
t-,

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 135 411 95 IR 004 571

AUTHOR Hood, Paul D.; And Others
TITLE The Educational Information Market Study. Study of

Information Beguirements in Education.
INSTITUTION Applied Communication Research, Stanford, Calif.; Far

West Lab. for Educational Research and Development,
San Francisco, Calif.; System Development Corp.,.
Santa Monica, Calif.

SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (DBE4, Washington,
D.C.

PUB DATE Oct 76 )

CONTRACT NIE-C-74-0099
NOTE 419p.; For relevant document, see IR 004 570 ;

Appendix B may reproduce poorly due to type size

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 BC-422.09 Plus liostage.
DESCRIPTORS Administrative Personnel; Boards of Education; Chief

Administrators; Counselors; Decision Making;
,Educational Besearchers; *Educational Resources;
Field Interviews; Information Dissemination;
*Information Needs; *Information Services;
Information Systems; Information Utilization;
*Interagency Planning; Legislators; *Models; Needs'
Assessment; Policy Formation; Principals; '

Questionnaires; Sampling; Srarch Strategies;
Sociometric Techniques; Teachers; *Use Studies

IDENTIFIERS Applied Communication_Research; System Development
Corporation ,

ABSTRACT
Data on the characteristics, information needs, and

information diSsemination patterns of actual and,potential users of
educational information were gathered through field.Interviews with
persons representing a variety of educational roles.and geographical
locations (Vol.-I) as well as through a nationwide:mail questionnaire
survey (Vol. II). Questions for the study were generated from an
:Educational Information Use Model which hypothesized'relationships
between:user'characteristics, information needs,and information
soUrOes'eMployed. Results indicate that wh:Ue,there are many

Hdifferencas among respondents for the variablet analyzed, there are
distinct patterns of:information use related, to personal style. and
type of educational position held. This study forms half of a laiger
'study intended to provide guidance for decision making and planning
,-at.all-leveis in the United States Eduaation.Information Service .

complex. Appended are the mail survey sampling design and the mail

survey instrument. (SIS)

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished materials not available from other sources. SRIC makes every.
effort to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the

quality of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS).

EDRS is not responsible for the quality of the original docunierit. Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from

the original.



U.S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION h WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS DF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED 00 NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

1-4

teN STUDY OF INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS

IN EDUCATION

N.I.E. CONTRACT NUMBER HIE-C:74-0099

THE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION

MARKET STUDY

OCTOBER 1976

Prepared_by:

Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development

1855 Folsom Street, San Francisco, California

t-A



VOLUME I.

younit 11.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

KEY EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION USERS AND
THEIR-STYLES OF INFORMATION-USE

Chapter I.

Chapter II.

Chapter III.

Chapter IV.

Chapter V.

Chapter VI.

Page

Executive Summary 1-1

Introduction II-1

Characteristics Of The Variable-

Sets III-1

Relationships Between Variable
Seti IV-1

Conclusion V-1

References VI-1

A MAIL SURVEY OF USER INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS

Chapter I.

Chapter II..

Chapter III.

Chapter /V.

Chapter V.

Chapter VI.

Chapter VII.

Chapter VIII.

Chapter IX.

Chapter X.

Chapter XI.

Appendix A.

Appendix B.

Executive Summary I-1

Description Of The Mail Survey II-1

Question I. III-1

Question II. IV-1

Question Iiim V-1

Question IV. VI-1

Question V. VII-1

Question VI. VIII-1

Question VII IX-1

Question VIII. X-1

References X1-1

Mail Survey Sampling_Design

Mail Survey Forms

A-1

B-1



1.

VOLUME I

KEY EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION USERS

AND THEIR STYLES OF INFORMATION USE

Paul D. Hood

Laird Blackwell

Far West Laboratbry for Educational

Research and Development

The opinions expressed in this document do not necessarily reflect
the position or policy of the National Institute of Education, and.
no official endorsement by the National Institute Of Education
should be inferred.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOREWORD vi

ABSTRACT viii

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY I-1

A. INTRODUCTION I-14 r

B. INSTRUMENTATION AND ANALYSIS 1-3

C. RESULTS 1-4

II. INTRODUCTION
. . II-1

III. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VARIABLE SETS III-1

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE III-1

B. PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION- 111-7

1. Frequent Purposes 111-7
2. Vital Purposes III-11

C. USER'S DIFFICULTY IN GETTING INFORMATION FROM VARIOUS
TYPES OF SOURCES 111-13

D. CRITICAL INCIDENTS OF INFORMATION SEEKING 111-17

1. Unsuccessful Critical incident 111-17
2. Successful Critical Incident 111-20
3. Comparison of.Successful and 'Unsuccessful Incidents 111-23
4. Relation of Unsuccessful Critical Incident

Dikficulties to Other Variables 111-24
5. Typical Incident . 11124

E. SOCIOMETRIC INFORMATION: USERS AS DIRECT PROVIDERS OF
INFORMATION 111-30

IV. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN VARIABLE SETS IV-1

A. RELATION BETWEEN PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION AND
SOURCES USED IV-1



ii

B. EFFECT OF POSITION ON PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION
AND ON SOURCES USED IV-13

C. EFFECT OF POSITION ON SOURCES AND ON SOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES IV-2"

D. RELATIONSHIP OF SOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES TO THE OTHER
VARIABLES IV-31

1. Relationships Between Sociometric
and Position Variables

2. Relationships Between Sociometric
Purposes for Seeking Information

3. Relationships Between,Sociometric
and Sources Used

E. PREDICTION OF EASE OF USE OF SOURCES

and Context

Variables and

Variables

IV-31

IV-39

IV-40

IV-42

1. Canonical Correlations IV-42

2. Regression Analyses

F. TYPING PERSONS ACCORDING TO SIMILARITIES
USE CHARACTERISTICS

IN INFORMATION
IV-58

1. Hierarchical Grouping IV-58

2. .Multiple Discriminant Analysis IV-59

CONCLUSION

REFERENCES

V-1



'Figure 1

Table.'

iii

LIST OF FIGURES'AND TABLES

Education Information Uie Model 1-2

Type of Variable (and Example Variables) and Their

Posited Relationships

Planned and Actual Field Interview Sample

Table 2 Distribution of Field InterviewiSample:
Type of Popition by Sex, Minority, Region,
'ilibanization, Age, Seniority, Degree, and

Membership 111-2

_

Table 3 Purposes for Seeking Educational Information,
Rank Ordered 151, krequency Ratings

Table 4 Factor AnalYsis of Frequency of Purposes for
Which Useis Seek Information

Table 5 Vital Purposes for geeking Edubational Information,
Rank Ordered by Percent NaMing Purpose as Vital
in Their Wavk 111-12

Table 6 Factor Analysis of Users' Ratings of Difficulty
in Using 22 Information Sources 111-14

Table 7 Rank.Ordered Rating of Difficulty in Using
22 Information Sources 111716

Table 8 'Content Analysis of a Typical Information-
Seeking Incident in Terms of Differences
Among Subaudiences 111-26

Table 9 Providing Information 111-31

Table 10

Table 11

Table 12

Levels of Persons to WhOa-Users Provine
Information, and Amount'of-User Activity in

-Providing-Information--- 111-36

InformatiWPurpose and Source Variables
With Substantial Loadings on.the First

****** IV-3

Information Purpose and Source Variables
With Substantial Loadings on the Second
Canonical Variable IV-4



Table 13 Information Purpose and Source Variables
With Substantial Loadings on the Third
Canonical IV-6

Table 14 Frequency of Use of Sources in Connection
With Most Frequent Purposes IV-8

Table 15 Frequency and Percentage of Total Number of Coded

Responses to Question "Why Do You Go to This as a

Source [of InforMation]?" IV-11

Table 16

Table 17

Table 18

Table 19,

-Table 20

Table 21

Table 22

Table. 23

Table 24

Table 25

Means of Ratings of Frequency of Purpose for
Seeking Information for. 10:PurposeS Which
Have Significant or Near Significant,
Differences Among Means IV-13

Correlations Between Purpose Variables and
the Three Significant Multiple Discriminant
Functions IV-17

Centroids for the Ten Groups on the Three
Significant Multiple Discriminant Functions
for Purposes for Seeking Information Variables IV-19

Means of Ratings of Ease/Difficulty'to Acquire
Information fromEight Information Sources
Which Have Significant F-Test Differences

Among Means IV-21

Correlations Between Sources of Information
and Five Multiple Discriminant Functions IV-23

Centroids for the Ten Groups on Five Multiple
Discriminant Functions for Information
Sources Variables IV-24

Organization and Position Predictors and
Information "Sociometric" Variables With
Substantial Loadings on the First Canonical
Variable (N = 137) (Canonical Correlation = .75)

Organization and Position Predictors and
Information "Sociftetric" Variables With
Substantial Loadings on'-the Second Canonical
Variable (N = 137) (Canonical Correlation = .68) IV-35

IV-33

Organization and Position Predictors and
Information "Sociometric" Variables With
Substantial Loadings on the Third Canonical
Variable (N = 137) (Canonical Correlation = .59) IV-37

Organization and Position Predictors and
Information "Sociometric" Variables With
Substantial Loadings on the Fourth Canonical
Variable (N = 137) (Canonical Correlation = .57) IV-38



Table 26 Predictor and Information Source Variables With

Substantial Loadings on the First Canonical
Variable (14 = 137) (Canonical Correlation . IV-43

Table 27 Predictor and Information Source Variables With

Substantial Loadings on the Second 'Canonical

Variable (14 = 137) (Canonical Correlation = ;67) IV-45

Table 28 Predictor and Information Source Variables With

Substantial Leadings on the Third Canonical
Variable (N = 137) (Canonical Correlation = .65) IV-47

Table 29 Predictor and Information Source Variables With

Substantial Loadings on the Fourth CanoniCal

Variable (N = 137) (CanOnical Correlation.= .61) IV-48

Table 30 Relationships Between Types of User Characteristics
and Ease of Use of Sources (N = 137) IV-51

Table 31 'Significance Level of Differences Between
Predictions of Ease of Use of Sources by
Full Model and by Reduced Models IV-55

Table 32 Significance Level of Differences Between
Predictions of Ease of Use of Sources by

Full Model and by Reduced Models
(Analysis of the Effect of Sex, Age, and

Geographic Location) IV-57

9



FOREWORD

The study reported here was performed by the Far West Laboratory for Educational

Research and Development as a subcontractor to the System Development Corporation

under Contract Number NIE-C-74-0099 with the National Institute of Education,

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Although led by the Far West

Laboratory, the Edunational Information Matket Study was a joint effokt involving

staff of the System Development Corporation (SDC), Applied Communication Research

(ACR), and the Far West Laboratory as contractors, and the staff and consultants

of the Information and Communication Systems Division, Dissemination and Resources

Group, of the National Institute of Education.

The field survey of key persons in education was designed and conducted primarily

by Far West. Laboratory staff; however, we need to acknowledge the advice and con-

structive criticism of the following persons:

SDC: Robert Katter, Karl Pearson, Jr., Cynthia Hull

ACR: Colin Mick, William Paisley, Matilda Butler-Paisley

NIE: Mollie MacAdara, Samuel Rosenfeld, Thomas Clemens, Charles Haughey,

Charles Hoover, and Delmer Trester:

Among the several NIE consultants, we especially acknowledge the survey Sampling

and instrument development advice provided by Dr. Sam Sieber, and the assistance

of Dr. Lyle Lanier, who aided us in gaining information concerning the needs of

higher education audiences.

The Far West Laboratory team was led by Paul D. Hood. The field interview

schedule was'developed-and piloted with the assistance of Barbara Havassy, Linda

Sikorski, Nancy McCutchan, and Andrea Lash. Ms. Charlotte Coleman of the Survey

Research Center, University of California at Berkeley, trained and supervised the

field interviewers. Ms. McCutchan and Mt. Saundra Schaulis developed the field

interview samri'lg procedures and arranged for and coordinated the field interviews.

Field interviers included: Charlotte Coleman, Paul Hood, Marilyn gadspn, Marie

Paul, Linda Sikorski, and Gail Wrausmann. Coding, data processing, and report
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writing were done by Paul Hood and Laird Blackwell. The project administrative

assistants were Mrs. Carol Burkhart and Mrs. UrsUla Hoffman.

Finally, we need to acknowledge not only the cooperation of the 137 persons who

gave an hour or more of their time for the interviews, but aim, the assistance of

the scores of persons in state departments of education, local and intermediate

educational agencies, professional associations, ERIC clearinghouses, and other

agencies who assisted in identifying interview candidates.
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AnSTRACT

The Educational Information Market itUdy was part of a larger study of educational

information system requirements, sponnored by the National Institute of Education.

The market study was concerned vith defining the characteristics, needS, and pur-

poses of educational audiences in terms of their actual or potential use of edu-

cational information.

This study was a two-stage effort. In stage one, field interviews were conducted

with a purposely selected sample of 137 key,persons, representing 18 different

educational roles and located in over 40 communities through ut the U.S. Stage

two involved a major, nationwide mail questionnaire survey. The intent of the
.d

field survey was: (1) to develop in-depth understanding of user information needs

that could be employed to design the mail survey; (2) to develop and refine a con-

ceptual framework and an analytic methodology; and (3) to develop qualitative in-

formation to clarify or illuminate data of the mail survey.

An Educational Information Use Model is presented which establishes relationships

among several sets of variables, including: (1) organizational context, (2) posi-

tion, (3) person, (4) information resources, (5) information sociometric variables,

(6) purposes for seeking inf6rmation, and (7) sources used/preferred.

The results indicate that there are many significant differences among audiences

in their purposes for seeking information, the sources they use, the search strat.,

egies they employ, the results they obtain (success/difficulty),, in what they do

with the information they obtain, in thnir propensity to spontaneously provide

obtained information to others, and in the numbers and types Of persons who cOme

to them for information. The field survey data analyses oonfirm the validity,Of

the Educational Information Use M,,hel ane provide estimates of the patterns and

strel.gths of variable relationships.

1 2



I. EXECUTIVE ,SUMMARY

A. INTRODUCTION

The Educational InforMation Market Study Was part of.a'larger study of educa
. ,

tional information system requirements, SponsorebyHthellational Institute

..of Education; and undertaken by a project:teamconsisting:ofthe System Develop--

ment Corporation, Applied Communication Research, Inc., and:the Far WestlAbora:,

tory for Educational Research and DevelopMent. The market studywas concerned

with defining the characteristios,'needS, and purposes of educational audiences

in terms of their actual or potential uSe of educational information.

The market study waS a two-stage effort. In stage one, field interviews were con

ducted with a purposely selected sample Of 137' key-persons, representing 18

different educational roles, and located in over 40 communities throughout the

United States. Stage two involved a major, nationwide mail'questionnaire

survey: The intent of the fieid survey.was at least:threefold: (1) to develop

an indepth understanding of user information needs that could.be employed to__

design the mail survey; (2) to develop and refine a conce?tual framework and

associated data analytic methodology to be employed, in the data design and

analysis of the mail survey; and (3) to develop qualitative information which

might be used to clarify'or illuminate the more limited and more structured data

that would be obtained in the mail survey.

The:field interview was designed to obtain information relevant to several sets

of information User and information use variables which were of particular In-

terest to this educational market study.- The variable-sets and their hypothe7

sized relationships are indicated in Figure 1. From some points of view, positic

purposes and sources form a "core" or "foundation" for understanding the nature

of users' needs. The arrows connecting the three data types suggest a view of

causal relationships; namely, that position will directly affect'the users' pur-

Poses for seeking information and also the sources used._ Mbreover, purposes are

also seen as having a significant predictive relationship on sources used. The

arrows also indicate that context, person, information resources, and sociometric

variables-Will be related to the position a perSon holds and will affect the



Fi4dre I. EDUCATION -INFORMATION USE MODEL

Type of Variable (and Example Variables)

and Their Posited Relationships

CONTEXT
LOCation, organization

SOCIOMETRIC
(Give to, come to

POSITION
(Type, work activity)

PURPOSES

(Type, task)

PERSON ,0011 iqpr

(Sex! age)*
40110

0 INFORMATION RESOURCES
Perception of isolatio

0
ISOURCES USE/PREFERRED
(Search,.acquisition,
sequence, a:el:a-noes
reasons 'for prefer-..

ence, etc.)
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purposes for which that person seeks information and the sources which are used

to seek it. Although this seems to be obvious, we really have no good, quanti-

tative idea about the strength, significance, number, or character of these

causal relationships. If significant, Meaningful patterns cgnbe established,

there would be at least a beginning basis for designing.or redesigning infor-
_

mation products and services (i.e., sources) in terms of needs (including pur-

poses) of different classes of users.

B. INSTRUMENTATION AND ANALYSIS

Ia....

The interview schedule consisted of questions relevant to all the types of variables

in the Education Information Use Model (Figure l) . First, there were Several

questions which focused on the position and kind of work the interviewee per7

formed. Then after a general question about information use, the respondent was

presented with a-list of 22 types of information sources (e.g., face-to-face

discussions, textbooks and reference books, library facilities) and asked to

rate those they used in terms of the ease/difficulty they eXperievced in ob7

taining the information they needed for each source. Next the respondent was

presented with a deck of cards, each listing a type of purpose.for seeking in-.

formation (e.g.., determining results of related work performed by others).

After deleting cards.listing purposes not relevant in the user's work in
-

education, the user sorted the remaining relevant,purposes into several cate-

gories of frequency of use. Next the user wab.asked to select the two purposes

for which inforMation was most frequeftly sought. Pointing to the first of

these most frequent purpose items, the interviewer asked the respondent to scan

the list of sources presented earlier and identify the first, second, and third

source which the user would normally:turn to in seeking information for this

purpose. After identifying each source, the user was asked why this source was

used. The interview continued with questions regarding the most important pur-

poses, and why they were important, critical incidents involving success or

failure in finding information., and amount of time and money spent in seeking

information. Then, questionS were asked relating to the number_and professional

level of people to whom the user communicates information (sociometric). Person' .

data was provided by questions about age, Sex, ethnicity, degree level,.and
_

:months in job. Questions About perception of isolation and budget for

15



informatiod search provided data on information resources. ConteXt data was

provided by questions about organization type, educational level of job focus,

:-and-population-density-of-the-communityin-which-the-job-isset._

Data from these questions were tabulated, ranked, and otherwise summarized.

Factor analyses were used to describe the within variable set relationships

among the source items and among the purpose items. Then, in order to investi-

gate the relationship between the variable sets shown in Figure 1, three multi-

variate methods were employed: (1) canonical correlation analyses to examine

the relationships between the sources and the other sets of variables; (2)

regression analyses to determine the combination of user characteristic variables

that can best predict the ease of sources used; and (3) multiple discriminant

analyses to investigate differences in patterns of information use by different

types of users.

C. RESULTS

The results indicate thatthere are many significant differences among education

information subaudiences in their purposes for seeking information, the sources

they use, the search strategies they employ, the results they obtain (success/

difficulty), in what they do with the information they obtain, in their pro-

pensity to spontaneoUsly provide obtained information to others, and in the

numbers and types of persons who come to them for information.

Although there are differences among subaudiences, the Education Information Use

Model suggests that patterns of infotmation use (needs, sources used, search

strategies, outcomes) are multiply determined; and that information going beyond

an audience typology may be employed effectively to identify and describe various

education information "markets." The seties of canonical correlation analyses

amply demonstrates that context, position, person, and information resources are

indeed related to sociometric and purpose variables and that all these sets of

variables, taken one_or more at a time, are significantly related to data con-

cerning sources used/preferred.
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Regress,i.on analyses indicate that ease of use of several, but not all; of the

sources can be predicted to:some extent by wer characteristics. Although organi-

zation/context,.position, person, sociometric, and purpor.:es variables,each Con-

tribute-separately-tip-the-prediction
of_easeof_uep_of sources; purposes, organi-

zation/context, and position show the strongest rllationship to sources. These

three types of variables, used together,-correlate about .50 with the ease.Of

using each of several sources of information. However, ihore than two-thirds of

the sources (including "national information systems such as ERIC" and "abstracts,

bibliographies, and indexes") are not predictable by user characteristics.

Regression analyses also indicate that the relatively easily obtainable information

about age, sex, and geographic location has little relationship to ease of use of

sources.

Hierarchical grouping and multiple diecriminant analyses on the basis of eimilar-

ities and differences in purposes and sources suggests that there are distinct

patterns of information use that characterize people, and that the people who

tend to use similar patterns are.only sometimes in the same types of jobs or.

positions. Thus, patterns of purposes and sources may be as. much personal styles

as they are requirements or.consequences of particular jobs or positions.

Seemingly distinct patterns.or profiles of purposes and sources are tentatively

identified. In some cases, these patterns seem to clearly characterize an

orientation toward information use (e.g., finding all "personal" sources easy

to use and all "semi-formal" and "formal" sources difficult to use, or "providing

information to others" being the only frequent purpose for seeking information).

Although these findings of distinct patterns of information use that are only

partially related to job type are extremely speculative at this point, they,are

interesting enough to warrant further investigation.

17



A. BACKGROUND

II. INTRODUCTION

The emergence of a major federal role in educational information systems and

services parallels the earlier emergence:of federal roles in science information,

biomedical information, defense/space information, etc. However, the infor-

mation systems and services in each of these fields have taken different oper-

ational forms. The Educationai ResourceS Information Center (ERIC) component

of the educational information system has passed its'Ehirteenth anniversary,

and is today the largest screened knowledge base about education in the world,

including some 230,000 citations of technical and joUrnal literature. ERIC

can.be seen to have evolved from a researcher's information system to a

practi.tioner information system in response to needs for.widely diffused knowledge

that distinguish education from less applied scientific fields.

While ERIC is sometimes criticized and sometimes praised--for both the right

and the wrong reasons--it is indispensible, and it is-typical of most information

systems now serving the sciences and professions. ERIC's design was based partly

on precedent, partly on the colledtive experience of its designers as information

users themselves, and partly on the state-of-the-art in both the infOrmation and

the communication sciences at that time.

In more than thirteen years of operation, ERIC has helped to shape understanding

among information scientists regarding the distinction between reiluirements for

a scientific infOrmation system and a professional inforMation system.

The market analysis of educational information service needs has been conceived

by the Information and Communication Systems Division of the National Institute

of.Education as an antecedent to determining the specifications for developing

an educational information system more responsive to the needs of educational

information users.

Although the term "market analysis" may be new in the field of educational

information services, the cohCept of determining user needs and behavior as an

18
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essential step in the specification of requirements for information and com-
.

muniCation systems is yell established. There.is a 20-year ,tradition of re- .

searchin this, area, beginning with a 1952 study by Herner, Information Gathering
. .

HabiLs of Workers in Pure and Applied Science. 'Since that .time, information

a

-
needs research has extonded.into all branChesof science andthe professional

disciplines aS may be.seen by scanning, for.example, the "Information Needs

and Uses" chapters in successive volumes of the Annual.Review of information

Science and Technology.

From the numereus studies, perhaps not directly related to education but rele-

vant to this study, certain signikicant characteristics of information seeking

habits may be drived..

Information seeking behavior of engineers seemed to be programed

posSibly due to perceived cost of information seeking--McLaughlin,

Rosenbloom, and Wolek (1965).

individual differences are closely related to perceived relevance on

information seeking--Rees and Shultz (1967).

Accessibility and ease of use correlate strongly with perceived utility

of information. Accessibility and experience are also closely related

to channel use. However, acceptance of information correlates highly

with perceived technical quality, but not with accessibility or ease

. of use--Allen and Gerstberger (1967).

Scientists tend to rely primarily on written sources, while tech-

nologists rely on oral sources--Allen (1966).

Amount and diversity of information inputs and degree from a major

institution predicts a great deal of the predictable variance in

productivity measures--Paisley and Parker (1966).

Degree of access to informal channels affects information seeking

behavior--Allen et al. (1968).,



Spatial distance is a correlate of the probability of Communication--

O'Gara (1968).

°Information style," a tendency to behave in certain patterns inL,

relation to information seeking and use, seems to be relatively

stable over long periods of time, but is definitely affected by-

changes in environment--Rubenstein et al. (1968).

.In these studies and otherspthe information gathering profiles ("information

style") of scientists and professionals show us a system,in which informal,

interpersonal channels are at least as significant as the formal channels whose

responsiveness to changing information needs leaves much to be desired.

In the area of information use and communication in education, a nuMber of

studies, including those of Hood (1973); Dershimer (1970); Hood and McCutchan

(1972); Chorness,' Rittenhouse, and Heald (1968); McCracken (1970); Fry (1972);

Hull and Wenger (1972); and Paisley (1972) have'provided some ihsight into the

inforMation needs and habits Of edUcational researchers and practitioners. In

summary of these studies, it can be observed that:

Both formal and informal communications systems are extremely diffuse

and make it difficult for the educational researcher to obtain

information.

Most development and diffusion personnel rely on informal comMunication

channels, since they are less print-oriented and the nature of their

work typically requires reference to information in many fields.

Also, much of the information they seek is either fugitive or very

limited in distribution or access.

Educational practitioners.play many roles requiring different kinds

of information.

Practitioners feel they do.not get the type and/or format of infor-

mation that they need for planning, decision-making and implementation

of new practices.

20
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..

Practitioners usually need information from a large data base and

have little time to gather and use it. They are also frequently

limited in formal training in information search and retrieval.

The most frequently used and preferred information sources are

colleagues and other informal contacts'.

When consulting formal information sources, practitioners most often

use "how-to" types of materials and least often consult research-

oriented documents.

Difference in use patterns is related to educational roles.

Practitioners most often use research-oriented literature to keep

abreast in a field, for research projects, program.improvement, course

work assignments, am', c=iculum deVelopment.

More than 60 percent of the estimated users of ERIC are undergrad-

uate and graduate Students.

Information and communication behavior is extremely complex and multiply deter-

mined. Previous research suggests that the educational information market can

be "segmented" empirically into submarkets and that these snbmarkets can be

associated with individual "information styles."
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B. THE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION MARKET STUDY FIELD SURVEY OF KEY
PERSONS IN EDUCATION

-Although-there-have-been-a-numberof-studies-Of-information-needS-of-specific--

groups of educational information users (e.g., teachers, educational researcher8),

there has been no truly comprehensive, nationwide probability sampling survey

of the information needs of all majortypes of users. Moreover, nearly all the

existent surveys have confined their data analyses and reporting to relatively

simple tabulations and cross-tabulations of item responses of the one or more
-

types of positions held by respondents. Statistical analysis of differences.

among groups or relationships amongovariables has rarely been attempted.

The market study Was a two-stage effort. In stage one, field interviews were

conducted with a purposely selected sample of 137 key persons, representing 18

differerit educational roles, and located in over 40 communities throughout the

U.S. Stage two called for a major, nationwide mail questionnaire survey. The

intent of the field survey was at least threefold: (1) to develop an indepth ,

understanding of user information needs that could be employed to design the

mail survey; (2) to develop and refine a conceptual framework and associated

data analytic methodology to be employed in the data design and analysis'of

the mail survey; and (a) to develop qualitative information which might be

used to clarify or illuminate the more limited'and more structured data that

would be obtained in the mail'survey.

The field interview covered a number of subject areas reflecting the Education

Information Use Model depicted in Figure 1 on Page I2. The conception of in-

formation used depicted in this figure suggests that specific job position may

be the prime determinant (predictor) of purposes for which the user seeks in-

formation and also an important determinant of .the sources used/Preferred.

Position is also conditioned by the organizational context (geographic location,

population density, type of org,nnization), and also by the biographic 'character-

istics of the person occupying the position (age, sex, education, association

memberships, years of experiehce, etc.).

Context, person, and position variables may .all be predictive of purposes and

.of-sourCes-used/preferred7--A-fourth-predictor-set-is-information-resources

22



actually available. A fifth set of variables characterize the user sociometrically

in terms of the users tending to pass on to others or to report that persons come

to him/her for information. Sources used/preferred. represent_thq_main_set_of_____

"dependent variables," which are of chief interest in this market study.

The interview schedule consisted of questions relevant to all the types of

variables in the Education Information Use Model (Figure 1). First, there were

several questions which focused on the position and kind of work the interviewee

performed. Then, after a general question about information use, the respondent

was pr..aented with a list of 22 types of information sources (e.g., face-to-

face discussions, textbooks and reference books, library facilities) and asked

to rate those he/she used in terms of the ease/difficulty experienced in

obtaining the information needed for each source. Next, the respondent was

presented with a deck of.cards, each listing a type of purpose for seeking infor-

mation (e,g., determining results of related work performed by others). After

deleting ,:ards listing purposes not relevant in the user's work in education,

the user sorted the remaining relevant purposes into several categories of

frequency of use. Next the user was asked to select the two purposes for which

information was most frequently sought. Pointing to the first of these most

frequent purpose items, the interviewer asked the respondent to scan the list

of sources presented earlier and identify the first, second, and third source

which the user would normally turn to in seeking information for this purpose.

After identifying each source, the user was asked why this source was used. The

interview continued with questions regarding the most important purposes and

why they were important, critical incidents involving success or failure in

finding information, and amount of time and money spent in seeking information.

Then, questions were 'asked relating to the number and professional level of

people to whom the user communicates information (sociometric). Person data

was provided by questions about age, sex, ethnicity, degree level, and months

in job. Questions about perception of isolation and budget for information

search provided data on information resources. Context data was provided by

questions about organization type, educational level of job focus, and pop-

ulation density of the community in which the job is set.

Data from_these_questions-weretabulated,L-ranked.,--and-otherwise-surnmarized.

Factor analyses were used to describe the within variable set relationships

2 3
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among the source itema and among the purpose items. Then, in ordei to investigate

the relationship between the variable sets shown in Figure 1, three multivariFte

methods were employed: (1) canonical correlation analyses to examine the v-

lationships between the sources and the other sets of variables; (2) regression

analyses to determine the combination of user characteristic variables that can

best predict the ease of sources used; and (3) multiple discriminant analyses

to investigate differences in patterns of information use by different types of

users.

This report will first describe procedures and results relevant to the separate

sets of variables included in the Education Information Use Model (Figure 1).

Then the results of the various multivariate statistical analyses investigating

tne relationships between these sets of variables will be presented and dis-

cussed.

2 it
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Table 1 Planned and Actual Field Interview Sample

Type of Position
Planned
Sample

................

Actual
Sample

1. Practitioners (34) (33)

1.1 Teachers 12 12

1.2 Supervisors of Instruction 10 13

1.3 Principals 12 8

2. Administrators (28) (36)

2.1 School District Staff 12 12

. 2.2 Intermediate Unit Staff 5, 7

2.3 State Education Agency Staff 11 7

2.4 State Education Agency Information
Specialists * 10

3. Governance (24) (28)

3.1 State School Board Members 6 6

3.2 Local School Board Members 10 9

3.3 State Legislators and Aides 5 9

3.4 U.S. Congressional Aides 3 4

.

4. Higher Education (16) (19)

4.1 EducatiOn Faculty 4 6

4.2 Social Scientists 4 4

4.3 Institutional Researchers 4 5

4.4 Col/ege Presidents 4 4

5. Special Interest (23) (21)

5.1 Minority Organization Representatives 10 9
. .

5.2 Women's Organization Representatives 8 7

5.3 Information Center Staff 5 5

TOTAL 125 137

*State Education Agency _Information Specialists were not a planned
category, but one that emerged during the course of the field
interviews.

9 5
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III. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VARIABLE SETS

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

The field survey called for interviews with 125 persons distributed among five

major types of inforMation user audiences: practitioners; administrators;

policy-makers; higher education personnel; and special interest groups. Each

information audience was divided into three orAmore subaudiences, and:the planned

sample was distributed across these subaudiences on the basis of:priorities

established by NIE and the artiount of prior knowledge about the information uSe/

ncA-use patterns of each subaudience (see Table 1). Since the field survey was

an exploratory study, the sample was designed to maximize variance. In ident-

ifying potential,respondents several factors were considered. The central issue

was to insure a range of responses that reflects the diversity of opinions, per

ceptions, and needs within the education community. Given practical constraints,

it was more important to obtain some input from Many locations in the spectrum

of opinions and needs, including extreme points, than to Attempt to create a

statistically representative stratified sample (which would not be possible, given

the small sample size). Five factors were explicitly considered in selecting

specific respondents These were: education subaudience; geographic location;

sex; ethnicity; and degree of urbanization. Time and travel costs constrained

the scheduling of interviews.; however, interviews were conducted in 40 locations

throughout the continental United States. As indicated in Table 1, the actual,

sample differs only slightly from the planned sample in terMs of the allocation

among subaudiences.

Table 2 presents_a-7summary of several characteristics of the sample of key

persons in the several education subaudiences. Overall, 35 percent of the sample

is female and 17 percent is minority (3% American Indian; 2% Asian; 8% Black;

3% Hispanic; and 1% other). At least 20 percent of the sample comee from each

of the four major ter s'regione (209k,North:Atlantic; 26% Great Lakes and Plains;

20%.South East; 33% V_ ,t and South West), The sample_is_predominantly urban--

(78%), but includes 9 percent who work in suburban areas (more than 5,000 and

less than 50,000 and within 25 miles of a city of. 50,00.0-or...more)_,..4.-percent-who-____-

work in towns of less thin 50,000, 2 percent whose work location is in rural

2 6



Table 2.. Distribution of Field Interview Samplem Type of Position by'

sex, Minority, Region, Urbanivtion, Age, Seniority,
Degree, and Membership

Type of POsition Hr. Women
Minor-

ity
NA GP SE SW

Pop.
Age

Years in Degree, Nr.PrOf.Asso.mem,

Org. I Pos.
Level

Nation Region Local

Practitioners

1.1 Teachers 12 67 17 17 33 17 33 3.25 38
6'1

4,4 4.8 1.2 .8 .8

1.2 Supervisors of Instruction 13 31 00 00 31 08 61 3.69 49 13.3' 5.3 6.2 2.1 1.2 .5

1.3 Principals 8 . 12 25 12 12 25 50 3.12 43 5,8 2.4 1.4 1.2 d

2. Administrators

12 17 25 25 25 17 33 3:83 45 7.5 4.4 6.5 2.3 .6 .1
2.1 School District Staff

2.2 Intermediate Unit Staff 7 43 14 15 14 00 71 4,00 45 4.8 2.6 5.7 1.6 1.2 .1

2.3 State Education Agency Staff 00 00 43 ,43 14 00 . 3.43 43 5.4 3.4 6.3 1.9 .7 .0

2,4 State Wucation Agency Information

Specialists 10 20 10 20 . 10 50 20 4.00 48 8.5 6.1 5.9 1.6 .4 .0

Policy Makers,

67 00 17 17 33 33 3.33. 51 7.3 2,6 3.8 1.0. .2

3.1 State School Board Members

3.2 Local School Board Members 9 89 22 33 00 66 3.89 47 4.3 2.3 4.2 1.0 1.0 .1

3,3 State Legislators and Aids 9 33 11 11 22 56 11 3.77 35 3.1 1.6 4,8 .4 .3 .2

3.4 U.S. Congressional Aides
25 00 50 25 25 00 4.00 ,33 5.4 3.9 4.2. .0 .0

4. Higher Education

6 00 00 17 00 50 33' 4.00 49 13.2 8.0 7.0' 4.2 0
4.1 Education Faculty

4.2 Social Scientists 4 25 25 00 25 00 75 3.50 44 7.2 3.6 7.0 1.8 .o

4.3 Institutional Researchers 5 00 00 00 40 20 40 3.20 42 6.9 3.2' 6.6 .6 .2 .o

4.4 College Presidents 4 00 00 00 50 50 00 3.00 41 3.2 3.1 6,8 2.2 .0

. Special Interest Groups

s 9 22 100 22 56 11 11 3.78 41 3,5 1.7 5.2 .6 .0 .2

5.1 Minority Organization Representativ

5.2 women's Organization Representative 7 100 00 57 29 00 14 3,86 46 1.7 1,7 5.7 .9 .s .4

5.3 Information Center Staff 5 40 20 100 00 00 00 2.80 , 39 6e7 3,6 5.4 2.2 .6 .o

TOTAL 137 35 17, 20 26 20 22 44 6.6 3.6 5.6 1.5

.i/Mrp
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areas (5,000 population or less), and 2% unclassified. The four categories of

population density were scored, 4, 3, 2, and 1 respectively, yielding an average

of 3.62 for the total sample.

Although inclusion of women and minorities in the sample and representation of

every region of the U.S. was attained for the total sample, these objectives were

not met for every subaudience. Given the very small size of the subaudience

samples and the limited number of locations visited, it was economically in-

feasible to schedule interviews in a way that would completely balance each sub-

audience on all factors. In the case of teachers, principals, school district

staff, and state agency information staff there is a modest approximation to

representation among all four census regions along with some representation of

both women and minorities. However, other subaudiences are not as well rep-

resented. Among the more notable discrepancies are the following: aside from

one social scientist, women are absent in the higher education subaudiences and

among the SEA staff (except information staff). Minority persons are not rep-

resented among the supervisors of instruction, state school board members, U.S.

Congressional aides, or women's organization representatives; and there is only

one minority person among 19 persons in the higher education audiences. Several

subaudiences are disproportionately drawn from the West and South West, including:

supervisors of instruction; intermediate unit staff; local school board members;

and social scientists. Conversely, this area has no representation among several

subaudiences. The majority of the state legislators, half of the school of

education faculty, and half of the college presidents are located in the South

East. The majority of the minority organization representatives come from

the Great Lakes and Plains region, while the majority of the women's rep-

resentatives come from the North Atlantic region. Aside from this majority, and

two of the four U.S. Congressional aides, the North Atlantic region is con-

spicuously underrepresented in many of the subaudiences.

The objective to include some nonurban respondents was also unevenly attained.

In some cases it was impossible, e.g., all U.S. Congressional aides worked in

'Washington, D. C. (Population density average equals 4.0.) All the intermediate

unit staff, SEA information staff, and the educational faculty also worked in

urban areas. By contrast, moderate numbers of teachers, principals, state agency

and school board members, institutional researchers, college presidents, and
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information center staff worked in nonurban areas as is indicated by the lower

population density averages.

Because subaudience positions have proven to be significant predictors of

purposes for seeking information and of sources used, it is important to stress

these imbalances in sex, minority, and geographic representation among the sub-

audiences, because they may produce Spurious correlations with other variables.

For example, sex may be found to be significantly correlated with use of a

particular, information source when, ih fact, the correlation may be attributable

to differences among types of subaudiences in their use of this source, and sex

appears to be correlated because of difrent proportions of male and female

members in the various Subaudiences. It must, therefore, be emphasized that

significant correlations involving sex, Minority status, or region must be

treated with caution in making interpretations.

We next turn to an examination of some other characteristics of the persons in

the sample which could conceivably have a bearing on information usage. The

average age for the total samPle is 44 years with a range from 33 years for U.S.

Congressional aides (and 35 for state legislators and aides) to 51 for state

school board members.(And 49 for supervisors of instruction and education faculty).

Supervisors of instruction and education faculty have the greatest relative

seniority with 13.3 and 13.2 years respectively in-their present organizations.

By contrast, the women's organization representatives have the shortest average

time (1.7 years), followed by state legislators and aides (3.1 years) and.college

presidents (3.2 years). Overall the average time in the current organization is

6.6 years.

Average time in current position is slightly more than half as long (3.6 years).

The short term positions are state legislators and.aides (1.6 years) and minority

and women's organization representatives (both 1.7 years). Longest in their

current position are the school of education faculty (8.0 years), followed by

state education agency information staff (6.1 years) and supervisors of in-

struction (5.3 years).



Degree level was scored on a scale as follows:

1 'High School

2 aunior College

3 Bachelor's Degree

4 Bachelor's plus (includes credentials)

5 Master's Degree

6 Master's plus

7 Doctoral Degree

The average of 5.6 for the total sample thus suggests that the majority of the
,o

sample had at least a master's degree. All of the education faculty and all the

social scientists had dodtoral degrees, as did the.majority of the other two

higher education subaudiences. All the special interest groups scored over 5.0

(master's degree). The typical administrator has done substantial work beyond

the master's degree; indeed at least half of the school district staff had their

doctoral degree. Practitioners are just slightly lower. The majority of the

teachers in the sample had received their master's,degree. As a group, tilt.:

policy-makers are least prone to have advanced degrees, but nearly all have at

least a bachelor's degree. We thus.see that this sample of key persons is pre-

dominantly a middle-aged, very well educated group.

We assumed that most of the key persons would belong to at least one professional

educational association. In fact; the averages for the total sample indicate that

they belonged to 1.5 national, 0.6 state or regional, and 0.2 local professional

educational associations. The outstanding joiners of national educational associa-

tions are the education faculty with an average of 4.2 memberships. Subaudiences

with an average of 2.0.or more include supervisors of instruction, school district

staff, college presidents, and information center staff. SUbaudiences with average

memberships of less than 1.0 include state legislative aides (0.4), U.S. Congres-

sional aides (none), institutional researchers (0.6), minority organization rep-

resentatives (0.6), and women's organization representatives (0.9).

As we can see by these membership averages, the several subaudiences differ widely

in their access to educational information that may be provided by memberships in

'national educational associations.
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While membership in one or more national educational associations is the rule,

membership in state or regional and in local associations is less prevalent.

Just half of the subaudiences have averages over 0.5 for state or regional

memberships. The prominent joiners of state or regional educational associations

are: supervisors of instruction; school principals; intermediate unit staff;

and loCal school board members. Indeed, membership at this level is conspic-

uously associated with some relation to a local or intermediate educational

agency.

Relatively few (less than 20%) of the sample belong to local educational

associations. Membership in local associations is especially'prominent among

practitioners, and nearly absent among higher education and adMinistrator

audiences.

We note that one-way analysis of variance tests indicate that there are signif-

icant differences among the 18 subaudiences (types of positions) on all these

variables: age, years in organization, degree level, and number of memberships

at all three levels (national, state or regional, and local).



B. PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION

1. FREQUENT PURPOSES

Each person was asked to sort a deck of cards, each card listing one purpose

for seeking information, into several categories offrequency of use. The

responses were scored as follows: the two purposes for which information is

sorted "most frequent" = 5; other purposes sorted "most often" = 4; purposes sorted

"next most often" = 3; purposes sorted "least often" = 2; purposes for which

respondent does not seek information = 1.

Table 3 presents the items, rank ordered by rating means. Finding answers o

specific questions related to work was, on the average, the most frequent pur-

pose, followed by: providing inforMation.to others; developing alternative

approaches to problems; keeping aware of developments in education; and acquiring

ideas for work. Perhaps because classroom teachers constituted less than 10

percent of the sample, preparing or planning teaching/classroom materials was the

least frequent of the 19 purposes. .

A factor analysis of.these data (see Table 4) suggests that.the 19 purposes

may be organized into eight major.groups. (Note this analysis is based on 106

interviews.)

Factor I: Work-Related Vigilance. Five purposes (e.g., keeping aware of who is

working in specific subjects or problem areasvdetermining results of related work

performed by others; identifying new sources of assistance for improving my work

in progress) load significantly on Factor I, which seems to involVe information

seeking for purposes of iMproving one's work.

Factor II: New Materials, Methods, Developments and Competencies. Factor II
^

involves six purposes mainly concerned with keeping current. The purpose with

'highest loading is identifying new materials, methods, or procedures. Other

purposes loading significantly on this factor are: learning a new specialty or

competence, keeping aware of developments in education, keeping aware of develop-

ments in related fields, gaining theoretical information to support work in

progress, and identifying new sources of assistance for improving my work.
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Purposes for Seeking Educational Information,
Rank Ordered by Frequency Ratings
(N = 136)

Rank Rating Mean Item # Purpose

.

2

3.90

3.83

.

17

Find answers to,specific questions related
tO my work,

Provide informatión to otheii

3 3.62 3 DeVelop alternative approaches to
problems

4 3.58 9 Keep aware of developments,in education

5 3.57 1 Acquire ideas for my work--

6 3.23 18 Make or set policy

7

8

3.22

3.18

6

11

Identify new.materials, methods, dr pro-
cedures,

Identify new sources of assistance for
improving my work

9 .3.05 16 Prepare articles, reports, speeches, etc.

10 2.98 10 Keep aware of developments in related'
fields

11 2.90 7 Evaluate an educational practice or pro-
dUct.

12 2.85 15 Make decisions about educational practice
or products

13 2.71 2 Gain theoretical infOrmation to support
. work in progress

14 2.67 8 Keep aware of who is 'working in specific
subject or problem areas'

15 2.59 19 Support decisions already made

16 2.54 4 Determine reaults of related work per-
formed by others.

17 2.40 13 Learn a new specialty or competence

18 2.16 12 Brush up on an old specialty or competence

19 1.99 14 Prepare or plan teaching/classroom
materials

3 4
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Factors I and II share three items, but differ in the emphasis (in Factor I)

on seeking information about results and awareness of who is working versus

identifying new methods and materials (in Factor II).

Factor III: Evaluation and Decision-Making About New Products and Practices.

Factor III involves three purposes: evaluating an educational practice or product,
4

making decisiond about educational practice or product, and keeping aware of

developments in education. This group of purposes characterize users who are not

only searching for new practices or products (as in Factor II) but also are con-

cerned with evaluating their merit and making deciaions about their use.

Factot IV: Policy-Making. Factor-IV-is primarily associated with the purpose of

making or setting policy. Developing alternative.approaches loads moderately

on this factor; also loading to a smaller degree are: making decisions abaut

educational practices or products and keeping'aware of developments in related

Factor V: Finding Answers, Supporting Decisions, and Developing Alternatives.

Factor V is characterized by the very high loading for the purpose: finding

answers to specific questions related to my work. Three other purposes show sub-
.

stantial loadings: supporting decisions already made, developing alternative

appr'zaches, and learning a new specialty or competence.

Factor VI: Scholarship. Five purposes show loadings above .30 on Factor VI.

The three most prominent are: preparing articles, reports, speeches, etc.;

gaining theoretical information to support my work in progress; and acquiring

ideas for my work. Showing much smaller loadings are: keeping aware of develop-

ments in education and supporting decisions already.made. Theae loadings

suggest the theory and ideaoriented person who pUblishes or otherwise for-

mally communicates findings and ideaa.

Factor VII: Teaching and Competence Maintenance. Factor VII involves three

purposes. Most prominent are: preparing or'planning teaching/classroom materials

and brushing up on an old coMpetence or specialty, followed by acquiring ideas

for my work.
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Table 4. Factor Analysis of FreqUency of Purposes.
for Which Users Seek Informatio = 106)

(Decimals Omitted)

Item

#
Purposes

Factors

II III IV V VI VIIVIII

Keep aware of who is working in specific
subject or problem areas 77

Determine results of related work
performed by others 76

11 Identify new sources of assistance for .

improving my work 55 30

10
,

Keep aware of developments in related
fields 39 35 35

6 Identify new materials, methods, or
procedures 79

13 Learn a new specialty or competence 55 34

9 Keep aware of developments in education 55 55 34

7 Evaluate an educational practice or
product 84

. .. .

15 Make decisions about educational practices'
or products 65 36

18 Make or set policy 86

3 Develop alternative approaches to problems 55 47

5 Find answers to specific questions
related to my work 82

19 Support decisions already made 49 33

16 Prepare articles, reports, speeches, etc. 73

2 Gain theoretical information to support
work in progress 35 32 65 -32

1 Acquire ideas for my work 57 46

12 Brush up on an old specialty or competence 76

14 Prepare or plan teaching/classroom
materials 79

17 Provide information to others
.

88
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_ Factor VIII: Providing Information to Others. Only two items load on this factor--

, item 17, providing information to others, and item 2, gaining theoretical infor-

mation, which shows a small negative loading. The latter suggests that those providing

information to others may not frequeuLly seek theoretical information.

2. VITAL PURPOSES

Later in the interview, the respondent was again presented with the list of pur-

poses and asked to select.up to five which "you consider vital for the effective

performance of your job."

Table 5 presents the results in terms of the percentage of respondents naming

each purpose as vital. The list of purposes has been ranked in terms of these

vital percentages. Finally the rank order of the frequency ratings is presented

for comparison.

We first note that the two sets of ranks (most vital and frequency ratings) are

almost identical. The rank order correlation is .95. Given the fact that the

two questions were separated by several intervening questions, this correspond-

ence ,is even more remarkable. In only a few cases is the difference in ranks

greater than two ranks. Three purposes are ranked slightly higher as vital than

as frequent: (a) make 'decisions about educational practices or products; (b)

keep aware of who is working in specific subject or problem areas; and (c) prepare

or plan teaching/classroom materials. One purpose has a slightly 'lower vital

rank than frequency: gain theoretical information to support work in progress.

Six purposes are-chosen as most vital by 42 Percent or more. These same six pur-

poses are also the six most frequent purposes for seeking information. They are:

(a) provide information to others, (b) find answers to specific questions, (c)

develop alternative approaches to problems, (d) keep aware of developments in

education, (e) make or set policy, and (f) acquire ideas for my work.



Table 5. Purposes for Seeking Educational Information,
Rank Ordered by Percent Naming PurpOse as Vital
in Their Work
(N = 137)

Percent
Naming
as Vital

Vital
Rank

Frequency
Rank Item # Vital Purposes

-

58 1 2 17 Provtde information to others
,

. 52 2 1 5 Find answers to specific questions

51 3 3 3 Develop alternative approaches to:.
problem

45 4 4 9 Yeep aware of developments in
education

44 5 6 18 Mike or .set policy

42 6 5 1 Acquire ideas for my work

26 7 7 6 Identify:.new materials, methoZW, or

procedures 7

20 9 8 11 Identify new sources of assistance
for improving My work

20 9 1,..
-n 15 Make decisions about educational

practices or products

2C

19

9

11

9

14

16

8

Prepare articles, reports,
. speeches, etc,

Keep aware of who is working in
specific subject or problem areas

15 12 10 10 ,
Keep aware of developments in
related fields

13 13 11. 7 Evaluate an educational practice
or report

12 14 15 19 . Support decisions already made

11 15 19, 14 Prepare or plan teaching/class-
room materials

10 16 13 2 Gain theoretical information to
support work in progress

7 17 16 4 DeterMihe results of related work
performed by others

4 18 17 13 Learn a new specialty or compe-
tence

.

2 19 18 12 Brush up on a ..,id specialty or

competence

3 8



USER'S DIFFICULtY IN OBTAINING INFORMATION FROM VARIOUS TYPES OF

SOURCES

Interviewees were presented with a list of 22 informal, semi-formal, and formal

sources of inforMation. First they were asked to check if they had never used

4ny of the sources. For each of the remaining sources they were asked to check

whether it is "very easy" to use (= 1), "somewhat easy" (= 2), "soiewhat difficult"

(= 3), or "very difficult" (= 4). "Never used" soUrces were scored (= 5).

We assumed that users would encounter more difficulty in obtaining information
-

from some sources of information than from others. Table 7 indicateSthat this

is true. Overall, personal notes and files, face-to-face conversations, and

telephone calls were typically rated "very easy"; while theses and dissertations,

unpublished papers and technical reports, suppliers' catalogs and national in-

formation systems were more frequently rated "somewhat difficult." The remainder

of the other sources listed in Table 7 typically received ratings%near "somewhat

easy."

A factor analysis of these ratings of ease/difficulty of use of sources is

summarized in Table.6. It indicates that as many as six factors are needed to

account for the relationships among these ratings of sources.

Before examining the data, we had expected to find possibly four or five factors,

including a factor for informal sources and another for print sources. However,

the existence of as many as six factors was a Surprise.*

An earlier factor analysis, based on 106 cases, yielded eight factors, account-

ing for 72 percent of the trace. The current analysis, based on 136 cases, has

' extracted only 60 percent of th6trace with six factors. An eight factor solutic

was computed but the 7th and 8th factors had eigenvalues below.1.00, and re-

sulted in a less satisfactory structure.
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Table 6. Factor Analysis of Users' Ratings of Difficulty
in Using 22 Information Sources (N = 136)
(Decimals Omitted)

Sources
Factors

I II III IV V VI
,-

Face-to-face discussions 82

Telephone calls 87 .

Meetings 31 57 33

Correspondence 40 65 ....

Personal notes, files 77

Mass media 51 46
.

Conferences and conventions 68 36

Information centers 70

National information services 55 58

Libraries 60 37

Government publications 36 53

Textbooks and reference books 79

Handbooks
.

67

Journals 59

Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies 57 47

Information analysis products 35 65

Technical reports 76

Theses 78

Courses 70

AV media 77

Suppliers' catalogs 66

Newsletters 46

NOTE: Principal axis factor analysis, followed by Varimax rotation.
60 percent of trace extracted by 6 factors. Loadings under

.30 omitted.



Although these data relate only to users' ratings of "difficulty" in obtaining

information they need from the sources (not "usefulness," "frequency of use," etc.)

they suggeet that users may exhibit a number of different patterns, including

the following:

Factor I Use of personal sources (face-to-face,,phone, meetings,

correspondence);

Factor II Use of information sources (notes, mass media, ineetings,

and correspondence);

Factor III Use of "organized" sources (national services such as ERIC,

NTIS, information centers, conferences and conventions,

libraries, and information analysis products).;

Factor IV Use of formal print sources (journals; handbooks; text-

books and reference books; government publications; abstracts,

indexes, and-bibliographies; and libraries);

Factor V Use of technical print sources (unpublished papers and

technical reports; theses and dissertations; information

analysis products; national information services; and

abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies); and

Factor VI Use of AV media, suppliers' catalogs, newsletters, and

courses (which seem to be typically "least.effort" sources

for practitioners).

4 1



Table 7. Rank Ordered Rating of 'Difficulty in
using .22 Information Sources .(N = 136)

Rank

;4

3.10'

2.96

2.64

2.60

Theses and diSsertations

Unpublished papers and technical reports

Suppliers.", 'catalogs,

National information systems:

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

18

20

6

15

19

17

11

13

4

21

5

16

14

10

12

2150

2.43

2.35

2.31

2.23

2.20

2.12

1.96

1.88

1.81

1.80

1.78

1.75

1.59

1.57

3

2

1

1.43

1.40

1.27

Audio-visual Media

InformatiOn-Centers:

Graduate orA.nserVice:COurSes, workshops. _

InfOrmation,analysisH-prOducts'..

Government pUblications
. .

Abstracts, indexes, -bibliographies
. .

ConferenceS and COnventiOns

.Handbooks

Private correspondence

Library facilities

Meetings

Mass media

Textbooks and reference books

Newsletters, bulletins, announcements

Journal articles and reprints

Telephone calls

Face-to-face discussions

Personal notes, files

Rating Scale: 5 = NEVER USE
4 = VERY.DIFFICULT
3 =-SOMEWHAT DIFFICULT
2 = SOMEWHAT EASY
1 = VERY EASY



CRITICAL INCiDENTS OF INFORMATION SEEKING

'.The interviewer asked for two "critical ,incidents"; first aboUt a recent (past

-month) experience where the'interviewee needed'informationHand'couldnot get

it, then a recent Situation where the respondent was .successful in .finding

needed.information. If the successful incident was not considered by the

respondent to be "typical," a typical incident was requested.

The responses to these incidents were highly diverse. Because of the:great,

diversity of content, the small size of the sample (N = 137), and the highly

varied types of users, relatively broad content analysis classifications' were

developed so that there would be some reasonably useful percentage of responses

for each cOding category.

1. UNSUCCESSFUL CRITICAL INCIDENT (UCI)

Slightly less than half, 42 percent of the 137 respondents,, rePorted on "a

situation where you really needed or wanted some information'and just couldn't

get it." In these unsuccessful situations the job activities or tasks had the

following contentl

17% instructional

21% policy-related

45% administrative

24% acquiring general informatiOn, communicating infor-
mation by papers, publications, etc.

48% obtaining infortation for others

NOte that these categories.are'not mutually exclusive; an actiVity may have more

than one major,content.

.
The types of information which.were sought fall into the following major content

classifications:

17% curriculum or instructional

67% educational content, but not curriculum or instruction

4 3
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17% theory or research

7% applications

36% uses or costs

'36% other types of statistics or facts

Again these categories are not mutually exclusive.

'In response to the question, "Weie you looking for the information in any specific

physical form?" 76 percent said yes. Of those looking for a specific form,

81% wanted printed information

5% wanted a personal 'contact

***

44% were looking for a particular type of documentary source
or form of information, but would have to search within
the retrieved source to locate the information they sought

36% were searching for a highly specific item, fact, answer,
or opinion

"How did you go about looking for this information?" The answers to this question

indicated that:

5% sought help on how to find it

36% relied on others to find it

95% did some searching themselves

14% used their own files or personal collection

***

57% tried printed sources; the 57% is distributed:

5% used general references or collections (e.g.,
went to a library)

31% tried specific sources that would require further
searching to locate the information after the
materials were retrieved (e.g., an ERIC search)

21% tried highly specific sources that would pinpoint
the item required (e.g., search for a specific
journal axticle)

* * *

24% used the telephone

48% used face-to-face contacts

28% used no personal approach

4



51% used just one approach

35% used one approach and-stopped

16% used one aliproach but continued to use it
(e.g., follow up one call with'another4-go to
two different libraries)

49% used two or more different approaches

'35% used just two approaches

14% used more than two approaches (e.g.,-;checked
own files, talked to a colleague, went to the
library) .

Of the 49% who used two or more approaches:

40% shifted from printed to personal sources

15% shifted from less to more specific search strategy

24% shifted from less to more direct personal contact
(e.g., mail to telephone to face-to-face) .

"What was the nature of the difficulty you had?" The responses to this question

. were classified as follows:

21% believed the information they sought doesn't exist

26% didn't know how to find it.

14% complained of inadequate retrieval capability

9% said the information was withheld

36% said further search was not feasible

38% said the information they obtained was not useful

"Has this happened before?"

79% Yes

21% No

The larger proportion of yes answers suggests that the majority of these uq-

sUccessful incidents may be recurring problems.

"What do you think can be done to prevent this?"

21% improve the knowledge/data base

7% educate .informatiOn searchers

23% improve retrieval capability
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5% improve "freedOm of information.," prevent withholding

47% make it more feasible to get information

21% make information more useful

2. SUCCESSFUL CRITICAL INCIDENT (SCI)

All of the respondents related a successful incident. The questiOns was "Now,'

let's talk about a recent experience of yours on the job in which you were

sucCessful in getting information you really needed or wanted. Consider your

major tasks or activities in the past month..."

"What was the job activity or task for which you needed the information?"

29% instruction

18% policy

34% management or administration

21% general.information

"What was the type of information you were looking for?"

32% curriculum-related

53% educational, but riot curriculum-related

26% use, cost

34% other facts or statistics

"Were you looking for this information in any specific physical form?"

69% Yes

31% No

*Of those answering yes,

96% were looking for a tangible, predominantly print, form

17% were looking for a personal contact

***

Of those who were looking for a tangible (print) form,

38% sought a particular type of source or form, but would
have to search within it for the information they sought

62% were searching for a highly specific item



Of-those who werelooking for a:personal 'contact,

.25% wanted :to talk on the telephone

75% wanted to talk face-to-face

niow did you go about looking for the informatiOn?"

5% sought help on how to find it

36% relied on others to find it

89% did some searching themselves

. 20% tried their own files.or collection

* *

1% tried general printcollections.

31% tried spedific types of print sources thatwould require
further searching within theMtio find needed information

31% tried very Specific print sources

***.

27% did not use any personal sourdes

1% relied primarily on correspondence'_ _

23% relied primarily on.telephone.communication

49% relied primarily on facento-face cOmmunication.

***

(Search Strategy)

2% did not provide a classifiable respOnthe

43% used one approach:

34%.used one basic approach

9% used one method, but pursued it further

55% used more than one approach:

35% used two approaches

20% Used more than two approaches

Of the 55% using two or more approaches:

36% shifted from print to personal

29% shifted from less to more specific

22% shifted from less personal to more personal (e.g., mail
to phone 'to face-to-face)
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Y'From the time you

:

amount of time you couldyallow to,get it?"

6% less than 10 days

'.35% More than 10 days

16% more than 30 days

started to look for the information, what was the maximum

inTf

nb6

you had to look for this information again, would you do itthe same Way?"

90% Yes

you think other [name of subaUdience] would use an approach like the one

you just described to seek information oh a job-related problem?"

4% No answer

74% Yes

13% No

9% Don't know

"What did you do with the information once you'd found it?"

[End Use]

40% report

4% state of art

27% incorporated into larger communication

26% applied

2% interpreted into theory

[Transformation

6% did not provide sufficient information to classify

26% passed it along to others as is

38% summarized it

30% interpreted it, evaluat61 it

"Is the experience you just described typical of the situations in your job which

require information?"

84% Yes

Some had comments: Typical, but more complex than most. Situation typical, but

notprocedure; usually have more time. There is no typical incident.
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3. ,COMPARISON OF SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL INCIDENTS

There are several areas where the two types pf incidents differ. Regarding work

activity, unsuccessful incidents tended to be more associated with management or

administration activities (4S% UCI; 34% SCI) and less associated with instructional

activities (17% UCI; 29% SCI).

Content of the information sought also differs somewhat: 67 percent of the UCI

versus 53 percent of the SCI were concerned with educational but non-instructional

content; 36 percent of the UCI versus 26 percent of the SCI were cohcerned with use

or cost information. By contrast, 17 percent of the UCI, but 32 percent of the

SCI were curriculum or instructional in content.

Hence, users tend to report relatively, more successes and fewer failures when

their activities are concerned with instruction or the content of the information

they seek is curricular or instructional. Conversely, those engaged in admin-

istrative activities or those searching for.non-instructional educational con-

tent, or use or cost information, seem to have somewhat greater difficulty--at

least in terms of the critical incidents they report.

There,are major differences in specifiCity of form of print material which dis-

tinguished the unsubcessful and the successful incidents. In 62 percent of

successful searches, the search was specific and limited--i.e., users knew quite

specifically what document or file or fact to search for, while in only 36 percent

of unsuccessful searches was the search this specific.

There is also a greater tendency for users in unsuccessful searches to rely on

others to search--(36% versus 26%), but.note that unsuccessful users also did

slightly more searching themselves (95% versus 89%).

However, there are no,differences in use of personal sources and no marked

differences, in the flexibility of search strategy, except in 49 percent of UCI,

users shifted Trom print to personal (versus 36% of SCI). Apparently, Users

failing to find information in print sources turn more frequently to personal

,sources.

4 9
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RELATION OF UNSUCCESSFUL CRITICAL INCIDENT DIFFICULTIES TO OTHER

VARIABLES

Four.types of.UCI difficulty--(a) retrieval problems, (b) Withheld information,

(c) unfeasible search, and (d) retrieved information not useful (each expressed

as a dummy variable)-- were correlated with 18 other variables relating to whO

searches, information budgets or money spent, time spent seeking information,

type of organization, and general type of work activity accomplished in the

position. Generally there were no significant relationships;.in fact only two

of 72 correlations were significant at the P = .05 level. Both significant

correlations related to the tendency for'"not useful" information Problems to not

be associated with thoSe in local educational agencieS (r = -.21) or those whose

position involved instructional activities (-.19). These correlations tend to

confirm that educational audiences who'are concerned with curriculum and in-

struction may stand a somewhat better chance of.finding useful information. At

the simplest, the correlations suggest that teachers and supervisors of instruction

have fewer problems in retrieving useful information relevant to their major job

activities.

5. A TYPICAL INCIDENT

Although 84 percent said.their successful incident was typical, 14 percent said

it wasn't; 2 percent did not answer. Those who said it wasn't typical were then

asked to describe a typical incident (Q # 42b).

Q #.42b - Describe a typical incident.

If the interviewee said successful incident:described before was typical, it,was

scored again using categories listed below. Otherwise, the hew incident was scored.

For content: 27% educational programs

19% miscellaneous statistics

15% financing 1

15% policies

6% administration/staffing

5 0



For form:

For source:
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4% legal

4% guidelines for training/evaluation

1% educational Materials

17% statisticS

13% reports, articles, abstracts

11% "printed"

9% materials,

6% interview

5% discussion, recommendations

4% computer printout

3% records

2% rulings

1% index, references

38% ask expert to provide information
(e.g., librarian, consultant, content
expert)

24% interview/phone

22% literature search, library search, ERIC

21% looked through reports, articles, books

19% discussions/meetings

8% went to own files

5% looked up records

4% asked subordinates to find information

Sequence is not obtainable since it was often not indicated.

Table 8 presents the results of a content analysis of this typical information

incident in terms of the various.subaudiences. The column headed "Curr. %" in-

dicates the percentage of each subaudience whose typical incident search involved

content dealing with curriculum or instruction. A one-way analysis of variance

indicates that there are significant differences among the groups. While no local

board metbers, state legislators, or U. S. Congressional aides were concerned

with curriculum and instruction, 92 percent of the teachers, 75 percent of the

principals, 62 percent of the supervisors of instruction, and 67 percent of the

College.of Education faculty incidents were concerned with curriculum or

instruction.
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Table 8, Content Analysis of a Typical Information-Seeking Incident

in Terms of Differences Among SUbaudiences

SUBAUDIENCE

-----,'

CONTENT SEARCH STRATEGY SEARCHER

Curr.% Policy 1 Data % SPecif.

r

Direct Person 1

Persist

Flex. Self % Info % Sub. %

Elementary and TAcondary

Education,

08 '00 1.50 0.17 4.::: 1.75 67 00 00
Teache,. 92

Prinr.4als 75 38 25 0.88 0.38 100 3.12 38 12 38

Supervisors 62 23 38 1.77 0.00 62 2.38 69 00 23

Cdstrict Staff 42 58 33 1.43 0.50 92 3.00 67 17 50

Intermediate Unit Staff 57 29 14 1.29 0.00 .43 1.75 43 29 14

State Agency Staff 43 29 43 1.71 0.86 71 2.43. . 57. 43 29

State Boards .50 67 17 0.83 -0.50 67 2.00 17 33 16

Local Boards 00 89 33 1.44 0.33 67 1.67 44 22 44

State Legislators 00 78 44 2.00 0.00 44 1.89 22 11 44

U.S. Congressional Aides 00 75 75 1.25 0.00 .....25 1.50 25 5000
F-test for Above Audiences.0001 .002 NS. NS NS .05. .02 NS NS NS

Hilber.Education, Special .'

Interest, Information

Specialists

Edutation.Faculty 67 17 33 2:00 0.00 83 2.50 67 17 00

Social Scientists 25 50 25 . 2.50 0.00 15 2.25 75 50 25

Institutional Researchers 20 20 80 2.40 0.40 40 2.40 40 20 60

College President's 50 50 25 2.25 0.00 25 2.50 100 25 25

Minority Organization

Representatives 11 56 44 1.22 0.89 67 1.89 33 00 33

Nomen's Organization

Representatives 15 57 19 2.14 0.00 86, 2.29 43 29 29

Information Center Staff 20 60 20 1.60 1.20 60 1.80 40 40 . 20(

State Agency Information Staff 40 30 30
-4

1.20 0.90 50 2.10
.

50
r

60
--- --

30

F-test for Above Audiences NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

-F-TEST FOR ALL 18 AUD/ENCES .01 . .05 NS NS NS NS NS NS 1 NS I NS.]
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Policy content ("Policy %") is also a content area with significantly

percentages amOng the subaudiences, ranging from 89 percent for local

percent for state legislators, and 75:percent for Congressional aides .

percent for teachers.

different

boards, 75

down to 8

Although there is a substantial range among the subaudiences in terms of the number

of incidents involving searches for data or statistics (from 80% for institutional

researchers, 75% for Congressional aides, down to 0% for teachers), the within-

group variation is so large there is no evidence of a statistically significant

between-audiences difference. Note that the three content areas (curriculum,

policy, data) are not mutually exclusive.

The search strategy that:users reported using in their typical incident was

examined in four ways. First, the incident was scored 0 to 3 in terms of the in-

creasing specificity,of form of printed information that was sought ("Specif.").

Although these specificity scores range from 0.88 (school principal's) to2.50

(social scientists), there is no statistically significant difference among,the.

subaudiences. Second, the incidents were scored 0 to 3 in terns of the direct-

ness of interpersonal contadt sought ("Direct": 0 = none; 1 = mail;,2 = phone;

3 = face-to-face). Again there is'substantial subaudience variation ranging.from

0.00 to 1.20, but no evidence of a statistically significant difference among'the

groups.: Third, the incidents were scored in terms of whether the individual

personally sought the information from an interpersonal source (e.g., letter, call,

face-to-face Conversation, meeting), ("Person %"). There is a. Statistically'Sig-

nificant difference among the first.group of snbaudienCes in termsOf their use of

interpersonal sources, with,the'incidence of use ranging from 42 percent for:teachers

and 44 percent for state legislators tO 100 percent for principals and 92 percent

for district staff. There is no difference for the sedond roup of subaudiences.*

The first group of subaudiences consists of all subaudiences which are concerned::
with elementary and secondary education. The second group of subaudiences con-.
sists of higher education, special interest, and information specialiSts sub7
audiences. Because statistically significant differences among the first group
are masked when all 18 subaudiences are compared, we have computed and 'reported
analysis of variance tests for each group and for the total. In general there
are three reasons why there are few significant differences among the second
groups: (1) sample,sizes are smaller; (2) within-subaudience differences are.
relatively large; and (3) Asometimes) the averages among these subaudiences are
less different. For most variables reported in Table 4, 5, ahd.7, it appears
that within-subaudience 'variability ls the major reaSon for the lack of signif-
icant F-tests in the one-way analysis of variance.
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Finally, the incidents were scored in terms of the persistence and flexibility of

the search strategy ("Persist. Flex": 1 = used only one source; 2 = used only bne

kind of source, but more than one source of this kind; 3 = used two different kinds

of sources; 4 = used more than two different kinds of sources). There are

statistically significant differences among the "elementary and secondary education"

subaudiences on persistence and flexibility of search, with scores ranging from

1.50 for Congressional aides (who frequently turn to just a file, a colleague, or

the Library of Congress), and 1.67 for school board members, to 3.12 for school

principals, and 3.00 for school district staff. There is no difference for the

"higher education and special interest" subaudiences.

The last three columns in Table 8 indicate the percentage for each group in terms

of who usually does the search.* The three categories ("self," "info" - information

specialist, "sub" - subordinate) are not mutually exclusive. An indi'Vidual might

search and also have others search, including information specialists and/or

subordinates. There is no statistically significant differende in terms of in-

cidence of own searches. ("self %") , use of subordinate ("Sub %")., or use of in-

formation'specialists ("info %").

To summarize, content analysis of a "typical incident" indidates that the various

education information user subaudiences do differ significantly in the gross con-

tent of their information search (curriculum, policy). Among audiences concerned

with elementary and secondary education there are also differences in the search

strategies they employ (uses of personal sources, persistence and flexibility of

search). The gross differences among subaudiences in whether the content was

concerned with curriculum (and instruction) or with policy make sense in terms

of the roles these various subaudiences play in education. Possibly less pre-

dictable are the differences in search strategy (preference for personal sources,

persistence and flexibility). Given the non-random selection and the extremely

This data is not associated with the "typical incident," but with a :-:eries of
questionS that immediately followed: "Sometimes people in your job search for
information themselves. Sometimes people have someone'else do the search.
Which do you do?...Which do you prefer?"...[IF OTHERS] "Who usually does the .

search for you?"
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small size of each subaudience sample, very few comparisons between two groups

will be statistically significant or generalizable, but, with this caution in

'utind, consider the following: AMong local educational agency audiences, especially,

principals and district staff, there is a relatively high preference for personal

sources and a very low incidence of use of information specialists. Moreover,

dietrict staff and principals (school administrators) appear to be the most per-

sistent and flexible searchers among all the subaudiences. By contrast, Congres-

sional aides and social scientists display far less tendency to use personal sources,

but a relatively greater tendency to rely on information specialists to search

for them. Neither of these latter groups scores as high on persistence and flex-

ibility as the school administrators. The education faculty are comparable to the

social scientists in their persistency, but highly opposite.in their preference

for personal sources and relative non-use of information specialists. -There are

other comparisons, but these may suffice for illustration. Again, we mustwarn the

reader that these are descriptive differences whichAPPly only to the small numbers'

of highly select (but not necessarily representative) persons whom we interviewed.

As an exploratory study, the field interview results do clearly suggest that some

education audiences will.differ in the way that thay search for information; how-

ever, the samples involved am simply too small and non-random to place much, if

any, credence in the specific scores or percentages as population estiMates for any

particular group.

The three critical incidents, "unsuccessful," "successful," and "typical" (recall

that for most but not all persons their successful incident was also the typical

incident) and the immediately following questions olywho usually searches provide

a general picture of the variations among subaudiences in terms of the content of

the search, the form of the information sought, the search strategy employed, and

'who usually looked for the information.

5 6
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SOCIOMETRIC INFORMATION: USERS AS DIRECT PROVIDERS OF INFORMATION

Although two of the 18 subaudiences, information center staff and state agency

dissemination and information staff, are.specifiCally engaged inlproviding

information to others, virtually all "users" we interviewed were also direct

"providers" of information in the sense that they pass information on to others

or others come to them for information. As we have seen in our exaMination of

difficulties in using sources of information and in the use of sources in

searching for information, there is a strong preference on the part of many persons

to turn to others in seeking information rather than to print,or other inanimate

media. Our interview sampling method, which was concerned with interviewing as

many types of persons in as many organizations as possible, precluded looking very

deeply at the interrelations among persons in terms of.their communications net-

works; however, we did include several questions which helped to locate the in-

terviewee in terms of his or her tendency to seek and to provide information-
through interpersonal channels. In this section we focus on users as direct

providers of educational information. Table 9 summarizes data oh a number.of in-

terview questions pertaining to this topic.

The first data column in Table 9, headed "Rept. %," indicates the percentage of

persons who gave a response indicating that they prepared a report of their

findings for use by others (rather than, say, applied information to solve a

problem) when asked what they did with information once they had found it. The

differences among the 18 subaudiences are not significant; however, the differ-

ences among the "elementary and secondary education" sUbaudiences are significant.

In the "elementary and secondary education" group, the high reporting subaudiences

are supervisors'of instruction (77%) and state legislators (67%). Among the groups

that--tend not to prepare written reports are: teachers, principals, state agency

staff, and information center staff.

The next data column in Table 9, labelled "Transform," indicates the degree of

"transformation" or "processing" which the user applies to information before

providing it to others. Please note that this applies to all kinds and types of

providing information, not simply to written reports. A four-point scale was

used to score each individual's response: 0 = N.d not provide it to others;
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Table 9, Providing Information

SUBAUDIENCE Rept.

%

Trans-

form

Freq.

Come

1

Time

i'

Levels

Come

IV

Levels

PUB

1 TYPE INFORMATION RE UESTED

GEN. INST. POL. SPEC.

Elementary and Secondary

Education

Teachers 17 1.5 1.3 36 4.2 4.8 16 75 00 08

Principals 00 2.9 1.5 17 5.1 5.1 38 38 35 50

Supervisors 77 2.2 1.2 35 5.0 4.9 31 ,62 38 31

District Staff 42 2.0 1.0 32 5.3 5.2 33 33 42 17

Intermediate Unit Staff 29 1.3 1.3 22 5.0 5.0 14 43 29 43

State Agency Staff 14 2.4 1.4 30 5.7 3.3 14 43 71 14

State Boards 33 1.8 .1.3 26 4.7 4.3 00 33 67 50

Local Boards 44 1.6 1.8 .32 3.8 4.3 33 22 56 33

State Legislators 67 1.4 1.3 26 3.8 3.6 22 00 89 11

U.S. Coniressional'Aides 25 2.8 1.0 21 4.8 1.2 00 00 100 25

F-test for Above Group
.01 .01 NS NS .024 .001 NS .02 .001 ,

NS

Higher Education, Special

'Interest, Information

Specialists

Education Faculty 50 ,2.5 1.0 37 5,2 5.2* 17 83 67 17

Social Scientists 50 2.2 1.2 18 4.5 4.0 50 00' 25 25

Institutional Researchers 40 2.0 1.2 33 4.4 4.2 40 00 60 00

College Presidents 50 1.8 1.0 28 5.5 5,2 00 00 100 25

Minority Organization

Representatives 44 1.2 1.3 34 5.1 4.7 44 44 22 44

Women's'Organization

Representatives 57 1.4 1.7 24 4.9 4.7 29 43 57 14

Information Center 'Staff 00 2.4 1.6 39 5.6 5.6 00 60 40 40

State Arley Information Staff 50 1.5 1.2 29 5.0 4.9 10 70 40 20

F-test for Above Group NS .05 NS NS NS NS NS .01 NS NS

F-TEST FOR ALL 18 AUDIENCES NS .01 NS NS NS .01 NS .01 .01 NS

...= m ..: .cm = 2- ==== -- ==_=====-.7.m- c.41-mm.= -==
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1 = passed it along; 2 = summarized it; 3 = interpreted or evaluated it. Only
7 percent of the total sample did not pass the information on to others;* 26

percent passed it along "ass is"; 38 percent summarized it; and 30 percent inter-

preted or evaluated the information before providing it to others. User groups

differ significantly in the extent to which they provide transformed information.

School principals (2.9) and U. S. Congressional aides (2.8) interpret or evaluate

nearly all the information they provide to others. Other groups which tend to inter-

pret or summarize much of the information they provide to others include: education

faculty (2.5); state agency staff (2.4); information center staff (2.4); social

scientists (2.2); supervisors of instruction (2.2); school district staff (2.0);

and institutional researchers (2.0). Groups with information provision styles

characterized by tending to pass information on with little transformation include:

minority organization representatives (1.2); women's organization representatives.

(1.4); intermediate unit staff (1.3); state legislators (1.4); and SEA dissemination

and information staff (1.5).

We note that there appears to be a small inverse relation between written report-

ing and degree of transformation (rank order correlation based on percent reporting

and average transformation for the 18 groups = -.35). Some groups rarely prepare

written reports but do much interpreting and evaluation of the information they

do supply (e.g., principals, state agency staff, U. S. Congressional aides, infor-

mation center staff), while other groups do relatively much written reporting but

little interpretation (e,g., women's and minority organizaton representatives,

state legislators, state agency disseminhtion and information sta.lfs). Some groups

fail to exhibit this inverse relationship. FOr instance, supervisors of instruc-

tion, education faculty, and social scientists do much written reporting and much

* Another question asked specifically if the respondent passed information on or
only used the information for her/his own purposes. Only 8 percent said they
used it themselves while 92 percent said they passed it on. The results for
these two questions, one open-ended and the other quite specific, tend to con-
firm the fact that nearly all users pass informion on to others. The close
correspondence of the two figures (7% versus 8%) al!so suggests that the
reliability of the open-ended coding and the consistency of user response
are quite high.
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interpreting, while teachers, intermediate unit staff, and state board members do

relatively little written reporting and little interpreting of the information they

pass along.

Despite these differences all of the audiences are heavily engaged in responding

to requests for information and spend substantial amounts of their time responding

to such requests. Indeed only 1 of the 137 persons interviewed said people did

not come to the respondent for education-related information.

The column labelled "Freq. Come" indicates averages for each group based on the

following scale (percentage in brackets indicate percentage of the total group

responding): 1 = daily (72%); 2 = weekly (23%); 3 = monthly (4%); 4 = quarterly

(1%); and 5 = yearly (0%). There are no statistically significant differences

among the groups in terms of the one-way analysis of variance. The great majority

of nearly all the groups indicate that people come to them at least daily for in-

formation.

Respondents were asked to estimate the percent of time they spend in activities

related to giving information to others. Overall the average is 30 percent with

a range from an average of 17 percent for school principals to 39 percent for in-

formation center staff. One-way analysis of variance indicates that differences

among the groups are not statistically significant.

The column labelled "# Levels Come" is a simple count of the nunibers of "levels"

of persons the respondent identified as coming for information. For the entire

sample, 85 percent said persons at the same level come, 89 percent said persons

at lower levels in their organization come, 83 percent said persons higher in the

organization come to them for information, 84 percent said professional colleagues

come, 54 percent said experts come, and 82 percent identified other classes of

persons (e.g.,(parents). There are statistically significant differences among

the "elementary and secondary education" subaudiences in terms of the average

number of levels of persons which are identified, but no differences among the

"higher education, special interest, and information specialist" subaudiences.

The majority of subaudiences identify at least five out of the six levels. HIghest

are: state agency staff (5.7 levels); information center staff (5.6); college

presidents (5.5); and school district staff (5.3). All of these subaudiences thus
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face a moderately complex array of different types of information request contacts

inside and outside their organization. By contrast, there are only two sub-

audiences identifying fewer than four leveAs,of contacts: local school boards

(3.8) and state legislators (3.8). Note that neither of these subaudiences tended

to identify persons at "higher" levels coming to them for educational information

(but many in these two groups tended to identify "voters," "constituents,"

"citizens," or "taxpayers" as significant contacts which were classified as

"other").

In the next column of Table 9, labelled "# Levels Pass," the same type of average

counts of levels is presented for "pass on to" (rather than "come to you"). The

difference lies in whether the interviewee initiates or responds. There are

statistically significant differences among the 18 subaudiences, with_averages

ranging from 1.2 levels (U. S. Congressional aides) to 5.6 (information center

staff).*

Overall, there is a slight tendency to pass information on to fewer levels of

persons than are encountered in responding to requests. The'remarkable difference

for U.S. Congressional aides (4.8 levels "come to," 1.2 levels "pass on to")* was

explained by one U. S. Senate aide who pointed out that if he provided information

that was not requested to those outside his immediate work circle, "people Would

begin to expect this of me, and I can't even do a good job handling the requests

that now come to me." The same kind of situation seems to prevail for state agency:.

staff (5.7 levels "come to," 3.3 levels "pass on to"). However, for most audiences

the difference between the average number of levels of persons who "come to" and

to whom information is "pass on" is not great. Most of these users tend to respond

to requests and also actively pass unrequested information on to many different

levels of persons. We note that only 3 percent of those interviewed said that

giving information to others was not an important part of their work.

We next turn to the question of the general type of content of the information

Note, however, that the overall difference.is mainly attributable to the very
significant differences among the "elementary and secondary education" group;
there is no significant difference for the "higher education, special interest,
and information specialist" subaudiences.
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which users find others requesting of them. Table 9 identifies four broad types

of content: general (GEN); instructional (INST); policy (POL); and specific

(SPEC). The table identifies the percentage Of persons in each subaudience whose

free response descriptions of the information requested could be classified

into each of these four broad content classifications. One-way analysis of variance

tests show that there are no statistically significant differences among the sub-

audiences in.terms of their encountering requests dealing with-"general" or

"specific" information, but that there are highly significant differences in the

relative incidence of requests for instructional and for policy information. The

(college of) education faculty respondents are remarkable because of the high

incidence of requests for both instructional (83%) and policy (67%) information.

Others with instructional requests over 50 percent are: teachers (75%); state agency

dissemination and information staff (70%); supervisors of instruction (62%); and

information center staff (60%). Five subaudiences never identified requests whose

content could be classified as instructional: state legislators, U. S. Congres-

sional aides, social scientists, institutional researchers, and college presidents.

Every description of the content of requests received by U. S. Congressional aides

and college presidents was classified as being concerned with policy. Others

encountering high incidences of policy information include: state legislators

(89%); state agency staff (71%); state school board members (65%); education

faculty (67%); institutional researchers (60%); women's organization representa-

tives (57%); and local school board members (56%).

Table 10 presents additional information about educational information users as

providers of information. (Some data already presented in Table 9, e.g., number

of levels pass, frequency come, have been repeated in Table 10 to facilitate com-
parisons.) In Table 9, data was presented concerning the number of "levels" of

persons the respondent identified as coming for information or to whom the user

spontaneously passed information on. Table 10 in its first siX data columns

reports the percentage of each subaudience who said they usually spontaneously

passed information to each of the six "levels." We first note that overall one-

way analysis of variance tests indicate that the 18 subaudiences differ in the

percentage passing information on to those at the "same," "lower," and "higher"

levels in their own organization. However, the F-tests for the two subgroups in-

dicate that these differences are mainly due to differences among the "elementary

and secondary education" group; differences among the "higher education, special
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Table 10. Levels of Persons to Whom Users Provide Information,

and Amount of User Activity in Providing Information

Pass Information to Others Others Come To You For Information Nr,

Peopleguency

Come

Fro-

Come

1

Time

3ivin

Nt

uperv

Same

t

Lover 757i-Crl.

tIttivele
Exp. Other N. Same

1

Lower

' 11111
Righer Coll, Exp. Other Nr,

Levels

Elerentary and Secondary

Education

Teachers 100 03 75 83 58 83 4.83 92 67 75 75 42 67 4.17 88 1.33 36 1.1

frincipals 08 100 75 100 62 88 4.15 88 100 75 88 62 100 5.12 206 I,50 17 63.0
,

Su;ervisors 77 100 100 05 46 85 4.92 77 100 100 85 54 85 5.00 393 1.23 35 23.9

District Staff 83 100 83 100 75 83 5.25 83 100 92 100 03 75 5,33 875 1.00 32 17.9

Intermediate Unit Staff 71 100 100 100 71 57 5,00 71 100 100 100 71 57 5,00 171 1,29 22 18,1

State Agency Staff 29 71 57 71 43 57 3,29 100 100 100 100 71 100, 5,71 751 1,43 30 27.6

State Boards 67 83 83 83 50 67 4.33 100 100 83 83' 50 50 4.61 497 1.33 26 5.2

Local Boards 89 89 22 89 44 100 4.33 67 61 22 78 44 100 3,78 428 1.78 3; 1.0

State Legislators 67 44 67 56 44 78 3.56 78 67 67 55 22 89 3.78 1512 1.33 26 2.1

U,S. Con2ressional Aides 00 25 lS 50 25 00 1.25 75 75 100 75 75 75 4.75 3020441.00 21. 2.2

F-test for Above Group .002 .001 .002 ..09 NS .012 001 'NS .014 .001 NS NS NS .024 .001 NS NS .0001

Nigher Education, Special

Interest, Information

Specialists

Education Faculty 100 100 83 83 67 03 5,12 100 100 83 83 67 83 5.17 325 1.00 37 22.2

Social Scientists 100 50 50 100 25 75 4.00 75 100 75 100 25 75 4.50 603 1.25 18 8.5

Institutional Researchers 80 80 100 40 40 80 4.20 80 00 100 40 40 100 4.40 350 1.20 33 9.8

College Presidents 100 100 100 100 50 75 5.25 100 100 100 100 50 100 5.50 422 1.00 28 8.8

Minority Organization

Representatives

women's Organization

67 89 78 89 67 78 4.67 78 89 89 89 78 09, 5,11 1216 1.33 34 11.1

Representatives 86 71 71 86 86 71 4.71 100 71 71 86 86 71 4.86 666 _1.71 24 25.9

Information Center'Staff 100 100 80 100 80 100 5,60 100 100 80 100 80 100 5.60 190 1,60 39 7.4

State Aiency Information Staff 90 100 100 80 50 70 4.90 90 100 100 80 60 70 5:00 1164.01a20 28 13.8

F-test for Above Group NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NI NS NS NS NS

LF-TEST FOR ALL 18 AUDIENCES .01 .01 .01 NS NS NS .01

I

NS .05 .01 NS NS NS NS .01 OS NS .01

u. um 011 11I SOHN ISIMUSSIISSIS
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interest, and information specialists" group are not significant. Moreover,

although there is not an overall significance for the 18 subaudiences, the

"elementary and secondary education" subaudiences also are significantly dIffer-

ent in their tendency to pass information on to "others" (than persons in their

own organization, colleagues, or experts). As noted previously, U. S. Congressional

aides are notable in their reticence to pass information on to anyone. Here we

see that none (of the four) Congressional aides indicated that they passed infor-

mation on to persons at the same level or to "others." Just one of four aides

(25%), and not necessarily the same aide, said he passed information on to those

lower, those higher, or to experts, and only two passed information on to

colleagues. By contrast all of the (seven) intermediate unit staff stated that

they passed information on to those lower, those higher, and to colleagues out-

side their immediate unit. Generally those closer to school operations (i.e.,

teachers, principals, supervisors, district staff, and even intermediate unit

staff) are more prone to pass information on to all levels, with the one exception

of supervisors of instruction passing information on to experts (only 46 percent

do; perhaps because they are the "experts" in their fields?). The majority of

all these particular Subaudiences spontaneously pass educational information on

to all six of the "levels."

Among the other subaudiences in the "elementary and secondary education" group,

SEAs tend not to pass information on to those at the same level, but are more

prone to pass information on to those in their own organization at lower levels

and to colleagues outside their SEA. State and local board members are perhaps

surprising in the relatively high percentage who report that they do pass infor-

mation on. Local board members tend not to think of anyone "higher" to whom they

would pass information (22%), but all local board members identified parents,

taxpayers, or constituents among the "others" to whom they pass on educational

information. State legislators, perhaps because they are elected officials

rather than staffers, display a pattern that is in marked contrast to the U. S.

Congressional aides.

Turning now to the identification of the levels and types of persons who come

to these subaudiences for information, we first note that there are only two

statistically significant overall F-tests based on one-way analysis of variance

for the 18 subaudiences, and that these differences are again mainly attributable

6 6
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to the "elementary and secondary education" group. The differences are in the

percentage of persons-in their same organization at-"lower".and "higher'levels

who come for information. Note that the majority of all subaudienceS say that

those "lower" in their organization come to them for information; the statistical

difference is attributable primarily to the fact that everyone in many sdb-

audiences said those at "lower" levels came, while only the great majority (67%

or more) of other subaudiences so reported. The percentages for those reporting

that persons at "higher" levels come to them are only slightly different., with

the one exception of local school board members (who, as we have noted, generally

do think of anyone as being "higher" than themselves in their LEA).

Among the types of persons, we note that "experts" are the only type of persen

with whom there is_not a yery strong tendency to prmiide information, and even

in this case the majority Of most of the subaudiences do report that they pass

information on and have "experts" come to them.

The subaudiences differ dramatically (and statistically) in the average numbers

of persons per year they estimated came to them for information. The averages

range from 88 for teachers to 3,020 for U. S. Congressionll aides. Overall, the

average is 681 persons per year.

We have previously discussed the data for frequency with which people come and

the percentage of time spent giving information to others. With a few exceptions,

the majority of persons in most subaudiences say the frequency is "daily," and

overall, the average estimated time spent giving information to others is 30

percent.

Finally, we note that one element of providing information to others is related

to the individual's supervisory role. The subaudiences differ markedly in the

average number of persons they report supervising with a range from 1.0 for

local toard members to 63.0 fox school principals. (The overall average is

15.6 persons.)
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A. THE RELATION BETWEEN PURPOSES FOR SEEKING rNFORMATION'AN0 SOURCES USBD

The 19 purposes which we presented to interviewees had been derived from several

studies of information needs. We anticipated thai there would.be some cor-.

relation among the items, but were surprised that as many 'as eight purpose, ,

faOtors would emerge. Our next question Was, do these purposes (or patterns,

of purposes) have anything to do with the sources people use?.

The questionnaire data provided two different ways to answer this question.

One way was to examine which sources (up to three) users mentioned in con-
,

nection with the purpose they identified as being their most frequent 'reason

for using information. A second way was to correlate purpose and source ratings.

To examine the relation between purpose and difficultY in using source's, a

canoniCal correlation analysis' was performed which examined:the relationship'

between users' rating of frequency of seeking information for the 20 purposes

listed in Tables 3 and 4, and their ratings.of the ease/difficulty in obtaining

information from the 22 sources liSted' in Tables 6 and 7.

The goal of canonical analysis is to define the priMary independent' dimen"--

sions which relate one set of variables to another, in this case the ratings

of frequency of purpose for seeking information, with the ratings of,eAsel

difficulty in getting needed information from various.types of sourceS.

The technique, like factor analysis, is primarily descriptive. The Analysis

suggest's answers to three questions concerning:

(1) the number of ways in which the two
are related

(2) the strengths of the relationships

(3) 'the nature of the relationships

Although the maximum number of independent multivariate relationships

be equal in number to the smaller of the two sets of variables, 20 in

instance, a test exists to estimate the statistical signifiatce of each
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canonical function (relationhsip).. The strength of the relationship is

indicated by the size of the root (squared canonical correlation) between

the independent composites of purpose variabdes and source variables for

each independent multivariate relationship. Finally, the nature of each

relationship is indicated by examining the correlations between the original

variables and the canonical variables for both sets of variables. These

correlations can be interpreted like factor loadings, in terms of the names

of the original variables.

The canonical analysis indicated that there were only two or perhaps three

significant roots (relationships). The first accounted for 53 percent of

the total interset relationship between purposes and sources (a canonical

correlation = .73). The second root accounted for 52 percent of the total

interset variation (canonical correlation = .72). Both of these roots are

significant at the .01 level (P = .0001 and P = .0003 respectively). The

next root accounted for 35 percent of interset Variation, but it was not

significant at the .05 level (P = .065). Thus there appear to be two or

perhaps three significant, independent multivariate dimensions, each ex-

hibiting a moderately strong relation between patterns of frequency of

purpose and ease/difficulty in getting information from sources.

Tables 11 and 12 identify the purposes and sources which have substantial

correlations with the two significant canonical functions. Table 13 displays

similar data for the third, near significant, canonical function.

Table 11 indicates that the first canonical function is characterized, in

terms of purposes, by an opposition between (a) users who frequently prepare

or plan teaching/classroom materials and are concerned with identifying new

materials or methods, acquiring,new ideas, learning new specialties and

identifying new sources of assistance, and (b) users who set policy and

support decisions.

The users who prepare classroom materials and are alert to new ideas,

sources, or methods report less difficulty in using information centers,

libraries, text and reference books, abstracts and indexes, theses and

dissertations, journals, newsletters, graduate courses, and audiovisual
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Table 11. Information Purpose and Source Variables With
Substantial Loadings on the First Canonical
Variable.(N=136) (Canonical Correlation = .73)

Purposes Sources

Making or setting policy

Support decisions already made

* * *

Identifying new sources of
assistance

.47

.32

-.25

TelephOne calls

Correspondence

* * *

. Handbooks

-.43

-.35

.28

Learning a new specialty. -.27 Library facilities .28.

Acquiring new ideas for my work -.28 Information Centers .29

Identifying new materials, methods -.43 Newsletters .31

Preparing or planning teaching/
classroom materials -.71 Journals .32

Courses .43

Theses, dissertations .44.

AV Media .46

Abstracts, indexes,
bibliographies .49

Textbooks and reference
bOoks .56

70
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Information Purpose and Source Variables With
Substantial Loadings on the Second Canonical

Variable (g = 136) (Canonical Correlation = .72)

Purposes Sources

Gaining theoretical information Theses, dissertations -.59

to support work in progress .60
Information analysis'

Finding answers to specific
.

products -.48

questions related to my work .48

Journals .
-.47

Identifying new sources of
assistance for improving my
work

Face-to-face discussions -.46

Unpublished papers and

Developing alternative technical reports -.46

approaches to problems .42

Newsletters r.39

Keeping aware of who is working
in specific subjects or
problem areas ' .39

Abstracts, indexes,
bibliographies -.32

Keeping aware of developments Mass media -.31

in related fields .38
Textbooks and reference

Determining results of related books -.30

work performed by others .36
Graduate or inservice

Making decisions about educa- courses -.28

tional practices or products .33

Identifying new materials,
nethods, or procedures .32

***

Personal notes, files .23

Keeping aware of development
in education .29

.

Acquiring ideas for my work .27
.

Evaluating an educational
practice or product .26

71
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media as sources of information. (Conversely, those who prepare classroom

materials find telephone calls and correspondence difficult information

sources.)

The users who frequently seek information to set policy or to support

decisions find less difficulty in using telephone calls and correspondence .

as sources of information, and they tend to report greater difficulty in

obtaining information they need from most of the more formal sources (e.g.,

textbooks, handbooks, theses, courses, journals, newsletters, information

centers and libraries).

Although it is a gross simplification, it appears that this first canonical

function, which accounts for over half of the interset variations between

purposes and sources, can be characteriied as a difference between the "print-

prone," formal source using educational practitioner and the.personal contact

informal source using policy maker.

Table 12 indicates that the second canonical function seems to characterize

the "information-prone" educator who tends to find it "easy" to get infor-

mation from a wide variety of sources. Note that the strongest correlations

on this second canonical variable are for purposes concerned with gaining

theoretical information, finding answers, identifying new sources of

assistance for improving work, developing alternatives, keeping aware of who

is working and of developments in related fields, etco These users tend

to find theses and dissertations, information analysis 'products, journals,

face-to-face discussions, newsletters, abstracts, indexes and bibliographies,

mass media, books and courses all "easy" sources. Conversely, personal notes

and files are a more difficult source. Note that this second canonical function

is unrelated to such purposes as preparing articles and speeches, providing

information to others, or making policy.

Table 13 suggests that the third canonical function is characterized by an

opposition between (a) users who frequently prepare articles, reports, or

speeches; provide information to others; and are concerned with theoretical in-

formation and (b) users who are interested in keeping aware of developments

r7 44
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Information Purpose and Source Variables With
Substantial Loadings ,on the Third Canonical

Variable (N = 136) .(Canonical Correlation = .59)

Purposes Sources:

Preparing ,articles, reports,

speeches .35

Library facilities -.28

Information centers -.26

Providing information to
others .34 Journals -.26

Gaining theoretical Newsletters -.22:

information -
,

.21
Unpublished papers and

*** technicalrePorts 7.22

***

Keeping aware of developments AV media. .23

in education -.26
Government publications .28

Developing alternative
approaches to problems -.27 Telephone calls -.29

Evaluating an educational Courses .30

pradtice or product -.29
f-Suppliers' catalogs '.39

Learning a new specialty or
competence -.31

Identifying new materials,
methods, procedures -.48
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in.education, and have special interest in identifying.new materials, methods

or procedures, learning new specialties, eValuating educational practices or

products,,and developing alternative approaches. In short, this canonica

function seems to separate the "communicators" and the "innovators.°

"Communicators" tend to find libraries, information centers, journals,

newsletters, and unpublished papers and technical reports to be "easy"

sources. The practice oriented "innovators" tend to find these sources

more difficult, but find the information they seek more easily in suppliers'

catalogs, graduate and inservice courses, telephone.calls, government pub-

lications, and AV media.

Given the relatively small and non-random nature of this sample of educational

information users, this canonical analysis should be considered as a tentative

finding. However, it does suggest that perhaps several significant relation-

ships will be established with the much larger mail survey study. Although the

obtained canonical correlations may be expected to "shrink", if cross-validated,

it seems clear that relatively strong and useful relationships can be established

between users' general patterns of purposes for seeking information and the

sources they generally use to obtain information.

At least five "types" of purpose-source relationships are suggested:

(1) the print-prone formal source using educational practitioner

(2) the informal source using policy maker

(3) the information-prone educator (who tends to use many sources)

(4) the "communicator"

(5) the practice oriented "innovator"

Another way to relate sources to purposes is to ask educational information

users to consider a specific type of purpose (e.g., finding answers to specific

questions related to their work) and then to identify the sources they would

turn to first, second, and third to find information for the specific purpose.

7 A
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Table 14 displays the cross tabulation between only the most frequently mentioned

purposes and sources wi..ich were identified by the interviewees in describing,

the purpose for which they most frequently sought information. Note that

Table 14 is a partition of a larger contingency table for 20 purposes and 22

sources. It represents only the data for 115 (of the 136) interviews in which

users mentioned one of the eight most common purposes as their most frequent

purpose for using information. Similarly, Table 14 lists only the.most

frequently mentioned sources.

Table 14 indicates that finding answers was the most frequently mentioned

purpose for seeking information (with 20 percent of the 136 interviewees

mentioning it). This purpose is closely followed by developing alternatives,

and then acquiring ideas.

Overall, face-to-face discussions is the most frequently mentioned source,

followed by telephone calls, and use, of notes and files.

Table 14 does indicate some definite patterning of sources with purposes. For

finding answers the most popular source is telephone calls, followed by face-

to-face discussion, and then notes and files. For developing alternatives,

users tend to turn to a somewhat greater variety of sources, but prefer to

use face-to-face discussions, then telephone calls, notes and files, and

journals. For acquiring ideas, journals are clearly the preferred source, but

at least six other sources are used with moderate frequency. When making policy,

the overwhelming preference is for face-to-face discussions, followed by meetings;

libraries, and information systems. When providing information to others, the

two most preferred sources are telephone calls and personal notes and files.

Users who frequently write articles and speeches depend most heavily on their

own files and notes and to some extent on face-to-face discussions. Users who

mention keeping aware of developments in education as their most frequent purpose

for seeking information tend to rely on journals, the telephone, and newsletters.

Finally, those who make decisions (like the policy makers) tend to depend most

heavily on face-to-face discussions.



Table 14, Frequency of Use of Sources in Connection with Most Frequent Purposes

No. Users

Naming Puroose

Number of Times Source Was Mentioned in

Connection with Pur.ose

27

24

18

12

10

9

.

7

Finding Answers

Developing Alternatives

Acquire Ideas

Make Policy

Provide Information

Prepare Articles and

Speeches

Keep Awake in Education

Make Decisions

17

16

6

8

3

.

22

13

2

10

2

11

1

2
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From the perspective of sources used, it appears that national information

systems (e.g., ERIC) tend to be mentioned most frequently in connection with

developing alternatives or making poli&y: newsletters seem to be used for

acquiring ideas and keeping aware of new developments in education; meetings

and libraries are used primarily to find answers, develop alternatives, acquire

ideas and make policy. Journals serve two or three major purposes: acquiring

ideas, developing alternatives, and keeping aware of new developments. Notes

and files are commonly used for many purposes but principally for finding

answers and developing alternatives. The telephone is also a heavily used

source and is the major way users find answers, but is also used frequently

to develop alternatives, acquire ideas, provide information to others, and

keep aware of new developments. Face-to-face discussion is the major preferred

source of most users. Discussions are heavily used to find answers to specific

questions, to develop alternatives, to obtain information needed to make policy,

plus:,,to make decisions, acquire ideas, or prepare articles, reports, or

speeches.

Needless to say,/ the patterning of relationships between purposes and sources

cannot be attributable to chance. Educational information audiences display

a variety of needs (purposes) for seeking information and they turn to several

different sources for any particular purpose. The patterning exhibited is

reasonable and can be explained largely in terms of reasons users give for

turning to these sources.

Table 15 indicates that the interviewees gave a great variety of reasons for

using various information sources, with at least 29 different types of responses

accounting for at least one percent of the reasons given. However, over one-

folarth- (29%) of the replies were codeable under only three categories: (1)

the source is accessible or convenient, (2) it is easy to use, and (3) it's

fast or saves time. Just over half (51%) of all responses ware attributable

to seven characteristics of the source: accessibility, ease of use, speed,

"best" source, provides different viewpoints, comprehensiveness, and currency.
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Table 15. Frequency (No..) and Percentage (%) of Total Number
of Coded Reseonses to Question "Why Do You GO to ThiS
as a Source [of information]?"

No. % Reason for Using Source of Information

69 11 Accessible, convenient, available

66 11 Easy Way to get information, requires no effort

44 07 Fast, saves time, is quick

39 06 Best source of Ortinent information

34 06 Provides for different ideas or viewpoints

32 05 Comprehensive extensive coverage

28 05 '7',* Current, up to date

23 04 Refers.or directs me to correct source

22 04 Relevant, on target

22 04 Reliable, accurate, valid

21 03 In my own files, collection, memory

21 03 Most'helpful, useful record of previous actiVity

19 03 'Opportunity for dialogue, exchange of ideas

14 02 Concise, provides summary information

13 02 Test ideas, evaluation, feedback, verification

12 02 Provides authoritative statement, expert knowledge

11 02 Provides specific answers

10 02. It's personal.

9 63. Next best source (no detail)

8 01 Part of my routine (e.g., meetings), oames to me directly
(newsletters)

,

8 01 They will work until they get an answer

7 01 Provides for involvement, support, joint decision making

6 01 Provides synthesis, understanding

5
01 Good source (no detail)

5 01 Research-based

5 01 Provides background on problems

5 01 Character of the format makes'it easy to find things

4 01 Good for news, local and national information

4 01 Provides general awareness of materials and ideas

39 07 Miscellaneous

7 9
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THE EFFECT OF POSITION ON PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION AND

ON SOURCES USED

One of the primary concerns of this market study is to describe the information

needs of various educational audiences. In the previous sections, the field

interview data has proven that there are a number of significant relationships

between patterns of purposes (needs) for information and sources used. It

seems reasonable that purposes for seeking should also be related to the user's

position or role (e.g., teacher, school board member), and given the strong

relationships between purposes and sources, that there might also be some

significant differences among types of positions in terms of sources used.

To explore these possibilities, two multiple discriminant analyses were per-

formed. This technique is an extension of single-classification analysis of

variance to include simultaneously a group of dependent variables. The'com-

putational problem is to determine the extent and manner in which several pre-

viously defined groups of subjects (in this case field interviewees with common

types of positions, e.g., teachers, administrators) may be differentiated by

a set of dependent variables (purposes or sources) operating together. A

statistical test is available (Wilk's Lambda) which indicates the significance

of overall group differentiation. Chi-square tests of the significance of each

. discriminant function are also computed. Finally, the univariate F-ratio for

each dependent variable is computed. When two or more discriminant functions

are significant, two dimensional plots may be made to graphically locate

individuals or group centroids (means) in terms of pairs of discriminant axes.

Both of the multiple discriminant analyses were based on ten groups, which

were formed by combining several of the original groups listed in Table 1.

The purpose of this combination was to increase the size of each grotip while

retaining reasonable homogeneity within groups. This was accomplished by

combining the following: (1) intermediate unit and state education agency

staffs; (2) local and state school boards; (3) state and federal legislators

and aides; (4) women and minority interest group representatives; (5) state

education agency information/dissemination and other information center

personnel; and (6) all four of the higher education groups. The last

8 0
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combination seems the most questionable, but unfortunately each of the four
-

higher education'groups is quite small.

Given this regrouping into ten major types of positions, the first multiple

discriminant function analysis employed the 20 purposes for seeking infor-

mation as the set of dependent variables.

The overall F-test based on Wilk's Lambda yielded a probability level of

less than .0001. Chi-square tests indicated that there were three significant

discriminant functions with respective probabilities of P less than .0001,

= .0022, and = .0128. Univariate F-ratios indicated that eight of the 20

purposes were significant at the .05 level and that two more items were under

the .10 level. Table 16 displays the means and P-levels.for these eight sig-

nificant and two near significant items (high means indicate more frequent

purposes). Group abbreviations in the heading of Tables 16 and 19 are as

follows:

GOVN

ADMIN

PRACTICE

H.E.

Governance; Leg. = state and federal legislators and aides,
S.B. = local and state school board members.

Administrators; LEA = local education agency staff,
IU/SEA = intermediate unit and state education agency staff.

Practitioners; S = supervisors of instruction, P = principals,
T = teachers.

Higher education; includes social scientists, institutional
researchers, education college faculty, and presidents of
institutions.,

SPECIAL INF. = state agency and other informaticm/dissemination staff,
W/M = women and minority interest group representatives.

Rankings apPearing below e h mean give ranks of the means across the ten

groups of'users from least frequent (1) to most frequent (10).

To facilitate study of some of the major differences, Table 16 has been organized

so that the rank-ordered means across groups tend to shift from governance to

administration to practice as one reads down the ten purpose items. Thus,

legislators and their aides display the highest average for seeking information

for the purposes of preparing.articles, reports, or speeches; with school board



Table 16, Means of Ratings of Frequency of Purpose forleeking Information

for 10 Purposes Which Have Significant or Near Significant

Differences Among Means (N=136)

F-Test

PURPOSE FOR GOVN ADMIN PRACTICE H.E. SPECIAL P Level

SEEKING INFORMATION L. . S.B. LEA %I'M $ P T INF. Wil$

Prepare Article; Mean 3.77 3 53 3.42 3.07 2.63 1.88 2.50 3.00 3.23 3.00 .014

Reports, Speeches 9 8 6 3 2 4.5 7 ,.5

Make or Set Mean 3.38 4.40 4.33 2.53 2.46 3.12 1.83 3,21 4.15 2.88 .001

Policy Rank 7 10 9 3 2 5 J. 6 8 4

Make Decision Mean 1.85 3.40 3.41 2.47 3.46 3.38 2.42 3.16 2.92 2.25 .002

About Ed Pract. Rank 1 8 ' , 0 7 3 6 5 2

Keep Aware of Mean 3.38 3.60 4:08 3.53 4.15 3.62 3.33 3.47 3.85 3.00 .054

Develop. in Ed. Rank 3 6 9 5 10 7 2 4 8 I

Keep Aware of Mean 2.38 2.53 3.50 2.40 2.69 1,50 2.17 2.84 3.00 '...12 .003

Who is Working Rank 3 5 10 4 6 1 2 7 B 9

Determ. Results Mean 2.38 2.20 3.08 2.73 2.09 1.88 2.17 2.79 3.08 2.69 .011

of Related Work Rank 5 4 10 7 2 1 3 8 9 6

Brush up on Mean 1.92 1.93 2.33 1.93 1.85 1.88 3.08 1.95 2.23 2.56 .013

Old Specialty Rank 3 4.5 8 4.5 1 2 10 6 7 '

Learn a Man 1.92 1.93 2.4.2 2.00 3.00 2.75 2.75 2.26 2.54 2.69 .072

New Specialty ank 1 2 5 3 10 15 8.5 4 6 7

I

Ident. New Mean 2,23 3.13 3.25 2.87 3.38 3.75 3,67 3,11 3.69 3.44 .015

Materials,Methods Rank 1 4 5 2 6 10 8 3 9 7 '

Prep. otPlan Mean 1.23 1.33 1.83 1.40 2.31 1.88 9.58 1.84 1.92 2.00 .001

Teaching Mater, Rank 1 2 4 3 9 6 10 5 7 8

NuMber of Interviews 13 15 12 15 13 8 12 19 13. 16

Scale: 1 = Not selected as a purpose; 2 = Least often;

3 = Next Most,Often; 4 = "Most" Often; 5 = (the

two items interviewee identified as "most

frequently seek information.")
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members next highest, followed by LEA staff. The three practice groups,

supervisors of instruction, teachers, and principals, indicate the lowest use

of information for,this purpose. The ratings kange from 1.88 for teachers,

to 3.77 for legislators and their aides. The F-test for this item has a P-level

= .014.

At the other extreme, preparing or planning teaching/classroom materials is

overwhelmingly a teacher purpose (rating = 4.58). The next closest group

is supervisors of instruction (rating = 2.31). All other groups have ratings

of 2.00 or less with the lowest ratings found among the governance and ad-

ministration groups. This item has a P-level of less than .001.

Each row of the table can be interpreted in a similar fashion.

It is also instructive to inspect the columns of this table in terms of the

rankings across the ten groups. For instance, note that the legislative group

has only two purposes (prepare articles, reports, and speeches; and make or

set policy) with ranks above the median (i.e., 6 or higher), while this group

has the lowest rank (1) for iour purposes. School board members are above the

median rank.on the first four purposes listed. But LEA administrative staff

is above the median on the first seven pUrposes (With ranks of 8, 9 or 10)

and is not lower than fourth rank on any purpose.

This relatively high level of seeking .r...ormation for mi.ny purposes is almost

matched by another group--the state and other information/diffusion personnel,

who tend to differ from LEA staff most markedly in seeking information less

often to make decisions about educational practice, but who seek information

more often to identify new materials, methods or procedures, and to prepare or

plan teaching/classroom materials.

It was something of a surprise to this investigator to discover that the inter-

mediate unit and state agency staff group displayed such relatively lower ratings

and rankings than their LEA conterparts., In no case does the IU/SEA group dis-

play a higher ranking than the LEA group and the differences are quite large

on several items.

8 4
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Among the three practice groups the gupervi ors of instruction show an average

(summed down the ten rankings for all ten purposes) which is somewhat higher

than for principals or teachers, suggesting that overall supervisors seek

information more frequently for most purposes. There are a number of marked

differences among these three practice groups. For example, teachers have

markedly lower ratings than principals or supervisors for seeking information

to make decisions or to keep aware of new developments in education; but teacher

are markedly higher on seeking information to brush up on an old specialty.

Both teachers and principals are much lower than supervisors on keeping aware

of who is working in specific subject or problem areas.

Perhaps because the higher education group is such a mixture (education faculty,

social scientists, institutional researchers and top administrators), it dis-

plays a more middling set of ranks--but with above median ranks for detrmining

results of related work, keeping aware of who is working, brushing up on old

specialties, making decisions about educational practices, and making policy--

all of which seem to reflect the research and administrative character of

the group.

The relatively high overall rankings of the information/dissemination group

have already been noted. The surprise is in the women:s and minority interest

groups which display above median ranks on the last six of the purposes listed

with remarkably high ranks for keeping aware of who is working in a subject

or problem area, brushing up on an old specialty, and preparing or planning

teaching materials.

(7bviously, there are a number of differences among these ten groups ih terms

of the purposes for which they seek information. The analysis indicated that

there were three significant, Independent functions or dimensions accounting

for most of these differences. Table 17 displays the correlations between the

list of 10 purposes and the three multiple discriminant functions. Read like

factor loadings, we can see that the first discriminant function is easily

identified by a -.76 for the purpose.of planning or preparing teaching/class-

room materials, and a +.60 for the purpose o: making or setting policy. Referring

to Table 13, we discover what one would expect. The teacher group has a

8 5
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Correlations Between Purpose.Variables and the
Three Significant Multiple Discriminant Functions
(N = 136)

Purpose Item
Discriminant Functions

I. II III

1. Acquiring ideas for my work -.23 -.06 .21

2. Gaining theoretical information to support my work
in progress .22 .29 .34

3. Developing alternative approaches to problems .07 .10 .16

4. Determining results of related work performed by
others .21 .42 .21

5. Finding answers to specific questions related to
my work .04 .12 -.01

Identifying new materials, methods, or procedures -.24 -.01 .49

7. Evaluating an educational practice or product .07 -.36 .11

8. Keeping aware of who is working in specific
subjects or problem areas .22 .38 .37

9. Keeping aware of developments in education .11 -.31 .31

10. Keeping aware of developments in related fields .14 .30 .21

11. Identifying new sources of assistance for improving
my wor".: .01 .13 .22

12. Brushing up n tn Old specialty or competence -.33 .42 .15

13. Learning specialty or competence -.27 -.09 .33

'A. Preparing arpiFnning teachil.tg/classroom materials. -.76 .20 .30

15. Making deciFi6ns aout educational practices or
products .12 -.36 .56

16. Preparing articles, rep31%.s. speeches .36 .26 -.17

17. Providing information -.04 -.12 -.21

18. Making or setting policy .60 .14 .39

19 pr rting decisicins already made .16 -.11 -.28

20. Any other purpose(s)? -.04 -.08 -.10

8
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centroid of -2. ile school boards have +2.25, LEA administrators +2.07,

and legislators 94. Note that teachers are the only group wiU1 a negative

centr Ld; all ). rc groups are on the positive side of this first dimension.

Howev princals, supervisors, and the women and minority"groups have rela-

tively snv.11 positive values.

Returning to Table 17, we see that the second discriminant function displays

no really high positive or negative correlations, but seems to be identified

by three negative correlations: -.36 for evaluating an educational practice

or product, -.36 for making decisions about educational practices or products,

and -.31 for keeping aware of developments in education (similar to the

innovative practice user type encountered in, the canonical analysis). On

the positive side of this second discriminant function are positive correlations

of .42 for determining results of related work performed by.others, .42 for

brushing up on an old specialty or competence, .38 fo. keeping aware of who is

working in specific subject or problem areas, .30 for keeping aware of develop-

ments in related fields, and .29 for gaining theoretical information to support

work in progress. The positive side of this discriminant function looks some-

thing like the classical picture of the research scientist or scholar. This

second discriminant function thus seems to provide an orientation between new

knowledge and new practice. The group centroids displayed in Table 18 would

suggest that supervisors of instruction and principals are farthest out on the

"new practice" side of the dimension. There are no large positive (new know-

ledge) centroids, although women and minority represmtatives, teachers, infor-

mation/dissemination staff, and LEA administrators display modest positive

loadings. Legislators are dead center on this dimension.

We thus see that we need a!: least a three-4.imensional "space" to locate the

structuring of the purposes for which educational audiences seek information.

Inspection of the centroids displayed in Table 18 indicates that the principals

and the supervisors of instruction groups have essentially the same centroids

on all three dimensions, and hence are very close "n0.4.ghbors" in this three-

dimensional "space." Although not quite as close, LEA administrators and

information/dissemination staff are fairly similar. Accordingly, there appear

to be at least eight different multiple discriminant purpose space locations

8 7
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Centroids for the Ten Groups on.the
Three Significant Multiple Discriminant
Functions for Purposes for Seeking
Information Variables

Group
Discriminant Centroids

Teachers -2.19 0.32 1.58

Principals 0.34 -1.41 1.80

Supervisors 0.31 -1.43 1.74

LEA Administrators 2.07 0.22 2.59

III/SEA Administrators 1.12 -0.49 0.57

InformatIon/jib.st-:ination staff 1.59 0.26 2.12

School BoarOs .2.25 -0.47 1.46

Legisletc 1.d4 0.00 0.48

Higher Education 1.19 0.03 1.87

romen and Minoritids 0.65 0.52 1.48

.,1Er

.

8 8



for the ten user groups--that is, there are at least eight quite different

"locations" of group centroid P urposes in this three-dimensional system.

Now what are the implications for these differences among users in terms of

the information products and services they need? At this stage in our analysis

of the field survey data our best information seems to come from the data

available on the ease/difficulty users report in getting the information they

need from various sources. Again, using the same tcln groups we performed a

second discriminant function analysis, using the 22 sources as the dependent

variable set.

Again, the overall significance level, based on Wilk's Lambda, has a

probability level of less than .0001. And there are three discriminant

functions with probabilities (P) less.than .05 (.0001,,.0001, and .0046), as

well as two additional near significant functions each-with P = .07. Hence

the educational information user groups display even greater cEmensional com-

plexity in their patterning of use of information sources than in their

patterning for information pl..4:poses. Eight source items had univariate

with P less than .05. These sources are displayed in Table 19, which is read

in the same way as Table 16, except that low means and low.ranks indicate easy-

to-get information sources and high means and ranks indicate difficult-to-get

inform,...it-n sources.

Table 1.; indicates that the first three sources (telephones, correspondence,

meetings--all personal forms of information) are easiest for the governance

groups while nearly all other sources listed are relatively more difficult for

these groups (but m re so for legislators than school board members). Aside

from information systems, and possibly correspondence, none of these eight

sources are particularly easy for the two administrator groups. By contrast,

supervisors of instruction find nearly all of these sources relatively easy.

However,.principals and teachers rate the telephone and correspondence as

relatively (to the other eight groups of users) more difficult (but note that

the actual means ar only 2.62 and 2.58 for corresponden.:f a: /5 and 2.08

for telephone--see the, scale at the bottom of Table 19). 'Teachers, in additio-,

tend to rate meetings and information systems as more difficult than do most

of the other groups. By contrast, teachers, principals, and supervisors

8 9



Table 19. Means of Ratings of Ease/Difficulty to Acquire

Information from Eight Information Sources Wbich Have

Significant F-Test Difference Among Means (N=136)

of

ition

EDUCATIONAL ,INFORMATION AUDIENCE 1

Govri. Admin. Practice H.E. Special I F-Test

P-LevelWI S.B. LEA_ LYA1 s p INF.. 1E2E311111

)ne Mean 1.15 1.20 1.33 1.27 1.23 1.75 2.08 1.63 1.31 1.44 .010

:Eas ) Rank 1 2 6 4 3 9 10 8
.5 7

oandence 1 46. 211 7 1 . 83 .1 80 1.62 2.62 2.58 2.21 1.85 1.87 .001

2 1 5 4 3 10 9 8 6 7

rs Mean 1.38 1.33 1.58 1.93 1.38 1.50 1.92 2.53 1.85 2.12 .001

Rank 2 1 5 7 3 4 8 10 6 ed

ystems Mean 3.38 2.87 1.50 2.33 2.46 2.75 3.67 2.16 1.92 3.06 .010

Rank 9 7 1 4 5 6 10 3 2 8

Mean 2.54 1.73 1.58 2.00 1.46 2.25 1.25 1.53 1.92 1.50 .020

Rank 10 7 6 9 3 2 1 5 8 4

s Mean 4.30 3.60 2.83 2.67 1.69 1.62 1.33 2.63 2.92 2.25 .001

Rank 10 9 7 6 3 2 1 5 8 4

a Mean 3.38 2.00 2.50 2.53 1.77 2.38 1.58 3.47 2.61 2.31 .001

Rank 9 3 6 7 2
_

5 1 10 8 4

Mean 2.92 2.40 2.42 2.07 2.00 1.50 1.67 3.00 2.69 2.19 .010

Rank 9 6 7 4 3 1210 8 5

of Interviews 13 15 12 15 13 8 12 19 13 16

1=Very Easy, 2=Easy, 3=Somewhat Difficult, 4=Very Difficult, 5=Never Use



.IV-22

tend to rat,ce cooks, suppliers' catalogs, AV media, and courses as relatively

urces.easier

With the exception of information systems, and possibly books and catalogs,

the higher education group tends to rate all other sources listed as relatively

tv,rder-to-get information--with meetings, AV media, and courses ranked most

d fficult of all ten of the user groups.

Perhaps it is not surprising that the information/dissemination staff should

rank national information systems low (easy) among the groups (but note

especially that LEA administrators have the lowest ratings for this source).

What is perhaps surprising is that, relative to the other groups, information/

dissemination staff rate books, catalogs,,AV media and courses all as relatively

harder sources.

Finally, the women and minority special interest groups give these same last

four sources difficulty ratings that place them slightly under the median ranks--

but they tend to rank the top four sources a relatively more difficult--

especially meetings and national information systems.

Tables 20 and 21 display respectively the discriminant function correlations

and the centroids for this analysis of information sources. These two tables

are interpreted in the same way as Tables 17 and 18.

We seo that.the first discriminant function is characterized by correlations

of -.56 for privateorrespondence, -.50 for telephone calls and -.29 for-

meetings (all personal sources) and by the highly positive .74 for suppliers'

catalogs, .37 for graduate or inservice couises, .34 for textbooks and

reference books and .31 for AV media. Doe: this sound like sources preferred

by policy makers on one etld and teachers on the other? This is exactly what

Table 16 confirms.

The second discriminant function is characterizedNby .48 for meetings, .43 for

AV media, .26 for courses, and .26 for government pliblications on the'positive

side, and -.51 for national information sources (ERIC, NTIS), -.33 for



Table 20.
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Correlations Between sources of Information
and Five Multiple Discriminant Functions
(N = 136)

.

Source Items Dis.zriminant Functions

II III IV

. Personal notes, files -.05 .15 .01 -.38 -.03

2. Facc-to-face discussioas -.20 .13 :34 .33 .00

3. Telephone calls -.50 -.02 .29' .00 -.01

4. Private correspondence -.56 .13 .25 .21 .14

5. Meetings -.29 .48 .38 -.02 -.38

6. Graduate or inservice courses,
workshops .37 .26 .38 -.11 -.08

7. Unpublished papers and technical
reports -.02 .02 .00 .08 .36

8. Theses, dissertations ..02 -.24 -.17 -.14 .24

9. Suppliers' catalogs .74 .02 .15 .09 -.01

10. Newsletters, bulletins,
announcements .10 -.09 .22 .15 .11

11. Conferences, conventions .05 -.02 .46 .27 .03

12. Journal articles and reprints .14 -.08 .19 .26 .54

13. Handbooks .17 .06 .16 .24 .18

14. Textbooks and reference books .34 -.05 .02 .51 .36

15. Informatir .1.2.-sis products .06 -.33 .09 -.19 .06

16. Mass media -.01 .15 .14 .09 .03

17. Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies .15 -.18 .11 -.04 .27

18. Audiovisual media .31 '.43 .4n .19 .08

19. Government publications -.18 .26 -.27 .14 .25

20. Information centers -.03 -.09 .26 -.05 -.11

21. Library facilities
,

.06 .05 -.16 .28 -.34

22. National information systems -.07 -.51 .24 .09 -.18

4.)
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Centroids for the Ten Groups on Five

Multiple Discriminant Functions for

Information Sources Variables

Group
Ditcriminant Centroids

...

T II III IV V

Teachers -1.26 0.18 1.89 -0.15 0.72

Principals -0.51 0.63 1.29 0.58 1.19

Supervisors 0.10 0.51 1.17 -0.45 0.92

LEA Administrators 0.44 1.40 0.93 -0.31 0.69

III/SEA Administrators 0.20 1.57 0.92 0.16 0.84

Information/Dissemination Staff 0.45 1.23 1.62 ^ 43 0.87

School Boards 1.11 0.37 1.27 -0.37 0.41

Legislators 1.63 0.31 2.08 0.20 0.90

Higher Education 0.11 1.80 2.23 -0.32 0.57

Women and Minorities 0.04 0.80 1.38 0.06 -0.22

9 11.
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information analysis products (e.g., reviews, state-of-the-art papers), -.24

for theses, dissertations, and -.1F for abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies,

on the negative side of this dimension. The negative side seems to characterize

a pattern of sophisticated, research-oriented sources, while the positive side

(except for governmen,. publications?) seems to characterize a less fprmal, aural

(listening) media. What does Table 16 reveal? No negative centioids, but all

three practitioner groups, school boards, and legislators are closest to the aural

side. (Now the government publications source makes sense since certainly

legislators and perhaps boards will be concerned with government publications,

especially those concernea with educational legislation, finance, educational

statistics, etc.) Groups with high positive centroids (sophisticated, research-

prone sources) are: higher education, both administrator groups, and the in-

formation/dissemination group. (Here ,,, the prime users of ERIC products and

services! The important converse of t that teachers, principals, super-

visors, school board members and leg.t, rs are not as prone to use these kinds

of products and services.)

The third discriminant function i. o.Ilracterized primarily by positive cor-

relations, the higher being: .4 r AV media, .46 for conferences and con-

ventions, .38 for meetings, .38 for courses, .34 for face-to-face discussions,

.29 for telephone calls, .26 for information centers (talk to the reference

librarians?), and .25 for correspondence. By contrast, government publications

is -.27. This dimension is obviously a heavily oral, personal contact dimension

on its positive side. And Table 21 confirms that the centroids for all ten

groups are substantially positive. (Recall that all groups tended to rate these

kinds of sources as "very easy" to "somewhat easy"--see Table 19.) However,

the centroids do range from 0.92 and 0.93 for the two administrator groups to

2.08 and 2.23 for legislators and higher education groups.

It should be recalled-that the three discriminant functions we have just re-

viewed were all signif.cant with P levels much less than .01. The last two

functions (IV and V) were near significant with P less than .07. Function IV

is identified by a .51 correlation for textbooks and reference books, .33 for

face-to-face discussions, .28 for library faCilties, .27 for conferences and

conventions, .26 for journal articles asd reptints and .24 for handbooks, And



7.38 for personal files.and notes. The positive side of this function seems, to

encompass the more traditional forms for knowledge communication. Table 21

indicates that there Are no especially strong positive or negative centroids.

,Principals'and information/dissemination dtaff exhibit the highest poSitive

values, while supervisors, LEA administrators, school boards, and the higher

education group show the most negative values and are thus the least prone'to

_Apt_the_information they-need in textbooks, discusSions,-libraries, bonventionS,

journal articles and handbooks.

The last discriminant function is marked on its positive side withs-Correlation

of .54 for journal articles, .36 for unpublished papers and tec

.36 for textbooks and reference books, .27 for indexes, abStracts eh. bib-

liographies, .25 for government publications (R & D reports?), and .24 for

--theses and dissertations. The positive side of these dimensions clearly seems
to be formal, research-oriented, bibliographic sources. The negative side

of this function is marked by correlations of -.38 fOr meetings, -.34 for

'library facilities (and.,,-.18 for national information services). This side of
the dimension is more puzzling. Is it possible that the positive side'character-

izes those who "dig it out" for themselves while the negative side characterizes

tiandency to let others search and organize information for them (librarians,

.ERIC, others at a meeting)? We can't be sure, but the centroids in Table 21

help a little. Most positive centioids are for principals, supervisors, legis-

lators and their aides, information/dissemination staff and III/SEA administrators.

_The,only negative centroid (only -0.22) is for women and minority groups (who

'perhaps have less direct access to these kinds of information sources.in.

:education).

9 6
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C. THE EFFECTS OF POSITION ON SOURCES AND ON SOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES

In one analysis, we factor-analyzed 32 variables which had some bearing on the-

personal-exchange of information (e.g., number of persons supervised, type of

work activity, ratings of difficulty in obtaining information from personal

sources, "levels" users pass information to, who came to user.fOr information,

_Pffitilriated.number_of persons coming yearly, freopency_persons come, _estimated, ...

percentage of time spent giving information). The analysis was something of a

surprise since 67 percent of the trace was extracted by ten factors, but .all

ten had eigenroots above 1.0. This indicated markedly greater tomplexity than

we had anticipated.--AlthOugh the factorS were interpretable, theY were not

particularly informative.-AFor example, the first factoris identified with

the "levels" to which users normally give information, the second factor with

use of "face-to-face" and "phone" sources.), So we returnecUto the table of

zero order correlations to make.these.observations:*.

(1) Generally these "interpersonal" information variables are not .strongly

correlated. Significant correlations do exist and patterns are

evident;'however (as was confirmed by t4efattor analysis), there

is no one Or even a few dimensions which would suggest A general

underlying factor or tendency. Moreover, most of the significant

correlations reported below are not particularly .large.

(2) Those in instructional positions (teachers, but also others such as

college of education faculty) tend to have more difficulty 'obtaining

the information they need through face-to-face discussion (.17) or

through telephone conversations (.27); they also tend not to use

information specialists (-.26) or subordinates '(-.22); they tend

to give information to the "same" (.18) or "lower" (.17) level

persons,' and they have relatively fewer persons comingto them for

information (-.24).

(3) Those in administrative positions do supervise more:persons (.30),

Observations are based on presence of statistically significant correlations.
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use subordinates to search for information (.17), give information

to "lower" (.30) and "higher" (.26) levels in their own organization

and to "colleagues" in other organizations (.18), give information

to several "levels" (and types) of persons (.20); they also have

"lower" (.32), "higher" (.23), "colleagues" (.21), and more "levels"

(.27) to come to them for information.

(4) Those in policy positions find "phone" (.21), "mail" (.31), and

"meetings" (.32) less difficult sourceS 'for the information they

need; they tend-to Tess on'information less to nearly all "levels,"

they also report that few "lower" (-.19) or "higher" (-.25) level

persons come to then, and they tend to name a smaller number of

"levels" as coming to them for information (-.21); however, persons

in policy positions tend to have more persons come to them (.19).

(5) Those in research or information dissemination poSitions have more

difficulty getting the information they need,from correspondence

(sources) (.26), but they tend to use "information'specialists"

(.19).

(6) There are no "interpersonal" variables that are significant for

those users whose positions are associated with special interest

representation (minority groups, women's groups).

(7) Generally, if users pass information to persons at one "level" they

also tend to pass information to persons at other "levels" (same,

higher, lower, colleagues, experts, others). Among the 15 correlations

between the six types of levels, only one is not significant ("same"

level and "experts"); however, the significant correlations are not

markedly large (.18,to .44; average .31).

(8) This tendency is less evident for identification of levels who

come to users for information. Of the,15 correations, only 8 are

significant. (If "higher" level persons tome', so do same level (.26)

and "lower" level persons (.22) and "experts" (.30); if "colleagues"

come, so do "same" (.33), "lower" (.36), "experts" (.45), and

'others" (.26); finally, if "experts" come, so do "lower" level

persons (.18).

(9) There is a strong reciprocity of levels; i.e., correlation between

same type of level named as coming for information and as being
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given information spontaneoUsly (correlations.range,,from .54 for

"higher",levels to .70 for "experts").. Stated simply, if users name

one type of level as coming for information, they tend to name the

same type as persons they tend to spontaneously pass information on

to. Wite that these high correlations are not found for across-

"level" correlations;,about the highest correlation found is .32,

giving to "colleagues" if ."experts"_are_mimed,as_coming._

(10) If users indicate that "colleagues" (.22 to .32) or."experts"

(.17 to .32) come to them for information, they tend to pass in-

formation on to all%levels and types ofpersons. There is no

significant relation between "experts" coming-and passing infor-

mation on to persons at'the "same" level (.04).

(11) Also, those who name more-numbers of levels (range_is 0-6) as coming

to them tor information have a greater tendency to identify each

separate level as one to which they pass on information; the converse

is also true, those who name a greater.number of levels 'to whom they

give information tend to identify each of the separate levels as

coming to them for information. This effect is stronger for number

of levels "give" (correlations with single levels "come" range from

.62 to .70) than it is for number of levels "come" (correlations

with single levels "give" range from .27 to .44). In other words,

those who spontaneously pass information on to many different "levels"

oE persons (those at same, higher, and lower levefs in own organ-

ization, colleagues in other organizations, experts, others) ex-

perience a strong tendency for each level to come to them for in-

formation. If users report that many different levels of persons

come to them for information there is a lesser (but still statistic-

ally siTdElcant) likelihood for them to name each separate level
.

(same, higher; lower, coileagues, experts, others)-as one inVolving

persons to whom they spontaneously pass on information.

(12) Those who name persons at the "same" level as coming to them for in-

format'..-.)n or to whom they give information tend to state (in re-

lating their typical infoimation-seeking incident) that they sought

the information themselves from an interpersonal source. Although

the correlations are not strong (.18 for "give" and .27 for "come"),

9 9
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these are nearly the only significant relations with the typical

incident interpersonal source variable.

(13) The one other significant relation'to the typical incident inter-

personal source variable is a negative relation (-.30) with "used

others" to find the information. Stated simply, if persons ask others

to find the information for them, there is a small tendency for them

not to seek the information themselves from an interpersonal source.

(14) Use of information specialists or use of subordinates in the typical

incident information search is unrelated to any variable except those

characterizing positions. [Those in instructional positions tend to

use neither specialists (-.26) nor subordinates (-.22); those in

research and information dissemination positions do tend to use

information specialists (.19)].

(15) Number of persons supervised iszelated (.20) to identification

of persons at "lower" levels coming for information.

(16) Those who report that the telephone is an easy source of information

they need also tend to identify experts as coming to them for in-

formation (.19); they also tend to rate persons as coming to them

"daily." (These relations may possibly be better stated in the

reverse, i.e., those who find the telephone a difficult source tend

not to report "experts" as coming to them and tend to report less

frequent requests for information.) Aside from significant relations

to positions, difficulty in use of phone as a source is the only

significant relation for personal sources. flsIso significant cor-

relations were found for "face-to-face," "private correspondence,"

or "meetink:3s.")

c 0
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D. THE RELATIONSHIP OF SOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES TO THE OTHER VARIABLES

1. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SOCIOMETRIC AND CONTEXT AND POSITION VARIABLES

Data concerning organizational contexts and positions wert coded in terms of

a series c,;! "dummy" (0,1) categorical variables.* The organization was coded

(percentage of sample so coded in parentheses) as to its genesal type: local,

education agency (LEA, 40%), state education agency (SEA, 24%), college or

university (Coll., 17%), legislature (11%). Miscellaneous organizations not

falling into these major categories were not coded.

Positions were coded in three different ways. First, positions were coded by

type of activity: instructional (Inst., 29%), administrative (Admin., 52%),

policy-making (Pol., 24%) research and information dissemination (R&ID, 22%),

and special interest (Sp.Int., 12%). Some positions were multiply coded if

it was clear from the interview that the position involved significant elements

of more than one of these types. All positions were also coded by level of

educational concern: elementary level (Elem., 60%), secondary level (Second.,

64%), and post secondary (Post.S., 28%;. Again the positions were multiply

coded. Many, but not all, LEA, intermediate unit, and SEA staff were class-

ified as both elementary and secondary. Finally, positions were classified

as "local" (43%) (as opposed to state, regional, or national) in their major

concerns for education. (Persons scored zero are "non-local.")

A canonical correlation analysis was performed using these 13 organization and

position dummy variables as the predictor set. The criterion variable set

was a group of 24 information "sociometric" variables.

Six information search variables were based on the critical incident and other

interview data: use the help of others in searching for information (Use Help,

44%), use information specialists to search (Use Info. Spec., 22%), use

* Sex, age, educational level, and other iprsonal variables were deliberately
omitted in this particular analysis because, as noted previously, personal
data is heavily confounded with positions (suba...liences) and could lead to
spurious results.

101
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subordinates to search (Use Sub., 28%), personally look for the information

(Look Self, 50%), seek from interpersonal sources (Interpersonal, 61%), and

directness of interpersonal source used in typical incident (Direct; Mean =

0.35, S.D. = 0.90; 0 = no interpersonal source used, 1 = mail, 2 = phone,

3 = face-to-face).

Seven variables were based on the "levels" the user spontaneously passes in-

formation to: ,persons at the same level in their organization (Pass Same, 80%),

persons at lower levels (Pass Lower, 95%),....personsat hiqh9A. lev.el,p_(pass
-

Higher, 77%), colleagues in other organizations (Pass Coll., 84%), experts

(Pass Experts, 56%), "other" persons than those previously identified, e.g.,

parents, students, voters (Pass Others, 77%). The seventh variable in this group

is the count of how many (0-6) of the "levels" each interviewee identified as

ones s/he regularly passed information on to without specific requests (# PaSs;

Mean = 4.60, S.D. = 1.61).

A comparable set of seven variables described the users experience with people

at different levels coming for information: (Come Same, 85%), (Come Lower,

89%), (Come Higher, 83%), (Come Coll., 84%), (Come Experts, 54%), (Come Others,

82%), 0 Come, Mean = 4.82, S.D. = 1.313.

The-remaining four "sociometric" variables provided quantitative estimates:

number of persons supervised (No. Superv., Mean = 15.6, S, D. = 26.6), estimated

number of people who come to you for information in one year (No. People,

Mean = 681, S.D. = 1116), percentage.of.work time spent giving out information

(% Time, Mean = 29.6, S.D. = 19.2), and how frequently people come to you for

information (1 = daily, 2 =' weekly, 3 = monthly, 4 = quarterly, 5 = less often;

Mean = 1.31, S. D. = 0.59). Since this last variable increased in scale with

'decreasing frequency, we have labeled it (In)Frequency to facilitate inter-

pretation in the tables that follow.

The ,canonical analysis indicated that there were four significant roots (re-

lationships). The first canonical (R = .75, P .0001) accounted for 48 percent

of the interset relationship between the organization and position predictors

and the "sociometric" variables. Table 22 identifies the variables which
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Table 22. Organization and Position Predictors and Information
"Sociometric" Variables With Substantial Loadings on
the First Canonical Variab1e (N = 137) (Canonical
Correlation = .75)

Organization and Position Predictors "Sociometric" Variables

Legislature No. People .49

(Organization) .68 Use Help (Search) .31

Policy-Making Use Info. Spec.
(Position) .54. (Search) .27

Post Secondary
(Concern)

***

.45
***

Look Self (Search) -.24

Interpersonal

(Source) -.26.

Nr. Superv. -.26

Come Lower -.26

Local (Concern) -.37 Pass Experts -.30

Pass Coll. -.33

LEA (Organization) -.41 Pass Same -.41

# Pass -.49

Instructional Pass Lower -.55
(Position) -.51

101
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4

have substantial loadings on this canonical function. Table 22 clearly in-

dicates that the first canonical function is characterized by an opposition

between (a) users who are mainly policy-makers, primarily in legislative organ-

izations, and with predominantly post secondary educational concerns, and (b)

users who are primarily in instructional positions, in LEAS, and with "local"

concetts.

These two groups of users are contrasted in their.relative tendency to deal

with large numbers of people yearly who request information, use help, and use

information specialists. (Policy-makers do, instructional stnff in SEA don't.)

Conversely, instruction staff tend to look for themselves, to seek information

themselves from interpersonal sources, to supervise more people, to have lower

level people comc, and to pass information on to more levels including those

lower and at the same level, colleagues, and experts; while policy-makers tend

not to do these things.

The second canonical accounted for 47 percent of the interset relationships

and is significant at P = .0002. Table 23 indicates that it is an opposition

between (a) administrative and research and information dissemination positions,

mainly in SEAs, and (b) users in policy-making positions; mainly in LEAs and

with local concerns. In contrast to the LEA .group, those in SEAs tend to pass

to and have persons come to them from both "lower" and "higher" levels, to

identify more persons as coming to seek information themselves from inter-

personal sources, and also to use.information specialists in seeking information.

They supervise more people, encounter more frequent requests for information

from others, but spend relatively less time (than the LEA policy group) in their

work giving out information.

The third canonical accounted for 59% of the interset relationship -(P = .023).

Table 24 indicates that this canonical opposes (a) LEA administrators with local

and primarily secondary education concerns from (b) users in research or infor-

mation dissemination positions who are primarily in colleges and universities

with post secondary concerns. Compared to the college researcher group, the

LEA secondary level administrator group typically tnds to seek information

themselves from personal sources, to use fairly direct personal contacts, to

supervise wore persons, to pass information on to persons at lower levels in
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Table 23. Organization and Position Predictors and Information
"Sociometric" Variables With Substantial Loadings On
the Second Canonical Variable (N gin 137) (Canonical
Correlation m .68)

Organization and Position Predictors "Sociometric' Variables

-

Administrative Come Lower .55
(Position) .63

Come Higher .46

SEA (Organization) .44 Pass4ligher .45

# Come. .41

. R&ID (Position) .36 Pass Lower .36

Interpersonal (Source) .34

*** Information Specialist
(Search) .29

No. Supervise . .25

***

LEA (Organization) -.38

Policy Making (1n)Freguency -.21
(Position) -.38

Local (Concern) -.44 % Time -.26'

10 5
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their organization, and to interact more with colleagues (pass and come);

however, they tend to pass Ions to experts and to de lege Searching themselves.

The fourth canonical accounted for 33 percent of the interest relationship

(P .025). Table 25 indicates that this canonical opposes (a) users with

elementary level educational concerns and often in special interest positions

from (b) college instructional personnel with post secondary education (e.g.,

teacher education) concerns. Compared to the college instructors, the elemen-

tary level special interest groups encounter less frequent requests for informa-

tion, but report more interaction with experts to whom they pass information and

who come to them. They also tend to use subordinates to search for information.

They less frequently give information to higher levels, or have higher levels

or "others" come to them. They supervise fewer people and spend smaller per-

centages of their work time giving out information.

These four significant canonical correlations are of interest not because of

the magnitude nor for their particular interpretation but rather because they

vividly demonstrate statistically that the orgnization and 'the poiition an

educational information user holds can tell us something about the user's ten-

dency to acquire and communicate information through personal channels. The

variables used in this analysis were quite crude, mainly cdtegorical, and some-

times arbitrary.* And as we have noted repeatedly, the samples were small and.

non-random. Hence, specific generalizations are extremely unreliable. Never-

theless, the results confirm the potential validity of the Education Use Model

posited relationships between context and sociometrics. We have not attempted

to establish relations between sociometric data and person or information resource

predictor variables, which should also display significant relationships to the

information sociometrics.

* For example, all elementary teachers were automatically coded: instructional.

LEA, and local; in the absence of specific interview information indicating

the contrary, all faculty of colleges of education were coded: instructional,

college, (not) local, post secondary, and only if they indicated that they
were engaged heavily in administration or research activities were they also

coded Li these categories.

1 06



Table 24. Organization and Position Predictors and Information
"Sociometrie Variables With Subitantiai Loadings on
the Third Canonical Variable (R II .37) (Canonical
Correlation im .SS)

Organization and Position Predictors "Sociometric" Variables
,

Secondary Level Interpersonal (Source) .50

(Concern) .53

Local (Concern) .43 Directness (Search) .40

Adnanistrative
(Position) .41 No. Supervise .37

LFA (Organization) .29 Pass Lower .21%

Come Colleagues .20
***

Give Colleagues .19

***

R&ID (Position) -.29

Colleges and univer-
sities (Organization) -.33

Post Secondary Level
Give Experts -.24

(Concern) -.47 Look Silf (Search).)'



Table 25. Organization and Position Predictors and Information

"SociometricA-Variables-With-Substantial-Loadings-on________
the Fourth Canonical Variable -(N = 137) (Canonical

Correlation = .57)

Organization and Position Predictors "Sociometric" Variables

Elementary Level
(Concern) :67 (In)Frequency .48

Special Interest
(Position) .31 Pass EXperts .45

Come Experts .20

Use Subordinates
(Search) .20

Post Secondary
(Concern) -.33 Give Hiyher -t20

Come Others 7.22

College (Organization) -.41 ,No. Supervise -.23

Instructional
(Position) -.51 % Time -.23

Come Higher -.26

1 8 .



2. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES AND PURPOSES FOR SEEKING

INFORMATION

Please refer again to Figure 1, page 1-2. At this point we are ihterested in the

relation between box 5 and box 6. A Canonical correlation analysis was run

between a set of 24 personal communicatiOn variables sOarces, levels

come tO,you for informatiOn, level's you pass information to, numbers, frequency,

percentage of time, number supervised) and the 19:purposes-listed in Table-5m'

(page IV-19). Four roots were significant beyond-the .01 level. The first root.

(Canonical R = .69) is characterized by users whose frequent-purposes for seeking

-information include: preparing speeches, articles, and reports; acquiring ideas

for their work; identifying neW Materials, methods, or proceudres; finding answerS

to specific questions;_keeping aware of developments in education; and brushing

up on an old sPecialty or competence. This type of Users tends to give information

to colleagues and to experts and.to have colleagues and experts come to them

for information. They tend to give information to a number.of levels. Although

they tend to seek information from interpersonal sources, they do not tend to ask

others-to find information for them. These users also tend not to supervise

many persons.

The second canonical (R = .68) characterizes users who frequently seek information

for the following purposes: to provide to others; to keep aware of who is working

in specific subject or problem areas; to determine the results of others' work;

to prepare articles and reports; to keep aware of developments in related fields;

and to gain theoretical information. In contrast to the pattern-of purposes

found in the first canonical, this latter group of purposes is less concerned

with innovation practices and more concerned with specifics,.including answering

specific questions of others. These users estimate that larger numbers of persons

come to them each year; they estimate that they spend relatively larger percent-

ages of time giving information to others; tilt tend to encounter requests

"daily"; and they tend to identify persons at the "same" level in their organ-

ization coming to them. This group also .tends to Supervise fewer persons.

The fourth canonical correlation (R = .66) characterizes users whose pattern

of frequent purposes for seeking information includes: to make decisions about

educational practices or produtts; to prepare or plan'teaching/classroom materials;



IV-40

to acquire ideas for their work; and not to prepare articles, speeches, or

reports; and not to seek information primarily to provide it to others. These'

aide:46iierited'users give'information to a nilmber Of-"Ievele and especially--

to "colleagues," "higher," and "same" level persons. They tend to supervise

a number of persons and to,indicate a high (daily) frequency of requests.

As we have cautioned in the previous report, these canonical correlation results

should be considered as exploratory and tentative. Certainly we have again

fitted too many variables (24 personal communication variables and 19 purpose

variables) for the size of the sample (N = 137). Despite this problem in over-

fitting, the results do suggest that users exhibiting different patterns of

purposes for seeking information may in fact display different styles in their

use of personal contacts as sources and in their role as a personal source of

information for others.

3. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES AND SOURCES USED

Referring again to Figure 1, page 1-2, this analysis related variable in boxes 5

and 7. .A canonical analysis was run between the.same set of 24 "sociometric"

or personal communication variables and-a set of 22 information.sources

(Table 7), which users had rated in terms of ease/difficulty in finding the

information they needed in these sources. In this analysis there were three

canonical rbots significant at or beyond the .01 level.

The first canonical correlation (R = .75) is characterized by users who rate

theses, conferences, textbooks, workshops, and AV media as relatively easy

sources to obtain the information they need; while they rate face-to-face

discussions and telephone conversations as difficult sources. These users

tend to spontaneously pass information to a number of levels, and specifically

to those at "lower," "higher," and the "same" level in their organization, to

"colleagues" and "experts." They tend not to use information experts to search

for them.

-The second canonical (R = .69) ;characterizes users who report thafTEE6tings,

journal articles, phone conversations, and information systems (ERIC) are

110
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difficult sources for them (but libraries and mvernment publications are not

difficult). These users tend to use the help of others to find infortation for

-7--themUt-they Also report-telatiVely:higherpercentages-of-time-giving7in-

formation, and tend to give to "others" (than. the named ."levels"). Conversely,

these users tend not to supervise many persons, and perhaps for this reason tend

not to pass information to persons at "lower" levels and do not name persons

at "lower" levels as coming to them for information.

The third canonical (R = .66) is characterized by users who find suppliers'

catalogs, workshops and courses, and information Centers relatively difficult

sources for the information they need. Conversely, they report correspondence

and newsletters as easy sources. These users report. larger numbers of persons

coming to them, more types of "levels" coming, especially "colleagues" and

"experte; they also tend to pass information on to "colleagues" and "experts."

But they do not tend to give information to persons at "lower" levels, tend

not to ask others to help them find information, and tend to supervisc, fewer

persons.

Again, these results are to be considered tentative, but they obviously suggest

that there are relationships between where a person stands ("sociometrically")

in an information network of persons (as a provider of information to others)

and the sources of information which the person uses.

1



PREDICTION OF EASE OF USE OF SOURCES

CANONICA1'-CORRELATION5

In this section we explore the joint use of all the "left hand" types of

variables displayed in the Education Information Use Model (Figure 1, page 1-2)

as predictors of sources used, namely: (1) context, (2) position, (3) person,

and (4) information resourcei.COntext is represented by a "location" variable

(population ,'ensity) and several dummy variables categorizing "organization"

type (LEA, SEA, university, legislature). Position is represented by several

dummy variables characterizing type of position (instructional, administrative,

policy-making, research and information dissemination, special interest) and

level of educational concern (elementary, secondary, post secondary). Person

variables include: sex, age, degree, and time in present type of work, organ-

ization, and position. Information resources is represented by one variable:

estimated size of organizational budget available to user for information

needs.

These predictor variables were employed in a canonical analysis with the users'

ratings of difficulties in obtaining the information they needed from 22 in-

formation sources as the criterion set.

Four significant canonical functions were found. The first, accounting for 48

percent of the total interset relationship between predictors and sources

(P = .0026), is identified in Table 26 as an opposition of (a) university-based

users, or users in research and information or special interest positions, and

with female, minority, or higher degree personal characteristics, and (b)

legislature-based users, or users in policy positions, older users, or users

with elementary or secondary education concerns. The former group (when com-

pared to the latter) finds textbooks, journal articles, and abstracts, indexes,

and bibliographies as easier* sources to find information; while meetings, private

correspondence, telephone calls, personal notes and files, and government

publications are relatively difficult sources to find information. (Conversely,

* Signs of loadings for sources in Tables 26-29 are the opposite of predictor
signs since sources were rated for "difficulty."
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Predictor and Information Source Variables With Substantial

Loadings on the.First Canonical Variable (N = 137) (Canonical

Correlation = .69)

.

Predictors
.

Sources
....

.University (Organization) .46 Textbooks -.36

R&ID (Position) .34 Journal Articles -.29

Minority (Person) .33 Abstract, Indexes,
Bibliographies -.18

Higher Degree (Person) .27

Female (Person) .21

Special Interest (Position) .20

,

Older Age (Person) -.19 Government Publications .21

Secondary Level (Concern) -.26 Personal Notes, Files .28

Elementary Level (Concern) -.30 Telephone Calls .36

Legislature (Organization) -.41 PriVate'CorrespOndence -.47-

Policy (Position) -.60 Meetings '-7.
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users who are in policy positions, in legislatures, who are older, or who have

.elementary or secondary education concerns may find meetings an especially

-easy-source:- They also tend-to use correspondence, calls,personal_files, and

government publications, but find textbooks, journal articles, and abstracts,

indexes and bibliograghies difficult sources.)

Table 27 characterizes the second canonical (45 percent of total interset

relationship, P = .0006). This canonical opposes (a) university-based users,

users in research and information dissemination positions, users whose orgnaizations

provide relatively large budgets, and users with higher degrees, or post secondary

concerns, andf(b)_users in LEAs, in instructional positions, users who have spent

a relatively long time in their current type of work or who have elementary

education concerns. The latter group (as compared tp the former) find meetings,

courses, suppliers' catalogs, personal files, and AV media easy sources, but

telephone calls'and information systems are more difficult sources. (Ability

to use the telephone to reach persons 41;ith needed information or to use ERIC

or similar systems seems to go with being in research or information positions,

having a sizable budget, being university-based, or having advanced degrees.)

The third canonical, accounting for 42.percent of the total interset relationship

between predictors and sources (p = .012) is identified in Table 28 as an

opposition of (a) users in SEAs, users with relatively high organizational budgets

for information needs, and users in administrative positions, and (b) users

with post secondary education concerns, and often in university or college

organizations, users in special interest or policy positions, and users with

higher degrees, longer time in their current type of work, or members.of

minority groups. The latter group (compared to the former'group) displays a

highly "print prone" formal information sources "style," finding government

publications, unpublished papers, theses and dissertations, information analysis

products, abstracts, indexes and bibliographies, libraries, textbooks, and journal

articles relatively "easy" sources for finding the information they need, while

newsletters, bulletins, and announcements, telephone Calls and information

SyStems are relatively-hard-sources:- Again, note carefully-the_con-.

verse; users in SEAs, in administrative positions, and those with higher

--7-information-budgets --f-ind -newsletters.,...-etc....,..-telephone_calls_,...aad_information

systems "easier," but all the formal documentary sources (where they must dig
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Predictor and Information Source Variables With Substantial
Loadings on the Second Canonical Variable (N = 137) (Canonical

Correlation = .67)

Predictors Sources

R&ID (Position .45 Telephone Calls -.18

University (Organization) .32 Information Systems (ERIC) -.16

High Organizational Budget
for Information Needs (Infor-
mation Resources) .30

Higher Degree (Person) .25

Post Secondary (Cor..7.ern) .21

*** ***

Elementary Level (Concern) -.31 Audio-Visual Media .17

Longer Time in Type of Work
Personal Notes, Files . .20

(Person) -.34 Suppliers' Catalogs .40

LEA (Organization) -.42 Courses, Workshops .55

Instructional (Position) -.48 Meetings .56

1 1 5



Table Predictor and Information Source Variables With Substantial

Loadings on the Third Canonical Variable (N. 137) (Canonical

Correlation = .65)

Predictors Sources

SEA (Organization)

High Organization Budget for
Information Needs (Informa-
tion Resources)

Administrative (Position)

,

***

University (Organization)

Higher Degree .(Person)

Policy (Position)

Time in Type of Work
(Person).

Minority' .(Person)

Legislature (Organization)

Special Interest (Position)

Post Secondary (Concern)

.44

.40

.23

-.22

-.2Z

-.24

-.24

-.28

-.32

7.44

-.51

Newsletters, Bulletins,
and Announcements

Telephone Calls

Information Systems (ERIC)

***

Journal Articles
......

Textbooks
....,

Libraries

Abstracts, Indexes, and
Bibliographies

Information Analysis
Products

Theses, Dissertations

Unpdblished Papers and
Technical Reports

Government Pdblications

-.26

-.23

-.20

.18

.19

.19

.23

.28

.35

.48
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the information out themselves) as relatiVely hard sources. (Note also the

similarity of the top sources in Tables 27 and 28. Telephone.calls and information

systems-appear on.both listsand tend_to be_associated.with users who have.,

relatively high organization information budgets and users who probably haye

numerous external contacts.)

The last significant canonical (Table 29) accounts for 37 percent of the total

interset relationship between the predictors and information sources (P = 048).

It opposes (a) Users in SEAs, users with elementary education, and to a lees,er

degree users with secondary education concerns, users in research and infor-

mation dissemination positions, and users in high population density areas, and

(b) users in instructional positions, and users in LEAs. The former group finds

information analysis'products, face-to-face discussions, and personal files easier,

and suppliers' catalogs, government publications, theses and dissertations,

newsletters, textbooks, and AV media relatively more difficult.

To summarize, the canonical analysis produced four separate, significant,patterns

of relationships between the predictors (organizational context, position,

person, information resources) and the criterion set of ratings of ease/difficulty

in obtaining information from information sources. Because each canonical

function tends to be bipolar, four pairt of types of.users were identified with,

each pair contrasted in their opposed ratings of relative ease/difficulty of

using various sources.

Although some of the clusters of products appear familiar, the picture of the

users in these various canonicals is much more complex than we have seen thus

far in our series of analyses.*

1

* Earlier in this report results of a multiple discriminant function analysis
based on discrimination among ten.groups of subaudiences in terms of the same
set of "ease/difficulty" ratings of information sources were presented. Three

discriminant functions were significant at the .05 level. Because position

and organization tend to define the discriminant groups, there are some_
similarities in the two kinds of analyses. However, the canonical analysis
adds predictive information concerning a number of variables, especially those
dealing with personal characteristics, information budget's, population density,

-11-id-inii1e-a1iaracteristics of-positions , instractional-and-adminkstrative)--.

which were not present in the discriminant analysis.
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Predictor and Information Source Variables With Substantial

Loadings on the Fourth Canonical Variable (N = 137) (Canonical

Correlation = .61)

Predictors Sources

Elementary Level (Concern) .52 Information Analysis
Products -.30

SEA (Organization) .45 Face-to-Face Discussions -.29

High Population Density
(Context) .35

Personal Notes, Files -.26

Secondary Lf...,rel (Concern) .26

R&ID (Position) .24

*** ***

..

-

Audio-Visual Media .20

Textbooks .22

Newsletters, Bulletins,
and Announcements .24

Theses, Dissertations .29

LEA (Organization) -.29 Government Publications .46

Instructional (Position) -.40 Suppliers' Catalogs .50
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2. REGRESSION ANALYSES

Other Sets Of Variables as Predictors. In the previous section, it has 1.'en

-demonstrated-with'canonical-correlatibritTthat-dontektT-paffitibh7-ker'SafiTT7--

sociometric, and purposes characteristics of users'are indeed related to

hOw easy or difficult they find sources to use. Whereas:canonical correlation's

demonstrate relations between sets of predictors (context, position, person,

etc.) and setS of predidted variables (i.e., several sources):, regression

analysis determines the relationship between a set of predictors and one

predicted variable. RegressionAnalysin is useful, then, in determining

how well the ease of use of particular sources can be predicted by Character-

istics of users. Regression analysis can also determine Which Characteristics

by themselves are the best predictors and how the characteristics may be

considered jointly to provide the best possible prediction.

The user characteristics selected to be predictors in the regression analyses

represented the major variables in the Education Information Use. Model (Figure 1,

page 1-2): organization/context, position, person, Sociometric, and purposes for

seeking information. Organization/context_was represented by the organization

type (LEA, SEA, University', or Legislative Bodl), the educational level of the

job focus (elementary, secondary, or post secondary), and the population

density of the community in which the job is set. Job function type (instruction,

administration, policy-making, research and information, special interest) rep-

resented position. Sex, degree level, minority/majority status, and months in

work represented the person variables. There were four sociometric variables:

the number of levels of'people (e.g., higher, lower, colleagues) coming to the

user for information, the number of levels of people to whom the user gives

information, the number of people who come to the user for information per year,

and the percent of work time the.user spends giving out information. Of the

19 purposes included in the field interview on the question about frequency of

purposes for seeking information,. 12 were selected to be inc1-aded as predictors
t.-

in the regression analyses. The sources which were selected demonstrated the

highest and most frequent canonical correlations with ease of use of svIrces

and represented all eight of the factors identified bY factor analysis:Of the

ease of use of sources data.



Since information relevant to the different types'of predictors differs in

how easilY or cheaply it may be obtained, it would beA.nteresting and impor-

tant to know if the more easily obtainable information (e.g:, organization/

context, position) can predict ease of use of sources well or whether infor-

mation more difficult to obta'in (e.g., sociometrie or purposes) must be used

to obtain effective predictions. Regression analysis can be used to determine

how much predictive ability is lost when certain types of predictors are

removed from the set of predictor variables. For example, a regression model

using all five types of predictors (i.e., organization/context, position, persou,

sociometric, and purposes) to predict ease of use of journal articles can be

compared to a regression model with the predictor type most difficult to obtain

information about (i.e., purposes for seeking information) removed from the

predictor, set. It can be determined whether the difference between the ability

to Predict ease of use of journal articles by the two models (with and without

purposes) is statistically significant.

Of the 22 sources of information included in the question about ease of use,

eight were selected for use in the regression analysis: face-to-face discussions;

telephone calls; theses; suppliers' catalogs; journal articles and reprints;

abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies; government publications; national

information systems (ERIC, NTIS). These particular sources were selected

because (a) they appeared frequently with substantial loadings in the canonical

analyses, and (b) they represented the full range of informal, semi-formal, and

formal sources.

The results from the regression analysis are summarized in Tables 30 and 31.

Table 30 indicates the relationships between the various types of predictors

(and combinations of those predictors) and the ease of use of the sources

selected for analysis. Each predictor by source cell has three numbers: R,

2
R , and p(f). "R" is the multiple correlation between the indicated'predictor

or comination of predictors and the ease of use of the designated-sources.

which is the square of that correlation, has special significance--it

represents the "percent of variance" in ease of use of source accounted for

by the predictor. Thus, the R
2
of .21 between "theses" and "purposes" means

that 21 percent of the variation from person to.person on ease of using

theses as sources of information is due to the differences between those
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Table 30.
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Relationships Between Types of User Characteristics

,
and Ease of Use of Souices (N =137)

Sources: Ease of Use

-Predictors:-
Types of User
Characteristics

,.. d e

Face-to-face
Discussions

Telephone
Calls

Theses
Digger-
tations

Suppliers'
Catalogs

JoUrnal:
Articles
and

Re-rints

Government
Publications

.30 .29 .33 .41 .23 .40

Organizatiun/ R
2

.09 .08 .11 .16 .05 .16.

Context p(F) .13 .17 .05* .003* .51 .003*

2 R .26 .33 .23 .47 .26 .39

Position
2

R .07 .11 .05 .22 .07 -15

P(F) .11 .008* .19 .0000* .11 .001*

3 R .09 .22 .24 .08 .27 :22

Person R
2

.01 ,05 .06 .006 .07 .05

p(F) .88 .17 : .09 .93 .03* .16

4 R .15 .21 .27: .25 .06 ,05

Sociometric R
2

.02 .05 .07 .06 .004 .003

p(F) .53 :18 :04* .06 .96 .98

5 R .36 .44 .46 .36 .43 .31

Purposes
2

R .13 .19 .21 .13 .19 .10

p(F) .12 .005* 003* .12 .008* .37'
,

6

Organization/ 82 .35 .38 .38 .54. .31 .48

Context + R .12 .15 .15 .29 .09 .23

Position p(F) .22 .08 .10 .0001* .54 .001*

7

Organization/ R2 .30 .35 .40. .41 .34 .46

Contekt + R .09 .12 .16 .17 .12 .21

Person P(F) .41 .15 .03* :02* . .17 .002*

ta

Organization/ R2 .33 .33 .42
,

.44 .24 .41

Context + R .11 .11 .18 .19 .06 .17

Sociometric p(F) .22 .27 .01" .007 .83 .02*

9
.

Organization/ ..49 .53 .56 .47 .48 .54

Context + R
2

.24 .28 .31 .22 .23 .29

Purposes p(F) .03* .004* .001* .05* .03* .002*

10 R .27 .38 .35 .48 .33 .44

Position + R
2

.07 .15 .12 .23 .11 .19

Person p(F) .37 .01* .04* .0002* .08 .001*

11 R .29 .36 .37 .50 .26 .40

''osition + R2 .08 .13 .14 .25 .07 .16

r1ociometric
2

(F) .25 .03* .02" .0001* .42 .006"

h .44 .52 19 .50 .51

Position + R
2

.20 .27 .24 .25

,.47

.22 .26

Pur ses p(F) .05* .002* .007* .003" .01* .003*

13 R .19 .29 .33 .27 .29 , .24

Person 4 R
2

.04 .08 .11 .07 .09 .06

'Sociumetric p(F) .77 .18 .05* .25 .15 .55

14 R, .37 .0- .49 .39 .47 .36

Person + ir .14 .23 .24 .15 .22 .13

Pupps.s p(F) .27 .007* .003* .18 .01* .33

15 R .42 .48 .48 .41 .46 .33

Sociomvtrir R
2

.18 .23 .29 .17 .21 .11

+ Pur ses p(F) 17 .007* .006* .10 .02* .51

16
Full Model: R .61 .62 .61 .55 .64

organ./Context
2

R 32 .37 .39 .37 .30 .42 ,.,

* POsition * p(F) .06* .008* .005* .01* .13 .001*

Person + Socio
+ Purposes
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Table 31. Significance Level of Differences Between Predictions
of Ease of Use of Sources by Full Model and by Reduced Models

Sources: Ease.of Use

Variables Removed
From Full Model

a b C d e f

Face-to-Face
Discussions

Phone Calls Theses Catalogs Journal
Articles

Government
Pub1iCations

I

Organization/
Context

.23 .30 .29 .21 .88 .02*

2

Position .41 .14 .24 .005* .90 .06

3

Person .99 .27 .54 .76 .32 .09

4

Sociometric .12 .68 .37 .68 .58 .38

5

Purposes .01* .008* .04* .92 .05* .05*

6

Sociometric +
Purposes

.03* .02* .01* .82 .11

.

.08

7

Organization/Con-
text + Position +
Purpose

.20 .15 .10 .02* .68 .0003*

8

Organization/Con-
text + Position +
Sociometric

.06 .14 .14 .01* .80 .001*

9

Organization/Con-
text + Position +
Purposes

.03* .01* .01* .01* .20 .001*

10
Drganization/Con-
text + Person +
Sociometric

.28 .34 .09 .32 .79
,

.04*

11

Organization/Con-
text + Person +
Purposes

.07 .04* .03* .72 .11 ..02*

12

Organization/Con-
text + Sociometric. .05*

+ Purposes

.06 .02* .57 .28 .04*

13
Position + Person .44

+ .Sociometric

.25 .42 .04* .67 .07

14 .

Position + Person .08

+ Purposes

.007* .05* ..15 .04* .008*

15
Position + Socio- .04*

metric + Puoses
.01* .02* .07 .20 .04*

16
Person + Sociome- .08

tric + Purposes

.

.02* .009* .91 .09 .06

17
Organ./Context +
,Position + Person .12

+ Sociometric

.12 .12 .02* .72 .001*

18
Position + Person
+ Sociometric .11

+ Purposes

.01* .01* .16 .09 .02*

19
Organ./Context +
Pos. + Person + .06

Socio. + Purposes

.008* .005* .01* .43 .001*

1 2 2
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people's purposes in seeking information. "p(F)" is another indication of

whether the ease of use of source can be predicted by the indicated types

of user characteristics, for p(F) is the probability (the statistical signifi-

cance) that the predictive ability of the indicated predictors is due to chance.

Thus, the p(F) of .003 for this same relation (purposes as predictors of ease

of use of theses) indicates that with a probability of 3/1000 the result

would be due to chance. This means that, with a high probability, having

information on just purpose variables will allow better prediction of ease

of use of theses than having no such information. (Those cases in which user

characteristics have a high probability of being able to predict ease of use

of sources, i.e., where p(F) is .05 or less, have been marked with an asterisk

to make quick interpretation of the table easier.)

The first thing to notice in Table 30 is that two of the sources we examined

(abstracts and national information sysiems) are not included. This is because

neither of these sources was strongly correlated with or predicted by any of

the types of user characteristics. Even when information about all five types

of user characterietics is used together,.the prediction of ease of use of

either of these two sources is not significantly better than a prediction

based only on chance. It can be seen for the "Full Model" row (row 16) in

Table 30, however, that the five predictor types taken together are strongly

related to the ease of use of each of the remaining 6 sources (R's = .57,

.61, .62, .61, .55, .64) and that 30-40 percent of the variability of ease

of use here is due to variability on these five user characteristic types.*

Since strong relationships between purposes and sources have already been

demonstrated, it might be thought that most of this predictive power is due

to the purposes-sources relationship; however, it can be seen in rows 1-4

that the other four user characteristic types significantly predict ease of

use for at least one and for as many as three sources. In fact, a comparison

of the R's and p(F)'s in rows 1 and 2 with those in row 5 shows that organ-

ization/context and position are almost as strongly correlated with and
........

* In almost all cases the probability that user characteristics taken
together predict ease of use of sources is extremely high (especially
for government publications p(F) = ,001, theses p(F) = .005, and
telephone calls p(F) = .008).
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predictive of ease of use of sources as is purposes. This is especially in-

teresting since information about organization/context and position.is easily

obtained (probably froM job title and location), while obtaining information

about purposes requires individual questioning. Despite this predictive strength

of organization/context and position, it can be seen from rows 9 and 12 that

purposes provides additional and somewhat independent predictive power, for when

purposes is used in conjunetiOn with either organization/context (row 9) or

position (row 12), the correlations with sources are greater than with either

predictor alone, and prediction,of-af1 six sources is significant: Sociometric

and person variables are not very strongly-islated to ease of use for most

of the six Sources, but they do add something to.the prediction of sources,

for the correlations between predictors and sources when all five types of

predictors are used together are somewhat higher than when sociometric and

person variables are omitted. Despite the significance of prediction using

all five types of predictors, it should be remembered that the R
2
's range

from .30 to .42, which means that 58-70 percent of the variance is ease of

use sources is not due to variance in the user characteristics included as

predictors in the regression analyses.*

By observing the columns in Table 30, it is interesting to note that user

characteristics are much more strongly related to sese of use of some sources

than others. The ease of using theses, suppliers' catalogs, government pub-

lications, and telephone calls is predicted by user characterisitics much more

readily than is the ease of using face-to-face discussions and journal articles

(and abstracts and national information systems which are not predictable

at all).

Individual predictor by source cells may prove interesting to the reader.

For example, whereas organization/context and position are strongly related to

and predictive of ease of using government publications (cells lf and 2f

*. It must' be recalled that a relatively large number of predictor variables
were employed in the full model to predict criteria based on a non-random
sample of only 137 cases. We would antieipate substantial "shrinkage" on
cross validation.
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respectively),purposes(cell5fldoesnotsignificantlypredict ease of their

use. The reader may want to explore individual cell results, keeping in mind

that the top number is the correlation between the indicated predictors and

source, the middle number is the square of the correlation which indicates the

percent of variation in ease of use of source due to variation in user charac-

teristics, and the bottom number is the probability that the prediction Of ease

of use of source is due to chance rather than to an actual relationship

between source and user characteristic.

Table 31 is similar to Table 30, but it conveys slightly different information.

The nuMbers in the table indicate the vrobability that the difference between

the power to predict ease of use of the indicated source by the full model

(using all five types of predictors together) and a reduced model in which

the indicated type(s) of predictor(s) has been removed is due to chance. Thus,

a low probability (those .05 or less have been starred for easy interpretation)

indicates that the type(s) of user characteristics indicated (which were

removed from the model) were making significant contributions to ease of use

of the indicated source independent of what the other types of characteristics

were contributing. For example, in column (F) it can be seen that when

organization/context is removed from the full model (cell 1F)., the adequacy

of prediction of ease of use of government publications is significantly re-

duced (the probability that this reduction was just due to chance is only

.02). Inspection of cells 2F, 3F, 4F, and 5F indicatesthat'all the predictor

types except for sociometric (probability = .38) are making substantial

independent contributions to the prediction of ease of use of government

publications. The'other cells in column F indicate, as would be expected,

that removal of any combination of the predictors from.the full model also

reduces the predictive power significantly. Used in conjunction with the

information in Table 30, this would suggest that all types of user character-

istics information except sociometric would be useful in predicting ease of

use of government publications, but that organization/context and purposes

together (Table 30., cell 9f) would probably be the most important information

to obtain if information of only a few types could be obtained. However, if

purposes information was not feasible to obtain, organization/context, position

and person information taken together (Table 31, cell 7F) would be almost

as useful in prediction.

1 5
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Looking across rows, it can be seen that purposes makes the strongest indepen-

dent contribution to predicting ease of use of most sources, though it prob-
.

ably makes no such contribution to the prediction of ease of use of iuppliers'

catalogs. The other types of predictors seldom make strong .indepedent con-

tributions to predictions, but there are exceptions for a few sources. Again,

removal of any of the predictor sets individually or in combination did not

significantly decrease the power to predict ease of use of abstracts or national

information systems. Consequently these data are not reported.

These regression analyses-have indicated that the ease of use of most of the

sources selected for analysis is correlated with and can be-predicted to some

extent by using information about'users, though prediction of ease of use of

national information systems such as ERIC and of abstracts, bibliographies,

and indexes is very poor even when all user characteristics are taken together

as predictors. It should be remembered that most of the eight sources selected

as criteria in the regression analyses were selected as the most likely to

be predictable. The most effective predictors are purposes for seeking infor-

mation, organization type and context, and job function--the latter two being

relatively easy to obtain information about. Sociometric information and person

characteristics don't seem to be strong predictors of ease of use of sources,

though they do improve prediction when they are added to the other predictors.

Sex, Age, and Geographic Lc,..lation as Predictors. NIE has expressed particular

interest in three person characteristics: sex, age, and'geographic location.

Since the regression analyses already reported did not look at predictive power

of these variables separately (and did not consider age and geographic location

at all), additional regression analyses were done to test the prediCtive power

of each of these variables independent of organization/context and position

characteristics. Four sources which had the highest correlations with sex, age,

and geographic locations were selected as criteria for the analyses: theses,

government publications, journal articles and reprints, and information centers.

As can be seen in Table 32, removal of any of the three person characteristics

individually or in combination had very little effect on the predictive power

of the model, though age probably had the most effect. This indicates that the

relatively.easily obtainable information about age, sex, and geographic location

accounts for little of the variation in ease of use of sources beyond e'at
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already accounted for by information ,(also easily obtainable) about job organ-

ization types and context and job function.

Table 32. Significance Level of Differences Between Predictions of
Ease of Use of Sources by Full Model and by Reduced Models
(Analysis of the Effect of Sex, Age, and Geographic Location)

Variables Removed
From Full Model*

Sources: Ease of Use

Theses
Government

Publications Journals
Information
Centers

Sex .80 .95 .51 .16

Age .74 .13 .07 .21

Geographic
Location .10 .58 .96 .92

Sex & Locations .18 .59 .95 .63

Age & Locations .18 .37 .54 .70

Although only a few sources are considered here, none of these regression analyses

indicate that sex or geographic location is an important predictor of difficulty

of use of these sources when other user characteristics are also considered.

Since age may have some predictive power, the influence of this variable will

be examined more extensively in the analysis of the mail survey.

* Full model consists of organization/context, position, sex, age, and
geographic locations.
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F. TYPING PERSONS ACCORDING TO SIMILARITIES IN INFORMATION USE
CHARACTERISTICS

Analyses already discussed have demonstrated that there are significant re-

lationships between various characteristics of usersie.g., organization type

and context, job function) and their purposes for seeking information as well

as how easy or difficult they find particular sources of information to use.

Several interesting questions remain, however, concerning the relationships

between types of users and information use characteristics. Are there

distinct patterns of purposes or ease of use of source-that characterize

different groups of users? Are these groups of users clearly identifiable

by position or job function or are they a mixture of job types? Are there

particular purposes or sources that differentiate groups of users more than

others?

1. HIERARCHICAL GROUPING

One way of trying to answer these questions is by factor analysis of people

according to their purposes or ease of use of sources. This technique,

called a Q-method or inverted factor analysis, yields factors consisting of

people who tend to be similar in their patterns of scores (in this case, the

scores would be frequency of different purposes or ease of use of different

sources). Thi5 method was attempted, but the resulting factors were

not clearly interpretable, so we tried another, somewhat similar method of

analysis to see if the information yielded would be more interpretable. A

hierarchical grouping analysis was used to.determine natural groups among

people according to their similarities and differences in purposes for seeking

information. A second such analysis was done to determine groups according'

to ease of use of sources. The H-group analysis begins with individuals and

then progressively cOmbines them into groups_that are most similar to each other

in terms of the (standardized) score differences on a set of variables until

all the people are arranged in only two groups. After looking at the entire

sequ 6nce of progressive groupings, we chose to focus on that level of grouping

which had a moderate number of groups (approximately 7 or 8) and which resulted

in a substantial increase in error when any of those groups were combined.

Due to limitations in the capacity of the computer program, the total sample

of users had to be divided roughly in half for two separate analyses. In one
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analysis, we included the practitioners (teachers, principals, other instruc-

tional staff), administrators (school district staff, intermediate unit staff,

state education agency staff), state and local school board members, and college

faculty and chief administrators. The other analysis included the rest of the

sample (legislative aides,,researchers, ,information specialists, and special

interest groups). There were, then, four H-group analyses: one for each half

of the sample for each of the two criteria for grouping--purposes and sources.

These analyses demonstrated that the group determined by similarities of purposes

or sources were, in most.cases, not clearly identifiable in terms of subaudience

membership alone. In most cases, groups consisted of users from several different

job types. In only a few instances did groups consist primarily of one type of

job (e.g., teachers or school administrators), and in these instances, the groups

were most often formed on the basis of purpose rather than source similarities and

differences. This suggests that though there may be distinct patterns of purposes

for and sources of information that characterize people, the people that tend to

use similar patterns are not necessarily in the same types of jobs or positions.

Rather, patterns of information use may frequently be more a matter of personal

2. MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

In order to determine what these patterns of purposes and sources are and what

particular purposes and sources tend to differentiate groups of people the most,

we used multiple discriminant analyses. This procedure enabled us to determine

which particular purposes and sources were significantly different bctween the

groups of users created in the previous H-group analyses. Also, examination of

means for frequency of purposes and ease of use of sources for those different

groups enabled us to identify patterns of purposes and sources which character-

ized those groups.

The discriminant analyses revealed that for groups derermined by H-group ana1ys15

on the basis of frequency of purposes: (a) the groups it4qhe speciaL.intercst

and research half of the sample differed significantly on all the purposes and

on three sources (textbooks, information centers, and library facilities); and

(b) the groups in the practitioner and administrator half of the saMble differed

on all the purposes except "identifying new materials, methods, or procedures,"
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"evaluating an educational practice or product," and "providing information

to others," and differed on two sources (textbooks and theses). For the

groups determined by H-group analysis on the basis of ease of use of sources:

(a) the group in the special interest and research half of the sample differed

significantly on all the sources and none of the purposes, and (b) the groups

in the practitioner and administrator half of the sample differed on all but

one sou7.ce (personal notes and files) and differed on two purposes ("identifying

new sources of assistance for improving my work" and "providing information to

others"). So, for the most part, differences on all the purposes or sources

contribute to the determination of groups based on purpose or source differences

respectively. Rarely do groups formed on the basis of differences in purpose

Cdffer In ease of use of sources, and rarely do groups formed on the basis

of differences in ease of use of sources differ on purpose's.

Examination of the profiles of group means for ratings of frequency of purposes

and ease of use of sources reveals certain interesting patterns of information .

use that.do characterize those groups. Probably the most expected finding is

that the group formed on the basis of purpose similarities consisting primarily

of teachers differs from the other groups in that "preparing teaching materials,"

"brushinr.7 Lp on old specialties," and "learning new specialties" are frequent

purposes and textbooks are found to be very easy to use. Similarly, a group

consisting primarily of school board members is characterized by frequent

"making or setting policy" and "making decisions about educational practice

products" purposes. Most other distinct patterns of purpose and source

are not easily related to the job type composition of the group characterized

by that pattern, but may be interesting to the reader as tentative findings

relative to patterns of purposes and/or sources that are shared by some people

and distinguish them from other people.

The following pattern's (profiles) of ratings of frequency of purposes seem to

be identifiable:

(a) "Providing information to others" is the only purpose rated as

very frequent; all others are infrequent. This pattern is

shared by several information specialists and special interest

group members but does not characterize any particular-type of

position. These are the information distributors rather than.**

information "users."
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(b) "Acquiring ideas for my work" is the only purposerated as very

frequent; all others are relatively infrequent. This group is

-also distinguished by its-ratings of-textbookS-and libraries7as

sources- verY easy to use. ThiS-pattern is shared by a few people

in instructional positions, though they rate "preparing or planning

teaching/classroom materials" as only moderately. frequent.

(c) "Keeping aware of developments in education,,": "keeping-aWare of who-:

is working in specifiC subject or, problem areas," ."making decisions

about educational practice or products," and "making, or setting

policy" are purposes rated very frequent:- This wouldseem to be

an administrative orientation to information use, but many people

in a wide variety of positions (including Special'interest groups,

legislative aides, information specialists, and sCientists).shaie

this pattern.

(d) "Finding answers to specific questions related to my work" is rated

as a very frequent purpose, while "gaining theoretical information"

and "keeping aware of who is-working in specific subject or.problem

areas" are rated as very infrequent purposes.: This-would seem to be

a practically oriented., somewhat insulated pattern of use. ,it is

shared mostly by,practitioners of various types.

The following patterns (profiles) of ratings of ease of use of sources seem to

be identifiable:

(a) All sources are rated as very easy to use. This pattern seems to be

shared by various special interest group members and by certain

legislative aides.

(b) All the "personal" sources (i.e., personal notes, face-to-face dis-

cussions, mail, telephone, and meetings) are rated as easy to use,

while almost all of the semi-formal and formal sources except mass

media, newsletters, government publications, and libraries are rated

as difficult to use. This would seem to be the public relations type

of pattern of information use and is shared by some of the state and

federal legislative aides.

(c) All the personal sources are rated as very easy to use and none of

the semi-formal and formal sources are so rated. This "personal

contact" pattern is shared by many people, most of whom are in some

kind of administrative position.
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(d) All formal and informal sources except national information systems

(such as ERIC) and technical reports are rated as easy to use, while

the personal sources of private correspondence and meetings are rated

difficult to use. This more formal, impersonal pattern is shared by

a few scientists and special interest group members.

It can be seen that the interpretation of the patterns and characterization of

users of such patterns are highly speculative, but if information use can be

differentiated by patterns like these, such speculation may be useful for further

study attempting to identify or validate information use patterns.
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V. CONCLUSION

Analyses of the data from the field interviews have strongly suggested that

there are many significant differences among education information subaudiences

in their purposes for seeking information, the sources they use, the search

strategies they employ, the results they obtain (success/difficulty), what they

do with the. information they obtain, their propensity to spontaneously provide

obtained information to others, and the numbers and types of persons who come to

them for-information.,

Although there are differences among subaudiences, the Education Information Use

Model suggests that patterns of information use (needs, sources used, search

strategy, outcomes) are multiply determined and that information going beyond an

audience typology may be employed effectively to identify and describe various

education information "markets." The series of canonical correlation analynes

amply demonstrated that context, position, person, and information resources are

indeed related to sociometric and purpose variables and that all these sets of

variables, taken one or more at a time, are significantly related to data

concerning sources used/preferred.

Regression analyses also suggest that ease of use of most sources is correlated

with and can be predicted to some extent by information about users, though

prediction of some of the sources (e.g., national information systems such as

ERIC) is poor even when all user characteristic variables are taken together as

predictors. The most effective predictors of ease of use of sources are purposes

for seeking information, organization type and context, and position. SociOmetric

and person variables do not seem to be strong predictors, though they do improve

prediction when they are added to the other predictors.

Hierarchical grouping analysis and multiple discriminant analysis of the groups

so created have indicated that information users can be grouped according to

distinct patterns of purposes for seeking information and/or ease of use of sources

used. However, although other analyses demonstrated substantial relationships

between job type or characteristics (position and context) and purposes and sources,
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these last analyses found that groups formed statistically on the basis of similar

patterns of information use were seldom the same as groups formed on the basis

of position similarities. Particular patterns of purposes or sources seem to be

shared by people from a wide variety of jobs or positions, and only some of the

people within a particular job type or position seem to have the same pattern.

It would seem, then, that patterns of information use may be as much personal

styles as they are requisites or consequences of the user's job or position. This

could be a very important finding with significant implications. If people can

be characterized by information use patterns, but great differences in such patterns

exist within job types or positions, it would be important to conduct further

research to: (1) validate such patterns; and (2) discover characteristics of

people which can be used to predict their information use pattern. It should be

remembered that the results of this study are based on small, non-random samples,

so that the conclusions about patterns of information use and their distribution

are only suggestive. However, the conclusions are intriguing enough, we think,

to warrant further study.
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A. INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER, I

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is Volume II of the Final Report of the Educational Information Market

Study. This volume reports the final results of the mail survey portion of the

study and further analyzes and summarizes the information previously supplied

in the interim report on the mail survey, "Information Products and Services That

Would be Most useful to Fourteen Target Audiences in the Field of Education."

Volume I of the Final Report, "Key Educational InformatiOn Users and Their StYles

of Information Use,H summarized the results of the analysis of:field interviews

that were Conducted-Vith.a judgmentally-selected sample Of1j7 key persons, re-,

presenting 17 different educational roles, ancLlocatedinover 40-communities--:.

throughout the United States. The field eurvey was undertakento develop an

indepth understanding of user information needs, to develop ind refine a con-

ceptual framework and associated data7analYtic methodologyandHto provide the

basis for the design of a Comprehensive, nationwide probability sampling mail

survey of all major types of users.

Volume II describes this mail survey design and presents the results. Interpre-

tation of the data.from this mail survey is related to the results of the pre-

vious field interview survey.

B. THE SAMPLE

Four major audiences (and 14 subaudiences) were identified: (1) elementary and

secondary level public school practitioners (teachers, principals, other instruc-

tional and support staff), (2) elementary and secondary public education admin-

istrators and professional staff (local, intermediate, and state agencies),

(3) higher education groups (chief administrators, institutional researchers,

laculty of schools and colleges of education, social scientists), and
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(4) governance groups (local school.boards, state schodl boards, state legislators,

U.S. Congressional aides). With the exception of U.S. Congressional aides, the

planned sample aimed for a minimum of at least 50 responses for each of the 14 sub-

audiences and for approximately 200 responses for each of the three practitioner

subaudiences (teachers, principals, other staff). An overall response rate of

approximately 50 percent was achieved; however, response rates for subaudiences

ranged from 23 percent for state.legislators to 69 percent for higher-education

chief administrators. The usable sample contains 1,328 persons, including 602

school practitioners, 301 LEA, ISA, and SEA administrators and professional staff,

256 higher education staff, 131 school board members, and 38 legislators and aides.

C. THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Six versions of a seven-page instrument were created in order to tailor questions

concerning (a) needs for information in broad subject areas, (b) work activities,

and (c) people and organizations users turn to in seeking advice or information,

to the special characteristics of (1) practitioners, (2) administrators, '(3) higher

education chiefs and institutional researchers, (4) educational faculty and social

scientists, (5) school boards, and (6) legislators.

The questionnaire was organized in nine major sections dealing with questions:

(1) about yourself and your work, (2) about the information sources you use in

your most important work activities, (3) about the usefulness of the information

sources you use, (4) about the most important characteristics of the information

sources you prefer, (5) about your purposes for seeking information, (6) about your

problems in acquiring and using information, (7) about the people and organizations

you turn to, (8) about the information products and services that would be most

useful to you, and (9) statistical data (age and degree attained).

D. SUMMARY OF RESULTS
" `-

1. OVERVIEW

The remaining chapters of this volume are organized basically in the same order

as the sections of the questionnaire. The logic for this organization is that

14 r.



understanding of user information requirements should begin with an examination

of the work activities of users and then progress to a consideration of sources

used in connection with specific work activities. After consideration of uses

of sources in terms of frequency and usefulness, users' reasons for selecting

the sources they prefer are examined. Following these "linked" areas of invest-

igation -- work activities related to use of sources; use of sources related to

reason6 for selecting them -- the line of investigation is redirected to general

purposes for seeking information. Then come problems encountered in acquiring

and using information and, finally, two more specific areas: first, the typical

sequence users follow in seeking information from types of persons and organiza-

tions; and second, the type of products and services that would be most useful.

Although this order of presentation appeared to facilitate presentation of the

survey results, it is not necessarily the order a reader may prefer to,follow in

examining portions of this report. One can, of course, skim or omit any numbered

section, or merely use the following summaries.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE MAIL SURVEY (CHAPTER II)

This chapter describes the user audiences which constituted the sampling popula-

tions of interest; descri'bes the obtained sample in terms of two demographic

variables -- age and education; outlines the survey design and sampling methods;

outlines the complete content of the mail questionnaire; and describes the

limitations of the survey. It is important at least to skim the contents of this

chapter before reading any of the following chapters, since it spells out the

def1nitions of the 14 subaudiences, the organization of the questionnaire, and

some cautions regarding making inferences and generalizations; without that

background one cannot interpret correctly the presentations.in the following

chapters.

Substantively, the data reported in this chapter indicate that the average age

of the total sample is 44 years, with a range from an average of 34 years for

U.S. Congressional aides to 52 years for state school board members. The average

educational level is approximately equivalent to a master's degree, with a range
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from an average of 14.5 years of schooling for local school board members to

20.8 years for social scilitists.

Because all subaudi,tnces were randomly sampled, these and all other resul o.

the mail survey xtzlit generalizable to the population they represent. But the

overall attained response rate of 50 percent means that the findings may be

biased and probably reflect the responses of the more "information prone" por,

tion of each subaudience.

The reader is warned that almost none of the statistical tests of significance

are exact and that, in general, the reported levels are too liberal. However,

the reported levels of significance are usually so high that there is usually

little doilbt,that the significant results reported would be confirmed with more

exact tests of significance.

ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK (CHAPTER III)

This unusually long and tedious chapter may be skinned or skipped entirely by

the casual reader, since similar, but not exactly comparable, information on

work activities is presented in Chapter IV. However, the following points are

worth noting.

The chapter presents data concerning the information content needs of four groups

of subaudiences:. (a) school board members, (b) education faculty and social

scientists, (c) higher education chief administrators and institutional researchers,

and (d) state legislators and U.S. Congressional aides. The content areas were

specifically tailored to the general categories of content relevant to each of

these four groups of subaudiences; Since few user needs studies have included

these particular subaudiences, much of the information described in this section

is new. It should be of special interest to those who are concerned with the

substantive content of information files or services designed to'serve any of

these subaudiences.

Because elementary and secondary education practitioners and administrators have

been repeatedly surveyed with generally consistent findings regarding their content
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needs, a briefer "warm-up" question concerning:the amount and quality of informa-

tion available to them was presented. No differences were found among the six

practitioner and administrator subaudiences in their rating6 of adequacy of

either amount or quality of available information. The vast majority rated

both amOunt and:quality either adequate or very adequate.

The major portion of this chapter is concerned with the examination of the data

about respondents' work activities and their special efforts to find information

regarding those work activities. The results are arranged by the six forms

(audiences): practitioners, elementary and secondary education administrators,

higher education administrators, higher education faculty and social .scientists,

school board members, and legislators and aides. Within each of these six:sub.

sections four topics are considered: (a) important work activities, (b) special

activities, (c) the relation between importance of an activity and effort to

find information, and (d) patterns Of work activities. ,With the exception of the

legislative audience, where sample sizes are extrethely small, there are-numerous

statistically, and usually practically, large differences in the work importance

ratings among subaudiences within all other user audience groups. The results

demonstrate that even whensubaudiences are grouped by similarities in the nature

of their work activities in education, major differences exist among subaudiences

in their patterns of work activity; these differences should henceforth be con-

sidered in analyzing the information needs of each subaudience.

Activities entailing frequent efforts to search for information are identified

and briefly described for each subaudience: -Generally, there are somewhat fewer

significant differences-among subaudiences than were found for work importance

ratings, but the total number of differences is quite large. In most cases,

significant differences in effort to find information relating to a work activity

are associated with comparable significant differences in subaudiences ratings

of the importance of the activity, but the converse relation is not nearly so

strong. These relations compare averages for subaudiences. When individual

respondent data are considered (correlations between rating of importanceof

work activity and did/did not make special effort to find information), the

correlations observed are usually of modest size, but the great majority are

statistically significant; these findings confirm that amount of information

seeking is related to type and importance of work activity. Although this finding

-14 8
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may seem obvious, it is of substantial importance since examination of the rela-

tion of specific work activities to information needs has rarely, if ever, been

undertaken in previous educational information needs surveys

Because of the lack of previous information concerning the work activity of

persons in education, each of the six different sets of work activity importance

ratings were intercorrelated and factor analyzed to indicate the extent to which

different activities were associated with one another. Typically five or six

orthogonal (independent) factors extracted at least 60 percent of the covariation

found within the set of 12 to 20 activity items appearing on each form, thus

providing some evidence for at least moderate clustering of some items. In the

case of the practitioner, the elementary and secondary education, and the higher

education audience factor analyses, some remarkable similarities emerge: in each

case a "program planning," a "management," and an "external relations" factor is

identified. The analysis of the educational faculty and social scientists data

indicate the existence of at least four identifiable factors:. "management of

research and evaluation," "performance of research and evaluation," "teaching,"

and "practice improvement."

4. ABOUT THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE IN YOUR MOST IMPORTANT WORK
ACTIVITY (CHAPTER IV)

A number of previous surveys of educational information users have asked users

to identify or rate types of sources of information type use. In this section

of the questionnaire, users' responses were referenced to frequency of use of

sources in connection with the respondents' most important work activities.

Since responses are associated with "most important" work activities, the first

section of this chapter presents the work activity results (percentages of each

subaudience selecting) based on the six different lists of activities. These

results, discussed in some detail, may be summarized as follows: the majority

of teachers, "other" school staff, educational faculty, and social scientists

indicated that their most important activity was'concerned with teaching and

counseling students (and preparing lessons, lectures, etc.). Administrators

(including school principals and higher education chief administrators) display

remarkably more diversity. Determining needs, program planning, financial
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planning, resource allocation, and pupil personnel services are some of 'the

more frequently mentioned "most important" activities. School board members

are primarily concerned with studying problems or policy alternatives, and with

studying specific board agenda items for intent or impact or for fiscal or legal

implications. Some ldcal board members are also concerned with budgets and with

school system management policy. The great majority of state legislators and

congressional aides are concerned with one of three activities: analyzing legisla-

tion for intent, impact, or effect; researching educational issues to determine

needs, problems, or policy alternatives; and analyzing educational legislation

for cost or other fiscal or legal implications.

Following the presentation of most important work activities of each subaudience,

the chapter examines users' ratings of the frequency of use (often, sometimes,

never) of each of 18 types of information sources in connection with the users'

most important work activities. Although there axe statistically significant

differences among the subaudiences' averages (fdr-frequency of use) on every one

of the 18 information sources listed, it is possible to discern somewhat similar

patterns of use among instructors (teachers, educational faculty, social scientists

among school-oriented audiences (teachers, prinCipals, "other" school staff, LEA

staff, ISA staff, and educational faculty), among administrators (school principals

LEA staff, ISA staff, higher education chief administrators), among higher educa-
_

tion faculty (social scientists, education faculty), and possibly among the

governance audiences. Instructional staff tend to be users of libraries, text-

books, and curriculum materials and relative non-users of interpersonal sources

'(face-to-face discussions and telephone calls). Administrators, by contrast,

make substantial use of all interpersonal sources and are also heavy users of

memos, correspondence, and own office and organization files. Social scientists

are among the most frequent users of all bibliographic sources and references to

bibliographic sources (own notes and files; libraries; textbooks and_reference

books; journals; and abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies). But these two

subaudiences are among the least frequent users of office, department, or organiza-

tion files. The governance audiences (board members, legiSlators, and aides)

show the greatest (but not complete) similarity in'sources not used frequently

(e.g., abstracts, indexes and bibliographies; curriculum materials; personal

library; and conventions and professional meetings). We thus see that major

1E0
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differences exist among various user groups in the sources they tend to use (or

not use) in connection with their most important work activity.

Despite these major differences among users, there are some remarkable similari-

ties. Generally, the local, easily accessible sources (people in own organization,

notes Ind files in own office, personal library, journals, newsletters, memos,

and correspondence) are the more frequently used sources. Contacts (face-to-face

or by telephone) with people in other organizations follow, but they are midway

down the list of 18 sources. Next come more formal information sources (library

or resource center in own organization; office, department, or-organization files).

Conventions, professional association meetings; and workshops, seminars, and

graduate courses are an adjacent pair of similar kinds of sources which aro less

frequently used. Textbooks and reference books, and curriculum materials are

twy types of iOurces which are frequently used by all subaudiences directly con-

cerned with instruction, but are.used far lesS frequently by other sabaudiences.

The,last three types of sources (technical reports and government publications;

other libraries, resource centers, or information services; and abstracts, indexes,

and bibliographies) are used relatively less frequently by most user groups.

Following the question regarding frequency of use of information sources, respond-

ents were asked about the length of time they could usually allow between realiza-

tion of the need for information and actual receipt and use with respect to their

two most important work activitiee. There were highly significant differences

among the subaudiences in the amount of delay they can tolerate.

The small sample of federal legislative aides appears to need information most

quickly; half of them indicate they can wait no longer than one day (in contrast

to approximately 31 percen,,in the total sample). Generally, the various LEA

subaudiences (teachers, principals, "other" staff, LEA administrators, and local

school board members) are fairly similar; typically they can wait two or three

_days, but 15 to 21 percent of each of these LEA subaudiences can wait no more

than a few hours, and only 18 percent or fewer of each LEA subaudience can wait

"about two weeks" or longer. The SEA staff are very similar to the LEA sub-

audiences. State legiSlators can wait just a little longer; half can wait a week

or longer, but 23 percent.need information within a day of requesting it. The

four higher education subaudiences seem to be able to wait longer than most other

1 15 1.
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audiences. The majority of institutional researchers (54%), social scientists

(52%), and educational faculty (56%) can wait about a week or longer,"gld 46%

of the chief administrators can wait this long. However, about ten percent of

each of these subaudiences need information within .a few hours, and another nine

percent (except four percent for institutional researchers) need information

within one day. Intermediate service agency (ISA) staff are most similar to the

higher education institutional researchers; nearly a fourth of both groups can

wait about two weeks or longer, and approximately half can wait a week or longer.

Only seven percent of the ISA staff need information within a few hours. State

board members can tolerate the longest delays of all subaudiences. Only six per-

cent require information within one day and 18 percent can wait more than 2 weeks.

Overall, about 30 percent of these users need information within one day, nearly

the same proportion (29%) can wait two or three days, another fourth (24%) can

wait about a week. However, only 16 percent can iir4it,As long as or.longer than

two weeks. These data confirm that reasonably rapid response times are necessary

for the majority of users if the information requested dealS with important work

activities. The relatively short response times.suggest that mail exchange would

be tolerable for only a small proportion of users, and that any kind of responsive

information system needs to aim for an average response time of a day or two and

certainly less than a week when dealing with priority requests. This suggests

.that most information sources must be local or accessible through telecommunication

channels.

5. ABOUT THE USEFULNESS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE (CHAPTER V)

The previous chapter considered users' responses to a list of information sources

in terms of how frequently,they use these sources in connection with their most

important work activities. This chapter focuses on the same list of 18 types of

information sources rated in terms of usefulness in providing information needed

for any part of the users' work. Despite three precautions (the instructions

deliberately emphasized the contrast between usefulness for all activities and

frequency of use for most important activities,.the two questions were placed

on the opposite side of the sheet from the spaces for responses and the rating

scales were changed), virtually the same general information was obtained, at

1.52
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least with respect to item averages for subaudiences. The correlations between.

subaudience, across 18 information sources, for frequency of use (for most

important activity) and usefulness (for all activities) are virtually perfect

(.94 to .99) for each of the 14 subaudiences.

For this reason, the treatment of *this data is brief. Instead, attention is

directed to examination of intercorrelations among the ratings of the usefulness

of the 18 sources and the possibility of deriving a smaller set of information

source usefulness measures. Factor analysis of the 18 sources' usefulness

ratings produced six factors, accounting for 63 percent of the covariance. The

six factors were identified as: (1) formal print sources (e.g., libraries,

abstracts, reference books); (2) informal, local sources (e.g., telephone, discus-

sions face-to-face, files, memos); (3) external personal contacts; (4) current print

sources (e.g., newsletters, journals); (5) professional instructional awareness and

knowledge sources (e.g., conventions, workshops, curriculum materials, journals,

textbooks); and (6) personal sources (e.g., personal files and personal library).

=inal section of this chapter describes several information source use "indexes"

and ratios that were created, partly as a result of the factor analysis findings

(e.g., ratio of use of oral and print sources, external/internal source ratio).

Given the fact that there are highly significant differences among the 14 sub-

audiences forall the individual items, all the indexes and ratios are also sig-

nificant. Differences among the subaudiences are discussed.

6. ABOUT THE MOST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES
YOU PREFER (CHAPTER VI)

In the two previous chapters, information sources are considered from the stand-

point of frequency of use in connection with the users' most important work activi-

ties and in terms of usefulness for all work activities. In this chapter, the

users' two most preferred sources are identified; then the respondents' reasons

for selecting them are examined. Respondents were also asked to describe their

degree of isolation from the sources they needed and to indicate how frequently

they exchange educational information with educators or other professionals.

153



Three types of "oral" sources (face-to-face discussions; workshops, seminars,

graduate courses; and telephone calls) are among the most frequently mentioned

preferred souxces and account for 46 percent of the first-listed preferred souxces

and 39 percent of the second-listed preferred sources. Other sources mentioned

by at least five percent of the respondents include: educational journals,

'Personal library, notes and files in own office, library or resource center in,

own organization, and-educational newsletters, bulletins, or announcements.

Respondenta were presented with a list of fifteen characteristics of information

sourcs which might account for their preferences; they were then asked to rank

the list of reasons in order of their importance for the first and second pre-

-ferred source. The more frequently mentioned characteristics (for first pre-

ferred source) are: (1) is likely to have the information I want, (2) is near at

hand or easily accessible, (3) is responsive to my particular problem or question,

(4) is easy to use, and (5) is usually available when I need it. *By contrast, the

lowest-ranked characteristics include: (11) proviaes-opportunity for discussion

or exchange of ideas, (12) is fast in responding, (13) is complete, comprehensive,

(14) is free or inexpensive, and (15) is objective, impartial, not biased. The

rankings for the second preferred source are slightly different. One notable

difference is in the characteristic "is easy to use" which ranged from second to

eighth rank for souxce one; but it is the first-ranked characteristic of every

.subaudience (except educational faculty who gave it second place) on their second

'preferred source. Tests of differences among the 14 subaudiences indicate that

only five of the 30 item differences are significant. In other words, with some

exceptiong-users with manifestly different work activities, requiring different

types of information, and with markedly different preferences for types of sources

display nany similarities in the reasons they give for their preferences for the

different sources they use.

Respondents were asked to rate their degree of isolation from the sources they
--

would like to have available in terms of four alternatives. A chi square test

indicates that the 14 subaudiences are not significantly different in their

distribution of choices-over these four alternative's. Overall, 29 percent checked

"not'isolated," 59 percent checked "somewhat isolated," ten ;percent checked

"seriously isolated," and fewer than two percent checked "almost completely

isOlated."
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The last question in this section asked, "How often do educators or other profes-

sionals come to you for information, or do you pass information on to others

relating to educational matters?" There are highly significant differences among

the 14 subaudiences in their frequency of information exchange. Generally,

state agency staff, chief administrators of higher education institutions, insti-

tutional researchers, and intermediate service agency staff display the highest

rates of information exchange, with 70 percent or more indicating they exchange

information at least daily or more often. By contrast, state and local school

board members have the lowest rates of exchange with fewer than 16 percent of

local board members and 22 percent of state board members exchanging information
.4-

this often.

7. ABOUT YOUR PURPOSES,FOR SEEKING INFORMATION (CHAPTER VII)

The field interview survey data (see Volume I) demonstrated that purposes for

seeking information were related to patterns of information source use. Conse-

quently, a question of purposes was included in the mail survey. The field inter-

view schedule (see volume I) included a list of 19 purposes for seeking informa-

tion. Based on factor analysis of these items, the mail survey list was reduced

to nine items which respondents were asked to rate in terms of their need for

information and their satisfaction with curtent sources of information with

respect to these nine purposes.

The data indicate that need for information varies markedly by type of user and

purpose for seeking information, with subaudience averages ranging (on a three-

point scale) from 1.17 (great need) for information to keep aware of developments

and activities in education among ISA administrators and staff to 2.65 (small

need) for information to prepare reports, articles, and speeches among school

teachers. The rated levels of need for information auong the 14 subaudiences

are statistically 7ignificant for eight of the nine purposes, thus confirming

a possibly obvious assumption that different subaudiences would have different

Amarposes for seeking information. However, despite these statistically significant

differendes, a strong general pattern tends to characterize most user groups.

Overall, the purpose which shows the greatest need for information is keeping

aware of developments and activities in education. The second most important
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need is for information to find specific answers to questions arising in relation

to the respondents' work. Identifying new sources of assistance for improving

one's own work and developing alternative approaches to solving problems are

also relatively high in need for information. By contrast, most subaudiences

have only moderate or small need for information in order to prepare reports,

articles, or speeches.

Satisfaction with current sourCes of information with regard to each of the needs

is typically between "satisfactory" and "partly satisfactory." There are few

differences among the 14 subaudiences in their ratings of satisfaction for any

of the nine purposes. Greatest satisfaction is indicated for keeping aware of

developments and activities, and least satisfaction is indicated for evaluating

education practices or products. Satisfaction with current sources of information

appears to be a more unitary-condition than is need for information. In other

words, users tend to give roughly similar satisfaction ratings toll nine purposes.

Moreover, satisfaction with-current sources of information for differentpurposes

is also significantly related to ratings of (non),isolation from information sources

users would like to have available. There are no strong correlations between

ratings of need and ratings of satisfaction.

8. ABOUT YOUR PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION
(CHAPTER VIII)

The questionnaire content shifted from ratings of satisfaction with current sources

of information to a concern with problems. This short chapter reports on the

content analysis of writein responses to the following questions: "With respect

to all the tasks you have worked on over the last year, did you have any unusually

serious difficulty locating, obtaining, or using information which you critically

needed in your work in education? (If yes,) Would you explain the difficulty?

Can you offer a possible solution to the problem?"

The response rates for this write-in question were quite low, with an overall

response rate of 17 percent. Generally, the practitioners were least ready to

identify problems, while Congressional legislative aides and institutional re-

searchers were most ready. A total of 224 responses.were made. Overall, 75 per-

cent of the problems dealt with difficulties with information sources. Among
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these problems, 30 percent dealt with the content or quality of information

collections, 25 percent were concerned with the organization, analysis, or

retrieval; and 20 percent were concerned with distribution or accessibility.

Of the remaining 25 percent of users' problems 15 percent were classifiable as

relating to the users' capacity (e.g., lack of time, funds, personnel to search

for information, or not knowing where to look for unusual information). Ten

percent of the responses were so specific that they were not classifiable.

This chapter contains some brief and tentative observations on differences among

users in the types of problems they identify. Finally, ihe mail questionnaire

data are compared with the field interview data.

9. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO (CHAPTER TX)

The field interviews had indicated that educational information users turn to

a wide variety of persons and organizations in their search for information,

but that individual users tend to follow fairly regular patterns in the sequence

of sources they. use. This section.of the mail survey was designed to identify

the sequence of use of more typical types of persons and organizations users

turn to when they seek advice or information in their work. Lists of types of

persons and organizations were tailored to each of the six questionnaire forms;

however, approximately 13 items were roughly equivalent in content across the

six forms.

Statistically significant differences among the 14 subaudiences were found for

all 13 "common" items, thus demonstrating that the subaudiences differ in their

patterns of information search. This chapter discusses these differences in

terms of each of the 13 sources. However, the data are perhaps more remarkable

in terms of the similarities. Virtually all subaudiences turn first to peers

and then to a variety of other persons before turning to organizational sources.

Superiors and constituents are relatively important for practitioners and

administrators, but are distinctly less important for all higher education

subaudiences. Experts are of sone importance for nearly everyone, but are least

valued by federal legislative aides (who may perhaps encounter more expert advice
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and testimony than any other subaudiences) and by teachers, educational

faculty, or social scientists (all "instructional" subaudiences). Colleagues

in other organizations are especially valued by nearly all higher education

subaudiences and also by ISA and LEA STAFF: "Subordinates" take on different

meanings for different subaudiences, but they are especially important for

local school board members, "other" school staff, and higher education chief

administrators.

Aside from libraries and state deparments of education, few organizational

sources rank better than halfway for most subaudiences, but there are a few

exceptions. Libraries are especially important for school teachers and most

higher education subaudiences. State departments of edubation are of relatively.

great importance for ISA staff and all governance group (except local board

members). Professional organizations are relatively important for state legis-

lators, state board members, and.college of education faculty. National

information services are relatively important only for social scientists.

Finally, federal agencies are of substantial importance as information sources

for federal legislative aides. Aside from these major exceptions, most of the

subaudiences tend to display relatively high agreement (especially within

subaudiences) in the rank ordering (sequence of use in information search)

of the 13 common sources.

Since six different lists of types of persons and organizations were employed,

this chapter also contains six tables indicating the percentages for each

subaudience who indicated that a particular type of person or organization

would be the first, second, or third source they would turn to.

The last section of this chapter ex'amines data regarding the typicality of

sequence of.use that respondents had reported. An overall chi square test was

not significant, indicating that the distributions of responses among the

three response alternatives were not substantially different. Overall, 44

percent indicated that the sequence they identified was "very typical" of the

Order they use; 49 percent indicated that it was somewhat similar; and seven

percent indicated that it was hard to describe a typical sequence of use of

sources and hence responded in terms of a recent incident. Given these responses,

we infer that slightly fewer thalt half of the education information users.(44%)
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tend to follow a fairly uniform pattern of search, and that half of the users

(49%) may alter their search somewhat, depending on the particular information

requirement, but that, with sone unusual exceptions, the individual user's

search sequence is at least roughly predictable. However, a small fraction (7%)

of users have no single search pattern.

10. ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL
TO YOU (CHAPTER X)

The last major section of the questionnaire presented respondents with a list

of 26 information products and services and requested them to indicate their

preference in terms of usefulness (very, somewhat,minimum). There are

statistically significant differences among the 14 subaudiences for every one

of the 26 types of information products and services. Consequently, the data

and discussion in this chapter must be examined carefully with respect to the

preferences of specific subaudiences for specific types of products and services.

Although these differences among subaudiences are sometimes substantial, some

general tendencies exist. For most audiences, the more popular types of

information product content include: education trends and issues, evaluation

of programs and practices, solutions to common educational problems, and

educational news and current events. The majority of the subaudiences rated

these products "somewhat useful" or better. Among the leaSt useful types of

product content are: educational research methodology and lists of experts

in education. Figure 1.1 displays a sampling of subaudiences and products to

illustrate some of the differences and similarities among different types of

users.

Generally, the list of information services was rated as relatively less

useful than the list of information products. Although nearly evenly divided

in total number, only three services, as contrasted to elevemproducts, were

rated "somewhat useful" or better. The top three services (averages over all

subaudiences) include: regularly mailed information of interest, quick referral

service at low cost, and quick reference services. Figure 1.2 displays a

sampling of information service preferences for the sane sampling of sub-

audiences used in Figure 1.1.
159
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FIGURE 1,1
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Because of these important differences in subaudiences, the preference patterns

of individual subaudiences or groups of subaudiences with similar preferences

are discussed.

These information product and service preference data again confirm the fact

that design of information systems, products, and services must take into

account differences among.users in terms of the work role (sUbaudience) they

play in education. It should be noted that the data considered throughout

this volume (with the exception of correlations) have focused mainly on

differences and similarities among subaudiences considered as aggregates. We

have demonstrated with the field survey data in'Volume I that additional

information concerning users as individuals who occupY specific positions in

specific organizations also adds to our undekstanding of individual patterns

of information use. Exploration of the data from'this perspective will be

reported in another volume. However, the practical impact of the results

reported in this volume is that the educational information market is quite

easily segmented by work roles (e.g teacher, state school board member, inter-

mediate service agency staff). The mail survey demonstrates that among these

several work.roles there are significant and relatively easily interpretable

patterns of similarity and difference: in terms of importance of work

activities, in need for information for different purposes, in effort to find'

information regarding different work activities, in kinds of sources used, in

the delays users can tolerate for delivery of information, in the frequency

of information exchange, in problems encountered in acquiring and using

information, and in preferences for products and services. This information

can be Used to improve existing information systems and to design new products

and services targeted to needs and preferences of various subaudiences.

Because these data are based on nationwide probability samples, the findings

are generalizable to the populations of educational information users

considered in this market survey.
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CHAPTER II

DESCRIPTION OF THE MAIL SURVEY

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

1. DESCRIPTION OF AUDIENCES AND SUBAUDIENCES

In the RIPP,for this project, NIE suggested an audience typology with about thirty

categories for identifying and describing the education markets to be surveyed.

Early in the project, NIE staff, advisors, and project staff became concerned

that, given a limited total mailout, the proposed site of eaCh sample based on this

typology would be inadeguate for generating reliable estimates. One solution pro-

posed by the Far West Laboratory was to reduce the number of subaudiences in the

original typology to permit an increase in the sample size of each-remaining sub-

audience. NIE accepted this solution and developed a revised typology indicated

in Table II.1 under "Type.of Position."

NIE suggested that we interpret the subaudiences broadly in terms of functions

and roles. It is, therefore, important that we explain here the scope and nature

of roles and personnel types included in the several audiences and subaudiences.

First, we defined the Practitioner audience as including preschool, elementary,

and-secondaryschool staff connected with local edUcatiOnal Agendies. This

audience, and its subaudiences, are further limited to include only public school

staff. The subaudience "1.3; Other Instructional Staff" includes'heads of depart-

ments, subject matter specialists, itod curriculum and instructional staff:who may

be located at either the school buildg or school district level, librarians,

counselors, social workers, visiting teachers,.psychologists, school nurses, and

other miscellaneous classifications. In .other words, meMbers of this,subaudience,e

must operate in.a supervisory or staff support capacity, with a primary or supporting

focus on curriculum and instruction.

Within the Administrators *audience, the subaudience "2.1, School District Staff"

is defined as including not only superintendents, but also deputy, assistant, and

and associate superintendents; assistants and administrative assistants; administra-,
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TABLE 11.1 PLANNED AND ACTUAL MAIL SURVEY SAMPLE

Actual

Type of Position Planned Mailed Usable

Sample Out Sample % Return

. Practitioners

1.1 Teachers 400 405 205 51%

1.2 Principals 350 336 187 56%

1.3 Other Instructional Staff 408 397 210 55%

Total (1158) (1138) (602) (53%)

. Administrators

2.1 School District Staff 242 239 119 50%

2.2 Intermediate Unit Staff 100 120 65 54%

2.3 State EdUcation Agency Staff 200 220 117 53%

Total (542) (579) (301) (52%)

3. Oovernance

3.1 State School Board Members 100 98 34 35%

3.2 Local School Board Members 230 345 97 28%

3.3 State Legislators and Aides 120 120 28 23%

3.4 U. S. Congressional Aides 25 41 10 24%

Total (475) (603) (169) (28%)

. Higher Education
,

4.1 Faculty of Schools of Education 100 127 64 50%

4.2 Social Science RDD&E Staff 100 100 68 68%

4.3 Institutional Researchers 100 100 55 55%

4.4 College Presidents and Chief
Administrators

1

100 100 '69 69%

Total (400) (427) (256) (60%)

TOTAL (2575) (2748) (1328) (50%)*

* Total percent return is based on total actual sample plus 41 questionnaires

that were returned but were unusable due to illegible or incomplete responses.
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tors for general administration, finance and school plans, pupil personnel, in-

structional, and special subject areas. The subaudience "2.2, antermediate Unit

Staff" includes all professional personnel of administrative units that exist

"....primarily to provide consultative, advisory, administrative, or statistical

services to local basic administrative units, or to exercise certain regulatory

and inspectoral functions...where there is ksupervisory union board, the union

is included as an intermediate unit." The subaudience "2.3, State Education Agency

Staff" includes the chief state school officers, deputies, and designated admin-

istrative, fiscal, and curriculum and instructional department heads, and all

other professional staff members of these departments as reported by the National

Center for Educational Statistics.

Within the Governance audience, the subaudiences "3.3,.State Legislators and Aides

and "3.4, U.S. Congressional Aides" includes elected state legislators and state

and U.S. Congressional staff serving on education and education-related committees

and subcommittees. All members and officers of state and local school boards are

considered the targets for subaudiences 3.1 and 3.2.

Post-secondary education is limited to programs of two- and four-year institutions

of higher education. This interpretation excludes adult basictand continuing

education programs. The "4.2, Social Science RDD&E Staff" subaudience covers

research, development, diffusion, and evaluation personnel and managers of R&D

holding AERA membership and working.in university-based research and development
-

(R&D) centers or campus research institutes, as well as individual-academic invest-

igators. The subaudience "4.3, Institutional Researchers" is limited to personnel

concerned with enrollment projections, facilities utilization, institutional program

planning, budgets, etc., holding membership in the Association for Institutional

Researchers.

2. DESCRIPTION OF OBTAINED SAMPLE

As can be seen in Table 11.1, the total usable sample (1328) is slightly more than

50% of the planned sample and slightly less than 50% of the number of question-

naires mailed out. This 50% return rate is very consistent across the six



11-4

Practitioner and Administrator subaudiences, somewhat lower than the return rate

for the four Higher Education subaudiences (especially "Chief Administrators" and

"Social Science Researchers"), and considerably higher than the actual return rate

for the four Governance subaudiences (especially for state and-federal legislative

aides). The distribution of the sample across the four audiences is approximately

as planned, though the Governance audience is somewhat under-represented.

Table 11.2 presents a summary of age and degree level (years of education) charaCter-

istics of the respondents in the various educational subaudiences. Since respondents

indicated the age range in which they were included rather than their actual age,

the average age for the total saMple and the subsamples are approximations derived

by multiplying the midpoint of each age range by the percent of respondents in

that range. The average age for the total sample is 43.9 years with a_range.from

34.4 for U.S. Congressional aides (and 37.6 for teachers) to 52.5 for state school

board members (and 50.3 for college presidents and chief administrators) * As

would.be expected, very few (2.4%) of the total Sample were under 25-years old.

Otherwise, the sample-is nearly evenly distributed across the age ranges, though

there are fewer respondents over 55 years old than in the other age ranges (although

over 40% of state school board members are 55 or over.)

Degree level was translated into years of education as follows: High School = 12,

Associate of Arts = 14, Bachelor's Degree = 16, Master's Degree = 17.5, and

Doctoral Degree = 21. The average years of education for the total sample is

17.7 (approximately equivalent to a Master's Degree) with a range-from 14.5 for

local school board members (16.5 for state school board members and 16.6 for

teachers) to 20.8 with 94% having doctoral degrees for social science researchers

(and 20.6 for college presidents and chief administrators and 20.5 for faculty of

schools of education).

* Chi square test of age categories by type of position and degree level by type

of position are both statistically significant well beyond the .01 level.
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TABLE 11.2 DISTRIBUTION OF MAIL SURVEY SAMPLE: TYPE OF MSITION BY AGE AND.DEGRU LEVEL

OMMppMrMIMEINUAllift'eMO.

TYPE OF POSITION

.... , ...

AGE

Under

25

p

1.1 Teachers

1.2 Principals

1.3 Other Instructional

Staff

2,1 School District Staff

2,2 Intermediate Unit

Staff

Z,3 State Education Agenc

Staff

205

187

210

119

65

117

7.4

0.5

6.3

0.0

1.5

0.0

3.1 State School Board

Members 34

3.2 Local School Board

Members 97

3.3 State Legislative Aides 28

3.4 U.S. Congressional Aides 10

0,0

1.1

0.0

10.0

4.1 Faculty of School of

Education

4.2 Social. Science

RDD&E Staff

4.3 -Institutional

Researchers

4.4 College.Presidents and

Chief AdministratorS

MAL 1328 2,4

15734 35-44 45.94 55+ Means

%

.14.1 22,8 15.8 9.9 37.6

16,6 31,6 35.8 15.5 45.1

29.8 22.1 26,0 15.9 41.9

12.8 35,0 35.9 16.2 45.7

20,0 33,8 24.6 20,0 44.4

17.1 29,9 29.1 23.9 46.6

2,9 14.7 41.2 41.2 52.5

4.2 51.6 28,4 14,7 45,3

21.4 32.1 17.9. 28,6 45.7

70.0 0.0 10,0 10,0 34.4

15.6 20,3 39.1 25.0 47.6

33.8 33.8 20.6 11,8 41.1

20.0 36.4 29.1 14.5 43.4

1.4 26.1 43.5 29,0 50.3

22.2 29.3 I 28.6 17,5 43.9

DEGREE LEVEL (Years of Education)

iThariT

H.S. AA Bh MA PhD ;yeers*k

(17,) (14) (16) (17.5) (21) 37.. Edu

itt ation

0,5

0.D

2,0

0.5

0.0

1.0

0,0

1.5

1.7

0.0

0

0.9

15.2

43.0

7.4

0.0

6.1

9.7

3.7

0.0

0.0

0,0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

57.9

3.8

25.4

40.6

89.7

70.2

7.7

10,8

9.5

82.1

78,5

56.9

42.4

24.7

18,5

50,0

18.2

20.4

44.4

30.0

0.5 16.6

6.5 17.7

1,5 17.0

10.3 . 17.8

9.2 17.6

31,0 18.3

18.2

2.2

25.9

20.0

16,5

14.5

17.6

17.5

1,6

0.0

7.3

0.0

4.2 1,2 19.5

12.5 85.9 20.5

5.9 94.1 20.8

34.5 58.2 19,4

11.6 88.4 20.6

52.2 22,9 17.7

Estimate obtained by multiplying midpoint of age ranges by the percent of respondents in those ranges (23 ind 61

were used as the "midpoints" of the "under 25" and "over 55" categories respectively).

" Esiiinate obtained by Multiplying ihe number of years of education typically associated with degree,levels by the

percent of respondents at each degree level.
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B. SURVEY DESIGN AND SAMPLING

What follows is a brief description of the sampling procedures. For more details

see Appendix A.

For local school system subaudiences including the three Practitioners subaudiences

(Teachers, Principals, and Other Instructional Staff), School District Staff (sub-

audience 2.1), and Local School Board Members (3.2), school districts were used

as the primary sampling units (PSUs). PSUs were stratified by school system

pupil enrollment as a measure of size. The probability of an LEA system

being selected for the sample was proportional to the school enrollment, but the

proportion of.teachers, principals, other instructional staff, and district staff

was inversely proportional to the schools' enrollment, so an overall sampling

fraction was maintained for each subaudience.

_
For the three subaudiences associated with state level agencies (State Education

Agency Staff, State Legislative Aides, and State School Board Memeber), five states

were chosen rendomly-from each of the four major census regions. SEA staff for

the sample were drawn randomly within each SEA in numbers proportional to the

total number of staff listed for the SEA. Six State Legislative Aides, and five

State School Board members were selected randomly from each of the 20 states-
(except that there were only three state school board members from Mississippi).

The Intermediate Unit Staff sample was selected randomly from a recent Curriculum

Information Center professional staff census list.

U.S. Congressional Aides were selected by NIE on a non-random basis.

Social Science RDD&E Staff were selected randomly from a computer-generated list

of American Educational Research Association members working in research, devel-

opment, dissemination, or evaluation or in R&D management and employed by higher

education institutions. Institutional Researchers were selected randomly from

the most recent directory of members of the Association of Institutional Researchers.

Faculty of Schools of Education were sampled from institutional lists developed

by Egon Guba and David Clark and from college catalogs with stratification based

on size and type of faculty. Presidents and Chief Administrators of Higher Educa-

tion include presidents (or provosts, vice presidents, or deans for ar:ademic

171



11-7

affairs) which were selected to represent institutions drawn randomly from a

list of institutions stratified according to size of enrollment and type of

institution (i.e., doctoral-granting, comprehensive, liberal arts, two-year,

specialized) as specified by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education.

The methods of sampling for the various subaudiences are summarized in Table 11.3

and are described in more detail in Appendix A.

guestionnaire Content. TO orient readers, we present this brief outline. The

questionnaire was seven pages in length. (See Appendix B for questicnnaire.)

There were six different forms (containing audience-specific variations in sec-

tions I and VII only.* Each form was organized in nine sections as follows:

About Yourself and Your Work

1. Name

2. Title

3. (Forms A and P: opinion on adequacy of amount and quality of

available information)

Forms B, E, H, and L: need for information in broad subject

areas.

4. Degree of importance of work activities in education (lists of

work activities were tailored to each form)

5. Work activities for which you made any kind of special effort

during the past year to find information.

II About the Information Sources You Dsa Ln Your Most Important Work

Activities

1. (a) Most important work activity**

(b) Frequency of use of 18 sources in connection with most

important work activity

* *

(c) Next most important work activity**

Form A = Administrators (LEA, ISA, SEA); Form B = School Boards; Form E = Educa-
tion Faculty and Social Scienttsts; Form H = Higher Education Chiefs and Institu-
tional Researchers; Form L = Legislators and Aides, Form P = School Practitioners.

Since the work activities identified are referenced to the list provided in
1.4, the responses to II.1(a) and II.1(c) are also form-specific, although the
appearance of question 11.1 is identical in all six forms.

1 r/2
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TABLE 11.3 SUMMARY OF SAMPLING METHODS

Planned
Sample Sampling

Subaudience Size Fraction Method

, CLUSTER
1.1 Teachers 400 , .00018 StratifiedcluSter sampling with
1.2 Principals 350 .00374 PSU probability proportional to
1.3 Other Instructional school enrollment. Constant over-

Staff 408 .00374 all sampling fraction for teachers,
2.1 School District principals, other instruction staff,

Staff 242 .00372 and school district staff. Con-

3.2 Local School Boards 230 .00200 stant number for school board
members.

***

2.3 State Education
Agency Staff 200 .0211 Five states chosen randomly in each

3.1 State School Boards 100 .1912 of the four census regions. Con-:

3.3 State Legislative stant number for each state for .

Aids 120 .2400 boards and legislative aids. Con-
stant fraction for state staff.

***

4.1 Faculty of Schools Stratified cluster sampling of

of Education 100 .0033 faculties with stratification based
on size and type of faculty.

. STRATIFIED

4.4 Presidents and Chief Stratified random sample with strat-
Administrators 100 .0400 ification based on Cargenie classi-

fication and size of enrollment.
.

SIMPLE RANDOM

2.2 Intermediate Unit Simple random sample based on NCES
Staff 100 .0294 list with replacement by person

filling position.

***

4.2 Social Sciences Simple random sample of AERA
RDD&E Staff 100 .0167 membership in RDD&E on campus.

***

4.3 Institutional Simple random sample of U.S. full

Researchers 100 .1093 members in Association of Institu-
tional Researchers.

NON-RANDOM, JUDGMENTAL
3.4 U.S. Congressional 25 (.3333) Selected by NIE.

Aids

17 3
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(d) Frequency of use of 18 sources in connection with next most

important work activity

2. How much time can you usually allow to elapse after realizing a

need for information in connection with your two most important

work activities?

III About the Usefulness of the Information Sources You Use

1. Rating of usefulness of same 18 information sources listed in

11.1, in providing you with information you need for any part

of your work.

2. Identification (write in) of the single most useful source of

information in your work.

IV About the Most Important Characteristics of the Education Information

Sources You Prefer

1.(a) Identify source you most prefer to uie (from hist'of 18 pre-

viously listed).

(b) Rank 15 "reasons" (characteristics) in terms of their importance

to your preference of this source.

(c) Identify-second preferred source.

(d) Rank 15 reasons in terms of their importance to your preference

for this source.

2. Degree of isolation from information sources you would like to

have available to you (rating),

3. How often do educators or other professionals come to you or do

you pass information on to others relating to educational matters

(rating).

About Your Purposes for Seeking Information

1. Rating of need.for information regarding nine general purposes.

2. Rating of satisfaction with current sources of information for

nine general purposes.

VI About Your Problems in Acquiring and Using Educational Information:

With respect to all the tasks you have worked on over the past year,
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did you have any unusually serious difficulty locating, obtaining,

or using information which you critically needed_in your work in

education? (Y/N)

1. (If yes), would you explain the difficulty? (Write in)

2. Can you offer a possible solution to the problem? (Write in)

VII About the People and Organizations You Turn To

1. Rank a list (tailored for each form) of types of persons and

organizations in the order (sequence) you typically use for as

many sources as you typically use. (If there is no typical

sequence, describe sequence for a recent incident.)

2. Rate the sequence listed as very typical of the order you use,

somewhat typical, or specific to a recent incident.

VIII About the Information Products and Services That Would be Most Useful

to You

1. Rate 13 products and 13 services for usefulness

2. If there is some other form of information which would be

especially useful to you, would you please describe it?

(Write in)

IX Statistical Data

1. Age

2. Highest earned degree

3. Space for additional comments.

17:6
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C. INFERENCES AND GENERALIZATIONS FROM SURVEY FINDINGS TO POPULATIONS

1. SAMPLE BIAS

Because all subaudiences except federal legislative aides * were randomly sampled.

the results of this mail survey are generalizable to populations they represent.

However, the reader should study Appendix A carefully to understand how each

population was defined and sampled. Although the most current lists were used

to build sampling fram3, several of the lists were two or three years old. Since

there were severe financial limits on sampling frame building, it usually was not

possible to update frames, hence very recent additions (e.g., new school systems,

new community colleges; new members of AERA) were not sampled. This introduces

an unknown, but probably relatiVely small bias in some samples.

A more serious problem was encountered in securing LEA cooperation. The sampling

plan provided for sampling of LEAs with replacement, anA this was done whenever

possible. The replacement LEAs were chosen randomly from the same enrollment size

strata and may thus be assumed to be substitutes for the refusing LEAs; however,

we have no way of knowing whether subaudience samples from refusing LEAs would be

different in any way from their replacements.

Undoubtedly, the most serious problem is the response rate. The overall attained

rate of 50% is typical for educational user mail surveys, but is hardly a Satis-

fying outcome.** The very low response rates among the governance subaudiences

are especially troubling. It is probably unwarranted to assume that non-respondents

are like respondents. It seL 'Is more reasonable to believe that those who bothered

to fill out and return the questionnaire are in fact the more "information-prone"

members of their subaudiences, and hence we may have a more favorable impression

of all subaudiences. However, relative preferences among items and Comparisons

* In one sense the 41 federal legislative aides may be considered the population of
interest to NIE, hence this subaudience was 100% sampled.

**Plans to accomplish follow-up of SEA and LEA subaudiences were partially.mullified
by the variety of options that had to be offered to meet requirements of various
states. In some cases, follow-up, if any, had to be left to the SEA.
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of one subaudience with another may still have substantial usefulness in defining

the information preference patterns and needs of educational information users.

But it should be assumed that all the results reported are biased toward the more

"information-prone" proportion of each audience and subaudience.

2. STATISTICAL TESTS

In most of the tables that follow, the nuMber (N =) of valid responses to each item,

or the smallest number (N Z) of valid responses for a group of items, is'indicated,

so the reader may have some idea of the size of the samples involved. Appendices

will proVide further information on standard deviations and/or standard-errors of

measurement. In .the case of subaudiences that were simple random sampled (inter-

mediate unit staff, social science researchers, and institutional researchers), the

standard errors are approximate estimates for establishing confidence regions

around point estimates.* However, the computation of appropriate estimates for

the cluster and stratified samples are more comilicated, and in the case,of

federal legislative aides, the finite population correction is non-trivid

Statistical tests reported (unless otherwise,specifically stated to,the contrarS4

assume that all audiences were simple random samples froth relatively large popula-

tions. Because the cluster sampling method used for many of the subaudiences tends

to produce a larger estimate of.sampling errors than would be.calculgted with the

same size simple random sample, virtually all the statistical_tests are Iiberaile,

However', the majority of statistically significant differences that are reported

are in fact found to be significant far beyond the .001 level and'wouikprove t

be significant, perhaps at somewhat lower levels, if the more complex comp3.4tionS

required to compute appropriate tests (adjusting standard errors for cluster or

stratified sampling) were made.**

* *

Neglecting the finite population correction (1-f)=(1-n/N) leads to a small over-

estimation of the variance. The effect on the computed standard error is
approximately (1-f/2); e.g., for institufional researchers, the corrected
'standard error would be approximately 0.97 smaller since the sampling fraction

is approximately 0.06 (see Appendix A, Table A.2).

In the tables that follow, 'significance levels are symbolized as follows:

*significant at the .05 level, **significant at the .01 level, ***significant

at the .001 level. 177
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It must be emphasized, however, that variances, standard errors, and tests of

-significance based on assumptions of independent selections are not valid for

the cluster samples. The mean of a:complex probability sample Such as the cluster

samples in this survey is a good estimate of the population mean (ignoring the

response bias problem previously discussed), but s/i7-can be an underestimate

of the standard error: Similarly, a regression coefficient will be a good

estimate of the corresponding population value, but the simple random sampling

(SRS) formula of the Standard error (1/7:1) may be a poor estimate.*

To summarize, means, percentages, coefficients of correlation, and similar

estimates of central, tendency or association are quite trustworthy (except for

the non-response bias problem), bdt SRS formula estimates of standard errors, and

statistical inferences based on these SRS estimates are not strictly valid

except for the SRS snbaudiences. In general, one should go beyond the statement

of statistical significance, inspect the magnitude of the differences or asso-

ciation, and ask whether the difference or association.appears to be of practical

and meaningful magnitude.

Since many of the response alternatives in the questionnaire are three (e.g.,
(Righ-i-Moderate, Low) or four cacegory responses, correlation coefficients
based on these coarse groupings severely underestimate correlation that might
have been attained if more finely categorized variables were involved. Peters
and Van Voorhis (1940) provide a correction formula. Wylie (1976) has demon-
strated that the correction formula is extremely-accurate, regardless of the
degree of marginal-skewness, except where one or both of the marginals has only
two class intervals. Wylie's data indicate that where the population correla-
tion (p) is .40 and there are two variables, each with three class intervals
and each with slight skew, the uncorrected correlation will be approximately
.28, the corrected .38. If p = .50, the uncorrected correlation is approximately
.35 and the corrected .48; if p = .60, tho values are approximately .42 and .57.
Unless otherwise nbted, the correlations reported will be uncorrected values.
Please note that the majority of these correlations are substantially restricted
and are underestimates of a population correlation nbt based on coarse gronpinu.
Because Multivariate tests of significance take into account the covariance
(correlation) among variables, generalizations based on multivariato tests may
also be influenced by coarse-grOuping of variables.
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CHAPTER III .

QUESTION I. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

OVERVIEW

This'chapter reports the analysis of quantit.Att;z -,:estions (# 3, 4, 5) Contained

in the first section of the questionnaire.

I. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

1. Warne

2. Title

3. Forms B, E, H, L: need for information in broad subject areas
Forms A and P: opinion on amount and quality of available

information

4. Degree of importance of work activities in education. (list of
activities were tailored to each form)

5. Work activities for which you made any kind of special effort
during the past year to find information

Content Needs. Question 1.3 was a "warm-up" question to help focus respondents on

information needs. In the case of school boards (Form B), educational faculty

and social scientists (Form E), higher education chief administrators and insti-

tutional. researchers (Form H), and state legislators and U.S. Congressional aides

(Form L), this question dealt with the individual's needs for information in

broad subject areas, with the content specifically tailored to the general needs

of each audience. The response percentages (great, moderate, or little need) are

reported for each sUbaudience pair, together with significance tests of item re-

sponse differences between the two subaudiences. These content information needs

data may not be.of great intrinsic inteAst to most readers, but they des<trve

at least brief attention because they help to define the information content

needs of eight target audiences that have rarely been studied.

Quality of Available Information. Because elementary_and secondary education

practitioners and administrators (representing two-thirds of the planned sample)

have been repeatedly surveyed regarding content needs, a briefer "warm,-up"
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question concerning the quality of available information was substituted to reduce

the response burden. No differences were found among the six practitioner and

administrator subaudiences in either their ratings of adequacy of amount or

adequacy of quality of available information. The vast majority rated both

amount and quality either somewhat adequate or very adequate.

Important Work Activities. A separately tailored list of work activities was pre-

sented in question # 4 on each of the six forms of the questionnaire. The item

responses (high, moderate, low importance) for each subaudience are presented to-

gether With results of tests for differences between subaudiences. These differ-

ences and the high importance items for each subaudience are identified and dis-

cussed. With the one exception of the legislative audience, where sample sizes

are extremely small, there are numerous statistically and usually practically

large differences in the work importance ratings for all other audiences. The

results demonstrate that even when subaudiences are grouped by similarities in

the nature of their work activities in education (e.g., practitioners or school

board members), there are major differences between subaudiences in their patterns

of work activity, which should be considered in analyzing the information needs

of each subaudience. Although examining the details of these work importance

ratings for each of 14 subaudiences is admittedly tedious, the readers who make

the effort to gain a general impression of the work activity profile of each

audience, and of the major differences between similar subaudiences, will find

that they may have gained a sharper and sur.- :;ense of what kinds of wori various

information user audiences perform.

Special Effort to Find Information. The fifth question on all six forms asked

respondents to review the list of activities they had just rated for work impor-

tance and identify those activities where they had made any kind of special effort

during the past year to find information. The percentages of each subaudience

indicating they had made a special effort are reported in the same tables (by

form) containing importance ratings so that the two types of response may be com-

pared. Activities where there is frequent effort to search for information are

identified and briefly described for each subaudience. Significance tests 1 the

differences in response rates for subaudiences are also reported. Generally, there

are somewhat fewer significant differences among subaudiences than were found for

work importance ratings, although the total number of significant differences in
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many a special effort is quite large. In most cases, significant differences-in

effort to find information relating to a work activity are associated with com-

parable significant differences in subaudience ratings of importance of the activ-

ity.

Relation Between Importance of An Activity and Effort to Find Information. Corre-

lations between activity importance and effort to find information are reported

for each activity. Most are of variable and usually modest size, but the

great majority are statistically significant, thus confirming that amount of

information-seeking is related to type and importance of work activity. Although

this finding may seem Obvious, it is of substantial importance, since examinatiOn

of.the relation of work activities to information needs has rarely, if ever, been

undertaken in previous educational information needs surveys.

Patterns of Work Activity. Because of the lack of previous information concerning

the work activity of persons in education, and-in,anticipation of the use of these

data as predictors of information needs and preferences, each of the six, different

sets of work activity importance ratings were intercorrelated and factor-analyzed

to provide some idea of the extent to which different activities were associated

with one another. Typically, five or six orthogonal factors extracted at least

60percent of the covariation found within the set of 12 to 20 activity items

appearing on each form, providing some evidence for at least moderate clustering

of some items. In the case of the practitioner, the elementary and secondary

administration, and the higher education administration audience factor analyses,

there are some remarkable similarities: in each case a "program planning," a "mana-

gement," and an "external relations" factor is identified. The analysis of the

educational faculty and social scientists data indicates the existence of at least

four identifiable factors: "management of research and evaluation," "performance

of research and evaluation,". "teaching," and "practice improvement."

Examination of the tables of correlations may be of interest to a few, readers

who may be'interested in the degree of assor:.ation of specific activities.

These survey results may constitute the most comprehensive, reliable, and

up-to-date picture orthe work of persons in the field of education.
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Note, the data and discussion results are organized by audience, first with a

section dealing with activity importanre and effort to find information, followed

by a comparison section discussing correlation and factor analysis results.

A final comment. The information presented in the folliving sections of this
4

chapter may require more attention than-the casual reader cares to give. For

casual readers, a brief inspection of the six tables reporting percentages of

responses for the questions on importance of work activities and effort to find

information may be worth brief examination. Much of the text in these sections

and all of the sections describing patterns of work activity may be skipped or

only scanned lightly. On the other hand, the text has been written with a view

of aalling the reader's attention to the more important findings. The discus-

on does not attempt to cover all of the detail presented in the tables, but it

'wides sufficient description to help the reader to make sense out of the mass

of numerica2 information contained in each table.* We believe that careful reading

of the following sections is of considerable importance for those who may have

spee.fic concerns with the design or improvement of information services or

py:oducts tareted to user audiences or for those who are concerned with other

Leeds of the::: educational audiences.

* More technical items, usually regarding sampling or statistical detai1,3, are
treated in footnotes that may be ignored by most readero.
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ILL -5

NTH _OR SUBJECT CONTENT INFORMATION

A number of empirical studies have provided data on information needs of elemen-

tary and secondary education,.practitioner and.administrator audiences in various

subject areas. These include surveys by Hood and Hayes (1967), Chorness, Ritten-.

house, and Heald (1968), Magisos (1971), Fry (1972), Wanger (1972), Hull and

Wenger (1972), and Mick, Paisley et al. (1972). Because these studies provide

a fairly consistent view of the needs of practitioners and administrators, it was

decided'to reduce the response burden for these audiences by deleting questions

regarding need for information in subject areas. However, aside from the educa-

tional RDD&E subaUdience, there was a dearth of information on the subject area

needs of other subaudiences. Because these needs varied considerably from one

.audience to another, separate lists of content areas were presented on each of

four forms: H. Higher Education (chief administrators, institutional researchers);

E: Educational Research and Training (educational faculty, social scientists);

B. School Boards (local, state); and L. Legislators (state, U.S. Congressional

aides). The following tables report the distributions of responses for each form

of the questionnaire.

Higher Education Chief Administrators and Institutional Researchers. There are

only two statistically significant differences between chief administrators and

institutional researchers in terms of their ratings of need for information.

Chief administrators indicate much higher need than institutional researchers for

information concerning: (a) academic programs and (b) government programs elle, educa-

tional legislation. The niaeds of these two groups in six other content areas are

essentially similar. The greatest need of chief administrators is.for information

on academic programs (e.g., curriculum, programs of study, instructional methods),

while the greatest need of institutional researchers is for information on staff

(e.g., characteristics, assignments, salary, work loa0s).

If we take an unweighted average* over the two groups, the content needs would be..

arranged in this order: (1) staff, (2) academic progranis, (3) finance, (4) students.,

* Treating the two groups as if their sample sizes were equal.
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TABLE 111.1 . QUESTION 1.3: ABOUT YOURSELF AND .YOUR WORK
(Higher Education Chiefs and Institutional
Researchers)

Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for
educational information in each area.

CHIEF ADMINIS- INSTITUTIONAL i
TRATIVE OFFICERS RESEARCHERS

N 68 N k 55 guar

MOD- MOD- P-
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM GREAT ERATE UMWEGREAT ERATE LITTLE evel

Content Areas

Academic Programs (e.g., curriculum,
programs of study, instruction methods. 82.6 17.4 0.0 41.8 34.5 23.6 ***

Other Institutional Programs (e.g.,
research, public service) 36.8 51.5 11.8 20.0 58.2 21.8 NS

Students (e.g., characteristics, assign-
ments, salary, work loads) 56.5 40.6 2.9 63.6 27.3 9.1 NS

Staff (e.g., characte:Asticr assign-
ments, salary, work 1oztos). 73.9 21.7 4.3 83.6 10.9 5.5 NS

Finance (e.g., inc...3. t.....211itures,

hu..!gets) 65.2 31.9 2.9 61.8 32.7 5.5 NS

_ities and Equipment (e.g., sites,
bt3..!Thi:J.:1, 11'.ilization of space) . . . . 32.4 50.0 17.6 29.1 45.5 25.5 NS

Characteristics of other Institutions
34.8 50.7 14.5 47.3 45.5 7.3 NS(e.g., programs, staff, finances). . . .

Government Programs and Educaiional
Legislation 49.3 47.8

.

2.9 21.8 50.9 27.3 ***



(5) characteristics of other institutions, (6) government programs and educational

legislation, (7) facilities and equipment, and (8) other institutional programs.

Educational Faculty and Souial Scientists. There are four statistically significant

differences between these two subaudiences. The most significant difference is

concerning information on educational research, development, and evaluation:

90.percent of the scial scientists versus 60 percent of the education faculty

indicate that they have a great need for this kind of information. In three other

areas the education faculty indicate a significantly higher need for information on:

personnel policies and operations, on educational facilities and operations, and on

educational finance.

The unweighted average for the two groups results in the following ordering of

needs of content information: (1) educational research, development, and evalua-

tion, (2) instructional methods, (3) student data, (4) classroom subjects, (5)

government programs and educational legislation, (6) personnel policies and opera-

tions, (7) management and administration, (8) educational finance, (9) educational

faailities and operations, and (10) administrative agencies.

School Boards. There are only three content areas where the information needs

of state and local school board members may differ. State school board members

report a rerarkably greater need than local board members for information on student

data; they et-so report greater need for information on special programs, and on

community/prlic interaction and affairs. .In the other content areas, there are no

significant differences between local and state boards.

If we give the needs of both groups equal weight, the overall needs are rank-

ordered from high to low: (1' budget and finance, (2) management (e.g., policies

and practices) legislation, (3) community/public interaction and affairs, (4) govern-

mental programs and education legislation, (5) student data, (6) personnel policies

and operations, (7) special programs, (8) instructional methods, (9) classroom

subjects, and (10) educr,tion facilities and operations.
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111-8

TABLE 111.2 QUESTION 1.3: ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK
(Educational Faculty and Social Scientists)

Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of *your need for
educational information in each area.

EDUCATIONAL SOCIAL
FACULTY SCIENTISTS Chi
N > 63 N 66 Square

MOD- MOD- P-

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM GREAT ERATE LITTLEGREAT ERATELITTLELevel

Content Areas

Administrative Agencies (e.g., school
boards, districts) 15.6 32.8 51.6 8.8 20.6 70.6 NS

Educational Finance (e.g., fiscal
policies, salaries) 22.2 23.8 54.0 4.4 38.2 57.4 **

Classroom Subjects (e.g.., textbooks,
curriculum) 53.1 32.8 14.1 40.3 35.8 23.9 NS

Instructional Methods (e.g., open
education, individualized instruction) . 68.8 17.2 14.1 63.6 22.7 13.6 NS

Government Programs and Elucation
Legislation 40.6 37.5 21.9 39.7 47.1 13.2 NS

Management and Administration (e.g.,
policies, practices) 23.4 29.7 46.9 23.5 36.8 39.7 NS

Personnel Policies and Operations (e.g.,
certification, tenure) 34.4 31.3 34.4 14.7 41.2 44.1 *

Educational Facilities and Operations
(e.g., attendance, equipment, use) . . 18.8 37.5 43.8 5.9 30.9 63.2 *

Student Data (e.g., characteristics,
achievement) 39.7 38.1 22.2 52.9 33.8 13.2 NS

Educational Research, Development and
Evaluation 60.3 31.7 7.9 89.7 8.8 1.5 ***

,
.

186



111-9

TABLE 111.3 QUESTION 1.3: ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK
(School Boards)

Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for
educational information in each area.

LOCAL BOARD STATE BOARD Chi

N 88 N > 15 Square

MOD- MOD- P-

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM GREAT ERATE LITT GREAT ERATE LITTLELevel

Content Areas

Budget and Finance (e.g., fiscal
policies, salaries) 52.6 37.1 10.) 41.2 41.2 17.6 NS

Classroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks,
curriculum) 19.6 59.8 20.6 16.1 61.3 22.6 NS

Instructional Methods (e.g., open class-
rooms, peer tutoring) 20.8 49.0 30.2 26.3 36.8 36.8 NS

Community/Public Interaction (e.g., com-
munity programs, parent support or re-
sistance) 31.6 50.5 17.9 57.9 21.1 21.1 *

Governmental Programs and Education
Legislation (e.g., Head Start, state aid) 35.4 49.0 15.6 47.4 31.6 21.1 NS

Management (e.g., policies, practices) 36.8 43.2 20.0 52.6 42.1 5.3 NS

Personnel Policies and Operations (e.g.,
certification, tenure, contracts) . . . 28.1 46.9 25.0 47.4 42.1 10.5 NS

Educational Facilities and Operations
-

(e.g., attendance, equipment, use). . . 15.8 52.6 31.6, 5.3 47.4 47.4 NS

Student Data (e.g., characteristics,
achievement) 19.8 51.0 29.2 55.6 44.4 0.0 ***

Special Programs (e.g., compensatory
education, vocational education). . . . 22.7 62.5 14.8 46.7 33.3 20.0 **
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Legislators and Aides. Perhaps because of the sample sizes there are no statis-

tically significant differences between federal legislative aides and state

legislators. If we pool the data (ignoring subaudience identification) we find

that the information content needs are ordered: (1) government programs and

education'legislation, (2) budget and finance, (3) special programs, (4) com-

ranity reactions, (5) administrative agencies, (6) management, (7) student

data, (8) personnel poliuies and operations, (9) educational facilities and

operations, and (10) classroom subjects.
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TABLE 111.4 QUESTION 1.3: ABOUT 1OURSELF AND YOUR WORK
(Legislators and Aides)

Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for
educational information in each area.

IMIN.1=
FED. LEGIS. AIDES

N > 9

STATE LEGISLATORS

N > 26
Chi
quare

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM GREAT
MOD-

ERATE LITTLBIGREAT
MOD-

ERATE LITT
P-
Level

Content Areas

Administrative Agencies (e.g., school
boards, districts) 30.0 40.0 30.0 34.6 53.8 11.5 NS

Budget and Finance (e.g., fiscal policies,
salaries) 30.0 60.0 10.0 67.9 28.6 3.6 NS

Classroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks,
curriculum) 10.0 40.0 50.0 7.1 42.9 50.0 NS

Community Reactions (e.g., support,
resistance) 40.0 50.0 10.0 35.7 57.1 7.1 NS

Government Programs and Education Legis-
lation 80.0 10.0 10.0 64.3 28.6 7.1 NS

nagewent (e.g., policies, practices) . 22.2 55.6 22.2 35.7 53.6 10.7 NS

Personnel Policies and Operations (e.g,
certification, tenure) 0.0 50.0 50.0 32.1 46.4 21.4 NS

Educational Facilitie, .ct erations
(e.g., attendance, equi, , use) . 30.0 40.0 30.0 7.1 60.7 32.1 NS

Student Data (e.g., characteristics,
achievement) 30.0 60.0 10.0 25.0 42 9 32.1 NS

Special Programs (e.g., compensatory
education) 70.0 30.0 0.0 34.6 53.8 11.5 NS
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C. ADEQUACY OF AVAILABLE INFORMATION

In place of questions regarding need for subject content information, practitioner

and administrator audiences were asked two general questions about the adequacy of

the information available to them about educational issues, problems, and practices.

Table 111.5 presents the results. Given the relatively large samples involved, it is

perhaps surprising that chi square tests indicate that there is no difference among

these six.subaudiences in their ratings of the amount of information available or

the quality of information available. A total of 56 percent rate amount and 57 per-

cent rate quality somewhat adequate. Only 17.5 percent rate amount somewhat or

very inadequate, but 27.0 percent rate qualitxsomewhat or very inadeo,Iate.

Although practitioners and administrators tend to be somewhat more critical of

quality than of amount of information, their ratings are clearly positive.

The significance of the ratings for these two items may depend on what view one

wishes to take. From a positive view, 82 percent of the practitioner and admin-

istrators consider the amount of available information regarding isues, problems,

and practices adequate, and 73 percent consider the quality of available informa-

tion adequate. Thus, substantial majorities of these audiences are satisfied with

the adequacy of this type of information. However, from a negative point of view,

one may be concerned with the fact that over 20 percent of every subaudience

(teachers, principals, other practitioner staff, LEA, ISA, and SEA,administrators)

consider the quality of available information inadequate, and over 15 percent of

every subaudience consider the amount inadequate.
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TABLE 111.5 QUESTION I: ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

3. In your opinion, is the information available to (audience) about
educational issues, problems, and practices:

4

PRACTITIONERS. ADMINISTRATORS
Chi
Square

P-

Nr. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM MO!, PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA TOTAL Level
---"1-.

006: Amount of Information Available

,

N.S.

(1) Very adequate 25.-4, 30.9 22.8 29.5 20.3 26.5 26.2

(2) Somewhat adequate 57.51 52.7 57.9 51.8 60.9 '58:4 56.3

(3) Somewhat inadequate 11.91 11.5 17.3 16.1 14.1 13.3 14.0

(4) Very inadequate 5.2 4.8 2.0 2.7 4.7 1.8 3.5

N = 19 16 197 112 64 113

..

007: Quality of Information
Available N.S.

(1) Very adequate 16.6 17.7 17.6 17.1 9.7 15.2 16.4

(2) Somewhat adequate 54.3 56.7 59.6 60.2 61.3 49.1 56.6

(3) Somewhat inadequate 24.6 20.1 18.6 16.7 21.0 31.3 21.9

(4) Very inadequate 4.6 5.5 4.3 5.6 8.1 4.5 5.1

N =

NOTE: This question appeared only

175 16, 188 108 62 112

on Practitioner and Administrator
forms. Other audiences were asked
about their need for information in
a number of broad subject areas.
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D. WORK ACTIVITIES IN EDUCATION

1. INTRODUCTION

The Education Information Use Model (Figure 1 in Volume I, page 1-2) suggests

that position is a major predictor of purposes for seeking information and of

sources used or preferred. The field interview data confirmed that type of

position is a significant predictor for both purposes and sources. However, the

very small sizes of the subaudiences and the open-ended responses of the ,field

interviews precluded analyses going beyond treating types of positions as binary

(0,1)1variables. Given the significant field interview results'for type_of_posi_.

tion, the mail survey questionnaire was redesigned to include a work activity

profile, i.e., a list of work activities whirth respOndents were asked to rate

as high,_moderate, or low in degree of importance in their work in education.

Responses to the listed items (High, Moderate, Low) would provide a simple pro-

-file that would identify more precisely the character of each respondent's work

activity. Our assumption was that the work profile would provide more effective

prediction of purposes, sources used, preferred products and,services, etc. than

position types alone. We also suspected that typing persons by work activity

J3rofiles (rather than subaudiences) would lead to a substantially richer under-

standing of how type of work-is related to information needs.

'The attempt to generate a reasonably inclusive list of work activities proved

,to be a difficult task, chiefly because information (e.g., job or task analyses)

:regarding_the work activities of most subaudiences was not found or proved to

be inadequate. The field interView data prOVided a signifiCant sUppleMent, which'

was especially useful in describing governance audience work. It soon became

apparent that total list was unreasonably long and that it would contain too

many irrelevant items for any one sUbaudience. After several trial partitions,

six sets.of work_activities were selected, one each for: (1) school practitioners,

(2) elementary and secondary administrators, (3) higher education chiefs and

institutional researchers, (4) education faculty and social scientists, (5) school
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boards, and (6) legislators and aides.* After this partition had been selected,

the items on the six lists were refined by reviewing the field interview sched-

ules to confirm that the items were sufficiently inclusive and that the wording

was at least generally consistent with the concepts if not the language of the

field interviews. Finally the six lists were examined for comparability.**

The results discussed below are arranged by the six forms (audiences). Each

section presents tabular information on the lolloWing aspects of work activities.

First, the degree of importance ratings (High, Moderate, Low) .is reported by

subaudience for each work activity. Second, the Chi square test significance

levels are reported. Significant differences indicate that the response distri-

butions for the two (or three) subaudiences are not attributable to chance. (NS

indicates not significant at .05 level; * significant at '.05 level," ** signif

icant at .01 level, *** significant at .001 level.) Third, the percentage of

,
each subaudience who indicated that they made a special effort during the past

year to find information relating to the work activity is reported. 'Fourth,

the chi-square test significance levels of subaudience differences in distrib-

utions (did/did not make a special effort to secure information) are reported.

Finally, the correlations between the ratings of degree of importance and made

a special effort are reported.***, These correlations indicate the extent to

which importance of work activity is associated with tendency to make a special

* *

Initially, the four higher education subaudiences were treated as one group
and the four governance subaudiences were treated as one group; however,,
these combined lists were too long and had,too many items that would not
be especially relevant for some subaudiences.

Since we anticipated performing multi-variate analyses examining work
activity and other data variables across the entire sample, this examina-
tion wasconcerned with which items could be treated as "equivalent" or
whether one could reasonably assume that nearly every member of a sub-
audience would have rated an omitted item as "low" in degree of importance.
In some cases a general work activity (e.g., dealing with legal problems or
educationalaegislation) was subdivided into two or three more specific
items for a particular form (e.g., the legislative form contains a number
of specific legislative items).

*** These are zero-order Pearson product-moment correlations with degree of
importance scaled 1, 2, 3, and made a special effort treated_as a binary
variable scored 0,1. Since we may assume that both variables have an under-7
lying continuous distribution, these correlations are substantially re-

stricted. If the Peters and Voorhis (1940) correction formula is applied,
the values reported should be multiplied by 1.43 (assuming coarse grouping
of a normal distribution and scores as index values centered about the
mid7points of intervals).
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effort to find information. Since these correlations are seriously restricted,

they substantially underestimate the relationship; however, their relative

values are informative, since the correlations are relatively larger for some

work activities than for others.

Following the presentation and discussion of these data for each form, a second

section presents the intercorrelations among work,activities together with the

results of a factor analysis of the intercorrelations. The correlations pro-

vide information on the'extent to which pairs of work activities tend to be

associated in terms of rated degree of importance. The factor analyses provide

an indication of the primary "dimensions" of respondent work activity.*

2. PRACTITIONERS

Table 111.6 displays the responses for the practitioner audience. The chi square

tests of differences in the responsefor teachers, "other" staff, and prin-

cipals indicate that there are statistically significant differences among the

three subaudiences on every work activity listed, and that the great majority

are beyond the .001 level of significance.**

* The intercorrelations and the factor analyses reported in these tables are

uncorrected for coarse grouping. Since all variables are three category index

values, the correction for coarse grouping would be 1.36, that is, the corre-

lations reported are approximately only three-fourths as large as they might

have been if degree of importance had been rated on a scale with substantially

more intervals.

**The reader is cautioned that the significance levels reported are not exact.

The levels reported assume a simple random sampling of respondents while,

in fact, school districts were cluster-sampled with subsamples of teachers,

"other" staff, and principals drawn from each. The clustering has been

ignored both in computing the percentages and in computing significance

levels. On the one hand, clustering tends to reduce the effective N on

which to base a significance test. On the other hand, the poisible effect

of correlation between subaudiences (due to samoling from thd same school

district) is also ignored. Generally, the efiuct of clustering is to reduce

the level of significance. If there is a positive correlation between sub-
audiences, this would raise the significance level. Fortunately, the differ-

ences are so large that more exact tests would confirm that the differences
indicated are in fact significant, albeit at possibly different levels of

significance.
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4.

5.

TABLE 111.6 QUESTION I. ABOUT YOURSELF AND

Needs for information are affected by the

consider each of the following types of activities.

decisionl consider its importance, frequency

Please circle the capital letter (A, B, CI

xpuR WORK (PRACTITIONERS)

nature of the work one does. To help us identify the

Decide how significant a part of your work

of occurrence, or any other factor which you think

etc.) appearing immediately before
the activity if you

to that activity. If you did not have to make

general nature of your work1 please

it represents. In

is relevant,

made any kind of

a special effort

making this,

special effort

during, the_past year to find information relating
to find informa-

tion, leave the letter unmarked.

DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE
chi Made Special

Effort to Find

Information dur

ing past year

Chi

3quare

Corr ,

Impor

vs.

3ffort

TEACHERS

N 1200

OTHER STAFF

N ! 200

PRINCIPALS

N ! 178

*Arc

P-

level

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM High t4od. Low High Mod. low High Mod. LOW TEACH.OTHER PRIN.

Work Activity in Education

(A) Teaching or counseling students
90.1 8.6 0.5 77.2 16.0 6,8 46.4 44.3 9.3 11* * 42.4 33.8 9.1

** .29

B) Handling disciplinary or other student

problems
55.6 32.7 11.7 23,9 42.3 33.E 67.0 27.6 5,4 * * * 27,1 16.2 24.6 .35

C) Sponsoring or supervising extracurricular

activities
13.8 34.0 52.2 8.0 23.5 68.! 30.4 26.4 33.2

*** 11.2 3.8 4,3 ** .23

(D) Preparing lessons
85.8 11.8 2.5 28.0 20,5 51.5 8.4 12.4 79.2 *** 32.7 9,5 4.4

*** .41

(S) Curriculum planning
44.9 40.5 14.6 36,6 34.1 29.3 62.6 29.9

7,5 *** 24.3 21.9 26.2 NS .35

(F) Selecting instructional materials . 60.3 31.4 8.3 45.0 25.2 29.7 41.1 44.3 14,6 *** 40.0 31.0 17.6 *** .28

G) Looking for new methods ..... . 67.3 29.3 3.4 53.2 37.1 9.8 55.1 41.1 3.8 ** 50.2 38.6 25.1
*** .26

H) Determining ctolucational needs . 65.4 27.8 6.8 61,6 28.1 10,3 76.6 21.2 2.2 ** 21.0 22.9 24.1 NS .17

(I) Establishing educational objectives 55.4 37.7 6.9 47.1 35.3 17.6 65.9 30.8 3.3 *** 18.0 18,6 26.2 NS .21

(J) Evaluating program outcomes 48.5 36.3 15.2 42.4 38.5 19.0 71.7 25.0 3,3 *** 16.1 16.7 22.5 NS .28

(K) Acquiring new knowledge or skills . 69.3 27,8 2.9 64.5 31.5 3.9 45.1 51.6 3.3 *** 39.5 36.7 16.6
*** .27

1) Scheduling (space, students, staff) . 19.1 33.8 47.1 36.9 26.1 36.9 71.6 21.3 7.1 "6 7.3 11.9 17.6 .32

M) Preparing school budgets or financial plans 6.4 9.4 84.2 12.3 18.1 69.6 32.1 33.7 34.2
1411 3.4 5.7 10.2 .32

N) Performing other administrative functions 4.5 17.5 78.0 14.8 31.5 53.7 57.7 40.1 2.2
*** 1.0 3.8 6.4

** 24

(0) Working with pants or community . . . 37%7 44.1 18.1 45.4 36.2 18.4 77.8 21.6 0.5 *** 9,3 17.1 20.3 ** .21

(P) Working with school boards 7.8 27.8 64.4 8.3 24.8 67.0 23,7 41.9 34.4
** 3.4 2.9 2.7 NS .16

(Q)
Conducting studies of investigations 3.9 36.6 59.5 11.9 38.3 49.8 16.3 49.5 34.2

*** 4.9 8.1 8.0 NS .18

R) Providing pre- or inservice teacher

training 8.9 32.2 58.9 15.9 38.8 45.3 29.3 55.4 15,2
* * 6.8 13.8 19.8

***
.32

(S) Developing educational materials 30.9 37,3 31.9 19.3 34.2 46.5 8.7 40.4 50.8
* * * 17.6 12.4 4.8 *" .34

(T) Consulting or advising others on educa-

tional matters 15:9 43,8 40.3 46.3 36.0 17.7 39.3 48.1 12.6 * * * 5.9 11.4 8.0 NS .22
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Teachers. Inspection of the responses for teachers indicates that the work

activities rated "high" by the majority include: teaching or counseling stu-

dents 491%), preparing lessons (86%), acquiring new knowledge or skills (69%),

looking for new methods (67%), determining educational needs (65%), selectng

instructional materials (60%), handling disciplinary problems (55%). By con-

trast, very few trachers rate these activities "high": conducting studies or

investigations (4%), performing other administrative functions (4.5%), preparing

school budgets or financial plans (6%).

"Other" Staff. Like teachers, the substantial majority of "other" staff (heads

of departments, subject matter specialists, curriculum and instructional staff,

librarians, counselors, social workers, visiting teachers, school psychologists,

school nurses, and other miscellaneous, non-administrative professional classi-

fications) also rate as "high importance": teaching or counseling students (77%),

acquiring new knowledge or skills (64.5%), determining educational needs (62%),

and looking for new methods (53%); however, lesson preparation is not frequently

rated of high importance (28% versus 86% for teachers), nor is selecting instruc-

tional materials (45% versus 60% for teachers). Compared to teachers, "other"

staff are more heavily engaged in consulting or advising others on educational

matters (46% versus 16% rating "high") and in scheduling (37% versus 19%).

Principals. The work activities of school principals stand in greatest contrast

to teachers; "other" staff are usually intermediate. Somewhat less than half

(46%) of the principals rate teaching or counseling students of "high importance,"

and only' a few (8%) rate preparing lessons high. Note, however, that a larger

percentage of principals (67%) than teachers (56%; or 'other" staff (24%) indi-

cate that handling disciplinary or other student problems is of high importance.

Other work activities rated of high importance by the majority of principals

include: working with parents or community (78%), determining educational needs

(77%), evaluating program outcomes (72%), scheduling (72%), establishing educa-

tional objectives (66%), curriculum planning (63%), performing other administra-

tive functions (58%), and looking for new methods (55%).

Low Importance Activities. Only two work activities are rated of low importance

by the majority of principals: preparing lessons (79%) and developing educa-

tional materials (51%). There are five work activities rated of low importance

by the majority of "other" staff: preparing school budgets or financial plans
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(70%), sponsoring or supervising extracurricular activities (68.5%), working

with schOol boards (67%), performing other administrative functions (54%), and

preparing lessons (52%). There are aix items rated of low importance by the

majority of teachers: preparing sdhool budgets (84%), performing other admin-

istrative functions (78%), working with school boards (64%), conducting studies

or investigations (59.5%), providing pre- or inservice teacher training (59%),

and sponsoring or supervising extradurricular activities (59%).

Special Efforts to Find Information. Respondents were also asked to review this

same list of work activities and mark the activity "if you' made any kind of

special effort during the past year to find information relating to that activity."

There are significant differences among the percentages for the three practitioner

subaudiences who indicated that they had made a special effort to find informa-

tion on 13 of the 20 work activities listed. In only one instance did a major-

ity of any practitioner subaudience make special effort: just over half (50.2%)

of the teachers indicated that they 1,,ad made a special effort to obtain infor-'

mation in looking for new methods. Focusing only on those work activities

where the significance level exceeds .001, we find the following differences:

teaching or counseling students (42% teachers, 34% "other" staff, 9% principals),

preparing lessons (33% teachers, 9.5% "other" staff, 4% principals), selecting

instructional materials (41% teachers, 31% "other" staff, 18% principals), looking

for new methods (50% teachers, 39% "other" staff, 25% principals), acquiring

new knowledge or skills (39.5% teachers, 37% "other" staff, 17% princiPals),

providing pre- or inservice teacher training (7% teachers, 14% "other" staff,

20% principals), and developing educational materials.(18% teachers, 12% "other"

staff, 5% principals). Averaging over the entire list of twenty work activities

we find that the average percentages are: 19% for teachers, 17% for "other" staff,

and 15% for principals. These differences among the three subaudiences are too.

small to be significant, so we may conclude that while school practitioners tend

to make grossly equivalent efforts to find information, their information seeking

effort is directed to markedly different types of work activities.

Having observed some of the differences, it may also be instructive to note the

similarities. These three groups of school practitioners are not greatly differ-

ent in the efforts to find information for: curriculum planning (22-5 to 26%),

determining education needs (21% to-24%), estaWishing educational objectives

(18% to 26%), or evaluating program outcomes (16% to 22.5%). Note that these are
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all related activities concerned with instructional program planning. Although

the groups report these activities as being of different degrees of importance

in their work, very similar proportions of each group indicated they made a

special effort duringitial past year to find information in these areas. Thive

is a final group of work activities where there are no differences among the

three groups in effort made to find information. These activities are generally

characterized by relatively-low importance ratings and low percentages of practi-
m

tioners who sought informatiodconcerning them. They include: working with:pchool

boards (approximately 3% of each group made a special effort to find information),

conducting studies or investigations (5% to 8%), and consulting or advising others

(6% to 11%).

Correlations Between Importance of Work Activity and Making a Special Effort to

Find Information. The last column in the table reports the Pearson product--

moment correlations between degree of importance (scaled 1, 2, 3), and revel o

information-seeking effort (scaled 0, 1). Because of the restriction due to

coarse grouping, the correlations are all of modest size (.16 to .41), but gener-

ally 'indicate that there is some," but not a strong tendency for individuals'

ratings of importance of a work activity to be related to making a special effort

to find information concerning that'work activity.* On the other hand, if.we corn-

pute correlations across the 2C, work activities (% marking "high importance"
\..

.
with % marking "made special effort"), we find markedly higher correlations (.88

for teachers, .84 for "other" staff, and .76 for principals), indicating that

there is a strong relation between the general level of importanceof work activ-

ity for a subaudience and the amount of information-seeking.effort that subau-

dience makes to find information About different work activities.

3. THE PATTERN OF SCHOOL PRACTITIONER WORK

Up to this point we have focused on similarities and differences among the three

school practitioner subaudiences in their ratings of importance of individual

activities in their work, on the differences among subaudiences in effort made to

* We may assume that importance and effort are continuously distributed. However,

the Pearson correlations are severely restricted due to Coarse grouping. If .

corrected, the correlations would be approximately 1.43 larger than those re-

ported. 199



find information, and finally on the relation between importance of the work .

activity and effort to find information concerning it.''These 20 work activilies

are not unrelated to each other. In fact, there is good reason to -,susect that

. the majority would fall into only a few major clusters or types of
t

ilir dpttiv-

ities. Using the'degree Of importance meSsures (scaled High =i1ovate = 2r

Low = 3), the 20 work activities were intercorrelated ih en factor-analYged,'

(principal axis solution and varimax rotation oela

great ther an It0)'. Table .111.7 presents the resu -.The first UNt'column of n s

in/Lis,table reports,the itein means (aVerags),Alehich're froMj...33 for teachinv
, ....,. . 2*"- , k 'At'''

or counseling students (high aVerage importance) to 2.43,for workthg with school

boards (low average importance). The next two columns report the standard 'devia-

tions and the Ns on which the means and standard deviations are,based. The next

ctors witk BigenValtles

column presents the vari le number (18 through 37). The next 20. columns display

- the table of intercorrela ions (decimals omitted). For example,'.te.aani,sg(or,,,
a

counseliry,students is,correlated .14 with variable # 1 handlint4iscipliniry

problems)', -.63 with Ariable # 20 (sponsoring or superAsing eXtriCur.ricul
r

,

"activities), and .41with variable # 21 (preparing lessons): ASWe scaiv,AcrOss
,

the entire row of correlations for this work activity, we see that teachinskor

counseling students is correlated most positively with variable #-21 (preOring
-.

lessons) and most negatively (-.34) with yariable # 31 (performing other admih-

istrative functions). Because there are so many correlations

is a difficult task to see. patterns.

in'the7table, it'

We camturn tO the factor JpedIngs repOrted in the lase;Te columns of the:,
-

, .

table for-some help here. Factors I.through V. representAfiVe independent 'Mimeo-

sions"of work.** Factok i displays the largest loadings _on variable #

eseablishinmeducationLObjeCtives ( .79); # 25, determining educai'.ional neeas

(.72); # 27, evalbating program outcomes (.86).; # 22, curriculum'planiling C58); ,

# 24, looking for new methods (.46); and # 23,:,selecting instructionalfmaterals'..,

set of variables (# 22 through # 27) seem:to focus oh-instrUctional program

* Correction for coarse grouping would increase the size of reportea correlations
,

and factor loadings by approximately 1.36. Variables are»ordered- in the sam

sequence in this table as in the previous table, but they are numbered 113-:r

th

4rough

37.

4'

, . ..

. 4..

**These f:ve Zactors*extracted 60.3% of the totaJ covariance-amonT, e-20 sets

of ratings of importance of work activities. (Eleven factors-extracted'81i-)
e
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TABLE 111.7 QUESTION 1.4 ABOUT YOURSEL! AND YOUR WORK (PRACTITIONERS)

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Rotated Factor Wadingi for Importance Rating. of 20 Practitioner Work Activities.

(Decimals Omitted for Correlations and Factor Loadings!)

/ORM P

Work Activity in Education 8 z

CORRELATIONS
A

Itoli4N4iNt4m 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

10,..

30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37

Teaching or counseling

students 1.33 .57 594 18 14 03 41 .06 07 05 .04

10

.01

12

.03

12

16

,

.01

.18

21

r29

09

.34

16

.06

22

.10

16

.08

11

.22

08

10

OS

10

00

18

19

.00

11

-08

03

.55

-07

11

00

14

53

Handling disciplinary or

other student problems 1.69 .75 591 19 14 25 07 14 04 06

sponsoring or supervising

extracurricular activities 2,35 45 587 20 .03 25 - -07 07 -03 .05 .03 05 06 0:18 le 16 20 15 24 13 06 04 05 20 .05 07 10 00 45

Preparing lessons 2.00 .92 582 21 41 07 07 I 15 41 20 05 09 02 17 -32 -26 .50 *30 -15 .26 -23 30 31 21 14 -41 -54 56 07

Curriculum planning 1,70 .75 597 22 .06 14 07 15 - 50 34 47 54 50 10 30 34 22 23 29 24 38 29 21 22 58 09 21 36 19

Selecting instructionil

materials 1,68 .75 591 23 07 04 13 41 50 - 41

.

35 33 30 21 01 20 .02 -01 11 00 20 40 07 ,23 40 -08 03 63 -01

Looking for new methods 1,47 .60 595 24 05 06 15 20 34 41 - 43 38 34 34 07 15 -01 11 10 11 28 31 12 24 46 14 -06 34 .08

Determining educational needs 1.39 .61 592 25 .04 10 03 05 47 35 43 - 62 50 19 22 21 14 32 24 23 36 22 24 25 71 19 05 11 00

Establishing educational

ob ectives 1.54 .66 590 26 411 12 05 09 54 32 38 62 - 64 19 24 24 16 30 22 23 36 26 21 26 79 15 04 10 10

Evaluatin. gro.ram outcomes 1.59 .71 593 27 -03 12 06 02 SO 30 34 50 64 23 30 30 27 35 29 29 40 23 24 27 66 24 11 11 15

Acquiring new knowledge

or skills 1.43 .56 592

590

28

29

16

.18

.01

21

18

18

17

-12

10

30

21

01

34

07

19

22

19

24

23

30

-

00

00

-

44

41

-13

48

15

37

03

30

12

28

16

31

30

02

13

27

38

.29

22

24

28

26

-28

38

23

.10

-11

34

Scheduling (space,

students, staff) 1.90 .85

Preparing school budgets or

financial plans 2,47 .76 591 30 .29 09 16 -26 34 20 15 21 24 30 -04 41 - 55 19 36 28 38 12 26 30 19 18 62 19 22

Performing other

administrative functions , 2,21 .81 585 31 .34 16 20 40 22 .02 C. 14 18 27 -13 48 55 - 32 36 28 37 104 32 ,31 12 26 67 -10 30

working with parents or

community 1.60 .70

,

596 32 36 22 15 -30 23 .01 11 32 30 35 15 37 19 32 - 38 40 38 08 34 32 30 52 06 -19 30

working with school boards 2,43 .71 597 33 -10 16 24 -15 29 11 10 24 22 U3 30 36 36 38 39 34 17 26 33 16 36 23 10 38

Conducting studies or

investigations 2,38 ,67 590 34 38 11 13 -26 24 00 11 23

,29

23 29 12 28 28 28 40 39 - 42 22 41 34 14 59 14 04 20

Providing pre- or inservice

teacher training 2,23 .73 587 35 -22 08 06 -23 38

.

20 28 36 36 40 16 31 38 37 38 34 42 - 33 44 35 31 54 31 20 03

Developing educational

materials 2.23 .76 589 36 10 05 04 30 29 40 31 22 26 23 30 02 12 414 08 17 22 33 25, 36 15 33 -13 59 02

Consulting or advising others

on educational matters 1.90 .75 587 37 -10 00 05 -31 21, 07 12 24 21 24 13 27 26 32 34 26 41 44 25 - 37 13 60 20 07 00
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planning and improvement. We note from the means that All those work activities

are rated as moderately high in importance (1.47 to 1.70). ,Pactor I is thus well

identified au an intAructional planning work dimension. The correlations among

the importance ratings in this group of work activities range from .30 to .64

(and they would be somewhat larger if not restricted by the coarse grouping of

the three-point work importance scale).

Factor, 11 is identified by several moderately high positive loadings including

variables # 60, consulting or advising others (.60); 4 34, Conducting studies

or,investigations (.59); 4 35, providing pre- or inservice teacher education

(.54)r # 32, working with parents or community (.52); and by one major negative

loading, 4 21, preparing lessons (-.41). We.note that there are several other

modest positive loadings on Factor II including variables # 27, vvaluating pro-

gram outcomes (.24); # 28, acquiring new knowledge or skills (.29); 4 29,

scheduling (.2); 4 31, performing administrative functions (.26); 4 33, working

with school boards (.36)'; and 4 36, developing educational materials (.33). This

suggests that Factor II represents a complex of "staff"-type activities which

are especially associated with consulting, conducting studies, providing teacher

training, and working with parents or community, but which are not assOciated

with teaching, and riegatively associated with lesson preparation. In general,

,principals and "other" staff will tend to be associated with the positive side

of Factor 11, and teachers with the negative side of this "staff work" factor.

Factor III is well defined by pairs of positive and negative loadings. .0n the

positive side are variables 4 30, preparing school budgets or financial plans

(.62) and 4 31, performing other administrative functions (.67). On the nega-

tive side are variables 4 18, teaching or counseling students (-.55) and 4 21,

preparing lessons (-.54). This is a bil_olar dimension that most starkly separates

the work of the administrator from the wcrk of the teacher.*

* Note that variables 4 18 (teaching) and:# 21 (lesson preparation) display a
parallel pattern of negative correlations with variables 4 29, through 4 35 and

4 37. In general, if practitioners indicate that teaching.and lesson prepara7
tion are important, then they tend to rate )7.1.1e other "administrative" activities:.

4s less important.



Factor IV is identified priMarily with just three work activities: variable # 21,

-

prpparing lessons (.56); # 23, selecting instructional materials (.63); and:# 36,
-

-developing educational materiald (.59). There are also more modest loadings on

Variables 4 22, curriculum planning (.36) and # 24, looking for new methods (.34).

Factor IV is thus concerned with instructional lessons and materials preparation.

(Contrast with Factor I which is concerned with the more general activities of

instructional program planning.)

Factor V is identified by two major loadings on variables # 19, handling disci-

plinary problems (A3) and # 20, sponsoring or supervisory extracurricular activ-

ities (.45), and also by lesser loadings on three other variables: # 31, performing

other administrative functions (.30); # 32, working with parents or community

(.30); and # 33, working with school boards (.38). All of these activities-seem

to be-especially associated with the principal's role.

TO summarize, factor analysis of the 20 activities rated for importance in their

work by nearly 600 practitioners indicates that at least five dimensions are needed

to account foreven

five dimensions may

60% of the covariation among these 20 work activities.*

be labelled:

Factor I Instructional Program P anning

Factor II

Factor III

Factor IV

Factor V

"Staff" Activities

Administration versus Teaching

Instructional Development

Dealing With Students (Disciplinary

and Extracurricular), Parents, and

School Boards.

The

* If the squared loadings are summed across the five factors, we obtain the com-

munality estimates for the factor solution. For instance, the communality for

variable # 18 (teaching or counseling-students) is .34, which indicates that

only 34% of the total variance of this variable is accounted for in the five-

factor analysis. Other items with relatively low communalities (below .40,

communality in parens) include: variable # 19, handling disciplinary or other

student problems (.30); # 20, extracurricular activities (.22); # 24, looking
_ _ _

for new methods (.31), # 28, acquiring new knowledge-or skills (.27); and

# 33, working with school boards (.36). Although increasing the number of

factors would increase these coMthUnalities, Many of these added factors would

-------have_high_loadings on only One or two items. Stated simply, each of these low

communality items is relatively 'independent of all other items. Hence, the

work activity of school practitioners is a fairly complex domain of many

separate dimensions.

204



111-25

Plot Of Factors I and III. Pairs of factors may be plotted two-dimensiO:ly

as illustrated in Figure 111.1. This particular pair of factors seems especial:.

depicts-the7relation7between---

administration and teaching (Factor .III, the vertical-dimension) and instructional

program planning (Factor I, the horizontal dimenqion). Here we see that admin-

istrative functions (14) and school budgeting (13) define the high end of

.
Factor Ili, and teaching/counseling (1) and preparing lessons (4) define' the

low end.* Factor I is defined by four activities: establishing objectives (9),

determining needt (8), evaluating outcomes (10), and curriculum planning (5).

Of these four, Only curriculum planning displays even a modest (positive) loading.

on Factor III. A nuMber of activities (those within the small circle) are not

heavily loaded on either dimension; these include: consulting (20), working

with school boards (16), extracurricular activities (3), conducting studies (17),

handling student discipline and other student problems (2), and developing educa-

tiOnaLmaterials (19). Three activities display modest loadings on both dimen-

sions: scheduling (12) and teacher preParation (18) are on the administrative

side of Factor III, while.acguiring new knowledge or skills (11) is on the

teaching side of Factor III. Three other work activities are unrelated to

Factor III, but have modest loadings on Factor I: working with/parents or commu-

nity (15), selecting instructional materials (6), and looking for new methods

(7). Perhaps the chief importance of this figure is the graphic illustration of

the fact that while administrative and teaching work activities are highly

opposed," the importance of either of these two types of work tells us very

little about how these practitioners will rate work activities dealing with

instructional program planning (objectives, needs, evaluation, curriculum

planning). Moreover, these two factors suggest that scheduling and teacher

training will be considered important by those who are concerned with both

administrative functions and program planning.

* Please note that the number:ing employed in the figure does not correspond to

the variable numbers employed in Table 111.7.

**Indicating only that if persons mark one type of activity as of high .importance

in their work, they tend to mark the other as of low importance.
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FIGURE

PLOT OF FACTORS I AND III .

SCHOOL.PRACTITIONER WORK ACTIVITIES_

HORIZONTAL FACTOR / VERTICAL FACTOR au

4. 13

12
18

203,

3 * 17

g * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
6

2 7
19

11

%. /

1 Teaching or Counseling 11 Acquire New Knowledge

2 Student Discipline Problems 12 Scheduling

3 Extra Curricular Activities 13 School Budgets

4 Preparing Lessons 14 AcWinistrative Functions

5 Curriculum Planning 15 Parents/Community

6 Selecting Instructional Materials 16 School Boards

7 Looking for New Methods . 17 Studies

8 Determine Needs 18 Teacher Training

9 Establish Objectives 19 Develop Educational Materials

L-0--Evaluate:biitaoies

_

20 Consulting
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Elementary and secondary education administrators (LEA, ISA, SEA staff) were

presented with the list of 17 work activities displayed in Table 111.8. Compared

to the results for school practitioners who displayed highly significant

differences in their ratings of.importance on every work activity, the results

for school administrators are remarkable in the-fact that there are so many

work activities where there are no significant differences among LEA, ISA, and

SEA administrators. The first five activities (A-E, "instructional program

planning" activities) are rated about the same by all three subaudiences. There

are also no differences for items (K), dealing with educational problems or edu-

cational legislation; (M), planning or maintaining support services; (N), per-

forming administrative liaison functions, (0), working with, informing, securing

support of community leaders, legislators, others; and (Q), conducting studies

and investigations.

The type of work activities where we do find differences among the three levels

(local, intermediate, state) are those primarily concerned with personnel, fiscal,

and facilities management. Each significant item is briefly discussed below.

(F) Appraising Teacher or Administrator Effectiveness. The differences in this

item are predictable; importance increases as one moves closer to local school

operations. ISA importance ratings are intermediate, SEA ratings least.

(G) Providing Pre- or Inservice Training. The same kind of hypothesis fails for

this item. Here 68% of ISA staff indicate high importance versus 37% for LEA

and 46% for SEA staff. Note that this activity is tied with (A), determining

educational needs, as the two most important activities performed by interme-

diate unit (ISA) staff.

(H) Providing Pupil Personnel Services. Apparently this is an important activity

for only a minority of administrators at any level. It is only slightly more

important at the LEA than at the ISA level, but is clearly of relatively little

importance among SEA staff.
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TABLE 1117.8 QUESTION I. 'ABOUT YOURSELF ANIJ YOUR,WORE (ADMINISTRATORS)-

4. i'Di,,eds for information are affected by the nature of the work one does. To help us 4entify the general nai,ure of your work; :plase

Consider each orthe folloWing'types of activitieL Decide hew significant a part of your work:it represents. In making this

decision, consider its importanCe, frequency of occurrence, or any Other factor idich,you think is releVant

5..Please circle the capital letter (A, B, C, etc.) appearing immediately before the activity if you made anY kind of special effort:

during_the past year to find information relating to that activity,' Tf you did not bave tO make a special effort to find informa-

tion, leave the letter unMarked,,m4,-,-

DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE ,

QUESTICNNAIRE ITEM

LEA STAFF

N 113

High

MOrk Activity in Education

(A) Determining educational needs

(B) Establishing educational goals and objec-

tives

(C)

(D)

(E)

(F)

(G)

(H)

(II

(J)

(K)

(L)

(MI

(N)

(0)

(P)

(Q)

Evaluating educational programs

Curriculum pl...sling and development

Developing educational programs or

materials

Appraising teacher or administrator effec-

tiveness

Providing pre- or inservice training. . .

Providing pupil personnel services (records,

guidance, counseling, etc.)

Developing or negotiating teacher or admin-

istrator,salaries, or other personnel

matters

Financial plans, budgets1 or other financial

matters

Dealing with legal problems or educational

legislation

Planning acquisition or maintenance of

facilities and equipment

Planning or maintaining support serviCes.

(e.g., transportation, food, library)

performing administrative liaison functions

Working with, infOrming, secuiing support

of community leaders, legislators,. others

Consulting or advising other educators on

educational matters . , . .. ... .

Conducting studies and investigations . .
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AA STAFF

N ! 64

SEA STAFF

N 2 107

MI
67. 18.5 14.; 67. 26.2 6.

63. 22.0 14.4 60. 35.4 4.6

52. 28,6 19. 49. 30.8 20.0

47. 26.9 26.1 50. 29.2 20.0

40. 34.5 25.; 45, 37.5

39. 35.

37. 39.

20. 32,2

27. 27.

56. 25.

34.

41.

31.

29.

31.

25.6

50. 41.0

41. 39.0

33. 49.6

29.2 47.8

25.1 36. 26.2

23.!

47.!

44.

18.!

35.6

27.4

42.1

19.!

19,!

17.4

23.0

67. 26.2

36.5

6.

21. 21.5- 56.5

14. 23.4

31. 26.6

23. 37

12. 31.3

18. 25.0

45. 42.2

33. 4.15

64. 26.6

20. 55.4

62.!

42.2

39.1

56. 3

56.3

12.!

24.6

10.2

24,6

62. 28.8

55. 33.3

53. 30.7

37. 26.1

30. 33.3

23. 28.4

46. 29.5

13. 14.5

. 13.0

42. 30.6

33. 39.6

23.4

20.2

37.7

39.3

62.8

32.1

25.2

LOW

9.0

36.0

47.7

24.1

71.8

78.7

26,5

27.0

.51.4

23.4 56.0

49.1

31,3

25.7

4,3.2

13.2

29.5

11.5

19.6

Chi

Square

vel

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

**

* * *

* * *

* *

NS

* * *

NS

NS

NS

* * *

NS

Made Special

Effort7tO"Find'if

Information dur7

ing Past year

LEA%

28.6

27.7

26.1

32.8

24.4

24.4

26,1

18.5

22.7

28.6

32.8

20.2

16,8

11.8

16.8

10.9

15.1

ISA

30.8

29.2

23.1

24.6

SEA

25.6

26.5

31.

18.8

20.0 14.5

18.5 11.1

36.9 16.2

7.7

7.7

7.7

18.5

10.8

3.1

4.6

15.4

23.1

13.8

2,6

2.6

11.1

21.4

6. 0

4.3

9.4

12.0

15.4

12.0

Chi

3quare

P-

vel

NS

NS

NS

NS

* *

* * *

A**

* * *

**

* * *

KS

NS

NS

NS

Corr.

IMpor

VS

3ffort

.28

.32

.28

.39

.34

.32

.32

,41

.55

.'34

.33

.38

.26

.20

.25

.19

,31
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(I) Developing or Negotiating Teacher or Administrator Salaries or Other Per=

sonnel Matters. This also is a work activity important to only a few. Like
. .

appraising teacher or administrator effectiveness (F), the hypothesis of in-

creased importance as one moves closer to local school operations is vividly

sustained.

(J) Financial Plans, Budgets, or Other Financial Matters. This is a relatively

important activity at all levels, but the "high importance" order is LEA (56%),

SEA (43%), then ISA (31%).

(P) Consulting or Advising Other Educators on Educational Matters. ISA (65%)

and SEA (63%) administrators and staff exhibit highly similar distributions for

this item. It is an item of substantial importance for most of their staff.
_ . .

These percentages contrast with only 33 percent of LEA staff rating this item

high. Presumably LEA staff are major clients for ISA and SEA consultants and

advisors.

LEA Staff. If we ask what are the "high importance" work activities for the

majority of LEA staff, we find that there'are only five: (A), determining edu-

catiOnal needs (67%); (B), establishing goals and objectives (64%); (J), finan-

cial plans,:budgets, or other financial matters (56%); (C), evaluating program

outcomes (52%); and (N), performing administrative liaison functions (50%).

However, it is remarkable that at least 20 percent of LEA respondents marked every

one of the 17 listed activities of high importance. There are no really unimpor-

tant items on the list.

ISA Staff. There are also five work activities rated of high importance by the

majority of ISA staff. Two are common with those listed by the majority of

practitioners: (A), determining educational needs (68%) and (B), establishing educa-

tional goals and objectives (60%). Note that (C), evaluating programs, rated

as high by_the majority of practitioners, just missed an ISA majority (49%), how-

ever, (D), curriculum planning and development, which barely missed a majority

(47%) for LEA staff, is on the majority list for ISA staff (51%). We have pre-

viously noted that (G), providing pre- or inservice training (68%) was tied as

the-most-important-activity. for -ISA--staff-and-that -("P)-consulting7or-advising

(65%) is also of substantial importance for the majority of ISA staff. Note also
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that there are four work activities rated as of "low importance" by the majority

of ISA staff: (H), providing pupil personne: services (57%); (I), developing

or negotiating salaries or other personnel matters (62%); (L), planning acquisi-

tion or maintenance of facilities and equiP,Ment (56%), and (M), planning or

maintaining support services.(56%). Given this contrast in high and low impor

tance of work activities, it is apparent that ISA functions are much more heavily

concerned with instructional programs, consulting, and inservice training, and

much less with personnel, facilities, and support services,

SEA Staff. Like LEA and ISA staff, those in state agencies place high importance

on (A), determining needs (62%); (B), establishing educational goals and objec-

tives (55%); and (C), evaluating educational Programs (54%). The only other

activity rated high by the majority (63%) is (P), consulting or advising.

Exactly the same four. "low importance" work activities. among ISA staff are rated

by the majority of SEA staff as of low importance: (H), pupil personnel services

(72%); (I), salaries am', personnel matters (79%); (L) facilities and equipment

(51%); and support services (56%).

Special Effort to Find Information. Differences among the three levels of admin-

istrative staffs in the percentages who indicated that they had made any kind of

special effort during the past .year to find information relating to that activity

tend to mirror those found for differences in importance of work activity. Gen7

erally there are few differences for the."instructional program" Activities, but

the majority of personnel, fiscal, and facility management activities show sta-

tistically significant differences among the three groups. With one exception,

(G), inservice training, we find that LEA staff indicate the highest percentage

among the three staff levels who made a special effort for any of the work activ-

ities where there is a statistically significant difference. This includes (W,

curriculum planning and development; (F), appraising teacher or administrator

effectiveness; (H), pupil personnel services; (I), salaries and other personnel

matters; (3), financial plans, budgets, or other financial matters; (K), legal

problems and educational legislation; (L), facilities and equipment; and (M),

support services. We thus see that there is strong evidence that LEA staff do

make more efforts than ISA and SEA staff to find the information they need for a

substantia1_varietyof_personne1,_fiscal,_legalf_facilitieand_suppor_t_ser4ces. __
management activities. Generally larger percentages of ISA staff than SEA staff
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repert making a special effort on those work activities where there are signif-

-icant differences; however, there are two exceptions: (J), financial, and (K),

legal, where slightly higher percentages of SEA staff than ISA Staff'rePort

making any kind of special effort to find information. What these differences

among the three levels mean is sub:lect to various interpreEations'. Generally,

high information-seeking effort is related to high work importance. This is

clearly confirmed by the correlations (last_column of the table) which range

between .19.and .55 for_the 17 work activities, but average .37,fot the nine

work activities where there are significant differences among levels.of staff

making a special effort to find information.* HoWever, the correlation is far

from perfect. We need to perform an analysis of covariance, controlling for

rated importance of work activity, to see if the differences in reported

information-seeking effort among the three groups would still be significant.**

There is one final observation on the relation between importance of work activ-

ity and effort to find informatLxi. If we correlate across the 17.work activities

the percentages rating the activity as being of high importance and the per-

centages who report they made any kind of special effort to find information for

each work activity, we obtain the following results: LEA, .43; ISA, .81; and

SEA, .80. The much higher correlations for ISA and SEA staff are partly under-

stood if one inspects the distributions of percentages of special effort to find

information for each group; note that the ranges are: LEA, 10.9 to 32.8%; ISA,

3.1 to 30.8%; and SEA, 4.3 to 31.6%. Considering each staff as a group (rather

than as individuals), ISA and SEA staff are far more variable in the proportion

of persons who report making special efforts to find information, and this varia-

bility is more highly associated with the average importance which that group

rates their work activity. LEA s',..aff are more uniform, tending to make somewhat

similar (and comparatively higher) amounts of effort to find information, re-

gardless of the average importance of each work activity for LEA staff.

* Averave correlation based_on converting r to Z-transformations, finding
Z-transformation average and converting back to r. Note if this average r

(.37) is corrected for coarse grouping, the corrected r = .53, which suggests
that there is a moderately high relationship of work importance and effort

made by individuals.

**This analysis has not been performed. If it proves significant, one would
still be faced with the question of whether the differen&e is due to differ-
ences among the three groups in their information-seeking motivation or in

their relative access to needed information sources.
2 3...2
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THE PATTERN OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATOR WORK

The:importance ratings of the 17 work activities rated by administrators were

intercorrelated and factor-analyzed. The results are reported in Table 111.9.

The entries in this table are read in the same way as those for school practi-

tioners discussed earlier. We see that the work importance rating means range

from 1.45 (high importance) for deterMining educational needs to 2.44 (low im-

portance) for developing or negotiating teacher or administrator salaries or

other personnel matters. :The factor analysis extracted three factors with Eigen-

values above 1.0.*

Factor I is highly similar to the first factor found in the school practitioner

analysis, instructional program planning. It includes work activities 18 through

24: determining educational needs, establishing goals and objectives, evaluating

program outcomes.,.curriculum planning and development, developing educational

materials, and (with lower loadings) appraising teacher or administrator effec-

tiveness, and providing pre- or inservice training.

Factor II is associated with four work activities: # 29, planning acquisition

or maintenance of facilities (.71); # 30, planning or maintaining support

services (.66); # 27, financial plans, budgets, or other fiscal matters (.59);

and # 26, developing or negotiating teacher or administrator salaries (.54).

Factor II thus identifies the business officer type of work, which is often

separated from instructional program concerns.

Factor III is identified by the following work activities: # 32, working with

or informing or securing support of community leaders (.61); # 28, dealing

with legal problems or educational legislation (.57), # 31, performing other

* Three more factors were just below the 1.0 Eigenvalue cut-off. The first three

factors Account for 51.9 percent of-the-covariance, the'first six account for

69 percent. (Nine factors are required to account for 81.7 percent.) Recall

that the school practitioner analysis employed five factors to account for

60 percent of the covariance, while five factors account for 63 percent in

----the-administrator-analysisTMence7-the-work-complexity-of-administrators-may----'.
be comparable to that of the school practitioners, despite the fact that fewer

factors are reportee.
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TABLE 111.9, QUESTION 1.4 ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK (ADMINISTRATORS)
.fr.

Means, St4dard Deviations; Correlations, and Rotated Factor Loadings for Importance Ratings'of 17 Administrator Workiet. ities,

-- .- (Decimals.Omitted for-Correlations.....*.m.r.......1andlactorloadings,)-
A

Z
H H

"FORM A
y 0

. 0 H H H

Nw
14:1

CORRELATIONS
i 161 16:.

I 31 til
k 0 0 .0

Work Activity in Education el 2 1 18 19 20 21 22 23, 24 25 26 27 28 29' 30 31 32' 33 34 .g

Determinin. educational needs 1,45 .68 295 18 - 75 56 48 42 23 28 21 03 08 03 .02 'i10 06 16 29 06. 18 69 -13,i15

Establishin educational oals and ob'ectives 1,52 .69 294 19 75 - 60 54 51 30 36 fl 04 12 04 04 -09 09i 18 2745' 19 78 -07. ail'

Evaluatin- educational .ro.rams 1,66 .77 299 20 56 60 - 61 44 45 *30 16 05 07 Oi 09 .07 . 26 24"'1(/' 20 72 '.:OZ! 15

-7--

Curriculum annin. and develo.mentt 1,84 .84 295 21 48 54 61 ''.- 66 37 45 11 -01 .06 07 -04 11 13 01 21 '81 06 -13

Developing...educational ,r..rams or materials 1,90 ,80 294 22 42- 51 44 66 - 34 48 22 09 -06 06 10 08 05 12 19 01 22 72. 11 -06

i.,

A..raisin. teacher or administrator effectiveness 2,03 .83 293 23 23 30 45 37 34 - 29 14 41 24 17 23 03 20 31 11 11 23 46 26 23

Providin- e- or inservice traini . 1,73 .77 296 24 28 36 30 45 48 29 - 15 09 -00 03 -01 *01 111 9, 23 03 24 51 -00 03

Providing pupil personnel services (records,

Jiidance, counselin., etc.) 2.41 .78 293 25 2). 21' 16 16 22 14 15 III 15 11' 16' 04 12 06 61' 04' 0 15' 25 12 13

Developing or negotiating teacher or administrator 1,4 ,..,

t.

salaries, or ether .rsonnel matters 2.44 .77 291 26 03 04 05 11 09 41 09 15IMMO 0 04 U )6 fii 54 28

Financial Plans, budgets, or other financial

matters
1.81 .83 291 27 08 12 07 01 06 24 -00 1111,11M111 37 12 18 27 05 59 38

Dealing with lege, problesm or educational

112.01 .81 293 28 03 04 08 06 06 17 03 16 34 47 - 20 27 42 14 30 28 -02 31 57
__legis1ation

-Planning acquisition'or maintenance of facilities 4

and oui.ment -0 "'.
2.14 .83 2ea 29 -02, 04 09 07 '10'%23 -014 04 ;34 42 20 '- 59 24 12 -17 05 29 0' 71 04

Planning or'maintaining support services (e,g., 1

transportation, food, libra )
2.26 .83 240 30 .10 -09 -07 0 08. 03 -01; '34 38 27 59 - 18 16 -15 10 30 -06 66 09

(f

Performin- administrative liaison functiona 1,67 .67 295 31 :06 09 04 04 05 .20, 01, 120 28,,23 24 18 -II . 39 24 24 31 03 18 48

Working with, inforrang, securing support of

communit leaders, le.islators, others 1.85 .78 295 32 16 18 26

..t.'.43'7
11 '12e li 09 16

:

JO 37 42 12 16 39 -. 26 21 32 19 19 61'

Consulting or advising other educators on

educational matter5 1.62 .71 293 33 29 27 24 13 19 11 23 04 04 -12 .14 -17: ae 24 i01 ,-. 28 33 27 -35 46

-,,,i,..,

,-,.
,

rr!
- ',.,.:1-....,

0 , e
...,,!.

i
. 0,

"
Conducting studies and investigations 1,94 .71 290 34 06 05 10 011, 01-.1r,o3' :137 1/ 18 30 05 id, 24, "21.28 - 34 .03 03 45
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administr,-tive liaison functions (.48);11 33, consulting or advising other edu-

cators on educational matters (.46); and # 34, conducting studies and investiga-

tions. These activities are not strongly intercorrelated, but tend to cluster

together around professional staff concerns with securing support and supporting

others (community, legal, liaison, consulting or advising, conducting studies).

Note that one activity, # 25, providing pupil personnel services, is not strongly

associated with any of these first three factors.*

To smnarize, slightly over half of the total covariation among the 17 administra-

tor work activities were accounted for by three factors:

Factor I Instructional Program Planning

Factor II Business Administration

__Factor III Special Support Functions

(Community outreach, legal, liaison,

consulting, studies, and investigations).

6. NIGHER EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION (CHIEFS AND INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS)

As we turn to this group, we need to remind the reader that the sample sizes are

now appreciably smaller: N 68 for chief administrative officers and N 2 55 for

institutional researchers. 'However, unlike the practitioner and administrator

samples, we are no longer dealing with cluster sampling, thus, SRS tests of

significance are more closely (but not exactly) appropriate.**

It is not surprising that chief administrators and institutional researchers,

although perhaps being concerned with the sane range of activities related to

the management of higher education institutions, should report highly significant

* Items with communalities below .4 include: # 23 (.33), # 24 (.27), # 25 (.09),
# 26 (.38), # 31 (.26), and # 34 (.20).

**Institutional researchers were simple random samples from the Association of
Institutional Researchers membership (with an effective sampling fraction of
.06) and chiefs were selected by stratified random sampling higher education
institutions with stratification based on the Carnegie classification and size
cf enrollailient":- Institutions were selected by PPS, using student enrollment as
a measure of size.
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.,TABLE III QUESTION I. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK (HIGHER EOUCATiON ADMINISTRATION)

4. Needs for information are
affected by the nature of the work one does, TO help us identify the

general nature of your work, please

consider each of the following types of activities.
Decide how significant a part of your work it represents. In making this

decision, 1,4nsider its importance,
frequency of occurrence, or any other lector which you.think is relevant.

5. Please circle the
capital letter (A, 8, CI etc.) appearing

immediately before the activity if you made any kind of special effort,

during the past year te find information relatinglo that actiVity.. If you did not have to make a special effort to find informa

tion, leave the letter unmarked.

CHIEF ADMIN, OFF,

N 68

INST. RESEARCHERS

N ? 55

Mr.

(K)

L)

(N)

0)

P)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM
High ged, low High Mod. low

Chi

iquarc

p.

Level

Work Activity in Education

Establishing institutional goals and objectives

Program planning end development (academic, research, service).

Reviewing or'evaluating programs

Developing personal policies,
negotiating salaries or other

personnel matters

Developing budgets or financial plans

Securing and establishing sources of funding

Planning or managing allocation
and utilization of resources. .

Planning or managing facilities and equipment

Planning or managing support services
(e.g., housing, transporta.!

tin, library)

Developing and administering admissions and student personnel

Policies, including recruitment,
testing, records, counseling,

placement, etc

Making enrollment projections,
describing student body character-

istics

Conducting studies or surveys of current status of institutional

programs or activities

Long-range institutional planning

Working with, informing, securing support of institutional adminJ

istrators and staff

Working.with, informing, securing support of alumni, community

leaders, legislators, others

Consulting or advising other educators on education matters .

81.2

78.3

86.8

60.9

69.6

27.5

68.1

20.3

15.9

15. 9

33.3

34.8

76.8

70.7

26.1

14.7

18.8

20.3

13.2

33.3

27.5

33,3

29.0

58.0

40.6

43,3

47.8

55.1

20.3

20.3

34.8

69.1

0.0

1.4

0.0

5.8

2.9

39.1

2.9

21.7

43.5

34,8

18.8

10.1

2.9

0.0

39.1

16.2

32.7

56.4

45,5

7,3

40.0

23.6

47.3

16.4

9.1

10.9

65.5

63.6

63.6

70.9

16.4

18.2

47,3

27.3

45.5

27.3

32.7

23.6

38.2

30.9

16.4

18.2

23.6

23.6

29.1

23.6

30.9

56.4

20.0

16.4

9.1

65.5

27.3

52.7

14.5

52.7

74,5

70.9

10,9

12.7

7.3

5,5

52.7

25.5

* * *

* *

* * *

* * *

* *

NS

* *

***

* * *

* * *

NS

NS

NS

NS

Special

Effort to

Find Infor-

mation dur-

ing year

31,9

42.0

40.6

34.8

26.1

15.9

33.3

14.5

7.2

11.6

20.3

15.9

34.8

11.6

7.2

7.2

20.0

20.0

25,5

10.9

20.0

16.4

25.3

12.7

1,8

9,1

36.4

27.3

32.7

14.5

9.1

7.3

Chi Corr,

Square Impor

P- vs.

Level Need

NS

* *

NS

* *

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

31

,34

.33

.37

.33

.47

.36

.29

.24

.54

.42

.16

.30

.11

.39

M.D.
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differences in their views of the importance of these activities for their work.

What may be as informative is to note where there are no differences (see

Table (F), securing and establishing sources of funding; (M), long-range

institutional planning (high importance for both groups); (N), working with,

informing, securing support of institutional administrators and staff (also high

importance for both groups); (0), working with, informing, securing support of

alumni, community leaders, legislators, others (moderate or low importance);

and (P), consulting or advising others on educational matters (moderate impor--
tance for both).

Among the eleven work activities where there are statistically significant

differences in rated importance, only two are more important for institutional

researchers than- for chiefs: (IC), making enrollment projections, describing

student body characteristics and (L), conducting studies or surveys of current

status of institutional programs or activities. In both cases nearly two'thirds

of the institutional researchers, but only one third of the chiefs rated these

activities as of high importance in their work. On the other,hand, nine of the

first ten work activities listed display statistically significant differences

where chief administrators rate the activity as more important to their work

than do the institutional researchers. These include establishing goals, pro-

gram planning, evaluating programs, personnel, budgets and financial plans,

allocation and'utilization of resources, planning or managing facilities, equip-

ment, or support services, and developing and administering admission and stu-

dent personnel activities.

Chiefs. Half of the 16 activities listed were marked by the majority of the

chiefs as of high importance in their work. Listed in descending order of

percentages they are: (C), reviewing or evaluating programs (87%); (A), estab-

lishing institutional goals and objectives (81%); (B), program planning and

deVelopment (78%), (M), long-range institutional planning (77%), (N), working

with, informing, securing
i

support of institutional administrators and staff

(71%); (E), developing budgets and financial plans (70%); (G) , planning or

managing allocation and utilization of resources (68%); and (D), developing

personnel policies, negotiating salaries, or other personnel matters (61%).

Note that the remaining eight activities listed are of markedly lesser impor-

tance, e.g., the ninth-ranking activity, (L), conducting surveys or studies, is
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rated important by only 35 percent of the chiefs. None of the 16 activities

is rated of low importance by the majority of the chief administrators.

Institutional Researchers. There are five activities rated of high importance

in their work by the majority of institutional researchers: (N), working with,

informing, or securing support of institutional administrators and staff (71%);

(K), making enrollment projections, describing student body characteristics

(660; (L), conducting studies or surveys (64%); (M); long-range institutional
_

planning (64%); and (B), program planning and development (56%). The majority

of the institutional researchers rate six activities as low in importance in

their work: (I), support services (7t%); (J), student personnel (71%); (D), staff

personnel matters (66%); (F), securing funding (53%); (H), planning and managing

facilities and equipment (53%); and (0), working with alumni, community leaders,

legislators, others (53%).

Special Effort to Find Information. There are only two statistically significant

differences between chiefs and institutional researchers in their incidence of

special effort to find information; in both cases the percentage of chiefs re-

porting special effort to find information is significantly higher than the per-

centage of institutional researchers: (B), program planning and development (42%

versus 20%) and (D), developing personnel policies...(35% versus 11%). Note that

in both cases there are also substantial corresponding differences between the

two groups in the rated importance of these two activities. Perhaps more sur-

prising is the fact that there are.no other significant differences between the

two groups in special effort to find information, given the many work activities

where the two groups differ in their ratings of importance of the activities.

Among chief administrators, the areas where special effort to find information

is most likely, include the following: (B), program planning (42% reported making

a special effort during the past year); (C), reviewing or evaluating programs

(41%); (D), personnel matters (35%); (N), long-range institutional planning

(35%); (G), allocation and utilization of resources (33%); (A), establishing

institutional goals and objectives (32%); and (E), developing budgets and finan-

cial plans (26%). Top information effort percentages for institutional researchers

include these activities: (K), making enrollment projections, describing student

body characteristics.(36%); (M), long-range institutional planning (33%); (L), con-

ducting studies or surveys of current status of institutional programs or
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.activities(27%);(C),reviewingorevaluating programs (26%); (G), planning or

managing allocation and utilization of resources (26%).

Relation of Importance to Effort to Find Information. The last column of the

table reports the correlations between importance ratings and effort to find

information for each work activity. With the exception of item (N), working

with administrators and staff, all of the correlations are statistically signif-

icant.* Importance of work activity is related to special effort to find infor-

mation.

7. THE PATTERN OF HIGHER EDUCATIUN ADMINISTRATION WORK ACTIVITIES

Table 111.11 displays the intercoxrelation and factor analysis of work activity

importance ratings for this pair of subaudiences (chiefs and institutional re-

searchers). Five factors extracted 61 percent of the covariation among the 16

work activities.**

Factor III. The "instructional program" group identified as Factor I in both

the school practitioner and in the elementary and secondary education administra-

tor analyses, is here identified as Factor III. There are three items with sub-

stantial loadings: # 18, establishing institutional goils and objectives (.60);

# 19, program planning and ilevelopment (.49); and # 20, reviewing or evaluating

programs (.66). Two other personnel-related items, # 21;-developing personnel

policies, negotiating salaries, or other personnel matters (.41), and # 27,

student personnel activities (.35) also show modest loadings on this factor.

Note that this factor, unlike Factor I in the two earlier analyses, has a broader

institutional rather than a more purely instructional program character; goals

* Correction for coarse'grouping would increase the size by a factor of 1.43;

however, assuming that the SRS formula for estimating the standard error is

approximately correct, correlations of approximately .17 would be required

at the .05 level and .22 at the .01 level.

**This compares closely with five factors to extract 60 percent for school

practitioners and five factors to extract 63 percent for elementary arl

secondary education administrators.
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.11 QUESTION 1.4 ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK (HIGHER EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION)

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Rotated Factor Loadings for Importance Ratings of 16 Higher Education Administration

Work Activities. (Decimale Omitted for Correlations and Factor Loadings.)

Activity in Education
1

C
.0 0

1 4>
mMz

o

A
0
..,

w

>3

CORRELATIONS w H
I

0

H
H

$41414$4
3
0
in

rie

H
H
H

0
ti
1

rie

>
H

.8

0
0
tal

>

0

I;
RI
Iti18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

institutional goals and

1.49 .66 124 18 - 35 43 44 '36 20 38 27 28 34 09 06 25 06 07 16 18 44 10 60 08 06

ing and development (academic,

vice) 1.40 .64 124 19 35 - 36 25 16
.

12 18 16 26 16 23 05 10 02 06 21 19 19 07 49 05 11

evaluating programs 1.36 .56 123 20 43 36 - 25 13 05 14 06 05 12 15 12 16 09 07 22 20 01 08 66 11 01

rsonnel policies, negotiating

ther personnel matters 1.95 .83 124 21 44 25 25 - 36 08 21 28 30 40 -09 12 24 15 04 10 21 48 02 41 02 01

dgets or financial plans 1.57 .72 124 22 36 16 13 36 40 44 23 34 07 01 -14 24 02 19 21 22 55 34 12 02 03

establishing sources of
2.19 .82 124 23 20 12 05 08 40 26 03 25 -08 -07 -22 12 -05 46 33 23 20 89 -0 -12 15

anaging allocation and

f resources 1.49 .64 124 24 38 18 14 21 44 26 36 35 04 -06 13 23 07 16 18 24 59 19 11 14 04

anaging facilities and
2.17 .72 124 25 27 16 -06 28 23 03 36 - 33 27 -02 -04 02 -04 02 -09 25 59 -13 03 09 0

anaging support cervices

'l trans..rtation, libra ) 2.44 .71 124 26 28 26 05 10 34 25 35 33 L. 18 -0 a 19 -06 15 09 26 53 16 12 El 02

d administering admissions.

ersonnel policies, including

testing, records, counseling,

c. 2.37 .72 124 27 34 16 12 40 07 .08 04 27 18 - 14 -04 -11 -26 -01 -11 27 26 -16 35 -47 20

ment projections, describing

characteristics 1.68 .73 124 28 -09 -23 -15 -09 01 -07 -06 -02 -0 14 - 37 19 -05 -01 -10 28 02 01 -24 -12 77

udies or surveys of current

titutional programs or

1.64 .68 124 29 06 05 12 -12 -14 -22 -03 -04 -03 -04 37 - 24 29 16 24 29 14 -05 16 41 59

stitutional planning 1.34 .57 124 30 25 10 16 24 24 12 23 02 19 -11 19 24 - 22 29 17 30 25 20 -14 33 27

inforndng, securing support

nal administrators and staff 1.27 .50 124 31 -OE 02 09 15 02 -05 07 -04 -06 -26 -05 29 22 - 17 29 31 01 02 06 62 04

informing, securing support

mmunity leaders, legislators,
2.23 .79 124 32 07 06 07 04 19 46 16 02 15 -01 -01, 16 29 17 - 37 32 09 51 07 22 12

advising other educators on

ters 2.04 .61 123 33 16 21 22 10 21 33 18 -09 09 -11 -10 24 17 29 37 - 33 -0 44 28 38 02
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and objectives, program planning, and program evaluation provide the common

-thread through the. three work activity factor analyses (practitioners, elementary

and secondary education administrators, and higher education administrators), how-

ever the sampling focus on chief administrators and their institutional planning

specialists carries with it a shift-to an institutional perspective, which not

surprisingly is also concerned to some degree with staff and student personnel

matters as well as academic and other institutional programs.

Factor I. This is most clearly the "management" factor. Activities with appre-

ciable loadings include: # 24, allocation and utilization of resources (.59);

# 25, planning or managing facilities and equipment (.59); # 22, developing

budgets or financial plans (.55); # 26, planning ox managing support services

(.53); # 21, developing personnel policies, negotiating salaries, or other

personnel matters (.48); and # 18, establishing institutional goals and

objectives (.44).

Factor II. This factor is most prominently'associated with just one activity,

# 23, securing and establishing sources of funding (.89), but-the last two listed

activities also show appreciable loadings: # 32, working with, informing, securing

support of alumni, community leaders, legislators, others (.51); and # 33, con-

sulting or advising other educators (.44).

Factor TV. This appears to be a staff coordination and planning factor. Activ-
/-7)

ities with appreciable loadings include: # 31, working with, informing, securing

support of institutional administrators and staff (.62); # 29, conducting studies

and surveys of current status of institutional programs or activities (.41);

# 33, consulting or advising other educators (.38); and # 30, long-range institu-

tional planning (.33). Note that activity # 27, student personnel, has a marked

negative loading (-.47).

Factor V. This is clearly an "institutional researcher" technical work activity

factor identified primarily with two items: # 28, making enrollment projections,

describing student body characteristics (.77), and # 29, conducting studies or

surveys (.59).
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Note that among the 16 activities # 27, student personnel, displays perhaps the

greatest complexity with modest loadings on several factors.*

To summarize, five factors account for 61 percent of the covariation contained

in the intercorrelations among the 16 activities rated for importance by higher

education administrators. The five factors may be briefly labelled as:

Factor I Management

Factor II Fund Raising and External Relations

Factor III Institutional Program Planning

Factor IV Staff Coordination and Planning

Factor V Institutional Research

(Projections, Surveys, Studies).

8. HIGHER EDUCATION FACULTY

Two tAlbaudiences are considered in this group: the faculty of schools and colleges

of education and social scientists.** Note that there is some degree of overlap

in the populations for these two sUbaudiences since education faculty may be

AERA mcnbers significantly engaged in educational RDD&E.

* The communality for this item is .49. Items with communalities below .40 in-
clude: # 19 (.30), # 25 (.38), # 26 (.33), # 30 (.31), # 31 (.39), and # 32

(.34). These relatively low communalities indicate that these items are not
very well defined by all five of the factors retained in this solution. In-

spection of the correlations for these items reveals that each is not very
strongly correlated with most of the other items.

**Social scientists are defined as non-student AERA members indicating primary
or secondary work activity in R, D, D, or E or its management (as opposed to

activities,such as teaching, counseling, or consulting). They were simple

random-sampled. Faculty of schools and colleges of education were cluster-
sampled (samples of two.to five persons; with re'Sponses averaging one to
three per institution) from faculties with stratification based on estimated
size of faculty. Hence .the sample size N 2 63 for education faculty appre-
ciably underestimates the real element variances as compared to variances based

on SRS formulas. The total."effective N" for the two groups is possibly closer

to 100. As a result, the-significance levels reported, which assume SRS, are
too liberal; however, perhaps only the one reported difference significant at
the .05 level would prove to be non-significant if an exact test were performed.
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Because substantial differences exist between the kinds of work these two audiences

perform and those performed by higher education administrators, a separate listing

of 12 activities was,developed and used for educational faculty and social scien-

tists in educational RDD&E. Table 111.12 indicates that there are substantial

differences between the two groups on 9 of the 12 activities. The only activ-

ities of comparable work importance are (D), conducting evaluation studies (an

activity of typically intermediate importance); (G), consulting, advising, or

providing technical assistance (also of moderate importance); and (J), working

on academic committees, counsels, etc. (also-of moderate importance for most

persons). Of the nine statistically significant differences, educational

faculty rate five work activities as of higher importance in their work than do

social scientists. These include (A), teaching or counseling students (94% versus

75%); (B), preparing courses, lectures., etc. (89% versus 68%); (E), developing

educational materials or programs (45% versus 40%--however, note that 28% of

social scientists rate this activity low versus 11% of the educational faculty);

(I), managing or administering Academic programs (32% versus 9%!); and (L), working

with local'schools or communities regarding educational problems (47% versus 25%).

By contrast, the social scientists rate the following activities as being of

higher importance than do the educational faculty: (C), conducting research

studies (60% for social scientists versus 22% for education faculty); (F), pre-

paring reports, articles, and speeches (50% versus 27%); (H), managing R&D pro-

grams or projects (25% versus 5%); and (K), proposals for funded projects (32%

versus 13%).

None of these differences are at all suxprising; however, their magnitudes do

emphasize that there are decidedly different, if overlapping patterns of work

for these two subaudiences.

Educational Faculty. Two obvious activities are prominent among the educational

faculty: teaching or counseling students (rated of high importance by 94%) and

preparing courses, lectures, etc. (89%). Three other activities are of high or

at least moderate importance for over 80 percent: working with local school or

communities, developing educational programs or materials, and consulting, ad-

vising, or providing technical assistance. By contrast, the two activities that

are rated of low importance by the great majority are: (H), managing R&D programs

(77% rated it "low"), and (K), preparing proposals (62% rated it "low").
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Social Scientists. Four activities dominate the "high" importance work of the

majority of the social scientists. (A), teaching and counseling students (75%),

and (B), preparing courses, lectures, etc. (68%), are the same top two as in-

dicated by educational faculty. Note carefully, these are on-campus academic

social scientists engaged in educational RDD&E. The vast majority appears to

be faculty members heavily, but not exclusively engaged in teaching, and not

necessarily employed in departments or schools of education. The important

thing'to note is that the activity ratings indicate that a somewhat larger

number (75%) rate teaching or counseling students of high importance than is

the case for conducting research studies (60%). This latter activity, however,

is the third in percentage rating it high in importance. The fourth activity

is (P), preparing reports, articles, or speeches (50%). Only one of the

12 activities is rated by the majority (60%) as being of low importance in their

work: (I), managing or administering academic programs.

Special Effort to Find Information. Despite the many differences in rated im-

portance of work activities, there is only one activity where the two groups

display a statistically significant difference in the percentages reporting

that they made a special effort to find information during the past year: 43%

of the social scientists, but only 22% of the educational faculty, report making

a special effort to find information in conducting research studies. Other

areas where approximately a (combined) fourth or more of the two audiences made

special efforts to find information include: preparing courses, lecture, etc.;

developing educational materials; teaching or counseling students; and preparing

reports, articles, or speeches. Special efforts to find information are rarely

associated with management, whether it be of R&D or academic programs; however,

note that these activities are of relatively low importance for the majority

of these two subaudiences.

Relation of Importance of Work Activity to Making a Special Effort to Seek

Information. Although the correlations are of modest size, ranging from .19 to

.43, all appear to be statistically different from zero, thus indicating that

rated importance of the activity is related to making special efforts to find

information for all 12 work activities.*

* Again it should be emphasized that the reported correlations are restricted due

to coarse grouping of response categories. The correction is approximately

1.43. 229
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9. PATTERNS OF WORK ACTrV/TIES FOR EDUCATIONAL FACULTY AND

SOCIAL SCIENT/STS

Table 111.13 displays the correlations and factor analysis loadings of the 12 work

activity riiinge made by these two subaudiences. Four factors accounted for 64 per-,

cent of the covariation.*

Factor I. Management of R&E. There are five activities with substantial loadings

on this factor: # 25, managing R&D programs or projects (.74); # 28, preparing pro-.

posals for funded projects (.60); # 20, conducting research studies (.56); # 23,

preparing articles, reports, and speeches (.55); and # 21, conducting evaluation

studies (.34). Note that the loadings for research, evaluation, and development are

respectively .56, .34, .17, which suggests that the RD&E activities managed are pre-

dominantly concerned with resSarch and sometimes evaluation, but seldom with

development; moreover, management of R&E is negatively associated with teaching

or counseling students (-.27) and with preparing courses, lectures, etc. (-.26).**

Factor II. Teaching and Preparation. This, factor is clearly defined by the very

high loadings on the first two activities: # 18, teaching or counseling students

(.88), and # 19, preparing courses, lectures, etc. (.83). Note also the very modest

positive loading for # 27, working on academic committees, councils, etc. (.38), and

# 26, managing or administering academic programs.***

* This result compares with approximately five factors required to extract 60 per-
cent in the previously presented factor analysis results for other audiences.
Note, however, that only 12 activities are involved here as compared to 20 for
practitioners, 17 for elementary and secondary education administrators, and 16
for higher education administrators.

** Inspection of the correlations indicates that management of R&D (# 25) is nega-
tively correlated (-.31) with both teaching (# 18) and course preparation (# 19).
Adjustment for coarse grouping would increase these correlations by 1.36 to -.42.
Although negative, this is still a relatively small value which suggests that
management of research is not incompatible with teaching, but that those heavily
engaged in one activity may be engaged only moderately in the other.

***Neither of these two activities is well defined in the rour-faetor solution; their
respective communalities are # 27 (.28) and # 26 (.14). There are several other
activities with communalities under .40: # 22, developing educational materials
or programs (.28); # 23, preparing reports, articles, speechc- (.32); and # 24,
consulting, advising, or providing technical assistance (.25). These several
items with low communalities suggest that the present list of activities is rela-
tively efficient; inspection of the correlations suggests that the present listing
of 12 items could be reduced by possibly only 2 items (combining # 18 and # 19;

# 25 and # 28).
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Factor III. Practice Improvement. This factor,seems to be concerned with uni-

versity "extension" And practice.improvement. Variable # 29,.working with local

schools or communities regarding eduCational problems or projects, displays the

highest loading (.77). This factor is also identified with # 22, developing

educational materials or programs (.50),. and # 24, consulting, advising, or pro-

viding technical assistance (.49). Note that activity # 20, conducting research

studies, has a modest negative loading (-.35)-while # 21,, conducting evaluation

studies, is small, but positive (.25).

Factor IV. Research and Evaluation. While Factor I concentrates on the.manage-

ment of R&E, this factor is purely concerned with its conduct. Aside from a very

small negative loading with # 27, working on academic committees, councils, etc.

(-.28), this factor is virtually independent of all activities except: # 20, con-

ducting research studies (.72), and # 21, conducting evaluation studies (.54).

Because these two items also have loadings on Factor I, this fourth factor pri-.

marily accounts for the residual part of the correlation between research and

evaluation, after the effect of R&D management is reMbved.*

To summarize, factor analysis of the 12 activities resulted

accounting for 64% of the covariation. They are:

Factor I

Factor II

Factor III

Factor IV

in 4 factors,

Management of R&E (29.7%)

Teaching and Preparation (17.7%)

Practice Improvement (11.5%)

-Research and Evaluation (5.5%).

* The corrected (for coarse grouping) correlations between research, evaluation,

development, teaching, and consulting are:
(R)

Research 00
Evaluation (E)

Development (D)
Teaching On
Consulting (C)

(E)

.67

(D)

-.20
.30

(T)

-.24
-.20
.04

7-

(C)

-.20
.12

.24

.05

Aside from the substantial correlation between research and evaluation, each
of these five activities is moderately independent of the others.
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10. SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS

Local and state school board members were presented with the list of 13 activ-

ities displayed in Table 111.14. Despite the relatively small size of these two

samples, all but 3 of the 13 activities are rated differently by the two groups:*

The three nonsignificant activities are: (D), study specific board agenda items

(a high importance activity for local and state board members); (G), monitoring

and advising on operations of school systems (an activity of moderate importance

for both groups), and 00 handling special problems (also of moderate importance

to most board members).

State board.members display 'substantially higher concerns than local board meMbers

on five activities: (A), studying educational issues to determine needs, problems,

policy alternatives (94% of state board meMbers rated this activity as being of

"high" importance in their work as compared to 58% of the,local board members);

(3)., holding public hearings on educational matters (65% versus 27%);, (C), con-

ferring with special interest or citizen's groups on educational matters (53%

versus 22%); (J) analyzing the effects of or making recommendations regarding

educational legislation (79% versus 25%); and (K), preparing articles, speeches,

reports on educational topiCs (46% versus 7%).

Local school board members rate the following five work activities significantly

higher in importance for their work than do state board members: (E), establishing

personnel policy or reviewing decisions to hire, transfer, or terminate (50%

versus 9%); (F), establishing policy for management of ongoing functions of

school systems (45% versus 24%); (H), reviewing educational budgets or financial

plans (71% versus 27%); (I), evaluating the worth or merit of educational pro-

grams (52% versus 50% rate it "high"; note, however, that only 8% of local board

* Both groups were cluster-sampled with four or five board members subsampled from

each local or state board. However, return rates are unusually low: 28 percent

for local boards and 35 percent for state boards. Because there typically are

only 1 or 2 responses from each board, the obtained sample for state boards

approaches a SRS of 20 of the 50 state boards and a stratified (by enrollment

size) random sampling of local boards. Because of the cluster-sampling, SRS

estimates of element variances would be underestimates, and the significance

levels for chi squares indicated in the table are too liberal. Most of the

differences found are of such a large magnitude that they would probably be sig-

nificant if tested by more approfiriate methods.
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members rate this item of "low" importance, while 28% of the state board members

rate it of "low" importance); and (L), responding to constituents' requests for

information on educational topics (29% versus 6%).

These large differences present a picture of major contrasts between the activ-

ities and perspectives of local and state board members.

State School Board Members. The work activities of high importance for the major-

ity of this group include: (A), study educational issues (94%); (J) analyzing the

effects of or making recommendations regarding educational legislation (79%);

(B), holding public hearings (65%); (D) studying specific board agenda items for

intent, impact, fiscal, or legal implications (59%); (C), conferring with special

interest or citizen's groups on educational matters (53%); and (I), evaluating

the worth or merit of educational programs (50%). There are two activities rated

"low" by the majority: (E), establishing personnel policy or reviewing decisions

to hire, transfer, or terminate (62%), and (L), responding to constituents' re-

quests for information (56%).

Local School Board Members. Work activities rated "high" in importance by the

majority include: (H), reviewing educational budgets or financial plans (71%);

(A), study educational issues to determine needs, problems, policy alternatives

(58%); (D), study specific board agenda items for intent, impact, fiscal, or

legal implications (52%); and (I), evaluating the worth or merit of educational

programs (52%). Only one activity is rated of "low" importance by the majority

of local board members, (K), preparing artiCles, speeches, reports on educational

topics (65%).

Special Efforts to Find Information; There may be significant differences between

the percentages of local and state board members who made special efforts to find

information on five activities. In three cases it appears that state board

members.made more frequent effort, and.in two cases it is local board members who

made more frequent effort. In all cases the direction of the differences corre-

sponds to the direction of significant differences between boards on their impor-

-tance,ratings.- In-three cases,--(C)--,- conferring with'special-interest or citiZen's'

groups; (J), analyzing or making recommendations regarding legislation; and (K),

preparing articles, speeches, or reports, nearly a third of the state board
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members indicate that they made a special effort during the past year to find

information relating to each of these activities, compared to ten percent or

less of the local board members. On the other hand, 28 percent of local board

members (versus 3% for state board members) made special efforts to find infor-

mation relating to (E), personnel policies or actions, and 35 percent of local

board members'(versus 6% of state board.members) made special efforts to find

information relating to (H), reviewing educational budgets or financial plans.

Relationship Between Importance of School Board Activities and Efforts to Find

Information. With the exception of activity (J), 'analyzing the effects of or

making recommendations regarding educational legislation, all of the correlations

between these two variables are probably significantly different from zero, the .

largest being .47 for (K), preparing articles, speeches, and reports.*

11. THE PATTERN OF SCHCOL BOARD WORK

Factor analysis loadings, correlations, and variable distribution statistics are

reported. in Table .111.15. Only three factors, accountiag for a total of 55 percen

of the covariation, had Eigenvalues above the 1.0 cut-off level.**

Factor I. Policy, Budgets, Agenda, and Problems. The first factor,

which accounts for over half of the extracted covariation, had substantial

loadings on 8 of the 13 activities. In rank order of loading size, the re-

presented activities include: # 25, review budgets or financial plans (.67);

# 30, handling special problems or board assignments (.64); # 23, establishing

management policy (.63); # 22, establishing personnel policy or rewiewing per-

sonnel decisions (.62); # 29, responding to constituents' requests for inform.ation

(.58); # 21, study specific board agenda items for intent, impact, fiscal, or

* If corrected for coarse grouping, these correlations are multiplied by 1.43;
the .47 correlation would then be estimated at .67.

**A fourth factor had an Eigenvalue of .98, and probably should have been
extracted since.its addition would have raised the cumulative percentage of
covariation extracted to 62. Hence, it appears that-the factoral complexity
,of school board activity is comparable to that of the educational faculty and
social scientists.
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TABLE 111.15 QUESTION 1.4 ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK (SCHOOL BOARDS)

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Rotated Factor Loadings for Importance Ratings of 13 School Boards Audience Work

Activities. (Decimals Omitted for Correlations and Factor Loadings.)
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Holding public hearings on educational matters 1.90 .79 131 19

1
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1
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Conferring with special interest.or citizen's groups on

educational matters 1.95 .74 131 20 38 49

1
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I

1

-04 09 ,36 .45 35 30 20 24 81 -15

Studying specific board agenda items for intent, impact,

fiscal or legal implications 1.53 .62 130 21 22 08 120 . -

.

28 30 ..19 42 26 '08 609 28 35 21 51 06 07

Establishing personnel policy or reviewing decisions to

hire, transfer, or terminate 1.90 .82 131 22

1 ,

i

00 -07 103 28

.

- 44 35 46 28 102 06 32 .38 22 62,-07/

63

04

-061 12

Establishing policy for management of ongoing functions

of school systems 1.82 .76 130 23 19 .03 12 AO

. , 1

44 .! 34 141 134 ;01 r15 , 26 38 23

Monitoring and advising on operation of school systems 2,1(, .72 130 24 16 06 ,27 19 35 34 - 27 '21 :25 ;07 1,36 34 24 49 19; 06

Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans 1.5: .71 130 25

1
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.

27 ' -130 03 -27 :28 34 25 67 -26, 07

Evaluating_.the worth or merit of educational programs 1.62 .71 128 26 24 09 109 26 28 34 21 30 i - 27 :01 :22 34 26 45 013; 40

Analyzing the effect of or making recommendations regarding

educational legislation .
1.80 .74 131 27
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1

1

27 - I 36 :01 15 27 06 50 47

Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational topics 2.40 .76 130 a 27 34 ;45 ,-,09 06 -15

.

0727
,

-01 ;36 ; - 03 08 28 -11 59, 07

Responding to constituents requests for information on

educational topics 2.14 .76 131 29 15 15 35 :28 32 26 36 28

,

:

22 :01 03 44 29 58 1 24 -26

Handling special problers or board assignments relating to

education 1.84 .73 131 30

!
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i
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-

legal implications J.51); and # 26, evaluating the worth or merit of educational6

programs (.45).

Communication Regarding and Analysis. of Educational IsSues.Factor II.

second factor accounts for a third of the extracted covariation. Activities with

substantial loadings include: # 20, conferring with special interest or citizen's

groups on educational matters G81); # 19, holding public-hearings on educational
f

matters (.59); # 28,,preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational topic

(.59); # 18, studying educational issues to determine needs; problems,,policY

alternatives (.51); and # 27, analyzing the effects of or making recommendations,.
141..

4

regarding educational legislation (.50).

-

Analysis and,Program Evaluation. This very weak facto

ten percent of the extracted covariation,tprimarily.

residual covariation between # 27, analyzing the effects

Factor III. Legislative

accounting for less than

accounts'for some- of the

of or making recommendations regarding educational legislation (.47), and #

evaluating the worth or merit of educational programs (.40). Note:alsO the

loadings of: # 18, study educational issues (.28), and # 29, responding to con-
. .

stituents' requests for information (-.26).*

\,*
To summarize, factor analysis of 13 activities resulted in three factors accountin;g

for 55 percent of the covariation. They are:

Factor

Factor

Factor

Policy, Budgets, Agenda, and Problems
f f _

Communication'and- Analysis of Educational IssueS

Legislative Analysis and Program Evaluation.-

* Given the pattern of significant differences in ratings of importance for the

individual' activit items, it is predictable.that the averages of factor .scores

for Factor II would be significantly ,higher for state than for local,board

members. HoWever, the factor scores for Factor I (and,possibly Factor III)

would be signifitantly higher for local school board members. Hence,, part of

the pattern found in this factor analysis may be attributable t6 combining

these two nominally similar, but apparently quite different pOpulations.im-

one,analysls.

241



LEGISLATORS AND AIDES

111-54

Table 111.16 presents the ru6ponse data for state legislators and federal legisla-

tive aides. Although of possibly some value, the reader is warned to note that
dir>C'

these samples are extremely small and possibly also biased.*

Table 111.16 is presented primarily for the record. The four statistically signif-

icant differences indicated therein will probably be confirmable .if larger samples

'are taken and better response rates are achieved. Moreover, it seems likely that

additiOnal differences would be established (e.g., on importance of work activities

(A),-(E),, (J), and possibly (K), and on several of the special effort differences).

Generally, it appears that federal aides, perhaps because of their role as staff

assistants, may be more prone than elected state legislators to make special

"..,efforts to find information on educational items.

Federal Legislative Aides. Despite the small sample size (N = 10), it may be use-

ful to note that the particularly "high" importance activities for federal legis-

1:)A6,..r* aides are: (D), analyzing legislation for intent and impact on various

groups (.9); (A), researching educational issues (.8); (H), making recommendations

regarding legislation (.8); (I), drafting or revising legislation (.7); and (K),

7 responding to legislators' and other staff members' requests for information (.7).

No more than three of the ten aides marked any of the listed activities of "low"

importance.

,

QueSgibnnaires, were mailed to 120 legislators in educational committee's in
20:5A'atee.-. On1T..28 usable returns were received by the survey cut-off date,
Yielding a response rate-of 23 percent. Questionnaires were mailed to 41 U.S.
CongreSsional aides selected by HIE staff as the population of aides most
directly.concerned with educational legislation in the U.S. Congress. Only
.10Hu9able returns were received Zor a response rate of 24 percent. It seems
reasonable to assume that the One quarter of each sample who provided usable

- J returns consists of persons who are more concerned with educational informa-
tion needs than those who did not provide usable returns.' Perhaps these data
can provide a very rough picture of the work activities and information efforts
of legislatorsand aides, but it seems clear that further study of these groups,
with more intensive survey follow-Up and probably personal interviewing, will
be required before one can place even moderate confidence in our knowledge of
Abesegroups. We-note that four U.S. Congressional aides and nine state legis-
lators and'aides were field-interviewed during the first phase of this market
stUdy,:but this does not appreciably reduce our uncertainty about these two

2. subauaiences.
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TABLE 111.16 40ESTI0N I. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK (LEGISLATORS)

4, Needs for information are affected by the nature of the work one does. To help us identify the general nature of your woik, please

consider each of the following types of activities. Decide how significant a part of your work it represents. In making this

decision, consider its importance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor which you think is relevant.

5. Please circle the capital letter (A, B, C, etc.)
appearing immediately before the activity if you made any kind of special effort

during the past ear to find information relating to that activity. If you did not have to make a special effort to find inform -

tion, leave the letter unmarked. .

00.11MI
FED. LEG1S. AIDES

N 2 10

STATE LEGIS.AIDES

N > 27

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM
High Mod. DOW High Mod . Low

Chi

iquart

P.
Level

Work Activitt in Education

A) Researching educational issues to determine needs, problems,,policy

alternatives
80.0 20.0 0.0

(B) Holding public hearings on educational matters,
50.0 20.0 30.0

(C)
Conferring with special interest groups or

lobbyists on educational

matters
50,0 30.0 20.0

0) Analyzing educational legislation
(current, pending or proposed)

for intent, impact, effect,on various groups ....... . . . . 90.0 10.0 0.0

(E) Analyzing educational legislation for costs or other fiscal or

legal implications
50.0 50.0 0.0

(F)
Reviodng educational budgets or financial plans

10.0 90,0 0.0

(GI
EvalUating the worth or merit of alternative educational programs 40.0 40,0 20.0

(H) Making recommendations regarding educational legislation 80.0 0.0 20.0

(I) Drafting or revising educational legislation
70.0 304 0.0

(,I)
Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational topics. . . 50.0 40,0 10.0

(K) Responding to legislators or other staff members requests for

information on educational topics
70.0 20.0 10.0 51.9

(L) Responding to constituents requests for
information on educational

topics
60.0 40,0 0.0 46.4

48.1

42.9

50.0

82.1

71.4

57.1

42.9

81.5

64.3

21.4

(N) Handling special problems or assignments relating to education,. 60.0 40.0 0.0 51,9

33.3

35.7

42.9

17.9

28.6

32.1

35.7

14.8

32.1

39.3

18.5

21.4

7.1

0. 0

MS

NS

NS

NS

0.0 NS

10.7 **

21.4 NS

3.7 NS

3,6 NS

39.3 NS

37.0 11.1

35,7 17.9

40.7 7,4

NS

NS

NS

Special

Effort to.,,

Find Infor-

mation dur-

irkg,.Par

80.0

30.0

40,0

90.0

70.0

30.0

50.0

80,0

90,0

70,0

60.0

70.0

60,0

32.1

25.0

46.4

60.7

46.4

32.1

42.9

46.4

57.1

28.6

39.3

17.9

21.4

Chi Corr.

iquareqmpor

Level Need

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

*A

NS

.42

.51

.41

.17

.20

.23

.58

.42

,12

.58

.28

.49
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State Legislators. Top concerns of state legislators are: (D), analyzing legis-

lation for impact on various groups (820; (H), making recommendations regarding

legislation (82%); (E), analyzing legislation for costs or legal implications

(71%); (I), drafting or revising legislation (64%); and (F), reviewing educa-

tional budgets or financial plans (57%). There are no activities rated "low" by

more than 40 percent of the state legislators.

Correlations Between Importance of Work Activity and Effort to Find.Information.

The correlations between activity importance and.effort to find information have

liery wide oonfidence limits, but at least half are probably significantly greater

than zero correlation.* The possibly strongest relationships between importance

, of the activity and effort to find information are for: program evaluation; pre-

paring articles, speeches, or reports; holding public hearings; and handling

special problems,or assignments.**

13, PATTERNS OF LEGISLATIVE WORK ACTIVITIES

Table 111.17 presents the data for means, standard deviations, Ns, correlations,

and factor loadings for the legislative sample. The means deserve brief comment,

since given the absence of significant differences between the two groups and the

small sample sizes, there is some justification for pooling the data. Note that

the means range between 1.16 (virtually everyone rating analysis of legislation

for intent and effect on various'groups as of "high" importance) and 2.03 (for

preparation of articles, speeches, reports). This constitutes the narrowest

range of means found for any of the six groups of audiences.

* The SRS formula indicates that a correlation of .33 is required at the .05 level
of significance. However, there are minor complications, including the correo7
tion for coarse grouping, of cluster-sampling of state legislators, and the
(.13) finite sampling correction for federal aides. Perhaps a .40 correlation
would be a better estimate of the requirement for significance at the .05 level.
Note that even if the coarse grouping correction (1.43) is applied, correla-
tion for item (L), responding to constituents' requests, would reach the .40
value. Hence, perhaps 9 of the 13 correlations are significantly different
from zero.

**If the .ccerse grouping correction is applied, all of these correlations would
be .7 or higher.
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TABLE 111.17 QUESTION 1.4 ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations,

(Decimals Omitted for Correlations and Factor

(LEGISLATORS)

and Rotated

Loadings.)
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FORM L

Work Activity in Education

,.matalmgam...momirmaroro...r...rarOrr.row..,.....11......00000.14.11.11114.1MmINM

CORRELATIONS 0
H

18 19 20 21 22 23 24' 25 26 27 28 29 30

IL
or

'Researching educational issues to determine needs,

problems, policy alternatives 1.57 .73 37 18 - 14 17 06 13 18 20 26 28 15 41 13 10 18 38 39 21 14 02

1 , I

Holding public hearings on educational matters 1.79 .81 38 19 14 - 34 11 -02 -10 14 22 24 05 -01 33 09 19 00 20 07 43 03

Conferring with special interest groups or lobbyists

on educational matters 1.60 .68 38 20 17 34 - 15 01 03 -06 40 33 02 -08 47 -19 20 -14 33 -05 63 12

Analyzing educational legislation (current, pending, or

proposed) for intent, impact, effect on various Iroups 1.16 .37 38 21 06 11 15 - 45 26 12 05 24 08 433 02 -08 21 -07 06 14 13 61

Analyzing educational legislation for costs or other

fiscal or legal implications 1.34. .48 38 22 13 02 01 45 - 25 05 -05 33 -02 25 -17 18 22 23 10 03 -13 77

Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans 1.63 .63 38 23 18 -10 03 26 25 - 55 -02 09 07 13 -13 12 23 14 07 54 -10 27

Evaluating the worth or merit of alternative

educational programs 1.79 .78 38 24 20 14 46 12 05 55 - 01 -00 27 -06 00 -02 24 -02 05 96 03 00

Making recommendations regarding educational

legislation
1.27 ,61 37 25 26 22 40 05 -05 -02 01 - 60 -13 1-17 05 -17 25 -16 77 -05 21 -06

Drafting or revising educational legislation 1 37 ,54 38 26 28 24 33 24 33 09 -00 60 - -02 44 -13 -06 26 04 78 05 06 34

Preparing articles, speeches, reports on eiucational

topics
2.03 ,79 38 27 15 05 02 08 02 07 27 I13 -02 - -08 -03 06 27 -02 -04 28 03 01

Responding to legislators' or other staff members'

reiyests for information on educational topics 1.54 .69 37 28 41 -01 -08 -03 25 13 06 -17 -04 ?-013 - 28 50 28 99 -02 :05 06 05

Responding to constituents' requests for information on

educational topics 1.63

i

.71j 38 29 13 33 47 02 -17 -13 00 05 -13 -03 28 14 29 23 -15 03 88 12

Handling special problens or assignments relating to

education 1.51 .61j 37 30 10 09 -19 -08_18 12 -02 -17 -06 06 50 14 - 30 51 -11 02 -01 05_
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Due to the very small sample size, the correlations are probably not very stable

-and the factor analysis results are highly-unreliable; therefore, -no.effort will

be made to describe the analysis beyond the following comments: Five factors

extracted 69 percent of the covariance. Each factor identifies a major pair (or

triad) of moderately corrected activities: Pair I - # 28, responding to legis-

lators' and other staff members' requests for information, and # 30, handling

special problems or assignments (r = .50, if corrected for coarse grouping

(x 1.36) = .68); Pair II = # 25, making recommendations regarding legislation,
- .

and # 26, drafting or revising legislation (r = .60, corrected .82); Pair III -

# 23, reviewing budgets or financial plans, and # 24, evaluating .the_worth or

merit of alternative programs (r = .55, corrected .75); Triad IV - # 29, respond-

ing to constituents' requests, and # 20, conferring with special interest groups,

or lobbyists (r = .47, corrected .64); # 19, holding public hearings, is also

correlated with these last two items; the respective correlations are: # 29 and

# 19 (r = .33, corrected .45); # 20 and # 19 (r = .34, corrected .46); Pair V -

# 21, analyzing legislation for intent, impact,. effort, and # 22, analyzing legis-

lation for costs or other fiscal or legal implications (r = .45, corrected .61).

Item # 27, preparing articles, speeches, and reports, has no correlation above

..7 with any of the items. Item # 18, researching educational issues, is also

largely independent; its strongest correlation is .41 (.56 corrected) with # 28,

responding to legislators' or other staff members' requests for information on

educational topics.

Tb summarize, the correlations among the 13 .activities are not particularly

strong, and the estimates are not particularly reliable. Factor and correlational

analyses suggest that perhaps six or seven fairly independent types of legislative

activities may be involved; although some items may be paired, each of the listed

items may be required to account for the variety of legislative activities found

in this small sample of educational legislators and aides.
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QUESTION II.

A. OVERVIEW

IV-1

CHAPTBR IV

ABOUT THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE IN
YOUR MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITIES

This chapter *is concerned primarily with three kinds of information: (11the identi

fication oi the single, most important work activity of users, (2) the information

sources users turn to to find information regarding this most important activity,

and (3) the time delay users can allow for receipt of information regarding their

most important work activity.

II ABOUT THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE IN YOUR MOST IMPORTANT WORK
ACTIVITIES

1. (a) Most important work activity

.(b) Frequency of use of 18 sources in connection with most
important work activity

(c) Next most important work activity

(d) Frequency of use of 18 sources in connection with next
most important work activity

2. How much time can you usually allow to elapse after realizing
the need for information (in connection with your two most
important work activities).

Since responses regarding use of information sources discussed in this chapter

are associated with specific, "most important" work activities, the first section

presents the work activity results based on the six different lists of activities.

The next section presents the averages for frequency ratings (often, sometimes,

rarely) respondents gave for each source listed. Significance tests indicate that

the distribution of responses across the 14 subaudiences is significantly different

for each and every one of 18 information sources. The general character of'these

differences is identified and discussed.
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The 14 audiences also display highly significant differences in their ability to

wait for information they need in their most important activities. These differ-

ences are also examined.
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B. MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY

Question 11.1 focused on the information sources users tend to turn to. The first

part of this question was posed in this fashion:

"Users tend to turn to different information sources depending on the

nature of their work. Please refer to the list of activities you rated

[for degree of importance] on the opposite page and write in the spaces

provided below the letters of the two activities which you consider to

be the two most important activities in your work."

The two spaces were labelled "My most important work activity is..." and "My next

most important activity is..."

The following presents the responses for only the most important work activity;

items are ordered by overall frequency of mention.

1. PRACTITIONERS

Teachers. Among the three practitioner subaudiences, it is not surprizing that

81 percent of the teachers identified teaching or counseling students as their

most important work activity. Another six percent indicated that it is preparing

lessons. Ten other activities are mentioned by one or a few teachers, but

'none by more than three percent of the sample.

Principals. This group displays a far more diverse set of responses than either

teachers or "other" staff, ihe more frequent ones including: determining educational

needs (20%), curriculum, planning (16%), handling disciplinary problems (16%) , and

teaching or counieling students (13%). Another six activities (for a total of ten

activities) are identified by at least three percent of the sample.

"Other".Staff. Like the teachers, teaching or counseling students is usually

the most important activity (60%) of "other" staff; however, members of this

sample also mention selecting instructional materials (8%), determining edu-

cational needs (7%), consulting or advising others (6%) , and curriculum

planning (5%). 251
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Table IV.1 Question 11.1 Most Important Work Activities of School Practitioners

Users tend to turn to different information sources depending on

the nature of their work. Please refer to the list of activities

you rated on the opposite page and write in the letter of the work

activity which you consider to be the most important in your work.

i

PRACTITIONERS

NR. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH. PRIN. OTHER

%

Work Activity in Education

(A) Teaching or counseling students 80.7 134 60.1

(H) ,Dstermining educational needs 1.5
_

19.6 6.9

(E) Curriculum planning 1.0 15.6 449

(B) Handling disciplinary or other student problems 1.5 15.6 2.5

(I) Consulting or advising others on educational matters 0.0 6.1 5.9

(F) Selecting instructional materials 1.5 0.0 8.4

(D) Preparing lessons 5.9 0.6 1.0

(I) Establishing educational objectives 0.5 5.0 1.5

(G) Looking for new methods 3.0 3.4 0.5

(K) Acquiring new knowledge or skills 2.5 1.1 2.5

(S) Developing educational materials 0.5 2.8 2.5

(J) Evaluating program outcomes 0.0 4.5 0.5

(N) Performing other administrative functions 0.0 3.9 0.0

(L) Scheduling (space, students, staff) 0.0. 3.4 0.0

(0) Working with parents or community 0.0 2.2 0.0

(0) Sponsoringor-supervising-extracurricular activities 0.5 1.1 0.5

(R) Providing pre- or inservice teacher training 1.0 0.0 0.5

(M) Preparing school budgets or financial plans 0.0 0.0 0.5

(Q) Conducting studies or investigations, 0.0 0.0 0.5

(P) Working with school boards 0.0 0.0 0.0

(U) Other 0.0 0.6 0.5
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We thus see that teaching or counseling students is clearly the modal response

for both teachers and "other" staff, and that the principals' most important work

activity,is less predictable, but will usually be concerned with determining edu-

cational needs, curriculum planning, handling student problems, or teaching or

counseling students.

2. ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS

Local educational agency (LEA), intermediate service agency (ISA), and state educa-

tional agency (SEA) staffs exhibit a wide variety of "most important" work activities.

Because of the many differences, it may be useful to first examine some of these

differences before concentrating on the activities of each subaudience. Deter-

mining educational needs is most frequently mentioned:by LEA staff (16%) and

ISA staff (18%), and is second, after consulting or advising other educators,

for SEA staff (10%). .Curriculum planning and development is relatiVely frequently

mentioned by ISA staff (13%) and LEA staff (10%), but slightly less by SEA staff

(5%). Financial planning is particularly a top concern of LEA staff (16%), less

so for SEA staff (7%), and least for ISA staff (2%). (The differences among the

three audiences on this item are statistically significant.) Developing educationall

programs is about equally mentioned among all three staffs (5% to 10%). Inservice

training is an area of marked differences, with substantially (and statistically)

higher proportions of ISA staff mentioning this item (15%) than either SEA staff

(5%) or LEA staff (2%). Consulting is another item which displays marked differ-

ences ranging from 14 percent for SEA staff to one percent for LEA staff. Providing

pupil personnel services exhibits exactly the reverse order, ranging from 11 peroent

in LEAS to one percent in SEAs. lt appears that larger proportion!: of SEA staff

are most concerned about liaison functions (8,), evaluating educational programs

(7%), or conducting studies or investicjations (9%), but possibly only the last

difference is statistically significant.

LEA Staff. The most frequently identified activities are: determining educational

needs (16i), financial plans, etc. (16%), providing pupil personnel services (11%),

developing educational programs and materials (6%), appraising teacher or adminis-

trator effecstiveness (6%), and planning or maintaining support services (5%). At
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Table IV.2 Question 11.1 MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY OF LEA, ISA, SEA
ADMINISTRATORS

Users tend to turn to different information sources depending on the

nature of their work. Please refer to the list of activities you rated
on the opposite page and write in the letter of the work activity Which
you consider to be the most important in your work.

ADMINISTRATORS

_
,

NR. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM LEA ISA SEA
..,

(A) Determining educational needs 16.5 18.0 9.9

(D) Curriculum planning and development 9.6 13.1 4.5

(J) Financial plans, budgets, or other financial
matters 15.7 1.6 7.2

(E) Developing educational programs and materials 6.1 9.8 5.4

(G) Providing pre- or inservice training 1.7 14.8 4.5

(P)

,

Consulting or advising other educators on
educational matters 0.9 6.6 13.5

(H) Providing pupil personnel services (records,
guidance, counseling, etc.) 11.3 6.6 0.9

(N) Performing administrative liaison functions 2.6 4.9 8.1

(B) Establishing educational goals and objectives 6.1 1.6 7.2

(C) Evaluating educational programs 2.6 3.3 7.2

(M) Planning or maintaining support services (e.g.,
transportation, food, library) 5.2 3.3 4.5

(K) Dealing with legal problems or educational
, legislation 3.5 3.3 45

(Q) Conducting studies and investigations 0.9 0.0 9.0

(F) Appraising teacher or administrator effectiveness 6.1 3.3 0.0

(L) Planning acquisition or maintenance of facilities

and equipment 4.3 1.6 0.9

(I) Developing or negotiating teacher or administrator
salaries or other personnel matters 1.7 0.0 2.7

(0) Working with, informing, securing support of
community leaders, legiSiators, others 0.9 1.6 1.8

(R) Other 4.3 6.6 8.1
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4.

least ten different activities are mentioned by three percent or,mbre of the

sample. (This is the same number identified by school principals.)

ISA Staff. Activitasnnentioned most frequently as the most important by ISA

respondents include: determining eduCe.tiOnak needs.(18%),imoVidingipre7 or

insailice training (15%),,curricuIum planning and development (13*)i,develoPing

educational programs or materials (10%); consulting...pr adviSing othereduc'tIt24
A ,

(7%), providing pupil personnel services (7%), and'performing administrative.

services (5%). Eleven activities are mentioned by three percent or more of

the ISA staff as their most important activity.

SEA Staff. The most frequently mentioned activities foUthie group are: qdilL-

sulting or advising other,educators (14%), determining educational needS(10%).,

conducting studies Or investigations (9%), perfOrming liaidon.functiOns'(8%

financial plans, budgets...(7%), establishing educational goals andogbjectilies

(7%), evaluating educational programs (7%), and developing educational progrims

and materials (5%). Twelve work activities are identified as most iMportaht by

three percent or more of the SEA staff.

Anticipating the results to be presented for the following audiences, it is

apparent that the elementary and secondary administrators (including school

principals) are the most diverse subaudiences in their identification of most

important work activities. None of the other groups begin to identify as pror.

portionally large a number of different activities as the most important-'

their work.

3. HIGHER EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS

There are perhaps four or five statistically significant differenceslAtween the

chief administraiors and the institutional researchers. In three cases there

are significantly more chief administrators than institutional researchers'who

identify these activities as most important: program planning and development (42%

versus 9%); establishing institutional goals and objectives (14% versus 2%); and

developing personnel policies, negotiating salaries, or other perSonnel matters

(8% versus 0%). Conversely, 20 percent of the institutional researchers identify
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Table IV.3 Question II.1 MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTZVITY OF HIGHER EDUCATION
CHIEF ADMINISTRATORS AND INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS

Users tend to turn to different information sources depending on the nature

of their work. Please refer to the list of activities you rated on the
opposite page and write in the letter of the work activity which you consider

to be the most important in your work.

,,...

HIGHER

,

EDUCATION
ADMINISTR.

.
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM CHIEF IN.R.

( ) Program planning and development (academic, research,

service) 42.4 9.1

(G) Planning or managing allocation and utilization of resources 10.6 10.9

(K)
,

Making enrollment projections, describing student body

characteristics 1.5 20.0

00 Establishing institutional goals and objectives 13.6 1.8

(E) Developing budgets or financial plans 4.5 9.1

(N) .Working with, informing, securing support of institutional

administrators and staff 3.0 10.9

(M) liong-range institutional planning 6.1 7.2

(L) Conducting studies or surveys of current status of

institutional programs or activities 0.0 9.1

(C) Reviewing or evaluating prograns 4.5 3.6

(D) Developing personnel policies, negotiating salaries, or
T other personnel matters 7.6 0.0

(F) Securing and establishing sources of funding 1.5 1.8

(H) Planning or managing facilities and equipment 0.0 1.8

(I) Planning or managing support services (e.g., housing

transportation, library) 0.0 1.8

(J) Developing and administering admissions and student
personnel policies, including recruitment, testing,

records, counseling, placement, etc. 0.0 1.8

(0) Working with, informing, securing support of alumni

community leaders, legislators, others 1.5 0.0

(P) Consulting or advising other educators on educational

matters 1.5 0.0

(Q) Other 1.5 10.9

N2 66 55 I
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making enrollment projections or describing student body characteristics as their

most important activity while only one chief administrator (1.5%) does; nine per-

cent of the researchers, but none of the chiefs are most concerned about conducting

studies or surveys.

Chief Administrators. The most frequently mentioned "most important" activities

are: program planning and.development (42%), establishing institutional goals and

objectives (14%), planning or managing allocation and utilization of resources

. (11%), developing personnel policies, negotiating salaries, or other personnel

matters (8%), and long-range institutional planning (6%). Eight activities are

identified by at least thiee percent of the higher education chief administrators

(a number slightly lower than for the diverse variety of positions represented in

the elementary and secondary education staff samples).

Institutional Researchers. The most frequently mentioned activities are: making

enrollment projections or describing student body characteristics (20%); planning

or managing allocation and utilization of resources (11%); working with, informing,

securing support of institutional administrators and staff ,(11%); program planning

and development (9%); developing budgets or financial plar.s. (9%); conducting

studies or surveys of current status of institutional programs (9%); and long-

range institutional planning (7%). Eight activities are identified by three per-

cent or more of this subaudience.

4. EDUCATIONAL FACULTY AND SOCIAL SCIENTISTS

There are only two statistically significant and quite predictable differences

between these subaudiences. Seventy four percent of lite educational faculty versus

49 percent of the 3ocial scientists identify teaching or counseling students as

their most imporzant activity,-while just 12 percent of the social scientists,,

but none of the educational faculty identify conducting research studies as..their

most important activity.
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Table IV.4 Question II.1 MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY OF EDUCATIONAL
FACULTY AND SOCIAL SCIENTISTS

Users tend to turn to different information sources depending on the nature

of their work. Please refer to the list of activities you rated on the
opposite page and write in the letter of the work activity which you con-
sider tO be the most important'in your work.

H/GHER
EDUCATION
FACULTY

NR. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM SO.SC. ED.F.

,

(A)

,

Teaching or counseling students 49.3

,

74.2

(B) Preparing courses, lectures, etc. 9.0 8.1

(E) Developing educational materials or programs 9.0 6.5

(C) Conducting research studies 11.9 0.0

(G) Consulting, advising, or providing technical assistance 7.5 1.6

(D) Conducting evaluation studies 6.0 0.0

(I) Managing or administering academic programs 0.0 4.8

(H) Managing R&D programs or projects 1.5 1.6

(F) Preparing reports, articles, or speeches 1.5 0.0

(K) Preparing proposals for funded projects 1.5 0.0

(J) Working on academic committees, councils, etc. 0.0 0.0

,(1.) Working with local schools or communities regarding_
educational problems or projects 0.0 0.0

(M) Other 3.0 3.2

N2 67 62
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Social Scientists. Perhaps the most remarkable thing about this group is that

fewer than 40 percent identify all combined aspects of RIDD&E activities as

their most important activity (12% research, 9% developing materials or programs,

6% conducting evaluation studies, 8% consulting, advising, or providing technical

assistance, and 1.5% each managing R&D projects or preparing reports, articles,

or speeches), while 58 percent of this group identify teaching or counseling

students (49%) or preparing courses, lectures, etc. (9%) as their most important

work activity. These results confirm the earlier data regarding work activity

importance ratings; teaching is the primary activity of the great majority of

educational social scientists in academic institutions. RDD&E, even when broadly
_ _

defined, is a set of activities of less importance for the majority of academic

social scientists.* Six specific activities are mentioned by three percent or

more of this group.

Educational Faculty. Only four activities are mentioned by this proportion of

the educational faculty: teaching or counseling students (74%), preparing courses,

lectures, etc. (8%), developing educational materials (6%), and managing or admin-

istering academic programs (5%). Educational faculty ekhibit slightly more

diversity than elementary and secondary teachers (and Social scientists &re

roughly comparable to "other" school.practitioners).

5. SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS

There are perhaps three marginally significant differences when one takes into

account the fact that both of these groups were cluster-sampled. The majority

* Recall that this sample was selected from AERA members whose biographic records
indicated.that they were employed by colleges or universities (not as students),
and that their primary or secondary work was in R,D,D, or E or management of
R,D,D, or E. .If the sampling frame,had been constituted on the basis of primary,
RDD&E and its management, higher Proportions would have beeh found. It should
also be noted that social scientists indicated the following as their next most
important activities: conduct research studies (27%), prepare courses, lectures,
etc. (19%), teaching or counseling students (12%), developing educational
materials or programs (10%), conducting evaluation studies (8%), and (at 4.5%
eactt) preparing reports, articles, or speeches; consulting, advising, or pro-
viding technical assistance; managing R&D programs or projects; and,preparing
proposals. Thus R,D,D, or E-related activities do assume a larger-Proportion
among those activities identified as the next most important in their work.
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Table IV.5,Question 11.1 MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY OF SCHOOL BOARD
MEMBERS

Users tend to turn to different information sources depending on the nature
of their work. Please refer to the list of activities you rated on the .

opposite page and write in the letter of the work activity which you con
sider to be the most important in your work.

GOVERNANCE

NR. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM L.BD. S.BD.

(A) Studying educational issues to determine needs, problems,
policy alternatives 31.9 55.2

(D) Studying specific board agenda items for intent, impact,
fiscal, or legal implications 9.9 13.8

(F) Establishing policy for management of ongoing functions o
school systemS 15.4 0.0

(H) Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans 14.3 0.0

(B) Holding public hearings on educational matters 3.3 6.9

(I) Evaluating the worth or merit of educational programs 6.6 3.4

(K) Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational
topics 0.0 6.9

(E) Establishing personnel policy or reviewing decisions to
hire, transfer,-or-terminate 3.3 3.4

(J) Analyzing the effectof or making recommendations
rpgarding.educational legislation

.,,

2.2 3.4

(G) 'Monitoring and advising on operation of school systems 3.3 0.0

(C) Conferring with special ireast or citizen's groups on
educational matters 2.2 0.0

(L) Responding to constituents' requests for information on
educational topics. 2.2 0.0

00 Handling special problems or board assignments relating
to education 1.0 0.0

(N) Other 4.4 6.8

260 N2. 91 29
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of state board members (55%) identify studying educational issues to determine

needs, problems, and policy alternatives as their most important activity while

approximately one third (32%) of local board members identify this as their

most important activity. Part of this difference is accounted for by the fact

that small, but perhaps significant proportions (15% - 14%) of local board members,

but no state board members identify establishing policy for school system manage-

ment and reviewing budgets or financial plans as their most important activities.

Local Boards. The most important activities of this group are: studying educa-

tional issues (32%), establishing policy for school system management (15%), re-

viewing educational budgets or financial plans (14%), studying specific board

agenda items (10%), and evaluating educational programs (7%). Eight items are

mentioned by three percent or more of this sample.

State Boards. The most important activities mentioned by state school board

members are: studying educational issues (55%), studying specific board agenda

items (14%), holding public hearings (7%), and preparing articles, speeches',

reports on educational issues (7%). Seven activities are identified as mosi

important by three percent or'more of this sample.

6. LEGISLATORS

The number of usable responses for these two groups is too.small to establish .

any reliable differences; however, it is apparent that only 3 of the 13 activities

are identified as being the most important for legislators and aides: analyzing

educational legislation for intent and effect on various groups; researching edu-

cational issues to determine needs, problems,_policy alternatives; and analyzing

educational legislation for costs or other fiscal or legal implications.
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Table IV.6 Question 11.1 MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY OF LEGISLATORS AND
AIDES

Users tend to turn to different information sources depending on the nature
of their work. Please refer to the list of activities you rated on the
opposite page and write in the letter of the work activity which you con-
sider to be the most important in your work.

sfawask

NR. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

(D) Analyzing educational legislation (Current, pending, or
proposed) for intent, impact, effect on various groups

(A) Researching educational issues to determine needs,
problems, policy alternatives

(E) Analyzing educational legislation for costs or other
fiscal or legal implications

(C) Conferring with special interest groups or lobbyists
on educational matters

(B) Holding public hearings on educational matters

(F) Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans

(G) Evaluating the worth or merit of alternative
educational legislation

(H) Making recommendations regarding educational legislation

(I) Drafting or revising educational legislation

(J) Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational
topics

(K) Responding to legislators' or other staff members'
requests lor information on educational topics

(L) Responding to constituents' requests for information
on educational topics

(M) Handling special problems or assignments relating to

education

(N) Other

2 6 2 N

GOVERNANCE

S.LEG.F.LEG.

35.7 50.0

28.6 50.0

28.6 0.0

7.1 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

14
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C. FREQUENCY OF USE OF 18 INFORMATION SOURCES IN CONNECTION WITH MOST

IMPORTANT WORK ACTrVITY

In the previous section, the characters of the most important'work activities of

each subaudience were presented. To recap briefly, the majority of teachers,

"other" school staff, educational faculty, and social scientists indicated that

their most important activity was concerned with teaching and counseling students

(and preparing lessons, lectures, etc.). Administrators (including school prin-

cipals and higher education chief administrators) display remarkably more diversity.

Determining needs, program planning, financial planning, resource allocation, and

pupil personnel services are some of the more frequently mentioned activities.

School board members are primarily concerned with studying educational issues to

determine needs, problems, policy alternatives,'and with studying specific board

agenda items for intent, impact, fiscal, or legal'implications. Some local board

members are also concerned with budgets,and with school systems management policy.

The vast majority of state'legislators and-congressional aides are concerned with

one of three activities: analyzing legislation for intent., impact, effect; re-

searching educational issues to determine needs, problems; policy alternatives; and

analyzing educational legislation for cost or.other fiscal or legal implications.

These are the major activities which the 14 subaudiences,identified in connection

with their ratings of the 18 information sources displayed in the adjacent table.

Note that the figures reported in the following tables represent averages based

on.a threepoint frequency of use rating scale (1 = Often, 2 = Sometimes,

3 = Rarely).

OVERALL_FREQUENCY OF USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES

Before examining differences between subaudiences or the patterns for specific

subaudiences, it may be useful to concentrate on the overall averages listed in

the first table and repeated in the right hand part of the second table under

the label "EQUAL WT. AVG. TOTP.L." These are the 14 subaudience averages for each

item, with each subaudience given equal weight.* They tend to reflect the "overall"

* "Simple averages" sometimes used elsewhere are averages over the total number of
respondents; in these cases the responses of the high proportion of practitioners
tend to dominate. 263

---
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Table rv.7 Frequency of Use of 18 Information Sources Eased on Unweighted
Averages of 14 Subaudiences

(1 = Often, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = !iarely)

Nr. - Item Average Rank

(12) Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people
in my own organization 1.35

(15)

,
,

Notes and files in my own office 1.46 2

(6) Educational newsletters, bulletins, announcements 1.72

(8) Telephone calls to people in my own organization 1.76 4

(7). .
Educational journals 1.80

(13) Personal library' 1.85 6

(3) Memos and correspondence 1.87 7

(17) Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people
in other organizations 1.88 8

(2) Telephone calls to people in other organizations 1.92 9

(5) Library or resource center in my own organization 1.95 10

(16) Office, department, or organization files 2.00 11

.... . ..

(14) Conventions, professional association meetings 2.01 12

(1) Workshops, seminars, graduate courses 2.06 13

(18) Textbooks, reference books 2.08 14

(11) Curriculum materials 2.18 15

(9) Technical reports, government pdblications 2.22 16

(10) Other libraries, resource centers, or information
services 2.33 17

(4) Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies 2.40 18

2 6 .1
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, .

frequency of u ise f we treat the data for each subaudience as equally important,

without regard to tho numbers of persons in each sample or each population.

There are just two sources with distinctly low equal weight, overall averages:

face-to-face discussions with people in my own organization (1.35) and notes

and files in my own office (1.46). The other sources are closer to the "Some-

times" rating of 2.0, but range from 1.72 for educational newsletters, bulletins,

and announcements, to 2.40 for Abstract, indexes, and bibliographies.

Generally, the local, easily accessible sources (people in own organization, notes

and files in own office, personal library, journals, newsletters, memos, and

correspondence) are the more frequently used sources. Contacts (face-to-face or

by telephone) with people in other organizations follow; they are mid-way down

the list of types of sources. Next come the more formal local information sources

(library or resource center in own organizatibn; Office, department, or organiza- .

.tion files). Conventions, profesSional association meetings; and workshops, semi-

nars, and graduate courses are an adjacent pair of similar kinds of sources, which

are less frequently used. Textbooks, reference books; and curriculum materials

are two types of instructibhal sources which (as we shall see in the.following

table) are frequently used by those subaudiences most concerned,with instruction,

but are used far less frequently by other subaudiences. The last three sources

(technical reports and government .publications; other libraries, resource centers,

or information services; and Abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies) are used

relatively less frequently by most user groups.

2. DIFFERENCES AMONG THE SUBAUDIENCES IN FREQUENCY OF USE OF SOURCES

Turning to the second table in this 6ection, we find displayed the item averages

for each of the 14 subaudiences together with the overall (equal weight) item

average and the chi square test P7levels for each item.*

* As noted previously, an analysis of variance would be the appropriate test for
differences among means; but even this test would need 'to take into account the
differences in sampling methods. The chi square P-levels assume all subaudiences
were simple random-sampled and are thus too liberal; however, the differences
among sUbaudiences are so large, virtuallTall would prove significant if more
exact tests were performed. a
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Since there are significant differences among the 14 subaudiences for all items,

each information source will be briefly considered in terms of the subaudiences

who tend to use it relatively most and least frequently. Items will be dis-

cussed in the same overall frequency of use rank order as the previous table.

Since they are listed in numerical order by item number in the larger table,

item number and content will be stated_first, followed by higher frequency users

(low average ratings), then by low frequency users (high average ratings).

12. Face-to-face" Discussions or Conferences With People in My Own Organization.

Virtually all higher education chief administrators (1.04) marked this as an often

used source. Other subaudiences indicating relatively highfrequency use include:

state board members (1.18), LEA administrators and. staff (1.22), and school prin-

cipals (1.22). Those who tend least to use discussions with:persons in their own

organization as a source of information include: federal .legislative aides (1.70),

social scientists (1.62), educational faculty (1.48), and schoel teachers (1.46).

15. Notes and Files in My Own Office. This is a primary source for federal

legislative aides (1.20), and is also important for every higher education sub-

audience: social scientists (1.26), educational faculty (1.28), institutional re-

searchers (1.35), and chief administrators (1.38). Although relatively heavily

used by all subaudiences, this source is least used by: local board members (1.91),

state legislators (1.68), and school principals (1.67).

6. Edudational Newsletters, Bulletins, Announcements. LEA administrators (1.46),

school principals (1.53), and state board members (1.53) ,use_this_source most

frequently, while the relatively infrequent users are the federal legislative

aides (2.10).

8. Telephone Calls to People in My Own Organization. Local calls are used often

by: higher education chief administrators (1.24), state education agency staff

(1.46), LEA staff (1.53), state school board members (1.53), and federal legis-

lative aides (1.60). Those most frequently involved in instructional activities

are the least frequent users: school teachers (2.40), educational faculty (2.20),

and social scientists (2.09).
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Table IV.8 Question 11.1 About the information sources you use in your most important work activities

Please rate the following sources of information in terms of how often, you use the source to obtain

information in connection (with your most important work activity). In connection with this activity,

I use this source: 1=Often, 2:Sometimes, 3=Rare1y

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE
EQUAL

WT.

AVG.

TOTAL'Level

al

Fii::Jtt

?-

R. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TENCE PRIN, OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEF INS.R.SO.SC ED.F. L.BD. S.BD. s.LEGFala

(1) Workshops, seminars, graduate

courses 1.65 1.78 1.59 ,1.62 1.71 2.06 2.43 2.38 2.24 1.85 2.13 2.32 2.42 2.70 2.06 ***

(2) Telephone calls to people in other

organizations 2.43 2.17 2.04 1.72 1.56 1.64 1.67 1.80 2.35 2.51 2.15 1.69 1.50 1.70 192 *ft

(3) Memos and correspondence 2.28 1.98 2.07 1.72 1.63 1.55 1.45 1.73 2.19 2.08 2.16 1.82 1.73 1.80 1.87 ***

(4) Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies 2.43 2.59 2.32 2.47 2.39 2.24 2.61 2.33 1.63 1.87 2.75 2.73 2.69 2.70 2.40 ***

(5) Library or resource center in my own

organization 1.68 2.14 1.88 2.21 2.00 1.95 2.16 2.07 1.47 1.46 2.42 2.19 2.12 1.60 1.95 ***

'6) Educational newsletters, bulletins,

,nouncements 1.79 1.53 1.80 1.46 1.69 1.68 1.66 1.87 1.87 1.61 1.73 1.53 1.81, 2.10 1.72 ***

(7) Educational journals 1.70 1.53 1.66 1.60 1.84 1.88 2.03 2.02 1.47 1:26 1.92 1.69 2.27 2.40 1.80 ***

(8) Telephone calls to people in my own

organization 2.40 1.71 1.97 1.53 1.73 1.46 1.24 1.44 2.09 2.20 1.76 1.53 1.92 1.60 1.76 ***

(9) Technical reports, government

publications 2.53 2.47 2.49 2.28 2.39 2.00 2.37 1.96 2.21 2.18 2.25 2.23 1.85 1.80 2.22 ***

(10) Other libraries, resource centers or

information services 2.06 2.36 2.22 2.26 2.21 2.26 2.66 2.48 2.22 2.19 2.57 2.38 2.31 2.40 2.33 *4

(11) Curriculum materials 1.46 1.77 1.87 1.98 1.95 2.19 2.24 2.60 2.18 1.70 2.21 2.61 2.73 3.00 2.18 ***

(12) Face-to-face discussion or confer-

ences with people in my own organiza-

tion 1.46 1.22 1.36 1.22 1.37 1.23 1.04 1.27 1.62 1.48 1.41 1.18 1.30 1.70 1.35 0**

(13) Personal library . 1.57 1.95 1.64 1.79 1.79 2.03 1.97 1.84 1.24 1.23 2.21 1.94 2.37 2.30 1.85 ***

(14) Conventions, professional association

meetings 2.16 1.93 1.96 1.82 1.76 1.98 1.79 2.20 1.87 1.82 2.22 1.88 2.33 2.60 2.01 ***

(15) Notes and files in my own office 1.45 1.67 1.42 1.39 1.42 1.43 1.38 1.35 1.26 1.28 1.91 1.56 1.68 1.20 1.46 ***

(16) Office, department or organization

files 2.16 2.08 2.06 1.78 1.92 1.68 1.79 1.44 2.46 2.41 2.26 2.18 1.96 1.89 2.00 ***

(17) Face-to-face discussion or confer-

ences with people in other orianiza-

tions , 2.34 1.99 2.06 1.86 1.66 1.65 1.75 1.98 2.19 2.16 2.05 1.56 1.26 1.80 1.88 ***

(18) Textbooks, reference books 1.31 2.09 1.71 2.04 2.10 2.20 2.56 2.56 1.54 1.38 2.41 2.50 2.46 2.30 2.08 ***

(19) Other sources (please specify) 1.26 1.53 1.52 1.57 1.25 1.50 1.38 1.71 1.50 1.68 1.79 1.67 2.00 1.50 1.56

...._......

NS

2 202 179 197 115 61 108 66 54 67 59 88 30 26
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7. Educational Journals. Educational journals are most frequently used 114:

educational-faculty (1.26), social scientists (1.47), school principals (1.50 -.t.'
. . ,.

. , .
LEA administrators (1.60), and "other" school staff (1.66). Both,the legislative

,

subaudiences tend to be the least frequent users of educational journals: federal

aides (2.40), state legislators (2.27).

13. Personal Library. Again, those most'frequently involved in instructional

actiVities.are the most frequent users: educational faculty (1.23)Y social

scientists (1.24) , "other" school staff (1.64), and teachers (1.57).

3. Memos and Correspondence. Generally, and not surprisingly, administrators are

the more frequent users of this source: higher education chief administratorS-(1.45),

SEA staff (1.55), ISA staff (1.63), LEA Staff (1.72). Outstanding,(relative) non-

users are: teachers (2.28) and local board members (2.16).

17. Face-to-face Discussions or Conferences With People in Other Organizations.

State legislators (1.26) and state school board members (1.56) are the prime users

of external interpersonal contacts, followed closely by SEA staff (1.65) and ISA

staff (1.66). Those heavily engaged in instructional ,activities are,the.4essfre-'
4

quent users:, teachers (2.34), social scientists (2.19)., educational fac.u1ta..(21t1:6)

"other" school staff (2.06):
\,

2. Telephone Calls to People in Other Organizations. This is a frequently used

source of legislative and administrative audiences, but it is less usedlpyinstrud-

tional audiences. Relatively frequent callers to people in other7 organiiiitions '

are:-State legislators (1.50), ISA staff (1.56), SEA staff (1.64), higher education

chief administrators (1.67), federal legislative aides (1.70), and,LEA staff (1.72).

Least frequent callers are: educational faculty (2.51), school.,teachers

"and social scientists (2.35).

5. Library or Resource Center in My Own Organization.< If "instructional",sub-
,

audiences tend to use interpersonal sources'(face-to-fatediscussions, telephone

calls) less frequently, they:tend to be the more frequent users of local libraries:

educational faculty (1.46), pocial scientists (1.47), and teachers (1.68). Note

also Lhat federal legislative aides are frequent users (1.60) (of the Library of

Congress). School board members and LEA administrators are the least frequent
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users of local libraries: local board members (2.42), state board members (2.19),

LEA staff (2.21), and school principals (2.14).

16. Office, Department, or Organization Files. The more frequent file users are:

stitutional researchers (1.44), SEA staff (1.68), LEA staff (1.78), and higher

-= education chief administrators (1.79). The least frequent users are: social

s9ientists (2.46) and educational faculty (2.41).

14. Conventions, Professional Association Meetings. Those who find conventions

and,professional association meetings of more frequent use in their most impor-
4:1

tant work activity include:. ISA staff (1.76), higher education chief administra-

tors .(1.79), LEA staff (1.82), educational faculty (1.82), and social scientists

,,. (1.87). Those using this source less often include: federal legislative aides

(2A9), state legislators (2.33), local board members (2.22), institutional

-researchers (2,20), and teachers (2.16).

Workshops; Seminars, Graduate Courses. Generally, school-oriented audiences

:are:the relatively frequent users of this source: "other" staff (1.59), LEA staff

(1;62), teachers (1.65), ISA staff (1.71), and school principals (1.78), followed
'

,byieducational faculty (1.85). Legislative and higher education administrative

audiences are the less frequent users: federal aides (2.70), state legislators

,(2.42), higher education chief administrators (2.43), and institutional researchers

(2:38), followed by state boards (2.32).

419,C. 18. -Textbooks and Reference Books. This source is one that most starkly separates

higher education administrators and governance audiences from "instruction-
_

'oriented" audiences. Relatively frequent users are: teachers (1.31), educational

faculty (1.38), social scientists (1.54), and "other" school staff (1.71). The

/4ps frequent users are: higher education chief administrators (2.56), institu-

tional researchers (2.56), state board members (2.50), state legislators (2.46),

local board members (2.41), and federal legislative aides (2.30).

11. Curriculum Materials.. This source tends to display a similar pattern of use,

but it is more clearly oriented toward elementary and secondary education users

(and those who might provide curriculum and instruction assistance or training):

teachers (1.46), educational faculty (1.70), school principals (1.77), "other"
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school staff (1.87), ISA staff (1.95), and LEA staff"(1.98). Generally, the

governance subaudiences have decidedly much less use for curriculum materials:

federal aides (3.00), state legislators (2.73), and state board members (2.61).

Institutional researchers (2.60) also have relatively rare use for curriculum

materials.

9. Technical Reports, Government Publications. Although infrequently used by

most subaudiences, these sources are used more frequently by: federal legislative

aides (1.80), state legislators (1.85), and institutional researchers (1.96).

Practice-oriented audiences are the least frequent users: teachers (2.53), "other"

school staff (2.49), school principals (2.47), ISA staff (2.39), and LEA staff

(2.28).

10. Other [Than Own Organization] Libraries, Resource Centers, or Information

,Services. Among the least frequently used of sources, no subaudience has an

average rating as low as 2.0 (use sometimes). The relatively frequent users are:

teachers (2.06), educational faculty (2.19), social scientists (2.22), and "other"

school staff (2.22). The less frequent users are: higher education chief admin-

istrators (2.66), local school board members (2.57), and institutional researchers

(2.48).

4. Abstracts, Indexes, Bibliographies. Just two subaudiences have average ratings

below 2.0 (use sometimes): social scientists (1.63) and educational faculty (1.87).

Those subaudiences tending to use these bibliographic reference sources "rarely"

include all governance audiences and school and higher education administrators:

local board members (2.75), state board members (2.73), federal aides (2.70),

state legislators (2.69), higher education chief administrators (2.61), and

school principals (2.40).

In the following short paragraphs we shall review the same data concerning relative

frequency of use from the standpoint of each subaudience.

Teachers. This group makes frequent use of: textbooks and reference books (1.31),

notes and files in own office (1.45), curriculum materials (1.46), face-to-face

discussions with people in own organization (1.46); and, compared to other users,

teachers are relatively more frequent users of: personal library (1.57), own

2.71
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organization library (1.68), and other libraries (2.06). Relative to other

audiences, teachers are less frequent users of: technical reports and govern-

ment publications (2.53); telephon0calls--own organization (2.40), other organ-

ization (2.43); face-to-face discussion with people in other organizations (2.34);

and memos and correspondence (2.28).

Principals. Compared to other subaudiences, principals tend to be somewhat more

frequent users of: face-to-face discussions with people in own organization (1.22);

educational newsletters, bulletins, and announcements (1.53); educational journalS

(1.53); and curriculum materials (1.77). They. are relatively less frequent users

of: abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies (2:59); technical reports'and govern-

ment publications (2.47); telephone calls to people in other organizations (2.17);

and own organization library (2.14)-

"Other" School Staff. Compared to other subaudiences, this group tends to make

relatively more frequent use of: workshopS, seminars, and graduate courses (1.59);

office, department, or organization files (1.78); personal (1.64) and other (2.22)

libraries; and curriculum materials (1.87).

LEA Staff. Local school district administrative staff are among the most frequent

users of educational newsletters, bulletins, and announcements (1.46). They also

tend to be relatively more frequent users of: discussions with people in own orga-

nization (1.22); telephone calls to people in own organization (1.53); office,

department files (1.78); and memos and correspondence (1.72). Compared to other

groups, LEA staff have only one distinctly under-used source: libraries or resource

centers in own organization (2.21).

ISA Staff. This group is the relatively frequent user of conventions and pro-

fessional association meetings (1.76). ISA staff also tend to make relatively

. greater use of: calls to people in other organizations (1.56); memos and corre-

spondence (1.63); face-to-face discussions with people in other organizations

(1.66); and other libraries, resource centers, or information services (2.21).

Along with school practitioners, ISA.staff are among the relatively less frequent

users of technical reports and government publications.

SEA Staff. Use of: memos and correspondence (1.55), office and department files

(1.68), telephone calls to people in own organization (1.46),and in other
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organizations (1.64), face-to-face discussions with people in other organizations

(1.65), and use of technical reports and government publications (2.00) are the

sources used relatively frequently by this subaudience when compared to other

subaUdiences. SEA staff display.no distinctively low frequency usages compared

to other subaudiences' (and their lowest usage average rating is 2.26 for use of

other libraries, resource centers, or information services).

Higher Education Chief Administrators. This group of administrators depends

heavily on face-to-face discussions with their staff and faculty (1.04), and,

relative to other subaudiences, is among the most frequent users of.: telephone

calls to people in own organization (1.24), memos and correspondence (1.45), notes

and files in own office (1.38), telephone calls to people in other organizations

(1.67), and conventions and professional association meetings (1.79). This group

rarely uses: other libraries, resource centers, or information services (2.66);

abstracts, indexes, or bibliographies (2.61); or textbooks and reference books

(2.56).

Institutional Researchers. Compared to other subaudiences, this group is most

prone to use office, department, or organization files (1.44), and it is among

the relatively more frequent users of: notes and files in own office (1.35),

memos and correspondence (1.73), and technical reports and government publica-

tions (1.96). This group is a relatively infrequent user of curriculum.. materials

(2.60)1 textbooks and reference 'books (2.56); other libraries (2.48); workshops,

seminars, and graduate courses (2.38); conventions and professional association

meetings (2.20; and educational journals (2.02).

Social Scientists and Educational Faculty. These two groups are so similar in

their contrasts to other groups that both will be described at the same time

(average ratings stated first for social scientists, then for educational faculty).

These groups, relative to others, are the heavy users of bibliographic information

sources: personal library (1.24; 1.23); own organization library (1.47; 1.46);

notes and files in own office (1.26; 1.28); educational journals (1.47; 1.26);

teXtbooks and reference books (1.54; 1.38); Abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies

(1.63; 1.87); and other libraries, resource centers, or information services

(2.22; 2.19). These two groups are also among+the relatively high users of con-

ventions and professional meetings (1.87; 1,82). Edudational faculty are also

2 7 3
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relatively frequent users of curriculum materials (1.70), but sOcial cicientists

tend to display average use (2.18) of this source. Relative to other subaudiences,

both of these subaudiences are less frequent users of: office, department, or

organization files(2.46; 2.41) and face-to-face discussions with persons in otVc

--organizations (2.19; 2.16).

-------

Local School Board Members. 'This group tends to be a relatively infrequent user

of virtually all sources. It has no source which is of distinctively higher use

than other subaudiences, but it tends to h.a latively lower average usage ratings

for the following: abstracts, indexes, and c: ,graphies (2.75); other libraries

(2.57); own organization library (2.42); textbooks and reference books (2.41);

office, department', or organization files (2.26); personal library (2.21); con-

ventions (2.22), telephone calls to people in other organizations (2.15). Note

that the only sources rated below 2.0 (use sometimes) are: educational newsletters,

bullctins, announcements (1.73); telephone calls to people in own organization

(1.76); notes and files in own office (1.91); and educational journals (1.92).

State School Boards. Relative to other subaudiences, this group comprises more

frequent users of; face-to-face discussions with people in own organization (1.18);

telephone calls to people in own organization (1.53); face-to-face discussions

with people in other organizations (1.56); and educational newsletters, bulletins,

and announcements (1.53). Like local board members, state board members are rare

users of abstracts and bibliographies (2.73), textbooks and reference books (2.50),

own organization library (2.16), and own organization files (2.18).

State 'Legislators. This group displays the highest average use of face-to-face

discussions (1.26) and telephone calls to people in other organizations (1.50).

State legislators are also (relatively) more fraquent users of technical reports

and government publications i1.85). Relative to other groups, state legislators

tend to make less frequent use of: other libraries, resource centers, or informa-

tion services (2.73); abstracts, indexes, bibliographies (2.69); textbooks and

reference books (2.46); workshops, seminars, graduate courses (2.42); personal

library (2.37); conventions (2.33); educational journals (2.27); and notes and

files in own office (1.68).

Federal Legislative Aides. Among the 14 subaudiences, this group appears to be

the most frequent user of: notes and files in own office (1.20) and technical

274
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reports and government publications (1.80). They are also relatively frequent

.users of own library or resource center, the .Library of .Congress (1.k730), and of

calls to people in own organization (1.60) and other organizations (1.70). This

group rarely uses curriculum materials (3.00); abstracts, indexes, bibliographies

(2.70); workshops, seminars, graduate courses (2.70),; conventions or professional

association mettings (2.60); and, relative to other groups, is a less frequent

user of: educational journals (2.40) and personal library (2.30).

Summary. Despite the various differences noted above, we can discern somewhat

similar patterns of use of information sources among instructors (teachers, edu-

cational faculty, social scientists), among school-oriented audiences (teachers,

principals, "other" staff, LEA staff, ISA staff, and educational faculty), iong

administrators (school principals, LEA staff, ISA staff, SEA staff, higher educa-

tion chief administrators), among higher education faculty (social scientists,

educational faculty), and possibly among the governance audiences. Instructional

staff tend to be users of libraries, textbooks, and curriculum materials, and

relative non-users of interpersonal sources (face-to-face discussions and tele-
.

phone calls). Administrators, by contrast, make substantial use of all inter-

personal sources and are also heavy users of memos, correspondence, own office

and organization files. Social scientists and educational ffaculty are among the

most frequent users of all bibliographic sources and references to bibliographic

sources (own notes and files; libraries; textbooks and reference books; journals;

and abstracts, indexes, and bibliograph). These two groups are among the least

frequent users of office, department, or organization files. Among the governance

groups there is greatest .(but not complete) similarity in sources not used fre-

quently (e.g., abstracts, indexes, bibliographies; curriculum materials; personal

library; and conventions and professional meetings).

Please note again, these data identify frequency of use of sources with respect

to their one most important work activity. In the following chapter, we shall

examine the same list of sOurces in terms of their rated usefulness for all work

activities. But before turning to those data, we need to examine briefly the

question of how long these users can wait for the information they neec with

respect to their (two) most important work activities.*

* This report omits discussion of frequency of use of sources in connection with
"next most important" work activity, because the results tend to mirror those
found for "most important" work activity. \

9 7 5"
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D. ALLOWABLE TIME LAPSE FOR DELIVERY OF IMPORTANT INFORMATION

Following the questions regarding frequency of use of information sources for the

respondents' two most important work activities, this question.was asked:

"When you need information for your job, sometimes there is a delay
between when you start to look for it and when you aCtually find/
receive it. The amount of timeH you can allow will depend on the
situation, but considering the same two most important work
activities yoU have just rated, how much time can you usualfy
allow to elapse after realizing the need for information?"

The table reports the percentages of each subaudience indicating each response

ranging from "a,few hours" to "more than two weeks." :tie total column reports

the'percentage for the entire sample. The chi square test indicates that there

are highly significant differences among the subaudiences in the amoilt of delay

they can tolerate.

The small sample of federal legislative aides appear to need information most

quickly; half of them indicating that they can wait no longer than one day

(compared to approximately 31% of the total sample). Generally, the various

LEA audiences (teachers, principals, "other" staff, LEA administrators, and

local boards) are fairly similar to each other; typically they can wait two or

three days, but 15 to 21 percent of each of these LEA subaudiences can wait no

more than a few hours, and 18 percent or fewer of each LEA subaudience can wait

"about two weeks" or longer. The SEA staff are very similar to the LEA sub-

audiences. State legislators can wait just a little longer; half can wait about

a week or longer to receive information after requesting it; but 23 percent need

information within a day of requesting it. The four higher education subaudiences

seem to be able to wait longer than most of the Other audiences. The majority

of institutional researchers (54%), social scientists (52%), and educational

faculty (56%), can wait about a week or longer, and 46 percent of the chief

administrators can wait this long. However, about ten percent of each of these

subaudiences need information within a few hours, and another nine percent

(except 4% for institutional researchers) need the information within one day.

ISA staff are most similar to the higher ciucation institutional researchers;

nearly a fourth of both groups can wait about two weeks or longer, and approx-

imately half can wait a week or longer.. Only seven percent of the ISA staff need

information within a few. hours. State board members can tolerate the longest

2 7 6
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en yo'.: need Information for your job, sometimes there is

nd/receive it. The amount of time you can allow will depend

rk activities you have just rated, hc , much time can you

IN YOUR MOST

a delay between

on the situation,

usually allow

IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITIES

when you start to look for it and when You actually

but considering the same two most important

to elapse after realizing the need for information?

Chi

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION COVERNANCE
Sqaie

P-

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEFINS.R.SO.SC.ED.F. L.BD. S.BD. S.LE1 F.LEGjTQTAL Level

% % % % % % % % % % % %

: Allowable Time Lapse

14.9

19.5

19.1

17.3

20.7

17.6

18.4

19.4

6.6

14.8

14.0

21.5

10.8

9.2

9.3

3.7

10.6

9.1

12.7

9.5

16.9

13.3

3.0

3.0

11.5

11.5

30.

20.0

15.2

15.4

**,
w hours

day

days 36.2 24.7 29.8 22.3 24.6 25.2 33.8 33.3 28.8 22.2 31.3 39.4 :4.9 40.0 29.0

t a week 20.7 21.0 20.2 24.3 29.5 21.5 30.8 27.8 21.2 33.3 27.7 30.3 42.3 10.0 24.2

t two weeks 4.0 10.5 4.8 9.7 13.1 8.4 6.2 14.8 21.2 15.9 9.6 6.1 3.8 0.0 9.0

than two weeks 4.6 7.4 6.9 5.8 11.5 9.3 9.2 11.1 J.1 6.3 1.2 18.2 3.8 0.0 7.2

N = 174 162 188 103 61 107 65 54 66 63 83 33 26 10 1,195
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deJays of all subaudiences. Only six percent (compared to 31% for the total

sample) require information within one day and 18 percent can wait more than

two weeks.

,Overall, About 30 percent of these users need information within one day regarding

their most important work activities; nearly the same proportion (29%) can wait

two or three days; another,fourth (24%) can wait about a week. However, only

16 percent can wait as long or longer than two weeks. These data confirm that

reasonably rapid response times are necessary for the majority of users, if the

information requested deals with important work activities. The relatively short

response times suggest that a mail exchange (request sent and information returned)

would be tolerable for only a small proportion of users, and that any kind of re-

sponsive information system needs to aim for an average response time of a day or

two and certainly less than a week when dealing with priority requests. This

suggests that Most information sources must be local or accessible through tele-

communication channels (telephone, on-line information system, computer network)

for both the request and the delivery of information relating to users' most

important work ae:tivitieq.
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CHAPTER V

QUESTION III. ABOUT THE USEFULNESS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE

A. OVE VIEW

The third S*ction of the questionnaire dealt with just one major question.

III. ABOUT THE USEFULNESS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE

1. On the previous page you told us how frequently you used a
number of information sources in connection with two im-'
portant work activities. Now please consider all the
activities you perform and rate this same list of sources
in terms of their usefulness in providing you with the
information you need for any part of your work.

2. Please identify (by name, title, or descri.ption) the
single most useful source of information in your work.

Exactly the same list of 1P information soUrces that were rated for frequency of

use with respect to the most important work activity in Section II of the ques-

tionr.31::e were repeated. The questionnaire was deliberately designed so Section

III vc.Alid be on the reverse side of the questionnaire page s6that ratings on the

previ :3 question would not be visible. The instructions deliberately emphasized

that the contrast was usefulness for all activities rather than frequency for

most important activities. In the next section, we see that despite these differ-

ences in instructions (and including a change in the rating scale) virtually the

same general information is obtained, at least with respect to item averages for

,subaudiences. The correlations, across 18 sources, between averages for fre-

quency of use (for most important activity) and usefulness (for all activities)

are v-frIually perfeCt (.94 to .99) for each of the 14 subaudiences. Consequently,

the information -egarding usefulness is highly similar to that discussed in the

previous chapter. For this reason, the treatment of tH: i .ual source ratings

in this chapter is b.vief. Instead,, attention is turned to the ma_ter of int'r-

correlations among the 18 sources and the possibility of deriving -a smaller set

of information source usefulness measures.
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A second section presents the results of the correlational and factor analysis of

the usefulness ratings of the 18 sources. Six factors extracted 63 percent of

the intercorrelation covariance. The six factors are identified as: 1. formal

print sources (e.g., libraries, abstracts, reference books); 2. informal, local

sources (e.g., telephone, discussions, files, memos); 3. external personal con-

tacts; 4. current print sources (e.g., newsletters, journals); 5. professional

instructional awareness and knowledge sources (e.g., conventions, workshops,

curriculum materials, journals, textbooks); and 6. personal sources (e.g., per-

sonal files and personal libraxy).

A final section describes several source use "indexes" that were created, partly

as a result of the factor analysis findings, to summarize rource use. Given the

fact that there are highly signif.icant differences among the 14 subaudiences on

all the individual items, all the "indexes" are also significant. Differences

among subaudiences are discussed.

9 8 1
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B. USEFULNESS RATINGS

Each of the 18 information sources listed in the adjacent table were rated on

a four-point scale: (1) I Rarely or Never Use the Source; I Use This Source and

It Is--(2) Of Minor Use; (3) Moderately Useful; (4) Highly Useful. The table

reports the 18 item averages for each of the 14 subaudiences.* The total column

in this table is the simple average across all 1328 responses (not an unweighted

average of subaudiences averages). The significance tests reported are F-tests

based on one-way analyses of variance. The F-tests are not exact and the P-levels

are liberal because the data are treated as if they were obtained by simple random

sampling.

Note that this numerical rating scale increases with degrecs of usefulness and

ranges from 1 to 4, while in the previous chapter the scale decreases with fre-

quency and ranges from 1 to 3. Hence, the data in the two tables are unfortunately

not easily compared. However, when one inspects the usefulness data, either in

terms of differences among subaudiences for individual information sources or in

terms of the relative usefulness or frequency of use of the 18 sources for indi-

vidual subaudiences, one is struck with the fact that essentially the same

patterns are observed. There are highly significant differences among the 14 sub-

audiences for all 18 sources. Essentially the same groups of subaudiences are

at the extreme ends (high and low) for each source whether considered in terms

of frequency of use for most important activity or usefulness for all activitiec.

The product moment correlations between usefulness and frequency averages over

the 18 sources for each of the 14 subaudiences are indeed remarkable. They range

from -.94 to -.99.** Inspection of the correlation residuals indicates that the

less than perfect relationships tend to be associated with sources that are either

relatively infrequently used, but tend to be useful for some subaudiences (e.g.,

workshops, conventions, curriculum materials) or, conversely, sources that are

relatively frequently used, but are not quite as useful as their frequency of use

would imply (e.g., memos and correspondence, library in own organization, depart-

ment files). However, even these differences are quite small.

* There may be some question about whether the four response categories represent
equal intervals on a srllc of usefulness, but treat:Ing the categories this way
does serve to summarize the subaudience differenceLi conveniently.

**Negative correlation signs are due to the opposed scaling of the frequency and
usefulness response categories.



TABLE V.1 QUESTION III, ABOUT THE USEFULNESS OF THE
INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE

1.1. On the previous page you told us
how frequently you used a number of information

sources in connecti6n with two important work activities. Now please consider,ill

the activities yr:1 perform and rate
this same list of sources in terms of their,

usefulness in Providing you with the
information you need for !apart of your work.

!Please cii k one box in each row.)

USEFULNESS
PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION

I Use Ibis sarce'And It Is;

I Rarely or ,

Never Use. " Highly4derste1Y OfOinor

:This Source, 11.../Useful Ube

,1

GOVERNANCE

Nr

1.

2,
Telephone calls to people in other

organizations

3. Memos and correspondence

4. Abstracts, indexer, bibliographies,

5. Library or resource center in my own

organization

6. Educational newsletters, bulletins&

announcements

7. Educational.journals

8.
Telephone calls to people in my own

organization

9. Technical reports, government publi

cations

10. Other libraries, resource centers,

or information services

11. Curriculum materials

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TERM PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA cur INS.R,S0,8e. 5.80. S.LEG, P.LBG, Toot

F-TEST1'

'\

p.

Level Va ue

Workshops, seminars, graduate

courses

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

Face-to-face discussion or con-

ferences with people in my own

organization

Personal library

Conventions, professional associa-

tion meetings

Notes and files in my own office

Office department or organization

files

17,
Face-to-face discussion or con-

ferences with people in other

organizations

18. Textbooks, reference books

3,12

2.25

2.53

2.35

3,23

2.99

3,14

2,59

2,19

3,01

3,46

3,45

3,44

2,67

3,43

2,64

2.47

3.58

3.29

2.96

3.06

2.16

2.77

3,44

3.46

3,46

2,33

2.60

3,39

3.76

2,93

3.12

).32

2,86

2.84

3.35

2,88

2.76

2,40

2,99

3.18

3,28

3,15

2.28

2.78

3.04

3,61

3,22

3,05

357

22

2,97,

3,11

3.49

3.40

3.29

2.34

2,83

3.47

3.39

3,51

2,60

2,73

2,94

3.71

3.11

3.31

3,61

3,23

3:23

2.83

3.25

3.49

3.28

2.26

2,74

3.20

3,12

4

3.40

2.49

2,89

3,11

3.85

3,09

3,49

2.82

3.48

2.78

3.07

3,44

3,32

2.55

2,87

3,32

)41

'3 40

2:95

2\5,'

3..52

2.0/'

2.86

3,25

!e.91

3:75

2,59

2.724.19

2.68 '2,65

3.69

3.08

3.14

3,49

3.15

3.43

2.64

3,88

2,93

3,42

3,51

3.25

3.39

2,32

2.42

3.15

4,15

2.20

2.84

2.98'

2.75

3,55

2,80

2.11

1,80

3.56

3.22

2.95

3,53

3,38

'?!

2,51"

2.72'

3,44

3,53

3;07

3,49

2.94

2,78

2.81

248

3,26

3,7

2,67

3,11

152

3.22

3,67

2.69

2,66

2,70

3:17'

3,34

3,80

3.241,16

3,&,63 3.66

88

/.53

2.87

2.87

2,82

1,92

2.38

3,38

2,95*

3.28

2.49

'2,05

2.61

3,47

2,49

2.82

2.92

t ,

2.33 2,65,

2.77 2.82

3.53 2.24

,2.50 2,68 1.80 3,10
r

o-

3;31, 3.50 3.30 2,97

3.32 314 3,20 2,97
..

1,94 2.00. 4.,90 2.36
'

2:68, ;21.82 4t9

3.'l4.9O 3:24

2,64 2,50 3.21

3,99 3,70 3.22

2,93 3.10 2,49

3,18

3,76

2,59
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The practical implication is that, at least at the level of aggregation of sub-

audiences, we find that ratings of frequency of use and usefulness (despite major

differences, at least for many subaudiences, in reference to the most important

or all work activities) provide essentially identical information regarding

patterns of use of information sources.

Because the results for the usefulness ratings so closely parallel those discussed .

extensively in the previous chapter (regarding frequency df-use), we see no great

value in repeating a similar discussion in this chapter. The data are presented

for those who may care to inspect details. There are 'some small differences

between the two sets of data that might be of possible interest, including, of

course, the rating averages themselves.* Rather we turn, in the next two sections,

to an effort to summarize this information about sources more compactly.

* Usefulness rating averages range from 1.90 (less than "Of Minor Use" to federal

aides for abstracts, etc.) through to 3.88 ("Highly Useful" to nearly all

higher education chiefs for face-to-face discussions with people in own organi-

zation).
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C. FACTOR ANALYSIS OP INFORMATION SOURCE USEFULNESS RATINGS

The 18 usefulness ratings for each respondent were intercorrelated and factor-

analyzed (principal axis solution, .9 Eigenvalue cut-off for factor extraction

varimax rotation). The data are displayed in the same general format as that

used in the previous oresentation of factor analyses for work activities. The

correlations are presented for inspection; however, our focus is on the factor

loadings reported at the right hand side of the table.*

We note first that the Eigenvalue cut-off was reduced to .9 in order to extract

two additional factors, for a total of six, which account for 62.8 percent of

the covariance among the 18 items.**

Factor I. Rormal Print Sources (Instructional Planning) (23.9%).*** This factor

is identified by the following items (foo ,r loadings in parentheses): 10. other

libraries, resource centers, or infom aervices (.68); 18. textbooks and

reference books (.59); 4. abstracts, i ns, bibliographies (.53); 11. curric-

ulum materials (.52); 5. library or resource center in own organization (.50).

The existence of curriculum materials and textbooks in this set suggests that

instructional planning may be an imnoPant element in this factor. Apparently

the users'search (abstracts, indeAos, bibliographies) and then attempt to locate

specific items (own and other libraries and resource centers).

Factor II. Informal Local Sources (19.9%). This factor is identified by several

items: 8. telephone calls to people in own organization (.60); 12. face-to-face

discussions or conferences with people in own organization (.59); 16. office,

department, or organization files (.48); 3. memos and correspondence (.42);

15. personal files (.34). This factor involves personal and to a someahat lesser

degree print sources, but all are of a "local," informal character.

* These correlations and loadings are baPt.d on a four-point scale. Correction

for coarse grouping would increase the reported value by a factor of 1.19,

** The first four factors, all with Eigenvalues over 1.0, account for 52.2 per-

cent. Eleven factors are needed to exceed 80 percent.

***Figures in perentheses following each factor identification indicate percent

of total covariance accounted for by the factor.
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5. personal files (.34). This factor involves personal and to a somewhat lesser

degree print sources, but all are of a "local," informal character.

Factor III. External Personal Contacts (6.8%). This factor is marked by one

high loading item and two other items with somewhat lower loadings: 2. telephone

calls to people in other organizations (.76); 17. face-to-face discussions or con-

ferences with people in other organizations (.60); and 3. memos and correspondence

(.44). This factor clearly involves personal contacts with people outside the

user's organization, primarily through oral communication, but possibly also

through correspondence.

Factor IV. Current Awareness Print Sources (5.6%). There are two.items with

appreciable loadings on this factor: 6. educational newsletters, bulletins, an-

nouncements (.68) and 7. educational journals (.55). Item 9: technical repOrts,

government publications displays a smaller loading (.37). Factor IV seems to

identify users who find it useful to read a variety of publications to keep

current on events in educational areas.

Factor V. Professional (Instructional) Awareness and Knowledge (3.6%). While the

previous factor focuses on print sources, this somewhat weaker factor seems to

be primarily identified with personal contact sources for maintaining professional

awareness: 1. workshops, seminars, graduate courses (.53); 14. conventions and

professional meetings (.49). Note, however, that curriculum materials (.40) and

journals (.33) have modest loadings which suggest that more formal forms of both

personal and print sources are loosely clustered (see correlations) to form this

factor. Factor V seems to have a disciplinary or professional awareness and com-

'petence-building orientation while Factor IV seems to.have a more general awareness

character.

Factor VI. Personal Sources (3.0%). This factor involves a couple of items:

15. notes and-files in my own office (.61), and 13,.personal library (.52). This

small factor tends to identify the users who prefer not to go beyond their own

personal written and print sources to find the useful information they need in

their work.
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To summarize, usefulness ratings of 18 types of information sources were factor-

analyzed. Six orthogonal factors, accounting fox-63 percent of the covariance

among the items, were extracted. They depict the following patterning.of

sources:

I. Formal Print Sources (Instructional Planning)

Informal Local Sources

III. External Personal Contacts

IV. Current Awareness Print Sources

V. Professional (Instructional) Awareness

and Knowledge

VI. P,Irsonal Sources.



INFORMATION SOURCE "INDEXES"

The correlation and factor analysis results presented dbove indicate that, due

to the pattern of intercorrelation among sources, we can substantially reduce

the number "measures" of source use. However, we chose not to use the factor

scores themselves and rather have used a priori plans plus the factor analysis

results to guide creation of somewhat_simpler, more easily interpretable, and

probably more robust measures,* which are simple averages of several source

ratings Or ratios of two averages. .
The averages have the advantage of being

directly comparable with the ratings of individual sources and directly inter-

pretable in terms of the usefulness scale categories.

The following table summarizes these results. Again the entries are averages

for each subaudience. Note especially that the data for ratios are averages

of the ratios of the two index scores for a.single respondent; these are not

the same as the ratios of the averages for subaudiences (which the reader may

wish to coMpute from the tabled'entries).

We note briefly that the differences among the 14 subaudiences are highly sig-

nificant for every index, alnot particularly surprising result since all of the

individual source ratings on which these indexes are based also show highly sig-

nificant average differences among the subaudiences. Each index will be dis-

cussed briefly. Indexes based on averaged are all presented in the upper part

of the table, followed by all the ratio indexes to aid visual inspection (since

the two types of figures differ in their characteristics). However, in the

following discussion each ratio is discussed immediately following the presen-

tation of the two averages on which it is based.

Usefulness of Oral Sources. This index was formed by summing the usefulness

ratings for six "oral" sources (1. workshops, seminars, graduate courses;

* Factor scores tend to capitalize on chance. By now there is a moderately

extensive body of research and theory which suggests that in many practical

applications equal weighting of valid variables leads to results that

stand up better under cross validation than differential weights (Wainer,

1976; Einhorn, 1975; Kaiser, 1970).
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V.3 QUESTION III. ABOUT THE USEFULNESS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USES INFORMATION MICE "INDEXES"
-

the previous page you told us hcw frequently you used a number of information sources in

tion with two important work activities. Now please consider all,the activities you

x and rate this same list of sources in terms of their usefulness in providing you with

formation you need for !apart of your work. (Please check one box in each row.)
I

I Rarely or

Never Use Highly Moderately Of Minor

This Source Useful Useful Use

1 4 3 3

I Use This Source And It Ist

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEAM, PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEF INS.R.SO.SC

verages and ratios based on the

ources in the nrevious table

item numbers indicated In

arentheses)

ral Averages

1, 2, 8, 12, 14, 17)

rint Averages

3, 4, B, 7, 9, 15, 16, 18)

ral/Print Ratio

xternal Averages

2, 10, 17)

nternal Averages

5, 8, 12)

xternal/Internal Ratio

trmal/Library Averages

4, 5, 7, 9, 13, 18)

ED.F. L.BD. S.BD. S.LEG. F.LEG. TOTAL

F -TEST

P-
Level

r-
Value

2.79 3.27 3.17 3.44 3.45 3.36 3.42 3.16 2.99 2.91 3.02 3.33 3.27 2.90 3.16 *** 18.7

2.71 2.96 2.91 3.14 3.02 3.16 3.05 3.02 3.07 3.01 2.74 2.99 2.99 2.89 2.95 *** 8.8

1.03 1.14 1.11 1.11 0.92 1.08 1.13 1.06 0.98 0.97 1.15 1.13 1.12 1.04 1.09 *** 5.9

2.58 2.87 2.88 3.12 3.28 3.20 3.05 2.80 2.88 2.64 2.58 3.07 3.21 2.93 2.88 *** 12.2

3.09 3.35 3.27 3.35 3.32 3.32 3.50 3.38 3.29 3.18 3.11 3.44 3.25 3.43 3.26 *** 43

0.89 0.88 0.90 0.96 1.13 1.00 0.89 0.84 0.89 0.84 0.89 0.90 1.01 0.88 0.90 *** 4.1

2.98 2.75 2.89 2.85 2.75 2.87 2.60 2.77 3.47 3.38 2.41 2.51 2.53 2.55 2.84 *** 19.2
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2. telephone calls to people in other organizations; 8. telephone calls to

people in my own organization; 12. face-to-face discussions or conferences

with people in own organization; 14 conventions, professional association

meetings; and 17 face-to-face discussions or conferences with people,in'other

organizations). This sum was divided by the number of items (six) which brings

the measure back to the same usefulness scale used for the original responses

(1 = Never or Rarely Use, 2 = Of Minor Use, 3 = Moderately Useful, 4 = Highly

Useful). We find that administrators have the highest averages on this index:

ISA staff (3.45), LEA staff (3.44), higher education chief administrators (3.42),

and SEA staff (3.36). Note that even the school building administrator (prin-

cipals) is high (3.27), although the average for state board members is slightly

higher (3.33), and this average for principals is matched by 'state legislators.

Those on tne low side of this index are: school teachers (2.79) and federal

legislative aides (2.90). Note that this range (2.90 to 3.45), although highly

significant, is still relatively narrow and primarily in the "moderately" useful

or higher rating area.

Usefulness of Print Sources. This index is an average of eight "print" sources

(3. memos and correspondence; 4. abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies; 6. edu-

cational newsletters, bulletins, announcements; 7. educational journals; 9. tech-

nical reports, government publications; 15. notes and files in my own office;

---.16. office, department, or orgam.zation files; and 18. textbooks, reference

books). In this instance we again find all the administrators scoring relatively

high, but these subaudiences are joined by all of the higher education subaudiences:

SEA staff (3.16), LEA staff (3.14), social scientists (3.07), higher education

chief administrators (3.05), institutional researchers (3.02) ISA staff (3.02),

and educational faculty (3.01). Note that all these averages are closely

clustered just above 3.0 = Moderately Useful. Teachers are again the subaudience

with the lowest average (2.71), closely followed by local school board members

(2.74). Again, as in the case of oral sources, the range for print sources is

relatively narrow (2.71 to 3.16) and moder4tely high.

Oral/Print Ratio. These ratios tend to be "ipsative," that is they, tend to com-

pensate for the possible situation where both indexes are relatively high or low;

what each ratio highlights is whether users tend to find one type of source

distinctly more or less useful than another type. In this case, ratios greater
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than 1.00 point to greater usefulnessof oral sources than print sources, ratios

less than 1.00 indicate relatively greater value for print sources. We note that

with the exception of educational'faculty (0.97) and.social scientists (0.98),

all ratios are over 1.00, Indicating a higher usefulness for oral sources. The

highest ratio averages (oral over print) are: local school board members (1.15),

school principals (1.14), state school board members (1.13), and state legis-

lators (1.12).

Usefulness of External Sources. Items referring to face-to-face discussions,

telephone calls, and libraries or resource centers were deliberately listed

twice, one referring to "in my own organization" (internal) and one referring

to "in other organizations" (external), to gauge the propensity of users to

seek information through personal contaCt with individuals inside or outside

their organization. The external index is the average of items 2 (telephone

calls), 10 (libraries orsresource centers), and 17 (face-to-face discussions or

conferences). The subaudiences who tend to find external contacts most useful

include: ISA staff (3.28), state legislators (3.21), SEA staff (3.20), LEA

staff (3.12), state board members (3.07), and higher education chief adminis-

trators (3.05). Note that although there are minor permutations of the rank

order, 'these are the same top six subaudiences as for the "oral index." Two

of the three items in this "external index" are a subset of those in the oral

index. Again teachers are low (2.58), but they are tied with local board

members (rather than federal aides who were second lowest for the "oral

index").

Usefulness of Internal Sources. This index was formed in the same way as the

"external index," but the items were source item numbers 5, 8, 12. In this

instance we find a somewhat different group of subaudiences who find sources

tn their own organization useful: higher education chief administrators (3.50),

state school board members (3.44), federal legis.Lative aides (3.43), and in-

stitutional researchers (3.38). The administrators, including school principals,

closely follow. Again teachers (3.09) and local board memba.:s (3.11) are low.

(By now it is generally obvicas that teachers and local board members tend to

rate most sources, but not all, of relatively lower usefulness than do most

other subaudiences.)
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External/Internal Ratio. Note that ratios over one indicate higher usefulness

for external sources and ratios under one indicate higher usefulness for internal

sources. Only one subaudience has a ratio substantially over one, ISA staff

(1.13). This group, presumably.because of its high degree of interpersonal con-

tacts with schools and other educational groups, is alone in a high external

orientation. Two other subaudiences are approximately evenly balanced between

external and internal: state legislators (1.01) and SEA staff (1.00). Again

these two groups would seem to have substantial need to deal with persons out-

side their own agencies. All other subaudiences have ratios under one, although

the lowest ratio, educational faculty and institutional researchers, is only

0.84.

Usefulness of Formal Print and Library Sources. This index consists of the

average for the following items: 4. abstracts, indexes, bibliographies; 5. library

or resource center in my own organization; 7. educational journals, 9. technical

reports, government
publications; 13. personal library, 18. textbooks, reference

books. Noting that theseare the traditional sources
researchers and scholars

use, it is not surprising that we find that there are just two groups with

averages on the index substantially over 3.0 = Moderately Useful, namely: social

scientists (3.47) and educational faculty (3.38). All other groups score this

set of resources of substantially lower usefulness. But note that school teachers

(2.98), "other" school staff (2.89), LEA staff (2.85), and SEA staff (2.87) are

not far below the 3.0 level. Although it should be no surprise, the governance

audiences find the formal information sources to be of least (but yet somewhat

more than "Minor") value: local school board members (2.41), state school board

members (2.51), state legislators (2.53), and federal legislative aides (2.55).

Note also that higher education chief
administrators (2.60) and institutional

researchers (2.77), although tending to find information in other print sources

(e.g., notes and files, office files, memos and correspondence), find distinctly

less use of formal print sources in their work.

Summary. In this chapter we have examined information concerning users' ratings

of the usefulness of 18 types of information sources. Despite major shifts in

reference to -- !ulness for all work activities as contrasted to frequency of

use for the users' most important work activities, the 18 information sources

maintain virtually the same position relative to each other. With very minor
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exceptions, questions regarding frequency of use and usefulness of sources tend

to extract highly similar information. The differences among the 14 subaudiences

in their ratings of each information source are all highly significant statis-

tically. Subaudience item averages range from 1.90 (below "Of Minor Use") to

3.88 (approaching the scale ceiling of 4.0, "Highly Useful").

Generally, the correlations among the 18 sources are not particularly highs

however, six easily identifiable and interpretable clusters of sources were

identified by factor analysis. A priori plans and the factor analysis results

were used to create several indices which substantially reduce the number of

information source measures. All the indices reveal significant and meaningful

differences among the 14 subaudiences in their tendency to find different types

of information sources useful in their work. Given the very high correlation

between usefulness and frequency, we may also generalize that these same patterns

tend to hold for frequency of use of sources.
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QUESTION rv.

A. OVERVIEW

CHAPTER VI

ABOUT THE MOST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE INFORMATION spuRas YOU PREFER

In the two previous sections, information sources were considered from the

standpoint of frequency of use in connection with users' most important work

activities and in terms of usefulness for all work activities. In this section,

the users' two most preferred information sources are identified. Then, respond-

ents' reasons for selecting these sources are examined. Respondents were also

asked to describe their degree of isolation from information sources and to

indicate how frequently they exchange educational information with educators or

other professionals.

IV. ABOUT THE MOST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EDUCATION INFORMATION
SOURCES YOU :REFER

la. Users have various reasons for preferring the information
sources they like to use. Please refer to the numbered
list of sources on the opposite page and note the number
(1 - 20) of the two sources you most prefer to use. Please
mark these two numbers in the boxes at the top of the two
columns on the right.

lb. Now, for each of these two sources, please rank the reasons
listed below in order of their importance to your preference
for the source.

2. How would you describe your degree of isolation from information
scurces you would like to have available to you?

3. How often do educators cr other professionals come to you for
information, or do you puss information on to others relating
to educational matters?

Preferred Sources. Three types of "oral" souices (face-to-face discussions;

workshops, seminars, graduate courses; and telephone calls) are among the most

frequently mentioned preferred sOurces and account for 46 percent of the first-

llsted preferred sources and 39 percent of the second-listed preferred. sources.
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er sources mentioned by at least 5 percent ofrthe respondents include: educe-

nal journals, personal library, notes and files in own office, library or

ource center in own organization, and educational newsletters, bulletins,

announcements.

sons for Preferring Sources. Respondents were presented with a list of fifteen

xacteristics ot information sources which might account for their preferences

!were asked to rank the list of reasons in order of their importance for both

first and second preferred source. Given.ihe highly significant differences

ng subaudiences in their,ratings of frequency of,use of soiarces and usefulness

sources described in the previous two sections, it came as a surprise-that only

&the 30 tests of item differences among the 14 subaudiences were significant.

a subaudiences did differ significantly in their rankings of the characteristics

accessibility, accuracy, and opportunity for discussion or exchange of ideas

al respect to the first preferred source, and on the characteristics of rapid

sponse, accuracy, responsiveness to particular problems, the reason "keeps

aware of new developments," and opportunity for discussion or exchange of

eas with respect to the second preferred source.

e more frequently mentioned:characteristics (for the first preferred source) are;

) is likely to have the infOrmation I want, (2) is near at hand or easily acces-

ble, (3) is responsive to My particular problem or question, (4) is easy to use,

d (5) is usually available when I need it. By contrast, the lowest-ranked ,

aracteristics include: (11). Provides opportunity for discussion Or exchange Of

eas, (12) is fast in responding, (13) is cOmplete, comprehensive, (14 is free

inexpensive, and (15): is objective, impartial, not biased,

te rankings of the 15 characteristics are slightly different for the two preferred

mrces. Rank order7correlations between pairs of average rankings for each sub-

adience range from .64 to .85.--One notable difference is the characteristic "is

asy to use," which ranged from second to eighth place for source one, but is the

Lrst-ranked characteristic of every subaudience (except the educational faculty

10 gave it second place) on their second preferred éource.

3olation from Information Sources. Respondents were asked to rate their degree

t isolation fi7,5b tkfd-s-Carc-es-they-woutd-l±ke-to-have-avai-lable--in-7-terms-of-f-ou

lternatives: (1) not isolated, (2) somewhat isolated, (3) seriously isolated, and
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(4) almost completely isolated. A chi square test indicates that the 14 sub-

audiences are not significantly different in their distribution of choices over

these foux alternatives. Percentages based on simple averages over the 1,302

persons responding to this item indicate that 29 percent checked "not isolated,"

59 percent checked "somewhat isolated," 10 percent checked "seriously isolated,"

and less than 2 percent checked "almost completely isolated."* Hence the 14

subaudiences are quite similar in their sense of isolation, and only a small

percentage consider themselves seriously or completely isolated from the infor-

mation sources they would like to have available.

Frequency of Information Exchange. The last question in Section IV asked: "How

often do educators or other professionals come to,you for information, or do you

pass information on to others relating to educational matters?" A chi square

test indicates that there are.highly significant differences among the 14 sub-

audiences in their frequency of exchange of information. Generally, state

agency staff, chief administrators of higher education institutions, institu-

tional researchers, and intermediate service agency staff display the highest

rates of information exchange, with 70 percent or more indicating they exchange

information'at least daily or more often. By contrast, ,state and local school

board members have the lowest rates of exchange with fewer than 16 percent of

local board members and 22 percent-of state board meMbers exchanging information

this often.

The next section of the questionnaire asked respondents to rate their

satisfaction with current sources with respect to nine general purposes for

seeking information. DissatisIaction with current sources is correlated

with feeling of isolafion from sources users would-like to have-a,iailable.
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MOST. PREFERRED!INFORMATION SOURCES

Respondents were referred to the list of information sources they-had just ranked

for usefulness in Section III of the questionnaire, and they were asked to identify

the two sources they most prefer to use. Table IV-1 lists the sources rank ordered

by the percentage of the responses for both the first and second preferred source.

Clearly, face-to-face discussions or conferences are the preferred source of infor-

mation with 22.6 percent listing tilis type of source as their most preferred source

and another 22.9 percent listing it as their second preferred source. Note that

,internal and external discussions have been combined: 20;1 percent (adjusted for

non-respon'Se) marked item 12, face-to-face discussions or conferences with people

in my own organization as their_first preferred source, another 15.8 percent marke6

this item as their seconcrpreferred sollice:--Discussions or conferences with people

in other organizations accounted for only 2.5 percent O-f'the_first preferred sources

listed and 7.1 percent of the second preferred sources. Consequent-1Y, 1C-Cai -(inter--

nal) face-to-face discussions are preferred to external face-to-face discussions

by a ratio of nearly 4 to 1.

Workshops, seminars, and graduate courses are the second most popular source of

information, accounting for a perhaps surprising 14 percent of the first choices

and another 6.2 percent of the second choices.

Telephone calls are third in popularity with just under ten percent marking this

source as their first choice and a similar percentage marking it as the second

choice. Again, internal and external calls were combined. The proportions are

almost equal: 4.7 percent identifying calls to people in own organization and

5.2 percent identifying calls to people in other organizations for most preferred

source; and 5.4 percent marking calls to people in own organization and 4.4 percent

marking calls to people in other organizaticms on second preferred source.

These first three types of "oral" sources account for 42.7 percent of the total

number of choices made. Note that of 15 specific types of sources listed, only

one other is an oral source: # 14, conventions and professional meetings, which

accounts for another 3.9 percent of the total number of first and second choices.

Hence, four types of "oral" sources account for 46.6 percent of all first or

second preferred sources (48.5% of first preferred sources; 44.8% of second pre-

ferred sources).
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TABLE VI.1 QUESTION IV4a SOURCES.RESPONDENTS IDENTIFIED AS THE TWO
SOURCE8,THEY MOST PREFERRED TO USE

(Sources Ordered bk Total Number Listing it as First or Second Preferred
,

Source.)*

Item 0 Preferred Sources

jir.
,

Source First ISecondj Total Cum.

%

12/17 Face-to-face discussions or conferences 22.6 22.9 22.8 22.8
. _

1 Workshops, seminars, graduate courses 14.0 6.2 10.1 32.9

2/8 Telephone calls 9.9 9.8 9.8 42.7

5/10
.

Libraries or resource centers 9.5 8.4 r 8.9 [ 51.6

7 Educational journals 6.9 7.6 --'.2 58.8

13 Personal library 6.9 6.7 6, 65.6

15 Notes and files in own office 5.3 7.9 6.6 72.2

6 Educational newsletters, bulletins,

announcements 6.1 5.5 5.8 78.0

11 Curriculum materials 3.9 4.4 4.2 82.2

18 Textbooks, reference books .

3.0 4.9 4.0 86.2

14 Conventions and professional meetings 2.0 5:9 3.9 90.1

16 Office,.department, or organization files 1.9 3.3 2.6 92.7

3 Memos and correspondence 2.1 2.0 2.0 94.7

9 Technical reports, government publications 1.2 1.6 1.4 96.1

4
-

Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies 1.2 1.0 1.1 97.2

19/20 Other (miscellaneous) sources 3.6 2.1 2.8 100.0

N = 1267 1261
. '--

*,Percentages are adjusted for non-response: 4..6 percent did.not-respond for

--First'Preferred Source-and 5.0 percent did711317071O17"Second-PrefUrred

Source.
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Eleven "print-driented" sources account for the remaining half of the respond-

ents' choices. Ifeading this group are libraries, which account for 9.5 percent

of the first choices and 8.4 percent of the second choices. Internal and external

libraries and resource centers were combined. There is a strong pieference for

own library or resOurce center over other libraries or resource centers: 7.8 per-

cent Own versus 1.7.,percent other on first preferred source and g.2 percent own

versus 2.3 percent other on second preferred source. Hence, no more than 4 per-

cent indicate that they use libraries or resource centers outside their own organ-

ization as first or second.preferred sources, but 14 percent do turn to their own

library as c arst or second choice.

Following libraries or resource centers.;gare a number of specific types of print

souxces (percentages for total of first and second source in parentheses): edu-

cational journals (7.2%), personal library (6.8%), notes and files in own office

(6.6%), educational newsletters, bulletins, announcements (5.8%), curriculum

materials (4.2%), and textbooks or reference books (4.0%).

Conventions and professional meetings, an "oral" source, appears next. Note that

only two percent list this source first, but another 5.9 percent list it as second

preferred source.

The remaining print sources are: office, department, or organization files (2.6%),

memos and correspondence (2.0%), technical reports and government publiCations

.(1.4%), and abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies (1.1%). Other miscellaneous

sources were specified by 2.8 percent as a first source and 2.1 percent as a

second source.
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C. CEARACTERISTICS OF PREFERRED SOURCES

After asking respondentsto identify the two sources they most preferred to use,

they were asked to rank A list of 15 reasons (characteristics) for preferring

each source in order of their importance. Therankings were converted to a

5-point scale, with 5 indiCating a high ranking and l'indicating a low ranking for

the characteristics.* Chi square tssts acroSs the 14 subaudiences for each item

indicated that only 3 of the 15 characteristics were significantly different for

the first preferred Source and 5 of the 15 characteristics were significantly

different for the second source. The subaudience score means for these items

are displayed in the table on the following page.

Accessibility (is near at hand or easily aCcessible) is of substantial importance

as the reason fOr the first source preferences of institutional,researchers (4.10),

and is also of considerable importance to social scientists (3.73) and educational

faculty (3.78). The:only subaudience that tends to rank accessibility relatively

low is state school board members (2.73).

Accuracy is a characteristic which has different averages among subaudiences on

both the first and second preferred sources. On the first source, accuracy is.

of relatively greatest importance to federal legislators (3.62), and'greater

importance to local school board members (3.33), LEA administrators (3.21), SEA

administrators (3.16), and institutional researchers (3.13). Accuracy is of

relatively lesser importance to higher education chief administrators (2.64), edu-

cational faculty (2.74), school principals (2.85), and social scientists (2.89).

Approximately the same groups are relatively high or low in the second source

rankings, except that ISA administrators are relatively the lowest subaudience in

their rankings (2.49).

Discussion or exchi991of ideas (provides opportunity for discussion or exchange

of ideas) is also a characteristic where there are differences in the average

* The rankings were standardized by assigning a score of 5 if the item was ranked
1, 2, or 3; a score of 4 if the item was ranked 4, 5, or 6; a 3 if ranked 7, 8,
or 9; a 2 if ranked 10, 11, or 12, and a 1 if ranked 13, 14, or 15. If the item
was not'ranRed-iiia fewer than 4 items-were ranked, it was scored 3. If the total
number of items ranked was between 4 and 6, unranked items were scored 2. If the
number of unranked items was 7 or more, unranked items were scored 1. ---
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TABLE VI.2 QUESTION IV:lh, ABOUT THE MOST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU PREFER (SIGNIFICANT ITEMS)

Characteristics for I 1 Source and 0 2 Source with Statistically Significant
Differences Among the

Subaudiences (93011411010)

PRACTITIONERS AMINISTRATORs , HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

Nr QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACK PRIN. OMER LEA ISA SFA CHIEF INS.F. SO.SC. EDS. L;BD, S.BD. Sam

Chi,

Squar

F.LEG.Level

11

11

01

SOURCE I a

Accessibility

Accuracy

Discussion/EXChange

SOURCE 1 2

/2: Rapid Response

#2 Accuracy

12

12

12

Responsiveness to Problem

Current Awareness

Discussion/Exchange

3.67 3.46 3.66 3.20

3.01 2.85 3.19 3.21

2,80 3,18 2.76 2.87

3.65

2.87

3.27

3.55

3.16

3,02

3,23

2.64

3.58

4.10

3.13

2.56

3,73

2.89

2.50

3.78

2.74

2.63

3.39

3.33

3.12

2.73

3.07

3.52

3.10

3.214 3.00

3.56

3.62

2.50

,002

.016

.015

2,63 2.70 2,65 2.78 3.30 3.00 2,89 3,02 2.52 2.57 2,67 3.00 3.47 3.86 .035

3.04 2,85 3.06 3.00 2,49 3.13 2.88 3,15 2.93 2.75 3.16 2.88 '3.05 3.22 .027

3.10 3,10 3.11 3.31 3.68 3.55 3.78 3,35 3.14 2.94 2.96 3.17 3;39 2,78 .040

3.24 3,39 3.22 3.38 2.98 3.06 3,42 3.26 3.25 3.35 3.30 3.85 3.24 2.71 .004

2,58 2.96 2.70 2.82 3.29 2.74 3,40 3,00 2.38 2.34 3.19 3.38 3.06 2.57 .012

0177,1,

306

305



rankings of subaudiences for both the-first and second preferred sources of infor-

mation. For their most preferred source of information, the opportunity to discuss

or exchange ideas is of relatively greatest importance to higher education chief

administrators (3.58), followed by ISA administrators (3.27), state board members

(3.24), and school principals (3.18). This characteristic is of relatively less

importance for federal legislative aides (2.50), social scientists (2.50), institu-

tional researchers (2.56), and educational faculty (2.63). A. somewhat similar

pattern of high and low averages s seen for the second preferred sources.

'Three characteristics not displaying significant differences among the 14 sub-

audiences for their first preferred sources are found to be significant for their

second preferred sources.

Rapid response (is fast in responding) is relatively more important for tha second

preferred source of information ofn federal legislative aides (3.86), state legis-

lators (3.47), and ISA administrators (3.30), but this characteristic is rela-

tively less important for: social sc.tantists (2.52), educational faculty (2.57),

school teachers (2.63);-other schc1J1 staff (2.65), and local school board members

(2.67).

Responsiveness to problem (is responsive to my particular problem or question) is

relatively imPortant to most subaudiences, but,is of greater importance to: higher

education chief administrators (3.78), ISA administrators (3.68), and SEA admin-

istrators (3.55), and of relatively lesser importance to: 'federal legislative

aides (2.78), educational faculty (2.94), and local school board members (2.96).

Current awareness (keeps me aware of new developments) is of relatively greatest

importance for state school board members (3.85), but displays averages above 3.0

for all subaudiences except federal legislative aides (2.71) and ISA administrators

(2.98).

The following two tables present the subaudience averages for each of the 15 items

for both the first and second preferred sources. Since the items displaying

differences have been discussed, the data in these tables will not be discussed

specifically. The averages for each subaudience were ranked (over the 15



TABLE VI.3 QUESTION IV.1b. ABOUT THE MDST IMPORTDIT MAACTERISTICS
OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU PREFER

(All Items, First Preferred Source)

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH, PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA

This sOurce:

is easy to use 3.61

is near at hand or easily accessible, 3.67

is fast in responding 2.61

is free or inekpensive 2.79

is usually available when I need it 3.43

is likely to have the information I

want 3.80

is complete, comPrehensive
2.76

is authoritative, accurate, reliable, 3.01

is objective, impartial, not biased 2.41

is up-to-date 3.08

is responsive to mrparticular

problem or questiOn 3.16

keeps me aware of new developments 2.99

leads me to.other sources 3.12

provides for new ideas or different

viewpoints 3,13

provides opportunity for discussion

.or exchange of ideas 2.80

3.22

3.46

2.64

2.43

3.12

3.63

2.44

2.85

2.38

3.30

3.38

3.40

2.93

3.32

3.66

2.47

2.53

3.24

3.76

12.82

3.19

2.36

3.22

3.32

3.17

2.85

3.47 3.02

3.18 2.76

3.20

3.20

2.68

2.48

3.30

3.49

2.48

3.21

2.39

3.19

3.54

3.38

3.15

3,17

2.87

3.45

3.65

3.02

2.78

3.36

3.51

2.31

2.87

2.43

3.28

3.36

3.24

3.20

3.48

3.27

3.30

3.55

3.00

2.50

3.30

3.64

2.69

3.16

2.48

3.35

2,39

3.34

3.06

3.09

3.02

N.Z. 126 108 132 86 45 76

HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE
Chi

Square

CHIEF INS.R.SO.SC. ED.F. L.BD. 5.80. S.LEG, F.LEGkevel

P-

2.98 3.29 3.53 3.26 3.29 3.65 3.33 NS

3.24 4.10 3.73 3.78 3.39 2.73 3.52 3.56
* *

2.93 3,24 2.69 2.32 2.71 3.00 3.05 3.00 NS

2.24 2.54 2.83 2.49 2.77 2.57 2.88 2.00 NS

2.93 3.49 3.69 3.30 3.47 3.08 3.30 3.44 NS

3.70 3.91 3.79 3.49 3,58 3.59 3.78 4.33 NS 1.1

2.06 2.67 2.68 2.51 2.55 2.72 2.47 2.88 NS

2,64 3.31 2.89 2.74 3.33 3.07 3.10 3.62

2.14 2.85 2.27 2.27 2.33 2.85 2.95 2.50 NS

3.12 2.98 2.91 1.49 3.07 3 27 2.95 2:90 NS

3.84 3.,52 3.12 3.25 3.36 3.74 3.62 3.12 NS

3.14 2.64 3,02 3.47 3.30 3.52 3.16 2.12 NS

2.88 2,77 3.49 3.35 2.88 2.92 2.79 2.88 NS

3.46 2.50 2,89 3.36 3.29 3.28 3.00 2.38 NS

3.58 2.56 2,50 2.63 3.12 3.24 3.00 2.50

49 39 42 43 43 21 16
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TABLE VIA QUESTION IV.1b. ABOUT THE MOST IMPORTANT
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU PREFER

(All Items, Second ?referred Solve)

PRACTITIONERS ADM INISTRATOn NIGHER EDUCATION
GOVERNANCE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEAC PRIM, OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEF INS.R.SO.SC.ED.F. L,60. 6.80. Sam

Chi

Squarc

P.

Level

This source:

is easy to -use
4.17

is near at hand or easily accessible
3,75

is fait in responding
2.63

is'free or inexpensive
2.88

is usually available when I need it 3.30

is likely to have the information

I want
3,61

is complete, comprehensive
2.77

is authoritative, accurate, reliable 3.04

is objective, impartial, not biased 2.56

is up-to-date
3.09

is responsive to my particular

problem or question 3,10 3.10

keeps me aware of new developments 3.24 3.39

leads me to other sources
3.15 3.02

provides for new ideas or different

viewpoints
2.50 2.61

provides opportunity for discussion

or exchange of ideas
2.58 2,95

4,°J6

3,38

2.71

2,57

3.36

2.44

2.85

2.72

3.10

4.08

3.64

2.65

2.54

3.33

3.50

2.61

3.06

2.79

3.37

3.12

3.22

3.11

2.53

2.70

3.96 4.37

3,37

2.78

2.48

3.17

3.59

2.26

3.00

2.39

3.34

3.31

3,38

3.32

2.58

2.82

3,69

3.30

2.69

3.29

3.65

2,44

2.49

2,86

3.19

3.68

2.98

3.08

2.31

3.29

3.81

3.58

3,00

2.71

3.36

3.79

2,69

3.13

2.80

3.30

3.55

3.06

3.00

2.44

2.74

4.14

3.57

2.89

2.62

3.04

3.51

2,24

2,88

2.28

3.22

3.78

3.42

3.26

2.64

3.40

3,81

3.49

3.02

2.50

3.28

3,15

2.91

3.15

2.58

3.00

3.35

3.26

3.28

2.54

3.00

3.79

3.68

2.52

2.60

3.77

3.54

2,79

2.93

2.42

2,89

3.14

3.25

3.28

2.51

2.38

3.87 3.91

3.87 3.33

2.57 2.67

2.43 2.46

3.39 3.10

3.49 3.62

2.60 2.60

2.74 3.16

2.31 2.23

3.42 3.09

2.94

3.35

3,46

2.76

2.34

2.96

3.30

3.02

2.55

3.19

4.08

3,08

3.00

2.54

3.35

3.50

2.54

2.88

2.89

3.32

3.17

3.85

3.28

2.36

3.38

3.84

3.65

3.47

3.10

3.70

3.67

2.68

3.05

2.94

2.89

3.39

3.24

3.16

2.33

3.06

4.38 N5

3.75 NS

3.86

2.38 NS

3.25 NS

4,11

3.50

3.22

2,57

3.11

2.78

2.71

2.43

2.00

2.57

Ni

NS

NS

NS

0 *

NS

NS

N4 98 95 110 67 29 66 36 37 36 41 38 14 12
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characteristics). See the table on the following page. Rank order correlations

between the first and second source were computed. These ranged in value from

.64 to .85, with a median of .76.

These rankings were summed across the 14 subaudiences for each preference (# 1

and # 2) and then reranked. The results of the reranking appear in the next

table.* Since there are relatively few significant differences among the sub-

audiences, it seems appropriate to focus first on these overall rankings. To

facilitate inspection, they are rearranged in the overall rank order for the

first preferred source. This table indicates "convenience" characteristics

(likely to have wanted information, accessible, easy to use, usually available)

rank high for both the first and second preferred source, while comprehensiveness,

low cost, and objectivity are consistently among the lowest-ranked reasons for

preferring an information source.
`rsli

Among the notable discrepancies between rankings of characteristics for the first

and second preferred sources of information, the characteristic "is easy to use"

Ls in fourth place (ranked from 2nd to 8th among the subaudiences) among character-

istics for the first preferred source, but this characteristic is the first-ranked

characteristic for the second preferred source for every subaudience (except edu-

cational faculty, who gave it second place). Another characteristic, "leads me

to other sources," also jumps in rank (from 10th to 7th) as users turn from their

first to their second preferred source. (This upward shift in rank order is most

prominent for institutional researchers and state legislators.) Presumably, if

users fail to find information with their use of their first preferred source,

they would have a greater tendencY to turn to a source that helps them continde

their search.

Two other characteristics display marked down shifts in rankings between the

first and second preferred source. The characteristic "is responsive to my par-

ticular problem" drops from third to sixth rank. (This shift is most noticeable

among state and loc A. board members and LEA administrators who rank responsiveness

as especially import t in the first source they prefer to use, and then much

lower as a character.stic of their second source.) The characteristic "provides

* In effect, this is an equal weighting for all 14 subaudiences.

3 1 2



TABLE VI.5 QUESTION IV.1b, ABOUT THE MOST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU PREFER

(Characteristics Rank Ordered Within Subaudience for First and Second Preferred Sources of Information)

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

TOTAL

OF

SOURCES

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH PRIN, OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEFINS.R SOX. ED.F, L.BD. 5.20. $.LEG.F.LEG #1 #2

Source #1 #2 #1-#2r#1 #2 #1'#2 61 #2 #1 #21 #1 #2 #1 02 #1 #2 #1 #2 #1 #2 #1 #2 11 #2 #1 #2

This source:

is easy to 'use 3 1 6 1 3 1 7 1 3 1 6 1 8 1 6 1 4 1 8 2 7 1 4 1 2 1 5 1 72 15

is near at,hand or easily accessible 2 2 3 3 2 2 6 3 1 2 2 3 5 3 1 2 2 3 1 1 3 3 13 10 4 4 3 4 48 45

'is fast in'responding 14 2 12 12 14 12 12 11 11 5 12 9 10 10 7 9 12 13 14 12 13 11 10 11 8 5 7 3 156 135

is free or inexpensive 12 101414131514131312 14 12 13 13 14 15 11 12 13 13 12 14 15 15 13 10 15 14 186 182

is usually available when I need it

is likely to have the information

4 4 8 5 5 5 4 8 6 6 5 5 9 9 4 5 3 2 7 6 .2 7 8 6 5 2 4 6 74 76

I want 1 3 1 4 1 3 2 2 2 4 1 2 2 4 2 8 1 4 2 31,2 2. 3 1 3 1 2 20 47

is complete, comprehensive 13 11 13 15 11 13 13 15 15 14 13 14 15 15 11 12 13 11 12 11 14 12 14 14 15 15 9 5 181 177

is authoritative, accurate, reliable 9 9 11 10 7 0 5 9 12 13 8 7 12 11 5 7 9 9 10 10 5 6 9 13 7 12 2 7 111 132

is objective, impartial, not biased 15 14 15 11 15 10 15 14 14 11 15 11 14 14 9 13 15 15 15 15 15 15 12 12 12 13 11 11 192 179

is up-to-date

is responsive to my particular

problem or question

8

5

B

7

9

5

7

6

6

4

4

7

8

1

5

7

7

5

8

3

3

7

6

4

7

1

8810

1 3 3

8

6

10

8

3

9

5

8

10

4

8

10

6

1

7

9

11

3

14

6

8

6

8

9

102

60

108

88

keeps me aware of new developments 10 5 4 2 8 6 3 4 9 10 4 8 6 5 12 6 7 7 4 7 6 4 3 2 6 A 14 10 96 84

leads me to other sources

provides for new ideas or

7 6 10 8 10 8 10 6 10 9 10 10 11 7 10 4 5 ' 6 4 11 9 11 8 14 9 10 13 135 107

different viewpoints

provides opportunity for discussion

6 15 2 13 9 14 9 12 4 15 9 15 4 12 15 14 10 14 5 i 8 13 5 5 9 7 13 15 108 173

or exchange of ideas 11 13 7 9 12 11 11 10 8 7 11 13 3 6 13 11 14 5 11 14 9 5 7 4 10 11 12 12 139 131

Rank Order Correlation (Source #1

and Source #2) = .76 .64 ,83 .72 .67 ,76 73 .70 .76 ,P5 .71 .78 .80 .79 .90
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TABLE VI.6 RANK ORDER OF OVERALL RANKINGS OF REASONS FOR PREFERRING

INFORMATION:SOURCES

REASON FOR PREFERRING
SOURCES--

#1 #2

is likely to have the information I want

4.s near at hand Or easily acceesible .......,,,:

:is responsive to my particular problem or question.

-.iS easy to use

is USually available when I need it'

keeps me aware of new deVelopments

is up to date

provides for new ideas or different viewpoints 8 12

is authoritative, accurate, reliable 9 10

_

:leads me to other sources 10 7

L ... _

provides opportunity for discussion or exchange

Of ideas
:11

is fast in responding
12 11

is complete, comprehensive
1$ 11

is free or inexpensive 14 15

is objective, impartial, not biased 15 14
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for new ideas or different viewPoints" is not ranked particularly high (8th rank),

but shifts markedly downward (to 12th rank)... (This shift is most pronounced for

school principals, 2nd to 13th; and ISA administrators, 4th to 15th.)
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ISOLATION FROM INFORMATION SOURCES

After completing the ranking of reasons for preferring information sources,

respondents were asked to indicate how isolated they were from information

sources. The question and the percentages responding to each item alternative

are found in the top portion of the following table.

This is one item where there is no significant difference among the responses

of the 14 subaudiences. The total over the 1,302 responses to this question

indicates that 29.4 percent describe themselves as "not isolated, I have ready

access to any source I need." Another 59.1 percent checked the second alter-

native, "somewhat isolated, I may have to spend a little time or effort to

obtain the information I need." Slightly under ten percent (9.5%)checked

"seriously isolated, I sometimes forgo using information sources that I would

like-to use." Less than two percent (1.5%) marked "almost,completely isolated,

I frequently can not get access to the sources I would like to use."-, Combining

the last tWo categories leads to the estimate that only 11 percent of these

educational information,audiences consider themselves seriously or almOst com-

pletely isolated from information sources they would like to have available;

however, the majority of users (59%) feel "somewhat isolated" and "may have to

spend a little time or effort to obtain information."

Since this distribution of ratings appeared familiar, a comparison was made .

with the responses to Question 1.3 concerning the amount of information available.

Data in the second foliowing table for both amount and degree of isolation are

based on simple averages over the six subaudiences who responded to Question 1.3

(teachers, principals, other staff; LEA, ISA, and SEA administrators). The

similarity is so great that it would appear that adequacy of information, amount

of information available, and degree of isolation from sources may amount to the

same things as far as users are concerned.*

* In the next chapter (Questionnaire Section V) data regarding users' satisfaction

with current sources of information for nine types of purposes for seeking in-

formation are presented. Satisfaction is rated on a three-point scale (satis-

factory, partly satisfactory, unsatisfactory). Degree of (non)isolation is

correlated .27 to .39 with these nine ratings of satisfaction with current

sources of information for different purposes. The higher correlationS are

with satisfaction with sources for keeping 'aware of new developments and activ-

ities and for identifying new sources of assistance; the lower correlations are

for preparing articles, reports, and speeches; for evaluating educational prac-

tices; and for locating information to provide to others.



TABLE VI.7 QUESTION IV.
AsoUT THE MOST IMPORTANT

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EDUCATION
INFORMATION SOURCESIOU PREFER'

QUESTION IV.2: How would you
deacribelour degree of isolation from

information'sources you
would like to have

available tOlOu?
.

,

Question IV.31 How .

often do educators or 066 profeisionala.come to
you"for informatiun,.or

do you pass information

on to others relating 6 educational matters?

QUESTIONN4IRE ITEM

PRACTITIONERS AD6ISTRATORS HIGHER EDUC/iTION
GOVERNANCE

Chi

guar

p .

TEAC PRIN, OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEF1NS.R SO.SC ED,F, 14,8D. S.BD. S,L F,L TOTAL Level

Not isolated ,

Somewhat isolated

Seriously isolated

Almost completely isolated

25.3

65.9

8,2

0.5

34,5

1,302

IV.3: Frequency of Information

Exchange

Several times daily

At least daily

At least weekly

At least monthly

Less often

9.5

20.5

50.5

12,0

7.5

10.3 17.2

44.1 25.0

33.8 46.9

10.3 6.3

1.5 4.7



TABLE VI.8 COMPARISON OF RhTINGS OF AMOUNT OF INFORMATION

AVAILABLE AND DEGREE OF ISOLATION PROM

INFORMATION SOURCES FOR SCHOOL PRACTITIONERS

AND LEA, ISA, AND SEA ADMINISTRATORS

QUESTION 1.3: QUESTION IV.2:

Amount of Information Available Isolation from Information
,

Sources
t

.
.

Very adequate 26.2 Not isolated 28.4

Somewhat adequate 56.3 Somewhat isolated 61.0

Somewhat inadequate 14.0 Seriously isolatedr 9.5

Very inadequate 3.5 Almost completely
isolated 1.3
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E. FREQUENCY OF INFORMATION EXCHANGE

This section of tha questionnaire was concluded with the question: "How often

do educators come to you for information, or do you pass information on to

others relating to educational matters?"* Data on this question (Question IV.3)

is reported in the lower portion of the first table in Section D. The chi square_

test indicates,that there are highly significant differences among the 14 sub-

aucliences in their reported frequencies of information exchange. Generally,

administrators (including higher education chief administrators and institutional

researchers) report the highest frequencies.. Nearly 86 percent of the SEA admin-

istrators and 80 percent of the institutional researchers exchange. information at

least daily or more often. By contrast, only 16 percent of the local school

board_members and 21 percent of the state school board members report thiS high

a frequency of education-related information exchange.

Among the practitioners, there are statistically significant differences between

al:. three pairs of subaudiences, with frequency of exchange highest for "other"

staff, intermediate for school principals, and least for teachers.

Among the administrators, the rate of information exchange is significantly

higher for SEA than for LEA staff, but there is no difference between ISA and

LL.r. staff.

Among the higher education audiences, the administrators (chiefs and institu-

tional researchers) show significantly and markedly higher frequencies of in-

formation exchange than do the educational faculty and the social scientists.

Among the governance audience, legislators and aides engage in significantly more

frequent exchange than do school board members.

* The field interview study investigated frequency, numbers, and types of persons
who came to users or to whom users passed information. These data indicate

that the majority of educational information users are.heavily engaged in the
.... _

exchange of information with a wide variety of types of persons.
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CHAPTER VII

QUESTION V. ABOUT YOUR PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION

. OVERVIEW

The field inierview schedule included a list of 19 purposes for seeking infor-

mation. Based on factor analysis of these items, the mail survey list was

reduced to nine items which respondents were asked to rate in terms of their

need for information and their satisfaction with current sources of informa-

tion with respect to these nine purposes.

V. ABOUT YOUR PURPOSES,FOR SEEKING INFORMATION

Users need information for many different purposes. For each purpose

listed below, please indicate your degree of need for, and your satis-

faction with currently available sources of information by checking one

of the boxes for need and one of the boxes for satisfaction associated

with each purpose.

Need for Information. The rated levels of need for information among the 14 sub-

audiences are statistically significant for eight of the nine purposes. Overall,

the purpose which shows the greatest need for information is keeping aware of

developments and activities in education. The second most important need for

information is with respect to finding specific answers to questions arising

in relation to the respondents' work. The majority of the subaudiences indicate

that they have great need for information for these purposes. By contrast, most

subaudiences have only moderate or small need for information in order to pre-

pare reports, articles, or speeches.

Satisfaction with Current Sources of Information. Satisfaction regarding each

of the nine listed needs is typically between "satisfactory" and "partly satis-

factory." There are few differences among the 14 subaudiences in their average

ratings of satisfaction with current sources of information for any of the nine

. purposes. Greatest satisfaction is indicated for keeping aware of developments

3 6")
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and activities, and least satisfaction is indicated for evaluating educational

practices or products.

Because the nine purposes were selected as relatively independent factor "marker"

variables, the intercorrelations among ratings of need for information are rela-

tively low (r = .08 to .38). The intercorrelations for satisfaction with current

sources of information are substantially larger (r = .30 to .53). Factor anal-

ysis suggests that there is a "general" satisfaction factor which also has a

significant loading on Question IIT.2 (isolation from information sources).
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B. NEED FOR INFORMATION

Need for information with respect to each of the 'nine purposes.was rated on a

three-point scale (1 = Great, 2 = Moderate, 3 = Small). 'With the exception of

one item, there are statistically significant differences among the 14 sub-

audiences in their average rated need for 'information for all purposes. Despite

these differencesthere were some strong similarities in the general patterns of

needs across most subaudiences.

Keeping aware of developments and activities in education is the purpose for

which virtually every audience (except federal legislative aides) expresses

great need. This purpose is either the first or, second highest ranking in need

for information for all other subaudiences.

Finding answers to specific questions is the second highest need overall. This

is the highest ranking need for federal legislative aides (1.10) and institu-

tional researchers (1.22). Relative to other purposes, the practitioners and

state board members tend to rate this purpose lower (fourth or fifth rank among

the nine purposes).

Identifying new sources of assistance for improving my work is relatively

important for all audiences except those concerned with governance.

'Developing alternative.approaches to solving problems in my work is the one

purpose where there is no significant difference in the chi square test across

the 14 subaudiences.

The next three purposes have identical equal weight averages for the total sample

(1.74), however, there are significant differences among the subaudiences in

their relative need for information.

Identifying new educational programs, materials, methods, or procedures is

especially important to "practice-oriented" subaudiences. This purpose is the

second or third highest need for all practitioner subaudiences, for educational

faculty, and for LEA and ISA administrators. However, it is the lowest-ranking

need for legislators and aides and for institutional researchers, and is sixth-

or seventh-ranking for SEA administrators, higher education chinf administrators,

and local school board members. 324



TABLE VII.1 ;EST= V. ABOUT YOUR PURPOSES FOR SUNK INFUTION NEED

Nieto need information for many different purposes. For each purpose listed below, please indicate your. ,

degree of need, for, and your satisfaction with currently available sources of,information by checking one

of the boxes for need and one of the boxes for satisfaction associated withiach purpose,

1 Great

2 'Modsnta
3 Small

PRACTITIONERS IMINISTMTGRS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITN TEACH. PRIN, OMER LEA ISA SEA 1115.R.$0.SC, ED,F, LAID, S.LEG T,LEG

Chi

EQUAL Squat

WT

AVRG. Level

PURPOSE

(1)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(S)

To help me to,

Keep aware of developments and activ-

ities in education

Keep aware of who is knowledgeable in

a subject or problem area

Identify new sources of assistance

for improving my work

Identify new educational programs,

materials, methods, or procedures

Evaluate educational practices or

products

Develop alternative approaches to

solving problems arising in my work

Find answers to specific questions

arising in relation to my wor1i

Locate information to ;rovide to

others

Prepare reports, arti:les, or

speeches

1.42

1,88

1,51

1.50

1.88

1,65

1,71

2,16

2.65

1,27

1,83

1.58

1.51

1,61

1.54

1.86

2,30

1,40

1,80

1.46

1.52

1.88

1.59

1,58

1,61

2,34

1,26

1,64

1. 5

1.53

1,70

1.56

1.43

1.62

1.84

1.17

1,62

1,48

1.44

1,62

1.54

1.43

1.51

2,14

1.42

1,60

1,58

1.70

1,71

1,52

1.39

1,48

1;85

1.25

1.60

1.54

1.56

150

1.48

1.77

1.91

1.96

1,46

1.66

1.56

2.02

1.85

1.56

1.22

1.53

1.65

1.28

1,74

1,60

1.68

1,78

1.68

1.56

1,79

1,75

1.22

1.80

1.49

1.38

1.83

1.67

1,49

1.81

2,08

1,56

1,86

1.81,

2,00

1.73

1.78

1.64

2.08

2.63

1,18

1,85

1,88

1,85

1,44

1.52

1.59

2.09

2,15

1.23

1.52

1.82

2,24

1.59

1.75

1,58

2.08

1,75

1.50

1,70

2,4

1,80

1.5

1.6'0

1,34

1:74

1.61

1.74

1.74

1.61

1.45

1.76

'407

SA*

200 183 208 116 63 115 57 54 67 63 89 33
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Keeping aware of who is knowledgeable in a subject or problem area displays a

barely significant difference (P<.05, which might wash out with a more exact

test), and aside from state legislators who rate this purpose 1.52 (third-

ranking among the nine purposes), the remainder of the ratings for need are in

a narrow range (1.60 - 1.90). For most subaudiences this purpose is sixth or

seventh among the ranking of the nine purposes.

Evaluating educational practices or products displays a larger range (1.44 -

1.96). Relative to the other eight purposes, evaluating practices or products

is second-ranking for state school boards, third-ranking for local boards, and

fourth-ranking for chief administrators. This purpose is sixth- to eighth-

ranking for all other subaudienc6s.

Locating information to provide to others is a very low-ranking (sixth to ninth

rank) purpose for most subaudiences, but it ranks ,second or third among the nine

purposes for SEA administrators, institutional researchers, and federal legis-

lative'aides; fourth for state legislators; and fifth for ISA administrators.

Preparing reports, articles, or speeches is the purpose for which most sub-

audiences have least need. With the sole exception of federal legislative

aides (1.60), where this purpose is tied for second place (with locating informa-

tion to provide to others), none of the other audiences rate this purpose higher

than seventh among the, nine purposes, and ten of the 14 subaudiences assign it

the lowest rating of all nine purposes for-?.seeking information.
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SATISFACTION WIT8 CURRENT. SOURCES'

The same nine purposes were rated in terms of satisfaction (1 7 Satisfactory,

2 ---,Partly SatisfactOry, 3 = Unsatisfactory). In this case., only two of the

.nine items displaY significant differendes acroes the 14 sUbaudiencee, and both

are so marginally significant that the differences might not stand if more exact

tests were made. Overall, greatest satisfaction is indicated (1.88) for keeping

aware of developments and activities in-education (this is also the purpose with

greatest overall need for information). Next highest 'satisfaction with current

sources of information (1.68) ie for preparing reports, articles, and speeches

(but this is the purpose with least overall need for information) . Third in

overall rated level of satisfaction is locating information to provide to Others

(1.71), and fourth is finding ansWers to specific questions' (1.74). From this

point on, the rating averages are closer to the "partly satisfactory" category:

sixth is identifying new educationallmograms, materials, methods, or procedures

(1.77); seventh is identifying new sources of assistance for improving my work

(1.88); eighth is ,developinTalternative approaches to-solviWproblems arising

in my work (1.94); and last is evaluating educational practices_ or prodUcte

(1.96).



TABLE VII.2 QUESTION V.

Users need information for many

indicate your degree of need

ABOUT YOUR PURPOSES

different

for, and your

of the boxes

FOR SEEKING

purposes. For each

satisfaction with

INFORMATION

purpose

currently

of the boxes

- SATISFACTION

listed below, please

available kurces

for satisfaction

1 = Satisfactory

2 = Partly Satisfactory

3

of
= Unsatisfactory

associatedinformation by checking one

with each purpose.

for need and one

1 Chi
PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

. EQUALSquar

WT P-

Nr. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH. PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEFINS.R.SO.SC.ED.F. L.BD. S.BD sma FLOG, AUG. Level

PURPOSE

To help me to:

(1) Keep aware of developments and activ-

ities in education 1.55 1.60 1.56 1.58 1.66 1.62 1.54 1.47 1.66 1.62 1.45 1.58 1.62 1.60 1.58 NS

(2) Keep aware of who is knowledgeable

in a subject or problem area 1.74 1.80 1.76 1.74 1.95 1.86 1.81 1.82 1.84 1.75 1.62 1.67 1.59 1.50 1.75 NS

(3) Identify new sources of assistance

for improving my work 1.80 1.87 1.82 1.78 2.12 1.91 1.99 1.84 2.05 1.84 1;75 181 1.77 2.00 1.88

,

(4) Identify new educational programs,

materials, methods; or procedures 1.74 1.75 1.73 1.74 1.94 1.81 1.85 1.69 1.82 1:86 1.64 1.62 1.73 1.90 1.77 NS

(5) Evaluate educational practices or

products 1.92 1.92 2.00 1.86 2.02 1.88 2.09 1.98 1.83 1.88 1.76 2.03 1.93 2.30 1.96 NS

(6) Develop alternative approaches to

solving problems arising in my work 1.87 1.97 1.92 1.89 2.03 1.97 2.16 1.87 1.94 1.94 1.69 2.12 1.92 1.80 1.94 NS

(7) Find answers to specific questions

arizing in relation to my work 1.76 1.85 1.72 1.66 1.75 1.76 1.82 1.86 1.80 1.75 1.63 1.70 1.67 1.70 1.74 NS

(8) Locate information to provide to

others 1.74 1.81 1.73 1.64 1.80 1.71 1.74 1.82 1.76 1.84 1.57 1.81 1.60 1.43 1.71 NS

(9) Prepare reports, articles, or

speeches 1.71 1.81 1.74 1.67 1.73 1.67 1.71 1.51 1.68 1.67 1.49 1.67 1.60 1.80 1.68 *

(Locate information to provide

to others ) N = 142 127 162 83 46 91 51 38 55 63 68 16 20 7 .

(All other purposes) N ? 201 178 198 116 65 112 68 53 66 51 84 32 25 10



PATTERNS OF RELATIONSHIPS AMONG.RATINGS OF NEED FOR INFORMATION AND'

'SATISTACTION 14ITH CURRENT SOURCES OF,INFORMATION

:The following table displays the correlations among the ratings of need for

informatiow7pd satisfaction with current sources of information for:each Of

the nine puribses for'seeking information. The'correlations with ratings: of

isolation from sources (Question IV.2) are,also listed. (Note, the scales fot

satisfaction and isolation have been reVersed to reduce the nuMber of negative

correlations).. Since the need and satisfaction ratings.are each based on three-

point scales, the reported correlations are attenuated due to coarse grouping

of the three-point scale categories.*

Although the correlations among the ratings of need for information are all

positive and statistically significant, most are of modest size ranging from

.08 to .38 (if corrected for cearse grouping, the range is .11 to .52). Among

the higher correlations are the following: Those who have a need to keep aware

of developments and activities also tend to need information.about who is

knoWledgeable,in a'subject or problem are& and for information to identify new

programs, materials, methods, or procedures. Those who have a need for infor-

mation to develop alternative approaches to solving problems arising in their

work also tend to need information to find answers to specific problems arising

in their work. Those who need information to find answers in their own work

also tend to need to locate information to provide to others. Those who need

information to provide to others also tend to need information to prepare reports,

articles, and speeches.

Among the lowest correlations are the relations between need for information to

identify new programs, materials, methods, or procedures and the need for infor-

mation to find answers to specific questions or to prepare reports, articles,

or speeches.

The intercorrelations among the ratings of satisfaction with current sources of

information are substantially higher than the ratings for need, with correlations

* The Peters and Van Voorhis correction would increase the reported values by

approximately 1.36. Correlations with the four-point isolation scale would

be increased by, a factor of 1.27.
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TABLE VII.3 CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RATINGS OF NEED FOR INFORMATION AND SATISFACTION WITH SOURCE5 OF INFORMATION FOR',NINE

PURPOSES.FOR SEEKING INFORMATION ,

(Note, satisfaction and isolation scales have been reversed to, at'foid negative correlations; decimals omitted.)

m
o

P

g

Variables

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12

__.

13 14

_

15 16

.

17

10170617

I 18 19

Need -Awareness Development 01 - 34 27 38 26 25 19 21 17 05 08 01 06 06 07 .10

Need -Who Is Knowledgeable 02 34 - 29 15 20 23 '22 .21 25 04 08 06 04 06 04 03 03 05 00

Need -Identify New Sources Of Assistance 03 27 29 - 32 19 36-18 19 15 13 18, 18 12 13 16 18 13 13 712

Need'-Identify New Programs, Etc. Q4 38 15 32 - 30 19 09 14 08 07 07 03 09 03 05 08 08 09 -07

-04-Need -Evaluate Practices.. 05 26 20 El 30 - 24 12 16 17 07 07 09 09 16- 11 0805 05

Need -Develop Alternatives 06 25 23 36 19 24 - 38 20 16 08 12 13 10 06 17 13 07 10 -04

Need -Find Answers 07 19 22 18 09 12 38 36 26 03. 04 06 07 02 05 07 05 01 -02

Need.-Locate Information 08 21 21 19 14 16 ,20 36 - 35 03 ..07 02 02 702 02 02 00 021-03

Need -Prepare Reports, Articles 09 17 25 15 08 17 16 26 35 - 0306 04 05 .01 01 03 -01 00 02

Satisfaction -Awareness Development 10 05 04 13 07 07 08 ,03 03 03 - 53 46 45 34 38 31 31 30
I.

39

Satisfaction 7Who Is Knowledgeable 11 08 08 18 07 07 12 04 Q7 06 53 - 50 31 37 35- 39 38- 37 31

Satisfaction -Identify New Sources Of Assistance 12 ,01 06 18 03 '09 13 06 02 04 46 50 52 39 50 42 36 32 35

Satisfction -Identify New Programs, Etc. 13 .06 04 12 09 09 10 07 02 05 45 39 52 - 45 39 35 37 33

341

1

32

27
Satisfaction -Evaluate Practices.. 14 06 06 13 03 16 06 02 -02 .01 31 '17 39 45 - 45 35. 33

Satisfaction -Develop Alternatives 15 07 04 16 05 10 17 05 02. 01 38 '39 50 39 45 - 51 36 351 32

Satisfaction -Find Answers 16 10 03 18 08 08 13 07

05'

02 03 31 39 42 35 35 51 - 47 41 32

29'
Satisfaction -Locate Information 17 10 03 13 08 05 07 00 -01 31 38 36 37 33 36 47 - 50

Satisfaction -Prepare Reports, Articles 18 09 06 13 09 05 10 01 02 00 30 37 32 33 34 35 41 50 -1 27

Isolation From Sources 19 01 00 -12 -07 -04 -04 -02 703 02 39 31 35 32 27 32 32 29 27 -.



ranging from '.30 to .53 (corrected for coarse grouping from .40 to .72). The

ratings of (non)isOlation from sources are also substantially correlated with

all the satisfaction ratings (.27 to .39; corrected, .37 to .53) . Factor anal

.:,ysis of these ratings (not reported) indicates that one factor will account for

much of the intercorrelation among the satisfaction ratings. The "isolation

from sources of information" variable (Question IV.2) also displays a substantial

loading on this general satisfaction faCtor.

Note finally, there are no strong correlations between ratings of need and ratings

of satisfaction. The correlations range from -.02 to .18. (The highest corre-

lation, .18, indicates that those who most need information to identify new-
sources of assistance tend to be least,satisfied with sources of .information for

identifying who is knowledgeable, for identifying new sources, and for finding

answers; however, none of these relationships, even when corrected for coarse

grouping, account for more than six percent of the covariation.)
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SUMMARY

Need for information varies markedly by type of user and purpose for seeking

i..nformation, with subaudience aVerages ranging from 1.17 (great need) for

information to keep aware of developments and activities in education anion ISA

administrators to 2.65 (small need) for information to prepare reports, articles,

or speeches among school teachers. Significant differences among subaudience

averages were found for eight of the nine purposes listed in the questionnaire.
-

Because the items were selected to represent different kinds of needs; the

intercorrelations among the ratings are not strong, but all are positive and

significantly different from zero. Some needs for information are more/closely

related to each other than are others.

Satisfaction with current sources of information appears to be a more Unitary

condition that is more highly correlated among purposes, varies less from

purpose to purpose, and exhibits smaller differences among subaudiences. Satis7

faction with current Sources of information for different purposes is also

significantly related to ratings of (non)isolatiOn from information sources

users would like to have available to them.
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QUESTION VI.

CHAPTER VIII

ABOUT YOUR PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING
AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION

A. PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED IN THE MAIL SURVEY

Although the field interviews with key persons in education had provided in-

formation about problems users encountered, their problems had been so diverse

in character and based on such small samples that we lacked confidence in our

ability to create an effective structured set of responses for this area of

investigation. Consequently, the key qnestions in this area were open-ended.

VI. ABOUT YOUR PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION

With respect to all the tasks you have worked on over, the last year,

did you have any unusually serious difficulty locating, obtaining or

using information which you critically needed in your work in educa-

tion? (If your answer is "no," proceed to Question VII; if your

answer is "yes," please answer the following two questions.

1. Would you explain the difficulty?

2. Can you offer a possible solution to the problem?

The response rates for this write-in question were low,_ranging from 10 percent

for teachers to 40 percent.for federal legislative.aides, with an overall aver-

age of 17 percent. Generally the practitioners were least ready to identify

problems, while fedeial legislative aides and instit:utional researchers were

most ready. A total of 224 responses were made. These were analyzed for con-

'tent and then classified into the several categories listed in the following

table. Overall, 75 percent of the problems dealt with difficulties with informa-

tion sources, 15 percent were associated with problems in user capacity to find

information, and 10 percent were unclassifiable.

Information Base. Among the problems concerned with information sources, 30 per-

cent of all problems dealt with information collection: 13 percent indicated
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TABLE 1III.1 TYPES OF PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED BY SUBAUDIENCES
IN ACQUIRING AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION

QUESTION VI. ABOUT YOUR PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION

With respect to all the tasks you have worked on over the last, year, did you have any unusually serious difficulty

,
locating, obtaining, or using information which you critically needed in your work in education?

1. Would you explain the difficulty? 2. Can you offer a possible solution to the problem?

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

Nr. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TFACH. PRIN, OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEF INS.R,SO,SC. ED.F. LaD. S.BD. S.LEG, F.LEG, TOTAL

$ OF

RE-

SPONS.

ES

1.

DIFFICULTIES WITH INFORMATION

Information Collection

a. Information is scarce or does not

exist

b. Inadequate character

2. Information Organization, Analysis,

Retrieval

a. Insufficient .indexing or catalog-

ing; not retrievable

. Not adequately summarized, organ-

ized, ,synthesized, or analyzed.!.

3. Access/Disiemination

a. Not distributed widely or fre-

quently

b. Inaccessible locally

. Resistance or refusal

4.

5.

DIFFICULTIES WITH USER

Don't have money, time, qualified

personnel to search

Don't know where to look for informa-

tion

2

2

6. UNCLASSIFIABLE

6 0 2 1

4

0

0

2

10

0

0

4

0

1

2

0

0

2

3

TOTAL RESPONSES 21

Percent of Subaudience Sample 10,2
.

18

9,6

28 21

13.3 17.6

14

21.5

29 9

24.8 13.0

20

36.4

17

10.3

15

23.4

15

15.5

0

0

0

7

0 0

(167)

(68)

30

38

(55)

23

32

(44)

17

17

10

(34)

21

13

(23)

(75)

(30)

13

17

(25)

10

14

(20)

4

(15)

20.6

6

21,4

4

40.0

224

16.9



that their primary problem was that the kind of information they sought was

scarce or non-existent (e.g., a new area of policy has not been developed); 17

percent indicated that although information existed, it was inadequate for

their purpose, e.g., not up-to-date, of low quality, or unreliable. Some com-

plained that they would need more direct contact with the original sources

(e.g., talk to teachers) to check on details.

Organization, Analysis, Retrieval. Some 25 percent of all problems dealt with

information organization, analysis, or retrieval: ten percent indicated that

their primary problem was that the information they sought was inadequately in-

dexed, cataloged, or otherwise not retrievable (these users called for more list-

ings in ERIC, better catalogs, or reference lists); 14 percent indicated that

their major problem was that the information they needed was not adequately sum-

marized, organized, synthesized, or analyzed in useful ways (several of these

complaints referred to the unrelated mass of educational information; they

called for ways of centrally locating related information so that users would

have to go to fewer sources to find what they wanted, and for ways of organizing

information around user-oriented themes, topics, or problems).

Access and Dissemination. Twenty percent of the problems were classified into

one of three areas under this heading: eight percent indicated that useful or

vital information is not distributed widely or frequently (newsletters were

suggested as useful solutions for this type of problem); another eight percent

complained that the information was inaccessible locally, that although-it

existed, it was located too far from the user or was not easily deliverable

where and when the user needed it; another four percent (ten respondents) cited

instances where there had been resistance, lack of cooperation, slowness in

giving information, or outright refusal to supply information.

Difficulties with User Capacity. The 15 percent of the problems classified in

this area fall into two major categories: nine percent of the problems were con-

cerned with the fact that the user didn't have funds, time, or qualified personnel

to search for needed information, six percent complained that they didn't know

where to look for (unusual) information they needed., .

Generally, the frequencies for the cross tabulations of subaudiences by type of

problem are too small to attach any reliable significance to individual cell
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entries. However, we note the following: school principals, LEA, and SEA

administrators are somewhat more prone to complain about scarce or non-existent

information. Ten of the 2.0 difficulties mentioned by institutional researchers

dealt with the problem of the inadequate character of information and data they

needed. This is also the only complaint of federal legislative aides. Social

scientists are more prone than others to identify indexing, cataloging, and

retrieval problems. Several of the subaudiences (e.g., teachers, LEA and SEA

administrators, higher education chief administrators, and state legislators)

are somewhat concerned about analysis and summarization. Distribution is a

special complaint of institutional researchers. Lack of local access is a

problem especially for "other" school staff and,for social scientists. Teachers

and other staff are slightly more prone to complain of lack of time, funds, or

personnel to search for information, while SEA and "other" school staff also

are slightly more prone to identify difficulties in knowing where to look for

information.
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B. COMPARISON WITH THE FIELD SURVEY OF USERS

In the field interviews, users were asked to relate an incident where they

were.unsuccessful in finding the information they needed. Even in this direct

face-to-face interview situation, only 42 percent gave an answer (compared to

17%.in the mail survey). Volume I reports the far more detailed analysis of.

the series of questions and probes which were used in the analysis of those

"unsuccessful critical incidents." In the following table, we briefly sumnarize

some comparable categories.

The two sets of data were independently analyzed; consequently, the categories are

not quite the same. Moreover, the more detailed incidents related in the field

-:intervieWs lead to multiple categorization, while virtually all of the difficulties

described.in the mail survey dealt with only one type of problem; so the problem

categories are mutually exclusive. After adjusting the field interview data to

also equal 100 percent, we note that the two sets of data are roughly comparable.

The major difference is that a larger percentage of the field interviewees in-

dicated that they didn't know how to find the information they were searching
....

for (18% versus 6%).
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VIII -6

TABLE VIII.2 COMpARISON OF MAIL AND FIELD INTERVIEW DATA
"REGARDING PROBLENS IN OBTAINING-INFORMATION

Field Interviews
(N = 58)

Mail
Survey
(1 = 224)

(Mutually
pXclusive)

-

'Raw

.

Differ-
ence

.

Raw"%*-
Adjusted
tb-160%*

Believed the information they
sought didn't exist 21% 15% 1.3% 2%

Didn't know how to find it 26% 18% 6% 12%

Complained of inadequate'retrieval
capability 14% 10% 10% 0%

Complained information was
withheld 9% 6% 4% 2%

Said the information they obtained
was not useful . 38% 26% 17%

(not adequately analyzdd,
summarized, etc.) - - 14%

31% '5%

Said further search was not feasible

(information is not
distributed widely)

36%

-

25%

-

-

8%

(information is inaccessible
locally)

(don't have money, time, or
personnel to search) .

-

-

-

-

8%

9%

....

25%

,

0%

* Field survey categories are not mutually exclusive; adjusted percentages total
100% to afford more direct comparison with the mutually exclusive categories of

the mail survey.



QUESTION VII.

INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER IX

ABOUT THE PEOPLE-AND ORGANIZATIONS-YOU TURN TO

The field interview study had indicated that educational information users turn

to a wide variety of persons and organizations in their search for information,

and that users tend to follow fairly regular patterns in the sequence of.sources

they use. ThiS section Of the mail questionnaire was designed to identify the

sequence of use of the more typical types of persons or organizations users turn

to when they seek advice or information in their work.

VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

1.. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier,
educators often avail themselves of human and organizational
sources. When you are confronted with 4 Specific problem,
from which of the following human and organizational sources
would you typically_seek advice or information in your Work?

Please mark the first source you would usually.turn to with
a 1 in the box beside the Source. Mark the second with a 2,
and so on for as many sources as yoU typically use. (Note,

if'your -work-is such-that-it'is'har&to-déOribe'a-tyPical'.
sequence of use of sources, please recall a recent incident
where it was important for you,to obtain information and
answer the question in terms of what:you did in this partic-
ular case.)

2. The sequence of human and organizational sources I have
indicated above is (check one box):

a. very typical of the order I use;
b. somewhat similar to the order I use;
c. I' responded in terms of a recentj_ncident.

A list of 16 items including eight types of persons and eight types of

organizations was presented. The lists were tailored to different audiences on

the six forms (A, B, E, H, L, P); however, there were approximately 13 items

which were equivalent across forms. Statistically significant differences among

343



the 14 subaudiences were found for all 13 items, thus demonstrating that the

subaudiences differ in their tendency to seek advice from vaiious types of

persons and organizations.

The majority of the respondents stated that the sequence of human and organiza-

tional sources they had identified was either very typical or somewhat typical

of the order they use in seeking advice or information.
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IX-3

SEQUENCE OF PEOPLE AND OROANIZATIONS

Although the 16 items appearing on each of the six questionnaire forms were

tailored to individual audiences,.there were 13 items which were essentially

equivalent across the six forms.* TO simplify comparison and reporting, the

following table displays data based on :these 13 items. (In the following

Section data are presented on the percentage of each subaudience who marked

the 16 items on their specific form as the first, second, or third source they

would usually turn to.)

We firqt note that the instructions asked respondents to number the 16 types

of sources in the order in which they would typically seek advice or informa

tion.

In effect, the items were ranked 1, 2 etc. "for as many sources as you

typically use."

Ranks were converted to single-digit scores by assigning the top pair of ranks

a score of 8, the second pair of ranks a score of 7, etc. Unranked items were

assigned a score roughly equivalent to the tied rank for all non-ranked

items.**

The significance levels (based on one-way analysis of variance) indicate that

all 13 items are significant beyond the .001 level. The scores in this table

may be translated to average ranks by doubling the tabled value. For

In the following table no data (n.d.) are available for teacylers,'and in

the case of local and state school board members the score for libraries

(organizations) has been used in place of missing data for information

service personnel. The items were derived from content analysis of the

field interviews. Initially, a uniform list was developed, but it proved
to be too long and involved many items that would not be meaningful to

some subaudiences. Since work activities had already been tailored to
the six forms, it was decided to also tailor this section of the question-

naire.

** The score for unranked items was set at 6 if number of items ranked (NR)
was 1 or 0; 5 if NR was 3 or 4; 4 if NR was 5 or 6; 3 if NR was 7 or 8;
2 if NR was 9 or 10; and 1 if NR was greater than 10. .
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DLE IX.1 QUESTION VII.1 ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

sides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often avail themselves

human and organizational Sources. When you are confronted with a specific problem , from

ich-of the following human and organizational sources would you tyEkgaseek advice or

formation in your Work?

ate, originally, 16 items were ranked--only the 13 which are common over all groups are

ported here.)

Score
s

1 00 to 8 00

Originally, 16 tems were rankedi

lop pair scored 8.0

Next pair scored 7.0

Last pair scored 1.0

Unranked items assigned tied values

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

P-

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM , TEACH. PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEFINS.R.SO.SC.ED.F. L.BD. S.BD. S.LEG,F.LEGTOTAL Level

SONS

6.43 6.45 5.98 5.65 5.59 6.68 5.05 5.15 4.30 6.11 5.29 5.89 5.30 5.63 ***
ordinates n.d.

In 7.54 7.19 6.61 7.05 7.06 7.14 6.90 6.65 7.06 6.95 7.24 6.77 5.44 7.20 7.03 ***

eriors, constituents 6.53 7.17 6.28 6.26 6.43 6.53 4.28 3.85 4.37 5.03 5.52 5.97 5.33 4.20 6.01 ***

leagues in other organizations 5.40 5.49 5.98 6.37 6.74 6.11 6.54 6.13 5.84 5.23 5.25 3.84 5.33 4.40 5.77 ***

orts 5.72 5.68 6.01 6.49 5.83 6.34 5.41 5.40 5.71 5.98 5.88 6.16 6.15 5.20 5.90 ***

Ormation service personnel 5.75 4.80 5.49 4.57 4.49 5.12 4.29 4.45 5.35 5.25 4.62 4.16 5.85 5.30 5.06 ***

ier people 3.60 3.14 4.08 3.17 3.38 3.64 3.01 3.36 3.91 3.84 4.10 3.97 3.30 2.90 3.58 ***

iANIZATIONS

6.25 4.7n 5.01 4.69 4.68 4.87 5.06 5.75 6.62 6.64 4.62 4.16 15 7.00 5.24 ***
wary

ite department of education 4.64 5.42 4.80 J6.00 6.58 4.85 4.75 4.58 4.53 5.13 4.28 6.74 7.41 5.40 5.21 ***

>fessional organizations 4.55 5.03 4.43 5.03 4.72 4.80 4.16 4./6 4.82 5.33 4.95 6.13 6.22 4.50 4.81 ***

leral educational agencies 3.97 3.53 3.78 4.12 4.00 4.91 4.16 4.72 4.59 4.57 4.19 4.36 3.89 6.80 4.12 ***

aonal information services 3.97 3,10 3.79 4.07 4.31 4.70 3.93 4.33 5.72 5.10 4.17 3.84 3.85 3.60 4.16 ***

ler organizations or agenoies 3.46 2.78 3.66 3.35 3.33 3.72 3.50 3.32 3.25 3.97 4.07 4.03 3.33 3.40 3.32 ***

N . 203 181 204 119 65 116 69 55 68 61 95 31 27 10 1304

,,,,.., ...
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IX-5

instance, no data (n.d.) are available for the teacher subaudience on "sub-

ordinates," but the score for peers (teachers in my own district) is 7.54, which

doubled is 15.08, indicating that teachers averaged 15 for the 1 to 16 rank

distribution.

Note that 16 in the reversed scale is equal to the first rank; hence 15 is

equal to the second rank, etc. To achieve an average rank score this high,

the majority of the teachers-woad have had to mark peers (teachers in my own

district) as one of the first few sources they turned to.*

Since our interest in this section of the questionnaire focused on the sequence

of use of different sources, the average scores for the 13 sources listed in

this table were in turn rank ordered within each subaudience. The next table

in this section displays those rank orders.

The following discussion is based primarily on the rank data presented in this

second table, but may refer to the averages reported in the previous table also.

Note that the items in this table have been rearranged in terms of the overall

(total) rank order. Generally, peers are the first source which educational

information users turn to; next they may turn to superiors (or constituents, in

the case of elected officials); third in overall order are experts; fourth are

colleagues in other orgahizations; fifth, subordinates; and sixth, for those

who would persevere that far, is the library. With the exception of a few

subaudiences that are noted below, only minorities of the subaudiences bothered

to rank many of the remaining sources. However, the differences in the propor-

tions of subaudiences who did rank the remaining sources and in the ranks assigned

are large enough to produce statistically significant differences among sub-

audiences on each source and to give us a general indication of the rank of the

* In the next section we discover that 39 percent of the teachers marked
this item as the first source they would turn to, anothei 19 percent marked
it as the second source, and another 12 percent marked it as the third-
source; thus, a total of 70 percent of the teacher respondents turn to their

peers at early stages in their.search for information.
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IX-6

remaining items. Overall, the remaining sources are in this order: seventh

state departments of education; eighth, information service personnel; ninth,

professional organizations; tenth, national information services; eleventh,

federal education agencies; twelfth, other people, and thirteenth, other

organizations.

Each subaudience column may be examined to determine the sequential order that

characterizes the average response for that subaudience. For instance, we note

that teachers tend to turn first to peers (fellow teachers) and then to super-

iors (their school principal). However, experts, which are third overall, are

the fifth source for teachers. Scanning down the list we find that libraries

(sixth overall) are the third source for teachers, and that librarians and

information service personnel (eighth overall) are the fourth source for

teachers. Teachers are most different from other practitioners (i.e., prin-

cipals and "other" staff) in their tendency to turn much sooner than other

practitioners to the library and to librarians as sources of information.

(Use of subordinates may also be an area of difference, but there is no type

of person on the practitioner questionnaire form which could be designated as

a subordinate for teachers.)* Other columns of the table may be read and corn-
_ ,

pared in the same fashion. We leave this to the reader and turn now to com-

ment in terms of differences among subaudiences (row-wise) for each source.

Peers. Virtually all subaudiences (except state legislators) identify peers

as the source they turn to first when they seek advice or information in their

work. The highly significant statistical difference among the fourteen sub-

audiences on this item is due to the relative differences in the numbers of

persons in each subaudience which rated this category (peers) first, second,

or perhaps lower.

* The rank of (11) entered in the table is the.rank educational faculty

assigned to graduate students. Our weak assumption is that elementary and

secondary teachers would not go to assistants (or students for prcfessional

information any sooner than would college of education faculty. This assump-

tian may not be tenable, but it serves to supply a plausible value that

keeps.the number of objects ranked equal to those of other subaudiences.
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TABLE IX.2 QUESTION VII.1 PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

Rank Ordered by Average Rank Scores Within Each Subaudience

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEAM PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEFINS.R.SO.SC.ED.F. LIBEL SIBD. saa F.LEG,TOTAL

Peers

Superiors, Constituents 2 2 3 4 4 2 8 11 11 9 4 5 7.5 10

Experts 5 4 4 2 5 3 4 4 5 3 3 3 7

Colleagues in other organizations 6 5 5 3 2 4 3 2 3 5 5 12.5 7.5

Subordinates (11)* 3 2 6 6 5 2 5 7 11 2 6 4 5.5

Library 3 9 7 8 8 8 5 3 2 2 7.5 8.5 9

State Department of Education 6 8 5 3 9 6 8 10

Information service personnel 4 8 6 9 9 6 7 9 6 6 7.5 8.5 5 5.5

Professional organizations 7 7 9 7 7 10 9.5

National information services 9.5 10 11 11 10 11 11 10 4 6 11 12.5 11 11 10

Federal educational agencies 9.5 11 12 10 11 7 9.5 7 9 10 10 7 10 3 11

Other people 12 12 10 13 12 13 13 12 12 13 12 11 13 13 12

Other organizations 3 13 13 12 13 12 12 13 13 12 13 10 12 12 13

*No data; ranked Jame as ranking

of educational faculty
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IX-8

Superiors, Constituents. Although this category of sources is second highest

overall, there are substantial differences among subaudiences which may be in

part due to the different definitions that had to be used. Practitioners tend

to turn to their superiors as the second or third source. Superiors are also

the second source for SEA staff; however, superiors are the fourth source for

LEA and ISA staff. In the instance of higher education chief administrators,

"superiors" were considered to be governing board members (e.g., regents,

trustees). Chief administrators ranked these superiors eighth (among the 13

common sources). "Superiors" for the three other higher education subaudiences

were defined as line administrators. All three subaudiences rarely turn to

these line administrator superiors: for education faculty they rate ninth among

the 13 sources; for social Scientists and institutional researchers they rate

eleventh among the 13 common sources.'

Experts. Overall, this is the third most popular information source. Experts

are second only to peers as a source for LEA staff, they are third (among the 13

common items) for SEA staff, educational faculty, local boards, state boards,

and state legislators. Federal legislative aides place the least emphasis on

experts, with a rank of seventh among the 13 common items.

Colleagues in Other Organizations. Fourth overall, colleagues in other organi-

zations are the second source (after peers) for ISA staff and for institution.d

reSearchers, and the third source for LEA staff, higher education chief admin-

istrators, and social scientists. However, except for local board members,

colleagues in other organizations are not a popular source for governance sub-

audiences and are as rarely used by state school board members as any source

listed (tied for last source with use of national informs-ion services).

Subordinates. This class of sources is fifth-ranking, overall. Subordinates

are the second source for school principals, "other" practitioner staff, and

local school boards--for all these groups subordinates imply school teachers

(or other school staff). Note, there is no data (n.d.) for the teacher sub-

audience. Only one subaudience, educational faculty, displays an especially

low score; in this case, the subordinates are graduate students, who are

eleventh in rank among the 13 sources. Note, social scientists' use of graduate

students as information sources is slightly higher, ranking seventh among the 13

types of sources.
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Libraries. This is the first organizational, as opposed to personal source on

the list of common sources. It is sixth in rank overall. Libraries are espe-

cially valued by federal legislative aides (i.e., the Library of Congress),

educational faculty, and social scientists. For all of these groups libraries

are the second source they turn to (after peers). Libraries are the third

source for institutional researchers and school teachers. Those who tend to turn

to libraries infrequently (either ranked way down the list or not ranked at all)

are state legislators, state school board members, all three of the administrator

subaudiences (LEA, ISA, SEA), and school principals. For these groups libraries

are eighth or ninth-ranked.

State Departments of Education. This source ranks seventh overall. It is the

first source state legislators turn to, the second source (after peers) for

state school board members, the third source of ISA staff, and the fourth source

for federal legislative aides. While these subaudiences tend to turn to state

departments fairly early in their search for information, other subaudiences

place this source relatively late in their rankings (or substantial portions of

the subaudience omit assigning a rank). These include: social scientists (10th-

ranked), local school board members (9th-ranked), and SEA staff (9th-ranked).

Note that the implied reference for the SEA subaudience is other state depart-

ments rather than their own organization.

Librarians or Information Services Personnel. This it; the eighth source in

overall rank, and it is the last of the specific personal sources. Among the

subaudiences who tend to turn to librarians or information personnel sooner are:

teachers (fourth in rank order), stdte legislators (fifth), and federal legisla-

tive aides (tied fifth, but note this tied rank is based on a tie with a score

that is actually for use of the organization library, since there was no ques-

tion regarding librarians or information services personnel). For both the

social scientists and the educational faculty this is their sixth-ranking source

(compared,to the overall ranking of eighth). No subaudience tends to have a

markedly low rank compared to the overall rank (8th); however, for LEA and ISA

staff and for institutional researchers, this is their ninth-ranked source, just

one rank below the overall rank order.
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Professional Organizations. This sourcwii relatively important for three "sub-

_audiences. State legislators indicate that it is typically the second source

(after, state departments of education) they turn to; for educational faculty and

for state board members it in fourth in order (among the 13 common sOurces)) for

institutional researchers and local board members, it is sixth in rank. NO sub-

audience ranks this source markedly bell* the overall ranking, however, 6EA

staff have the lowest rank (10th).

National Information Services. Generally this source was either not ranked or

ranked well down the list by nearly all subaudiences with one notable exception.

For social scientists, this source was fourth (after peers, the library, and

colleagues in other organizations), but before "experts." For educational fa-

culty this source is eighth. For all other groups its ranking is below ninth

and for state school board members it ties with "colleagues in other organize-
.

tions" (i.e., other school boards) for last place among the 13 common sources.

Federal Educational Agencies. With an overall rank of eleventh, this source is

third for federal aides. Note that federal educational agencies serve an infor-

mation source role for federal aides that is similar in relative importance to

the role played by state departments of education for state governance groups

(legislators and board members). Two other subaudiences tend to place this

source at least middlemost among the list of 13 sources: SEA staff and instItu-

tional researchers, perhaps because both of these groups turn to federal agen-

cies for information about federal programs (e.g., for funding, regulations, or

comparative national data).

Other People. This miscellaneous ("other, please specify") category ranks

twelfth overall, with individual subaudiences ranking it between tenth and

thirteenth. The statistically significant differences.among subaudiences for

this item (and the next one) largely reflect different, but low rates, of write-

ins for different groups (e.g., the tenth rank for the "other" staff subaudience

in part reflects the fact that a total of 11 percent of this subaudience speci-

fied some particular person or type of person whom they turned to as their first,

second, or third source).,
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Other Organizations. Relatively few persons wrote in specific types of organi7

zatiOns not listed in the questionnaire. Indeed, no mote than six percent of

any subaudience specified other organizations as their first, second, or third

source they would turn to (The tenth rank for state board members is partly

accounted for by the fact that just one reSpondent specified a specific organi-

zation as the first source he/she would turn to and one respondent specified an

organization not on the list aS the second source he/she would turn .to.)

Summary. Although the above discussion has tended to accentuate differences

among the several subaudiences, the rank ordering of the 13 common sources is

perhaps more remarkable in terms of similarities than differences. Virtually

,all subaudiences turn first to peers and then to a variety of types of persons

before turning to organizatiOnal sources. Superiors and constituents are rela-

tively impottant for practitioners and administrators, but are of distinctly

less importance for all higher education subaudiences. Experts are of some

importance for nearly everyone, but are least valued by federal legislative

aides(who may perhaps encounter more.expert advice_and_testimony_than_any other

subaudience), and by teachets, educational faculty, or social scientists. Col7

leagues are especially valued by nearly all higher education subaudiences and

also by ISA and LEA staff.. As We-have noted, "sdbordinates" takes on different

meanings for different sdbaudiences, but they are especially important for local

boards (subordinates equal "teachers and other school staff"), "other" staff

(subordinates equal "teachers"(?)), and higher education chief administrators

(subordinates equal "staff").*

Aside from libraries and state departments of education, few organizational

sources rank better than halfway for most idbaudiences. But there-art a few

exbeptions. Libraries are especially important for school teachers and most

higher education subaudiences. State departments are of relatively great impor-

tance for ISA staff and all governance-groups (except local school board members.)

Professional-organizations:ate relatiVely iMpottant for state legislators, state

board members, and educationallaculty. National information services are rela-

tively important only for social scientists. Finally, federal agencies are of

substantial importance as information sources for federal legislative aides.

* If one'may quibble with theSe arbitrary definitions of "subordinates," at least
note .:11.at these "subordinates" are highly valued by these-subaudiences as

sources of information and assistance in finding needed information.
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Aside from these major exceptions, most of the grobps tend to display relatively

high agreement (especially within subaudience) in the rank ordering of the 13

common sources.
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C. FREQUENCY OF MENTION AS FIRST, SECOND, OR THIRD SOURCE

The previous section examined data for 13 common items based on average scores

derived from (usually partial) rankings of the original sets of 16 items appearing

on each of the six questionnaire-forms. The following tables present the per-

centages of each subaudience who ranked an item first, second, or third. There

'is a separate table for each of the six forms of the questionnaire, with the item

wording exactly as it appeared in the questionnaire. These tables are presented

for reader inspection and will not be discussed further except for this brief

comment on how to read the entries. Note, the data entries in the first table

(Practitioners, Form P) are read as follows: 39 percent of teachers indicate

that "teachers in my own district" is the first source they would turn to, another

19 percent indicate teachers are the second source they typically turn to, and

another 12 percent indicate teachers are the third source. (Thus, 70% indicate

that "teachers in my own district" are the first, second, or third source,they.

would turn to.) The remaining entries in the six tables are read in the same

way.
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TABLE IX.3 QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE
(PRACTITIONERS,

1. Besides the technical sources of information
avail themselves of human and organizational
fronted with a specific problem, from-which
izational sources would you typically

AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO
FORM P)

listed earlier, educators often
sources. When you are con-

of the following human and organ-
seek advice or information in your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a 1 in the box

beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on for as many sources

as.you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to

describe a. typical sequence of use of sources, please recall a recent incident

where it was important for you to obtain information and answer the question

in terms of what you did in this particular case.)

TEACHERS PRINCIPALS OTHER STAFF

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS .

1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd

% % % % % % % % %

teachers in my own district 39 19 12 10 _14 22 18 14 16

principals in my own district 12 21 14 35 23 5 11 15 19

other personnel in my own district 3 8 a 17 25 20 18 16 19 12

parents or members of the community 0 2 5 1 3 6 0 2 6

colleagues,in other organization 2 4 10 2 4 11 7 .10 10

experts or authorities on'the subject

information service personnel
(e.g., librarians, information
specialists)

8

5

4

11

7

6

7

1

4

3

12

4

13

5

11

6

8

7

other people (please specify) 2 2 0 4 0 0 8 2 1

school library 17 11 9 4 2 4 11 3

,

3

university or college library 5 4 6 0 4 4 3 7 2

university or college department 2 3 4 0 4 3 2 2 3

state department of education

professional organizations (e.g.,
NEA, AFT, ASCO, DESP, NASSP, AASA)

1

2

4

2

3

4

4

4

7

9

6

4

4

1

1

5

3

4

federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)

national informatiOn services
(e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

other organizations or agencies
(please specify)

2

0

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

0

0

1

1

0

1

1

2
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TABLE IX.4 QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE
(ADMINISTRATORS

1. Besides the technical sources of information
avail themselves of human and organizational
fronted with a specific problem, from
izational sources would you typically

AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO ,

AND STAFF, FORM A)

listed earlier, educators often
sources. When you are con-

which of the following human and organ-
seek advice or information in your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a 1 in the box
beeide the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on for as many sources
as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to describe
a typical sequence of use of sources, please recall a recent incident where
it was important for you to obtain'information and answer the question in
terms of what you did in this particular case.)

LEA ISA SEA
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

-

1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd'

% % % % % % % % %

subordinates in your organization 11 6 14 6 9 11 12 9 10

fellow workers in your organization 16 24 17 32 18 8- 30 20 15

superiors in your organization 23 10 12 17 16 18 18 23 10

school board members 2 3 2 0 0 1 1 1 0

Colleagues in other organizations 6 14 12 10 20 15 3 14 18

experts or authorities on the
subject 13 12 10 3 9 11 11 9 16

information service personnel
(e.g., librarians) 1 4 2

'

1 1 1 2 5 4

other people(please specify) 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 0 2

library in my a-gency 4 3 7 3 1 4 4 1 5

university or college library 1 1 2 1 0 1 0 1 0

university or college department 1 4 5 0 0 4 1 3 3

state departments of education

professional organizations
(e.g., NEA, AASA, ASCD, AERA)

15

4

8

7

10

3

20

3

11

5

14

4

8

2

3 4

federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)

national information services
(e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

1

1

2

1

2

1

1

1

0

.4

3

3

3-

1

3

4

.4

other organizations or agencies . .1

(please sPecify) 0 l.. 0 ,. 1 -0'-* l. 0 0
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TABLE IX.5 QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

(HIGHER EDUCATION ADM:611STRATORS, FORM H) '

. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often

avail themselves .of human and organizational surces. When you are con-
I

fronted with a. specific problem, from which of the following human and 1

organizational sources would you typically seek advice or information in

your work?

'Please mark the first source you would usually turn to viith a 1 in the box

:beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on for as many sources

, as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such Lhat it is hard to

describe a typical sequence-of use of sources, please recall a recent in-

cident where it was important for you to obtain information and answer the

question in terms of what you did in this particular case.)

..

CHIEF INSTITUTIONAL

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
ADMINISTRATORS RESEARCHERS

'

1st 2nd 3ra 1st 2nd 3rd

line administrators (e.g., vice presidents,
deans; department heads)

staff administrators (e.g,, business, student

personnel, registrar)

%

69

5

t

10

26

4

22

%

23

17

%

18

27

%

16

13

faculty (e.g., committees, individuals) 1 28 18 1 3 18

governing board members (e.g., regents, trustees) 0 7 0 1 3 2

colleagues in other organizations 5 5 18 13 12 .7

experts or authorities on the subject 4 4 8 5 10 7

information service personnel (e.g., librarians) 0' 0 3 1 3 5

other people (please specify) 1 0 0 1 0 0

management information system 5 6 12 20 3 11

university or college library

state department or state board of
higher education

councils or regional boards (e.g., ACE, NEA,
ECS, WICHE, SREB, NEBHE)

professional organizations (e.g., AAHE, AAUP,

AIR, AERA)

5

1

1

0

2

2

1

2

3

3

1

1

.)
-

3

0

3

1

5

5

0

1

4

2

4

federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIB, NCES) .

.0 1 2 1 1 4

national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS). 1 2 2 3 5 -4

other organizations or agencies (please specify). 1 2 2 0 2 2
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TABLE IX.6 QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO
(HIGHER EDUCATION FACULTY, FORM E)

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often
avail themselves of human and organizational sources. When you are con-
fronted with a specific problem, from which of the following human and
organizational sources would you typically seek advice or information in

.your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a 1 in the box
beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on for as many sources
as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to

describe a typical sequence of use of sources, please recall a recent
incident where it was important for you to obtain information and answer
the question in terms of what you did in this particular case.)

.SOCIAL EDUCATIONAL
SCIENTISTS FACULTY

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd

colleagues in my own department or research
center

%

44

%

11

%

11

%

48

%

6

colleagues in other departments or research
.

center in this institution 7 27 9 1- 15 10

assistants or graduate_students

administrators (e.g., president, provost, deans,
department heads) ,

colleagues in other organizations

5

0

3

10

0

4

3

5

15

0

1

4

4

10

6

2,

6

6

experts or authorities on the subject 5 '1 .18 10 6 12

librarian or other information specialists 5 4 8 5 8 13

other people (please specify)

schools or departments of education at other
institutions ...

1

0

1

0

0

1

1

1

4

4

2

0

university or college library 16 23 11 15 15 13

state departments of education

professional_educational associations (e.g., NEA,
AAUP, AERA, AASA)

3'

0

0

6

6

5

3

1

4

8

6

6

federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE) 1 3 3 3 1 .3

other federal agencies (e.g., DoL, DoD) 3 1 0 3 1 2

national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS). 9 8 6 1 6 7

other organizations or agencies (please specify). 0 '0 0 1 2 3

,
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TABLE IX.7 QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

(SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS, FORM B)

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often

avail themselves of human and organizational sources. When you are con-

fronted with a specific problem, from which of the'following human and

organizational sources would you typically seek advice or information in

your work?
,

Please mark the first source yoix would usually turn to with a 1 in the box

beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on for, as many sources

as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to

describe a typical sequence of use of sources, please recall a recent

incident where it was important for you to obtain information and answer

the question in terms Of what you did in this particular case.)
,

LOCAL STATE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
SCHOOL BOARDS SCHOOL BOARDS

1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd

.,

% % % %, % %

,

other school board members

superintendent or staff of local school

9 44 16 11 35 13

.district(s)

superintendent or staff of state department

of education in this state ,

teachers or other educators

74

l

1

10

5

9

2

14

30

16

35

3

0

21

0

13

0

16
K:

parents or lay advisory groups 0 3 12 0 6 16

experts or authorities on the subject 6 7 7 5 21 10

legislators or other elective officials 1 3 3 0 3 10

other people (please specify) 0 2 3 3 0 0

library.. 0 2 1 0 0 0

other school boards 7 3 1 0 0 0

state departments of education in other states

national or state educational associations
q

(e.g., NASBE, AASA, NEA)

federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)

other federal or state agencies (e.g., labor,

finance)

0

2

0

0

3

4

1

2

. 1

7

0

1

5

19

0

0

0

9

3

0

3

6

10

3

national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS) 0 1 1 0 0 0

other organizations or agencies (please specify) 0 2 0 3 3 0
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TABLE IX.8 QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND
(LEGISLATORS AND AIDES,

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed
avail themselves of human and organizational sources.
confronted with a specific problem, from which
organizational sources would you typically seek

ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO
FORM L),

earlier, educators often
When you,are

of the following human and
advice or information in

your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a 1 in the box

beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on for as many sources
, as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to

describe a typical sequence of use of sources, please recall a recent

incident where it was important for you to obtain information and answer

the question in terms of what you did in this particular case.)

.

STATE FEDERAL LEGIS-
LEGISLATORS LATIVE AIDES

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd

% % % % % %

legislators 0 6 9 0 0 8

staff members of educational committees 13 6 13 70 8' 0

other legislative staff 7 6 13 0 17 8

lobbyists 3 10 13 0 17 8

colleagues in other organizations 3 13 3 0 0 17

experts or_authorities on the subject

legislative researchers, librarian, or other
information specialists

17

13

6

3

9

13

0

0

8

0

0

25

other people (please specify) 0 3 0 0 0 0

legislative library, Library of Congress 0 3 3 20 25 17

university or college library 0 0 0 0 0 0

state departments of education ,. 37 '26 9 0 8 8

professional educational associations 3 13 16 0 0 8

federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE). 0 0 0 10 17 0

other federal agencies (e.g., DoL, DoD) 0 0 0 0 0 0

national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

other organizations or agencies
(please specify)

0

3

0

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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D. TYPICALITY OF THE SEQUENCE OF USE OF SOURCES

During the field interviews, some persons stated that their needs for information

were so diverse that they found it difficult to describe a typical sequence of use

of information sources. When the mail questionnaire was constructed, the instrud-

tion for this question asked users to describe the sequence they typically use,

but added, "Note, if your work is such that it is hard to describe'a typical

sequence of use of sources, please recall a recent incident where it was important

for you to obtain information and answer the question in terms of what you did in

this particular case."

To check on the degree to which the sequence indicated.was typical, a second

question was posed which asked respondents to clapsify the sequence they had

just marked as: (a) very typical of the order I use, (b) somewhat similar to

the order I use, pr (c) I responded in terns of a recent incident. Overall,

44 percent indicated that the sequence they described-was very typical, 49 per-

cent indicated it was somewhat similar, and seven percent indicated that they

responded in terms of a recent incident. The following table indicates.the per-

centages responding to the three alternativei for each subaudience. An overall

chi square test was not significant, thus indicating that the distributions of

responses among the three alternatives (percentages) considered across all 14 sub-

audiences were not significantly different.*

Given these results, we infer that slightlY less than half of educational infor-

mation users (44%) tend to follow a fairly uniform pattern of search, and half

of the users (49%) may alter their search sequence somewhat, depending on the

* Chi square tests were also computed for subaudience differences within each

of %he six questionnaire forms. The.tests for Forms P (practitioners),

H (higher education chiefs and institutional researchers), and E (education

faculty and social scientists) were not significant. TeSts for Form A (admin-

istrators) and Form-L (legislators) were significant, but only at the five

percent level (and assuming simple random sampling). The difference on Form A

seems to be due to the fact that relatively larger percentages of SEA staff

marked that the sequence was "very typical" or that they responded in terms

of a recent incident. On Form L, the difference is due to the fact that

virtually all (9 of 10) federal legislative aides marked "very typical,"

while only 37 percent of the 27 state-legislators marked this alternative.
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TABLE IX.9 QUESTION VII.2: ,

ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO:
TYPICALITY OF THE SEQUENCE

The sequence of human and organiza-
tional sources I have indicated
above is:

The Sequence Indicated Is

(a) very typical of the order I use
(b) somewhat similar to the order

I use

Number
Responding

Very
Typi cal

Somewhat
Similar

Recent
Incident

(c) I responded in terms of a recent
incident

N
..

PRACTITIONERS

Teachers 201 39.8 53.7 6.5

.Principals 183 38.3 54.1 7.7

Other 205 39.0 51.2 9.8

ADMINISTRATORS

LEA Staff 113 46.0 51.3 2.7

ISA Staff 64 45.3 51.6 3.1

SEA Staff 115 53.0 37.4 9.6

HIGHER EDUCATION

Chief,Administrators 66 50.0 45.5 4.5

Institutional Researchers 53 35.8 54.7 9.4

SocialScientists 67 41.8 49.3 9.0

Educational Faculty 62 46.8 46.4 4.8

GOVERNANCE

Local Board,Members 95 51.6 42.1 6.3

State Board Members 32 50.0 43.8 6.3

State Legislators 27 37.0 59.3 3.7

Federal. Legislative Aidee 10 90.0 10.0 0.0
. -

TOTAL 1,293 43.7 49.4 6.9
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particular information requirement, but that, with some unusual exceptions, the

individual user's search sequence is at least roughly predictable. However,

there is a small fraction (7%) of users who have no single search pattern.

We are not prepared to suggest that the search patterns for this small fraction

of users are unpredictable. Our guess is that many of these users employ several

predictable patterns which are selectively matched with the content and character

of the information need. Indeed, our field interviews lead us to suspect that

virtually all educational information users employ more than one habitual pattern

of search, but for many users either the information requirement circumstances

are so similar or habit causes one pattern to dominate their search behavior.

Note carefully that the focus in this discussion is on,individual's patterns of

search, not on dispositions of sUbaudiences which reflect averages over persons

(discussed in section B). The data presented in section C clearly suggests that

there are differences among persons within each subaudience, if only in the per-

centage of persons who report turning to a source first, second, or 'third.

The major impact of this section is to suggest that search sequence for individ-

uals is predictable. Apparently a single sequence (e.g., talk to peers, check

with my supervisor, try the library) provides at least a rough characterization

for the vast majority (over 90% of every subaudience) and a fairly good character-

ization for a third to over half of the users in every one of the 14 subaudiences.

Clearly there are individual differences among persons within each subaudience,

and there are significant differences among the averages for subaudiences. How-

ever, these differences, although statistically significant and easily interpret-

able, are not large enough to obscure large, "general" patterns shared to some

degree by most users. Generally, personal sources are sought out before organ-

izational sources. Peers are virtually always the first source (beyond one's own

head, files, and document collection) users turn to. Those working in elementary

and secondary education organizations (schools, districts, intermediate units,

state departments) tend to seek advice or information from superiors fairly

early, while those in higher education rarely turn to superiors (instead, higher

education users tend to turn sooner to colleagues in other organizations). Those

who are actually involved in teaching (school teachers, educational faculty, and

social scientists) are much quicker to turn to libraries than are others. Aside

from libraries, only a small number of users in particular subaudiences are prone

to turn to other organizational sources. The notable exceptions are for state
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and federal level governance audience users, who turn to state departments of

education, and for federal legislative aides, who turn to federal educational

agencies early in their search.*

* We add one footnote to this chapter. For those interested in how many of the

16 persons and organizations listed on each of the six forms were actually
ranked, study of the administrator's questionnaire (Form A) indicates that
approximately half (51%) of all 16 items were ranked (ranging from 88% who

ranked peers to 13% who ranked other organizations). We doubt that the aver-
age administrator would turn to as many as seven or eight sources in a par-

ticular search, but ov, half of this audience sample ranked at least seven
items following the insLruction to mark a number "for as many as you typically

use." More than ten percent of those Who ranked any item continued ranking
for as many as 14 of the 16 items. The results are generally similar for
other forms; for instance, 49 percent of the 16 items presented to practi-
tioners (Form P) were ranked with a range from 81 percent ranking the item
teachers in my own district, to ten percent who wrote in the name of other
organizations or agencies and ranked them.
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QUESTION VIII.

A. OVERVIEW

CHAPTER X

ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

Near the end of the mail questionnaire, the following question was presented:

VIII. ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL
TO YOU

In the previous sections we have asked about your information needs,
resources, and satisfactions. We would also like to know about
your ideal preferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they
are currently available to you, what information contents, products,
and services would be useful to you? For each item below, please
check the box indicating its usefulness: V = Very, S = Somewhat,
or M = Minimum.

There followed two lists: 13 information products and 13 information services.
0

In the following tables means are reported for each product and service based

on a scoring of 1 = Very, 2 = Somewhat, and 3 = Minimum. Consequently, low

averages indicate more useful items and high averages indicate less useful

items.

Tables X.1 and X.3 present the lists of products and services arranged in

ascending order of scale averages (more Ubeful to less useful). The left and

right hand values indicate the range from the lowest to the highest average

among the 14 subaudiences. The center value is an "equal weight" average of

the 14 subaudience averages.*

*.Note that this equal weight average would be the same as the average for the
total sample if there had been an equal number of usable responses for all
14 subaudiences. Since'the 14 subaudiences are not equal in number of re-
sponses, the 4equal weight" average is reported rather than the total sample
average.
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B. PRODUCT PREFERENCES

If we treat each of the 14 subaudiences with equal weight, we note that the more

popular products include:
Educational trends and issues, evaluation of programs

or practices, solutions to common education problems, and education news and

current events. Note that even the highest subaudience means for these four

products are 2.00 or less, indicating that the majority of all 14 subaudiences

rated these products somewhat useful or better. Among the least useful products

are: Educational research methodology and lists of experts in education.

Note also that there is a substantial range
from loWest to highest average on

every product. As indicated in Table X.2, there are statistically significant

differences among the 14 subaudience rating averages for all 13 of the products.*

The results presented in Table X.1 may be misleading with respect to particular

audience or subaudience preferences. It is, therefore, necessary to examine the

more detailed results reported in Table X.2.

Classroom and Curriculum Materials. This item displays the widest range of sub-

audience rating averages of any of the 26 products and services, ranging from a

highly preferred 1.15 for teachers to a unanimous "minimum" use rating average of

3.00 for federal legislators. Teachers, principals, other LEA instructional-and

support staff, college of education faculty, and intermediate serviCe agency staff

would most prefer information on classroom and curriculum materials. Thelegis-

lative audience has minimal use for this kind of information product. The other

user groups are intermediate.

Education Innovation Case Studies. This product is most preferred by education

faculty, next by principals and intermediate service agency subaudiences. These

.results seem to confirm conventional wisdom about the location of agents of educa-

tional change. The averages for the other practitioner (teachers, other staff)

and administrator (LEA and SEA) subaudiences are very close to 2.0 = Somewhat Use-

ful. Both the legislative subaudiences and the local school board subaudience

have least use for this kind of product.

* Tests were based on chi square tests (3 response categories by 14 subaudiences).

A more pioper test of means (averages) would be the Analysis of Variance F-test;

however, these tests have not_been.completed. The chi square test does have the

advantage of being "non-parametrict' and sensitive to any differences in sub-

audience distribution of responses.over the three item response categories.
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TABLE X.1 USEFULNESS RATING OF INFORMATION PRODUCTS
1 = Very Useful, 2 = Somewhat Useful, 3 = Minimum Use

Highast
st

useful)RANK Products

Lowest
(Most

Useful)

Equal
Weigh-
Average

1 Educational Trends and Issuen. 1.36 1.51 1.71

2 Evaluation of Programs, Practic-F 1.25. 1.54 1.69

Solutions to Common Educational Problems 1.34 1.59 2.00

4 Education News.and Current Events 1.48 1.64 1.84

5 Education-related Legi,slation 1.38 1.76 2.20

6 Education-related Statistics 1.33 1.84 2.45

Specific Facts on Many Topics 1.67 1.93 2.14

8 Classroom and Curriculum Materials 1.15 1.97 3.00

9 Education Innovation Case Studies 1.67 1.98 2.33

10 Education Concepts and Philosophy 1.62 1.99 2.67

11 Deep Review of Selected Study Areas 1.44 2.05 2.34

12 Lists of Experts in Education 1.89 2.16 2.34

13 Education Research Methodology 1.39 2.18 2.44
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Lists of ExEarts in Education. Although this was one of the less preferred infor7

mation pro6ucts, two subaudiences, state legislators and intermediate service

agency staff, gave mildly positive ratings for usefulness. By contrast, all

practitioner subaudiences, educational faculty, and federal legislative aides

saw least use for this product.

Education-related Legislation. It is not surprising that this faitly popular

information product is seen as especially useful bY all governance groups. It

is highly popular among state legislators. Ail administrators (LEA, ISA, SEA,

higher education chief administrators, and school building administrators--

principals) rated it fairly highly. The two subaudienCes who see leaSt use for

this product are the instit..itional researchers and the social scientists.

Education-related Statistics. This is the favorite product of the institutional

researchers. It is also seen as useful.by both legislative subaudiences, chief

administrators of higher education institutions, and statle boards and state educa-

tion agency staffs. Among those rating this type of product less useful are

teachers, "other" practitioner staff, and intermediate service agency staff.

Evaluation of Programs, Practices. Next to educational trends and issues, this

product is highest in r.iverall popularity. It is the most popular of all 26 pro-

ducts and services among the' higher education chief administrators. School prin-

cipals and both local and state school members see it as a very useful product.

Even groups who rated it relatively less useful (teachers, LEA administrators,

state legislators) still give this prnduct remarkably favorable ratings. The

highest average rating (teachers = l. is still clearly on the positive side of

the three-point rating scale.

Solutions to Common Eddtational Problems. Third in overall popularity among

products, Lhis product is especially prized by school principals, intermediate

service agency staff, higher education chief administrators, state legislators,

and teachers--L remarkably diverse set of users. This product is of relatively

less interest to federal legislative aides, institutional researchers, or social

scientists.

Education News and Current Events. Fourth in overall popularity, thi product

is one of the most popular among state school boards members. Other subaudiences
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ESTION VIII: ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODU,TS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU - PRODUCTS

In previous sections we have asked about your information needs, resources, and satisfactions. We would

also like to know about your ideal preferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they are currently

available to you, what information contents, products, and services would be useful to you? For each item

below, please check the box indicating its usefulness: 1=Very, S=Somewhat or 3=Minimum.

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE
EQUAL

Chi

pquare
P-

Level
UESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEF INS.R, SO.SC. ED.F. L.BD. S.D. S.LEG. F.LEG,

WT

AVRG.

?RODUCTS

and Curriculum Materials 1.15 1.40 1.54 1.89 1.54 2.12 2.04 2.53 1.87 1.43 1.94 2.39 2.74 3.00 1.97 ***

Innovation Case Studies 2.06 1.77 1.92 1.97 1.78 1.96 1.79 2.22 1.90 1.67 2.11 2.00 2.18 2.33 1.98 ***

Nperts in Education 2.34 2.25 2.28 2.02 1.94 2.09 2.17 2.16 2.22 2.27 2.17 2.16 1.89 2.22 2.16
**

elated Legislation 2.06 1.73 2.02 1.65 1.72 1.67 1.76 2.20 71.15. 2.02 1.56 1.46 1.18 1.94 1.76
* * *

related Statistics 2.45 .2.05 2.29 1.92 2.11 1.77 1.59 1.33 1.82 2.03 1.91 1.70 I.9i 1.40 1.84

of Programs, Practices 1.69 1.40 1.58 1.66 1.59 1.55 1.25 1,56 1.58 1.61 1.49 1.96 1.64 1.56 1.34 IF**

to Common Educ. Problems 1.43 1.34 1.56 1.52 1.38 1.62 1.42 1.91 1.82 1.68 1.50 1.62 1.43 .2.00 1.59 * * *

News and Current Events 1.65 1.58 1.72 1.51 1.50 1.71 1.66 1.74 1.89 1.60 1.68 1.481 1.70 1.56 1.64

Trends and Issues 1.62 1.43 1.63 1.50 1.51 1.58 1.38 1.56 1.60 1.49 1.71 ,.36 1.48 1.40 1.51

Concepts and Philosophy 2.02 1.89 1.99 1.93 2.18 1.96 1.74 2.14 1.99 1.82 1.96 1,62 1 .) 2.67 1.99 * *

Research and Metbodology 2.22 2.22 2.29 2.16 2.36 2.07 2.30 1.74 1.39 2.06 2.44 2.;3, 2.44 2.44 2.18

:Id of Selected Study Areas 2.15 2.15 2.18 2.07 2.34 2.06 2.00 2.06 1.44 1.89 2.31 2.24 1.85 2.00 2.c5 * *

'acts on Many Topics 1.89 1.84 1.88 1.84 1.83 2.08 1.97 1.84 2.14 2.14 2.04 2..3 1 "5 1.j7 1.93 *

N 199 182 195 115 63 112 66 54 64 62 92 32 27 9
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who rate it favorably include LEA and ISA administrators, federal legislative

aides, and school principals. No subaudience is particularly adverse.to this

type of pr00- The highest (least favorable rating of usefulness) averages

are given by dal scientists (1.84),* institutional researchers (1.74), "other"

practitio7,e4: 1.72), SEA staff (1.71), and state legislators (-70).

Educational Trends and Issues. Overall, this is the most popular type of product

cm the list. It is the most useful of all products for state school board

members (1.36), and is rated very favorably by higher education chief admin-

istrators (1.38), federal legislative aides (1.40), school principals (1.43),

education faculty (1.44), and state legislators (1.48). As in the case of news

and current events, this product, educational trends and issues, receives remark-

ably high ratings from all subaudiences.

Educational Concepts and Philosophy. This is a for less popular product than the

previous four products and ranks tenth among the 13 products in the overall (equal

weight) average. However, this product is seen as relatively useful by state school

board members (1.62), and higher education chief administrators (1.74). 'Next to

information about classroom and curriculum materials, this product is seen as

least useful (2.67) by federal legislators. The majority of the other subaudiences

have.aVerages relatively near the 2.0 = Somewhat Useful mark.

.

Education Research Methodology. This is the least popular of all products. Only

social scientists (1.39) and institutional researchers (1.74) display averages

under 2.0. Perhaps not surprising is the fact that governance subaudiences are

among the least impressed with the usefulness of this type of product.

Deep Reviews of Selected Study Areas. Eleventh in popularity, only three sub-

audiences display average ratings below 2.0: social scientists (1.44), education

facl'ity (1.84), and state legislators (1.85). Sinc -:! this product type is the sur-

rogate for several varieties o. "information analy.sis" products, its relative lack

* Only 12 percent of the social scientists rated this product of minimum value.
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of populaty among subaudiences other than social scientists, education faculty,

and state legislators may deserve some attention.*

Specific Facts on Many Topics. This product is middlemost among the 13 products

and displays a moderately narrow range of average ratings (from 1.67 for federal

legislators to 2.14 for educational faculty). Among the subaudiences more prone

to view this type of product favorably are: federal and state legislators, ISA

and LEA staff, institutional researchers, and all three of the practitioner sub-

audiences.

* Wanger and Henderson (1972) have established that when users are aided in re-
sponding to specific products (a color insert that displayed in miniature form
f'4.amples of educational information analysis products) that, in varying degrees,
7.1formation analysis products are known and read and that on the whole they are
favorably received by school, school district, higher education, and SEA audiences.
Thus the results of tfic current mail survey simply indicate that,, to the extent
.that users can respond meaningfully to brief product type labels, "deep reviews .

of selected study areas" tends to be relatively less valued compared to other
types of information products for most education information user taroet
audiences.
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C. SERVICE PREFERENCES

.;1

Table X.3 presents data on overall averages and highest and lowest subaudience

averages for information services which are comparable to the data presented in

Table X.1 for products.

Comparison of the rating averages of Tables X.1 and X.3 indicates that generally

the list of information products is seen as more useful than the list of information

services. Only four services receive overall average ratings lower than 2.0, while

ten products have lower overall averages. Again the ranges between highest and -,

lowest aVerages for subaudiences suggest that there may be significant differences

among the subaudiences. The data in Table X.4 confirm this. There are statisti--

cally significant differences among the 14 subaudiences (all with probabilities

beyond the .01 level and most beyond the .001 level) on all 13 services. Given

these differencel,, we must consider each service separately. Services are discussed

in the order listed in Table X.4, which is the order in which they were listed in

the questionnaire.

Regularly Mailed Information of Interest. Overall, this is the most useful type

of service listed. No subaudience rated it above 1.85. Subaudiences with mar+ Ly

low ratings (= very useful) include: school board members (1.34), "other" practi-

tioners (1.41), ISA (1.48) an, LEA (1.48) staff, principals (1.48), and teachers

(1.50). Note that these subaudiences include all the local educational agency (LEA)

subaudi,Tirc!s, as well as the subaudience which may be closest to LEAs, the ISA admin-

istrator.; itnd sraff. Even the subaudience, state legislators, who rate this service

highest '1.85), give it the best average of any of the 13 services they rated.

Perhaps the high ratings for this type of service explain the general popularity of

newsletters among so many types of educational information users.

Quick Referral Servic at Low Cost. This service and its companion, quick

reference service at low cost, are respectively the third and the second most

useful among the listed services. However, their overall averages (1.98 and 1.89

respectively) are .uch closer to the 2.0 = Somewhat Useful response category.

Among the subaudiences, intermediate service agency staf.4 Idx; al scientists

3 7 60
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TABLE X.3 USEFULNESS RATINGS OF INFORMATION SERVICES
1 = Very Useful, 2 = Somewhat Useful, 3 = Minimum Use

Lowest Equal Highest
(Most Weight (Least

RANK Service Useful) AverageJ Useful)

1 Regularly Mailed Infurmation of Interest 1.34 1.56 1.85

2 Quick Reference Service at' Low Cost 1.51 1.89 2.29

3 QUck Referral Service at Low Cost 3.69 1.98 2.56

4 Annual Roview of Education 1.66 1.99 2.24

5 Very Rapid Literature Searches 1.30 2.06 2.44

6 Help in Trying Out New Ideas _1.67 . 2.06 2.78

7 To-order Studies of Sducational Statistics 1.60 2.14 2.56

8 Help in Interpreting Information 1.81 2.18 2.67

9 Rapid Full-document Delivery 1.73 2.19 2.44

10 Help in Forming Search Queries 2.00 2.33 2.78

11 Help in How to Use Educational Information
Systems 2.13 2.37 2.89

-
[2 Information Needs Diagnosis Service 2.11 2.38 2.58

13 Information Service Agent Visits 2.22 2.45 L.78
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rate this service the most useful (both 1.69), while federal legislative aides

(2.56) and state and local school board members (2.26 and 2.17) find its service

of markedly lesser value.

Quick Reference Service at Low Cost. The subaudience preference pattern for this

service is almost identical to the previous service. Again, social scientists

(1.51) and ISA staff (1.62) are the subaudiences who find this service most useful.

However, only the state school board members (2.29) rate this service much higher

(less usr!ful) than the 1.79 to 2.06 ratings given by other subaudiences.

Very Rapid Literature Searches. Fifth among the 13 services in usefulness, this

service is rated as the most useful of all listed services by social scientists

(1.30). Education faculty rate it 1.79. Aside from these two subaudiences, other

users rate it near or over 2.0. Federal legislative aides and school board members

are the least likely to see this service as useful.

Help in Forming Search Queries. This service is ten:.,4 in overall (equal weight)

averages. No subaudience has an average rating under 2.0 = Somewhat Useful.

Social scientists (2.00) and state legislators (2.07) tend to see the service as

more useful than other groups. Federal legislative aides (2.78) give it the highest

rating (minimum usefulness).

Rapid Full Document Delivery. Ranked ninth in the overall averages, this service

is also seen as relatively more useful by social scientists and state legislators.

Practitioner subaudiences and local board members find it relatively less useful.

Help in Interpreting Information. This service is eighth in overall averages.

Local school board (1.93), state school board (1.81), and state legislator (1.96)

usurs are the only subaudiences who rate this service below 2.0. All four of the

higher education subaudiences see relatively less use for this service.

Help in Trying Out New Ideas. This is a slightly more useful service than the

previous one and is sixth in order based on the overall averages. All three

practitioner groups, as well as the LEA and the ISA staffs, rate this service

lower than 2.0. By contrast, federal
legislative aides rate it 2.78.
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TABLE 0 QUEST1ON VIII. ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MUST USEFUL TO YOU - SERVICES

In previous sections we have asked about your information needs, resources, and satisfactions. We would

also like to know about your ideal preferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they are currently

available to you, what information contents, products, and services would be useful to you? For each item

below, please check the box indicating its usefulness: 1:Very, 2:Somewhat or 3:Minimum.

0-

PRACTITIONEFS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE
EQUAL

WEIGHTSguar

Chi

AVG. F-

. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH. PRIN. OTHER LEA ISA SEA CHIEF INS.R.SO.SC. ED.F. L.BD, 5.130. S.LEG, F.LEG. TOTAL Level,N

SERVICES

(14)Regularly Mailed Info, of Interest 1.50 1.48 1.41 1.48 1.43 1.59 1.62 1,67 1,57 1.57 1.69 1.34 1.85 1.67 1,56 **

(15)Quick Referral Service at Lew Cost 1.90 1.96 1.87 1.92 1.69 1.96 1.97 1.96 1.69 1.94 2.17 2.26 1.93 2,56 1.88 **

(16)Quick Reference Service at Low Cost 1.80 1.99 1.82 1.93 1.62 1.85 2.00 1.86 1.51 1.79 2.06 2.29 1.93 2.00 1,89 ***

(17)Very Rapid Literature Searches 2,24 2,16 2.10 2.09 1.98 1.93 2.16 1.93 1.30 1.79 2.35 2.43 2.00 2.44 2.06 ***

(18)Help in Forming Search Queries 2,48 2.34 2.36 2.25 2.16 2.27 2.33 2.49 2.00 2.28 2.45 2.32 2.07 2.78 2.33 **

(19)Rapid Full-docunient Delivery 2.44 2,31 2,33 2.27 2.22 2.16 2.17 2.20 1.73 2.21 2.36 2,29 1.89 2.11 2.19 ***

(20)Help in Interpreting Information 2.08 2.07 2.19 2.05 2.08 2.21 2.21 2.49 2.42 2.36 1.93 1.81 1,96 2.67 2.18 ***

(21)Help in Trying Out New Ideas 1.67 1.73 1.81 1.92 1.78 2.04 2.03 2.31 2.27 2.02 2,13 2.03 2.28 2.78 2,06 ***

(22)Information Service Agent Visits 2.31 2.32 2.32 2.32 2.22 2.49 2.66 2,65 2.55 2.62 2.33 2,36 2.41 2,78 2.45 **

(23)InfOrmation Needs Diagnosis Service 2.30 2.20 2.22 2.34 2.11 2.38 2.58 2.52 2.48 2.42 2.31 2.50 2.48 2.44 2.38 ***

(24)Help in How to Use Ed. Info, System 2.14 2.14 2.26 2.28 2.13 2.42 2.41 2.66 2.51 2.42 2.16 2.37 2.33 2.89 2,37 ***

(25)Annuai Review of Education 2.14 1.84 2.24 2.04 2.16 2.09 2.14 2.16 1.66 1.87 1.86 1.78 2,08 1.80 1.99 ***

(26)To-order Studies of Educ. Statistics 2.56 2.30 2.52 2.21 2.40 2.08 2.00 1.60 1,86 2.25 2.26 2.20 1.96 1.79 2.14 ***

N> 199 181 194 115 62 111 64 54 64 61 89 30 25

XX If there,are other kinds of information products or services which would be espcially useful to you, would you please describe them?
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Information Service Agent Visits. Overall, this is the least useful of all services

listed. (It may also be'a service which most users have no personal experience

using.) Intermediate service agency staff rate this Service 2.22, which is the

most useful average for any of the 14 subaudiences. Note also that all LEA sub-

audiences (teachers, principals, "other," LEA administrators, and local board

members) rate service agent visits between 2.31 and 2.33. Thus, LEA subaudiences,

the most likely targets of information service agent visits, while not rating,

this service of much use, do see it more useful than other subaudiences. Federal

legislative aides and all higher education subaudiences see this service as rela-

tively less useful.

Information Needs Diagnosis Service. This service is perhaps even more esoteric

than service agent visits and is, in fact, one of ehe services an information

service agent might. perform for a clien.. Overall, it ranks twelveth, just ahead

of service agent visits. Again, ISA staff and ail LEA subaudiences tend to see

this product as more useful than other subaudiences do. Note that with the excep-

tion of local board members, all other governance and all higher education sub-

audiences tend to rate this service as markedly less useful than any of the prac-

titioner or administrator subaudiences.

Help in How to Use Educational Information Systems. Overall, thir qervice ranks

eleventh. Only service agent vi4ts and needs diagnosis service are seen as heing

less_useful. In terms of relative ratings among subaudiences, ISA staff (2.13),

teachers (2,14), principals (2.14) and local board members (2.16) are the most

favorable prospective users of this service; while federal legislative aides (2.89),

institutional researchers (2.66), and education faculty (2.51) rate this service

of less use.

Annual Review of Education. This item is misplaced and belongs in the product

list. Perhaps because it is a product, it enjoys a markedly higher overall rating

(ranking fourth among the services, it would tie with education concepts and

philosophy on the product list). Six subaudiences rated this item less than 2.0

(More Useful). They are: social scientistS (1.66), state board members (1.78),

federal legislative aides (1.80), school principals (1.84), local board members

(1.86), and education faculty (1.87). The subaudience that finds this item least

useful is the "other" practitioner staff (2.24).
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To Order Studies of Educational Statistics. Among the information services, this

item is middlomost. It is aluo one on.which there is a wide range of subaudience

ratings averages. Institutional researchers (1.60), federal legislative aides

(1.79), social scientists (1.86), and state legislators (1.96), all tend to rate

this service on the more useful side of the three point scale, while teachers (2.56),

"other" staff (2.52), and ISA staff (2.40) see distinctly less use for this service.
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D. USER SUBAUDIENCES

We must wait for a multiple discriminant function analysis to accomplish a system-

atic statistical comparison among subaudiences, taking into account the inter-

correlations amcag the many products and services. However, several patterns may

be worth comment.

School Practice Oriented Groups. In general it seems that the ISA staff has use-

fulness preferences which are close to those of teachers, principals, and "other"

practitioner staff. High preferences among these groups are: Classroom and curric-

ulum materials, solutions to common educational problems, regularly mailed-infor-

mation of interest, educational trends and issues, and educational news and current

events. They,are also more receptive to,receiving help in trying out new ideas

and, at least relative to other audiences, see more use in information agent

service visits. Like nearly all other groups, they see much use in information

on the evaluation of educational programs and practices. They are much less inter-

ested in educational statistics, or lists of experts in education (except for ISA

staff).

Administrators and Staffs of Education Agencies. The administration audiences

(LEA, ISA, SEA) and the higher education audiences (chiefs, institutional re-

searchers, social scientists, and education faculty) tend to mirror the

practitioners to some degree in their preferen:ms for more popular items including:

regularly mailed information, educational trends and issues, education news and

current events, solutions to common educational problems, and evaluation of pro-

grams and practices. However, these groups ple=e relatively more value than

practitioners and other LEA subaudiences on education-related statistics and

education-related legislation, and less emphasis on classroom and curriculum

materials.

Higher Education Chief Admi2istrators. Among the four higher education users,

each of the four subaudiences displays a somewhat different pattern of preferences.

Generally the chief administrators tend to give usefulness ratings that are similar

to LEA, ISA, and SEA staffs. Chief administrators in higher education institutions

consider information products concerned with evaluation of educational programs,

educational trends and issues, and soll.tions to education problems to be especially

useful. Compared to other subaudiences they see more use in innovation case studies
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Institutional Resoarchers. This subaudience sees little use for curriculum

materials, innovation case studies, education-related legislation, service agent

visits, or help in information needs diagnosis; however, they are the ime audi-

ence for education-relatod statistics or to-order studies of education statistics.

Social Scientists. Especially the campus-based, non-student AERA members in

RDD&E are distinguished from virtually every other user group in their positive

usefulness ratings of information products concerning education research method-

ology, deep reviews of selected stuch areas, annual reviews of education; and for

a ramber of services including: very rapid liteiature searches, quick reference

service, quick referral service, and rapid full document delivery. In general,

these preferences confirm what would be expected of social scientists. The point

to note is that-the social scientists are almost alone among the 14 subaudiences

in their strong preferences for these kinds of products and services. To the

extent that educational information systems have used "R&D' or "scientific" infor-

mation systems as models in their design assumptions, they may servo social

scientists well, but at tIle possible cost of failing to consider the relative

product and service preferences of virtually every other class of education in-

formation user.

Education Faculty. In some respects the faculty of colleges and schools of educa-

tion are most similar to social scientists, however, they also exhibit several

differences including: educatf.onal faculty see more value in classroom and curric-

ulum materials, innovation case studies, education news and current events, educa-

tion trends and issues, education concepts and philosophy, and help in trying out

new ideas. Conversely, education faculty are less prone than social scientists

to see as much use in: research methodology, deep reviews, quick referral or

reference services, rapid literature searches, or help in forming search queries.

Despite the fact that faculty see less value than social scientists in this array

of types of "research" and "information system" products and services, the educa-

tion faculty tend to see more use in these products and services than virtually

any of the other subaudiences.

Local School Boards. The local school board member tehd_to mirror the concerns

of the other LEA (practice-oriented) audiences. They especially value the useful-

ness of: evaluation of programs and practices, solutions to common education prob-

lems, education news and current events, regularly mailed information, education
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trends and issues, and annual reviews of education. Along with state boards and

state legislators, they are somewhat more prone to see value in help in inter-

preting information than do other subaudiences.

State Board Members. This group exhibits a preference pattern somewhat similar

to local boaids (and also to SEA staff). State board members are remarkable in

terms of the relatively high use value (along with higher education chiefs) they

place on information concerning educational trends and issues, and on regularly

mailed information. Compared to local boards, state board members see relatively

less use in information about classroom and curriculum materials, in quick reference

service, in information needs diagnosis service, and. in help in how to use infor-

mation services; but relatively greater use for education-related statistics, edu-

cation news and current events, educational trends and issues, education concepts

and philosophies, and for regularly mailed information.

Legisla'tOrs. The two legislative subaudiences tend to be set apart from all other

subaudiences in terms of their low use value placed on information about classroom

and curriculum materials, and on innovation case studies. Federal legislative

aides are even further removed from wost subaudiences in their low use of educa-

tional concepts and philosophy.

We note that none of the governance audience (boards and legislators) place high

use value on education research methodology, but that all value education-related

statistics and education-related legislation.

Federal LegiJlative Aides. Compared to state legislators, this group sees markedly

less value in information on solutions to common education problems, and less use

in lists of experts in education, information about education concepts and philos-

ophies, and most of the "bibliographic" information services (i.e., quick referral,

rapid searches, help in forming search queries, information needs diagnosis) and

also in information service agent visits, help in trying out new ideas, or help

in interpreting information. There are two possible reasons that seem plausible

for these differences between federal aides and state legislators. First, the

federal legiglative ;tides tend to be "specialists" in educational legislation and

in the .Lesearch of educational information needed for legislation, while the

majority of state legislators are elected officials, some of whom are part time
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legislators and most of whom must deal with many other types of legislative con-

tent areas than education exclusively. Second, the federal legislative aides

have the extraordinary information resources of the Library of Congress to use

as information intermediaries and synthesizers, whereas state legislators are,

with some minor exceptions, much less "information-rich" in their research

resources.*

* Irwin Feller, et al (1975) provide extensive documentation for this last observa-
tion, based on an intensive eight state survey of Sources and Uses of Scientific
and Technological Information in State Legislature (University Park, PA: Center
for the Study of Science Policy, Institute for Research on Human Resources, The
Pennsylvania State University, June 1975).
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APPENDIX A: MAIL SURVEY SAMPLING DESIGN

Table A.1 presents estimated population sizes for the 14 subaudiences to

be included in the mail survey. Sources for the estimates are listed in the

NIE RFP. Most estimates are made from program records of the National Center

for Educational Statistics, the National Educational Association, or the National

Institute of Education. Post-secondary education estimates are from records of

the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, American Educational

Research Association, Association for Institutional Researchers, and American

Council on Education.

Limited resources restricted the total planned sample to 2,575 persons. The

proposed sample sizes indicated in Table A.1 represent an allocation which aimed

for a minimum sample size of at least 100 (with the one exception of subaudience

3.4, U.S. Congressional Aides). The School Practitioner subaudiences, where the

estimated populations are relatively much larger and possibly more diverse in

character, were allocated larger sample sizu-; but, given the gross differences

in estimated population sizes, it is obvious that sampling of subaudiences is

highly disproportional. This is not a problem because the major interest in this

study is not in making estimates for the entire market but for various segments

of the market. Reasonably uniform confidence in estimates for each subaudience

is desired. The somewhat larger samples for school practitioners may permit

further partition of these groups in the analysis (e.g., elementary vs. secondary

teachers) and also tends to compensate for the larger element variances j.n the

school district cluster samples.

Multiple strategies were employed to cOnstruct frames and.to sample the 14 sub-

audiences listed in Table A.1. For most subaudiences, lists of persons that would

constitute adequate sampling frames did not exist.

Fcr local school agency (LEA) subaudiences, including all three in the elementary

an0 secondary ,4chool practitioner audience, as well as school district staff and

local boards 3£ education, cluster sampling appeared to be the most feasible
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TABLE A.1 TYPOLOGY OF SELECTED EDUCATION INFORMATION AUDIENCES AND

PROPOSED SAMPLE SIZE FOR MAIL SURVEY

Type of Position

Planned
Sample

Estimated
Population
Size

. Practitioners

400
350

408

2,180,000
93,500

109,000

1.1 Teachers

1.2 Principals

1.3 Other Instructional Staff

Total (1,158)

2. Administrators

2.1 School District Staff 242 65,000

2.2 Intermediate Agency Staff 100 3,400

2.3 State Education Agency Staff 200 9,500

Total (542)

3. Governance

3.1 State School Board Members 100 523

3.2 Local School Board Members 230 112,000

3.3 State Legislators and Aides 120 500

3.4 U. S. Congressional Aides 25 75

Total 075)

4. Higher Education

4.1 Faculty of Schools of Education 100 23,000

4.2 Social Science RDD&E Staff 100 6,000

4.3 Institutional Researchers 100 915

4.4 College Presidents and Chief
Administrators 100 2,500

(institutions)

Total (400)

TOTAL 2,575
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approach. Unfortunately, the school system clufer size can be subject to unduly

large variation if it is based on a :..-andom selection of school systems which arc

known to differ greatly in size. To achieve some control, selection with probabil-

ities proportional to size (PPS) was needed for three reasons: first, budget

limitations imposee an upper limit on the sample size; second, contractual obliga-

tions to achieve a minimum number of useful responses imposed a lower limit on the

actual sample selected; and third, selection with PPS affords increased statistical

efficiency.

The sampling procedure used (for large and medium sized school systems) was that

of stratified cluster sampling with school districts as the primary sampling units

(PSUs). Using the latest (1973-74) School Universe Tape available from the

National Center for Educational Statistics, PSUs were stratified by a measure of

size and then were sampled randomly, with replacement, with paired selections

per size stratum. Persons (excepting school board members) were subsampled with-

out replacement within each PSU, with a compensating sampling fraction based on

the measure of size. Specifically, the local education agencies (LEAs) listed in

the School Universe Tape were ordered by size, as measured by student membership

(average daily attendance). The plan called for the ordered lists to be divided

into strata with equal numbers of students, and a pair of LEAs to be randomly

selected from each stratum. This procedure, described by Kish (1965, p. 223 ff.),

applies two random numbers to accumulated totals of student enrollment in each

stratum. LEAs are taken into the sample if their enrollment accumulation interval

includes a selected random number.

Given the extreme variability in size of school systems, this general procedure

was modified as follows: (a) Beginning with the largest school system, 18 strata,

each ncluding 2 million students, were formed. A pair of schools was randomly

* Since non-response is likely to be high in a mail survey (and we had data from
several information needs survey indicating that non-response will vary by
subaudiences and by the size of the school system), stratifying by size makes
it more reasonable to accept those responding as an approximation to each size
stratum. An eVen more important reason for stratification by size is that the
size of school systems is so skewed that a random sample of school systems would
yield a larger number of small systems (which are far more numerous but represent
only a small proportion of educational practitioners, and a small number of
larger systems (which are few in numbers but represent the majority of practi-
tioner information users).
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drawn from each stratum (plus six "alternate" districts). Those systems were

designated "large school systems" (enrollments from over ono million to approx-

imately 2,500); (b) Six strata, each including one million students, were formed.

Again pairs of districts and replacements were randomly drawn from each stratum.

These systems were designated "medium size school systems" (enrollments from

approximately 2,500 to 1,000); (c) Below the 1,000 enrollment size, we encountered

a difficult problem in using the "measure of size" selection process because the

sc,Jol systems become so small that, aside from teachers, there may be only onc

or two persons in each LEA staff sUbaudience. If only one subaudience were sampled,

there would be a simple solution, i.e., sample "small size systems" at the overall

subaudience sam ling fraction and take everyone in the system. Unfortunately, the

original sample sizes produced four different sampling fractions. A compromise

was found by noting that if (1) the other instructional staff (originally desig-

nated as "supervisors of instruction") were expanded to include a broader array

of support staff and (2) the planned sample sizes were modified, a common overall

sampling fraction could be estabished for Principals and Vice Principals, Other

Instructional (and support) Staff, and Central Office Administrators. Conse-

quently, the sampling plan was modified so that the remaining small systems were

sampled at a common overall sampling fraction. One problem remained since if

all teachers in selected small size school systems were also taken into the

sample they would be substantially over-represented. Using NCES and NEA data,

it was determined that if teachers were taken in number equal to 40 percent of

the small systems total for the three positions, the desired overall teacher

sampling fraction would be maintained. To summarize, the following modifications

in the sampling plan were made:

1. The subaudience definition for "supervisors of instruction" was revised

to include non-administrational professional support staff, and it

was labelleci "Other Instructional (and support) Staff."

2. The sample E,-tes ft.r. rrincipals, other staff, and school district

staff were revised to those indicated in Table A.1.

3. Using the latest available NCES tape, the PPS selection procedure

outlined above was followed down until cumulative enrollment equalled

36,000,000, forming 18 strata of 2,000,000 enrollment, with two

districts (and alternatives) selected per stratum.

4. Six more strata of 1,000,000 enrollment each were formed, down to a

cumulative enrollment of,42,000,000. Again two districts (and alter-

natives) were selected per stratum.
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5. Vor Lho ronuttninq di!itrict (oppioximately 9,400) , the "measure

of size" procedure was abandoned. A random number was assigned to

each district and a fraction (1/267.5) of the remaining districts

were selectnd.

6. The oriOnal intent to pre-stratify school systems by consua region

was abandoned to uimplify the computer programming.

For these suboudiences, FWL provided SDC with a list of LEA's and alternates.

SDC then wrote to each of the selected districts (the superintendents) and re-

quested lists by name and address of teachers, principals, other instruction

and support staff, school district staff, and members of the board of education.

The sampling frame for each of these subaudiences was prepared by SI.'" by compiling

the lists returned by the sampled LEAR. (Some districts would not release personnel

lists, but agreed to pull a random sample following project instruct4.ons.) If a

district refused completely, and if. time and individual state sampling procedures

permitted, FDC replaced the district with an altcrnate district in the same stratum.

The number of persons in each subaudience to select from each district was

established by computing four "sampling fractions" for each school system selected.

These sampling frdctions were multiplied by the current LEA (1975-76) enrollment

and rounded to the nearest whole number to find the number of persons to be

selected.*

Since school board size is not proportional to ichool system size, but in fact

tends to be approximately the same regzIrdless of size of scnool system, a constant

number was used to sample school board members. Note that the effect of this

sampling method is to bias the sample of LEA school board members in the direction

"weighting" the LEA school toard sUb-samples by the numbers of students they are

responsible for. Note that if it were possible to simple random sample all US

public school board mem.ers, we would encounter a problem very similar to that

of simple random sampling of school systems; namely that approximately half of the

sample would be drawn from systems representing less than seven percent of the stu-

dents. Please keep this point in mind: While LEA staff (teachers, principals,

administrators, and other staff) are in fact relatively unbiased random samples

* (see footnote on following page) 39'3
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Footnote from preceding page:

The basis for the method is described in Leslie Kish, Survey Samplin2. Wiley,

1965, pp. 222-223. For large size syste:as the teacher fraction (Tr) . 8.88 ; NCES

1973-74 enrollment expressed au average daily membership (ADM). For medium size

districts, the fraztion wan halved, TF 4.44 ; ADM. The principal fractions (PF)

wete PP ... 7.76 ; ADM; PF 3.88 ; ADM. Other staff fractions, Or en 9.05 ; ADM;

OF , 4.25 ADM. Administrative staff fraction, AF w 5.36 ADMI AF 1.1 2.68/ADM.

Several comments may he helpful to those una,:uainted with this method. First,

note that if a school system has not cht.nsed enrollment size between 1973-74 and

1975-76, the numbers to be sampled would equal the constants shown above rounded

to whole numbers. That is, ter a large school syntem: 9 teac;:Irs, 8 principals,

9 other staff, and 5 administrative staff. For a medium size syntem: 4 teachers,

4 principals, 5 other staff, and 3 administrative staff. Because some school

syutem enrollments changed over the two year period, the use of the sampling

fractions permitted a proportionate adjustment in the numbers to be selected from

that system. Second, it shuuld be noted that the number to be selected from a par-
ticular subaudience tends to remain constant across school systems of the same

general size (e.g., approximately 8 to 10 teachers for large systems and 4 to 5

teachers for medium size systems). Recall that tne chances of a system being

selected are directly proportional to its pupil enrollment but the chances of a

staff member being selected are inversely proportional to pupil enrollment. For

example, very large size systems such as Chicago or New York City have a very high

probability of being chosen, but only 8 to 10 of its very many teachers would be

subsampled. On the other hdnd, the.*e are approximately 2,000 school systems with

enrollments between 2,1700 to 5,000. Since only a few of these systems are selected,

each district has a very small chance of being selected, but, if selected, the

much smaller staff within these districts have a much higher probability of being

selected--e.g., 4 principals out of a 2,500 student system may mean that perhaps

half of the system's principals would be sampled. This last point is also the

explanation for separating systems into large and medium sizes. The sample

sizes used for the large systems were desired, but could not be used with districts

with a few thousand, since, except for teachers, there was a chance of specifying

a required number of staff that exceeded the actual number employed. And for this

reason the PPS selection method was abandoned entirely for systems under approx-

imatel}, 2,500 enrollment. The final note is that despite of this somewhat com-
plicated selection process the overall effect is to provide an approximately equal

chance of selection, using strictly random selection procedures, for virtually

every public school staff members in a designated subaudience. Please note that

there are two possibly biasing elements. One, school systems formed since 1973-74

were not considered. Two, if a state or schuol system refused to participate, the

system, of course, could not be sampled. When time permitted, a replacement system

ras solicited.
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of all professionalL; cmployed in U.S. public schools in 1975-76, the sample of

LEA school board meMbers is biased, and in effect is "weighted" in terms of the

size of the school systems the board members are responsible for. When con-

sidering the problem of estimating educational information needs, this bias is a

desirable feature. We note that this method of selection of board members also

has another advantage, namely that the data on five different type of LEA educa-

tional infOrmation users can be "nested" within each sampled LEA, thereby affording

opportunity to perform secondary analyses on the data base regardinc between and

within LEA system effects.

The three subaudiences associated with state level agencies are: (2.3) State

Education Agency Staff, (3.3) State Legislators and Aides, and (3.1) State Boards

of Education. Frames for the three state level subaudiences were based on a

random sample of states from each of the four geographic regions. The states which

were r.andom-selected by FWL and approved by NIE are:

West North Central

Alaska (4)* North Dakota -- (3)

Washington -- (5) South Dakota -- (4)

Oregon (8) Kansas -- (7)

Montana -- (6) Iowa -- (11)

Utah (5) Michigan -- (15)

Wyoming alternate Missouri -- alternate

North East South

New Hampshire -- (3) Louisiana -- (9)

Connecticut -- (9) Mississippi (8)

New York -- (41) Alabama -- (11)

Pennsylvania -- (27) South Carolina -- (11)

Rhode Island -- (5) Virginia -- (13)

New Jersey -- alternate Kentucky alternate

* Numbers in parentheses beside the states listed above indicate the number of
persons that would be selected based on the 1969 Directory data.
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For the State Education Agency Staff (2.3), SDC prepared an updated list (based

on the latest available Education Directory: Stata Governments) of staff for each

of the twenty states. A sampling fraction was determined by dividing the total

number of persons on the list into 200, which is the desired sample size.

This fraction was applied to the count for each of the twenty states to find the

nearest whole number representing the number of persons to be selected from each

SEA. Persons were selected strictly randomly from the lists without regard to job

title or position.

For State School Boards (3.1) and State Legislators or Aides (3.3), SDC sent a

letter to the chief state school officer of the sampled states. The letter

described the nature of the survey and requested a list, by name and address, of

state school board members and staff of education committees of the state legisla-

ture. The frames for these two subaudiences were prepared by SDC by compiling the

lists returned. Five (5) school board members were chosen randomly from the lists

of the boards for 19 of the 20 states (only 3 were chosen from Mississippi since

that was all they had). Six (6) staff members of education committees (or aides

to legislators on educational committees) were selected randomly from the lists

for each of r.he 20 states ( 6 x 20 = 120).

There are only two remaining subaudieaces among the first three.audiences: 2.2,

Intermediate Agency Staff and 3.4, U.S. Congressional Aides. A different approach

was taken for these groups. In the case of the Intermediate Agency Staff there

were two reasons why: first, only 21 states had intermediate units, and second,

a recent (March 1975) list of intermediate unit staff existed which was employed

directly as a sampling frame of persons. We sampled randomly from this list to

secure a list of addressees. The mailing for this subaudience contained a request

that if the addressee has left the intermediate unit;'the questionnaire be

answered by his/her replacement or by the person on the staff most nearly per-

forming t job of the person addressed.

To identify staff for the U.S. Congressional Aides subaudience, the NIE Office of

Legislative Affairs obtained lists of committee staff from the House Education
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and LabcT Committee; the Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare Subcommittee of

the House AppropriAions Committee; the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee

of the Labor and Health, Education and Welfare Agencies; and the Related Agencies

Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee. These four lists of committee Y

staff provided a frame for sampling aides to federal legislators. In the case of

this subaudience, judgmental selection (by the NIE Office of Legislative Affairs)

was used instead of random sampling.

The frames for the post-secondary education subaudiences (faculty of schools of

education, social science researchers, institutional researchers, and presidents

and administrators) were each built in a different way.

NIE has sponsored another project specifically targeted at the knowledge production

and utilization (KPU) capacity of colleges, schools, and departments of education
(principal investigators are Egon Guba and David Clark at Indiana University). To

afford comparability between the two studies, and because the Guba and Clark anal-

ysis is the most current and rigorous examination of these education faculties

from a KPU perspective, we employed their classification. The faculty universe

includes all NCATE (or better) institutions and represents a population of approx-

imately 30,500 staff. Institutions were stratified by the Guba and Clark classi-

fication and selected with probabilities proportional to estimated faculty size.

Subsamples (ranging in size from two to five) were designated to maintain a uniform

overall sampling fraction.

Social science RDD&E staff located at post-secondary institutions were defined

as all non-student American Educational Research Association members who have

identified a higher education institution as their principal place of employment

and who have identified research, development, dissemination, or evaluation, or

the management of educational RDD&E as their primary or secondary work. The frame

was created from a membership computer tape which AERA constructed. It is noted

that AERA membership and the availability of the membership information listed

does constrain the definition of this population. However, this seemed to be

the most rcasonable and feasible approach. It may be assumed safely that AERA is

the largest and most inclusive association of social science researchers with

interest in education. Efforts to include additional names (e.g., psychologists

belonging to the APA division of educational psychology, but not belonging to
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AERA) could have been undertaken, but with added cost and the problem of bias

since not all social science associations could provide names for only members

at institutions of higher education with interest in educatioilal researzh. This

was not done. Alternately, one could have confined the definition to only those

researchers who have been fa.ktded by NIE or other sponsors. Again there are

significant problems associated with the expense of constructing an adequate

frame and possibly with the bias of focusing primarily on "principal investigators,"

so this was not done either.

A similar sampling logic was used in selecting a sample for institutional

researchers. In this case, we used the most recent available list (Fall, 1974)

of names of U.S. full members of the Association of Institutional Researchers.

Our argument is that this list tends to identify those institutional researchers

who have interests in this field sufficient for them to belong to itS primary

professional association.

Subaudience 4.4, Presidents and Administrators, is concerned with those persons

who must deal with institutio"-: level educational policy and management. In

smaller institutions this may .he president or his/her assistant. In larger

institutions, this may be the provost, or vice-president or dean for academic

affairs. The Cargenie publication A Classification of Institutions of Higher

Education (1973) provides a convenient list of eligible institutions classified

by type (doctoral granting, comprehensive, liberal arts, two-year, specialized)

and identified by size of student enrollment. We constructed a stratified random

sample with stratification based on the Carnegie classification (and indirectly

on the size of institutional enrollment). Institutions were selected by PPS,

using total student enrollment as the measure of size. Directories and catalogs

were used to identify the name and title of the most appropriate respondent for

each selected institution.
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TABLE A.2 SUMMARY OF SWUNG METHODS AND RESULTS

Multiplier

Estimated Planned I Planned Effective (reciprocal

Population Sample Sampling Actual Usable Return Sampling of sampling

Sampling Method Subaudiaace Size Size :,;:action Mail-Out Returns Rate Fraction fraction)

CLUSTER

Stratified cluster sampling with 1.1 Teachers 2,160,000 400 .00016 405 205 51% .000094 10,04

PSU probability proportional to 1.2 Principals 93,500 350 .00374 336 187 56% i .002000 )00

school enrollment. Constant over- 1.1 Other Instructional Staff 109,000 408 .00374 397 210 53% .001927 519

all sampling fraction for teachers,

principals, other instruction staff,

and school district staff. Constant

number for school board members.

***

2.1 School District Staff

3.2 Local School Boards

65,000

112,000

242

230

.00372

.00200

239

345

129

;7

50%

2e%

.001831

.000866

546

1,155

Five states chosen randomly in each 2.3 State Education Agency

of the four census regions. Con- Staff 9,500 200 .0211 220 117 53% .012316 81

stant number for each state for 3.1 State School Boards 52. 100 .1912 98 34 35% .065010 15

boards and legislative aides. Con-

stant fraction for state staff.

*10

3.3 State Legislative Aides 500 120 .2400 120 28 23% .056000 18

Stratified cluster sampling of 4.1 Faculti of Scholls of

faculties with stratification

based on size and type of faculty

...

Education 30,500 100 .0033 127 64 50% ,002098 477

STRATIFIED

Stratified random sample with strati-

fication based on Cargenie classi-

fication and size of enrollment.

4.4 Presidents and Chief

Administrators

2,500

(insti-

tutions)

100 .0400 100 69 691 .002760 36

(insti-

tutions)

SIMPLE RANDOM

Simple random sample based on NCES 2.2 Intermediate Agency

list with replacement by person

filling position.

***

Staff 3,400 100 .0294 120 65 54% .019118 52

Simple random sample of AERA 4.2 Social Sciences RDDSE

membership in RDUE on campus. Staff 6,000 100 .0167 160 68 68% .01133.1 88

***

Simple random slmple of U.S. full 4.3 Institutional Researchers 915 100 .1093 100 55 55% .060109 17

members in Assuciation of Institu-

tional Researchers.

NON-RANDOM, JUDGMENTAL

Selected by NIE. 3.4 U.S. Congressional Aides 75 25 .3333 41 10 24% .133333 7.5

* "Multiplier" indicates approximately how many persons in the estimated population are represented by each usable return.

399 400



APPENDIX B. MAIL SURVEY FORMS

The entire questionnaire is presented fur Form A. Only pages 1 and 6

appear.for the other 5 forms since the questionnaire differed only in

Part I (page 1) and Part VII (page 6).
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O.M.B. NUMBER 51475054

APPROVAL EXPIRES 12/31/75

SURVEY OF
INFORMATiON 'NEEDS

IN EDUCATION

_1__ 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 9 10 11 12 14

_13
1. 2 3 4 5- 6 7 8 9. 10 H 12 13 14

(Sponsored by U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare: National Institute of Education)
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L ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

I. Name

B-3

Page I

1 Title

3. In yam opinion, how adequate is the information available to oducttlonal agency staffs (In school district central offices,
intermediate units, and state educational agenckri about educational issues, problems, methods, and practices: (Please check,.rie box 6 in each column.)

Very adequate?

Somewhat adequate?

Somewhat inadequate?

Very inadequate?

Amount Quality

El El
El El

El El
El El

4. Needs for information are affected by the nature of the work one does. To help us identify the general nature of your
work, please consider each of the following types of activities. Are there any significant activities that need to be added to
ThFilst? If so, please write in a brief description for each activity on the lines provided.

Then, for each activity, decide how significant a part of your work it represents. In making this decision, consider its im-
p( rtance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor which you think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Work Activity In Education

Derree of Importance

High Moderate Low

A. Determining educational needs El El El
B. Establishing educational goals and objectives El El El
C. Evaluating educational programs El 0 0
D. Curriculum planning and development El El El
E. Developing educational programs or materials El 0 El
F. Airraising teacher or administrator effectiveness El 0 El
G. Providing pre- or inservice training

...
El 0 El

H. Providing pupil pezsonnel services (records; guidance, counseling, etc.) El El El
1. Developing or negotiating teacher or administrator salaries, or other

personnel matters El El El
J. Financial plans, budgets, or other fmancial matters El 0 0
K. Dealing with legal problems or educational legislation El 0 El
L. Planning acquisition or inaMtenance of facilities and equipment El 0 0
M. Planning or maintaining support services (e.g., transportation, food,

library) El 0 El
N. Performing administrative liaison functions El El Ej
0. Working with, informing, securing support of community leaders,

legislators, others El El 0
P. Consulting or advising other educators on educational matters El El El
Q. Conducting studies and investigations 0 El El
R. Other 0 0 0
S. Other 0 El 0
T. Other El 0 El

5. Now, consider each of the above work activities in terms of your need for information. Please circle the capital letter (A, B,
C, etc) appearing immediately before the activity if you made any kind of special effort during the past year to fmd inform.
tion relating to that activity. If you did not have to make a special effort to find information, leave the letter unmarked.

403



B-4

Page 2

ABOUT THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE IN YOUR MOST IMPORTANT WOK,. ACTIVITIES

I. Users tend to turf. to different information sources depending ni the nature of their work. Please refer to the list of activities you
rated on the oppusite page and write in the spaces below the letters of the two activities which you consider to be the most im-
portant in your work.

Now please rate the following sources of information in terms of
how often you use the source to obtain information in connection
with these two activities. (Please check one box for your most
important work activity and one box for your next most im-
portant work activity in each row.)

1. Workshops, seminars, graduate courses

2. Telephone calls to people in other organizations

3. Memos and correspondence

4. Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies

5. Library or resource center in my own organization

6. Educational newsletters, bulletins. announcements

7. Educational journals

8. Telephone calls to people in my own organization

9. Technical reports, government publications

10. Other libraries, resource centers or information seivices

11. Curriculum materials

12. Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people in my
own organization

13. Personal library

14. Conventions, professional association meetings

15. Notes and flies in my own office

16. Office, department or organization files

17. Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people in other
organizations

18. Textbooks, reference books

19. Other sources (please specify)

20.

My most important
work activity

is (letter):

In connection with
this activity, I use

this source:
Some-

Often times Rarely

O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
D O D
D O D
O 0 0
D O D
O 0 0
O 0 0
D O D
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
D O D
O 0 0
O 0 0

My next most im-
portant activity

is (letter):

In connection with
this activity, I use

this source:
Some-

Often times Rarely

O D D
D O D
O 0 0

. 0 0
O 0.0

0 00 0
O 0
O 0

2. When you need information for your job, sometimes there is a delay between when you start to look for it and when you actually
find/receive it. The amount of time you can allow will depend on the situation, but considering the same two most important
work activities you have just mted, how much time can you usually allow to elapse after realizing the need for information? (Check
one.)

A few hours .... 0 One day 0
About a week ... 0 About 2 weeks 0
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2-3 days

More than 2 weeks
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Page 3

III. ABOUT ME USEFULNESS OF ME INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE

1, On the previous page you told us how frequentlx you used a number of information sources in connection with two importantwork activities. Now please consider all the activities you perform and rate this ra.-ne list of sources in terms of their usefUlnessin providing you with the information you need for any part of your work. (Please check one box in each row.)

I Rarely or
Never Use

This Source

I Use 'This Source And It Is:

Highly
Useful

Moderately
Useful

Of Minor
Use

1. Workshops, seminars, graduate courses 0 0 0 0
2. Telephone calls to people in other organizations LI 0 0 0
3. Memos and correspond nce 0 0 0 0
4. Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies 0 0 0 0
5. Library or resource center in my own organization 0 0 0
6. Educational newsletters, bulletins, announcements 0 0 0 0
7. Educational journals 0 0 0 0
8. Telephone calls. to people in my own organization 0 0 0 0
9. Technical reports, government publications 0 0 0 0

16. Other libraries, resource centers or information services 0 0 0 0
11. Curriculum materials 0 0 0 0
12. Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people in my

own organization 0 0 0 0
13. Personal library 13 0 0 0
14. Conventions, professional association meetings 0 0 0 0
15. Notes and files in my own office 0 0 0 0
16. Office department or organization files 0 0 0 0
17. Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people in

other organizations 0 0 0 0
18. Textbooks, reference books 0 0 0 0
19. Other sources (please specify) 0 0 0 0
20. 0 0 0 0

2. Please identify (by name, title, or description) the single most useful source of information in your work.
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IV. ABOUT ME MOST IMPORTANT CRARACTERISTICS OF ME EDUCATION INFORMATION SOURCES.YOU PREFER

1. Users have various reasons for preferring the information sources they like to use. Please refer to the numbered list of sources,on
the opposite page and note the lumber (1 20) of the two sources you mostzat to use. Please mark these vo numbers in
the boxes at the top of the two columns on the right.

Now, for each of these two sources, please rank the reasons listed below in order of their im?ortance to your preference for
the source.

Assign the number (1) to the most important reason

Assign the number (2) to the next most important reason, etc.

Continue ranking for as many reasons as you think apply.

This source:

is easy to use

is near at-hand or easily accessible

is fast in responding

is free or inexpensive

is usually available when I need it

is likely to have the information I want

is complete, comprehensive

is authoritative, accurate, reliable

is objective, impartial, not biased

is up-to-date

is responsive to my particular problem or question

keeps me aware of new developments

leads me to other sources

provides for new ideas or different viewpoints

provides opportunity for discussion or exchange of ideas

Source Source

RANK RANK

2. How would you describe your degree of isolation from information sources you would like to have available to you? (Check one.)

No: isolated, I have ready access tc any source I need 0
Somewhat isolated, I may have to :mid a little time or effort to obtain the information I need 0
Seriously isolated, I sometimes forgo using infornution sources that I would like to use 0
Almost completely isolated, I frequently can not get access to the sources I would tilce to use

3. How often do educators or other professionals come to you for information, or do you pass information on to others relating to
educational matters? (Check one.)

Several times daily ... At least daily ... At least weekly. ... El

At least monthly ... El Less often ...
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V. ADULIT YOUR PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION

Users need information for many different purposes. For each purpose listed below, please indicate your degree of need for, and your
satisfaction with currently available sources of mformation by cheding one of the boxes for need and one of the boxes for utisfactionauccia-at with each purpose.

PURPOSE

To help me to:

Keep aware of developments and activities in
educati"-

Keep aware of who is knowledgeable in a subject
or problem area

Identify new sources of auistance for improvinst
my work

Identify new educational programs. materials,
methods or procedures

Evaluate educational practices or products

Develop alternative approaches to solving problems
arising in my work

Find answers to specific questions arising in
relation to my work

Locate infortwition to provide to others

Prepare reports, articles, or speeches

Other purposes (please specify)

NEED

My need for this kind
of information is:

(Check ei.e)

Great Moderatf, Small

SATISFACI1ON

My current sources for this
kind of information are:

(Check one)

Satis- Partly Saris- Unsatis-
factory factory factory

0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 )0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 D 0 0 0

VL ABOUT YOUR PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION

With respect to all the tasks you have worLed on over the last year, did you have any unusually serious difficulty locating, obtaining orusing information which you critically needed in your work in education?

No 0 : (Go to Part WI, Page 6.) Yes 0 : (Please answer Questions 1 and 2 below.)

1. Would you explain the difficulty?

2. Can you offer a possible solution to the probkm?

407



a

Page 6

VII. ABOUT ME PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU -11.JRN TO

1. Besides the technical sources of infornution listed earlier, educators often avail themselves of human and orpnizational sources.
When you ue confronted with a specific pioblem, from which of the following human and organizational sources would you
typically seek advice or information in your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a 1 in the box beside the source. Marx the mond with a 2, and so on
for as many sources as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to describe a typical sequence of use of sources,
please recall a recent incident where it was important for you to obtain information and answer tie-gird:don in terms of what you
did in this particular case.)

O subordinates in your organiz.ation

O fellow workers in your organization

O superiors in your organization

O school board members

O colleagues in other organizations

O experts or authorities on the subject

O information service personnel (e.g., librarians)

O other people (please specify)

0 library in my agency

o univenity or college library

O university or college department

O state departments of education

O professional organizations (e.g., NEA, AASA, ASCD,
AERA)

O federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)

O national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

O other organizations or agencies (please specify)

2. The sequence of human and organizational sources I have indicated above is (check one box):

(a) very typical of the order I use

(b) somewhat similar to the order I use

(c) I responded in terms of a recent incident . .

VIII. ABOUT THE INFORM 4TION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES MAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

In previous sections we lu.c isked about your information needs, resources, and satisfactions. We would also like to know about your
kleal preferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they are currently available to you, what information contents, products, and
services would be useful to you? For each item below, please check the box indicating its usefulness: Very, S-Somewhat or M-Minimum.

CONTENT AREAS PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Classroom and curriculum materials v s 0 E
Educ.it.on innovation case studies v s 0 m

Lists of experts in education v 0 .; m

Education-related legislation v 0 s m 0
Education-related statistics v 0 s 0 m 0
Evaluation of programs, practices v s m 0
Solutions to common educ. problems v s 0 m 0
Education news and current events v 0 s 0 m

Education trends and issues v s m

Education concepts and philosophy v 0 s 0 m

Education research methodology v 0 s m 0
Deep review of selected study areas v 0 s m 0
Specific facts on many topics v E s 0 m 0

Regularly mailed info, of interest

Quick referral service at low cost

Quick reference service at low cost

Very rapid literature searches

Help in forming search queries

Rapid full-document delivery

Help in interpreting informatim

Help in trying out new ideas

Information service agent visits

Information needs diagnosis service

Help in how to use ed. info. system

Annual review of education

Tailored studies of educ. statistics

0
v

0
0
0
0
0

v
v
v
v

0
0

.1f there is some other form of information which would be especially useful to you, would you please describe it?
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IX. STATISTICAL DATA

Your answers to these questions wW help us compare our sample to national population data.

1. How old are you?

Under 25 years

25 to 34 years

35 to 44 years

45 to 54 years

55 years or older

2. What is your highest earned degree?

High School 0
Associate's 0
Bachelor's 0
Master's 0
Doctor's 0

NO MORE QUESTIONS. THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

IF YOU WISH, PLEASE USE THE SPACE BELOW TO TELL US ABOUT ANY IDEAS YOU MAY HAVE THAT WOULD MAKE
EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION MORE ACCESSIBLE OR USEFUL TO YOU.
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1. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

1. Name

2. Title
This questionnaire is concerned with the information needs of state and local school board members. Most persons who serve on school
boards must deal with many subject areas other than education, but for the purposes of this survey, please confine your answers to your
needs for information relating directly to educational matters.

3. Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for educational

(Please check one box IEJ in each row.)

Content Areas

information in each area.

My Need for Information in This Area is:

Great Moderate Little

Budget and Finance (e.g., fiscal policies, salaries)

Classroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks, curriculum)

Instructional Methods (e.g., open classrooms, peer tutoring)

Community/Public Mteractlon (e.g., community programs, parent support
or resistance)

Government Programs and Education Legislation (e.g., Head Start,
state aid)

Management (e.g., policies, practices )

Personnel Policies and Operations (e.g., certification, tenure, contracts)

Educational Facilities and Operations (e.g., attendance, equipment, use)

Student Data (e.g., characteristics, achievement)

Special Programs (e.g., compensatory education, vocational education)

Other (please specify)

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
00

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

4. To help us understand the general nature of your work in education, please consider each of the following types of activities. Are

there any significant activities that need to be a oat to the list? If so, please write in a brief description for each additional ac-

tivity on the lines provided

Then, for each activity, decide how significant a part of your work relating to education it represents. In malcing this decision

consider its nrportance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor You think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Degree of Importance

Work Activity in Education High Moderate Low

Studying educational issues to determine needs, problems, policy alternatives 0 0 0A.

B. Holding public hearings on educational matters 0 0 0
C. Confering with special interest or citizen's groups on educational matters 0 0 0
D. Studying specific board agenda items for intent, impact, fiscal or legal implications 0 0 0
E. Establishing personnel policy or reviewing decisions to hire, transfer, or terminate 0 0 0
F. Establishing policy for management of ongoing functions of school systems 0 0 0
G. Monitoring and advising on operation of school systems 0 0 0
H. Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans 0 0 0
I. Evaluating the worth or merit of educational programs 0 0 0
J. Analyzing the effect of or making recommendations regarding educational legislation 0 0 0
K. Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational topics 0 0 0
L. Responding to constituents requests for information on educational topics 0 0 0
M. Handling special problems or board assignments relating to education 0 0 0
N. Other 0 0 0
0. Other 0 0 0

5. Now, consider each of the above work activities in terms of your need for information'. Please circle the capital letter (A, B, C,
etc.) appearing immediately before the activity if you made any kind of special effort during the past year to fmd information re-
lating to that activity. If you did not have to make a special effort to find information, leave the letter unmarked.
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VH. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATION YOU TURN TO

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often avail themselves of human and organizational sources.
When you are confronted with a specific problem, from which of the following human and organizational sources would you
typically seek advice or information in your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a 1 in the box beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on
for as many sources as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to describe a typical sequence of use of sources,
please recall a recent incident where it was important for you to obtain information and answer the question in terms of what you
did in this particular case.)

El other school board members
El superintendent or staff of local school

district(s)

El superintendent or staff of state department
of education in this state

El teachers or other educators

parents or lay advisory groups

experts or authorities on the subject

El legislators or other elective officials

El other people (please specify)

O library

El other school boards

state departments of education in other states

El national or state educational associations (e.g.,
NASBE, AASA, NEA)

El federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)

El other federal or state agencies (e.g., labor, finance)

El national information services (e.g., :MC, NT1S)

El other organizations or agencies (please specify)

2. The sequence of human and organizational sources I have indicated above is (check one box):

(a) very typical of the order I use

(b) somewhat similar to the order I use

(c) I responded in terms of a recent incident

VIII. ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

In previous sections we have asked about your information needs, resources, and satisfactions. We would also like to know about your
ideal preferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they are currently available to you, what information contents, products, and
services would be useful to you? For each item below, please check the box indicating its usefulness: V-Very, S-Somewhat or M-Minimum.

CONTENT AREAS PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Classroom and curriculum materials vEl SE ME Regularly mailed info, of interest VE SE ME
Education innovation case studies vEl SE MO Quick referral service at low cost VE SE ME
Lists of experts in education vEl s1=1 MEI Quick reference service at low cost VE SE ME
Education-related legislation vEl s1=1 MEI Very rapid literature searches vE SE MEI
Education-related statistics vEl SE MEI Help in forming search queries VE SE ME
Evaluation of programs, practices vEl s1=I MEI Rapid full-docliment delivery VE SE ME
Solutions to common educ. problems vEl s1=1 MEI Help in interpreting information v1=I s1=1 PAC]
Education news and current events vEl sEl MEI Help in trying out new ideas V SE NiC]
Education trends and issues vEl Sp MEI Information service agent visits V s1=I
Education concepts and philosophy vEl sEl MEI Information needs diagnosis service V E sE MEI
Education research methodology vEl SE MEI Help in how to use ed. info, system v1:3 sEl MEI
Deep review of selected study areas vEl sp MEI Annual review of education V E s1=I
Specific facts on many topics SE ME Tailored studies of educ. statistics V E sE
If there is some other form of information which would be especially useful to you, would you please describe it?
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1. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

I. Name

2. Title

Thh questionnaire is concerned with the information needs of educational faculty and educational researchers. Some persons performing
these roles must deal with subject areas other than education, but for the purposes of this survey, please confine your answers to your needs
for information relating directly to educational matters.

3. Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for educational information in each area. (Please check one

box Lain in each iow.)

Content Areas

My Need for Information in This Area is:
Great Moderate Little

Administrative Agencies (e.g., school boards, districts) 0 0 0
Educational Finance (e.g., fiscal policies, salaries) 0 0
Classroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks, curriculum) 0 0 0
Instructional Metljods (e.g., open education, individualized instruction) . 0 0 0
Government Programs and Education Legislation 0 0 0
Management and Administration (e.g., policies, practices) 0 0 0
Personnel Policies and Operations (e.g., certification, tenure) 0 0 0
Educational Facilities and Operations (e.g., attendance, equipment, use) 0 0 0
Student Data (e.g., characteristics, achievement) ID 12 12

Educational Research, Development and Evaluation D 0
Other (please specify) 0 0 0

4. To help us understand the general nature of your...work in education, please consider each of the following types of activities. Art
there any significant activities that need to be aaaca to the list? If so, please write in a brief description for each additional activi-
ty on the lines provided.

Then, for each activity, decide how significant a part of your work relating to education it represents. In making this decision,
consider its importance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor you think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Work Activity in Education

Degree of Importance
High Moderate Low

A. Teaching or counseling students 0 0 0
B. Preparing courses, lectures, etc. 0 0 0
C. Conducting research studies 0 0 0
D. Conducting evaluation studies 0 0 0
E. Developing educational materials or programs 0 0 0
F. Preparing reports, articles or speeches 0 0 0
G. Consulting, advising, or providing technical assistance 0 0 0
H. Managing R&D programs or projects 0 0 0
I. Managing or administering academic programs 0 0 0
J. Working on academic committees, councils, etc. 0 0
K. Preparing proposals for funded projects 0 0 0
L. Working with local schools or communities regarding educational problems

or projects 0 0 0
M. Other 0 0 0
N. Other 0 0 0
0. Other 0 0 0

5. Now, consider each of the above work activities in terms of your need for information. Pleise circle the capital letter (A, B, C, etc.)
appearing immediately before the activity if you made any kind of special effort durirtg the past_year to find information relating to
that activity. If you did not have to make a special effort to fmd information, leave the letter unmarked.
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VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

1. Besides the technical sources of information llsted earher, educators often liven themselves of human and organizational sources.
When you are confronted with a specific problem, from which of the following human and organizational sources would you
typically seek advice or information in your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a 1 in the box beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on
for as many souices as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to describe a typical sequence of use of sources,
please recall a recent incident w ere it was important for you to obtain information and answer the question in terms of what you
did in this particular case.)

colleagues in my own department or research center D schools or departments of education at other
institutions

colleagues in other departments or research center
at this institution

assistants or graduate students

ED administrators (e.g., president, provost, deans,
department heads)

colleagues in other organizations

experts or authorities on the subject

librarian or other information specialists

other people (please specify)

university or college library

state departments of education

professional educational associations (e.g., NEA,
AAUP, AERA, AASA)

federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)

other federal agencies (e.g., DoL, DoD)

national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

other organizations or agencies (plea.se specify)

2. The sequence of human and organizational sources I have indicated above is (check one box):

(a) very typical of the order I use

(b) somewhat similar to the' order I use

(c) I responded in terms of a recent incident . .

VIIL ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

In previous sections we have asked about your information needs, resources, and satisfactions. We would also like to know about your
ideal preferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they are currently available to you, what information contents, products, and
services would be useful to you? For each item below, please check the box indicating its usefulness: V-Very, S-Sornewint or M-Minimurn.

CONTENT AREAS PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Classroom and curriculum materials vO sp Regularly mailed info, of interest vO sp MO
Education innovation case studies vO sO MO Quick referral service at low cost VDSEJMD
Lists of experts in education vO sO MO Quick reference Service at low cost VD s 0 MD
Education-related legislation vO sO MEI Very rapid literature searches VDSD hi 0
Education-related statistics vO sO MD Help in forming search queries vO SD hi 0
Evaluation of programs, practices vO sO MEJ Rapid full-document delivery v 0 sD m

Solutions to common educ. problems v0 SO MO Help in interpreting information v 0 SD hi 0
Education news and current events vO sO mO Help in trying out new ideas v 0 s 0 MD
Education trends and issues vO sO MO Information service agent visits v 0 s 0 MD
Education concepts and philosophy v sO MO Information needs diagnosis service v 0 .s 0 MD
Education research methodology vO sO MD Help in how to use ed. info. system v 0 sO m 0
Deep review of selected study areas vp sO MEI Annual review of education vO SD hi

Specific facts on many topics vp sO Tailored studies of educ. statistics vO sO MO
If there is some other form of information which would be especially useful to you, wonld you please describe it?
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I. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

1. Name

2. Title

This questionnaire is concerned with the information needs of presidents, chief administrators and institutional researchers in higher edu-
cation institutions.

3. Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for educational information in each area. (Please check one
box ig in each row.)

My Need for Information in This Area is:
Content Areas Great Moderate Little

Academic Programs (e.g., curriculum, programs of study,
instruction.methods)

Other Institutional Programs (e.g., research, public service)

0
0

0
El

0
El

Students (e.g., characteristics, enrollment, achievement) El 0 12
Staff (e.g., tharacteristics, assignments, salary, work loads) El El El
Finance (e.g., income, expenditures, budgets) El El El
Facilities and Equipment (e.g., sites, buildings, utilization of space) El 0 El
Characteristics of other Institutions (e.g., programs, staff, fmances) El El El
Government Programs and Educational Legislation El 0 El

4. To help us understand theltheral nature of your work in edwzation, please consider each of the following types of activities. Are
there any significant activities that need to be added to the list? If so, please write in a brief description for each additional
activity on the lines provided.

Then, for each activity, decide how significant a part of your work relating to education it represents. In making this decision.
consider its importance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor you think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Work Activity in Education
Degree of Importanceat Moderate Low

A. Establishing institutional goals and objectives El 0
B. Program planning and development (academic, research, service) 0 0
C. Reviewing or evaluating programs El El
D. Developing personnel policies, negotiating salaries or other personnel matters El 0
E. Developing budgets or financial plans El 0
F. Securing and establishing sources of funding 0 El
G. Planning or managing allocation and utilization of resources El El
H. Planning or managing facilities and equipment El El
I. Planning or managing support services (e.g., housing, transportation,

library) 0 El El
J. Developing and administering admissions and student personnel policies, in-

cluding recruitment, testing, records, counseling, placement, etc. El El El
K. Making enrollment projections, describing student body characteristics 0 El El
L. Conducting studies or surveys of current status of institutional programs

or activities El El El
M. Long-range institutional planning El El El
N. Working with, informing, securing support of institutional administrators

and staff El El El
0. Working with, informing, securing support of alumni, community leaders,

legislators, others El El El
P. Consulting or advising other educators on education matters El El 0-
Q. Other 0 El 0
R. Other El 0 0

s. Now, consider each of the above work activities in terms of your need for information. Please circle the capital letter (A, B, C, etc.)
appearing immediately before the activity if you made any kind of ,sNcial effort during the oast year to find information relating to
that activity. If you did not have to make a special effort to find information, leave the letter unmarked.
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VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often avail themselves of human and organizational sources.When you are confronted with a specific problem, from which of the following human and organizational sources would you
typically seek advice or information in your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a I in thr box beside the source. Mark.the second with a 2, and so
on for as many sources as you typically use. (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to describe a typical sequence of use of
sources, please recall a recent incident where it was important for you to obtain information and answer the question in terms ofwhat you did in this particular case.)

line administrators (e.g., vice presidents, deans
department heads)

O staff administrators (e.g., business, student
personnel, registrar)

faculty (e.g., committees, individuals)

O governing board members (e.g., regents,
trustees)

colleagues in other organizations

O experts or authorities on the subject

information service personnel (e.g., librarians)

O other people (please specify)

2. The sequence

O management information system

O university or college library

state department or state board of higher
education

co rgs1;idiego, nsaillTarafiedi,) ACE, NEA,

O prolgionalRoArrnizations (e.g., AMIE, AAUP,

O federal agencies (e.g., USOE, N1E, NCES)

O national information services (e.g., ERIC, NT1S)

O other organizations or agencies (please specify)

0
of human and organizational sources 1 have indicated above is (check one box):

(a) very typical of the order I use 0
(b) somewhat similar to the order I use 0
(c) 1 resknded in terms of a recent incident . . 0

VIII. ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES MAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

In previous sections we have asked about your information needs, resources, and satisfactions. We would also like to know about yourideal preferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they are currently available to you, what information contents, products, and
services would be useful to you? For each item below, please check the box indicating its usefulness: V-Very, S-Somewhat or M-Minimum.

CONTENT AREAS PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Classroom and curriculum materials vO sO PAO Regularly mailed info, of interest vO sO MO
Education innovation case studies vO sO MD Quick referral service st low cost vO tAO
Lists of experts in education vO sO PAO Quick reference service at low cost vO sO MO
Education-related Iraislation vO sO MO Very rapid literature searches vO DMD
Education-related statistics vO sO MO Help in forming search queries vO sO MO
Evaluation of programs, practices VO sO MO Rapid full-document delivery vO sOMO
Solutions to common educ. problems vO sO MO Help in interpreting information vO sO MO
Education news and current events vO sO PAO Help in trying out new ideas vO sO MO
Education trends and issues vO sO }40 Information service agent visits vO sO tA0
Education concepts and philosophy vO sO MO Information needs diagnosis service vO sO MO
Education research methodology vO sO MO Help in how to tise ed. info. sYstem vO SO MO
Deep review of selected study areas vO sO MO Annual review of education vO SO hiO
Specific facts on many topics vO sO MO Tailored studies of educ. statistics vO SOMO
If there is some other form of information which would be especially useful to you, would you please describe it?
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ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

I. Name

2. Titk
This questionnaire is concerned with the information needs of legislators and legislative aides who are involved with state or federal edu-
cational legislation. Most persons performiug these roles must deal with many subject areas other than education, but for the purposes of
this survey, please confine your answers to your needs for information relating directly to educational matters.

3. Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for educational informatiOn in each area. (Please check one
box el in each row.)

My Need for Information in This Area is:
Content Areas Great Moderate Lfttle

Administrative Agencies (e.g., school boards, districts) 0 0 0
Budget and Finance (e.g., fiscal policies, salaries) 0 0 0
Classroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks, curriculum) 0 0 0
Community Reactions (e.g., support, resistance) 0 0 0
Government Programs and Education Legislation 0 0 0
Management (e.g., policies, practices) 0 0 0
Personnel Policies and Operations. (e.g., certification, tenure) 0 0 El
Educational Facilities and Operations (e.g., attendance, equipment, use) 0 E
Student Data (e.g., characteristics, achievement) 0 0 0
Special Programs (e.g., compensatory education) 0 0 0
Other (please specify) .0 0

4. To help us understand the _general nature of your work in education, please consider each of the following types of activities. Are
there any significant activities that need to be added to the list? If so, pleue write in a brief description for each additional
tivity on the lines provided.

Then, for each activity, decide how significant a part of your work relating to education it represents. In making this decision,
consider its importance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor you think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Work Activity in Education

Degree of Impor.rxe
40, Moderate Low

A. Researching educational issues to determine needs, problems, policy
alternatives 0 0 0

B. Holding public hearings on educational matters 0 [3 0
C. Conferring with special interest groups or lobbyists on educational matters . 0 0 0
D. Analyzing educational legislation (current, pending or proposed) for intent,

impact, effect on various groups 0 0
E. Analyzing educational legislation for costs or other fiscal or legal

implications 0 0 L".,

F. Reviewing educational budgets or fmancial plans 0 0 0
G. Evaluating the worth or merit of alternative educational programs 0 0 0
H. Making recommendations regarding educational legislation 0 0 0
I. Drafting or revising educational legislation 0 0 0
J. Preparing articles, speeches, reports oil educational topics 0 0 0
K. Responding to legislators or other staff members requests for information

on educational topics 0 0 0
L. Responding to constituents requests for information on educational topics . . . 0 0 0
M. Handling special problems or assignments relating to education 0 0 0
N. Other 0 0 0
0. Other 0 0 0

5.. Now, consider each of the above work activities in terms of your need for information. Please circle the capital letter (A, B,
C, etc.) appearing immediately before the activity if you made any kind of skiecial effort during_ theyast year to find information
relating to that activity. If you did not have to make a special effort to find information, leave the letter unmasked.
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V11. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

VIII.

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often avail themselves of human and organizational sources.
When you are confronted with a specific problem, from which of the following human and organisational sources would youtypically seek advice or information in your work?

Please mark the first source you would usually turn to with a
for as many sources as you typically use. (Note, if your work
please recall a recent incident where it was important for you
did in this particular case.)

O legislators

O staff members of educational committees

O other legislative staff

O lobbyists

O colleagues in other organizations

O experts or authorities on the subject
legislative researchers, librarian or other

information specialists

O other people (please specify)

I in the box beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and so on
is such that it is hard to describe a typical sequence of use of sourced,
to obtain information and answer the queition in terms of what you

0 legislative library, Library of Congress

0 university or college library

state departments of education

0 professional eduCational aisociations

0 federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)

0 other federal agencies (e.g., DoL, DoD)

0 national information Services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

other organizations or agencies (please specify)

2. The sequence of human and organizational sources I have indicated above is (check one box):

(a)

(b)

very typical of the order I use

somewhat similar to the order I use

(c) I responded in terms of a recnt incident

0
ID

ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

In previous sections we have asked about your information needs, resources, and satisfactions. We would also like to knoW about your
ideal preferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they are currently available to you, what information contents, products, andservices would be useful to you? For each item below, please check the box indicating its usefulness: V-Very, S-Somewhat or M-Minimum.

CONTENT AREAS PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Classroom and curriculum materials SO MP Regularly mailed info, of interest .v0 Si:Mi:
Education innovation case studies v:1 SO MID Quick referral service at low cost viD SP MO
Lists of experts in education vO SO MID Quick reference service ai low cost vO Si:Mi:
Education-related legislation v:1 s0 MO Very rapid literature searches vID SP 1.10
Eelucation-related statistics v0 SO MO Help in forming search queries vE) sp m0
Evaluation of programs, practices vID SO MID Rapid full-document delivery vID SP MP
Solutions to common educ. problems sE] MID Help in interpreting information vID SID m0
Education news and current events s0 rACI Help in trying otA new ideas v1=1 SO MO
Eelucation trends and issues v0 s0 MID Information service agent visits vE1 SO MO
Education concepts and philosophy vO s0 MO Information needs diagnosis service v0 SO 1,10
EduCation research methodology vID sE) MO Help in how to use ed. info. system vE1 SO 1.10
Deep review of selected study areas viD sE) MP Annual review of education vID sE1 m0
Specific facts on many topics vD sC) MP Tailored studies of educ. statistics s1=1 MEI
If there is some other form of information which would be especially useful to you, would you please describe it?
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2, Title
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3. In your opinion, is the information available to practitioners closest to the classroom (teachers, principals, supervisors of instruc-
tion, etc.) about educational issues, problems, methods and practices:
(Please check one box Fl .)

Very adequate?

Somewhat adequate?

Somewhat inadequate?. .

Very inadequate?

Amount Quality

4. Practitioners needs for information are affected by the nature of their work. To help us identify the general nature of your .work in education, please consider each of the following activities. Are there any significant activities which should be added to the
list? If so, please write in a brief description for each additional activity on the lines provided. For each activity, decide how signifi-
cant a part of your work it represents. In making this decision, please consider its importance, frequency of occurrence, or any other
factor which you think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Work Activity In Education

Degree of Importance
in My Work

High Moderate Low

A. Teaching or counseling students 0 0 0
B. Handling disciplinary or other student problems . . 0 0 0
C. Sponsoring or supervising extracurricular

activities 0 0 0
D. Preparing lessons 0 0
E. Curriculum planning 0 0
F. Selecting instructional materials 0 0 0
G. Looking for new methods 0 0
H. Determining educational needs 0 0 0
1. Establishing educational objectives 0 0 0
J. Evaluating program outcomes 0 0 0
K. Acquiring new knowledge or skills 0 0 0
L. Scheduling (space, students, staff) 0 0 0
M. Preparing school budgets or financial plans 0 0 0
N. Performing other administrative functions 0 0 0
0. Working with parents or community 0 0 0
P. Working with school boards 0 0 0
Q. COnducting studies or investigations 0 0 0
R. Providing pre- or inservice teacher training 0 0 0
S. Developing educational materials 0 0 0
T. Consulting or advising others on educational

matters El ID El
U. Other 0 0 0
V. Other 0 0 0
W. Other 0 0 0

5. Now, consider each of
appearing immediately
that activity, If you did

the above work activities in terms of your need for information. Please circle the capital letter (A, B, C, etc.)
before the activity if you made any kind of special effort durily the pasTWar to fmd information relating to

not have to make a special effort to find intormation, leave the letter unmarked.
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VH, ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often avail themselves of human and organizational sources.When you are confronted with a specific problem, from which of the following human and organizational sources would youtypically seek advice or information in your work?

Please mask the first source you would usually turn to with a 1 in the box beside the source. Muk the second with a 2, and so onfor as many sources as you typicolly use. (Note, if your work is such that It is hard to describe thatypleill, sequence of use of sources,please recall a recent incident where it was important for you to obtain Information and answer e question ln tents Of what youdid in this particular case.)

0

teachers in my own district

principals in my own district

other personnel in my own district

parents or members of the community

colleagues in other organizations

experts or authorities on the subject

information service personnel (e.g., librarians,
information specialists)

other people (please specify)

O school library

university or college library

O university or college department

O state department of education

professional organizations (e.g., NEA, AFT, ASCO,
DESP, NASSP, AASA)

O federal agencies (e.g., USOE, N1E)

O national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

O other organizations or agencies (please specilY)

2. The sequence of human and organizational sources I have indicated above is (check one box):
(a) very typical of the order 1 use 0
(b) somewhat similar to the order I use

(c) I responded in terms of a recent incident . . .

VIII. ABOUT ME INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU
In previous sections we have asked about your information needs, resources, and utisfactions. We would also like to know about yout idealpreferences; that is, regardless of whether or not they are currently available to you, what information contents, products., and serviceswould be useful to you? For each item below, please check the box indicating its usefulneu: V-Very, S-Somewhat or *Minimum.

CONTENT AREAS
PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Classroom and Curriculum Materials V El S 0 M D Regularly Mailed Info. of Interest V O
Education Innovation Case Studies V O S 0 M D Quick Referral Service at Low Cost V 0 sO MO
Lists of Experts in Education V 0 5 Ej MP Quick Reference Service at Low Cost V 0 SO MO
Education-related Legislation V 0 sEj MP Very Rapid Literature Seuches 1,70 sO MD
Education-related Statistics V 0 S 0 M 0 Help in forming search Queries V 0 ME1
Evaluation of programs, practices V 0 S 0 MP Rapid ftilklcument delivery V 0 SO MO
Solutions to common Educ. Problems V 0 SP 1.10 Help in interpreting Information v0 ME3
Education News and Current Events V 0 s0 ht0 Help in trying Out New Ideas V 0 s r.10
Educational Trends and Issues V 0 S 0 M 0 Information Service Agent Visits V 0 s NiC)
Education Concepts and Philosophy V 0 S 0 M 0 Information Needs Diagnosis Service V 0 SO MO
Education Research Methodology NTO s0 m 0 Help in how to use Ed. Info. System V 0 SO MO
Deep review of selected study areas V 0 S 0 ld 0 Annual Review of Education VD Nip
Specific Facts on Many Topics v0 s0 MO To-order studies of Educ. Statistics V 0 sr MO
If there are other kinds of information products or services which would be especially useful to you, would you please '.1w gibe them?
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