 . |
. .\ » - . ‘ s ' i .' ” i 1
- . » <
) . > \ ’ v |
. * . B |
. .r J L 2—1 - . « o bt - ‘i:,d' |




which were,initihted somewhat randomly. ° 1 .

) example, wvhen a major linker,support effort was negotlated and‘tﬁe time 7

shdrter, the linkers}tended to have a higher rate of 1nteractionfwith

A ) .
détermine the lqéus of Rx efforts and establisl‘mutual expgcgptions.about

. . >
the distribution of work. Requests for or the initiation of new linker

’ ‘ ' ¥ e
services were always ca¥efully weighed in light of the state’s pr;orities

[ 3
and, the 1inkers'projectéa.workload over the next month or two.

During the four months of the study, the linkers were observed to
] !

.

have negotiated different solutions to the scheduling problem with qheir

\\ 3
regpective clients and client systems. In one case a linker visited the

client site approximately every other month to conduct & series of work=- )
~ R “

-~

shops for‘a representative group of ciients. Another linker scheduled
’ - * .

\
monthly visits to provide informatfon to ongoing multiple projects. In R

[ %
the last case interaction with clients was more frequent. The linker met

almoat ﬁsetly with a client project work team to provide information aﬁE‘

»

over-the-shoulder advice. In any case edch visit to ,a client site was

. . *y

used as an occasion to touch base with current and potential clients.

-
In addition to working with at least oneslonge;erm client project each of L‘“T\
r . i ‘
the linkers also responded to a variety of one-time informatjon, requests

~ " A

- " . 4 . “
Several trends were observeq_rcgarding the scheduling dilemma. For

. - .
’ . . . , . -

v

prlor to presentation was longi the linkera tended to devote their time to

preparation and intsrqction with clients was low. On the other hand, when

H
L] oy

information needs were.Iess major4:‘B‘tHk times prior to presenxation

.

-

clients, assuming they had, available ti:ue.i As the linking, agents increased -

hl L « 1 -




their participation with clients, however, it éas observed tnat less time

became available for independent information collection, translation and

preparagion acti;ities. Thus %t was necessary to continually monitor and

.balance the scheduling of services to insure that adequate time was avail-
. . - ~
able to accqmmodate clients' priorities and expectations.

The Coordinat ioxDDilema ~ | — '

LI

C e L
THe coordination dilemma reflected the dact that linkers were faced

’ with the ever present problem of managing their day-to-day, behind the
scenes support activities and ‘client interaction activities. Essentially
\inkers had to decide whether to fornalize their support activities and
more:systematically plan their activities with clients —- as opposed to
operating moré informally. The degree of activity-formalizazion and plan-
ning varied among linkers and acroaa tasks. Some Jhteresting trends were
oBserved, however, that added further to the description of the linking

v ‘ . 5 -3‘

- *
.

L

3 * n -~ ! ¥ N
, some attempt wag made to formalize yarioua aspects of
Laae ’ - .

the_link{ng process., Linking agents created and used standardized written

forms to record client information needs, ‘to record information about

ciient tasks and system charactqristicq, to record client évaluations of

thelir performance and to document their interactions with client. Linkers

'
- . - o

prepared atandard briefing materials to describe their role to clients and

[

other audiences. They tended to follow standard prooedurea or routineg in
} collectinﬁ'R&D resources qn priority work topidss they‘received monthly

"zurrent awareness'’ reading materials from their resource centif; screened

’ ’ ’ ~

. - . .




J ! ' | IV ) N
. b ‘ - = . . s M o
.appropriate professional journals, conducted computer se;rr&{s, and created
- - ’ -
=, | B} -
“major information files'. The abov}efttempt:s t:oé[(:andardize usually in--

t . - 1‘ o’ r
-
.

The, 1inkers tended to be lesf formal in their interactions with cliz\

» volved qptkvities u;der direct linkey’ control.

\
ents. "I"hey did not use questionnaires or structured interviews to obtain .

Y . . ’ 1
data om client tasks, system characteristids or needs. They relied primar-

’Ely on face to.éa e verbef dialogues to obtain the desired,informetion.
Linkers also Paried in the degree of formal planﬂlng thex‘engaged in
’for given linking+stepg. 1In some cases, finkipg'agents siaent a gréat deal
of time and effort planhing 1'nte1:.'actions with clients. In other caé.es,_ ‘

interactions were spon{‘aneous and more flexible. * Frequently, a linking'

interaction would involve both formal and informal planning, For example,

' ’

a chance meet;ng with & client might involve some informal exploratory !
3 , ,

dist:ussion regarding cli¢ént needs and pot:entia,l linker services, follpwed~

-

up by a planned meeting with a structured agenda to achieve specific ends,
[y Y

followed-up by furcher‘ informal discussion reg;ding aft:er-thbughts or

-
Ly

spinoffs from the meeting. ) .
‘ 4 . . .
Overall, three general types or levels of linker-client interaction,

_were observed, each involvhni sgcceéeively more .'Linker planning. Explora-
tory .peetingé (Type 1) usually required little advance planning, had no \

formal agenda, were focused on the client and involved the expldration_ of.
LY P ‘u. .

possible 11nker-c11ent ways of working together. Participatory meacinge

(Type 'I.T}’ required more 1inker 'preparation (,not extensive collection, trans-
lation or delivery t:hough), had formal agendas egtablished by the clients, ]

»

and usxally involved linker p'art:lcipation, at the client'g‘ discretion, as

LY




an ad hoc contributing member of ¢he planning or work group. Delivery,

)

meetings (Type III) required extensive linker plqnning 1nc1uding an agenda

o structure linker-client interaction, and.involved the formal presenta-

J
tion of infﬂtnxtibn by linking agents‘ * . '
\

The aboye obserVations revealed that the dbotdination ?r.managemenﬁ .
of lfnker activitiL; varied in degree of formalization. lingers tended to ) y
formalize:repetitive or routine activities under'their gontrol. They also "
sought;:viere.possible, to engage in formal plannin; Sf tgeir interactions
with alients. Generally speaking:'linkers tended to engage in Ehe most ' — LT

~ )

.formal planning for tasks that were of “the greatest significahce to the

- . - Y

— . a ’ 4

client sgxtem ; S

’ -

The Style Dilemma ’ e * ~

This dileﬂdv.refleeted the fact that the linking agents made choices . o
about their style of interaction with clients. Linking style refers to the

extent to which the lfnking agents directed the 'interactions involved in

ral

the trangfer,of R&D inforpation to clients. Linker behaviors ‘on this

.
] , .

-

decision dimension ranged Prom directive through collaborative to.respon- .

sive activities. Directive actjyities were linker initiated, presériptive, :

F

yadvocaEy referenced'andfoften resulted in the linker defining the client's

task and information need. Responsive linker activities occurred in re-

~,

“action to cliént initiatives, involved solicitation of, and listening to,

- — [y . .

ﬁcliEﬂts ideas, opinions-and points of view, and usually reSulted in the Y

involved the mutual definition of tasks and information needs, and shared
\ s

|
-

client defining a task and information need. 0011aborat1ve activity )
work and responiﬁbirity for their accompliehment.

18




<he study demonstrated that the linkers varied .their style ok‘degrqe
v

-
.

of diréctiveness depending on the task and their ralationship with the
Y

client. Context specificatio and needs gssessment’ were usually con-

ducted in a responsive style. “Linkers probed and listened and para-

phrased clients ideJ . In‘some cases, during diagnosis, th linkgns—f——{ﬁ-———

tended to exercise-fiore direction and sugge ted definitions of the client 8

~

problems and informasion needs,’ foréthe client § response, The linkers
- 4 ~

generally were observed to be more directive wvith clients who had diffi-
. culty in stating an dnformation need or problem. f

- . , . " )
. The natyre df ligker collaboritive activitiesawas aldo of interiafia

“

..4'

-

On seberal occasions ffnkers used opportunities for collaborative activi-,
- ’ ‘ ™o,

ties with clignta 3s occasions to model various behaviors such as problem- .
i ™~

solving, needa assessment, use of resource files, worKkshop pfesentations,

: etc., for clients.‘ These "directed ‘c}llaborativg' activities were usually

one-time efforts directed at{increasing clients capacity to perform the

.
-

N""hodeled behavior. R o ’ vt
« ;';-v

Interestingly enough, greater Variability was observed between link~

s

ers than within 1inkers vi%h respect to linker directiVeness. The. degree

of directivenpss eXerted appeared to be related more to the linkers Eﬁ

. “preferred communication st&%.tljan to any particular linking ste‘p‘ or, T
L - o .

activity. Overall, no geri ed of linker'activities was observed to be -

-~

totally directive or totally responsive. Most linkér activities involved

L * ~ ¥ N *

. L% Y
: .
* a balance along thé’continuqm from directive to responsive,
P - & Rl
¥, . .l * \'Pi(' a
- . ) .. .
Y .
3 . - . L
J.‘ ~ " 5 N
e » < i 9 . . M ~
. * - ¢ L™}
v ] he - - % "
- ] . )
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‘ T he . ’ <
Observat%on of sthe lig}ers acti'ﬂ.ties also tevealed .that they were |
- J 1

. . faced with_making choices about the nature of services to be‘ provided to o

- clidnts. In some £ases, t"hey chose to provide, informabion special:l.st
S services. In other cases, they acted as information géneralists. As )
. 2 - d LY -

. B R s LR
., , speclalists, they tr ns1ate$‘content into the client's, language systemy. |
* . and assisted with its application to the task at hapd. As generalists,'

-r

they provided',knowledge and services related ;:6 information management. .
. Generalists' knowledge and skills were generally transferab]:e across .

content_demains. ! 8 S .
- ) ‘

. R *
Linking agents frequently provided specidiist services when they had .

. - - . M ~— v .
the&e_u;\engage in extensive infogfmation coll > on, analysis and

tranglation activities to prepare information for cli ts' use. They

"R N
wrote discussion papers and prepared information packet§ or workshqp pre&
L] 9 ‘

sentations to render R&D-'based information OWSG to clients. In essence,

they becamg specialists in the cqntent domain. When circumstances did not «
- " * - ~
permit their serving ag specialists, linkers often brokered the cont.ent .

- )

specialist services :E\other linkers, researchers or prac’titioners for

[

A Y ]
~ linkexs also served gs dire%mnduits for original umtransformed

-«®

; ey /_,\ﬂcuents use. When client di){prmation needs were relatively lighs, the l

informa- N

. *
tion. T'hese frequent transfers required littfle linker preparation and

r's

resui‘@‘ in the sharing of a va'riety of R&D-related information with ., v

clients ('bibl.iographies, fugitive pﬁars, proposgls, program manuals,

- &

. sample instruments, single journal articles, names of contact people, and

&
agsorted bits’of wisdom) usually in response to client requests.

"




¢ Vad N = it
y
- > N o .

~ ) Getieralist sérviceé‘wege also fregueﬁ%ly provided to clients, Link~ . N

ers dlrec:ed clients in the collettion and translation of needed informa-’

= tion and/or prepafed workshops aimed at incréﬁsing clients' informhtion
. . . A

&

* management’ skills. Spécigic linker activities in this area included:

. , ~ .
workshops on linking agentry, instruction in the preparation of discussion
. .
papers or information packets, and instruction in the conduct of informa-

) . tion searches. . ) . T e
. - .

As a matter,of course, linkers were observed to balance their activi-
ties between the roles of generalists and specialists. The profile most

often observed was that of a linker working as a specialist with clients

L] - -

’ b on at least one project, and as a°generalist with clients on several other
- projects. - . ' . .
- . . . i
\
Discussion . *

- -

The decisioryalternatives involved in linker scheduling, cod}dination,

* 1 -
style and role represented potential dilemmas to linking agents. Deci- |

sions in each of ;hese areas had ;q be guided by the trade-off8 1h§31veé
'y in the laﬁger.?ontext of the ligkers'primary role an&hclienta' prioriéies.

“ ) . Shheduling,deciaions‘required linkers to balance thé??‘work load to
i;;kre adequate time for deliv:;y of quality gervices tg clients. High or

low-linker participation in the client system per se, was neither inher- . . -~
- ~ently good or bad. Overall, from the Rx perspective, the primary con-

‘/”‘. * e .
sideration was to insure that clients priorities weré being met. Linkers

. - + - -

therefore had to assess caréfuII}Qfequegts for their services-in 1i535—q£

clients' prioéities and,their own, workload, time available an§ need for

slack time, . . ' .
~ . -




—

b

The observation of differences in linkar communication style both

withi% linkers during g given linking interaction and between linkers on
. -, . \ p . i
diffeggnr'linking irteractions was of interest., Table 3 presents the

pros and cons of different linking styles. ‘A responsi%e.linking style

TABLE ) .
LINKING STYLES . .
"-\\ - DIRECTIVE . -

r____flms ) . . Cons .
. ]

e Pocuses on specific issues ;. Increases the possibility that
deemed important- by the issues of significance to- the
linking agent. _ . - client may be overlooked. -

- —

e Is to the point and hence
requires less interaction
time,

e Provides less understanding of
client's thoughts and views of

) the situationlproblem.
e Emphasizes linking‘agent's .
definition of the sicuaciqp.

¢ Increases probability of
* registance.

*

¢ Provides greater detail to

e May p;evidé‘mare information,
the situation, : ' ’

.

. Helggrescablish rapport . . a4
nd/reduces resistance. . .

e Emphasizes client's defini-
tion of the gituation.

22

e
- Q ' RESPONSIVE
Pros . ; Cons . o
] Enables linking agent to , e 1s more time consuming.
gain a better underacand-
ing of client's thoughts . . .
and views of the situat{on/ e Requires mdre communication
problen, . skills, °
. -




. x

- ' g, -
generally consumed more time and required _Breater communication akilla
but resulted in better rapport with the client. Generally speaking,

4

linkera_in any situatiOn need to,be con(:ious of (their) linking style

L X

and their cliengrs eowmunigiﬁson style to insure that conflicts do not

L
_ - /
.
.

occur. T ..
. : ".‘.\ N .
" Finally, “the observation that linkers made decisions regarding

L] *

their role to better méet cliipt_needs added another dimension to the’

linking process. This finding shggested that linkers need to examine

their tolexence lgg capacity for role variety when initiating any series

of dnteractions with cl'ients.l) .. .

guestionf3: What factors {nfluence linker activitiee?

To answer this question linker observation and interview data were
e ‘ ‘ .

examined to determine’the forces influencing linker activities. The
\

examination tevealed that aimost all linker activities involved the con-

"\

sideration of multiple, opposing forces. The varioua categories of

forces obaegved were: personalt interperaonal, client, organizationsal,
¥ ) . ®

- 3 .
policy, NIE, RDx and RBS. Client related forces were found to exprt the
_strongest ihfluence on RBS Rx linking agent activities. The forces which

- Anfluenced linker decisions in each of the decision areas, and the direc-
- ’l /
tion of their inflggnce, are presented in Tables 4-7.M The relationship

A -. . . .

of the forces to each.of the linking dilemmas is degtribed as follows.,

Ll
-~ v -
v -
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.4
s
N
w




,“ r | Q\‘mam-a
. s " .

. . FORCES INPLUENCING SCHEDULING DECISIONS

. . . B -
- x - ~ . »

~

Low Part:vicipacion ?

High Partieipation— —. ~

v ' {. €— Linking -agent need for ‘
. autdnomy C

.

Linking agent need for —>
affiliation ‘

. F
f - <— An infierdepgﬁden't task . i .Client receptivit:y\ %
- requests i
" | "&— client autonomy S ) An interactive task —_—
- €<— Non-client relsted , ° Client diversity —_— U7
T responsibilities
i v r ’
_<€— Political risks High status entitlement ——>
. \‘)6? . .
- /.-r— - . " - : 1 -
T . TABLE 5 : . T
. . FORCES INFLUENCING COORDINATION DECISIONS
a - y '
, ® High Formalization ! Low Formalization
. = R B a T
&<— similarity of requests Constantly changing —_—
. . ' client system o, .
N <— Task significance. Linking agent tolerance % .
. for uncertainty N
. . . . . 3 . * . . .
<— Large information need . Client diversity —_ ‘)
\ , € — Linited time’ Diversity of information——>'
. needs . . e
, . Resource uncertainty ——>
; - . ‘ Multiple accountabilities—>>
LY i ¥ LY R ~ : \f
\ i '
¥ . P ' b i 24 * -
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v FORCES INFLUENCING STYLE DECISIONS ° -
t v ¥ *
P k“;. v 4’ . !’
Directive, . Réspons:l_ve

]

<— Linking agent need for
control -

[ & —— Linking agent credibility

*<— Linited time

<— Desigpated distributions

&—— Informatibn fidelity
N
<— Linking as pyoblem solving

< — Ambigucus client request

Clear client request —_—
Verticle contact ¥ith —
client system . -

[ 4
. Client centered approach ——>

Linking as information ——>
transfer ’

TABLE 7

FORCES INFLUENCING ROLE DECISIONS |

-

- Specialist
\ »

Generalist

>

%Linkins agent past experience
with information needed

P i
’, e

< Linking agent interest about
infomat::lon needed T .

- Lack of other sourceés for
information needed .

@ mw . =

é'— Request for specialist

" Linking agent lack of e
\, interest about information
needed

—

Under utilization of —_—
internal sources . .

Request for generalist
gervices

Linking agent information ——>

, services . ‘overload . . -
% Tine dvailable (I History as'a generalist i
S History qs a specialist 1 . -

] + » " 25 ‘ .
- . . ; .\‘




Scheduling Forces . - L S

‘ - ™~
Table 4 1ists the forces whicl influenced lipkera'tdbard'either hiﬁh” s
or low participation in‘ihe client systeﬁ: It can be séen that linkers .-
. . ‘ -, kY
who: (1) preferred group affiliation and group identity (affiliation 3

£

[T

> need); (2) feceived fngueﬁt client requests fnd recommendations {client

- . receptivity); (3) became involved in client tasks requifing.frequent .
' inpq; (interactive :a;k); (&) agreed‘tofberve a diversified.group of C - |
clfents (client diversity); and/;r (5) received mult}ple requests from ‘e
legitimate auphor%fy sourées in the clienf system (status entithment).

— tended to be moved toward high participation or frequent interactions .

4

‘with the %}1ent systen. -~

On, the other hand, lin¥er§ who: (1) preferred independent as.

- opposed to group activity (autonomy need); (2) became involved in tasks
requiring lengthy coilection, translation and preparation activities
/ »

s=c(interdependent task); (3) became involved with clients preferring limited . "
Y

-

. 1inking.agent participation or visibility {(client auvtonomy); (4) were. ‘
<, - absorbed in various RDx maintenance duties Such ps transaction log or '

progress rqppﬁ; preparation (non-client related tasks); andfor (5) encoun- x

- r el

o texed political shifts such ‘as changes in leadership or‘EErk pri%%ities ) ’
. . b } 2 L) |

in the client System (political ¥isks) — tended to be moved toward lower

participation in the client system. -

[

All of the above fgrceé were observed to influence the extent of

-

A Y oy R AR o A

v linker interaction with the Glient systep, At any given time one or
- . ’

several of these forces might be in opevation tending to result in either

- ~ R

- . P - I
N

>
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=~ linker over-invqlvement (too mich work) or linker under involvement (too
S
L] . “e

, little work) with the client system. Linkers therefore had to consider

C —maa e -

these forces and anticipate their consequences in order to attempt to
- >

he ~

1 .
provide continuous services to multiple clients in the client system.
To achieve this the linkers actively balanced their rates of engagement
o "\.' A ~

fnd disengagement with clients In order to maintain a resource of siack

l
. P

, time. The linkers found that thisrwas best accomplished by specifying
client tasks and linker services in terms of clearly defined goals,
» expectatfons and delivery dates. Clear ‘client and linker exﬁectations

regerding delivery and disengagement facilitated the scheduling of addi-
. s _ . 3 .

-

tional linker services to other tlients.
»

Coordinfation Forces - : ..

. K »
The forces which influenced limker decisions to coordinate or inte-’

grate their activitieé,with clients' Eetivities are presented in Table 5.
The left side of the table cites forces‘which influenced linkers to
fornalize, standardize or plan-in-advance their activitiés. The fﬁrcep
listed on the right influenced linkers to take a less f6}mal more spon~
taneous approach to their linking activities.

Linkerg were influeneed to formalize or plan—in—advence their

activities when: (1) they received multiple requests over time for

" similar information (request similarity); (2) they received requests to
[ ..

\ work dﬂ client tasks of high aignificance inVOlving many client members

- -...-...-n—.....m..»...m._»..—.».,‘ ——

-(task aignificdﬁce) (3) an extensive amount of information was required

. for a client's tapk (large inforqption need); and/or (4) a limited amount

u




*-,

3

-

£

. i .
diversity. Tasks of extreme importance to the client system pressured ,

Iy

, .
- - N
- / hd
.

3 . P . : } - -

of time wag available to provide the desired client services (lidited

time).. . \ LI . . *

L]

. Conversely, linkers were influenced or pressureqd to maincain a\léss

formal, moEe epontaneoue approach to their linking activitiee when:

11),&hey encountered an evolving, ever changing client syerem (constantly

changing client system); (2) their own tolerance fgr uncertainty was high

-

(tolerance for uncertainty); (35 they,yere constrained to workswith

ldiveree cliencs who differed in tole, authority level, educacicn and in-

fqrmation need {client diversity), (4) they received requests from many

different sources for quitd varied Lcontent (diversicy of information

-

needs); (5) there was uneertainty over the availability of desired infor-
mation resources (resource.uncertainty); and/or (6) they were accountable

to g number of verigd sources such as their clients, the RDx, :ye Rx, RBS

e

and NT.Ft i . i . .

Two generally opposing forces were observed to frequently influence
ﬂ

or pressure linker coorqinacion decisions: task significaqee and client
) ¢

. . J
linkers to coordinate or manage their activities by advance planning and

fdrmalization of linker-client interactions. . Having to deal nith a divejﬁ/“

sity 6f clients, however,’moved linkers toward coordination of their

L

effprts by informa}.procedures to facilitate flexibility of communication

and interaction with clients. The mutudl occurrence Gf,r?ese forces

L

presénted somewhat of a dilemma to“Iinkers.

~ * »
Y b . 1 "‘ *
' "E . . ~
. . )
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4
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Twa:e;amples-og_genﬁral solutioJ; to the above dilemma arrived at

b; the linkers were to gixher (15 p;ckqﬁf tée information into smaller 7
components of content and ;oﬁdg;; a‘;;ries of workshop presentations ésr
the diverse cliént group, illustrating fge appliqability of a given don-

tent cbmppnent from the diverse perspectives represented, in each of the
~ ) i ‘
workshops, or‘(2) package the information’into larger cbntqu qpmpqg;nts
’ . i > S 4
and make presentations to clients grouped homogeneously. In each cﬁsf

v . - 4+
provisions were made for audjence partiecipation and questloging thﬁough-

out. Thug, the linkers addressed the coordination dilemma by balapcing

the nature of formal (planned, ¥ritten and/or structured) and informal |

F B
(unstructured, flexible, opepfended, discussion-based) activities that

occurred.,

.of interpersonal linking agpnt assistance. Nog one ﬁgt of written mater-

ials, ot thelr own, can be readily adaptable to the needs of vaxied
audiences.. However, written materials accompanied by 1inker s pqpsenta—

tion, explanation and face—to—face discpnsion can be adapted to the»needs

of diversified audiences. Clients can readily ask questions and relate or

adapt new ideas to thelr work needs. . ) .
= e * - ; v
" Style Forces "= . A . I\

— ‘ $ .
A number of fotrces were observqg,tﬁ effect the interaction style

Jinkets chose to use with clients. Tabie 6 presents the forces which

induced linkers to be either directiye or,feSponsive. . .

~ e \‘ L]
.
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Linkers who. (1) preferjﬁd to lead direct and prescribe actions

(need for contro1) (2) were perceived as having or being able to obtain

f [P S,

relevant knowIedge (linker credibility); (3) had cogstraints on the time

available to deliver services (limitedatime) (4) were required to dis-
. - tribute specific sources of information (designated distributions), .
(5) found an obvious solution to a c1ienq,prob1em (information fidelity);
(6) believed in a problem-solving, solution-based approach to linking
(proPlem-solvings; andlor-(7) received unclear descriptions of clients' o .

tasks and situations or uncl equests #r services (ambiguous client .

(‘f

requests) — tended to praf:f ox “be influenced toward a directive linking

. style. . ‘ .

- x

) From the opposite perspective, linkers who: (1) received unambigu-
ous s%htements of . client tasks, projects, goals and information needs

. {clear client request); (2) interacted vertically across all levels of -
- " . "'," I

authority structure in a client system (verticle contact); (3) viewed

linking as a client centered process (cllent centered approach); and/or

"(4), viewed iinking as a process established to transfer information to
] clients for use for a variety of purposes (linking as information transfer)
— tended to adopt a linking style that was responsive.

Overal®, the Rx linkers were observed to be more responsive than
dﬁjective, confirming their position that their activities were client-

centered. A\tensiOn or conflict was frequently observed, howevery~

hd .

between the linkers' desires to be responsive and clients difficulties

in expressing their needs. Hhen client requests were ambiguous the linkers

¥




=

B g Y . ' .
used one of two approaches. They either adopfed a directive style,
L4
probed for more specific information and conducted brainstorming or

problem solving sessi¥ns., 65,'they_remaine&'generally fesponsive to

o~ . .
client requests as stated. In general the directive approach led to more e

L] . i
constructive linker-c2ient interactions when client requests were
: |

amPiguous. « \ _{

. » \
Role Forces .

Table 7 cutlines the forces identified as influencing linker decis~
ions about the role linkers adopted in providing services to clients.
The forces which influenced linkers to act in specialist or generglist

roles are listed in the left, and right parts of the table, respectively.

-

, It can be seen in Table 7, that linkers were influenced to provide ;

information specialist services to clients when: (1) linker had past f{
experience and?or formal education in the information request area
(e;perience); (2) the linkers had a atrong interest in learning about ‘.

the informaton requested (interest); (3) the nature of the information

_requested was such that, the linker had to process it in depth (lack of

’ .
other sources); (4) clients specifically requested 5echnica1 agsistance

in applying specific information to a given task (request for specialist :
. . .
services); (5) there was sufficient time'in both the linker's and the

- o

client's schedule to permit specialist activities (time available); and/

-or-{6)—the_linker had_estahlished a history in the client system of

acting in a specialist role (history és,specialiat):.“_ .

-

|

\

|

|

|
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ﬁ"% Analysis and Discussion of Forces ol

. -
s h .

. Linkers were more prone to provide informatioh aneghlists services

‘-

to clients when: (I) the linker had no special interest in, the informa-

tion area (disinterest); €2) clients specifically requested assistance

with the development of information méﬁigzaent or disseminatibn'capaq%ty

’ " skills (l;equest: for generalist serv'ices); (3) the requested "Lnformat::ldn

existed in the client system. (under utilfzatfon of internal sources);
(4) the linker was overloaded with work on a variety of information ¢pllec-

tion and translation tasks (information overload); and/or (55 the linker

éeneralist role (history as a generalist).

- L]
[y

- | Two observations are worthy- of note regarding the above results.
First, it was observed that linkers who had established histories of

acting as‘:¥%her information specialists or generalists encountered

"

resistance from clients when they tried to change their dominant role.
Second, linkefs tended to provide services in’infbrmation areas that

. g were compatible with their ofm areas of lnterest and expertise. \

. -
“

¥

The forces bearing on linker decisions were'}eviewed systematically

to determine if any generalizations could be made regarding groups of

forces and linkers' subsequent activities. Several general pdtterns of

relationships emerged. The most prevalent clggfer of forces considered
. "

had established a_history in the client system of acting in an information

-

. " » }
-Hac%pssktha_ﬁour_linkex_denininnén;ggg were client related forces. Forces
related to the linking agents themselves were next most prevalgnt. Fine

J’ ally, time was continually a major consideration which influenced decis-

ions in all areas. ff . ) ) ’
. , VR
it ar
L] L] ’Ll -




The observed pattern of domipance of client related fo‘rces supported

—

the Rx linkers'—peréepqt;n and description of their job and activitiesas

“client-centered". In summary, the client'related forces which influenced

linking agent activities were: client:' requests; the type of services

reques;qd and expected; the degree of request ambiguity; the frequency of

requests; the repetition of similar requests; clients' information state

-~ the, kind, apount' and diversity of information needed and the avail=

o
ability of the information; the nature of the client's task and its sig-

nilficance to the client Byst:em, clients' need for autonomy; the rate of
client system change; and the size, diversity and nature of the 11nking ! i

. ':"‘"/

The next most frequently conbidered cluster forc%s which influenced&

* -

agent's contact-with the client gystem.

linkers' activities related to tlie personal attributes of the linkers: -
. \ Ny -

i.e,, linkers'education, interests, expertise, tolerance"éfor uncertainty,
views about linking, and needs for autonomy, control and affiliacion.

[ el
In addition, the force of time exerted a continuoug discernible .

-

influence on linkers' activities. 'I"he availability of time was directly *
L3 —y - 4
related to the provision of specialist services, the adqption of a A :
reéponsive style, engﬁgement in informal activities and h‘igh participatien
. L

in the.client system. Interestingly enougl,. ge availabl'el,R&D base and

the extended linker-client enviromment (i.e., KIE and RDx) onl:,\infre- .

quently ;lnfluenced day-to~day linker activities.

13
" L]
-’

In SUmaTY, the linking proeeswaswbsepzed_m_b;._inﬂnenceibv a = .
host of client rlla’ed, link ed and time'related forces or factors.
Each linker-client intleraction therefore invcdlved consideration of a . '"A.
- - * , ‘.\ . . P
variety of person?, in \rpersonal‘ and o"';;anizational forces. . 2
. - ’ o
. L . 40 33 v, . \
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Y . ﬁ ' ', Summary and m‘}.ications . .
. - [ ~ ] 4

> ) The present s'tudy Jwag coan'cted from a program process evaluation

» .+ , frame of reference to determine antl describe (1) the activitfes engaged in
* * t :

. . by three Regional F.xchange (Rx) linkers to transfer R&D-based information *
. . int ucat onal practice, (2) the decisions the linkers were ret1uired .

P A
X oy tomake, and (3) the ,forces or factors which influenced the 11}1kers Q

s "

decision-making. Some 336 separate linker activities, consisting of

Act:(ons, verpal behaviors and decisions were coded by a participant A

. > L]

- observer during the four month.field study. Analyses via inductive

contex?t analytical procedures resulted in the production of a functional

taxont‘ii:y of linker actﬁties. The results- indicated that there were q v

B . . "B
qw seven functional steps in the linking process. Each step’involved from !
rd

. two to six primary activities which in turn were «comprised of basic

8 - actig_j.tie . Viewed collectively, the bdsic actiyvities, primary activities
- » n “

) and flmnniméf steps constitute the linking process.
T l' e ] - . A )
i " + The, tional linking steps consisted of: engagement, context
LY

. ) specification, diagnosis, ¢ollection, translation, presentation andwdizen-

- »
.

gagtment. In brief, Rx linkers had to (1) establish and maintain rela-

hY

Y

"%

, tionshiph with state clients and information resour‘c.e bases; (2) learn

»
. »

# " about clients" tasks, work enviroments and information needs; (3) diag-

nose c1ienEs qeeds and negotiate specific services to be delivered in
. 4 .

'support of clients' work efforts° (4) search for and cqllect R&D-based :

- information rélevant to, clients’ needs; '(5) translate the imformation T _ il

-
vl

into a format and language soitable for clients' use; (6) persc%p{e, .
sent p'nd explain the information*'to clients°.and (7 disengage from a

. ’ * ., ., . .

given c1ienb-service c9ntact and negotiate new setvices with the same or e

‘ aiffe fient clients. - v p ' ' t

. . ’ 4 - ' N

R
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~
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&

* The_steps in the .linking process or cycle were not followed in rote

—_
) . ‘

* fashion. Rather, they were :melemented with flexibility. Consideration “

* 4

", was given to the hii'Eory of the 1inker-client relationship,-the task

negotiated and the availability of a rescurce baBe., Component steps
Y}

which already existed were not repeated unnecessarily. \

* In the courae of engaging in the functional steps and primary acti—
vities central to the linking ‘process, the Rx linkers had to make deci—
sions regarding (1) scheduling (which state.cliengs and griprities tos

’ address; how many and how frequently?);. (2) coordination (which ‘
activities could or should be fo;malized; how much pllénning was neces-
sary or aesirable?); (.'i) gtyle (should a directive or a resp,onsive‘

-~

'style be employed; which style would result in the greatest cliepnt

. benefit?), and (4) role (would the client's needs best be satisfied . .

1f information- specialist or generalist services wére provided?)
» L‘
Linkers' ‘decisions -in-the four areas cited above were influenced >

by a variety of. forces, Clignt related forcespwere found to have the

most bearing or influence on linkers' decisions. Liﬁker's' experience‘

backgrouhd and p_referenc:e,a also had a significant influence on linkers'

‘.
' [N

decisions. | ° . . -

* .
» -
. X, LA R . o3

Considered as a wholasthe above £ indin“gsub describe a‘client-cente'red,
. ’ o
time-bound interpersonal communication procests‘; vwhich functions to link .

R&D information with educational pract.ice. T}lﬁ components of the process

.
-

@e qurﬁnerized in Figure 3. The forces on the left are the factors which

. . % . .
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:\lnfluenced linke.rs" decision-making. The fgur decision areas, which can,
be represented as 1;re§ent1ng_ Q£1e:;mas to linkers, are cited next.

Decisions in any of t;he four areas substantially influenced the qualita-

tive nature of the basic and primary activities linkers engage:i in to ‘
operatié'na'li.ze the steps of the.linking process. In fact, a case can:be

m;'ide from a technical perspective that each linking cyc]:e cgt:.tpleted was
operationally u'nique in that‘ different combinations of fors:es, and

" subsequent linkers decisions‘, rasulted in the linkers' Mplementations of
select basic and primary linking activities, in unique sequences with t
unique mterpret-ation and emphasis. Functionally speaking, héweveg,
implementation of the linking steps through a complete cycle usually .
resulted in the i:ransfer of }{&D 1nfo'. from research to practice ‘
regardless of the ob‘served configura:ﬁ basic lixiking activities.
Overall, the résults of the study revealed some of the complexities of

- L]

the linking process f}:om.an ongoing, dynamic perspective.

Implicatioﬁsx.ﬁor Linking Agentry ,

. ¢ .
A number of conclusions or implications, pertinent to the implemen-"
»” '>

sa!md the organization of linking

agentry, were derived from the study and are presented as follows,

- T e - .

tation of the steps in the ligking proless

P

Epgagement

e When gerving a specific client system, lix;king agents shéuld

]

___dinitiate relationships with a epresentative crogs-section of
staff in the client system aﬁ':l should maintain them, even when
)
they aré not directly working together. This will make the link-

ing agents more accessible to requests and will tend to avoid‘a

~ . . . F) i .

<
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firefighring approach to the utilization of RSD.

- L)
L e

Context Specificldtion : , . RN

e 'When collecting informafion about a client system linking agents
sho&ld attempt to obtaiﬁ informatien ftom multiple sources'
R (human and dqsumentary) at multiple levels in the organization.

". \\\, ot - ' The priority and significance of potential tasks should then be
:

. verified with client system management staff.

Diagnosis

.y

’Eﬁélsbecific services they are interested in profiiding (indivi-
‘dual interests)., A;biédbus client requ;ets cgh often be attribu-
'ted in p;rt, to a lack of clear and thorougﬂ information about * d
the nature of linking services availa?le.
e Linkers should strongly consider'taking a directive-appr;ach when
they encounter clients who have diffﬁfulty inxgtating a clear
request for services. Linker-led client brainstorming or problem

- -

solving sessions facilitate closure on relevant linking tasks.
. =
Collection ’

. Hhere possible,_linkers should anticipate client needg (based on
» . ’ ‘ + N ‘.
context specification activities) apd initiate eollectioh work on

resource bases that are most 1ikely to be of relevance to antici-
. .

ﬁated linker-client interaetions or collaborative efforts.




y * '  Translation - , N

° I.i.nlf.i.ng1 requiges that uﬁm& agents trazislate R&D-based informa-

-~

-tion into the language of the citent and "lcourage clients to
a‘pply' their own labels to‘ the phenomenos. The importance of
langu;a e to the transfer process is critical from the perspectige

of initial client understanding and ultimate client ownership.

Availability of or access to information are ‘1n8ufﬁ1c1ent to -

., ensure clients' utilization of the information. . - .

flr ‘ -
’ . Presentation . . . .
R ’ .

- ° Tiﬁ%’ is a critical factor in zmost linking situations. Linking

agents should att_emp.t "to maintain a resource of slack time in

* order to have sufficient flexibility to‘res‘p d to’clients’
requests in time. Given the time-bound naturé\of linking, it was
observed that information presented to client® was of useyonly if

it' was avai{a{le at the time needed.’

e Face-to-face interact_ion} etween linkers and clients are essen=
- »
tial to the Iinking process. Face-to-face interactions facili-
tate clients' testing, questioning and feedback regarding the

L]

information presented. Linkers can then further explain, ;eintfér—

pret re-present, &% elaborate on the information presented. Per- - |

-

sonal interaction undoubtedly leads to greater client cognitive '

£
understanding of the information and its relevance. Personal

- ']

intaraction also appears to facilitate or influence clients' - -
. -
affective comsitment to use the information. In the final analy~

gis, the affective and cognitive aspects of the link:iné process "

.

are probably equally inpc;:':tant. ' ‘ 4

L] ~
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Linking from an Organizatioﬂal Perspective .

Disengagement ~ . . ' . -

¥ ’
Linkers need to be aware of the _history or entjtlement they have
established with the client system. They should expéct that
attempted role changes (e.g., from inforhftion gemeralist to

speci.alist) will 1likely meet with some degree of resistance
) v

» <
~ from former clients. . .

—
- . ’

Linking agencles should establish.clearly stated goals and ‘servicew
“n

descrﬁtions bagd'illuatrate‘ to client systems how these goals and

services are congruent with'clieﬁts'—goalsend work agtivities.. ;
. . ] , -

Linking agencies shou’Id also In.ltiate, establish and maintain

relationships jrith potential client syste;ns (state ypartments,- )
intermediate state agencies or school districts in a regiq;}. T
Agencies’s’hould also gonsidef a form of matrix organization to ' T

facilitate the use of thelr linking agent staff across differex;t

client systems to naxihize staff use and client service. This u,

latter approach requires the linking agency to designate a

primary contact persén for each client syséan to coordinate

»

agency-gystem activities.

Given linkers' tasks to work across .3 range bf clients with

varied :lnformation needs, to work autonomoualy to translate
R&D-based inforu;ation into forms meaningful to clients, and to

move in and out'of various client groups ~ linking agencies need

fﬁ institute organizational support mechanisms which foster '

openness, 8har:lng, autonomy and 4 sense of identity améng
\ <

“—11nking agents. ' .
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e Linking agencies also need to be sens’tiﬁ& to the high degree of

r

flexibility galled for in linking work. Linkers are disposed to
provide speﬁ?fic services in consideration of a range of external
" y ) ’

¢lient, intrapersonal, and time rélated forces. As a result,

¢ v '
linking agents work in a situation which demands role variety, -

style adaptability,'informdfion variety and concomitaﬁtly, a higﬁ
. . . . o 3

tolérance for hncertainty. All of these factors support the

.
L

assertion that linking agencies and agents need to be highly.

] ‘ M . .

flexible. .
¢ Finally, both linking agencies and linkers need to be sensitive
tojlhe fact that linking is a consulgative pgbcess that relies
e

heavily on a wide range of communication skills. Linking relies

on five general sets of skills: (1) interpersonal communication

and consulting skills to establish/maiétain client relationships
and toA;btain information about client task environment, goals,
and,peeds; (2) networking skills to span bo;;darips,,dlvelop.
information sources and ¢btain desired resourées; (3) analytical

information search, geledtion, management, analysis, and syn-

”
8 ']

thesis skills to access and procesg info%mation‘quickly and

efficiently; (4) creative information translatiop, bisociation
£ ) '
and interpretation skills to translate varied sources of informa-

*
tion and jargon into conceptual frameworks and language under-

standable and relevant to clients; (5) general educational skills

. to désign the varied pregentations needed to delivex‘lnformation°‘

) » -
. "
to clients in instructive, motivating and relevant ways.

U o
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Implications for Linker Agent Training'

~
Three general impliharions for the training of linking agents were
13

derived from the study., Effective linking agents were observed to
. -

(1)'aﬂapt their acriviries,ro the needB of varied clients in the cgnrexr

ot
-

of a larger educe;ional effort (i.e:, srare education agency);

(2) demonstrate communication liaison,: networking, anaWtical information
gearch and anelysis, 1nformarign interpretatioq and'translation, and in-

1 sbrucrional-akilla; and (3) demonerrafe flexibility in decisions related
to negotiating aqﬂ/;cheduling act;yicies, 1ncerg lor” style with lients
and service role with clients. :, . . _/j

Using these observarions as general criteria 1ti}skauggested that

linker training involve (1) case atudy, hands-on type experiencgs to

fa;iliarize Ilrking agents:with the educational system(s) they will be

working with:; 1i.e., their components;_maintaining forces, politics, a@d

-

current goals, operations and improvement efforts; (2) a series of train-

, ing workshops degigned :J prepare linkers in the five key skill areas
identified as requisites™ for linking, and (3) supervised field experiences
or Bimulationa'ta give linkers opportunities to experience the linking
procesa, their preferred styles of acting and alternative ways of.acting

~— to provide a"full understanding of their role as an ongoing decision-

maker. o

-

Implications for the Evaluation of Linking Efforts -

Evaauation studies can be conducted to: (1) describé ongoing link-

¢

ing activities (program documentation or program processes); (2) appraise

-~

the degree to which focused 1linking activities meet their .goals and

L]
5

» L !

.
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objectives (specific goaf'acﬁiexgmenEHQI_ijﬁcq#Vgs-based); (3) provide .
. - . -, T A -

information for the lmprévement of linking activities (fotmative); and

(4) provide information about the overall effectiveness of linking activi- =

ties (outcohes;based or summative), ! ’

The present study was primarily an example of program prgFéss

evaluation. The results were used by the participants in a'formative

»

sense to help them better understand and modify their linking behavior.
From a technical perspective the pregsent study was not‘a fqrmal formative

evaluation in that the study did not overtly address the relative impact

1
of the observed linking activities on clients' subsequent information use.

it !
Substantial definitional and methodological groundwork was accomplished,

v —— v . '

, however, that should facilitate subsequent evaluation studies (descrip-

: )

Accordingly, the methodology employed in the present d%%%y (parti-

tive, formative and summative) of the linking précess,

El

cipant observation and inductive coni‘:t analysis procedurds) appeats

relevant to Zhe.descriptive study of linking in other contexts. For -

example, the linking process activities of other Regipoa] Exchanges.or.
the linking process efforts associated with various state sponsored

Y

school imﬁrovemept efforts could be studied using the presgent methodology.

The results of the study alsg?provideq a taxonomy of activities and .
a goals and objectives structure that oan be usdd to guide more compre-
hensive formativeand sumative evaluations of linking agentry. If the
lfhking steps, decision 9reas;‘?5rces and oréaﬁizational-relateé factors

are accepted ag a framawﬁ?ﬁ; a number of quesfions can be posed, -relevant

to tﬁg formative and summative evaluation of client-centered linking. .




ST - Given the proposed framework, l’fomtivewevaluatioﬁ of t;he client- . . i
) cen.t:ered 1inking process light be focused around the folloving questions: ) ’
) Hhat: are t:he key goals and objectives of client-centered link:lng?
. - e What are the most important activit:ies and characteristics of a .
- } client-centered linking 9perat:ion? (Linlging steps, de_cj.nions, ) |
3 . ’ forces_)“ . SR . . ’ /
o Afe t:l}ese important ac.tivities being-"impl'ementgd? (e.g.', engage- '
_ment, context specification, 'col‘lgction —-="agency goal‘s, agenc; _.4
. . supp;:t for linkérs, ‘inter-agency relationshfps, etc.) ; ‘ . )
- . ® Are the actiit:ities contril‘auting to the achievement of the objec- )
‘ ‘ £ ) tives? (i.e., Are key state pra_li»fit:izes being served and {s R&D .,
) baged mgomtion bei‘!}g ‘translat:ed from regearch into ?;acqiée?')
"t e . What adjti‘stment:s in the :I:mplem'e';xtation of the iinking ateps; ‘

linkers' ‘decg%'.ions regarding scheduliné, coordination, style and

rc;le; linker training and preparation; and/or limker agency

organizational activities might lead to the attaimment of 't:he

- .
% >

objectives? ) T . - .
Which approaches to diagnosi::g and serving ‘client: sysatem needs
work best? . . -

Hhi(‘:h linking style or rolg works best — in what situations?

'\.

What problems are involved in implementing the linking steps; in

*

reaching linker decisions, in providing organizational support

for kers; in managing w‘.,a client-centered linking operation? ’ .
How can the;.e problems be solved? . . ) ’ ’l . |
’ : ' ¢ !
‘. ) ’ ! _ ) ) s ’
: ‘ \.44‘ : .. '. ' '
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¢ What measures can be suggested to operationally define: (1) the E
degree to which client system priorities are being met and . ’

(2) the degree to which information is being trahsformed from
research to practice? o ST

A . . -
Thé stiudy also surfaced several issues of relevince to the summative

evalution of linking efforts. Given the fluid nature of. client-centered,

linking, how do you evaluate the effectivenmess of linking efforts from an

organizational management perspective and from an impact or information-

use perspective.: Qverall,,genéfal_observations_gleanedAfrém the study

-

discount the use of any simple linker-client frequenty-of-interaction

-

, measure to attest to either efficient management or effective impact. -

Answers to the qukiﬁtative questions "What state (client) pqiority was
involved?”, “What specific use wask::je of the information?", and "Who

¢

b
was affected by the information use?"\-- far outweigh the notion of w- .

simple frequency talltes of linker-alient interactions with regard to the

. assegsment of linker actfvity impact. ?

+
.

For example, a relatively brief series of interactions with, key '

state clients might result in the utilization of ‘'R&D-based information in

’

the design of a statewide school improvement process, impacting all of

the school districts in thg state. * This brief bgﬁies of"linkerXclient

interactiens mgthtb;otentiafii-be mbre.signif%gant than more numerous con- s .
tacts with otherﬂgliénth tbdt deal'wich more rout;;E dnd internai applica- .
-’tions of information, . ‘_ .7 L oe T
. -The ultimate effectiveness of giv;n linker-client interactions cgn\
th refore_?nly be appraisedigg{%x,if con?idfratiegrggﬁgizpn to the _ . o
. - , . : . . , .




L. - e -2 ) .
significance of the clent priority being ’addressed, the actual uyse made

L] . 1

of the information and the lafger audience affected by the information ..

use, Similarly, evaluations 6f the effectiveness of the management of
. *> . S

.

- ’ :].‘inker op.er&t:ions in a client-centered context need to e.xan:t.'me\r the
via‘bility of extant organizational strategies for the identif;cation of
high priority client] system needs, the matrix ﬁnagement: of linkérs o
deal with the identified needs; ’t-he support systems developed to faeili- »

. tate the lz'lnkers'factivities, and the relat:ive. opport:unit:ies. for work in \7 |
t:heﬂ_,client:' system. ) . ) - . - .

~ )

.

Implications for Further Research . ’ o e

. bt . ‘ '
As was,noted above the present study constituted a first descriptive

. step in the /study of li;king-' from a dynamic perspective. Ilr;:hat: regard,

- _ the linking act;vi.ties_ of three Rx linkers working as consultants with

»

fe . .
‘ state department y\-aj!ucation staff on state priority tasks related to \ S

F

. school improvement and dissemination were examined.

. Additional study is needed of linkers' activities (1) to determine
. , ,

1f similar steps and linker decisions age ir‘wolvéd dn other linking con-

L]

texts;. (2) to examine the alternative component tasks and primary activi- .

ties involved "in each of the steps to determine which are most effective;
. ’ Pl i
(3) to distinguish Eurther,;between client-centered and resource-centered

. F & . - . 4
linking; (4) to more fully operationally define the conditions or outcomes
F] . ~ . u , -
which consmute' a successful transfer of R&D based information from
research to practice; and (5) to opetrationally define measures of linking

3 - - \

effectiveness that consider clients' va;l.ui_ng,',use, priority context and

I .
dltimate audience application ——_“os the information’ provided. , * .;
. . Lo [ ] . ' ,x ‘ N - - \ )
A - * ‘ N N : N *
a ‘. ’ . [ ’ » el -,
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APPENDIX I g
Interview Guide - - 2 ~ -~ = ~ =2 << Interview f1 with Rx|§taf£g
' Generally describe what you do? ) f - ‘} .
What's a day.like for you? o

‘ th/do you do (refer to answer provided in question 1)?

’ What do you need to know about a client to work»with him/her?

How do you get this information? A ‘ v
What do you do with this information once you ve got 1t? Do you g
retain 1t? How?

[N - -
How many people do you interact with in a day? How many are clients?: i

. fow many are information sources?:

b - - » -
. What are your}primary Sources of R&D iﬁformation? - . v
What percent of your time is in the £ield? Would yoo prefer it be -
more: or less? Why? JUhat prevents it from being more or less

. - N, . .
How do you know when you've done a good job? For example? -
How do you know when you've done a lousy job? For example? -

. -What do you gee ag the major copgtrainzo’on yout activitigs as a
1 - T digsenination\specialist? ..

- What do you cali yourselé? What title is on your business card? .
~ How do your clients know you? What do they call you?

™~

What kinds of things provide an oppottunity for you to give a client
R&D information? For example?

What do you 1ike most about your’ job?-‘ e . , . .
. What do you wigh you could do dlfferently but for some reaspn you can t? ot

' —_ WhyeSan't you? Specifically. S

Who are your clients? Specifically, who are you working witﬁ noii|‘

»

How d1d your work with them begin?

g
y{

|

-
H

- How fong have you been working with them?




"What's the average 1ength of time you work with a client’
What are their needs? ot
How did you‘%ind out what their needs are? . .

2 . L

_What have.you done for them do far?

How did they respond? - .

-

What do you plan to do for them in the futlire? Why? .

’ ) C‘What wii_l you have to do 1:; order to provide this service? )

How will you “know hhen.to éﬁa your work'with/for them?

How do you know 1f they are sitisfied? If your work 1is valued or used’ ' ;

* How frequently do you talk with the otbe "Rx slaff about your clients? Why?

What other things do you talk to Rx staff about? How often? '

What is your unique contribution to\the Rx? Do you.feel the others
appreciate and/or find this useéful? “
[ ]
Is there anything specific that you'd like me to npte while I observe
your interactions with either clients or Rx staff?. Any activities
you specifically wanc.inputipr feedback about? ,
' ' |

Interview Guide - = - = =.— = = = = = - Interview #2 with, Rx Manager .t
« F ¥
4 A

What 13 the relationship of the Rx to RBS?
What kinds of interactipns do you have with .the Rx client scates’ What
. has your involvement been with each state? .

.
. A
- »

Do you have a profile of an ideal dissemination specialist? .

What activities of your staﬂzﬂao you encourage?

ol

What do they do that you'd prefeq,they-not do? ., .
How dd you let the sta?f know yOu think they' ve done a good job? -A
lousy job? . .
Do you see each staff member as having a unique ‘contribution to the Rx2 ’
Explain? i . ‘ _ o
Co . 50 ' : \




APPENDIX I ’ .

Categoi'ies resulting from content analys;is of Interview #2 data.

e . " 2
) ) Titles given Rx staff role . . ' >
, . . Services provided to' SEAs ' 7 '
bl Rx role with SKAS P’ N e . ’ .
Rx-client relationship by {1ding . ’ e

Reappnsea to client request
Request clarification

" Negotiation of services provided .0 .
* ” Client characteristics : .
Client resistance - .

Client investment: in project o e
Incentives for SEAs to work with Rx -
4 « Strategies for getting clients to value R&D outcomes — ownership
* Rx contributions to SEA‘s y ¢ . - . 0 .
Rx agendas with SEAs o . }
- Type of information needed:to do the Rx job . : .

“ Sources of R&D information . -~
+ Information search processes . : AT
*  Timing of activities/time: req}ired = . .

- Prepara;:ion of deliverables’ oo ‘ S D
Strategies when not knowledgeable . )
Feedforward A . .

-
. /4 .

\
|
- Attitudes toward change/views of change, . L. J‘
|
|

Parameters on,Rx work and services delivered -
Opportunit:ies £ o . .

. V.iaions ’ - .

Rx internal rela:ionshipslcomunication . .

Rx manager rqle - > a _

-

= hl Q o -

- e - - >

/ - - -
.

Rewards to Rx staff" . . , |
« ° Miscellaneous . . - ’ A A

- - e e e - e o e o e -
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* TAXONQMY OF LINKER ACTIVITIES °
\ 4 .

ENGAGEMENT -~ (Ma’jo:c Lm!ung S«tzpl R
Contact client -~ (Rncmany Linking Activity)
o 1nit1ates contact -~ ABasic Linking Task)

- ’ -
e responds to client initiation

Presentation of self v

. describes.0 { .
-0wWn experience
. —own education. .
-own interests
- * = =4 = oo T e e . ve e e P
e d¥splays: . -
J. ' -sld.lls .
. -knowledge . .
-specific literature citation-”
-non-specific literature citation -
-personal assocldsjions .

L4

I

e describeg owmn role related to:

’ " L) -RBS - . P ;
. —RDx ol
=NIE .
. ~client égsten
}ersonal acqggintgnoe_ .
! e inquires about client’s: »
" . =-experience - ]
~ " =education : )
. -gkills - - s
« » =interests . ; ..

: -role in cliént system
. expresses-B
~interest in client

* .

~understanding . , -
- e validates client’s experience )
" i . \ . R l
[ . - . M .- ,
! 2 ,
%
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CONTEXT SPECIFICATION T e defines client: . -
. ' —work effort
Task specificarion » ~proble=
' - ! =need for assistance
e inquires about client: . “idea or point of view
- -work ‘effort - .
~problen ’ Task scope
s\~ -need for assistance - ’
» =idea or poinf of view . s Iinquires about client's
, ' ~staff
e listens to discussion of: A ~asgociates ‘
—client work effort -constituents
* ~client problem ’ -
-client need for assigtance ¢ inquires about organizationg and
i -idea or point of view * agencies involved |
s 2agrees with client: ) listgu to discussion of client's:
—work effort =ataff
-problen - -agsociates
- -neéd for sssistance . e ¢ —constitéénts o
={dea or point of view .
- . . e 1listena to discusafon’of organi-
o disagrees with client: zations -and agencles involved
~work effort
~problea e agrees about client's: ——
-need for assiitance -staff
=ides or point of view =-zgssociates
* =constituents
o qualifies client: .
-work effort e agrees with organizations and
+=problen agencies fnvolved
-need for assistance . A
~idea or point of view . e dizagrees about client's: '
[ - -lt&ff
s probes client: -gsaociates .
—work effort s . ~constituents . ’
-problen .
_ ~need for ass:letance e disagrees with organizations
~{des’ or point of view . and agencies involved
! . - -
. .parlphrase's cldent? ¢ * qualifies cocments about client’s:
rmork effort - -staff
. =problea * -asaociates
-need for assistince . ~constituents _
=idea or point of view ‘ ) . -
- . x w qualifies cocrents about orgaci-
¢ gives,opinion about: i T zations and agencies irivolved
* ~client work effort SR
" =clicat  problea s Dprobés about cnent's.
~client need for assistance - =-staff
-client fdea or point of view . -associates |
/ . =constituents
e 53 . o
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.

. .

, ® probes sbout organizations ° o disagrees with! ‘
- and agencies involved . -potential inpac: of client'’s
. r task
e paraphrages coments dbout client's: . ~how task relates to other
~gtaff _ ‘ ¢lient system efforts
-zssocistes ~vhy task is important
-constituents . ‘ ~why task 1a rele\ranr.
e paraphrases orgsnizations and ) qualifieaj t
agencies. involved ' --po:en:ial izpact of cnen: s
. task.
e gives opinion about client's . . ' ~how task relates to other
. -staff : client sysen efforts ,
. ) ~associates - ~vhy task’is important
-, . -constitueats . e ’ -ﬁv task is relevant
e gives opinion about organizations . ,- e probes:
and agencies involved i} ., —poteuntizal inpac: of client's
- task
3 P - @ defi.neﬂp’ople who: . b ~how tagk rehtea to other
Y involved . . - R clicnt systea efforts-
- @ involved . . -, =why tagk is igportant -

‘ —vhy, task is relevant ‘
o defines organizations and agencies '

" . that-are; , . e paraplirages:
i ~involved ‘., -poteatfial impact of clien:'
~should be fnvolved . task
-how task relates to other .
. Task significance . clicnt- systen efforts
o inquires about: ‘e qualifies vhy task is:
. ~potential impact on ={gportant *
client's tagk » -relevant
. ~how task relates to other —
N client systen efforts ¢ gives opinion about:
_». -—~hy task is izportant -potential impact oh:-nen:'
- ‘ -why task is relevant § d task |
+ . ~how tag¥ relates to other
. . e listens to discussion of: . client systet efforts
o -pot¥ntisl izpact of . ~uhy task is important
) client’s tajk N ~why task is relevant
~how task relates to other
client system efforts ¢ defines:
. Y ) =-why task is important -potential impact of c(ien: s
-vhy task is relevant : task
. ~how tagk relates to other
o agrees with: : . client systea efforts
~potentisal impact of =yhy task is important
clieat's task ’ - - vhy task is relevant
. -how task relates to o:hnr
.~ s -client systen efforts )
~hy task: i« important
e ) —hy task is'relevant ’
» “ ) ’
e o - 54 .o ,
-~ - . - . ’
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DIAGROSIS

Information need

e 1inquires about information/

assistance:
-, ~required for task
» -available to client
- -avaflable to Rx

-needid

e ‘listens to discussion of fnfor-
mation assistance:
-required for task
—available to client
-available to Rx . .,
~needed

¢ sggrees with information/
_‘é_assiatancg:
~required for task
* =available to client
ravailable to Rx
-needed

dissgrees with infqroation/
assistance:

~required for task
! ~availsble to client
. ~available to Rx !
aigt -needed :

—

® qualifies information/assistance:
~required for task
~aveilable to client
-availsble to Rx

runeeded

¢ .probes information/sssistance:
~Tequired for task
-availsble to client

. ~-available to Rx

~needéd

® paraphrases inforeation/assistanc
4 =required for task
—available to client .
—~ava{lable to Rx
=needed

. 4 *
o gives opinfon about information/
assistance:
~requiredVfor task
~available tH client
-available 'to Rx

. ~needed »

—
o

. o defines information/assistance:
} ~required for task
g -iv‘gilable to clfent
. -available to Rx. *
~needed

Regource assessjent

. ¢ inquires about:
- ~people available
~time available
-money available

listéns to discussion of:~
-people available
~time available
-soney available

sgrees about?
-peocple availsble
~tine available
-poney available

dissgrees about:
~people available

. ~time available

-zopey available

qualifies comments about:
. -=people available
=tize available
+ooney avzil¥sble

Y J

probes about;
=people available -
~-tize availsble
~ooney available

e paraphraszes comments about:
-people available
—~timoc available
~money available

* -

Tz



.o . -

defines:

opinicn about:
-people available
=tine available
-money available

gives

-people available -
~tiue available
‘s -money available
acknovledges linitations of'
=client
~RBS
=EDx
-self

- ‘-R&D informaton sources

Ac:ion planniqg

inquirea about vha: the cuen:
has done to date to zccoeplish
the task

inquires about wlat others -~
have doze

inquires -a
systen

ut what 4he ¢client
done

listens to discussion of what:
~the client has done to
date. to zccomplish the
task
~othgrs—have done
=the|client system has
dons,-

task
-others have done

— rthe client systen has done
probea\(gn:

-the_client done to

- date_to accoeplish the
v

. task,
=others have done
~the client systex has done

r

b

‘e parsphrases vhat:

_r_/:‘

k3

=the ¢lient has done to ]

date ‘to accomplish the .

task -
:gr.hers have done
he client system has done

e gives opinion about what:

« =the client hag done to
date to accoaplish the
task .
-others have done
- ~the client systez has done
N

e defines’vhat:

-the client has done to
date Yo accomplish the
task -

~pthers have done

-the client-gystem has done

preacribes action of client or of
client lysten .

proaises ocwn act.ion

ngrees with vhat:
=the client has done to
date, to accomplish the
" task -
* -others have dona
-the ¢Tient system has done

disagrees with vhag: i

=the, client has done to
date to accomplish the
task,

-othérs have dote,

~the client systea has done

proposes acticns of:
-client
~gelf

-0 ger .

b

-
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COLLECTION ’
TIdentify collection domain

)
¢ determine: y
) -parzaeters of content
/ . : dozain to bé collected
~-tfze available for
collection
. ~money available for
collection
-people available to .
* asgist collection -
-gources of inforzation
available
~descriptors to tdentify
content domain
“~
L S L
Reeall information

‘ . o recall information from: - t
-OWTt ZEDOry
—=past expexiences at
conferences

-N\ - ~curtent swareness reading

. -forzal education
~workshops
-prior searches

. 'Retrieva sources *

. ‘etrieve.sour,ces re&dﬂy acces-
« sible £xom:
-personal files
-personal contacts
-Rx resource center o

. Seareh of “sources

ge seatch for new sources of
' inforpation:
> -scan journal indexes
' ~scan bibliographies
* —run computer search
-conduct library search '
e obtain: ’
. ~articles
~books
~bibliographies

\

N -

-

TRANSLATION
Review resource base

+ o revieu:
N . =bibliographies
. =titles
' -naterizls briefly
(articles, books, pro-
possls, manuals, newg-
~ letters), ‘

.

¢ “

Select sources
e deternine criteria for selection

o select sources that are: ~
~important
-reliable
=recocaended -

™ do.el not reduce collection of ™
oaterials L e

”
Cenerate Information from sources

e read sources

¢ summarize content of sources
Jinto sesningful information

ALalxze informsation ~

e content analyze across all
sources

-

¢ interpret,content . '

o red\ﬁ;e cohtent on basis of:
-smount of information
‘ ~relevance of information
-information
~timeliness of information
-support for Rx credibility

Biso‘ciation of content information
¥ith client context

° usocmm‘dnfomuon with:

a

. -clicnt langusge == will

they understand this?,
~glient problez -- will
. this help them? - .

-




-~ A
* -
w .
-client Beed - do they
need to know this? -

~¢lient motivation -
will they do it?

v -client potential —-
can they do 1t? )

-

e seclect information/ideas to
present: .
«z8 evidence for clienu
beliefs
-to trigger client’s ideas
~to verify clients point,

of view
f ~to acknovledge clients view
, i -to deay client’s poin: of
. view'

-to expand clients knowledge

Reftame information into client's
language
o - redefine :eminology accordind
to elient’s language -

* o, create definitions of new terain-
ology in client language

PRESENTATION | '

's

Design information presentation

, o deternine purpose of presentation:
«client receipt of Informa-
tion
~client knowledge of 1d¢as
-¢Tient change in attitude,
, value, behavior

S

¢ select key ideas fm 1nfomation

t that:
~yill interest client
-will motivate client '

+ =811 be relevant tg client's
task
-sre dominant in literature
and frequently discussed

¢ organize key 1deas

Ll

-

e illustrate key ideas .',
e develop form of written presents=-.
' tion: ° -
) -Deno ) N
=letter .
-outline “o

*

L * ~paper » "

- -proposal .
-information packe: & -
=handout . .

e develop form of verbal presenta-
. tion:
‘. =phone call
-person to person meeting
-gmall group presentation
~workshop

s

Preparation of presentation

e prepare materials: -
1 —:ypin,g
. .=printing
* «*  =agseabling, T
« =packaging 3

" T

¢ construct audfo-visual aids ' g

e identify and/or create exercisa"
to s'uppot: information ..

e practice verbal presentation -

-

Preparation of information *

¢ transfer Information:
-verbal presentation of
information to tlients

-

-give materials to client

o relato information to client:
=descrihe infomtion and
, materials” .
~interpret infotmation
={llustrate ideas
-associate idcas with client

task
~translate ideas to clfeant
language
a »

<yvigual display, of materials -

<



» wmotivate client:
: ~prescribe use of i.nfom-
- tion
-advocate information or
ideas L4
+ ,=suggest benefits of infor-
. s ) mation or, ideas
- ] -suggest consequences of
’ not utilizing
. . ~of fer rewards for utiliza-
. tion’ -
-offer threats for non- .

- - utilization -
- e reiterate: .
- ~restate key, tdeas

=-provide opportunity for
. client to apply -ldeas
M -provide opportunity for
! clfent to practice skills

. y .

! DISENGAGEMENT .

. Closure
. _ .

e reinforce‘client receipt or
utflization of information (com~
plinment, reward, give &redit)

golicit client evaluation of
Rx sffort: o
=verbal
~written ..

(s

L o0
e solicit client request for

PR

T - additional services: .
~inquiry into other .
¢ “ . ClienuﬂBk’ T e
- - -yolunteg¢r further assist-
B . ¥ ance
' ~identify need £or further
' assiltance -

s statement that work togethor is
finisghed

L4 - d
- -»" - < . p
. .t " ' h .
LY B r .
L) . ]
Redefinitfo_n_ of relationship ’ ’
o.. statemeiit to stay in contact
even though this task together :
is fintshed
e set appointment to discuss
. further assistance L.
o statement of tertiination of ,«
relationship .
- bl . . »
“
) « ) )
° A
. "‘\- .
'
. » )y i
: I L
. L} 4
3
« Y : -
X - ¥ N .1,
- . . el ’
. "
“ 1 *
I
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\{NKER DECISION AI.TERI&TMS INVOLVED IN-THE HAJOR LINKING ‘$TEPS | A ;
- " 1] + ’ »
.. - 07 i 4 - - . .
PLinking Steps e . . Decision Areas .’
) »
. . u Schéduling Coordination Style °- Role
—_—
EHGAGDIEHT To initiate contact To gn’l:acl: clients by To ém:aﬁl: clients by To presént self as
wil:h . T b
{client contact and - . ﬂ
relationship building) l Hull:iple pol:enl::l.al 1, Pormal planned 1, Imjitiating meetings | 1; Knowledgeable in
clients’ meeting 2. In\response to content domain
2, One pétential 2. Informal networking cliegt initiations 2. Knowledgeable
', ¢ client . -, 1 . atout how to ob=
SN L ) . tain apd.utilize
Y To present self as A" .. . information .
! 1. Available for {re- | . . - - . s Ve
quent interaction ;_-,‘ . Wy s . ..
. .2, Available for lim- .- T i -
g . ited interaction . - . s . . . : !
" s ' : cbtatn un ‘ 1 '
CONTEXT SPECIFICATION To define k by To obtain informatipn | To obtain understand- To wof¥ on taeks .
- - . - | about system charaé_ ing.about systex A reguiring
{identify client taik 1. Linking agent and teristics characteristics R
and related systea client interaction . N
charaéteriatics) 2. Clieft alone prior {1, Using.,written forms | 1. By providing infor- | l. Content exper= .
v to linking agent 2, In comrerssl:!ons mation and define © tise . S,
. participation itions ° 2. Informatién et
’ . | To work on tasks 2. By solicibing management S T
. To obfain knowlddge requiring - tlient's informa- assistance .
, I of client system v tion and defini- *
¢ N 1. Planning tions
T 1. Durinﬁ interac~ 2, .Jmmediate action . )
tions with To obtain cormon un=-
-~ clients dergtanddng .
. | 2. By reading :
. descripeions prior 1. By imposing linking . |
[ w "Il . to gmeting with .- . - . agent or R&D lap- , > .
~4 client - guage and frase of
. » . « reference i t .
C . To work on tasks 2. By accepting = .
- ‘requiring - . client's language .
" || . and frase of
1. Frequent linking . reference . s
N agent participa- ' . -
tion . - \\
2, Infreguent link~ ' ‘
ing agent parti-, * L . ¢ |
. . cipation ' L ¢ |
1 L] " - 'Q
b -7 - . - . T . ,
. - [ .‘ - L] ' ‘.. * N _ ‘5'»‘ 1 . s 3 69 .
. 3 . PO T T P gy . . . o
P . PSPV R SUVE S A + 1 i- e b & a b b - : Y . . AP




fr

a
el

. r

Linking Steps

e

Decision Areas '

/'\\'

Scheduling e

-

Coordination

Styla

Role .

DIAGHOS1S

(determine informa-
tion.necded, and
actions to be taken)

- ]
.

COLLECTION

"(seareh for and
retrieve R&D infor—
mation sources)

To vondict diagnosis

To obtain iuouhdge

) 'rS “oi:tain knowledge

To define the infor-

1. During interac-
tions with clients

2. Prior to partici-
pation with
cnepn

To plan activities

1. Req.uiring 'fr'equcnt
1inking agent par=
ticipation

il

Ll

To schedule collec~
tion time *

1. According to
client tine
‘deand ™~

2. According to tiza s

. needed to collect

aources

tion need .

of client’s informa=

of a client's need

1. Using written forms
2, In conversations

¥ L

-
Tq coliect sources

| of R&D faformation

1, By a fornsl search
2. Through,personal
contacts'

» -

1. By initiatiog and
directing a need
. assesgment

2, By accepting the

. client's stated
information need

To plan a‘ctiviéies .

-pation needed

1., As readily avail-
able to the liok-
ing agent

2. As-requiring an
extensivé search

To angsge in need:
assesenent in order

1. By waﬁing for a
client request
2. By volunteering
assistance
e -
- To plan activities '

1. By prescribing
client actions

2. By proposing Jink-
ipg agent & ions

To initiate & scdarch

1. To establish &
need for a ape-
cific source

2. To identify =
client's informg~

»  tion fnequity

u
-

"ro obtain R&D colled=

. L

1.-Based on linking
agents cxtarnal
judgments thet a
need exists '

2, Bxsed oo client's
realization of
need and request
for assistsence

tion

1. Through ongeing
current awarceness
reading and net-

. worRing Yo
2. Upon desand from
client

To collect RED mources

1. Independent of .~

© elient -

2. In collzboration
with ¢l{¥nt — ¢
"provids an exampl
for clients

To select sources
. based on their

1. Re)iability and
validity
2, Relevance .
4
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Linking Steps

L~

\
Decision Areas

Scheduling

Cooraination
»

Style

Role

TRANSLATION

* (transform R&D sour~
ces into a form
zeaningful and use-

y Lful to clients)

PRESENTATION
(design, prepare
and present infor-
gation and assigt-
dnce?)

To select information

N [

To engage in transla-

to a wide
clients
to a
client

1. To apply
range of

2. To apply
specific
'k -

To schedule

tion

transla-

[
r

1. According to
client time
dezands

2. According to time
needed to analyze
and synthesizf

To design delivery

+

‘4, With high client
interaction °

2. With low client
intexaction

To servies multiple
clients -

1. By repeated pre~
sentations

2. By one presenti- )
tion designed
for a diversa
audience

+ 2. Spontancously as

tion - .

1. Prior to the pre-
gentation

2, Prior to and
spontaneously”
during presenta-
tion

To design presénta-
tation

1. As didactic
2. As experiential

To predent materials

1. According to plan
appropriate
To encourage client

participation and
feedbeck

1. As questions Yor
following pre-
sentation

2. &a dialogue
throughout
presentation

To select ideas th§t

To_engage in trans-~

will .

1. Have an impact‘on
clients

2. Be useful to
clients

-
To present Inf
tion

1. To provoke and
challenge client
thinking and
actions el

2. To support client
thinking and
actions

.

lation

1. To transforn
inforration
2. To provide zn

-gxample for
clients

»
To _present ideas

1. As the best solu~
tion
2. As alternatives

To cngage in delive

1. To present RSD
information

2, As an exazple for
client:




kS -~ M L ~
eking Steps, | T N . Decision Areas
T Scheduling Coordination Style Role
e
i
JEGAGEMENT . To_perform To disengagé To disengage .
~ disenpagenent, - -
Kefinition of activities 1. According to time 1. Based on linking -
flationship schedule planned agent initiative o
th client) YAt a rate equal in advance 2. Based on client
. to or less than 2. Upon task comple- initiative
engagezent tion '
‘2, At 4 rate
slightly greater
. than engagenent ' o
. 2
To_perform \/\ .
disengagement ol
bécause ,
/
. 1. Linking gent
m— ~ -overload - ’ ’
2. Tagk completion . X _

*h.




