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. The study reported here was performed by the Far West Laboratory foi'Eddcetional
Research and Development as a subcontractor to the System Development Corporation
under Contract Nuwber 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 Educational Information Market Study was a joint effort lnvolving
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 Communioation Systems Division, Diéseminatlon and Resourcee

Group, of the National Institute of Education.
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The field survey of key persons in education was designed and conducted primarily
by Fax.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‘ﬂullu
ACR: Colin Mick, William Paisley, Matilda Butler-Paisley
NIE: Mollie MacAdars, Samuel Rosenfeld, Thomas Clemens, Charles Haughey,

Charles Hoover, and Delmer Trester:
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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'concerniné 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 Barpara Havassy, Linda
Siko?ski, Nancy McCutchan, and Andrea Lash. Ms. Charlotte Coleman of the Survey
Research Center, UniveiSity of California at Berkeley, trained and supetvised the
- field interviewers. Ms. McCutchan and Ms. Saundra Schaulis developed the field
interview samr? ‘g procedures and arraoged for and coordinated the field interviews.
Field interview.rs included: Charlotte Coleman, Paul Hood, Marilyn Madsen, 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 also ﬁhe assistancé 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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AJSTRACT

The E&ucatidnal Information Market étﬁdy was part of a larger study of educatioﬁal‘
information system requirements, sponsorad by the National Institute of Educatiqn.‘
The market study w&s concerned vith defining the characteristics, needs, and pu:?
poses of educational audiences in terms of their actual or potential‘use of edu=
cational information. | ‘

This study was a two-stage effort. 1In stage one, field interviews were conductéd
with a purposely selected sample of 137 key persons, representing 18 different -
educational roles and located in over 40 communities throughgut the b.s. Stage
twod involved a major, pationwide mail questionnaire survey. /The intent of the
field survey was: (i)wto develop in-depth understanding of user information needs " -
that could be employed to design the mail survey; (2) to dévélop and refine a con-
ceptual framework and an analytic methodology; and (3) to develop quqlitative in-
formation to clarify or illuminate data of the mail survey.

An Educational information Use Model is presented which establishes relationshipé
among several scts of variables, includingé (1) organizational context, (2) posi-
tion, (3) peison. (4) informatioh resources, (5) information sociometric variables,‘

(6) purposes for seeking infufmation, 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 seafdh strat~
egies they employ, the results théy obtain (success/difficulty), in what théy do
with the information they obtain, in their propensity to sporftaneously provide
obtainedvinformation to others, and in the numbers and types of persons whb come
to them for information. The field survey data analyses confirm the validity‘bf: '
the Educational Information Use M..el anc provide estimates of the patterns and :

strengths of variable relationships.
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

P PIEREA A N e - o ™~ [

As INTRODUCTION Y S L

:The Educational Information Market Study was part of a larger study of educa-‘

”tional information system requirements, sponsored by the National Institute L
of Education, and undertaken by a proyect tedm consisting: ‘of the System Develop—v

'ment Corporation, Applied Communication Research, Inc., and the Far West Labora-f

vtory for Educational Research and Development. "he market study was concerned

w1th defining the characteristics, 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. 1In stage one, field interViews were con
ducted with a purposely selected sample of 137 key persons, representing 18
different educational roles, and locdted in over 40 communities throughout the

United States. Stage two involved a major,vnationWide 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 (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 des1gned 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 hypothe-
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. . Moreover, 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

13



“"Figire 1. 7 EDUCATION INFORMATION USE"MODEL'
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purposes for whlch that person seeks information and the sources which are used

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

tative idea about the strength, s1gn1f1cance, ‘number, Or « character of these

[P

[ESRED. e v st b s s AG

causal relationships. 1If significant, mean1ngfu1 patterns can ‘be establlshed
there would be at least a beginning basis for deslgnlng or rede51gn1ng infor-
mation products and services (i.e., sources) in terms of needs (including pur-

poses) of different classes of users.

B. INSTRUMENTATION AND ANALYSIS

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 per-
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
d1scuss1ons, textbooks and reference books, library facllltles) and asked to
rate those they used in. terms of the ease/difficulty they experier.ced in ob-
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. 1isting 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.ﬂ Next the user was asked to select the two purposes
for which information was most frequently sought. Pointing to the first of
theseé 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. regardlng the most important pur-
poses, and why they were important, critical incidents ;nVOIV1ng success or
failure in finding information, and amount of time and nonéy spent in seeking
information.‘ Then, gquestions were.asked‘relating to the number and professional-

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

data was prOV1ded by questions about age, sex, ethnlclty, degree level, - and

————————

:months in job. Questlons about perceptlon of 1solatlon and budget for

15
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' lnformatlon search provided data on information resources. Context data was

' provided by questions about organlzatlon type, educatlonal level of job focus,

andﬂpopulatlon -density-of--the communlty in.which-the. jOb is .set..... mmwwwmmm‘mwwnwmwwe

Data from.tpese questions were tabulated, ranked, and otherwise summarized.
Factor anaiyses were used to describe the within variable set reletionships‘
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 o
the relationships between the sources and the otﬁer sets‘of‘Variebles; (2)
regression enalyses 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.

4

c. - RESULTS

The results indicate 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), in what they do with the information they obtain, in their pro-
pensity to spontaneously provide obtained information to others, and in tﬁe '

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

- Although there are dlfferences ‘among subaudiences, the Education Informatlon Use

Model suggests that patterns of information 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 informatioh "markets." The series of canonical correlation analyses

“amply demonstrates that context, posltlon, person, and information resources are

indeed related to sociometric and purpose varlables and that all these sets of
variables, taken one_or more at a time, are significantly related to data con-

cerning sources used/preferred.

ERIC
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Regression analyses indicate that ease of use of several but not all, of the

i s ¢ o w— p e e v————

sources can be predicted +o.some extent by uzer characterlstlcs. Although organi-

zatlon/context, 9051t10n, person, sociometric, ‘and pu Eggses varlables‘each cOn-‘

3 .
-y ipute separately to-the. predlctlon of. _ease_ of_ use of sources; purposes,.organl—

zation/context, and position show the strongest relatlonshlp to sources. These
three types of variables, used together, -correlate abOut -SO‘With'the ease of

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

the sources (1nclud1ng "national information systems such as ERIC" and "abstracts,'
‘bibliographies, and indexes") are not predmctable by user cha;acterlstlcs.
Regression analyses also indicate that the relatively ea51ly obtalnable 1nformat10n
about age, sex, and geographic location has little relationship to ease of use of

sources.

Hlerarchlcal grouping and multiple digcriminant analyses on the basis of similar-

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 requlrements or . consequences of particular jobs or positions.. e
Seemingly distinct patterns.or profiles of purposes and sources are tentatlvely
identified. In some cases, these patterns seem to clearly characterize an
orientation toward information use ﬂe.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 1nformatlon)
although these flndlngs of distinct patterns of 1nformat10n use that are only
partially related to job type are extremely speculative at thls point, they are

interesting enough to warrant further investigation.

-
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II. INTRODUCLION
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A. 1 BACKGROUND

The emergenceﬂofwa'major federar rwle in educatlonal 1nformatlon systems and
services parallels the earller emergence of federal roles in science 1nformatlon,
biomedical 1nformatlon, defense/space 1nformatlon, etc. However, the infor-
mation systems and services in each of ‘these fields have taken dlfferent oper-
ational forms. The Educatlonal Resources Informatlon Center (ERIC) component

and is today the largest screened knowledge base about education in the world,
including some 230,000 citations of.technical and journal literatnre; .ERIC

can be seen to have evolved from a‘researcher's information system to a
practitioner information system in response to needs for widely diffused knowledge

that distinguish educatlon from less applied sc1ent1f1c fields.

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

and the wrong reasons--it. is indispensible, and it isw§ypical of most information

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

on precedent, partly on the collective experieﬁce 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 requirements 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

Q
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éssential step in the specification of requirements for information and com-

munication systems is well established. There.is a 204ye&r-tradition of re-

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

Habits of Workers in Purce and Applied Science. Since that time, information

research has extended into all branches of science and the 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 Techhdlogy. ' o .

From the numerous studies, perhaps not directly related to education but rele-
vant to this study, certain significant characteristics of information seeking

habits may be drived..

Information seeking behavior of éngineers seemed to be programed

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

Rosenbloom, and Wolek (1965).

fndividual 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——Ailen and Gerstbeféer (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).

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

19




II-3

e Spatial distance is a correlate of the probability of communication-- -

. O'Gara (1968) .

‘® "Informatlon style," a tendency to behave in certaln patterns in
relatlon to 1nformat10n seeklng and use, seems to be relatlvely
stable over long periods of time, but is deflnitely affected by-

changes,in environment—-Rubensteln et al. (1968) .

‘In these studies and others,s theé 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

respons1yeness to changing information needs leaves much to be des1red.

In the area of information use and communlcatlon in education, a number of
studies, including those of Hood (1973) ; Dershlmer (1970) ; Hood and McCutchan
(1972); Chorness[ Rittenhouse, and Heald (1968); McCracken (1970); Fry (1972);
Hull and Wanger (1972); and Paisley (1972) nave'provided sone insight into the
information needs.and habits of educational researchers and pradtitionexs. ‘In

summary of these studies, it can be'observed that:

e 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 fugitiye or very

limited in distribution or access.

e Educational practitioners play many roles requiring different kinds

of information.

’

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

mation that they need for planning, decisicn-makingvand implementation

of new practices. -

ERIC -~ . . 20
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e 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. ..

e The most frequently used and preferred information sources are
colleagues and other informal contacts.

@ When consulting formal information sources, practitioners most often R
use "how-to" types of materials and least often consult research-

oriented documents.
e Difference in use pattarns is related to educational roles.

® Practitioners most oft.en use research-oriented literature to keep
~ abreast in a field, for research projects, program.improvement, course

work assignments, anc curriculum 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 submarkets can be

associated with individual "information styles."

3N
e
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B. - THE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION MARKET STUDY FIELD SURVEY OF KEY
PERSONS IN EDUCATION

wwwm*~~*A1thoughwtheremhavewbeenmawnumberhofwstndies;ofwinformationmneedsQofwepecificmenMQ
groups of educational information users (e.g., teachers, educational researchers),
there has been no truly comprehensive, nationwide probabiiity sampling survey '
of the information needs of all major types of users. Moreover, nearly all the
exlstent surveys have confined their data analyses and reportlng to relatlvely
simple tabulations and cross-tabulations of item responses.of the one or more“
types of positions held by respondents.‘ Statistioalxanalysielof‘differences;

among groups or relationships among- variables has rarely been attempted.

The market study was a two-stage effort. In stage one, field interyiews were
conducted with a purposely selected sample of 137 key persons, representing 18
different 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
understandlng of user 1nformatlon 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 (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 covered a number of subject areas reflecting the Education
Information Use Model.depicted in Figure 1 on Page I-2. AThe conception of in-
formation used depicted in this figure suggests that specific job Bgsition may
be the prime determinant (predictor) of purposes for whiCh'the user seeks in-

formation and also an important determinant of_thevsources used/preferred.

Position is also conditioned by the organizational contekﬁ‘(geographic location,

population density, type of orgnnization), and also by the biographic'character-
istics of the person occupying the position (age, sex, education, association

memberships, years of experience, etc.).

Context, person, and position variables may -all be predictive of Purposes and

*““"“““”of‘sourCes‘used/preferre —A-fourth—predictor—set—is—information—resources

ERIC | 22
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actually available. A fifth set of variables characterize the user sociometricélly

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

_to him/ber for information. Sources used/preferred represent th¢.main.set.of. ... . ...

fdependent variables," which are of chief interest in this market study. i
The interview schedule consisted of quesfions relévant to'all the types of
variables in the Education Information Use Model (Figure 1). First, there were
several questiorns which focused on the position and kind of work the interviewee
performed. Then, after a general question about information use, the respondent
was prcosented 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 irformation 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 Qesults of related work performed by others). After
deleting cards listing purposes not relevant in the user's work in education,
the user soited the remaining relevant purpouses into several categories of
frequency of use. Next the user was asked to select the two purposes for which
information was most freguently 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 involv%ng 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‘prbfessional 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 perceptioh 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.

Factor analyses were used to describe the within variable set relationships

23
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- among the source items and among the purpose items. Then, in order to investigate

the relationship between the variable sets shown in Figure 1, three multivaris%e

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

analyses to determine the combination of user characteristic variables that can
best predict the ease of sources used; and (3) mulﬁiple discriminant analyses -

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

k3 .
]

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.

(N}
1
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’

Table 1. Planned ani Actual Fielauinterview Sample

Planned Actual
Type of Position ‘ , Sample Sample

1. Practitioners (34) (33)
1.1 Teachers ‘ ‘ 12 i2
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 . - » 7

" 2.3 State Education Agency Staff 11
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 ’ » (1le6) (19)
4.1 Education Faculty ' ' 4 6
4.2 Social Scientists 4 4
4.3 Institutional Researchers 4 5
4.4 College Presi?ents 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
, ToraL . . .| 125 137 e

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

‘!&‘.4
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III. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VARIABLE SETS

"A. " CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

““The f1e1d survey called for interviews with 125 persons distributed among f1ve
major types of information user audiences: practitioners, admlnistrators,
policy-makers; higher educatlon personnel; and speclal interest groups. Each .
information audience was d1vxded into three or. more subaudiences, and the planned
sample was distributed across these subaudiences on the basis of prlorltles
established by NIE and the amount of prlor knowledge about the information use/
nca-use patterns of each subaudience (see Table 1). slnce the fleld survey was
an exploratory study, the sample was designed to maximize variance. 1In. 1dent-"
ifying potentlal respondents several factors were considered. The central issue
was to insure a range of responses that reflects the diversity of opinions, per—v
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;Vgeographic‘location:"
sex; ethnicity; and degree of urbanization. Time and travel‘costs constrained
the schedullng of interviews; however, interviews were conducted in 40 locatlons
throughout the continental United States. As indicated in Table 1, the actual
sample differs only sllghtly from the planned sample in ternis of the allocatxon'
among subaudiences. ’

Table 2 presents_asummary of several characteristics of the sample of key v ,
persons in the several education subaudlences.v 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 comes from each

'of the four major cer s reglons (20% North Atlantlc, 26% Great Lakes and Plalns,
)x 20% South ‘East; 33% W: .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 _*p;tyqof_SO,DOOAorwmoreLr”Q»percent«who-~«-

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




Table 2. Distribution of Fleld Int.ervm Samplex Type of Position by
sex, Minority, Region. UrMnimtion. Mo, Senlomy, Degree, and Membership
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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-fof the total sample, these objectives were
not met for gvery subaudience. Given tﬁe 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. 1In 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 represéntation 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 thebhigher 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 l9 persons in the higher education audiences. Several
subagdiences 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

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

educationlfaculty, and half of the collegé presidents aré located in the South
East. The majority of.the minority organization representatives come f:om

the Greét 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 téachers, principals, state agency

and school board members, institutional researchers, college presidents, and

29
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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, in 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 diffurent proportions of male and female
members in the various:sﬁbaudiences.‘ 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 ifi their present organizations.
By contracst, 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).
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Degree level was scored on a scale as follows:

1 'High School

3unior College

Bachelor's Degree

Bachelor's plus (includes credentials)
Master's Degree

Master's plus

N OO B W

Doctoral Degree

The average of 5.6 for the total sample thus suggests that the'mgjority of the
sample had at least a master's degree. Ail of the education faédi@y and all the
social scientists had doctoral 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 thé school district staff had their
doctoral degree. Practitioners are just slightly lower. The majority of the
teachers in the sample hadlreceived their-master'sudegreé. As a group, the
policy-makers ére least prone to have advanced aegrees, 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. 1In fact, the averages for the total sample indicate that

they belonged tb 1.5 national, 0.6 state or regional, and 0.2 local professionél
educational-associations. The outstanding joiners of national educational associa-
tions are the eﬁucatioh faculty with an average of 4.2 membershipé. Subaudiendes
with an average of 2.0 or more includé‘subervisors of instruction, school district
staff, college presidents, and information center staff. Subaudiences with average’
memberships of less than 1.0 includé;state legislative aides (0.4), U.S. Congres-—
sional aides (none), institutional researchers (0.6), minority organization rep-

resantatives (0.6), and women's orgahization 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 regionai educational associations
are: supervisors of instruction; school principals; intermediaté unit staff;

and lotal school board members. Indeed, membership at this level is conspic- w
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 éspecially prominent among
practitioners, and nearly absent amohg higher education and administrator
audiences. \

We note that one-way analfsis of variance tests indicate that there are signif-
icant differences among thé 18 subaudiences (types of positions) on all these
variables: age, years in organization, degree level, and nﬁmber of memberships

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

’
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B. PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION

1. FREQUENT PURPOSES

Each person was asked to sorr a deck of curds, each card listing one purpose

for seeking information, into scveral categories of frequency 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 offen“ = 2; purposes for which

respondent does not seek information = 1.

Table 3 presents the items, rank ordered by rating means. Finding answers to
specific questions related to work was, on the average, the most frequent pur-
pose, followed by: providing information to others; developing alternative

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 thé 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 isb

working in specific subjects or problem areas; determining results of related work

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

© in progress) load s1gnificantly on Factor I, which seems to involve information

seeking for purposes of improving one's work

Factor II: New Materials, Methods, Developments and Cogpetencies. 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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Table 3. Purposes for Seeklng Educatlonal Informatlon,
Rank Ordered by Frequency Ratings" '
(N = 136) -
"Rank Rating Mean Item # _ . Purpose
1 3.90 _ -5 | Find answers to spec1f1c questions related
' ‘ to my work ‘ ‘
2 3.83 17 Provide informatidh to othérs' AR A
3 3.62 | 3 Develop alternative approaches to
' problems
4 3.58 9 Keep aware of developments in educatlon
5 3.57 ‘ 1 - Acqulre ideas for my work -----
6. 3.23 18 | Make or set pollcy v
7 '3.22 6 Identify newwmaterlals,'methods, or pro-
cedures . S : : T
-8 3.18 11 Identify new sources of assistance for o
1mprov1ng my work
9 +3.05 - 16 | Prepare artlcles, reports, speeches, etc.
10 2.98 10 | Keep aware of developments in related
v} fields .
11 . 2.90 7 Evaluate an educatlonal practlce or pro-
. ) dUut .
12 2.85 15 Make decisions about educatlonal practice
or products
~ 13 2.71 2 Gain theoretical lnformatlon 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 results of related work per- -
formed by others-
17 2.40 B 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 teachlng/classroom
: materials

)
1%




1IE=-9 o

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,
N

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

develcpments 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 decisions about their use.

Factoi IV: Policy-Making. Factor -IV-is primarily associated with the purpose of
making or setting policy. Developing altérnative.approaches ;oéds moderateiy “
on this factor; also loading to a smaller degree are: making decisions about
educat.ional practices or products and Keeping ‘aware of developments in related

fielis.

Factor V: Finding Answers, Supporting Decisions, and Developing Alternatives.
Factor V is characterized by the very high loading for the purpose: fihding
answers to specific questions related t& my work. Three other purposes show sub-
stan*ial loadings: supporting decisions already made, deve}oping alternative

appr:aches, and learning a new speéialty or competence.

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

The three most prominent are: preparing articles, reports, speeches, etc.;
gaining theoretical informAtioﬁ to support my work in progress; and acquiring
ideas for my work. Showing much smallei loadings are: keéping aware of develop-
ments in education and supporting decisions glready,made. These 10&dings

suggest the theoxry and idea-oriented person who publishes or otherwise for-

mally communicates findings and ideas.

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

purposes. Most prominent are: preparing or planning teaching/classroom materiéls
and brushing up on an old conipetence or specialty, followed by acquiring ideas

for my work.

v
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Table 4.  Factor Analysis of Frequency of Purposes.
‘for Which Users Seek Information (N = 106)
(Dec1mals Omltted)

Sovemew L

Item| . o i " ‘Pactors

Purposes s K : T — -1
o e I |II IIIjIV | V VI |VIIVIII}.

8 | Keep aware of who is working in specific

- subject or problem areas - 177
4 | Determine results of related work . N
performed by others o 176}
11 Identify new sources of assistance for
improving my work. : 55 | 30 o
10 | Keep aware of develébments.ih related '
’ fields ’ 39| 35 135
6 Identify new materials, methods, or ‘
procedures ‘ ‘ : 79
13 | Learn a new sPecialtY or competence ) 55 | 34
9 | Keep aware of dévelopmén£5'in education ‘ 55 |55 | 34
Evaluate an educatlonal practice or-
product - : 84
15 | Make decisions about educational practices™ | '
or products 65 | 36
18 | Make or set policy ' : 1 .1 | |¢&6
3 Develop alternative approaches to problems 55 | 47
5 | Find answers to specific questions ‘ ‘
related to my work 82
19 | Support decisions already made ‘ i 49 |33
16 | Prepare articles, reports, speeches, etc. : 73
2 | Gain theoretical information to support . v
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-- s
item 17, providing information to others, and item 2, gaining theoretical infor- ,
mation, which shows a small negative loading. The latter suggests that those providinq

information to others may not frequently seek theoretical information.

2. VITAL PURPOSES

Later in the interview, the réspondent 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 quesﬁions, this correspond-
ence ‘is even more remarkable. 1In only a féw cases is the difference in ranks
greater than two ranks. Three purposes are ranked sSlightly 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‘fhan frequency: gain theoretical information tovsupportvwork in progress.

) (n,.,__ . . ) .
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) p;ovide information to others, (b) find answers to specific questions, (c)
develop alternative apprbaches to problems, (d) keep aware of developments in

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

(]
-3
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Purposes for Seeking Educational Informatlon,

Table 5.
Rank Ordered by Percent Namlng Purpose as Vital
in Their WOrk
(N = 137)
Percent
Naming Vital | Frequency : :
as Vital Rank Rank Item # Vital Purposes .
58 1 2 17 Provide 1nformatlon to' others
. 52 2 1 5 Find answers to spec1f1c questlons
51 3 3 3 Develop alternative approaches to
‘ problem ) ;
45 4 4 9’ ,uKeep aware of developments in
.educatlon
44 6 18 'Make‘or 'set policy ‘
42 6 1 Acquire ideas for my work
26 7 7 6 Identlfy new materlals methoﬂs, o]
procedures
20 9 8 1l Identlfy new sources of ass1stance i
for 1mprov1ng my work ‘
20 9 i2 15 Make decisions about educational
practices or products
2¢C 9 9 16 Prepare‘articles, reports,
speecheés, etc.
19 11 14 8 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 teachlng/class—
room materials
10 16 13 2 Gain theoretical information to
‘ support work in progress
7 17 16 - 4 Deteriiifie results of related work
performed by others )
4 18 17 T 13 Learn a new specialty or compe-
tence ’ o
2 19 18 12 Brush up on & .1d specialty or
competence
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:C. ‘ USER'S DIFFICULTY IN OBTAINING INFORMATION FROM VARIOUS TYPES OF

SOURCES
Interverees were presented Wlth a list of 22 informal,vsemi-formal, and formal
sources of information. First they were asked to check if they had never used
any 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), “somewhat 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‘indicateslthat'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, suppllers' catalogs and natlonal 1n- Lo
formation systems were more frequently rated “somewhat d1ff1cu1t. The remalnder
of the other sources listed in Table 7 typlcally received ratings-near “somewhat

easy."

A factor analysis of these ratings of ease/dlfflculty 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 earller factor ana1y51s, based on 106 cases, ylelded elght factors, account-

. ing for 72 percent of the trace.  The current analy51s, based on 136 cases, has.

. extracted only 60 percent of the trace with six factors.‘ An eight factor solutic
was computed but the 7th and 8th factors had elgenvalues below 1 00, and re-
‘sulted in a less satlsfactory 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 I1 III Iv \'4 VI
Face-to-face discussions 82
Telephone calls 87
Meetings 31 | 57 33
Correspondence 40 65 e f
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, bibliographiesj 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.
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"AlthoughAthese‘Qata relate only to users' ratings of ?difficulty“ in‘obtainiﬁg
information they need from the sources (nof “uséfulnesé,“ "frequency of use," etc.)
they suggest that users may exhibit a humber of different patterns, inclgding
the following:

Factor I ‘Use of personal sources (face-fo-face,'phone, ﬁéetings,.
'  correspondence);

Factor II Use of infofmatioh sources (notes,'hass media, meetings,
and correspondepce}; ‘

Factor III Use of “organized“ sourées_(national services such as ERIC,
NTIS, information centers, conferences and conventions,
libraries, and information analysis productsf;A

Factor IV Use of formal'print sources (journals; handbooks; text-
books and reference books;’government pﬁblications; abstracts,
indexes) and ‘bibliographies; and iibrarieé); -

Factor V Use of technical print sources (unpublished papers and
technical reports;‘tﬂeses and dissertations; information
analysis products; national info:matiqn serviges; and
abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies); and

Factor VI  Use of AV media, suppliers' catalogs, newsletters, and
‘courses (which seem to be_typicaliy “least_effort" sources

for practitioners).

41




- Table 7:

Rank Ordered Ratlng of leflculty 1n
Us1ng 22 Informatlon SOurces (N 136)
Sl N -ﬁating‘ SR - f
‘Rank [-Item # Mean . Source .o oL
‘1_' :8p - 3.10 Theses and d1ssertatlons
2 7 .'2;95““ ) Unpubllshed papers and technlcal reports :
' 3 ' 9 - | 2,64 o Suppllers' Catalogs REEERE ;‘
.4 227: .2.60' fNatlonal 1nformatlon systems - |
5 18 2:50 _ ‘Andioévisuai media ]
-6 20 2.43 Informatlon centers _ L
7 6 | 2.35 ‘Graduate or: 1nserv1ce courses, workshops
8 . ,’15 2,31 ‘Informatlon analys1s products
| 9 i9 2,23 Government publlcatlons v
10 i7‘_ 12,20 'Abstracts, 1ndexes, blbllographles‘;”p
iif' ilf .‘i2;12 | ‘Conferences and conventlons ‘
T == "“f""“"‘“f"“"'"‘"“""fffff‘f;;""*"""'""‘
12 13 1.96- ‘Handbooks . -~ . ... L
l3l 4 1.88 ',Priyate correspondence ;
14 21 1.81 Library facilities
15 5 1.80 Meetings J
16 16 ‘1.78 Mass media
17 14 1.75 Textbooks and reference books
18 10 1.59 Newsletters, bulletins; announcements
19 12 1.57 Journal articles and reprints
20 3 1.43 Telephone calls.
21 2 1.40 Face—to—face dlSCUSSlODS
22 1 1.27 Personal notes, files

T

"Rating Scale:

i

oW o
1}

NEVER USE
VERY DIFFICULT

-+ SOMEWHAT ‘DIFF ICULT
SOMEWHAT EASY

' VERY EASY
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CRITICAL INCIDENTS OF INFORMATION SEEKING =~ —
“The 1nterv1ewer asked for two "cr1t1ca1 1nc1dents" first about a recent (past
-”“month) experlence where the’ 1nterv1ewee needed’ 1nformatlon and could ‘not get
it, then a recent situation where the respondent was successful in flndlng
needed information. If the successful incident was not cons1dered 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»(ﬁ_— 137), an and the hlghlz
varied types of users, relatively broad content analysis ciasslflcatlons were
- developed so that there would be some reasonably useful percentage of responses

for each codlng 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 1nformatlon and just couldn't

“'get it." In these unsuccessful s1tuat10ns the jOb activities or tasks had the

following content:

17% instructional
21%,policy-related
45% administrative

24% acquiring general information, communicating infor-
’ mation by papers, publications, etc.
48% obtaining information 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% educatlonal content, but not currlculum or instruction

Q ’ : ”

ERIC B 43




17%
7%
36%

- 36%
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theory or research
applications
uses or costs

other types of statistics or facts

[

Again these categories are not mutually exclusive.

" In response to the

physicél form?" 76

81%
5%

44%

36%

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

indicated that:
5%
36%
95%
14%

57%

question, "Were you loékihg for the information in any specific

percent said yes. Of those looking for a specific form;

wanted printed information
wanted a personal contact

hk*

were looking for a particular type of documehtary source
or form of information, but would have to seaxch within
the retrieved source to locate the information they sought

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

o
ve

sought help on how to find it

relied on others to find it

-

did some searching themselves

used their own files or personal collection

YT

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 agticle)_

* k%

24% used the telephone ¢

48% used face-to-face contacts

28% used no personal approach

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a4

I
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51% used just one’approach
35% used one approachland>stopped

16% used one approach but continued to use it
(e.g., follow up one call with another;’ go to
two different llbrarles)

49% used two or more dlfferent approaches
' 35% used just twd‘approaéhes

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% sﬁifted 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 difficuléy you had?""The fesponses_to this question

. were classified as follows:

21% believed the lnformatlon they sought doesn't exist
26% dldn t know how to flnd it
14% complained of lnadequate retrleval capablllty
9% said the information was withheld
36% said further search was not feasible . .

38% said thé 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 un-

successful incidents may be recurring problems.

. "What do you think can be done to prevent this?"
21% improve the‘knowledge/data base
7%‘educate.infdrmation'searcheré
23% imbrove 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 6f-yours on the job in which you were
sucéessful in getting information you really needed or wanted. Consider your

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

"What was the job activity or tgsk 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 spe¢ific 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
kK

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
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: Of those who were looklng for a personal contact,j’o
.25% wanted to talk oni the telephone o
75% wanted to talk face-to-face

"How dld you go about looklng for the 1nformatlon?"
5% sought help on how to find it
36%‘relled on others to flnd it .
89% did some searchlng themselves
20% tried thelr own flles or collectlon
T ’
. " 1% tried general print,collectionsn.,”.u

- 34% tried specific types of print sources that would‘require
" further searchlng within them to f1nd needed 1nformatlon

3l$‘tr1ed very speclflc pr1nt sources
*hk : Lo . _ . .
27% did not use any personal sources o ST &

1% relied primarily on correspondencef;g-p~p“”h
23% relled prlmarlly on telephone .communication d
49% relled primarily on face-to-face communicatlon

*kk ' ‘

(Search Strategy)" 4
; 2% did not provide a classifiable response
43% used one approach o | . :

34% used one baS1c approach .

9% used one method, but - pursued it further o
55% used more than’ one approach. o

35% used two approaches

 20% used more than two approaches

Of the 55% using two or more approaches:
36% shifted from print to personal 3
29% shifted from less to more speciffc

22% shifted from less personal..to more personal (e g., mall
to phone to face-to-face)

47
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‘;“Fﬁdm‘thé ﬁime you Sta;ted to loqk”for the:information, whét waslthé m;ximum
. ambﬁhf of time you could allow to get it?" | k
‘3“§§§ less‘ﬁhan‘;p déyé- ’
' 35% more than 10 days
16% more than 30 days

ﬁIf:you had to look fér this information again; would you do ittthe:same~Way?"‘

90% Yes

"ﬁd you think other [name of subaudience] would use an‘approach»like the ohe
you just described to seek.information oh a job-related problem?" |
4% No answer .
74% Yes
13% No
9%.Don't know

"what did ybu ao Qifh the information once you'd found it?"
[End Use]

40% report

4% state of art
27% incdrporated into larger communication
26% applied

2% interpreted into theory

- [Transformation]

6% did not provide sufficient information to classify
26% péssed'it aldng to others as is |

38% summarized it

30% interpreted it, evaluated 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

not procedure; usually have more time. There is gg;typicalvincident.

48
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3.  COMPARISON ‘OF SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL INCIDENTS

‘There are several.areas where the two types of 1nc1dents differ. Regardlng work
activity, unsuccessful 1nc1dents tended to be more assoclated Wlth management or
administration activities (45% 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 hut non-instructional
content; 36 percent of the UéI versus 26 percent of the SCI were cohcerned with use
or cost information. By contrast, 17 percent of the UCI but 32 percent af 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-
1strat1ve activities or those searchlng for non-lnstructlonal educatlonal con~-
tent, or use or cost 1nformatlon, seem to have somewhat greater dlfflculty--at

least in terms of the critical incidents‘they report.

There: are major differences in specificity of form of print mater1al wh1ch d1s-
tinguished the unsuccessful and the successful 1nc1dents. In 62 percent of
successful searches, the search waswspeclflc and 11m1ted--1 e., users knew qulte
specifically what document or file or fact to search for, wh11e 1n 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~(3€§-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
dlfferences 1n the flexibility of search strategy, except in 49 percent of UCI,
users shlfted from print to personal (versus 36% of SCI). Apparently, users
failing to find information in print sources turn more frequently to personal

. sources.

49
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4. ' RELATION OF UNSUCCESSFUL CRITICAL INCIDENT DIFFICULTIES TO OTHER

VARIABLES
Four types‘ofoCI difficulty--(a) retrieval problems, (b) Withheld/information;
{c) unfeaslble search, and (d) retrieved information not useful {each expressed
as a dummy varlable)—— were correlated with 18 other varlables relatlng to who
searches, }nformatlon 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 significact relationships;‘in fact only two
of 72 correlations were significant at the P = .05 level. ,Bothvsignificant

correlations related to the tendency for "not useful" informatioh problems to not

_be associated w1th those in local educational agencles (r = ~,21) or those whose

position involved 1nstructlona1 act1v1t1es {~. 19). These correlatzons tend to
conflrn that educational audiences who' are concerned with currlculum 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'sﬁccessful incident: described before was typical, it was

scored again using categories listed below. otherwise, the new incident was scored..

For content: 27% educational programs
19% miscellaneous statistics
15% financing
15% policies o
6% administration/staffing

. 50
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4% legal ‘ ‘ ‘
4% guigplines for training/evaluation

13 educational materials

For form: 17% statistics |

13% reports,»articles, abstracts
11% "printed"

9% materials,

6% interview

5% discussion, recbmmendations
4% computer printout

3% records

2% rulings

1% index, references

For source: 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 filés

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 subaudienée‘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 ho local
board members,Mgtatéﬁzegislators, 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 faéulty incidents were concerhéd with curriculum or

Q@ - . instruction.




: Table 8, Content Analysis of a Typical Information-Seeking Incident
‘ in Terms of Differences Among Subaudiences :

coNTENY - seance statEey || SEARCHER
SUBAUDIENCE : A e ‘ ,Persisﬁ* : oo
Curr.% [Policy ¥ Data % || Specif.| Direct [Person ¥ Flex. Self 8| Info 8| Sub. §
Elementary and “#condary ' \
Education o
Teache’ 92 08 | ‘00 1.50 | 0.17 | 4& | i.75 67 00 | 00
Principals 75 38 25 0.88 | 0.38 | 100 | 3.2 || 38 12 | 38
Supervisors ‘62 | 23| 3 (| 177 | oo0| e |23 e | oo | 2
District Staff a2 | s8 | 3 || 143|050 92 | 300]| & | 17 | 50
Intermediate Unit Staff 57 | 29 | u 1.29 | 0.00| 43 } 1.75 4 29 u
State Agency Staff a2 43 171 | 086 | 7 | 243 ]|f. 5 | 43 | 2
State Boards - 50 | e | 17 || 083 {-050| € | 200} 17 | 33 [ 16
Local Boards 1 o0 89 3 1.44 | 0.33] 671 | L7 44 22 u
State Legislators - | o0 | 78 a“ 2.00 | 0.00| 44 | 1.89 22 1 u“ _
U.§. Congressional Aides 00 | 75 | 75 |l 1.25 | 0,00 | 25 | 1.50 25 | s0 | o0 -
F-test for Above Audienced.0001 | .002 Ns || Ns | ws] .05 | .02 NS | Ns NS &
Higher Bducation, Special ’ P
Interest, Information. :
Specialists
‘Eduéation Faculty & | 17 | 33 || 200 | 000 f 8 |25 || & [ 17 | oo
soclit seianeists - | 25 | so | 25 ||.2.50 | oo | 25+ | 2.25 f| 75 | s0 | 28
Institutional Researchers 20 | 20 80 2.40 | 0.a0 | 40 | 2.40 || 40 20 | 60
College Presidents’ 50 50 25 2.25 | 0.00 25 2.50 100 25 25
Minority Organization ' : o
Representatives 1 56 4 1.22 | 0.8 | 67 | 1.89 33| o0 | 33
Women's Organization ‘ :
Representatives 15 57 29 2,14 | 0.00 B6. | 2.29 43 29 29
Information Center Staff 20 60 20 1.60 [ 1.20 | 60 | 1.80 || 4o 0 | 20
State Agency Information Staffi 40 30 30 1,20 0,90 {50 .| 2.10 50 | 60 30
* F-test for Above Audiences N5 NS | NS Ns | .Ns| Ns | NS NS NS NS
_F-TEST FOR ALL 18 AUDIENCES | .01 .| .05 NS s | ws | wms ws [ ws | ®s | ms | o
" - 53
.
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



‘;*Pollcy content ("Pollcy ") is also a content area w1th slgnlflcantly d1fferent

fpercentages among the subaudlences, rang1ng from 89 percent for local boards, 75

‘ Although these specificity scores range from 0.88 (school pr1nc1pals) to 2 50 '

and 44 percent for state legislators to 100 percent for pr1nc1pals and 92 percent =
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percent for state legislators, and 75,percent for Congressional a1des,down‘to 8

percent for teachers.

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

of incidents involving searches for data or stat1st1cs (from 80% for 1nst1tutlonal

researchers, 75% for Congress10nal aides, down to 0% for teachers), the w;thln-’
group variation is so large there is no ‘evidence of a statlstlcally significant -
between-audiences difference. Note that the three content areas (currlculum, ‘

policy, data) are not mutually exclusive.

The search strategy that users reported using in their typlcal 1nc1dent was ,“

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

creasing spec1f1c1ty of form of pr1nted 1nformatlon that was sought ("Speclf."). i?>

(soc1al sc1ent1sts), there is no stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant d1fference among . the

subaudlences. Second, the incidents were scored 0 to 3 in terms of the d1rect—

ness of interpersonal contact sought ("Dlrect".vo = none; 1 = mazl,\? 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 thebindividual'”

personally sought the 1nformatlon from an interpersonal source (e.g., letter, call,

face-to-face conversation, meetlng), ("Person ") . There 1s a: statlstlcally 51g-'
nificant d1fference among the f1rst group of subaudlences 1n terms of the1r use of i

1nterpersonal sources, with the- 1nc1dence of use ranglng from 42 percent for teachers

for district staff. There is no difference for the second group of subaudiences.* -

o

* fThe 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 sub-
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) .(sometimes) the. averages among these subaudiences are
less different. For most variables reported in Table 4, 5, and. 7, it appears
that within-subaudience varlablllty is the major reason for the lack of signlf—

.icant.F-tests 1n the one-way. analysls 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 one

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

wof sourccb 4 = used more than two dlfferent klnds of sources). There are

statlbtlcally slgnlflcant dlffertnces 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" subéudiences.

1
[

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 1nd1v1dual mlght

'search and also have others search, including 1nformatlon specialists and/or

. subordinates. There is no statistically significant dlfference 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" indicates that the various
education information user subaudiences do differ significantly in the gross con-
tent of their informat;on 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 flexlblllty of
search). The gross dlfferences 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 assoc1ated with the "typical incident,"” but with a =eries of

Q
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questions that ir 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 generaiizable, but, with this caution in

mind, 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 snecialists. Moreover,
district staff and principals (school adhinistrators) appear to be the most per-
sistent and flexible searchers among all the subaudiences. By contrast, Congres-
sional aides and soc1a1 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 personai sources and relative non-use of.information épecialists. 'There are
other comparisons, but these may suffice for illustration.’ Again,'we must “warn the
reader that these are descriptive differences which ébply only to the smell numbers

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

As an exploratory study, the field interview resuits do clearly suggest that some
education audiences will differ in the way that they search for information; howi
ever, the samples involved are 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 on'who 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 empleyed, and

"who usually looked for the information.



h'E.:' . SOCIOMETRIC INFORMATION: USERS AS DIRECT PROVIDERS OF-INFORMATION

ITII-30

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

-dissemination and information staff, are. specifically engaged'in.providing

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 1nformatlon. As we have seen 1n our examination of

difficulties in using sources of information and in the use’ of sources 1n

searchlng for 1nformatlon, there is a strong preference on the part of many persons“ f

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 organigations,as possible, precluded”looking very

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

works; however, we did 1nclude several questlons which’ helped to locate the in=- semen

texviewee in terms of his or her tendency to seek and to pxov1de 1nformatlon

" through 1nterpersonal channels. In thls sectlon we focus on users as direct

Q
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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, applled information to solve a

'problem) when asked what they did with 1nformat10n once they had found it. The

differences among the 18 subaudiences are not significant; however, the differ-
ences among the "elementary and secondary education" subaudlences 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 coiumn 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: O = did not provide it to others;
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1 =1passed 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 élong "as 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. Congreséional éides (2.8) interpret or evaluate

nearly all the information they provide to others. Other groups which tend to inter-

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.

(L.4); intermediate unit staff (1.3); state legislators (l.4); and SEA dissemination

-and information staff (1.5).

Q
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We note that there apvears to be a small inverse relation hetwecn written report-
ing and degree of transformation (rank order correlation based on percent repcrting
and average transformation for the 18 groups = -.35). Some groups rarely prepare
written reports bu: 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 4o relatively much written reporting but
little interpretation (a.3., women's and minority organization representatives,
state legislators, state agency disseminition and informaticn sta:ifs). Some groups
fail to exﬁibit this inverse relationship. For instance, supervisors of instruc-

tion, education faculty, and social scienticsts do much written reporting and mucn

* Another question asked specifically if the responident 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 dquite specific, tend to con-
firm the fact that nearly all users pass informziticn on to others. The close
correspondence of the two figures (7% versus 8%) also suggests that the
reliability of the open-ended coding and the consistency of user responge
are quite high.
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interpreting, while teachers, intermediate unit staff, and state board members do
. 'L‘,‘"
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 "Freqg. Come" indicates averages for each group based on the
following scale (percentage in brackets indicate percentage of the total group
responding): 1 = daily 472%); 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 greét 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 giviﬁg 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. B '
The column labelled "# Levels Come" is a simple count of the numbers of "levels"
of persons the respondent identified as coming for information. For the enfire‘
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

61
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Mggéé‘é moderately complex array of different types of information request contacts
"inside and outside their organization. By contraét;‘thefe are dﬂly two sub-
audiences identifying fewer than four levels.of contacts: local sch601 boards
(3.8) and state legislators (3.8). Note that neither of these éubaudiehces tended
to identify persons at "higher" levels coming to them for educational infdrmation
(but many in these two groups tended to identify "voters;"'ﬁéonstitqents,”
"citizens," or "taxpayers" as significant contacts which were classified as

"oﬁher").

‘In the next column of Table 9, labelled "# Levels Pass," the same type of average
counts of levels is presented for "pass on to" (rathet'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 hié 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 agencyhv"

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 subaudierice 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 Tahle 9, e. g.,jnumber

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 séontaneously

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

vy ‘
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Table 10, levels of Persons to Whom Users Provide Information,
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interest,. and: information specialists" group are not significant., Moreover,
although there is not an overall significance for the 18 sebaudiences, the
"elementary and secondary educatien" subaudiences also are significantly differ-
ent in their tendency to pass information on to "others" (then‘persens 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-

“slde 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 sponteneously 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
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to the "elementary and secondary-education" group. The difﬁerenoes are in the
percentage of persons in-their same organization at““lower"'and5"higher“*ievels
‘who come for information. Note ‘that the majority of all subaudiences say that
those "lower" in their organization come to them for 1nformation, the statistical
difference is attributable primarily to the fact that everxone in many sub-
audiences said those at "lower" levels came, while only the great majority (67%
or more) of other subaudiences so reported. The percentages for thosemreporting
that persons at "higher" levels come to them are only slightly different, Wlth’

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 person
with whom there is“not‘a very strong tendency to pr.ovide information, and even
in this case the majoritx 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 numbérs
of persons per year they estimated came to them for information. The averages
range from 88 for teachers to 3,020 for U. S. Congression=nl aides. Overall, the
average is 68l persons per year. -

M : o
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 board members to 63.0 for school principals. (The overall average is

15.6 persons.) o
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IV. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN VARIABLE SETS

A. THE RELATION BETWEEN PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION AND SOURCES USED

The 19 purposes which we presented to interViewees had been derived from several
studies of information needs. We anticipated that there would be some cor=. :
relation among the items, but were surprised that as many as eight purpose ;;fu‘-
factors would emerge. OQur next question was, do these purposes (or patterns

of purposes) have anything to do with the sources people use?

‘The questionnaire data proVided twohdifferent”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 ratingsr

To examine the relation between purpose and difficulty in using sources, a

canonical correlation analysis was performed.which‘ewaminedfthe relationship”
between users' rating ofjfrequency'ofiseeking information for the 20 purposes '
listed in Tables 3 and 4, and their ratings~of the easé/difficulty in obtaining fjv

information from the 22 sources liSted‘in Tables 6 and 7,‘

" The goal of canonical analYSis'is to define the primary independent‘dimensww'm”d
sions which relate one set of‘yariables to another, in this case the ratings
of frequency of purpose for seeking information, with the ratings of ease/
difficulty in getting needed information from various' types of sources.:

The technique, like factor analysis, is primarily descriptive. The analysis

suggests answers to three questions concerning.

o

(1) the number of ways in which the two sets of ratings
: ‘are related ‘ - S S

(2) . the strengths‘of:the’relationships

(3) " the nature of the‘relationships

Although the maximum number of independent multivariate relationships will:

- be’ equal in number to the smaller of the two sets of variables, 20 in thiS';"”"

instance, a test exists to estimate the statistical signifiig?ce 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 variebles 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 perhapé 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

89
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Information Purpose and Source Variables'With
Substantial Loadings on the First Canonical
Variable (N=136) (Canonical Correlation = .73)
: Purposes “ Sources
. 7 -
Making or sétting policy .47 %elephane calls -.43
Support decisions already made .32 - Correspondence -, 35
i * Kk ok * * %
. Identifying new sources of
assistance - ) -.25 Handbooks .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
vz A Textbooks and reference
books ' © .56

70
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Information Purpose and Source Variables With

Table 12.
' ' Substantial Loadings on the Second Canonical
Variable (N = 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 _
v Journals -.47
Identifying new sources of _
assistance for improving my .Face-to-face discussions -.46
work B .46 L o
L S : - Unpublished papers -and PR |
Developing alterhative technical reports -.46
approaches to problems .42 :
S ' Newsletters -.39
Keeping aware of who is working ' :
in specific subjects or Abstracts, indexes,
problem areas ' .39 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 '
o Graduate or inservice
Making decisions about educa- courses -.28
tional practices or products .33
identifying new materials, TS
-‘methods, 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
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media as sources of information. (Conversely, thoée whofprepére classroom
materials find teiephone calls and correspondence difficult informatipn
sources. ) .

The users who frequently seek information to sét 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.qg.,
btextbooks, handbgﬁks, 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 characterized as a differenéé'BétWééhuﬁﬁemhﬁfihf:n”
prone," formal source using educational practitioner and the personal contact
informal source using policy maker.

Table 12 igdicates that thevsecond canonical function seems to characterize
the "information-prone" educator who tends to f£find it "easy" to geﬁ infor-
mation from a wide variety of éources. Note that the strongest éorrelations
on this second canonical variable are for purposes concerned with gaining
theoretical information, findihg answers, identifying new sources of
assistance for improving work, developing alternatives, keeping aware of who
is working and of developments in related fields, etc.. These users tend

.to find theses and dissertations, information analysis prqducts, 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

. (&
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘Table 13. 'InfOrmation:PurPOSé and Source -Variables With
Substantial Loadings on the Third Canonical.
Variable: (N = 136) (Canonical Correlation = .59) .

L Purposes

Sources |

‘

1  Preparing articles, reports, _.

speeches

Providing information to
others

Gaining theoretical

information'

*kk

Keeping aware of developﬁénts

in education

Developing alternative
approaches to problems

Evaluating an educational
practice or product
Learning a new specialty or

competence

Identifying new materials,
- methods, procedures

.35
.34

.21

-.27

-.29

-.31

-.48

Library facilities
Information qenters:
Journals
iNéWSlette:s  ‘ .

Unpublished papers and
technical. reports

*kk

AV ﬁédia‘
Government publications
Telephone calls

Courses

*~Suppliers' catalogs -~ -

-.28

'-.26

-.26

-.22

-.22




in education, and have specizl interest in identifying new materiils, methods
or procedures, learning new specialties, evaluating educational practices or
products, -and devsloping 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 thesec sources
morg'ﬁifficult, but find the information they seck more easily in suppliers'’
cataiogs, gradyate and inservice couises, telephone-calis, government pub-
lications, and AV media. '

Given the relatively small and non-random nature of this sample of educational
information users,'thié 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 burposes 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 practitionér
- (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.

ERIC . - B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o
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"mPable 14 displays the cross tabulation between only the most frequentiy mentioned

purposes and sources wi.ch 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 qnd 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 developipg 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 .l4 does indicate some definite patterning of sources with purposes. For
finding answers the most populai 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 gieater 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. Whéﬁ makipg policy,
the overwhelming preferéncé is for face-to-face discussions, followed by meetings,
libraries, and information systems. When providing informétion.to others, the

two most preferred sources are telephone calls and personal notes and files.

Users who-frqugqtly»w;ite axt;q;ggwand'speeches depend most heavily on their

own files and notes and to some extent on face-~to-face discussions. Users who
meﬁtion keeping aware of developrients 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 | S Number of Times Source Was Mentioned in
~ Naming Purpose - Connection with Purpose = |
i' |
4 Developing Alternatives’ 16 |13 1.9 184 b1 - 32
18 | koquire Ideas 6 |5 |5 |1 |5 | 451 |2 :
Y Make Policy e a2 |a ] 1] 31
10 Provide Information 35S |5 )2 J S A B R
9 Prepare Articles and _ | -
Speeches 5 3 8 2 1 -1 2 - - o 2
. !
, 0
1 Keep Aware in Education | 1 | 4 | 1 | 4 | 2 13 12 |2
8 Make Decisions ] b I T S A R R I A U IO I
wo Totals| 62 |55 [43 |30 |24 | 2|u (12 |1
SR D AR EREAE R R
(1st, 2nd, or 3rd) 0 e o £ vl 0 (e fum o |03
o | o |0 | g | ® [ [0 |aC | #
A N A - A -l [ 0o
it J : p R:-| 5 [0 |5 0H
0 |0 | o | B [ % [@ [Faloh [30
1|8 | B |0 b e | <8
K| 0 o o L Y .
g ' ¢ | 0 (30 0
0 "J ke o) [yl
0 e o B
S jua 1.0 _
0 3 ,
0 o i
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From the perspective of sources used, it appears that national information
systemb (e.g., ERIC) tend to be mentioned most. frequently in connection with
developing alternatlves or making policy; newsletters seem to be used for
acqulrlng ideas and keeping aware of new developments in educatlon, 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 ﬁany 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 inférmation to others, and

keep aware of new developments. Face-to-face diécussion is the major preferréd
souxcé 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 éaykfthé patterning of relationships between purposes and sources
cannot be attribuféble 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 térms 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

_gccounting for at least one percent of the reasons given. However, over one-

“fourth. {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 were attributable

to seven characteristics of the source: accessibility, ease of use, speed,
{ +

" 4
"best" source, provides different viewpoints, comprehensiveness, and currency.

aw .

123
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IV-11

Frequency (No.) and Percentage (%} of 'J,btal Number
of Coded Responses to Question "Why Do You Go to This
as a Source fgf Informa.tion]?"
No. % Reason for Using Source of Information
69 11 Accessible, convenient, Svailable
66 11 Easy way to get informatiop, requires no effort
44 07 Fast, saves time, is quick
39 06 Best source of p!rtinént information
34 06 Provides for different ideas or v:.ewpo:.nts
32 05 Comgrehensive extensive coverage }
28 05 » Current, up to date
23 04 Refers or directs me to correct source
22 04 Relevant, on target
22 04 Reliable, accurate, vaiid-
21 03 In my own files, oolléction, memory
«21 03 Most helpful, useful ‘record of previous acti;rity
19 03 ‘Opportunity for dlalgﬂ ; exchange of ideas
14 02 Concise, prorv:.des summary information
'13 02 Test ideas, evaluation, feedback, verification
12 02 Provides authoritative statement, expert knowledge
11 02 Provides SE. cific answers
10 . 02 It's personal =~
‘o1 Next best source (no detail)
8 0l Part of my routine (e.g., meetings), comes to me directly
_ (newsletters)
8 01 They will work until they get an answer
7 01 Provide; for involvement, support, joint decision making
6 0l Provides synthesis, uhderstahding
5 0l Good source (no detail)
5 o1 Research—bas‘ed‘ ' h
5 01 Provides background on' problems :
5 0l Character of the format makes it easy to find things
4 0l Good ‘for news, 'local and national information _ .
4 .01 Provides general awareness of materials and ideas
39 07 Miscellaneous

79
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B. 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.qg., 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

individuaIS'or'groupvcentroids (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 group while

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

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 federai 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

80
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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 mﬁltiple
discriminant function analysis employed the 20 purpoSes for seeking infor-

mation as the set of“dependent variables.

The‘overall F-test b;éed on Wilk‘s,Lambdé yielded a probability level of

~ less than .000l. Chi-square tests indicated that there were three significant
'discriminant functioﬁs 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. Tabie 16 displays the means and P-levels.for these eight sig-
nificant and two near significant items (hiéh means indiqate more frequent

purposes). Group abbreviatiéns in the heading of Tables 16 and 19 are as

follows:
GOVN Governance; Leg. = state and federal legislators and aides,
S.B. = local and state school board members.
ADMIN Administrators; LEA = local education agency staff, B
IU/SEA = intermediate unit and state education agency staff.
PRACTICE Practitioners; S = supervisors of instruction, P = principals,
T = teachers.
H.E. Hiéhér education; includes social scientists, institutional‘
. researchers, education college faculty, and presidents of
m&}rﬂ -institutions. :
SPECIAL INF. = state agency and other information/dissemination staff,”_”
' W/M = women and minority interest group representatives.
Rankings appearing below e:.n 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 ther ten purpose items. Thus,
legislators and their aides display the highest average for seeking information
for the purposes of preparing articles, reports, or speeéhes; with school board
O 8 I’

ERIC
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Table 16, Means of Ratings of‘Frequency of Purpose ‘f‘or 'Seeking Information
for 10 Purposes Which Have Significant or Near Significant
- Differences Among Neans (N=136)

-
F-Test

PURPOSE FOR GOVN ADNIN | PRACTICE | H.E.| SPECIAL [P Level
SEEKING INFORMATION leq, S.B. [LEA IWSEA| § P T | OINF, WM

Prepare Articles, | Mean|3.77(3.53 [3.42 |3.07 |2.69 |[1.88 | 2.50 | 3,00 3.23| 3.00 [.014
Reports, Speeches | Rank | .10 | 9 8 | 6 | 3 2 4 4.5] 7 4,5

Hake or Set Mean| 3.38 4,40 14,33 [2.53 |2,46 [3.12|1.83 | 3.21] 4.15| 2.88 001
Policy Rank| 7 [ 10 | 9 2l 5 [ 11 618 | 4

Make Decision Yean| 165 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 9 | 4 10 1 ! 6 | 5 2

Keep Avare of Wean| 3.383.60 |4:08 |3.53 [4.15 |3.52 | 3.33 | 3.47] 3.85 3.00; .054
Develop, in Ed. Rank] 30 6 | o |5 |0 [ 7| 2| 4.8 1

Keep Aware of Mean|l 2.3812.53 [3.50 [2.40 [2.69 1,50 2,17 [ 2.84| 3.00f 7,12 |.003
Who is Working Rank] 3| 5 (10 | 4 | 6 | 1 2 1718 9

Determ. Results Mean{ 2.3812.20 [3.08 |2.73 |2.08 [1.88[2.17[2.79] 3.08/ 2.69|.011
of Related Work Rank| 5 4 110 7 3 8 1 9 b

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[l: 3 | 4.5 | 8 | 4.5 2 110 | 6171 9

Learn 2 Mean| 1.921.93 [2.42 |2.00 [3.00 2,75 2.75] 2.26 2.54] 2.69 | .072
New- Specialty Rank) 1| 2 |5 | 3 {0 |85[85] 416 7

Ident. New vean| 2.23]3.13 [3.25 |2.87 [3.28 |3.75] 3.67 | 3.11| 3.69| 3.44 .015
Materials,Methods [ Rank] 1| 4 | 5 | 2 6 110 | 8] 3.9 1
Prep. or Plan Mean| 1.2311.33 [1.83 [1.40 [2.31 11,88 4.58] 1.84] 1.92) 2.00] .00
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.')

YIL—-nlL
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members next highest, followed by LEA staff. The three practice groups,
superVisors of insfruction, teachers, and principals, indicate the lowest use

of information for ,this purpose. The ratings range from 1;88 for taachers, .
to 3.77 for legislators and their aides. The F-test for this item has a P-level

= .014.

At the other extreme, prepdring or planning teaching/classroom materials is
overwhelmingly a teacher purpose (rating = 4.58). The next closest group

is supervisors of instruction (rating = 2.31). Aall 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 .00l.
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, repofts, 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 iuvur 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 or. any purpose.

This relatively high level of seeking " r:ormation for many 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‘lnformation 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

Le1%

on several items.

g4
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Among the three practice groups the Sﬁ?ervi;ors of instruction show an avérage
(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 fréquently 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 téachers and principals are much lower than supervisors on keepind 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 det.rmining
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/dissemiﬁation 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 hich 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.

r~hviously, there are a number of differences among these ten groups in 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 eésily

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

K
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Table '17. Correlations Between Purpose -Variables and the
Three Significant Multiple Discriminant Functions

(N = 136)

Discriminant Functions

Purpose Item
I II IIX
l. 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
[N Identifying new materials, methods, or procedures -.24 -.01 .49
7. E¥valuating 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. Iéentifying new sources of assistance for improving
my work . .0l .13 .22
12. Brushing up < .n old specialty or competence -.33 .42 .15
13. Learning a cuw specialty or competence -.27 ‘-.09 .33
l.é. Preparing x pianning teachiiig/classroom materials -.76 .20 .30
, 15. Making decis1dus aiout aducational practices or
I products .12 ~.36 .56
16. Preparing arcicles, reronri.s. speeches .36 .26 -.17
17. Providing information to othars -.04 -.12 -.21
13. ilaking or setting policy .60 .14 .39
15. s.pr- rting decisicns already made .16 -.11 -.28
20. ARy other puréose(s)? -.04 -.08 -.10

g8
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centroid of =2.' .+ ile school boards have & +2.25, LEA administrators +2.07,

and legislators 84. Note that teachers are the only group wiih a negative
centy 'id; ali ». »» groups are on the positive side of this first diwension.

Howev ', princ..als, supervisors, and the women and minority'groups have rela-

tively sm'.ll positive values.

Returning to Table 17, we see that the second discriminant function displays

no really hiqh 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
. inﬁovative 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 centrpids displayed in Table 18 would
suggest that supervisprs 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 represzntatives, 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--<imensional "space" to locate the
structuring of the purposes for which educationali audiences eeek information.
Inspection of the centroids displayed in Table 18 indicates that the principals
and the supervisors of instruction groups have essentialiy the same centroids
on all three dimrnsions, and hence are very closz "neighbors" 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

ERIC
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Table 18. Centroids for the Ten Groups on the
Three Significant Multiple Discriminant

- Functions for Purposes for Seeking
Information Variables

]
Group Discriminant Centroids

I 11 II1
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
IU/SEA Administrators 1.12 -0.49 0.57
Information/iyiss. ‘ination Staff 1.59 0.26 2,12
School Boards 2.25 | ~0.47 1.46
Legislate e 1l.384 0.00 0.48
Higher Education ‘ 1.19 0.03 1.87
wworen and Minorities 0.65 0.52 1l.48
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for the ten user groups--that is, there are at least eight quite different

"Jocations" of group centroid purposes in this three-dimensional system.

Now what are the implications for these differences among users in terms of

the information products and services chey 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 é;GiEés. Again, using the same ten groups we performed a
sacond 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 .000l. And there are three discriminant
functions with probabilities (P) lesg_;hqp .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 dimensional com-
plexity in their patterning of use of information sources than in their
patternirng for information pu.cposes. Eight source items had unlvarlate F-ratius
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

informus: ivn sources.

Table 1. indicates that the first three sources (telephones, correspondence,
meetings--all personal forms of information) are easiest for the governancé
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 systcms.WAnd 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, prlnc1pals and teachers rate the telephone and correspondence as
relatively (to the other eight groups of users) more difficult (but note that
the actual means are only 2.62 and 2.58 for corresponden.:. a:.. - /5 and 2.08
for telephone--sce 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

89



Means of Ratings of Ease/Difficulty to Acquire

Table 19.
Information from Eight Information Sources Which Have
Significant F~Test Difference Among Means (N=136)
EDUCATIONAL . INFORMATION AUDIENCE
of Govn. Admin, . Practice H.E. Special F-Test
ition Leg. | S.B. LEA JIU/SEA ] S P T INF. | W/M P-Level
ne Mean || 1.15) 1.20 [ 1.33[1.27 | 1.23] 1.75| 2,08 | 1.63 131 | 1.44 .010
Easy) | Rank 1 ? 6 | 4 3 |9 |0 8 5 7 )
ondence | Mean 1.46 | 1.27 1.8311.80 1,62| 2.62] 2,581 2.21 1.851 1,87 .001
Rank 2 1 5 4 3 10 9 -8 6 7
— “=’1
E] Mean 1.38 1 1.33 1.5811.93 1,38 1.50] 1.92 | 2,53 1.85 | 2.12 .001
Rank 2 1 5 7 3 4 8 10 6 9
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 1.921 1.50 .020
Rank 10 7 6 9 3 2 1 5 ] 4
S Mean 4.30 | 3.60 2.83]2.67 1.69] 1.62| 1.33| 2.63 2,92 | 2.25 .001
L Rank 10 71 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] 1.87] 3.00 2.60 | 2,19 .010
1 Rank 9 6 7 4 3 1 2 10 8 5
of Interviews 13 15 12 15 13 8 12 19 13 | 16

l=Very Easy, 2=Easy, 3=Somewhat Difficult, 4=Very Difficult, S5=Never Use

------
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tend to ra}g’oooks, suppliers' catalogs, AV media, and courses as relatively
-

easier gdurces.
-

“'With the exception of information systems, and possibly books and catalogs,

the higher education group tends to rate all other sources listed as relatively
h-order-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 sce that the first discriminant function is characterized by correlations

of -.56 for private“@brrespondence, -.50 for telephone calls and -.29 for-

_meetings (all personal sources) and by the highly positive .74 for suppliers'

catalcgs, .37 for graduate or inservice courses, .34 for toxtbooks and
reference books and -31 for AV media. Doe: this sound like sources preferred
by policy makers on one cnd and teachers on the other? This is exactly what

Table 16 confirms.
The second discriminant function is characterized by .48 for meetings, -43 for

N\ ..
AV nedia, .26 for courses, and .26 for government prhlications on the positive

side, and -.51 for national information sources (ERIC, NTIS), -.33 for

93
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Table 20. Correlations Between Sources of Information
and Five Multiple Discriminant Functions
(N = 138)

Source Items Discriminant Functions
I II 11X v \'
1. Personal notes, files -.05 .15 0L | -.38 -.03
2. FPacc-to-face discussious -.20 .13 .34 .33 .00
3. Telephone calls -.50 -.02 . .29 .00 -.01
4. Private correspondencé -.56 | .13 .25 S .21 .14
5. Meetings " -.29 .48 .38 | -.02 | -.38
6. Graduate or inservice courses,
workshops - W37 .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
1l1. 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. Informatic 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 .4" .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

y
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Table 21. Centroids for the Ten Groups on Five
Multiple Discriminant Functions for
Information Sources Variables

Group Discriminant 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 ~-J,45 0.92

| LEA Administrators 0.4a | 1.40 0.93 | -0.31 | 0.69
IU/SEA Administrators ' | 0.20 '1.57 0.92 0.16 0.84
Information/Dissemination Staff 6.45 1,23 1.62 n 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
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information analysis products (e.g., reviews, state-of-the=-art papers), =~.24

for theses, dissertations, and -.lf for abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies,
on the negative .gide 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 Joes Table 16 reveal? No negative centroids, 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 concerned with educational legislatioh, finance, educational
statistics, etc.) Groups with high positive centroids (sophisticated, research-

prone sources) are: higher education, loth administrator groups, and the in-

formation/dissemination group. (Here .. = the prime users of ERIC products and

’ ’
services! The important converse of ‘. ¥ that teachers, principals, super-
visors, school board members and leg: - s are not as prone to use these kinds

of products and services.)

The third di;criminant function i.. ciaracterized primarily by positive cor-
relations, the higher being: .40 :.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 signit.cant with P levels much less than .0l. The last two
functions (IV and V) were near significant with P less than .07. Function 1Iv
is identified by a .51 correlation for textbooks and reference books, .33 for
face-to-face discussions, .28 for library facilties, .27 for conferénces and

conventions, .26 for journal articles and reprints and .24 for handbooks, and

o
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-.38 for personal files and notes. The p051t1ve side of this function seems, to

;vencompass the more tradltlonal forms for knowledge communlcatlon. Table 21

1nd1cates that there are no espec1ally Strong positive or negative centroids
Principals‘and 1nformatlon/dlssemlnatlon staff exhibit the highest positive
values, while supervisors, LEA administrators, school boards, and the hlgher
educatlon group -show the most negative values and are thus the least prone to
get the.. 1nformatlon they need in textbooks, discussions; 11brar1es, conventions,

journal articles and handbooks.

The last discriminant function is marked on its positive side with a. cOrrelatlon

. of .54 for journal articles, .36 for unpubllshed papers and techn
.36 for textbooks and reference books,. .27 for indexes, ebstracts and ‘bib—
<llograph1es, .25 for government publlcatlons (R & D reports?), and .24 for
theses and dissertations. The positive 51de of these dimensions clearly seems
_to be formal, research-oriented, bibliographic sohrces. The negative side
of this functlon is marked by correlations of -.38 for meetings, -.34 for
‘llbrary facilities (and r.lB for national 1nformatlon services). Thls side of
the dimension is more puzzling. 1Is it p0551ble that the 9051t1ve side’ character-
nlzes those who "dig it out" for themselves while the negative side characterizes
a tendency to let others search and organize information for them (Librarians,

ERIC, others at a meeting)?. We can't be sure, but the centrolds in Table 21

~help a little. Most positive centrolds are for principals, superv1sors, legis-

1ators and their aides, 1nformatlon/d1ssemlnatlon staff and IU/SEA admlnlstrators.
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.

educatlon)

Q
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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 1nformatlon (e. g., number of persons superv1sed, type of
work activity, ratings of dlfflculty in obtaining information from personal
sources, "levels" users pass 1nformat;on to, who came to user,for 1nformat;on}

““estimatea'ﬁumber“of persons‘eoming yearly, frequencydpersons cgme,.estimatedwma-uk~"l

percentage of time spent giving information). .The analysis was somethihg of a L
surprise since 67 percent of the trace was extracted by_ten faetors, but all

ten had eigenroots above 1.0. This indicated markedly.greater'complexityvthqn-

we had ant1c1pated **Although the factors were 1nterpretab1e, they were- not

e partlcularly 1nformat1ve. (For example, the flrst factor 13 identified with : ?¥
the "levels" tb whlch users normally give 1nformatlon, the second factor with
use of "face-to-face" and "phone" sources.) So we returned”tO»the table of

zero order correlations to make these observations: *

. 1
(1) Generally these "interpersonal" information variables are not .strongly ’

correlated. Signifgéant correlatioggﬁdo exist and patterns are
evident;'however»(as-was cohfirmed by tﬁeffagtor aﬁalysisf, there
'is no one or even a Eew.aimensione which would suggest ‘a general
underlyihg factor or tendency. Moreover, most of the sigﬁificant
correlations reported below are not particularlyjlarge.

(2) Those in instructional positions (teachers, but also others such as

college of education faeultyi 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 subordlnates (-.22); they tend

to give information to the "same" (.18) or "lower" (.17) level .
persons, and they have relatively fewer persons comlng to them for

information (-.24).

(3).  Those in administrative positions do supervise more persons (.30),

etrmrmsmn
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(4)

-(5)

(6)

7)

(8)

(9)

Iv-28

use subordinates to search for information (.17), give information
to "lower" (.30) and “higher"'(.26) levels in their own organizatioh
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. '

Those in policy positions find "phone" (.21), "mail” (.31), and

"meetings" (.32) less difficult sources for the information they
need; they tend-to 'pass 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
"1eve1s" as coming to them for information (-.21); however, persons
in policy pos1tlons tend to have more persons come to them (.19).

Those in research or information dissemination pos1tlon$ have more

difficulty getting the information they need’ from correspondence
(sources) . (.26), but they tend to use "information’ spec1a11srs
(.19).

There are no "interpersonal" variables that are significant for

. those users whose positions are associated with special interest

representation (minority groups, women's groups).

Generally, if users pass information to persons at one "level” they
also tend to pass information to persons at other "levels" (same,
hlgher, lower, colleagues, experts, others). BAmong the 15 correlations'
between the six types of levels, only one is not slgnlflcant ("same"
level and "experts"); however, the significant correlations are not
markedly large‘(.18,to“,44;veverage .31).

This tendency is less evident for identificetion of levels who

ggge to users for information. Of the 15 correations, only 8 are
significant. (If "higher" level persons come, 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).

‘There is a strong reciprocity of levels, i.e., correlation between

same type of level named as coming for information and as being

N/
o
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‘ |
¢ given information 5pon;ahe6usly (correlatiop§_§§gg¢wfrom .54 for
"higher" levels to .70 for,”experts").‘.Stéted.siﬁply; if users name .  :};
one type of level as coming for infofmation, they tend to name the B
same type as persons they tend to spontaneously.pass information on
to. Note that these high ¢orrelations,are ggg_fquﬁa for across-

"level” correlations; about the highest correlation found is .32,

giving to "colleagues" if "experts” are numed as coming. = Rt Y

(10) If users indicate that "colleagués" (.22 to .32) or "experts"
(.17 to .32) come to them fo:'informétioq, they tend to pass in- o ‘Qﬁ

formation on to all'levels and types of .persons. There is no

significant relation between "experts" coming and passing infor-
mation on tovpersohﬁ at the "same" level §.04).

(11) Also, those who name more-numbérs of le&éis (range”is 0-6) as coming
to them for information have a greater tendency to:identify gach
sepérate level as one to which they pass on‘informatiod; the converse

is also true, those who name a greater. number of levels to whom they

give information tend to identify each of the separaté 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 forjnumber 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"
of persons (those at same, higher, and lower 1evéi§«ip 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 étill statistic-
ally sigsrificant) likelihéod for them to name each‘Separate level
(same, higher, lower, colleagues, experts, others)-as one inVolving
persons to whom they spontaneously pass on inforﬁation.

(12) Those who name persons at the "same" level as coming toithem for in-
formafioh or to whom they give information tend to state (in re-
lating their typical infotmatibn«seeking incident) that they sought
the information themselves from an interpersonal source. Although

the correlations are not strong (.18 for‘"dive" and .27 for "come"),

o S9
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3

these are neariy the only significant relations with the typical
incident interpersonal source variable.

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.

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)].

Number of persons supervised is related (.20) to identification

of persons at "lower" levels coming for information.

Those who report that the telephone is an easy source of information
they need also tend to identify experts és coming QS.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 signiﬁicént relations
to positions, difficulty in use of phone as a source is the‘only
significant relation for personal sources. (No significant cor-
relations were found for "face-to-face," "private correspondeggg,?

or "meetings.")

puh
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D. THE RELATIONSHIP OF SOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES TO THE OTHER VARIABLES

'~

. RELATIONSHI?Q BETWEEN SOCIOMETRIC AND CONTEXT AND POSITION VARIABLES

Data concerning organizational contexts amnd positions weré coded in terms of

a series ¢% "dummy" (0,1l) categorical variables.* The organization was coded

(percentagg of sample so goded‘iq parehtheses) as to its general type: 1pca1,

education agency (LEA, 40%), state education agehcy (SEA,‘24%), collége 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 Qere.coded by
type of activity: instructional (Inst., 29%), administrative (Admin., 52$);
pelicy-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‘leve}mgf
educational concern: elementary level (Elem., 60%), secondary level (éecond.,
64%), and post secondary (Post.S., 2B%;. 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 oppbsed 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: wuse 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 pérsonal variables were deliberately
omitted in this particular analysis because, as noted previously, personal
data is heavily confounded with positions (suba.?iences) and cculd lead to

spurious results. —
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‘subdrdinates 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 spontaneouslylpasses‘in-

formation to:  persons at the same level in their organizétion (Pass Same, 80%),

persons at lower levels (Pass Lower, 95%), persons at higher levels_ (Pﬁss ;...h.-u -
! Hléﬁér:-53;), coileagues in other organlzations (Pass Coll., 84%), experts

(Pass Experts, 56%), "other" persons than those previously identified, e.g.,

barents, 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 ngher, 83%), (Come Coll., 84%), (Come Experts, 54%), (Come Others,
82%), (# Come, Mean = 4.82, S.D. = 1.31).

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 ih 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 freqﬁently people come to you for
information (1 = daily, 2‘=\weekly, 3 = monthly, 4 = quarterly, 5 ; less often;
Mean‘= 1.3, 8. D. = 0.59). Since this last variable increased in scale with
‘decreasing frequency, we have labeled it (In)Frequency to facilitaté infer-

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 "sdciometric" 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 Variable (N = 137) (Canonical
Correlation = ,75)

Organization and Position Predictors’ "Sociometric" Variables
Legislature No. 'People .49
(Organization) | -68 Use Help (Search) .31
osition Pl e .
Post Secondary
(Concern) .45 o :

ko ‘ Look Self (Search) -.24
Interpersonal.
(Source) -.26_
Nr. Superv. ~.26
Come Lower ~.26
Local (Concern) -.37 Pass Experts ~.30
Pass Coll. -.33
LEA (Orgénization) -.41 Pass Same ~.41
' # Pass ~.49
Instructional Pass Lower . =.55
| (Position) -.51
L
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have substantial loadings on this canonical function. Tabie 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"

conceg’ls .

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 staff 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 come, 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 informatioﬂ dissemlnation pos&tzons,
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 relationsﬁip-(? = ,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 wno are primarily in colleges and universities
with post secondary concerns. Compared to the college researcher group, the

LEA secondary level administrator group typically tends to seek information

- themselves from personal sources, to use fairly direct personal contacts, to

supervise mure 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 = 137). (Canonical

Correlation = ,68)

Organization and Position Prediétors

‘"Sociometric" Variables

Administrative '

(Position) : .63

SEA (Organization) .44

R&ID (Position) .36
% %% ’

LEA (Organization) © -.38

Policy Making

(Position) -.38

Local (Concern) -.44

Come Lower

Come Higher
Pass-Higher

# éomeu_”

Pass Lower
Interpersonal (Source)

,Info:mat;qﬁ Specialist

{Seaxch)

No. Supervise

1 2.2 ]

(In)Frequency

% Time

-.21

-.26
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their organization, and to interact more with colleagues (pass and come))
however, they tend to pass less to experts and to do less searching themselves.

The fourth canonical accounted for 33 percent of the interset 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 thewééllege 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 orgnizatiocn and ‘the position an
educational information user holds can tell us sométhing about the user's ten-
dency to acquire and communicate information through personal ch&nnels. The
variables used in this analysis were quite crude, mainly categorical, 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 éotential validity of the Education Use Model

"pésited 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 i these categories.

ot
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Table 24. Organization and Position Predictors and Information -
~ "SociometricY Variables With Subatantial Loadings on
the Third Canonical Variablc (N= .37) (CAnonical
Correlation = ,59) L :

ET R
Organization and Position Predictors| “Sociometric" Variables | -
Secondary Level . Interpexsonal (SOurca)';“j.SO"’
(Concern) o - .53 o ‘ ‘ '
Local (Concern) . .43 Directness (Search) .40
Administrative o | D ~
(Position) .41 No. Supervise o .37
LFA {Organization) .29 ' Pass Lower SRR S
Come Colleagues - . .20
i Give Colleagues ‘ .19
ik
R&ID (Position) ‘ -.29
Colleges and univer-
sities (Organization) -.33
Post Secondary Level | Give E"ﬁ’_“ts : ‘-"2‘4 ol
(Concern) -.47 Look Sélf (Seaxch)s | -m~.24 ~f*
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Table 25. Organization and P051tlon Predlctors and.Informatlon :

the Fouruh Canon1ca1 Varlable (N 137) (Canonlcal

Correlatlon = ,57)

et e GO G LOME LELC VarlablesMWLth Substant1a1~Loadlngs-onm~ Q.th*

Organization and Position Predictors

‘wsociometric" Variables

ElementaryiLevel o
. (Concern) : .67

Special Interest ‘
(Position) - = --.31

Post Secondary

{Concern) -.33k
College (Organization) -.41
Instructional ‘

(Position) ~ =.51

Pass~Experts

Come Others

.No. Supervise

‘% Time

(In)Fréquency‘

Come Experts

Use Subordinates
{Search)

Give Hicher

Come Higher

-¢20

=-.22

-.23

-.23
-.26
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Z. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES AND PURPOSES FOR SEEKING
INFORMATION

’percentage of time, number supervised) and the 19 purposes listed in Table 5

Please refer again to Figure 1, page I-2. At this point we are interested in the
relation between box 5 and box 6. A canonical‘correlation analysis was run -
between a set of 24 personal communication‘variables (e.g., sotrces, levels

come to you for information, levels you pass information to,~numbers,'frequency,'

(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 seekingtf

‘informacion include: preparing speeches, articles, and reports, acquiring ideas'fg
for their work; identifying new materials, . methods, or proceudres- finding answers;

‘to SpelelC 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 colleagges 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 cencerned with specifics,~including answering
specific questions of others. These users estimate that‘larger numbers of personsi
come to them each year; they estimate that they spend relatively larger percent-
ages of time giving information to others; th¢ = tend to encounter requests |
hdaily"; 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;'
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to_acquire ideas for their work; and not to prepare articles, speeehes, or

"reports; and not to seek information primarily to provide it to others. These’

practice-oriented users give information t6 & humbér of "levels" and especially

to "colleagues,” "higher," and "same" level persons. They tend to supervise

a number of persons and to, indicate a high (deéry) frequencyvof requests.

As we have cautioned in the previous report, these canonical correlation results
should be considered as exploratery 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 SQOCIOMETRIC VARIABLES AND SOURCES USED

Referring again to Figure 1, page I-2, this analysis related variables 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/difficu1ty'in finding the
information they needed in these sources. In this analysis there were three

canonical roots significant at or beyond the .0l level.

The first canonical correlation (R = .75) is chardcterized by users who rate

theses, conferences, textbooks,'workshops, and AV media as relatively easy

sources to obtain the 1nformatlon they need; while they rate face-to-face

dlscu551ons 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
g - g

| “colleagues” and "experts." They tend not to use information experts to search

- for them. -

“The second canonical (K = .69) characterlzes users who ‘report that meetings,

journal articles, phone conversations, and lnformatlon systems (ERIC) are
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difficult sources for them (but libraries and government publications are not

difficult). These users tend to use the help of others to find information for

"”tHéﬁ?”bﬁtthEY“é156“fePort”relatively“higher“percentages”ofMtime“givingmin-wm“““”"“

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 "Jower" levels and do not name persons

at "lower" levels as coming to them for informatién.

The third canonical (R = .66) is characterized by users who find‘sugg;iers'

catalogs, workshops and courses, and information centers relatively difficult

sources for the information they'neea. Conversely, they report'correspbndence

and newsletters as easy sources. These users report larger numbers of persons

coming to them, more types of "levels" coming, especially»"colleagues" and
"experts"; they also tend to pass information on to "colleagues™ and "experts."
,ngmthey do not tend to give information to persons at "lower" levels, tend

not to ask others to help them find'information, and tend to supervise fewer

persons.

Again, these results are to be considered tentative, but they obviously éuggest
that there are relationships between where a person stands ("sociometrically")
in an information network of persons (as a provider of information to oPhers)

and the sources of information which the person uses.
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? E. PREDICTION OF EASE OF USE OF SOURCES

e e M ONTORTS ‘CORRELATIONS ™ ™

In this section we explore the joint use of all the "left hand" types of
variables displayed in the Education Information Use Model‘(Figufe:ﬁ; page I-2)
as predictors of sources used, namely: (1) context, (2).positioﬁ, (3) person,

" and (4) information fééaﬁfaégfw"tbﬁtékt”is.reﬁrgsented by a "locatiOn"'vériable

" (population “ensity) and several dummy variables categorizing "orga;ization"
type (LEA, SE3, university, legislature). Position is represented by several
dummy variables characterizing type of position (instfﬁctionai, édministratiﬁé;
poliéy-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 analeis 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 oppositidn of (a) universityfbased
users, or users in research and information or special interest positions, and
with female, minority, or higher degree personal chafacteristics, 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 td the latter) finds textbooks, journal articles, and abstracts, indexes,
-and bibliographies as easier* sources to find information; while ﬁéetings, private

correspondence, telephone calls, personal notes and files, and government

" publications are relatively difficult sources to find’infofmation,’“(CbhverseIY}'”“”’N”

* 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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Table 26. Predictor and Information Source Variables With Substantial
Loadings on the. First Canonical Variable (N = 137) (Canonical
Correlation = .69) :

Predictors ~ Sources

_University (Organizatioh) .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

* k% R *;*

Older Age (Person) -.19 Government Publicﬁtions .21
Secondary Level (Concern) -.26 Personal Notes, Files .28
Elementary Level (Concefn) -.30 Telephone Calls o .36
‘Legisiaturé (Organization) | ~-.41 | Private Correspondence a7 |
Policy (Position) " -.60 Meetings .72
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users_who are in policy positions, in legislatures, who are older, or who haveb
. elementary or secondary education concerns may find meetingys an especially
--gasy-source.--They-also-tend-to. use. correspondence, calls,qpersonal files, and . .
government publications, but find textbooks, journal articles, and abstracts,

indexes and bibliographies difficult sources.)

Table 27 characterizes the second canonical (45 percent of total interset
relationship, P = .0006). This canonical opposes (a) univers1ty-based users,

nsers in research and information dissemination positions, users whose orgnaizations
provide relatively large budgets, and users with higher degrees. or post secondary
"concerns, and . (b) .users in LEAs, in instructional positions, users who have spent .
a relatively long time in their curcent type of work or who have elementary
education concerns. The latter group (as compared to 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 with 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,vusers in SEAs, in. administrative positions, and those W1th higher

-——In‘crmation~budgets-f1nd—news1ettersr_etcsr_telephone calls,,and_information

systems "easier," but all the formal documentary sources (where they must dig
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Table 27. .Predictor and Information Source Variables With Substantia}
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.cern) .21

* %%k *k%k

Elementary Level (Concern) -.31 &'Audio-Visual Media -17
Lonéer Time in Type of Work "Pgrsonal Notes, Files - .20
(Person) -.34 Suppliers' Catalogs .40
‘LEA“(Organization) o -.42 Courses, Workshops .55
Instructional (Position) -.48 Meetings = o o . .56

fmth
fooek
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Predictor and Informaticn Source Variables With Substantial

Table 28. :
Loadings on the Third Canonical Variable (N'= 137) -(Canonical
Correlation = .65)
Sources

Predictors

Sba (Organization)

High Organization Budget for
Information Needs (Informa-
tion Resources)

Administrative (Position)

k%

University (Organization)

|Higher Degree (Person)

Policy (Position)

Time in Type of Work
(Person) .. ”

Minority (PerSOh)

Legislature (Organization)

Special Interest (Position)

Post Secondary (Concern)

.44

.40
.28

.22

-.22
-.24

-.24

-.28

-.32

- -.44

-.51

Newsletters, Bullétins,
and Announcements

Télephone Calls

Information Systems (ERIC)

k%%

Journal Articles
Textbooks

Libraries

Abstracts, Indexes, and
Bibliographies

Information Analysis
Products

Theses, Dissertations

Unpublished'Papers and
Technical Reports

Government Publications

-.26
-.23
-.20

.18
.19
.19

.23

.28
.35

.48
.53
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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 lists.and.tend.to be associated. with users who have.... et oo

~ relatively high organization information budgets and users who probably have

numerous external contacts.)

The last significant canonical (Table 29) accounts for 37 percent of the total
interset relationship between the predlctors and information sources (P = ,048).
It opposes (a) users in SEAs, users with elementary education, and to a lesser
degree users with secondary education concerns, users ih_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 grbup finds
information analysis products, face-to-face discussions, and personal files easier,
and suppliers' catalogs, government publications; theses and dissgrtations,

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 sQurces. Because each canonical
function tend:”to be bipolar, four pairs of types of users were ldentlfled 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.*

* 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 budgets, population denSLty,

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

and multiplé charadcteristics of positions™ (é*gTT“lnstructionar*and”adm1n15trativer*'
which were not present in the discriminant analysis. ‘
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" Table 29. Predictor and Information.Source Variables With Substantial
' Loadings on the Fourth Canonical variable (N = 137) (Canonical

Instructional (Position)

Correlation. .61)
Predictors Sources
Elementary Level (Concern) .52 Information Analysis
‘ Products ' -.30
SER (Organlzatlon) -45 Face-to-Face Discussions -.29
High Population Density ' ‘ Ly _
(Context) .35 Personal Notes, Files .26
Secondary Irvel (Concern) .26 .
R&ID (Position) .24
% %%k *k*k
Audio-Visual Media .20
Textbooks .22
Newsletters, Bulletins,
and Announcements ’ .24
Theses, Dissertations .29
_LEA (Organization) -.29 | Government Publications -6
-.40 Suppliers' Catalogs .50
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2. " REGRESSION ANALYSES

Other Sets of Variables as Predictors. In the previousasection, it has Fr.en

context, pos1tion, person, ..

e vt woa et el

-demonstrated with" canonical’correlations “that”

sociometric, and pur Egses characteristics of users are indeed related to

how easy or difficult they find sources to use. Whereas canonical correlations o
demonstrate relations between sets of predictoxs (context, pos1tion, person,

etc.) and sets of predicted variables (i.e., several sources), regression

analysis determines the relationship between a ,et of predictors -and one

predicted variable. Regression analysiu is useful, then, in determining

how well the ease of use of Earticular sources can be predicted by character-:,f
istics of users. Regression analysis can also determine which characteristics

by themselves are the best predictors and how the characteristics may be ‘f

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 I-2): organization/context, position, person, sociometric, and purposes for

seeking information. Organization/context was represented by the organization

type (LEA, SEA, University, or Legislative Body), the educational level of the

"y

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 irformation. Of the

19 purposes included in the field interview on the question about frequency of
purposes for seeking information, 12 were selected to be incliuded as predictors

in thejregression analyses. The sources which were selected demonstrated the
highest and most frequent canonical correlations with ease of use of scurces

and represented all eight of the factors idéntified by factor analysis of the

ease of use of sources data.
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___tant to know if the more easily obtainable information (e.g:, organization/
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Since information relevant to the different types of predictors differs in

. how easily or cheaply it may be obtained, it would be: interesting and impor-

context, position) can predict ease of use of sovrces well or whether infor-

o Hh . .
mation more difficult to obtain ‘(e.g., sociometric ur 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‘exampie, a regression model

using all five types of predictors (i.e., organization/context, position, person,
sociometric, and purposes) to predict eaée 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 thebability
to bredict ease of use of journal articles by the two models (with and without
purposes) is statistically significant.

Of the 22 sources o% 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 ;eprints;
abstracts, indexes, and bibliograéhies; government publicationé;wnational
information systems (ERIC, NTIS). These particular sources were selected
because (a) they appeared frequently with substantial loadings in th? ‘canonical
analyses, and (b) they represented the full range pf informal, semi-formal, and

formal sources. '

The results from the regression analysis are summarized in Tables 30 and 31.
Table 30 indicates the relatiomships between the'various types of predictors
(and combinations of those predictofs) and the ease of use of the sources
selected for analysis. Each predictor by source cell has three numbers: R,
R2, 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.

“Rz", 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 R2 of .21 between "theses" and "purposes" means

that 21 percent of the variation from peison to.person on ease of using

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' theses as sources of information is due to the differences between-those
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" Table 30. Relationships Between Types of User Characteristics
. and Ease of Use of Sources (N = 137)

o Sources: . Ease of Use ~ B .

S PrAALiCLOr 82 i fur rim o @ i - Y - P U Y Y ne) IUORDN ORI IPCU
Types of User Face~-to~facel Telephone| Theses Suppliers® Journal ‘' | Government ‘
Characteristicy Discussions Calls Disser- | Catalogs | Articles [Publications

: tations ' . and - ‘
. : : Reprints N
1 ‘ ) R2 .30 .29 -33 .41 T .23 . 40
Organization/ | R .09 .08 .11 .16 .05 .16
Context _p(F) .13 .17 .05* ~.003* .51 .003*
2 R .26 ‘ .33 .23 .47 .26 ‘ .39
Position R2 .07 .11 .05 22 . .07 . .15
p(F) .11 .008* .19 ~ .0000* w11l . .001*
3 Rz .09 .22 .24 .08 .27 . .22
Person R .01 - .05 .06 . 006 .07 . .05".
_p(F) .88 .17 ¢ .09 . .93 L03% - .16
4 R2 .15 .21 «27 . .25 .06 ' .05 .
Sociometric R .02 .05 . .07 « 06 .0049 .+ .- .003
p(F) .53 - ;18 .04 . .06 .96 .98
5 R .36 .44 - .46 .36 - .43 ~ .31
Purposes R2 .13 .19 .21 .13 19 .10
p(F) .12 .005* .003* .12 .008* .37
6 .
Organization/ RZ .35 .38 .38 .54: .31 o .48
Context + R .12 .15 .15 -29 .09 .23
Position p(F) .22 .08 .10 .0001* .54 .001*
7 -
Organization/ Rz .30 .35 .40 ; . .41 - <34 T .46
Contekt + R .09 .12 .16 .17 .12 .21
Person p(F) .41 .15 .03* .02* . .17 . 002*
8 ‘
Organization/ |R, .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/ Rz .49 .53 - .56 .47 .48 .54
Context + R .24 .28 .31 .22 .23 .29
Purposes 5 (F) .03 . 004* .001* . O5* .03+ ~.002% . R
10 ‘ R, .27 .38 .35 .48 .33 44 ) o
Position + R .07 .15 .12 .23 .11 - .19 . ) L
Person | p(F) .37 .0l* .04* .0002* .08 .001*
1 Rz .29 .36 .37 .50 .26 .40
cosition + R .08 .13 .14 .25 . .07 . .16
| Sociometric p(F) .25 .03* .02% ~_.0001* .42 . 006*
f12 K, -44 .52 .49 - . =50 .47 .51
Position + R .20 .27 .24 .25 .22 .26
Purposes p(F) .05* . 002* .007* . - -.003* .0l* .003*
13 Rz .19 .29 . .33 .27 .29 . «24
Person + R .04 .08 .11 .07 .09 ' .06
' vociumetric ) p(F) .71 .18 . 05* .25 -15 .55 : 3
{14 R, .37 .48 .49 .39 .47 .36 et
Person + R” .14 .23 .24 .15 .22 .13 e e
Purposcs ~ p(F) .27 .007* .003* .18 .01* .33
15 R .42 .48 .48 .41 .46 .33
Sociomuty ic R? .18 .23 .29 .17 .21 .11
+ Purposes p(F) 17 .007* .006* .10 .02*% .51
16 '
Full Model: K, : .61 .62 . .6l .55 .64
Organ./Context | R 32 .37 .39 .37 .30 .42
+ Position + p(F) .06* .008* .005* .01* ) .13 .001*
Person + Socic
+ Purposes

i21
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1. Significance Level of Differences Betweeﬂ Predictions
of Ease of Use of Souxces by Full Model and by Reduced Models

el

Sources: FEase of Use -

Variables Removed

a

b

[~}

d

e

f

From Full Model

Face-to~Face
Discussions

Phone Calls Theses

Catalogs

Journal
Articles

Government
publ i¢ations

1
Organization/
Context

.23

.30

.29

.21

.88

.02*

2 1
Position

.41

.14

.24

. 005*

.90

.06

3
Person

.99

.27

.76

.32

.09

4
Sociometric

.12

.68

.54

.37

.68

.58

.38

5
Purposes

.01*

.008*

.04*

«92

.05*

.05*

6
Sociometric +

.03*

.02*

.01*

.11

.08

- .|+ Purposes

O

Purposes
7 -

Organization/Con-
text + Position +

.20

.15

.10

.02*

.68

.0003*

Purpose
8 -
Organization/Con-
text + Position +
Sociometric

.06

.14

.14

.01*

.80

.001*

9
Organization/Con-
text + Position +
Purposes

.03*

.0l1*

.01*

.O1*

.20

.001*

10 .
Organization/Con-
text + Person +
Sociometric

.34

.09

.32

.79

.04*

11
Organization/Con-
text + Person +
urposes -

.07

.04*

.72

.11

.02%

12 ‘
Organization/Con-

text + Sociometrid.

+ . Purposes

.05*

.06

.02%

.57

.04*

13
Position + Person
+ Sociometric

.44

.25

.42

.04*

.67

.07

14
Position + Person

.08

¢ .007*

.05*

.15

. 04*

.008*

15
Position + Sugio-
metric + Pu:; oSes

.04*

.01*

.02+

.07

.20

.04+

| Person + Sociome-

16

tric + Purposes

.08

J02*

.009*

.91

.09

.06

17
Organ./Context +
Position + Person
+ Sociometric

.12

.12

.12

“

.02*

.72

4 .001*

18

Position + Person
+ Sociometric

+ Purposes

.11

.01*

.01*

.16

.09

.02*

419

O;gaﬁ./Context +
Pos. + Person +

.06

Socio. + Purposes

.008*

.005*

.0le

.13

.001*

ERIC -
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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 prdbability (the statistical. signifi—
cance) that the predictive ability of the indicated predictors 1s‘5§é 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, haV1ng
information on Just purpose variables will allow better prediction of ease

of use of theses than haV1ng no such information. (Those cases 1n which user

.characterlstlcs have a high probability of belng 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 systems) are not included. This is because

neither of these sources was strongly correlated with or predicted by any of
the types of user characterlstlcs. Even when information about all five types
of user characteristics is used together,.the prediction of ease of use of
e&ther ofuthese two sources is not significantly better than a prediction
based. only on chance. It can be seen for the "Full Model" row (rcw 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 ieast 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) = .00l, theses p(F) = .005, and
telephone calls p(F) = .008).
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3 pfedictive of ease of use of sources as is purposes. This is especially in-

teresting since infdrmation ‘about organization/context and position-is easily

btalned (probably from job title and locatlon), while obtalnlng lnformatlon

about purposes requires individual questioning. Despite this predlctlve 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

purgoses‘is used in conjunction with either organization/context (row 9) or

- position (row 12), the correlations with sources are greater than with either

predictor alone, and prediction.of~a;1 six sources is significant. Sociometric
of the six sources, but they do add something to the prediction of sources,

for the correlations between predlctors and sources when all flve types of
predictors are used together are somewhat higher than when soc10metr1c and
person variables are omitted. Despite the significance of prediction using
all five types of predictors, it should be remembered that tne R2's range

from .30 to .42, which means that 58-70 pereent of the Varianee‘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 ease of use of some sources
than others. The ease of using theses, suppliefs'.catalogs, gdvernment pub-
lications, and telephone calls is predicted by user characterisitics much mbre'
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 1lf and 2f

i

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 anticipate substantlal "shrinkage" on

ctross validation.
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o )

respectively), purposes (cell 5f) dges not significantly predict ease of their
use. The reader may want to explore individual ceil(results, kéeping“in mind
that the top number is the correlation between the indicated predicéﬁrs 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-
teristicé, 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 probability . that the difference between
the power to pred;ct ease of use of the indicated source by the full model
(using‘allvfive types of predictors together) and a reduced model in which -
the indicated type(s) of p:edictof(s) has been removed is due to chanée. Thus,
- a low probability (those .05 or less have Been starfed,for easy interpretation)
 indicates that thé type(s) of user characteristics indicated (which wére
removed from the model) were making significant contributions to ease of use
of the indicated source independent of what the othér 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 indicates. that 'all the predictor
types except for sociometric (probability = .38) are making substantial
independent contributions to the prediction of ease of use of gbvernment
publications. The other cells in column F indicate, as wouid 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 éuggest that all typeé|of user character-
istics information except sociometric would be useful in predicﬁing ease of
use of‘gdvernment 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 Eérson informatioh taken together (Table 31, cell 7F) would be almost

as useful in prediction.

o | ) 125




Iv-56

v Looking across rows, it can be seen. that pur pgses 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" duppliers'
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 iype 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, ge, and Geographic Lcoation 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 cons1der 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 pgs1tion

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 that
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already accounted for by information (also casily 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)

Sources: Ease of Use
Variables Removed Government ‘ Information
From Full Model* Theses Publications Journals Centers
sex .80 .95 .51 .16
Age .74 .13 .07 .21
Geographic
Location .10 .58 .96 .92
Sex & lLocations .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 users‘(é.g., organization type
and context, job function) and theii purposes for seeking information as well
as how easy or difficult they find particular'sources of information to use.
Sevefal 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'tryinékto answer these questions is by factor anaiysis 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). This method was attempted, but the resulting factors were

not clearly interpretable, so we tried aﬂother, 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 énd differences in purposes for secking

information. A second such analysis was done to determine groups according’

to casc of use of sources. The H~group analysis begins with individuals and
then pProgressively 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 peoélc are arranged in only two groups. After looking at the entire
sequénce 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.

Duc to limitations in the capacity of the computer program, the tdtal 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), admlnlstrators (school district staff, intermediate unit staff,

state educatlon 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 spe01allsts, and spec1al
interest groups). There were, then, four H-group analyses: one for each haif

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 k
membership alone. In most cases, groups consisted of users from several different
job types. In only a few instances did gronps 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 belmore a matter of personal

style-

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 dctermine

which particular purposes and sources were significantly different between 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 denarmlned by H-group analySlS
on the basis of frequency of purposes: (a) the groups i““tEgHSPQClalm&ﬂtberL

and rescarch 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 sample 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

'grbﬁpé 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 source (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 sourceé
contribute to the determination of groups based on purpose or source differences
respectively. Rarely do groups formed on the basis of differences in purpose
tiiffer in ease of use of sources, and rarely do groups formed on the basis

of differences in ease of use of sources differ on purposes.

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 deo 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,"
"brushing 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
w“making or setting policy"” and "making decisions about educational practice

<7 products" purposes. Most ot@er 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 peopler

and distinguish them from other people.

The following patterns (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 particularwtype of
position. These are the information distributors rather than =
information "users." '

[]{j}:‘ co o ‘ : Lo jl:%ﬁ) S
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"Acquiring ideas for my work" is the only purpose'rated"as yery

lenglathe aides, information specialists, and sc1ent1sts) share
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~frequent; all others are relatively infrequent.v This group is o ty

-also dlstlngulshed by ‘its- ratings of textbooks and’ 11braries ag T

sources very easy to use. Thls pattern is shared by a few people
in lnstructlonal pos1tlons, though they rate “preparlng or plannlng
teachlng/classroom materlals"'as only moderately frequent.

"Keeping aware of developments\ln‘educatlon,f;"keeplngvawarevofiwhOjgﬁ
is working in specific subject or‘problem areas,“."making'deoisions‘
about educatlonal practice or products," and "maklng or settlng
policy" are purposes rated very frequent.‘ Thls would seem to be

an administrative orientation to lnformatlon use, but many people

in a wide variety of positions (lncludlng spec1a1 1nterest groups, g

thls pattern.

"Finding answers to specific questions related to my work" is rated
as a very frequent purpose, while "galnlng theoretlcal lnformatlon"
and "keeplng ‘aware of who is working in SpelelC subject or problem .

areas" are rated as very infrequent purposes. This-would seem to be o

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)

(b)

(c)

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. L

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.

All the personal sources arec 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
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(d) All formal and informal sources except national infprmation systems
(such as ERIC) and technical reports are rated as easy tQ use, while
the personal'éources of private'corréSpondence”and meetings are rated
difficult to use. This more formal, impersonal battern 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.



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/qiffiéulty),'what they
do with the infbrmation they obtain, their propensity to spontaneously provide
obtained information to others, and the numbers and types of pexsons who come to

them for-information.

Although there are differences among subaudiences,‘the Education Informatiocn Use
Model suggests that patterns of information use (needs, sources used, search
strategy, outcomes) are multiply determinea and that information going beyond an
audience typology may be employed effectively to identify and describe various
education informat;on "markets." The series of canonical ¢orrelation analyses

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.

v

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 éome 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 gurggses

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

uscd. 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 pﬁrposas 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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" FOREWORD

Thisvstudy 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 Natignal Institute of Education, U.S. '
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Although led by the Fax West
Laboratory, the Educational Information Market Study was a‘joint effort in-
volving staff of the System Development Corporation (SDC), Applied Communica-:
tion Research (ACR), and the Far West Laboratory as contraotors,‘and‘the staff
and consultants of the Information and Communication Systems Division, Dissemina-

tion and Resources Group, of the National Institute of Education. -

The mail survey was designed and supervised by Paul‘Hood.. The following persons

contributed to the questionnaire instrument, which went through several revi-

sions: B _ ‘ o
SDC: | Karl Pearson, Cynthia Hull, Judith Wanger, Ann Luke
ACR: _ Matilda Butler-Paisley, Colin Mick, William Paisley
NIE: ] Samuel Rosenfeld, Mollie MacAdams, Thomas Clemens, "
, ' Charles Haughey, Charles Hoover, Delmer Trester
NIE Consultants: John Anthony, Rogers Barton, Joseph Becker,

Gregory Benson, Donald Erickson, Lyle Lanier,
Petef‘Rossi; Sam Siebe:
Project Consultants: Howard Freeman,lcalvin Wright
FWL: Paul Hood, Andrea Lash, Barbara Havassy,
- Nancy McCutchan.
The survey sampling design was prepared by Paul Hood. In this connection we
espec1ally acknowledge the adv1ce of Sam Sieber and Howard Freeman. The sampling
frames were created and the sample was drawn by SDC staff dlrected by Robert
. Katter and including William Gill and Cynthia Hull.
The project staff gratefully acknowledge the assistance provided by many state
departments of educatlon and 1ntermed1ate and local education agencies; their

assistance and cooperatlon in the sampllng of practitioner and admlnlstrator
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audiences was invaluable. Special mention is due Egdﬂ Guba and David Clérk_of
Indiana University who provided valuable assistance in designing the sample for
educational faculty. We also thank Patricia Stivers of' the American Educational
Research Association for her assistance in creating the social scientists sample’

and thank AERA for permission to use its membership data bank to draw this sample.

. We gratefully acknowledge the assistance of the ‘Association of Institutional

Researchers in the use of their membership directory. The National Center for
Educational Statistics, the Curriculum Information Center, the American Council
on Education, and the National Institute of Education were also used as sources

'in the creation of sampling frames for various information user groups.

SDC staff supervised the mailing, follow-up, and processing of questionnaires

including preparation of a machine-readable data file.

Colin Mick and Paul Hood were jointly responsible for data analysis. Colin Mick
assumed the major role in setting up data files and carried out the statistical
analyses at the Stanford University computer center. ' Supplementary analyses were
conducted by Laird Blgckwell at the Far West Laboratory computer center. Inter-
mediate reports and the final report of the mail survey were written by Paul Hood.
Mrs. Ursula Hoffman, Far West Laboratory, supervised the preparation of this
report. Final editiﬁg and production was accomplished by Una Vere Katter, at

System Development Corporation.

Finally, we thank the many persons who, by responding to the questionnaire, made

this report possible.
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CHAPTER I
' EXECUTIVE. SUMMARY

A, INTRODUCTION

This is Volume II of the Flnal Report of the Educational Informatlon Market :
Study. This volume reports the final results of the mail survey portlon of the:"

study and further analyzes and summarizes the informatlon prevxously supplled

fln the interim report on the mail survey, "Informatlon Products ‘and ‘Services That

. Would be Most useful to Fourteen . Target Audlences in the Fleld of Educatlon.""

Volume I of the Final Report, "Key Educatlonal Informatlon Users and Thelr Stylesp\

of Informatlon Use," summarlzed the results of the analys1s of field 1nterV1ews.‘

that were conducted Wlth a Judgmentally-selected sample of l37 key persons, re- “LJ
presentlng 17 dlfferent educatlonal roles,’ and located in over 40 communltles '
throughout the United States. The field survey was undertaken,to‘develop an'
indepth understanding of user information needs, to develop'and refine a con-
ceptual framework and associated data-analytlc methodology, ‘and ‘to. provide the L
basis for the design of a comprehensxve, nat10nw1de probablllty sampllng mall

survey of all major types of users.

Volume II describes this mail survey design and presents the. results;' Interpreéag‘
tation of the data, from th1s mail survey is related to the results of the pre-f '

vious field 1nterv1ew survey.

g

B. - THE SAMPLE

Four major audiences (and 14 subaudiences) were identified: (1) elementary and -

secondary level public school practltloners (teachers, prlnclpals, other instruc-

tional and support staff), (2) elementary and secondary public education admln-.

1strators and professional staff (local, 1ntermed1ate, and state agencies),

‘ (3) higher educatlon groups (chlef administrators, institutional researchers,

‘faculty of schools and colleges of education, soclal sclentlsts), and
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(4) governance groups (local school ‘boards, state schosl boards, state iegisiatorS,-
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 approxlmately 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 leglslators to 69 percent for hlgher -education
chief administrators. The usable sample contalns 1,328 persons, including 602
school practitioners, 301 LEA, ISA, and SEA admlnlstrators 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 ohiefs 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 organlzed ba51cally in the same order

5 the sections of the questlonnalre.‘ The logic for this organization is that
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' understandlng of user 1nformat10n requlrements should begln with an” examlnatlon

vof the work act1v1t1es of users and then progress to a conslderatlon of sources

used in connectlon w1th specific work act1v1t1es. After conslderatlon of uses

of sources in terms of frequency and usefulness, users' reasons for selectlng

the sources they prefer are examined. Following these "llnked" areas of invest-
1gatlon -- work activities related to use of sources, use of sources related to
reasons for selectlng them -- the llne of 1nvest1gatlon is redirected to general
purposes for seek1ng lnformatlon.' Then come problems encountered in acqulrlng
and using lnformatlon and, flnally, two more specific areas-‘ flrst the typlcal‘
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; describes the obtained sample in terms of two demographic

~ variables -- age and education; outlines the survey design and sampling methods; o

- 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 itkspells out the

definitions of the 14 subaudiences, the‘organization of the questiohnaire, 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.Ss. Congressional aides to 52 years for state school board members. The average,‘

educatlonal level is approx1mately equivalent to a master's degree, with a range
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'from an average of 14 5 years of schoollng for 1oca1 schoo; board members to

; 20 8 years for social scieutists.

ﬁecauSe all subaudi@nces were randomly sampled, these and ail‘other resu‘"s ox
'the mall Survey z=e generalizable to the populatlon they represent. But the
overall attalned response rate of 50 percent means that the flnolngs mav be
blased and probably reflect the responses of the more "1nformatlon prone" por=...

_ tlon of each subaudience.

The reader is warned that almost none of the statistical tests of significance
are eract and that, in general, the reported’levels’are too liberal.' However,
the reported levels of significance areiusualiy‘so high that‘there is usually
little doubt .that the significant results reported would be confirmed with more

exact tests of significance.

ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK (CHAPTER III)

Ss;

This unusually long and tedious chapter may be;skimmed‘or skipped’entirely by

the casual reader, since similar, but not exactly comparable, information on

work activities is presented in Chapter IV. However, the foilowing 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 researcnersimnu‘
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 1nformatlon files or services des1gned to serve any of

- these subaudiences. ‘ U

'Because elementary and secondary educatlon practltloners and admlnlstrators have

‘:”been repeatedly surveyed with generally consistent findings regardlng thelr content




‘ needs, a briefer “warm-up" question concerning the amount and‘qnality of informa-

tion available to them was presented. No differences were found among the six

practitioner and administrator subaudiences in their ratings 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 w1th the examination of the datag

about respondents' work actiVities and their special efforts to find information1
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 andvsocial‘sc1entists,
school board members, and legislators and aides. Within each of these,sixfsub=,.”
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 (4d) patterns of work activities. With the ekception of the
legislative audience, where samplé sizes are extremely small, there areinumerons
statistically, and usually practically, large differences in the work importance
ratings among subaudiences within all other user audience groués.‘.The results
demonstrate that even whenusnbaudiences 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 ofvimportance*of

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
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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.

‘different activities were associated with one another. Typically five or six .

" orthogonal (independent) factors extracted at least 60 percent of the covariation,

I-6 ; ‘ S I

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

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) e ‘

A number of previous surveys of educational information users have asked usersﬂ
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 activitiesr
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 R
of teachers, "other" school staff, educational faculty, and social scientists k

indicated'that their most important activity was'concerned with teaching 55673 ‘ ‘W
counseling students (and preparing lessons, lectures, etc.). Administrators '
(including school. principals and higher education chief administrators) display : “fw

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 oxr policy alternatives, and with

“studying specific board agenda items‘for‘intent or impact or for-fiscal or legal

- implications. Some local 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: analyaingnlegisla-
tion for intent, impact, or effect; researching educational issues to determine
needs, problems, or policy alternativeﬂ- and analyzing educational legislation

for cost or other fiscal or legal implications.
: ‘ ‘ - .

Following the preaentation 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 workﬁaEtivities. Although there are statistically significant
differences among the subaudiences' averages (for” frequency of use) on everv one

of the 18 information sources listed, it is possible to discern somewhat Similar
patterns of use among instructors (teachers, educational faéﬁity, 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 (soc1aI sc1entists, 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 interpersenal sources and are also heavy users of
memos, correépondence, and own office and organization files. Social scientiats
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“soqrces ggt_ﬁsed frequently
(e.g., abatracts, indexes and bibliographies; curriculum materials; personal

library; and conventions and professional meetings). We thus see that major
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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 workbactivityl

‘Despite these major differences among users, there are. some reﬁAikable similari-
ties. Génerally, the local, easily accessible sourdes‘(péople in own organization,
notes and files in own office; personal library, journals, newsletters, memos,

and correspondence) are the more frequently used sources. Cohtacts (face—to-faée
or by telephone) with people in other organiéations follow, buﬁ théy 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).
Coniventions, professional association méetings; and workshops, seminars, and
gréduate Eourées are an adjacent pair of similar kinds of sources which arc less
frequently used. Textbooks and reference books, and curriculum materials are

twoe types of sources which are frequently used by all subaudiences directly con-
cerned with instruction, but a;e,ugedffag lesg frequently by other subaudiences.
The last three types of sources (technical reporﬁs and éovernment publications;
other libraries, resourcevéenters, 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, reséond—
ents were asked about the length of time they could usually éllow between realiza-
tion of the need for information and actual receipt and use with respect to their
two most important work activities. 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 percent.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
,da&s, but 15 to 21 percent of each of these LEA subaudiénces can wait no more
‘ fhan 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
- 531.
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‘audiences. The majority of institutional researchers (54%), social scientists

(52%), and educational faculty (56%) can wait about a week or lbnger,"ﬁﬁd 46%
of the chief administrators can wait this long. However, about ten percent of
each of these subaudiences need ipfofﬁgtion 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 instituﬁiokél‘researchérs; 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. Staté
board members can tolerate the lohgest 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 pEIcen; 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 Wwdit,as long as or longer than

two weeks. These data confirm that reasonably répid response times are necessary

for the majority of users if the information reguested deals with important work

activities. The relatively short response times suggest that mail exchénge 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
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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 intefcdrrelations 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, éccounting for 63 percent of the covariance. The

six factors were identified as: (1) formal print sources (e.g., libraries,
abstrécts, reference books); (2) informal, local soﬁrces (e.g., telephone, discus-
3ions face-to-face, files, memos); (3) external pgréonal contacts; (4) current print
sources (e.g., newsletters, journals); (5) professional instructional awareness and
knqwledge sources (e.g., conventions, workshops, curriculum materials, journals,

textbooks); and (6) personal sources (e.g., personal files and personal library).

%k “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 for all the‘ihdividual'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.

o ]_5:}‘( A;ni
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Three types of "oral" sources (face-to-face discussions; workshops, seminars,
gréduété courses; and teiéphdne calls) été.amohé ﬁheimbsfmfréQuéﬁtiy meﬁtibﬁéd ‘
preferred sources<and account for 46 percent of the first—listed preferredvsources
and 39 percent of the second-listed preferred.sources. Other sources meﬁtiohed '
by at léast five percent of the respondents include: educatiocnal journals,

‘personal library, notes and files in own office, library or resource center in,

“own organization, and educational newsletters, bulletins, or announcements.

Respondents were presented with a list of fifteen characteristics of information
sources 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’eas;iy‘éccessible, (3) is responsive to my particular problem or question,
{4) is easy to use; and (5) is“usually available when I need it. By contiast the
lowest-ranked characteristics include: (11) prOV1des opportunlty for dlscu551on
or exchange of ideas, (12) ié fast in responding, (13) is complete, comprehensxve;
(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 Secqﬁd to

eighth rank for source 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 lndlcate that

only flve of the 30 item differences are significant. In other words, with some

exceptlonS}\users with manifestly different work activities, requiring dlfferent

ftypes of lnformatlon, and with markedly different preferences for types of sources

dlsplay many 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 avéilable in terms of four alternatives. A chi square test
indicates that the 14 subaudiences are not significantly different in their
éistribution of choices over these four alternatives. Overall, 29 percent checked
"not isolated," 59 per%egt checked "somewhat isolated," ten percent checked
"seriously isolatéd,“ 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 1nformatlon .on to others

relating to educational matters?" There are highly sagnlflcant differences among

the 14 subaudiences in their frequency of information exchange. Generally,

state agency staff, chief administrators of hlgher educatlon institutions, insti-
tutional researchers, and intermediate service agency staff display the highest

rates of information exchange, with 70 percent or more‘lnd;catlng they exchange
information at least daily or more often. By contfast, étate 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

g

this often.

7. ABOUT YOUR PURPOSES, FOR SEEKING INFORMATION (CHAPTER VII)

The field interview survey data (see Volume I} demonstrated that purposes for
B (O (O O O (O ST A

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 respcndents were asked to rate in terms of their need for

information and their satisfaction with current 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 acti&ities in education among ISA administrators and staff to 2.65 (small
need) for information to prepare xeports, articles, and speeches among school
teachers. The rated levels of need for information among the 14 subaudiences

are statistically wignificant for eight of the nine purposes, thus confirming

a poséibly obvious assumptior: that different subaudiences would have different
purposes for seeking information. However, despite these statistically significant
differences, 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 flnd specific answers to questions ariSing in relation',~:
to the respondents' work. Identifying new sources of assistance for 1mprov1ng N
one's own work and developing alternative approaches to solving problems are
also relatively high in need for information. By contrast, most subeudiences
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 totall nine purposes{ig
Moreover, satis%;;tion 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. 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 write-in 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 254 responsesfwere made. Overall, 75 per-

cent of the problems dealt with difficulties with information sources. Among

ape ' "
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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, the mail questionnaire

data are compared with the field interview data.

9, ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO (CHABTER IX)

The field interviews had indicated that educational information users turn to

a wide variety of persons and organizations in tneir search for information,

but tnat 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 organizationstusers
turn to when they seek advice or ingormation 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
1administrators, but are distinctly less important 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
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and teétimony than any other subaudiences) and by teachers, educational
faculty, or social scientists (ali "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 ﬁembers, fother" 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
éxceptions. Libraries are especially important for school teachers and most
higher education subaudiences. State erartments of education are of relatively.
.great importance for ISA staff and all governance groupg (except local board
members). Professional organizations are relatively important for state legis-
lators, state board members, and college of education faculty. National
informaﬁiqn 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 examines 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 chey 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 respondéd in texms of a recent incident. Given these responses,
we infer that slightly fewer thau half of the education information users. (44%)
EKTC | 158
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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 some 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. Ccnsequently, .the data

and dlscusslon in this chapter must be examined carefully with respect to the

preferences of speclflc 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: educat10na1 research methodology and lists of experts

. in education. Figure I.1l dlsplays 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. Altpcugh nearly evenly divided

in total number, only three services, as contrasted-to”eleven,products, 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 I.2 displays a

O
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sampling of 1nformat10n service preferences for the same sampllng of sub-

audiences used in Figure I.1. 159
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Because of these importént 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 eduéation; It should be noted that the data considered throughout
this volume (with the exception of correlations) have focused mainly on
differences and similaritigs aﬁong subaudiences considered as aggregates. We
have demonstrated with the'field survey data in*vVolume I that additional
information concerning users as individuals who occupy specific positions in
specific organizations also adds to our undéistand;ng 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 sqxvey demonstraﬁes that among these
several work roles there are significant and relatively easily interpretable
patterns of similarity aﬁd difference: in terms of importanée of work
activities, in need for information for different purposes, in effort to.f%nd'
information regarding different work activities, in kinds of sources ﬁsed, in
the deiays users can tolerate for delivery of information,‘in the frequency
of information exchange, invproblems encountered in acquiring and using |
iﬁfoimation, and in preferences for products and services. This infdrmation
can be used to improve éxisting informatiqh systems and té“design new products
éna services targeted to needé and preferencés of various subaudiences.
Because these data are;based on nationwide probability samples, the findings
are generalizable fo the populations of educational information users

considered in this market survey.
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e CHAPTER II !
DESCRIPTION OF THE MAIL SURVEY .

A CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE- B
* N . | . - 4 . - : B . éjv : )
1. DESCRIPTION OF AUDIENCES AND SUBAUDIENCES -

In the RFP - for thls project, NIE suggested an aud1ence typology w1th about th1rty

categorles for ldentlfylng and describing the.education markets to be surveyed.

Early in the prOJect NIE staff, .advisors, and prOJect staff became concerned

Y
U PV

that, glven a llmlted total mallout, the proposed size of each sample based on thls
WY .

4typology would be 1nadequate for generatlng rellable estlmates. One solution pro- .

in Table II.l under "Type .of Position."

Wposed 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 remalnl g sub-

audience. NIE accepted_thls_solutlon and developed a revised typology 1nd1cated

NIE suggested that we 1nterpret the subaudlences broadly in terms of functlons

and roles. It is, therefore, 1mportant that we explaln here the scope and nature

~of roles and personnel types included in the several aud1ences‘and subaudlences._

First, we defined the Practitioner audience as including preschool, elementary,

“and‘secondaryfschOOI‘staff connected withflocal’educational‘agencies. 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, @nd curriculum and instructional staff-who nay

" be located at either the school builéi:g or school district level, librarians,: -

counselors, social workers, visiting tsachers, psychologists, schcol nurses, and

other miscellaneous classifications. In other words, members of this,subaudience;

‘must operate-in ‘a supervisory or staff support capacity, with a primary or supporting

focus on curriculum and instruction.

W1th1n the Admlnlstrators aud1ence, the subaudience "2.l1, School District Staff"

1s def1ned as’ 1nclud1ng not only Superlntendents, but also deputy, assistant, and

and associate superintendents; assistants and administrative assistants; administra-,



II-2

TABLE II.1 PLANNED AND ACTUAIL MAIL SURVEY SAMPLE
Actual =
Type of quition » Planned Mailed . Usable :
Sample Out Sample % Return

1. 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%)

2. 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. Governance

State School Board Members 100 98 34 35%

3.1

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%)

4. Higher Educaticn

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 - 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 respcnses.

PR
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tors for general admlnlstratlon, flndnce and school plans, pupll personnel, in-

' structlonal, and special subject areas. The subaudience "2.2, sJIntermediate Unit
Staff" ‘includes all prpfeSSLOnal personnel of administrative_hnits.that exist &M,"v"ii
"...primarily to provide cenSultative, advisory,ﬂadministrati&e, or statistical
services to local basie administrative units, or to exercise certain regulatory
and inspectoral functlons...where there is a superVLSory union board the union
is included as an lntermedlate 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 Leglelators and Aldes
and "3.4, U.S. Congressional Aides" includes elected state legislators and state
and U.S. CongreSSLOnal staff serving on education and education-related committees
and Subcommlttees. All members and officers of state and local school boards are
considered the targets for subaudlences 3.1 and 3.2. '
Post-secondary education is limiéed to programs of two- and four-year institutions
of higher education. This interpretatiOn excludes adult basic,and continuing
education programs. The "4.2, Social Science RDD&E Staff" subaudience covers
research, development, diffusioﬂz‘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 individua§~academic invest-
igators. - The subaudience "4.3, Institutional Researchers"” is limited to personnel
concerned w1th 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 II.1l, 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

S
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‘Practltloner and Admlnlstrator subaudiences, somewhat lower than the return rate
for the four Higher Education subaudiences (especially "Chlef Admlnlstrators“ and'
'"Soclal Science Researchers"), and considerably higher than the actual return rate
" for the four Governance subaudiences (especially for state and- federal leglslatlve
aides). The distribution of the sample across the four audiences is‘aporoximately

as planned, though the Governance audience is somewhat under-represented.

Table 1I.2 presents a summary of age and degree level (years of educatlon) ‘character-
_1st1cs of the respondents in the various educatlonal subaudiences Since respondents
1nd1Cated 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 multlplylng the midpoint of each age range by the percert 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 chiefvadplnistrators)* As o
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: highjgchool;: 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

fl7 7 (approxlmately equlvalent 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 pres1dents and chief administrators and 20.5 for faculty of

’Schools_of educatlon)

* Chi square test of age categories by type of position and degree level by type
of position are both statistically significant well beyond the .0l level.
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TBIE 112 GISTRIBUTION OF ¥ATL SURVEY SMMPLE: *TIPE OF F“SITION BY AGE AND DBGRES LEVEL -

AGE IR & DEGREE LEVEL  (Years ‘of Zducation)
TOE OF POSTIRY )y funder| | ol s mm mvgﬁmu
I R 25 25-34 | 35-44 4554 | 55+ Meamt | (12| (14) | (16) ] (i7.5) (21) b Biu-
et e i § N ] ge § !_‘ §. 0% | b gation
1.1 Teachers | 205 | 7.4 | M1 2.8 5.8 9.9 3.8 | 05| 0.5[57.9] 40.6( 05| 16.6
1.2 Principals 187 1 0.5 | 166 | 6| 35.8[255) 450 | 0.0].0.0( 3.8] 89.7] 65| 177
1.3 Other Instructional S N I B
staff 20 | 6.3 | 29.8] 22.1] :6,0/15.9) 419 | 2,0{ 1.0} 54| 0.2 LS| 17,0
2.1 ‘school District Staff | 119 | 0.0| 12.8| 3501 35.9 16.2| 45.7 ] 0.0] 0.0{ 77| 62.1]120.3} 17.8
12,2 mternediate Unit : S 1o : BEE R I
- Staff 65 | 1.51°20,0]°33,8] 24.6/20,0} 44.4 | 1.5 0.0 10.8| 1.5| 9.2] 17.6
{23 State Education Agency] . - R , -
| Staff U7 F0.0 | 101 99| 29.1(23.9] 466 | LT[ 6.9] 9.5] %.9|3.0( 183
- ‘ ! -
|3.1 State School Board ' R : ‘ : : B ‘*r'
Members 34 100 | 2.9 14.7) 4L2{4L2| 525 F 152 6.1 42.4| 18.2] 18,21 16.5. 0
1.2 local School Board el . B o
Members N 97 L1 | 4.2 SL6| 28.4|14.7] 453 | 43.0| 9.7| 24.7| 20.4| 22| 14.5]

3.3 State Legislative aides 28 [ 0.0 | 214 32| 1.9[28.6[ 45.7 | 74| 3.7 | 185 44| 259 176
3.4 U.S. Congressional Aides 10 1100 | 70.0| 0.0( 10.0(10.0] 3.4 | 0.0] 0.0|50.0{ 30.0{ 20.,0] 11.5

o

+.1 Taculty of School of | Ao R _ ‘ 1 S :
" Education ‘ 64 1 0.0 | 15,6 20,3} 39.1]25.0( 47.6 | 0.0] 0.0 | 1.6/ 12.5] 859} 20.5

42 Social Science ‘ | , ‘ ‘
RODGE Staff | 6§ 0.0 1338} 338 20.6)118f L1 | 0.0 00| 0.0 59 4.1 ‘20.8
4.3 " Institutional ‘ ‘ : : ' : R
Researchers 551 0.0 | 200 364 2911145 43.4°) 0.0 0.0 7.3| 3.5/ 58.2| 19.4

4.4 College.Presidents and I ar : N
Chief Administrators | 69 § 0.0 | 1.4] 26.1| 43.5/29.0| 50.3 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.6| 88.4| 20.6

TOTAL | 18 | 24 | 2.2 93] 615|439 | 42| 12)19.5] 22| 2.9] 177

L S S —— - o
== - 7 +H

*  Estimate obtained by multlplyxng midpoint of age ranges by the percent of respondents in those ranges (23 and 61
were used as the "midpoints" of the "under 25" and "over 55" categorles respectively).

" 'Estlmate obtained by mu‘*1p1y1nq the number of years of education typlcally asaocxated wlth degree levels by tne
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 1nc1ud1ng the three Practitioners subaudlences
(TEachers, Principals, and Other Instructlonal Staff), School District Staff (sub-
audience 2.1), and Local School Board Members (3.2), school d1str1¢ts were used

as the primary sampling units (PSUs). PSUs were stratified by school system

pupil enrollment as a measure of size. The probability cf an LEA system

being selected for the sample wagz prcportionel 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 =

AhAgency Staff, State Legislative Aides, and State School Board Memeber), five states

were chosen ‘¥andomly-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 og,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 Currlculum
Informatlon Center professxonal staff census 11st. -

U.S. Congressional Aides were selected by NIE on a non-random basis.

Social Science RDDSE Staff were selected randomly from a computer-generatequ{st

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.

Feculty 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 pres1dents (or provosts, vice presidents, or deans for academic

171
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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 summarlzed in Table 1I1.3

and are descrlbed in more detail in Appendlx A.

Questionnaire 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:

I About Yourself and Your Work
1. Name
2. Title

3. (Forms A and P: opinion on adequacy of amount and quglity of
available information) '
Forms B, E, H, and L: need for information in broad subject
- areas. .

T 4. Degree of importance of work activities in education (lists of

work activities were tailored to each form)

5. Work activities for which you madevany kind of special effort

during the past year to find information. S : Coe f}

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 york activity

v

(c) Hext most important work activity**

* Form A = Administrators (LEA, ISA, SEA); Form B = School Boards; Form E = Educa-
tion Faculty and Social Scientists; Form H = Higher Education Chiefs and Institu-
tional Researchers; Form L = Legislators and Aides, Form P = School Practitioners.

** gince the work activities identified are referenced to the list provided in
I.4, the responses to II.l{a) and II.l(c) are also form-specific, although the
appearance of question II.l is identical in all six forms.

Q T o . _ ‘ 1'7:av, . E - | . '.u
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TABLE II.3 SUMMARY OF SAMPLING METHODS
Planned
Sample | Sampling
Subaudience Size Fraction Method
: CLUSTER
l.1 Teachers 400 .| .00018 Stratified cluster 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.
* k%
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 legislIative aids. Con-
= : stant fraction for state staff.
* %k %k
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
Staf< 100 .0294 list with replacement by person
. filling position. - o
***
4.2 Social Sciences Simple random sample of AERA
RDD&E Staff 100 .0167 membership in RDD&E on campus.
* k%
4.3 Institutional Simple random sample of U.S. full
Researchers lo0 .1093 members in Association of Institu-
tional Researchers.
: NON-RANDOM, JUDGMENTAL
3.4 U.S. Congressional 25 (.3333) Selected by NIE.
Aids '

17
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(d) Frequency of use of 18 sources in connectlon w1th next most L
important work act1v1ty !

2. ' How much time can you usually allow to elapse after reallZlng a,,r”'

need for information in connectlon with your two most lmportant o

work activities?

III About the Usefulness of the Information Sources You Use
1. Rating of usefulness of same 18‘informatidn‘sburces listed in
II.1, in providing you with information yen‘need for anz_part
of your work. ‘ | ‘ S o
2. Identification (write in) of the single most useful source of

information in your work.

v About the Most Important Characterlstlcs of the Educatlon Informatlon
Sources You Prefer

1.(a) . Identify source you most prefer to use (from [ist of 18 pre-

v1ous~y listed),

T ———ay

(b) Rank 15 "reasons" (characterlstlcs) in terms of thelr importance
to your preference of this source.

(c) 1Identify.second preferred source,

(d) Rank 15 reasons in terms of their importance to your preference

for this source. e

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),

v. 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 tne tasks you have worked on over the past year,

» o 174




VII

VIII

IX

11-10

s ekt

'did‘you have any unusually se:ious.diffiéulty'locating, obtaining,

or‘using information which you critically needed in your work in

‘education? (Y/N) ' ‘ .

1. (If yes), would you explain the difficulty? fWrite in)

2. Can you offer.a possible éolﬁtion to the problem? (Write in)

— v ;

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
sequencé; describe sequence for a recent incident.)

2. Rate the sequence listed as very typical of the é;agr you use,
somewhat typical, or specific to é recent incident.

Abouﬁ the Ihformation Products and Services That Wouléige Most Useful

to You o

l. Rate 13 Eroducts 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)

Statistical Data
1. Age
2. Highest earned degree

3. Space for additiohal comments.

175
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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.
ﬁowever,‘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 framez, 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 comﬁunity 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, and 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 LEAsikhowever,
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 se. :s more reasonable to believe that those who bothered
..to fill out and return the questionnaire are in fact the more information—prone" B

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«nullified
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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1of one subaudlence w1th another may still have substantlal usefulness in deflnlng
the 1nformatlon preference patterns and needs of educatlonal information users.

. .But it should be assumed that all the results- reported are blased toward the more

L }"1nformatlon-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 numher (N 2) 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
mill provide further information on standard deviations and/or.standard‘errors of
measurement. In the case of subaudlences that were simple random sampled (1nter-

mediate unit staff, soclal science researchers, and 1nst1tutlonal researchers), the
standard errors are approxlmate estimates for establishing confldence reglons

around point estimates.* However, the computation of appropriate estimates for~
ot

- e

;wn‘
federal legislative aides, the finite population correction is non—tr1v1a . .

: %:_

I
) s,
Statlstlcal tests reported (unless otherwise. specifically stated to the contrary) K

the cluster and stratified samples are more‘complicated, and in the case of

~assume that all audiences were simple random samples from relatlvely large popula—

L C R

tions. Because the cluster sampling method used for many of the subaudlences tends

to produce a larger estimate of sampllng errors than would be: calculated with the v
same size 91mple random sample, virtually all the statistical. tests are llberafm

However, the majority of statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant dlfferences that are reported

are in fact found to be significant far beyond the OOl level and wou prove t
be significant, perhaps at somewhat lower levels, if the more. complex co%pu tlons‘
requlred to compute approprlate tests (adjustlng standard errors for Qluster or &

R iy
stratified sampllng) were made *x . ’ ™

* 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 (1L-f/2); e.g., for institutional 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).

** Tn the tables that follow, ‘significance levels are symbolized as follows:
*significant at the .05 level, **significant at the .0l level, ***gignificant
at the .00l level. -
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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//;-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//n-k-1) may be a poor estimate.*.

To summarize, means, percentages, coefficients of correlation, and similar
vstimates of central tendency or association are quite trustworthy (cxcept for
the non-response bias problem), but SRS formula estimates of standard errors, and
statistical inferences based on these SRS estimates are not strictly valid

except for the SRS subaudiences. In generél, one should go beyond the statement
of statistical significance, inspect the mégniﬁudé of the differences or asso-
ciation, and ask whether the difference or association. appears to be of practical

and meaningful magaitude.

* sSince many of the response alternatives in the questionnaire are three (e.qg.,
(High;-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, the values are approximately .42 and .57.
Unless otherwise noted, the correlations reported will be uncorroected values. ‘
Please note that the majority of these correlations are substantially rostricted
and are underestimates of a population correlation not based on coarse grouping.
Because multivariate tests of significance take into account the covariance
(correlation) among variables, gencralizations based on multivariate tests may

- also be influenced by coarse-grouping of variables.
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_ CHAPTER III
QUESTION I. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

A. OVERVIEW

This chapter reports the analysis of quantitutive —westions (# 3, 4, 5) contained

in the first section of the questicnnaire.

I. ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

1. Name
2. Title
3. Forms B, E, H, L: need for information in broad subject areas
¢ Yorms A and P: opinion on amount and quality of available
information

- 4. Degree of importance of work activities in educatlon (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. VQuestion I.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 questipn dealt with the individual's needs for information in
broad subject areas, with the content specifically“eailored to the general needs
of each audience. The response percentages (great, moderate, or little need) are
reported for each subaudience paif, toge%her with significancs tests of item re-
sponse differences between the two subaudiences. These content. information needs
data may not be of great intrinsic inter&st to most readers, but they deserve

at least 5rief 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)
whY.
have been repeatedly surveyed regardlng content needs, a brlefer "warm-up"

eRIC T e 198

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




E

Q

III-2

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 qnalitx‘of available information. The vast majority rated bnth

amount and quality either somewhat adequate or very adequate.

Important Work Activities. A separately tailored list of work activities was pre-

sented 1n question # 4 on egch 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 differenées 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 patterné
of work activity, which shouild be considered in analyzing the information needs
of eachlsubaudiénce. 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 £ind
that they may have gained a sharper and sur::: zsense of what kinds of work 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_sa 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 :f 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

8@
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’

many a special effort is quite large. 1In 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 imporﬁance 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 obwvious, it is cf 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
60, percent of the covariation found within the setwof 12 to 20 activity items
appearing ééa;;ch form, providing some evidence for at least moderate clustering
of some items. In the case of the practitioner, the elementary and secohdary
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," "performahbe

of research and evaluation," "teaching,” and "practice improvement."
g p mp

Examination of the tables of correlations may be of interest to a few readers
who may be interested in the degree of assoriiation of specific activities.
These survey results may constitute the most comprehensive, reliable, and

up-to-date picture of'the work of persons in the fiéld of education.
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Note, the data and discussion results are crganized by audience, first with a
section dealing with activity importance and effort to find information, followed

by a comparison section discussing correlation and factor analysis results.

A final comment. The information presented in the follgping sections of this

chapter may require more attention th%h-éhe casual reader cares to give. For
casual ieadgrs, a brief inspection of the six tables reporting‘percéntages of
responses for the questions on importance of work activities and effort té find
information may be worth brief examination. Much of the text in these sections
and all of the sectioné 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 malling 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
~svides sufficient. description to help the reader to make sense out of the mass
of numerical information contained in each table.* We believe that careful reading
of the following sections is of considerable importance for those who may have
spec’.fic concerns with the design or improvement of information services or
products tarveted to user audiences or foi those who are concerned with other

1.eeds of theyr . educational audiences.

* More technical items, usually regarding sampling or statistical detaii:z, are
treated in footnotes that may be ignored by most reader:.
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B. . NFi:. .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

Wanger (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 informq;ion 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 anc éduca—
tional legislation. The nzeds of these twn 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., characterjistics, assignments, salary, work loads).

If we take an unweighted average* over the two gfoups, the content needs would bes

)

arranged in this order: (1) staff, (2) academic programs, (3) finance, (4) students,

* Treating the two groups as if their sample sizes were equal.
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TABLE III.l . QUESTION I.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 Chi

TRATIVE OFFICERS RESEARCHERS
N > 68 N2 55 Squarﬂ ;
. MOD- MOD- p-
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM GREAT |ERATE LITTLE|GREAT |[ERATE LI'I‘TLEFLevel
Content Areas % % % % ‘ "% %

Academic Programs (e.g., curriculum,

programs of study, instruction methods. .} 82.6 17.4 0.9 41.8] 34.5f 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., charactuvisticr. ussign-
ments, salary, work leadsj. . « . « - . o 73.9] 21.7 4.3] 83.6] 10.9 5.5 NS

Finance (e.g., inc.uz. s wi-shditures,
kidgets). . . . . . . S IR 65.2| 31.9] 2.9] 61.8] 32.7 5.5 NS

T.o.iities and Equipment (e.g., sites,
buL i, u=-ilization of space) . . . . 32.4] 50.0| 17.6] 29.1| 45.5{ 25.5 NS

Charactexristics of other Institutions
(e.9., programs, staff, finances). . . . 34.8] 50.7f 14.5} 47.3| 45.5{ 7.3] Ns

Government Programs and Educa: ional '
Legislation . . . . . . . . . . <« . . . ] 49.3}] 47.8 2.9} 21.8] 50.9] 27.3] ***
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(5) characteristics of other institutions, (6) government programs and educational

legislation, (7) facilities and equipment, and (8) other institutional programs.

Educational Faculty and Sovial 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 s:.cial 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 averace 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

facilities and operations, and (10) administrative agencies.

Schoeol 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 reraritably greater need than local board members for information on student
data; they ¢ iso report greater need for information on special programs, and on
community/pr:*lic 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) legisiation, (3) community/public interaction and afféirs, (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) educction facilities ana operations.

ERIC . |
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TABLE IIXI.2 QUESTION I.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 2 63 N 2 66 Square
- MOD- MOD- | P-.
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM GREAT |[ERATE LITTLEJGREAT |[ERATE LITTLE[Level
Content Areas % % % L % %
Administrative Agencies (e.g., school
boards, districts) . « ¢ ¢ ¢ v o o o . . 15.6] 32.8 51.§ 8.8/ 20.6 70.6] Ns
Educational Finance (e.g., fiscal
policies, salaries). « . « « &« ¢ o o « & 22.2 23.8] 54.0 4.4 38.20 57.4] *x*
Classroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks,
curriculum). « + « o o o o o o o o o o o 53.1 32.8 14.1% 40.3 35.% 23.9% NS
Instructional Methods (e.g., open
' education, individualized instruction) . 68.8 17.21 14.1] 63.6] 22.7 13.6f NS
Government Programs and Education
Legislation . .« « &« ¢ ¢ o o o & o o o o 40.4 37.5| 21.94 39.7] 47.1] 13.2] NS
Management and Administration (e.g.,
policies, practices) . « « « ¢ &+ o o . o 23.4 29.7] 46.9 23.5] 36.8 3S.7 NS
Personnel Policies and Operations (e.qg.,
certification, tenure) . . « « . ¢ .+ o . 34.4 31.3 34.4 14.7] 41.2 44.13} *
Educational Facilities and Operations
(e.g., attendance, equipment, use) . . . 18.84 37.5 43.9 5.90 30.9 63.2] *
Student Data (e.g., characteristics,
achievement) . « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o+ 39.71 38.1 22.3 52.9 33.8 13.2F1 NS
Educational Research, Development and
Evaluation o o o o o o o o o o o o o o @ 60.3 31.7 7.9 89.7 8.8 1.5 ***
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TABLE III.3 QUESTION I.3: ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK
(Schoul Boards)

Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for

educational information in each area.

LOCAL BOARD STATE BOARD Chi
N2 88 N2 15 Square
MOD- MOD- pP-
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM GREAT |ERATE |LITTLEJGREAT |[ERATE [LITTLE{Level
Content Areas % % % % % %
Budget and Finance (e.g., fiscal
policies, salaries) . . . . . « . . . . 52.6} 37.1) 1C¢.,; 41.21 41.2}) 17.6 NS
Classroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks,
curriculum) . .« ¢« « + ¢ ¢ o o 0 o o o . 19.6} 59.8| 20.6§ 16.1{ 61.3] 22.6 NS
Instructional Methods (e.g., open class- ‘ U ERETE B
rooms, peer tutoring) . . . . . . . o, 20.8] 45.0| 30.2f 26.3} 36.8| 36.8 NS
Commur.ity/Public Interaction (e.g., com-
munity programs, parent support or re-
Sistance) . ¢ ¢« « ¢ - e 4 e s . e o e 31.6| 50.5} 17.9} 57.9) 21.1| 21.1 *
Governmental Programs and Education A
Legislation (e.g., Head Start, state aid)] 35.4| 49.0| 15.6} 47.4| 31l.6| 21.1 NS
Management (e.g., policies, practices) 36.8] 43.2} 20.0f] 52.6]| 42.1 5.3 NS
Personnel Policies and Operations (e.qg.,
certification, tenure, contracts) . . . 28.1| 46.9] 25.0] 47.4| 42.1} 10.5 NS
Educational Facilities and Operations e
(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 ok k
Special Programs (e.g., compensatory 4
education, vocational educatiop). - e . 22.7| 62.5| 14.8] 46.7} 33.3| 20.0 Xk
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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, (B) personnel policies and operations, (9) educational facilities and

operations, and (10) classroom subjects.
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TABLE III.4 QUESTION I,3: ABOUT iQURSELF AND YOUR WORK
(Legislators and Aides)

Please rate the following broad subject areas in terms of your need for
educational information in each area.

P

FED. LEGIS. AIDES} STATE LEGISLATORS chi

N29 N > 26 quare

MOD- MOD- uzl P- L

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM GREAT [ERATE |LITTLHGREAT |[ERATE (LITT 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). « « ¢ ¢ 4 v 4 e vt 4 e e 4 . 30.0} 60.0| 10.0| 67.9 ] 28.6{ 3.6 NS

LClassroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks, S
curriculum). . . . . . ¢ . . e e e 4 . 10.0} 40.0 ) 50.0] 7.1 42.9] 50.0 NS

jcbmmunity Reactions (e.g., support, -
resistance). . . . ¢ . . 4 i 4 4 4 e . . 40.0| 50.01} 10.0}] 35.7 ] 57.1 7.1 NS

LGovernment Programs and Education Legis-
lation . ¢« . ¢ ¢ o v i e e e e e e e e . 80.0| 10.0| 10.0] 64.3 ] 28.6 7.1 NS

[Manageunent (e.g., policies, practices) . 22.2 ) 55.6|22.2135.7|53.6}10.7 NS

Personnel Palicies and Operations (e.g,
certification, tenure) . . . . . . . . . 0.0 50.0( 50.0] 32.1 | 46.4| 21.4 NS

Educational Facilitie: -d " erations : ‘
(e.g., attendance, equi, s use) . . . 30.0] 40.0) 30.0 7.1]160.7|:32.1 NS

Student Data (e.g., charactefiétics,
achievement) . . ... . . . . . .. ... 30.0) 60.0 | 10.0] 25.0 |42 9 32.1 NS

Special Programs (e.g., compensatory
education) . . . . . . ¢ . . . e 4 - . . 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 regar@ing need for subject content informat;on,’pracuftioner
and administrator audiences were asked two general quéstions about the adequacy of
the information available to them about educatirnal issues, problems, and practices.
Table III.5 presents the results. Given the relatively large samples involved, it is
perhavs surprising that chi éqnare tests indicate that there is no difference among

these six. subaudiences in their ratings of the amount of information available or
’“££; 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 quality somewhat or very inadecnate.

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 issues, 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.

5
.
-
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TABLE III.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
. Chi :
PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATURS ‘ L
. Squarq :
. P_. L
Nr. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM mcu} PRIN.|OTHER| LEA | Isa | SEA |TOTAL|Lavell.
006: Amount of Information Available 1 N.s.|
(1) | Very adequate ' 25.. 30.9] 22.8] 29.5 20.3] 26.5] 26.2
: ) ‘ o W ’
(2) | Somewhat adequate . : 57.5] 52.7] 57.9] 51.8| 60.9|-"58.4] 56.3
(3) | Somewhat inadequate 11.9 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 = 193 165 1971 112 64 11
007: Quality of Information ‘ N . SR |
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 s9.6] 60.2| 61.3] 49.1] s6.6
(3) | Somewhat inadequate . 24.6] 20.1} 18.6} 16.7 21.0f 31.3] 21.9
(4) | Very inadequate 4.6f 5.5 4.31 5.6/ 8.1 4.5 5.1
N = 175 le4 1881 108 62 112
NOTE: This question: appeared only
on Practitioner and Administrator
forms. Other audiences were asked
about their need for information in
a ' number of broad subject areas.

191




ITI-14

D. WORK ACTIVITIES IN EDUCATION

1. INTRODUCT ION

:The Educatlon Informatlon Use Model (Figure 1 in Volume I, page I-2) suggests

i that 2951t10n is a major predictor of pur pgses for seeking lnformatlon and of
sources used or preferred. The field interview data confirmed that type of
jposition 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) 'variables. Given the SLgnlflcant field 1nterv1ew results for type of.posi=. .. ...

‘tion, the mail survey questionnaire was redesigned to lnclude a work activity
profile, i.e., a llst of work activities whirh 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 assumptlon was that thexuork profile would provide more effective
'prediction of purposes, sources used, preferred products and,serv1ces, etc. than
position types alone. We also suspected that typing persons by work activity .
-profiles (rather than subaudiences) would lead to a substantially richer under-

.standing of how type of work.is related to information needs.

‘fThe attempt to generate a reasonably 1nc1u51ve list of work activities proved

to be a dlfflCult task, chiefly because lnformatlon (e.g., job or task analyses)
‘:regardlng the work activities of most subaudlences was not found or proved to

fbe lnadequate.' The field interview data provided a 51gn1f1cant ‘supplement, which'
~was especially useful in describing governance audience work. It soon became
apparent thaz %l total list was unreasonably long and that it would contain too

‘ many lrrelevant items for any one subaudlence. After several trial partitions,

six sets of work. activities were selected, one each for: (1).school practitioners,
(2) elementaryvand secondary administrators, (3) hlgher education chiefs and -

institutional researchers, (4) education faculty and social scientists, (5) school

3
H
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boards, and (6) legislators and aides.*( After this partition had been selected,

- the items on the six lists were refined Dy 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.**

Y
The results discussed below are arranged by the six forms (audiences) Each
section presents tabular information on the follow1ng aspects of work actiVities.
First, the degree of importance ratinqs (High, Moderate, LOW)‘lS 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 .0l level, *** significant at .00l level.) Third, the percentage of
each subaudience who indicated that they made a special effort dufing 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 mace
a special effort are reported.***, These correletions 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.

k& Since we anticipated performing multi-variate analyses examining work
activity and other data variables across the entire sample, this examina-
tion was concerned 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
educational ‘legislation) 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).

*kk* Thege 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-
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
mid-points of intervals).
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effort to find information. Since these zorrelations are seriously restricted,
they substantially underestimate the relationship; however, their relative
valnes are inforrative, 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 acti@ities 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

Tarle III.6 displays the responses for the practitioner audience. The chi square
tests of differences in the respcns.—ﬁggt 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 .00l level of significance.**

1 ' -T

* The intercorrelations and the factor analyses reported in these tables are-
“uncdorrected for coarse grouping. Since all variables are three category index
values, the correctionm 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 poSSible effect
of correlation between subaudiences (due to samnling from thé same school
district) is also ignored. Generally, the effuct 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.

o ' ‘ A
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TABLE 111.6 QUESTION I.  ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK  (PRACTITIONERS)

4. Needs for information are affectod by the nature of the work one doos, o help us identify the general naturg 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) consider its importance, frequency of occutrence, or any other factor which you think ls relevant, - ‘

5, Please circle the c@pital latter (A, B, C, etc.) appearing immediately before the activity if you made any kind of gpacial effort
during the past year to tind information relating to that activity, If you did not have to make a special effort to find informa-

tion, leave the letter unmarked. ‘
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE o meumm chi [Corr
‘ ‘ Squard Effort to Find - Bquare ImpoxJ
TEACHERS | OTHER STAF PRINCIPALS : ‘Information dur-
N 2200 SN 2200 N 218 P~ | ing past year = [P~ | V8.
‘ ‘ ‘ vel vel b tort
Nr. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM High| Mod. | Low High| Mod. | Low High| Mod. ( Low EACH, OTHER | BRIN, [
NN IR N RN N AN :

Work Activity in Education

(A) | Teaching or counseling students . . . . . 0.1 6.4 c.d 7.7 16.0 6.8( 46.4 4.3 9.3 +e+[ 2.4 33,8 9.1 | 20

1(8) |Handling disciplinary or other student 3 ‘ ‘
problems . . . . . Ce o |5 g ] g 2 ng 69 g s 2.0 16,2 u.6f* | .3

Ll - -

(C) | Sponsoring or supervising extracurricular : ‘ 1
activities, . . . .. e e | 138 .0 52.q 8.0 23.5 68.§ 30.4 2.4 33,2 | 11y 3.8 4.3+ [0

2.9 28.0 20,5 51.§ 8.4 12.4 9. | 327 95| dl | A

(D) | Preparing lessons .o« v v v v e v e 85.9 1.8
29.% 62,60 20,9 7.5 w4 | 24.3) 21.9] 26.2| N5 [ .35

(€) | curriculun planning . « + v v o | 49405 14.4 366 4.1

(F) Select‘inq {nstructional materials . . . . | €0.3 3.4 8.3 45,0 25.2 29.3 411 44.3) 14.6] * | 40.0[ 31,0] 17.6] *+* | .28

(6) | Looking for new methods . . . ..o | 613 203 34 53.2 3.0 9.8 551} 4Ll 3.8 ) 502 1.6 25.1) | .2

a2l 2.2+ | 20,00 22,90 2.0} N5 | .17

(1) |Establishing educational objectives . . . | 55.4) 31.7) 6.9 47.1 35.3] 17.6] 65.9 30.8 .3.3 oo | 18,0 18,6) 26,2 Ns | .2
() | Evaluating program catcomes . . .+« . 48.5 36.3 15.2 42.4] 38.5) 19.0] 71.7| 25.00 3.3] # | l6.1f 16.7) 22.5| NS 28

K0 | Aequiring new knowledge or skills . . . . [ 69.3) 27.6] 2.9 645 33| .9 45.0] 5LE| 33| M| .5) 367 166 MY 2
el 2.3 7| e | 7.3 1ofansf e |

2.1 33.7) 3.2 ] 3.4 5.0[ 0.2 ¢ R

(H) Detem‘iraing oducational needs . . . . .. | 65.4| 2.8 6.8 61,6/ 26.1| 10,3 76.

1) | scheduling (space, students, staff) . . . | 0.1 33.8 47.1 3.9 26.1] 3.9
.kM) |Preparing school budgets or financial plans] 6.4 9.4 ‘84.2  12,3 16.1] 69.6
‘mnmmwmﬂMMWmemM.45u5wmméus&7n7m1zzm Lo 3.8 6.4 # | .2

mmmMmMmmMmmm%-n 3HWM1M4M®M1MMM2M:M*"‘M1H2M".H
) |Working with school boards. . .+« + .« . fr. 7.8 27.8) 64,4 8.3 24.8] €7.00 23.7 419} 3.4 *H M'n 2.7 85 | .16
Q) | Conducting studies of investigations . . v 366 59,8 109 38.3] 49.8] 163 a0.5) 3.2 w0 | as) 8l mf s | .18

{R) | Providing pre- or inservice teacher

(5) |peveloping educational naterials . . . . . | 30,9 37.3| 31.9{ 19.3] 34.2{ 46.5] .6.7| 40.4!50.8] *** } 17.6 12.41 4.8/ %+ |. 34

(T\ |Consulting or advising others on educa-

LT—ITITX

training oo e 8.9 12.2| 8.9 15.9] 38.8| 45,3 29.3| 55.4|'15.2) *** [ 6.8 13.8] 19.8] *** | .32 |

tional matters . . . . . . e 15.9] 43.8] 40.3] 46.3] 36.0[ 17,7 39.3] 48.1 [ 22.6] #** | 5.9/ 114} 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 -(91%), preparing lessons (86%), acquiring new knowledge or gkills (69%),
‘1ooking for new methods {67%), determining educational needs (65%), selecting

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. lee teachers, the substantial majority of "other" staff (heads

of departments, subject matter specialists, curriculum and instructional staff,
librarians, counselors, social workers, v1s1t1ng 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 looklng for new methods {53%); however, lesson preparatlon is not frequently
rated of high importance (28% versus 86% for teachers), nor is selecting instruc-
tional materlals (45% versus 60% for teachers). Compared to teachers, "other"
staff are more heavily engaged in consulting or. advising others on: educatlonal

dmatters (46% versus 16% rating "high") and in schedullng (37% versus 19%).

B Principals. The work activities of school pPrincipals 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 twc work activities are rated of low importance

'by‘the majority of principals: preparing lessons (79%) and developing educa-
“ tionai materials (51%) There are five work activities rated of low importance

: AR\f: the majorlty of "other" staff preparing school budgets or flnanc1al plans
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(70%) , sponsoring or supervising extracurricular activities (68.5%), working
with school boards (67%), performing cther administrative functions (54%), and
preparing lessons (52%). There are 3ix items rated of low importance by the
majority of teachers: preparing sc¢hool 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 extracurricular activities (59%). i

.

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 reiating 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 actxvxtxes listed. In only one instance did a major-
ity of any practitioner subaudlence make special effort: just over half (50. 2%)‘
of the teachers indicated that they Pad made a special effort to obtain infor-'
mation in looking for new methods. Focusxng only on those work activities o
where the significance level excceds .00l, we find the following differences:
teachxng or counseling students (42% teachers, 34% "other" staff, 9% principals),
preparing lessons (33% teachers, 9.5% "other" staff, 4% principals), selecting
instructional materials (4l% 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, 1l7% principals),
providing pre- or inservice teacher training (7% teachers, 14% "other" staff,

20% prihcipals), 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. ThHese 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 to 26%),
determining education needs (21% to- 24%), estaJ1Lsh1ng 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 duringm past year to find information in fhese areas. There

is a final group of work activities where thers 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-.
tioners who sought information concerning them. 'Theyqinclude: working with.gchool
boards (appioximately 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 1l%).

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 fével of -
information-seeking effort (scaled 0, 1). Because of the restriétioﬁ due to |
coarse grouping, the correlations are all of modeét size (.16 to .4l), but gener- . .
ally -indicate that there is some/, bgt 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 com-

pute correlations across the ;ghyork activities (% marking "high imﬁortance" \‘
with % marking "made special ef%brt“), we find markedly higher corrglations (.88

for teachers, .84 for "other" staff, and .76 for principals), indicating that-

there is a strong relation between the general level of importance of work activ- j

ity for a subaudience and the amount of information-seeking effort that subau-

dience makes to find information about different work activities.

- e

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-
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find information, and finally on the relation between importance of the work
activity and effort to find informdtion concerning it. Hhese 20 work activxtiea
are not unrelated to each other. In fact, there is good reason to susgect that

- the majority would fall into only a few major clusters .or types o€ vlar }:tlv-
ey

ities. Using the degree of importance measures (scaled ngh l ate = 2 i ke
C RS
Low = 3), the 20 work activities were intercorxelat:i/,’d en factor-analyzeg% QE?F
/4-\_ S .
(principal axis solution and varimax rotation of ™ ﬁﬁctors wlth EigenValﬁe S

greater than th) ' Table -III. 7 presents the resu £} [?hf

wm"

in‘¥h1Srtable reports. the item mean$ (averages)‘which faﬁge fromvl 33 for teaching
or counseling students (high average 1mportance) to 2. 43tfor workrng with school
boards (low average importance). The next two columns report the standard dEVLa-
tions and the Ns on which the means and standard dev1ations are based, The next .
column presents the variable number (18 through 37) The next 20 columns display
the table of- 1ntercorrelazlons (deczmals omltted) For: example, teachlngwor :
counsellqg .Students islcorrelated 14 with variable # lg (handlinqbglscipligary v

s

problems), -.03 w1th variable # 20 (sponsoring or super&islng extrﬁcurriculaﬁ

ol

act1v1t1es), and .41 Wlth variable # 21 (preparing 1essons) - As we scan‘across

the entire row of correlations for this work authlty, we see that teachiﬁg‘or

counseling students is correlated most positively with variable # 21 (Preparing
R 1

lessons) and most negatively (- 34) with yariable # 31 (performlng other admin-

isfrative functions) Because there :are so many correlations in* the*table, it:

is a dlfflcult task to see patterns. ,
IS - - .
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table for* some help here. Factors I through V. representxflbe independent ”dimen-
sions"of work * Factor I displays the largest 1oad1ngs.on variable # 267,

esthblishing‘educational objectives ‘(.79); # 25, determinlng educatlonal needs
. W

oy
o e

(.73); #.27, evalﬁatlng program outcomes . 66), # 22, curriculumkplannlng ( 58).

# 24, looking for new' methods (. 40), and # 23,. selecting instructlonal mateq}“ls..ﬂ

qhis set of variables (# 22 through # 27) seenl o focus on'lnstructional program
4 y . R . - )

R @

ST - . B

and factor loadings by approximately 1.36. Variables are’ ordered in the samﬂ'
sequence in thlS table as ir. the prevzous table, but they are numbered 18 vh
.. through 37. ) o " , ‘ PRENE

\
**These five factors’ fextracted 60. 3% of the tota. covarlance among o
of ratings of importance of work act1v1t1es. (Eleven factorSAextracted 81%<)”'ﬁ$u

0.
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Maans, Standard Daviations, Correlations, and Rotated Pactor loadings for Inpattance Ratingu of 20 Prnctltioncr Work Actlvities,
(Deoimals Omitted for Correlations and Pactor Loadings,)
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planning and improvemont. We note from the means that all those work activities

are rated as moderately high in importance (1.47 to 1.70). Factor I is thus woli

idontified as an inctructional planning work dimension. The correlations amnng
»the importance ratings in this group of work activities range from .30 to‘.64
(and thoy would be somewhat larger if not restricted by the coarse grouping of

the three-point work importance scale).

Factor II is identified by several moderately high positive loadings including
variables # 60, consulting or advising others (.60); # 34, CQnductihg studies”
or investigations (.59); # 35, providing pre~ or inservice teacher education
(.54) ;' # 32, working with parents or community (.52); and by one major negative
loading, # 21, preparing lessons (-.41). We .note that there are several other
modest positiQe loadings on Factor II including variables # 27, vvaluating pro-

gram outcomes (.24); # 28, acquiring new knowledge or skiils (.28): # 29,

scheduling (.2¢); # 31, performing administrative functions (.26); # 33, working
with school boards (.36)} and # 36, developing educational materials (.33). This

suggests that Factor II repreéents a complex of “"staff"-type activities which
are especially associated with consulting, conducting studies, providing teacher
training, and working with parents or community, but thch are not associated |
with teaching, and Hegatively‘associated Qith lesson preparation. In general,
principals and "other" staff will tend to be associated with the positive sidei

" of Factor li, and teachers with the negative side of this "staff qork" factor.

Factor III is well defined by pairs of positive and negative loadings. .On the
positive side arc variables # 30, preparing school budgéts or financial plans
(.62) and # 31, performing other administrative functions (.67). On the nega- -

tive side are variables # 18, teaching or counseling students (-.55) and # 21,

preparing lessons (-.54). This is a bipolar dimension that most starkly scpardtes

the work of the administrator from the wcrk of the teacher.*

* Note that variables # 18 (teaching) and. # 21 (lesson preparation) display a
parallel pattern of negative corrclations with variables # 29 through # 35 and

# 37. In general, if practitioners indicate that teaching and lesson prepara- . . .-

tion are important, then they tend to rate the other “administrative" actintles;[ il

© as less important. L.
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iFactor Iv 1s 1dent1f1ed prlmarlly w1tb just three work»act1v1t1es.'Varlable # 21,

‘preparlng leSSons (. 56), # 23, selectlng lnstructlonal materlals (.63); and #. 36,,

»-developlng educatlonal materials - (. 59) Tbere ‘are also more modest loadlngs on
Varlables # 22, currlculum plannlng (. 36) and ¥ 24, looklng for. new methods (. 34).
‘Factor IV is thus concerned with lnstructlonal ‘lessons and materlals preparatlon.
_(Contrast‘wlth Factor I which is concerned with the more general activities of -

“

instructional program planning. )

Factor V is 1dent1f1ed by two major loadings on Variables.# 19; handling disci-
'plinary problems (. §3) and # 20, sponsoring or superv1sory‘extracurricular activ-

1t1es (.45), and also by lesser loadlngs on three other variables: # 31, performlng
» other admlnlstratlve functlons (. 30), # 32, working with parents or community

(.30); and # 33, working with school boards (.38). All of these. act1v1t1es seem

to be3especially,associated with the principal's role.

Tb‘summarize}ifactor 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 fofLEVen 60% of the covariation among these 20 work‘activities;* The

five dimensions may be labelled:

Factor I Instructional Program P.anning
Factor II "Staff“ Activities

Factor III Administration versus Teaching
Factor lV , Instructional Pevelopment

Factor v Dealing With‘students (Disciplinary
: and Extracurricular), Parents, and

School Boards.

* If the squared loadings are summed across the five factors, we obtaln the com-
munallty estimates for the factor solution. For instance, ‘the communallty 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, extracurrlcular activities (.22); # 24, looklng
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 communalities, many of these added factors would

___l_haye“hlgh“loadlngs on only one or two items. -Stated simply, each of 'these low

" 'communality items is relatively lndependent ‘of all other items. Hence, the
"work activity of school practitioners is a faLrly complex domain of many
separate dimensions. T~ ‘




" as 111ustrated in Figure III.l. This partlcular pair of factors seems especaal—
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Plot'of'Factors I and III. Pairs of factors may be plotted two—dimensionally

1Y lmportant to.examine. since .this palr of dimensions depicts- the»relatlon ‘between -

f,admlnlstratlon and teachirg (Factor . III the vert1ca1 dlmenslon) and 1nstructlona1

program plannlng (Factor I, the horlzontal dlmen51on) Here we see that admin-
istrative functions (14) and school budgeting (13) define the high end of
Factor III, and teaching/counseling (1) and preparlng lessons (4) deflne the
low end. * Factor I is defined by four act1v1t1es. establlshlng objectlves (9),
determining needs (8), evaluating outcomes (10), and currlculum Pplanning (5).

Of these four, only curriculum planning dlsplays even a modest (pOSlthE) 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- -

tiohal.materials (19). Three activities display modest loadings on both dimen-

sions: scheduling (12) and teacher preparatlon (18) are on the admlnlstratlve

" side of Factor -III, while acquiring new Knowledge or SklllS (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), selectlng 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 hlghly

“'opposed,** the importance of either of these two types of work tells us very

1itt1e 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 willlbe considered important by those who are concerned with both

administrative functions and program planning.

* please note that the numbering employed in the figure does not correspond to
the variable numbers employed in Table III.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 III.l

o PLOT OF FACTORS I AND III .
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4. ADMINISTRATORS

Elementary and secondary education adnunlstrators (LEA, ISA, SEA staff) were
presented with the list of 17 work activities dlsplayed 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‘resﬁlts
for school admlnlstrators are remarkable in the fact ‘that there are so ‘many

work actlvitles where there are no sxgnlflcant dlfferences among LEA, ISA, and

SEA administrators. The first five act1v1t1es‘(A—E, “1nstructlona1.program
planningﬁ'activities) are rated about the same by aliathree sqbaudiences. There
are also no differences for items (), dealing with educational problems or edu-
..cational legisiation, M), planning or maintaining support services; (N), per-
‘formlng admlnlstratlve liaison functions, (O), worklng w1th, 1nform1ng, securing
support of communlty leaders, legislators, others; and (Q), conductlng studles

and investigations.
The type of work activities‘where we do find differences among the three levels
(local intermedlate, state) are those primarily concerned with personnel, fiscal,

and facilities management. Each significant item is briefly discussed below.

‘(F) Appraiéing 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 Inserﬁice 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. o

(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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| mBLE urs thsnon 1. ABOUT YOURSELF AN YOUR HORK (Aummsmmns) , ‘
4. Pnds for 1ntomtion are affected by the rature of the work ong doés. To help us identify the general natare of your work, please

" consider each of the following types of activities. Decide How szqnifl.cant a part of your work it represents, In making this
decismn, consider its importance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor which you thmk is relevant ‘

5 Please circle the capital letter (A, B, C, etc.) appearing immediately before the activity J.f you made any kind of s pgcxal effort.
. during the past year to find infomation relatlng to that ac..wity. TE you de not have to make 8 special effort to find mforma-

tmn, leave the letter umoarked — —

DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE _ Chi |Made Special  |Chi |Corr.
LEASTAFP | SR ST |  SEA STAEF ref Effort"to"Find " rquare Tapor /
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paterials . . .. o0 ot e e 40.§ "3.8025.4 45.9737.9 17,1 30.4 33.3 3.0 N5 | 24.4 20.00 24.5 NS | . H
| (F) [Appraising teacher or administrator effec- ‘ ' I o
EIVEIIESS, v 4 o o o 0 0 s b b b e b0 e .| 39.9. 3.3 25.2 '36.9 6.9 16.9 23.9 28.4 470 * | 4.4 18.5 1LY * .32 8
i . ’ ' N , H .
(6) providing pre- ot inservice training. . . .| 3.0 3.9 20.9 617 2.7 6. 6.4 2.5 2.4 | 6.1 6.9 164 * | .2 fg
|{8) [providing pupil personnel services (records, :
quidance, counseling, etc.). . oo . v o] 20,3 w4 0.9 2.5 2.9 56.9 13.4 14.5 7.8 * [ 185 7.9 2.6 ke 1 4L

Developing or ‘iegotiating teacher or adnin-

istrator salaries, or other personnel ‘ :
MALLEIS . o v v v v v v i e e e 7.1 2.1 4.9 14 23.4 6.9 8.3 130 . 227 70 z.é whi | 55

(1

Financial plans, budgets, or other financial ‘ ‘
MALERIS o v v v v v e e s6.1 25.2 16.9 31.1 2.6 42.7 42.4 30.6 26,9 ** [ 2.6 7.7 1Ll w3

1w

Dealing with legal problens or educational

(K ‘ :
legislation . +» . + .+ . P T LN | 35.é 2.4 37.% 9.0 33.3 39.4 27.4 NS { 3.8 18,5 21.4 * ‘.33

—

planning acquisition or maintenance of

(L | o | |
Facilities and equipnent -+ o+ o« o] 4L0 L4 2.4 129 3.3 6. 2.4 5.7 5.4 | 0.0 10.8 6.0 | .8

Plamning or maintaining support services

al
(e.q., transportation, food, library) . . .y 31.4 25.6 42.7 18.4 25.0 56.3 20.2 23.9 56.0 NS | 16.8] 31| 4.3 M) L2

=

()| Perforning adninistrative liaison functions| 50.4 41.0 19 6.9 42.2‘12.51' .7 4.0 13.2 vs | 1.8 4.6 9.4 ms | .20

| o) Working with, informing, securing support - ‘ 1
of community leaders, legislators, others | 418 39.00 1%:%-33.8 4.15 24.4 9.3 3L3 29.§ NS ’16.8‘ 15.4] 12,00 N5 | .25

{P)] Consulting or advising other educdtors on ‘ : o ‘
| educational matters . . v i v v v 33,00 49.6) 17.4 64.6 26.6) 10.4 62.8 25.7 11.% *[ 10.9 23.1f 15.4 ¥ | .19

(0)| Conducting studies and investigations S| 20 4.8 2.0 ‘20.0‘55.4 24,6 32,10 43,9 19.64 NS |'15.1) 13.68) 12.0¢ NS | .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 leveis, 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.
Thesémbercentages 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. Theré 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‘educationalvneéds (68%) and (B), establishing educa-
tional goals and objectives (60%). Note that (C), evaluating prograﬁs, 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 pré;

viously noted that (G), providing pre- or inservice training (68%) was tied as

«
B

~—ﬂ——~~the~most-importantwactivitywfor—TSA"staff-and*that“TP)7~consultingfor’advisiﬁg“””
(65%) is also of substantial importance for the majority of_ISA staff: @ Note also
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thﬁt.there are four work activities rated as of "low importance" by the majority
" of ISA staff (H), prov1d1ng pup11 personnem serv1ces (57%), (I), developlng
)or negotlatlng salarles or other personnel matters (62%), (L), planning vaULSi;‘
" tion or maintenance of facilities and equlpment (56%), and (M), planning or
maintaining support services. (56%). Given this contrast in high and low impor-
tance of work activities, it is apparent fhét IsA functions are much more heavily
concerned with instructionai programs, consulting, and inservice fraining, and

much less with personnel, facilities, and support services.

SEA Staff. Like LEA and ISA staff, those in state agencies_piécé high importénce
on (A), determining needs (62%); (B), establishing educational goals and objec-
tives (55%); and (C), evaluating educational programs (54%). Thembniy other
activity rated high by the majority (63%) is (P), cunsulting 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 andi 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
teénd to mirror those found for differences in importance of work activity. Gen-
e?ally 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 sxgnlflcant difference. This includes (D‘;
curriculum plannlng and development; (F), appraising teacher or administrator
effectiveness; (H), pupil personnel services; (I), salaries and other personnel
matters; (J), financial plans, budgets, or other financial matters; (K), legal
problems and educational legislation; (L), facilities and equipment; and (M),
sﬁpport 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
_,substantial~yariety;of,personnel¢,fi§¢a1¢mlegalm;fagilitigsﬁ;andmsupportmser&ices_,_«m~mmm

management activities. Generally lafger percentages of ISA staff than SEA staff
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III-31

report making a special effort on thcse work activities where there are signif?

‘legal, where s‘rghtly hlgher percentages of SEA staff than ISA staff report

making any kind of special effort to find information. What these dlfferences
among the three levels mean is subizct to various interpretationsLv‘Generally,'
high information-seeking effort is related to high work importance. This is
clearly confirmed by the correlatlons (last column of the table) Whlch range
between .19 and .55 for the 17 work act1v1t1es, but average: .37.for the nine-
work activities where there are s1gn1f1cant differences among levels of staff
making a special effort to find information.* However, the correlation 1s far
from perfect. We need to perform an analysis of covar1ance, cnntrolllng for
rated lmportance of work activity, to see if the differences in reported -

information-seeking effort among the three groups would still be s19n1f1cant.**

There is one final observation or: the relation between importance of work activ-
ity“and effort to find informatior. If we correlate across the 17 work activities
the percentages rating the actiwity as being of high importance and the per— ‘
centages who report they made any kind of special effort to find 1nformatlon for-
each work act1v1ty, we obtain the following results: LEA, .43; ISA, .81l; 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 andlSEA 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 gronp

_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.

* Averace correlation based.on converting r to Z-transformations, finding
7-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.

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

**This analysis has not been performed. If it proves significant, one would
still be faced with the question of whether the difference is due to. differ-
ences among the three groups in their 1nformatlon—seek1ng motivation or in
the1r relatlve access to needed 1nformatlon sources.. . 2 i‘)
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5. ' THE PATTERN OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATOR WORK L Y

The ‘lmportance ratlngs ‘of the 17 work act1V1t1es rated by admlnlstrators were
1ntercorrelated and factor-anaryzed. ‘The results are reported in Table III. 9.'"‘” ’
The entries in this table are read in the same way as those for school practi-
tioners discussed earller. We see that the work lmportance rating means range

from 1.45 (high lmportance) for determlnlng educatlonal needs to 2.44 (low im-

portance) for developing or negotiating teacher or admlnlstrator salaries or
other personnel matters. The factor analysis ‘extracted three factors thh Elgen-

values above 1l.0.* ‘ : .

Factor I is highly similar to the first factor focnd in the school practitionerl
analysis, instructional. program planning. It includes work activities 18 through.
24: determlnlng educatlonal needs, establishing goals and obJectlves, evaluating
program outcomes, currlculum planning and development, developlng educational
materials, and (w;th lower loadings) appraising teacher or administrator effec-

tiveness, and providing pre- or inservice training.

Factor II is associated with four work activaties: # 29, planning acqﬁisition
or maintenance of fac111t1es (.71); # 30, plannlng or maintaining support
'serv1ces (. 66), # 27, flnanclal plans, budgets, or other fiscal matters (.59);
and # 26 developing or negotlatlng teacher or admlnlstrator salaries (. 54)
Factor Il thus identifies the business off1cer type of work, which is often

separated from instructional program concerns.

Factor III is identified by the following work act1v1t1es. # 32, worklng w1th
or informing or securing support of community leaders (.61); # 28, deallng

with legal problems or educational legislation (.57), # 31, performing other

* Three more factors were just below the 1.0 Elgenvalue cut-off. The first three

"~ ‘factors account for '51.9 percent of ‘the covariance, ~the "First six acesunt for T T
69 percent. (Nine factors are required to account for 81.7 percent.) Recall
rhat the school practltloner ‘analysis employed five factors to account for
60 percent of the covariance, while five factors account for 63 percent in

”"”‘the”adminlstrator*analys1s——*aence-the~work*comp1ex1ty~of—adm1n1strators-may-~*

be comparable to that of the school practltloners, despite the fact that fewer
factors are reportec. ‘ o

EC -5 ¥




‘ — — g ERS =
TABLE 119 QUESTIONH ABOUT YOURSELP AND youn HORK. (wmuxsmms) o ? . "‘lb ,
i o : i E . N nl"i
 Means, Standard Devntmns. 00rre1ations, and Rotated. Factor Loadings for Importance Ratings ‘of 17 Administrator Work"ng'_é}vzties
(Dec).ms Onitted for- CorrelatiOns and-Factor Imdmgs) 3\ ‘ S TR TORR - RN
. . ‘ Nl .R |
| PORY A Y0 v LI R A
o 3'3 A CORRELATIONS. wiul o
NHINE -* HHHE
| e HE RN . : M EIRTR
Work Activity in Bhication | £ 48] 2 |§ 18 (19|20 |21 |22 |23 |205{25 | 26 |27 |26 2930 |30 | 32|33 |34 | 8] § rﬁi
Deternining educational needs ~lnas] 68 295 | 18] 75 {56 48 |4 {23(28 |21 |03 |08 |03 102 FI0 |06 26 |29 [06.)18] 69 RRETLS |
Bstablishing educational qoals and objectives |1.52|.69 (294 ]19|75 | - |60 |54 [S1130 |36 [21 |04 |12 104704 109 093} 18 27:105°] 19] 78 b7 |h4
“ Co : \ ' , : B N R BT R 11 ”W W s P IURR) "
' ‘ ; . ! . R | iR g
| Evaluating educational prograns 1,66 | 77299 20| 56 |60 | - | 6L |44 |45 30716 |05 {07408 | 09 -07“04 % 214@‘110‘ 0| 72 k0] 13
Curriculun planaing and developrent 1,84 .84 | 205 (20} 48 |54 |61 |~ |66 |37 {45 |16 |11 P01 £OG (07 +04 £04 {11 |13 101 {2181 | 06 -13
Developing educ stional programs of saterials | 1,90 .80 [294 22| 42 |50 |44 66 | - 34 148 22|09 06 |06 |10 |08 |05 1219 |01 | 22| 72| 11 og
: , } . ]
. ‘ : ' S b H
 pppraising teacher or adninistrator effectiveness |2.03|.83120323(23 |36 45137 134 - |29 | 14 412411723 |03 2031 |11 (10 f23 46 (26[ 23] §
. e i . ) ~ w
; : ‘ : ol [ O I I I W
Providing pre- or inservice training 1,731.77 296 | 24| 28 |36 {30 |45 [48 |29 | - 1509 p00 [03 rOL FO1 {01 409 |23 [03]24]) 51 00 03
‘Providing pupil personnel services (records, ‘ i 1 NN I IS Y N B R ) ‘
quidance, counseling, etc.) 2,41 (.78 20325120 {21 [16°| 26 [22 |14 15| =15 1116104 |12 06 6 04 0{ 257 251213
Developing or negotiating teacher or adnunlstrator‘ ) ‘ ey Ol | o . "’5? ‘:.‘"Tf : R
salaries, or nther personnel matters 2.44|.77(291] 2603 {04 |05 |11 ]09 4L |09 15] - (45|34 |34 |34 ,‘20”“30 04 1126 (11 {54 28
Financial Plans, budgets, or other flnanf-'lal I /s
matters 1.81 | .83 (291 [27(08 |12 07101 106 {24 |00 [11]45| - 14742382837 P12 |18 |27 05[59( 38
Dealing with lege, problems or educational ‘ : Vb A
legislation |2,01{.811293]28] 0304 |08 L06 [06 {1703 .26 |34 |47{ '~ 120 |27 (23 |42 |14 [30]28}-02|31)57
‘Planning acquisition or maintenance of facilities | % EO I A 1o ) 4 1] 1
| and equlment v 2.14 | .83 | 283 | 2902|104 10907 11023 FOLA[ 04 [;34 42 20 | |59 |24 |12 117 105 |29 7' 71 (04
Planning or maintaining Support services (8.9 | IR I &2 R O P ‘ ‘
transportation, food, library) e ‘2.26 831290 30|10 F09 +07 +04-( 08103 RO1{™2./'34 | 38|27 |59 |-~ |18 |16 115 {10 {30]-06 | 66 09
| Performing administrative liaison functions 1.67|.671295| 31[06 {09 [04 F04 105 120 {01 0&120 282324 (18 (A~ 1392412431103 18148
| Working with, informing, securing Support of ‘ TRE T SRR EEE
| connunity leaders, legislators, others 1,851.78|205]| 32} 16 |18 |26 [ 1] 12~,31“ 09(16(30 {37/42] 121639 | ~|26 2132 19]19[6
Consulting or advising other educators on K . o ‘ o
| educational mattexs 1,62].71]283 33 7 L14 P75 [ 24 [ | 28 133] 27 1351 46
| “Conducting studies and investigations 194 |70 290 34 30105 | 10 2442128 | - [34].03]03] 45
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P nd

'¥:adm1nisf :tive liaison functions (. 48), ‘# 33, consulting or adv151ng other edu-
‘cators on educatlonal matters (.46); and # 34, conducting studles and 1nvest1ga— -
tions. These activities ars rot strongly intercorrelated, but tend to cluster'
together around professional staff concerns with securing support ‘and supportlng

- .others (communlty, legal, liaison, consulting or adv151ng, conducting studies).

Note that one activity, # 25, providing pupil personnel services, is not strongly

aesociated with any of these first three factors.¥*

To snmmarize, slightly over half of the total covariation among the 17 administra-
tor work activities were accounted for by three factors:
Factor 1 " Instructional Program Plannlng
Factor 11 Business Adm;nlstratlon
Factor III  Special Support Functions

o (Community outreach, legal, iiaison,

consulting, studies, and investigations).

6. . 'HIGHER 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 2 68 for chief administrative officers and N 2 55 for
- institutional researchers.f“However, unlike the prectitioner 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 surprlslng that chief administrators and institutional researchers,
although perhaps being concerned with the same range of activities related to

the management of higher education institutions, should report highly significant

[T

* Ttems with communalities below .4 include: # 23 (.33), # 24 (.27), # 25 (.0%9),
. # 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

of enrollment. Institutions were selected by PPS, using student enrollment as
a measure of size.
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MELE IILi,  JUESTION I.  ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK  (HIGHER EDUCATION ADHINISTRATION]

4.maswrmnhumnueﬂﬁambymemmmofmewmomdmm mhdpuinmﬁymeymmlmmmofw&wmmphue

consider wach of the following types of activities. Decide how significant a part of your work it represents, In making this
deciaton, consider its-importance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor which you think is relevant. .

) ippearing imediately before the activity if you made any kind of special effort
‘MMMMJWMMWMWMWMWMMMMM

5. Ple&se circle the capital letter (A, B, C, etc.
during tae past year to find information relating
tion, leave the letter unmarked.

g : ' Special
cHtEe ADHTY, OFF. st ReseaRcHERS| Chi [pepopy 1o [ CRE fCOCF
N268 N2 55 PRy Tnfor- [ fiapor
o | ‘ Pe |pation dure] P~ | V8.
Nr. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM High |Wod. |Low |High. Wod. [Low Level)ypo vear Level [Need
ork Activity in Bducation S R R E IR Vo 1

| |
) |stablishing institutional goals and objectives .« .+ v o+ | E12] 188 00 12,71 47.3 20.0] #+¥ | 31.9| 20.0f ns | 3L

| B) |Progran planning &nd‘development (academic,‘research, service). . | 78.3] 20.3| 1.4] 56.4| 27,31 16.4 | 42.0] 20,0 * | -3¢

¢) | Reviewing or evaluating programs . . v o v e ne e e e 86.8| 1.2 0.0] 45.5] 45,5 9.1] *** | 40.6 5,58 | 3

* ) [peveloping persbnai policies, negotiating salaries or other , o
1 [persomel matters . . o vv v v ans e e [ 603 .3 sl 73 2n.3] 65.5] e f 3] 109 ¢ [

E} beveloping budgets or financial plans .« v v v v e e e e §9.6( 27.5! - 2.9] 40.0] 32.7| 2.3 " 26.1| 20.0) N K]
21.5] 1.3] 30.1] 23.6| 23.6] 52.7| N5 | 15.9) 16.4| 88 A7

G) |Planning or'ﬁanaginq allocation and utilization of resources. . . 6.1 29.00 2.9 47.3] 38.2{ 14.5| ** | 33.3( 25.5| NS .36
20.3| 58.0) 2L.7] 16.4] 30.9] 52.7| *** 14.5] 12,788 | 29

fF) |securing and estabiishing sources of funding v v v v v v e e

! ) Planning or managing facilities and equipment . . « v v v 0 0 e

1) |Planning or managing support services (e.g., housing, transporta=. | | . S T U DR TR A A
tion, library), o v e e e v e | 15.9]40.6) 43.5) 9.1 16.4| 74.5] * | 7.2 L.B| NS

J) |peveloping and administering adnissions and studenﬁ personnel

|policies, including recruitment, testing, records, counseling, ; .
placenent, 6, v« b v v v e p e o | 15.9] 43.3] 34.8] 10,9 18.2) 70.8 s {116] 9.1 N5 | 34

istiCS»Dioi‘l--.l--DDI|D0-D-0-|0DI|- 331347.818-865-52306

1) |conducting studies or surveys of current status of institutional
: oy Ll ssa] 10, 63.6] 23.6] 12.7] 15.9] 1.3 ns | 16

v

X Making enrollnent projections, describing. student body character= ‘ ‘ { ‘
‘ ' 10.9] 4+ |'20,3( 36,4} NS A2

programs or activities, « v v
H) [Long-range institutional planning . « v+ . ey e 20.3) 2.9] 63.6] 29.1 7.3l s | 34.8[32.7]ns | -30
N) [Working vith, informing, securing support of institutional admin- ‘, ‘

istrators and Staff . o0l e e |07 203] 0,00 70.9) 23.6) 33 N8 6] 1as|ns | -1
0) {Working with, informing, securing support of alumni, community _ | j

leaders, legislators, OLhErS, « v o v v 'v v v o v v S0 6] s 3004 6.4 20.9) 52,7 NS | 7.2 91| | 39
o) |consulting or advising other educators on education matters . . . | 14.7) 69.1 16.2] 18.2) 3.4 .50 ns | 7.2 7.3[8s [ WD,
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: differences in their views of the importance of these acthltleS for their work.

Y

“;tWhat may be as informative is to note where there are no ditferences (see

'Table III. 10) (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-

:ktance 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: (K), making enrollmentvprojections, describing
student body characteristics and (L), conducting studies or surveys of current
status of‘institutional programs or activities. In Eoth 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, evaluatiné programs, personnel, budgets and financial plans,
allocation and’utiiization 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%); (R), estab-
1ishing institutional goals and objectives (81%); (B), program planning and

development (78%), (M), long-range institutional planning (77%), (N), working

with, informing, securind support of institutional administrators and staff

(71%); (E), developing budgets and financial plans (70%); (G), planning or

vmanaging 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

~on e e et — . —
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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 enroliment projections, describing student body characteristics

(66%); (L), conductlng 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 activitiee as low in meortance in

their work (I), support services (74%); (J), student personnel (71%); (D), staff
personnel matters (66%); (F), securing funding (53%); (H), planning and managing o
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
speciel 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 1lls). 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 ratlngs of meortance of the activities.

is most llkely, 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%); (M), long-range institutional planning

(35%); (G), allocation and utilization of resources (33%); (a), establishing
institutional goals and objectives (32%); and (E), eveloplng budgets and finan-
cial plans (26%). Top information effort percentages for 1nst1tutlona1 researchers
include these activities: (K), making enrollment projections, describing student
body.charaqteristics-(36%); (M) , long-range institntional planning (33%); (L), con-

ducting studies or surveys of current status. of institutional programs oOr
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activitiee (27%); (C), reviewing or‘FValuating programs (26%); (G), pianning 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 EDUCATIGI ADMINISTRATION WORK ACTIVITIES

Table III.1ll displays the intercorrelation 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 godls and objectives (.60);

# 19, program plannlng and development (.49); and # 20, reviewing or evaluating
programs (.66). Two other personnel-related items, # 21, developlng personnel
pelieies,bnegotiatlng salaries, or other personnel matters (.41l), 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

3

* 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 .0l level.

**This compares closely with five factors to extract 60 percent for school
practitioners and five factors to extract 63 percent for elementary ar.d
secondary education administrators. :
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and objectives, program pianning, and program evaluation pfbvide the common
v,fthréaduthrough the. three work activity Ffactor analyses (practitioners, elementary
‘and secondary education administrators, and higher education administrators), how-
ever the sampling focus on chief administraﬁors and their institutional planning
Bpec15118ts carrles Wlth it a shift"to an 1nst1tut10nal 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. WActivities with appre-
ciabie 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 or 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 promlnently assoc1ated with just one activity,
activities also show apprecxable loadings: # 32, working with, informing, securing
support of alumni, community leaders, legislators, others (. 51), and # 33, con-

sulting or advising other educators ( 44) .

Factor IV. This appears to be a staff coordination and planning factor. Activ-
ities with appreciable loagéﬁQEDinclude: # 31, working with, informing, securing
sﬁpport of ihstitutional 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); ahd # 30, long-range institﬁ-
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 intexcorrelations among the 16 activities rated for iﬁportance 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 flanning

Factor IV Staff Coordination and Planning ‘ -
; Factor V Institutional Research

(Projections, Surveys, Studies).

8. HIGHER EDUCATION FACULTY

Two subzudiences 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 popﬁlations for these two subaudiences since education faculty may be

AERA menbers significantly engaged in educational RDDSE,

* The communality for this item is .49. Items with communalities below .40 ih-
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 responses 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 III.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), conductlng evaluation studies (an
act1v1ty'of typically intermediate importance); (G), consulting, advising, or
providing technical assistance (also of moderate 1mportance); and (J), working

on academic committees, counsels, etc. (also - of moderate 1mportance 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 thaﬁ 28% of

soc1a1 scientists rate this activity low versus 11% of the educatlonal faculty),
(I), managing or administering academic programs (32% versus 9%!); and (L), working

with local ‘schools or communltles regarding educational problems (47% versus 25%).

By contrast, the social scientists rate the foliowing activities as being of
higher importance than do the educational faculty:‘(C), conducting research
studies (60% for social scientiets versus 22% for education faculty); (F), pre-
paring reports, articles, and speeches (50% versus 27%); (H), managing R&D pio—
grams or projects (25% versus 5%); and (K), proposals for funded projects (32%

versus 13%).

None ‘of these dlfferences are at all surprising; however, their magnltudes do
empha51ze that there are dec1dedly dlfferent, if overlapplng 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 educatianal 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%1rated_it "low?), and (K’, pxepafing pfopoealsv(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%),
‘f 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
isocial gcientists engaged in educational RDD&E. The vast majority appears to
ybe faculty members heavily, but not exclusively engaged in teaching, and not
‘i‘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 impoxtance 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 (F), 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
dispiay 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 informatlon include: preparing courses, lecture, etc.;
developing educational materlals, 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 “hese activities are of relatively low 1mportance for the majority

of these two subaudlences.

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

,finformation 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.
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9. PATTERNS OF WORK ACTIVITIES FOR EDUCATIONAL FACULTY AND
SOCIAL SCIENTISTS

Table III.13 displays the correlations and factor analysis loadings of the 12 work

activity ratings made by these two subaudiences. Four factors accounted for 64 per-f.fz

cent of the covariation.*

Factor I. Management of R&E. There are five activities with substantial‘loadinge

on this factor: # 25, managing R&D programs or projects (.74); # 28, preparing pro- .
posals for funded projects (.60); # 20, conducting research studies (.56l;‘# 23, o E
preparing articles, reports, and speeches (.55); and # 21, conducting evaluation | 7
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- 2
dominantly concerned with research and sometimes evaluation, but seldom with ‘
development; moreover, management of R&E is negatively assoc1ated with teaching

or counseling students (-.27) and with preparing courses, lectures, etc} (—;26).f*

‘Factor II. Teaching and Preparation.‘ This factor is clearly defined by the venv

‘high loadings on the first two activities: # l8, teaching or counseling students
(.88), and # 19, preparing courses, lectures, etc. (.83). Note also the very modestfb‘
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 othkur audiences..
Note, however, that only 12 activities are involved here as:compared to 20 for
practitioners, 17 for elementary and secondary education administrators, and l6
for higher education administrators.

** Inspection of the correlations indicates that management of R&D (# 25) is’ nega— o
tively correlated (-.3l) 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 heav11y
engaged in one activity may be engaged only modoratoly in the othor.

***Neither of these two activities is well defined in the tour-factor .ulutiuu, Lhotr
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 L
of 12 items could be reduced by possibly only 2 items: (combining # 18 and # 19; e

#25and#28). : DD
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Factor III. Practice Improvement. This factor .seems to be concerned with uni-

Vérsitvv"extension"'and practiqelimprovémént. Variable # 29, working with local
, Yy _ . . . . . g wl

schools‘éx communities regarding edﬁéational problems or projects,. displays the
highest loading (.77). This factor is also identified with # 22, developing

educational materials or programs (.50), and #'24, consulting,'édvising, or pro-

. viding.techniéal assistance (.49). Note that activity # 20,'c6nducting‘research

studies, has a modest negative loéding (-.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 gcademic committees, councils, e£c.
(-.28), this factor is Virtually independént of all activities except: # 20, con-
ductin§ research studies (.72), and_# 21, conducting evaluation studies (.54).

Because these two items also have loadingswbn Factor I, this fourth factor pri-

" marily accounts for the residual paft of the correlation between research and

evaluation, after the effect of R&D management is removed.*

 To summarize, factor analysis of the 12 activities resulted in 4 factors,

accounting for 64% of the ébvariatién{ They are:
Factor I Management of R&E (29.7%)
Faétor II Teaching and Preparation (17.7%)
Factor III Practice Improvement (11.5%)
~Factor IV’ FResearch_and Evaluation (5.5%).

- 0

* The corrected (for coarse grouping) correlations between research, evaluation,

development, teaching, and consulting are: (R) (E) (D) (1) (©)
Research (R) - .67 -.20 -.24 -.20
Evaluation (E) -- .30 -.20 .12
Development (D) : - .04 .24
Teaching (T) T o - .05
Consulting (C) ‘ -=-

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 III.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 nonJSigﬁificant 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 (M) handling special problems (also‘of moderate iméortance

to most board members).

State board.members display substantially higher concerns than local board members
on five activities: (A), studying educational lSSueS 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) ;
(B), holding publlc hearlngs on educatlonal matters (é5% versus 27%), (C),‘con-
ferring with special interest or cltlzen S groups on educatlonal matters (53%
versus 22%); (J) analyzing the effects of or making recommendations regardlng
educational legislation (79% versus 25%); and (K), preparing articles, speeches,

reports on educational topics (46% versus 7%).

v e e

)

Local school board members rate the following five work activities significantly"
higher in 1mportance for their work than do state board members: (E), establishing
personnel policy or reviewing dec151ons to hire, transfer, or terminate (50% L
versus 9%); (F), establishing policy for management of ong01ng functions of

school systems (45% versus 24%); (d), reviewing educatlonal budgets or financial
plans (71% versus 27%); (I), evaluating the worth or merlt of educatlonal pro-

grams (52% versus 50% rate it "hlgh"- 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 51gn1flcance
levels for chi squares indicated in the table are too libéral. Most of the
differences found are of such a large magnitude that they would probably be sig-
nificant if tested by more ‘appropriate methods.
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decision, consider its importance, frequency of occurrence, ot any other factor which you think {s relevant

5. Please circle the cap1ta1 letter (4, B, C, gte.) appearing imediately before the activity if you made any kind of special effort
during the pa past year to find 1nformat10n relatlnq to that activity If you did not have to-make a special effort to find informa-

tion, leave the letter unmarked.

- L 4., [Special ,
o, 2% Np32  pauardp o ier- FIUAFInpor
N . 1 , P~ |pation dur-| B | V.
Nr. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM ) High [Mod. |Low [High-|Mod. flow jLevel ing year Level [Need
Work Activity in Education ' IR IEINE ITRE T

(A) |Studying educational issues to determine needs, problems, policy

*lalternatives . . oo e e | 583 5. 63 941 2.9] 2.9) rer 2.8 4411 NS | .33

() |Holding public hearings on educational matters . . .. ... ... 26.8] 40.2[ 33.0 64.7) 26.5] 8.8] *** | 9.3| 23.5[ N5 | 29

(¢) {Confering with special interest or citizen's groups on educational  E ' , .
20,6 46.4] 32.0]°52.9 4l.2| 5.9] *** 1 10.3) 29.4f ¥ N

Mtters [ N B ] . * L LI . LI LI LI 4 l' llllllllllll
 (0)‘ Studying specific board agenda items for intent, impact, fiscal or ‘ 1 1 n
~ |legal implications . . . . . e e e s2.1| 42,7 5.2] 53.8| 29.4| 11.8] NS | 29.9] 20.6] NS | 33 H
1 b
0

w)mmmmemwmwummwmmMmmm

transfer, or terminate . o v o b v b 4o e 4.5 33,00 17.5 ‘8.5 29.4] 6l.8} *++ | 27,8 2.9[ ** | .32

{F) | Establishing policy for management of ongoing functions of school « b .
systems. + . . . e e e 44.8) 42,7 12:5] 23.3| 32:4] 44.1] #er ] 17,50 1L.8[ NS | 33

‘MMmmmmwmmmmmMMMMmmag.”QMﬁJEIMSMMJM m 2918 | .»

......... .0 200 41 2.3 36.4) 6.4 ] 38L) S9[* |3

{) Reviewing educatiohal budgets or financial plans
(1) | Evaluating the worth or merit of educational programs. . . . .. . 52,1 39.6| 8.3] 50.0f 219 28:1f ** | 22.7) 23.5) NS | .29
(3) | Analyzing the effect of or making recommendat ions regarding |

educational legislation, . v. . v v e e e 2.7 50.50 24,3 79.4 17.6] 2.9] #e | 8.2) 32.4] | .12
{x) | Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational topics. . . . ‘7.2 a1.8 6.9 45.3] 20,20 333 e 7.2) 324 A7
{t) | Responding to constituents requests for information on educational ]

BOPICS + « 4 4w v e . 2.9 41,2 20.9] 5.5 38.2] 55.9] ** | 14.4] 8.8 NS 2l
() | HandLing special problems or board assigmments relating to | ‘ ‘ |

edUCALION, + v v v e v e e e s o] 4009 443 15,5 23,3 44.f 32.4f NS 9,3 11,8} N5 | 20
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7 members rate this item of "low" importance, while 28% of the state board members

rate it of “low“‘importance),‘and (L) , responding. to. constituepts' requests. for

1nformation on educational topics (29% versus 6%).

Pl

‘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), oonferring 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-

1

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 educationa1 issues to determine needs, problems, policy alternatives’
(58%); (D), study specific board agenda items for intent, impact, fiscal, or
iegal implications (52%); and (I), evaluating the worth or merit of educational

programs (52%). Only one activity is rated of "Jow" 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 siqnificant 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. 1In 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 inéicate that they made a special effort during the past year to find
‘infoimation relating to each of these activities, compared to ten percent or
‘less of ﬁhe local board members. On the other hand, 28 percent of local board
members (versué 3§ for state board members) made special efforts to find infor-
mgtion relating to (E), personhel policies or actions, and 35 percent of local
‘ board membersﬁ(versuS'G% of state board members) made speéial efforts to find

information relating to (H), reviewing educational budgets or financial plans.

Relationship Between Importance of School Board Activities and Efforts to Find

Infoxmation. 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.*

t

11. THE PATTERN OF SCHOOL BOARD WORK
Factor analysis loadings, correlations, and variable distribution statistics are
reported. in Table III.l5. - Only three factors, accounting for a total of 55 percen

of thé covariation, had Eigenvalues above the 1.0 cut-off level.**

Factor I. Policy, Budgets, Agenda, and Problems. The first factor,

which accoﬁnts for over half of the extractedAcovariation, had substantial
loadings on 8 of the 13 activities. In rank order of loading size, the re-
presented'activities include: # 25, review budgeté or financial plans (.67);

# 30, handling special problems or board assignments‘(.Gé); # 23, establishing
management policy (.63); # 22, establishing peisonnel policy or rewiewing per-
sonnel decisions (.62); # 29, responding to constituents' requests for information

(.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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TABLB I11.15- QUESTION I4 ABUJT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK: - (SCHOOL BOARDS) ' ‘ -
 Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Rotated Factor Loadings for Importance Ratings of 13 School Boards Audlence ork -
Act1v1t1es {Decimals Omitted for Correlations and Factor Loadings.) ‘ ‘ Lo
FORM B w .'1
EE | 3 C‘ORRELA'I“.IONS‘ : ;04 H| W] M
P ‘ e ‘ W
-H ‘ '% o T T ﬁ E g 0|
- AR | B ERREEEE
fulby | : ; : | | -
| Hork Activity in Bducation A A R S EIE BRI
Studying educational issues to determmne needs, problems, Cod | ’ ‘4} : i ]
policy alternatlves 13859130 18] - 3913822 {00129 16 F01 |24 |36.27 |15 |28 [18] 19| 5] 28
B ' . 1 1 ol ‘
Holding pubhc heanngs on educational matters ' 1.90|.79 |13 |19 2 -:49 08 k07 =03 06 b13 | 09 27134 |15 <04 {19]-03 | 59104
‘Conferring with special interest:-or citizen's groups on 1T 11 | ‘ N A ;
educational matters ‘ 195 .74 [131]20138 49 -\'20 03’12&27 -04:09 !‘36-45, 35 30 |20 24| BL|-15
‘Studying specific board agenda items for intent, impact, RE B : ‘ o
fiscal or leqal implications © (1,53 .62 1130) 21|22 08‘20- 2810, 19 42 26 08 \-09 28 35)21(51106)07] &
Establishing personnel policy or reviewing decisions to : ‘j 2‘ . - A ? $
hire, transfer, or terminate 1,90 | .82 {131 22400 07:03:28| - 44° 35 |46 «28 02 06 2-38 |2 62‘-07{ 04
| Establishing policy for management of ongoing functions ‘ 1 E | | {
of school systems 1,82].76 {130 123 )19 -03 ,12:30 T :41 134 gol rlS % 3 ]23] 63l0gi 12
) " ’ f T ’
) ' | . ' | e . .
Sonitoring and advising on operation of school systems 210 .72 130 2411606 .27 19135 34| - 27-21:25:07136 34 2449 /19106
! | T + 1 . ol
"hexxuwznq educationa). budgets or financial plans 152 ].70{130 {25 boy -13 04 42 146 4L |27 -“]30'103 27 V2834 J25| 671261 7
Evaluating the worth oz merit of educational programs 1,62 (.70 {12826 24 09109 26|28 34 21130 1 - 27 01 22 34 26| 5] 08: 40
Analyzing the effect qf or making recommendations regarding ‘ { y
aducational legislation . .- ‘ 1.80 |.74 {131 2736 27 36 ‘08102 00}25 |-03127 !36 '01 15127106 | 50 47
| freparing articles, speeches, reports on educational topics [2.40 .76 [130 128 {27 34 145 r09 .06 =15 107 ;27 -01 ;36 , -4}03 08 {2811 | 59, 07‘“;,
i Rasponding to constituents' requests for 1nformatmn on f Co B
+ educational topics 214,76 [13L]29 {15 15 35 28130 26{36:28 (22101103 - 44129158124 -26
| Handling special problems or board a551gnments relating to i ; l ] -
edication | 114,73 131 {30 {28 H04 030 (35 130 38 {34 134 (34150844 - {30164, 18, 05

Ny




vTo summarize, factor\analys1s of 13 act1v1t1es resulted in three factors,maccgunting
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legal implications .(.51); and # 26, evaluating the worth or merit -of educational,

programs (.45).

Factor II. Communication Regardlng and Analysls of Educational Issues. This

second factor accounts for a third of the extracted covariation. Act1v1t1es with
substantial loadings include: # 20, conferring with special interest or citizen's

groups on educational matters (.81); # 19, holding publlc hearlngs on educatlonal

matters (.59); # 28, preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational toplcs g

(.59); # 18, studylng educatlonal issues to determine needs, pro?lems, pollcy y,‘

alternatives (.51); and # 27, analy21ng the effects of or making recommendatlons
\ t" 3 -
regardlng educatlonal legislation (.50). , L .7‘ \ ‘
. R
- : . SERNE N

\ 0 R ~

Factor III. Leglslatlve Analys1s ‘and. Program Evaluatlon.

accountlng for less than ten percent of the extracted covarlatlon,rprlmarlly

accounts for some of the residual covariation between # 27, analyzlng the effects..:

,

of or making recommendations regarding educational" leglslatlon (. 47), and # 26
evaluating the worth or merit of educational programs (.40). Note-also the
loadings of: # 18, study educational issues (.28), and # 29, rcspondlng to con-’ '

stituents' requests for 1nformatlon (-.26).% L

L

-

for 55 percent of ‘the covarlatlon. They are: . }%; o g
Factor I Policy, Budgets, Agenda, "and Problens 3;5k . ?
Factor I1II Communlcatlon “and- Analysls of Educatlonal “Issues ) %, e
Factor III ~ Legislative Analysis and Program Evaluatlon.uﬁ L

’ A

¥

* Given the pattern of significant differences in ratings of importance for the
individual activity 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 s1gn1f1cantly hlgher for local school board members . Hence part of
the pattern found in this factor analysis may be attributable td combining ;
these two nomlnally similar, but apparently quite dlfferent populatlons Lnﬁa{ﬁﬁ
one.analysis. . , R =i
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»,‘Y‘ P i . . .
;l'tive arggs; Although of possibly some value, the reader is warned to note that
o sl '

v .these samples are exirencly small and possibly also biased.¥

Table IiI 16 is presented primarily for the record. The four statisticalliy signif—
. 1cant dlfferences indicated therein will probably be conflrmable aif larger samples

bﬁ are taken and better response rates are achieved. Moreover, it seems likely that

it addltlonal differences would be established (e.g., on importance of work ‘activities
| (A),—(E),\(J), and possibly (K), and on several of the special effort dlfferences)
B Generally, it appears that federal aides, perhaps because of their role as staff
%R‘ as31stants, may be more prone than elected state leglslators to make special

numeﬁforts to find lnformatlon on educatlonal 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 federaivlegis-
txvive aides are: (D), analyzing legislation for intent and impact on various

,rgroués (.9); (A), researching educational issues (.8); (H), making recommendations

regarding legislation (.8); (I), drafting or revising legislation (.7); and (K),

E:? 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"
;.«“1mportance.
o ' "
i BT o
ﬁd%',a A

R Questibnnalres were malled to 120 legislators in educational committees in
202 stateg ‘Only: 28 usable returns were received by the survey cut-off date,

) yleldlng a response rate-of 23 percent. Questionnaires were mailed to 41 U.S.
Congresslonal aides selected by NIE staff as the population of aides most
dlre&tly concerned with educational legislation in.the U.S. Congress. Only
10 usable returns were received for a response rate of 24 percent. It seems
reasonable to assume that the one quarter of each sample who provided usable

' 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 legislators and aides, but it seems clear that further study of these groups,
with more intensive survey follow—ﬁp and probably personal interviewing, will
be requlred before one can place even moderate confidence in our knowledge of

..these. groups. . We. note that four U.S. Congressxonal 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
subaudlences.

oy
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| me s Qunsnmur FBOUT YOURSEL M YOUR WORK  (LBCISLATORS)

A Needs. for infornation are affected by the nature ot the work one does, To halp us identify the general nature of your work, please

consider each of the folloving 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.‘ o

. Dlease circls the capital letter (A, B, C, etc.) appearing imnediately before the activity if you nade any kind of 8 Eecial effort

during the pa past year to find information relating to that activity. If you d;d not have to make a special effort to find informa-

tion, leave the letter unmarked.

1Y

a

- |(K)

| Tt '
FED. LEGLS. AIDES|STATE LEGIS. | E‘;m o | b JCorr.
) o
N210 Npy o perd mmtor,mr Tnpor
o ' | P |mation dure| P | V8
Nt QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM High (Mod. {Low |High (Mod. |Low [Levelfino veyy Level |Need
‘Work Activity in Education I INIL v |y '
Reseazching educational issues to deternine needs, problems, policy : o :
altemativeS- P I L R I T B ] I R T T R B R B | e v v v 0 ao.o 2000 000 4'8.1 3303 1805 NS 8000 32'1 ‘ |42
(8) |Holding public hearings on educational matters . . . ce e e 50.0 20,0 30,01 42.9] 3.7| 21.4| NS | 30.0f 25.0) N§ .51
MCMMMMmMMHMMMMMMMMMMMmmm . o .
mtters [ T ‘l . . llllll [ I B R ) PY R T I R I B B | 50!0 30'0 20.0 50.0 42‘9 7!1 Ns 40.0 46'4 Ns 041
(D) {Analyzing educational legislation (current, pending or proposed) | ‘ ; : S
for intent, impact, effect on various groups . . v v v v v e e 90,0 10.0{ 0.0] 82.1) 17.9 0.0] N5 | %0.0 0.7y Ns | .17
1) Analyzinq educational legislation for costs or other fiscal or - ‘ ‘ ‘
legal implications . v v o v v e v v T T s0.00 50.01 0.0f 70.4| 28.6| 0.0] N5 | 70.0f 46.4} N5 | .20
(F) |Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans . v o v o4 e e s 10,0 90,0] 0.0f 57.1] 32.1) 10.7} 30.0) 32.1| Ns ] .23
MMMMWMMMMHmmmmMWme 40,0 40.0 20,0 42.9) 35.7 21.4] Ns | 50.0] 42.9] s | .58
|(H) |Making reconnendatinné regarding educational legislation .. . . . 80.0l 0.0] 20,0 8L.5| 14.8] 3.7| N | 80.0| 46.4} NS 42
(1) | Drafting or revising educational legislation . « v v v v v oo [ 70.0 30.0] 0.0 64.3} 3.1} 3.6 NS 90.0| 57.1| NS | .12
(1) {Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational topics. , . . 50.0] 40,01 10.0 21.4] 193] 30.3] N5 | 70.0] 8.6 * | .38
Responding to legislators or other staff. members requésts for ‘ ) ‘
infornation on educational tOPICS, « v o v v v v v v e e oo oo ] 70,00 20,0 10,0 5,91 37.0] 11| ns | 60.0[ 39.3| Ns | 4L
(mnmmmmmmmmmMMhnmmmmmmle ' ‘ | |
BOPICS + v v v b e s Ce e e Cae e L e0ol 40,0 0.0] 46.4] 35.7] 17.9] Ns | 70.0117.9 LU
() | Handling special problems or assigmnents relating to education . . | 60,0 40,0~ 0.0f 5L.9| 40.7) 7.4] NS 60.0) 20.4| N5 | 49

SS—IIX
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pétate Legislators. Top concerns of state leglslators are: (D), analyzing legis-

rwlatlon for- 1mpact on- varlous groups (82%); (H), maklng recommendatlons regardlng
lleglslatlon (82%), (E), ana1y21ng leglslatlon for costs or legal implications
.(71%), A1), draftlng‘or revising legislation (64%), and (F),-rev1ew1ng educa-
\tional bﬁdgets 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
;very wide confidence limits, but at‘least half are probably significantly greater
than zero correlation.* The possibly strongest relationships betnecn‘importance
hof the act1v1ty and effort to find information are for: program evaluatlon, pre-
>par1ng articles, speeches, or reports; holding publlc hearlngs, and handllng

' spec1a1 problems .or assignments,*¥*

13, PATTERNS OF LEGISLATIVE WORK ACTIVITIES | ' .

Table III.l? presents the data for means, standard deviations, Ns, correlations,
‘and factor loadings for the legislative eample. The means deserve brief comment,
since given the absence of sxgnlflcant differences between the two groups and the
small sample 51zes, there 1s some Justlflcatlon for pooling the data. Note that
vthe means range between 1 16 (V1rtua11y everyone rating analysis of legislation

for intent and effect on various groups as of "high" 1mportance) and 2.03 (for

preparation of articles, speeches, reports). This constltutes 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 correc- -
tion for coarse grouping, of cluster—sampllng 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 51gn1f1cantly different
from zero.

**If the .coarse grouplng correction is applied, all of these correlatlons would
be .7 or hlgher. .




_'mx.s m n QUESTION L4, ABOUT vounssuf AD YOOR WORK (LEGISIATORS]

Msena, Standurd Deviations, Correlstions, end Rotsted Factor Loadings for Importance Ratings of 13 Legislator Work Activities.
(Dscinels Omitted for Correlations and Factor Loadings ) ‘ g v

ol

0'3 ,“ | .

CLS—EXE - - -

T K T . | - T T
o b ! wfl el | comEwTION Tolw{H|H[R]S
‘ ; 3 R % . 5 % Wl wlulwg
ST EHEE T T T T 114 3] 4] 81818
| work Activity in Education - 1§ 163 IR E S ST Ei by ‘§ Y|y
o B V8 88 2 8 e |0 |20 ar|a2]os 2425 |26 27 s | 29|30 5] || m]w| W],
j.ﬁResearohing educational issues to. determine needs, S B N T R N N CO D) O R S [l Y Y A I At
problems, policy altetnatives ‘ 15717327l - f1a o6 t1a |28 [20]26 |28 25 |41 ]13/10]28{ 3039 2L |14]02
i | r ‘ 3 I o i o ) I Y I o |
,Holding public hearings on educational matters Lo er| 819 ) - 34|20 02 0 (14 22| 24 ] 05 01 | 33109 [19§00( 200743
| Conferring with special interest groups or. lobbyists ‘ e i B R N EEY ) O S I N O B (R O P i
| on educational matters Ave0-{.es | 38 20 |7 34| «|1s7i0n {03 bos |40 ] 33| 02 08 |47 19| 20pia| 33 p05 |63 (12|
.| ‘Analyzing educational legislation Icurrent, pending, o | o |1 I D
" |/ proposed) for intent, impact, effect on various groups [1.16:[.37| 3B120{06 |11 ]15| -1 4521120512408 03 0208 21 [-07[ 06 | 14 |13 |61
+"|" Analyaing educational legislation for costs or other RN B e O o I O O P A O I
‘ fiscal or legal inplications 1300481 38 022 13 (02 {01 (45| - |25 |05 05| 33}02250-17 182223 1003123 T
‘:3Tv?Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans 163 (.63 38l23)8 0 03|26 25| «|55H02]09]07 1313 [12]23[14}07 )54 1027
“]WmMMﬂwWMNUMRMaMmmW | N R O RO I at I R e
| educational programs - 191,78 | 3812420 |14 06 |12 |05 |55 - | 01 =00 127 |06 |00 (02 [ 24 |02} 05 { 96 | 03
Making reconnendations regarding eduoational s I BN L I O O L N R S A (R I PO
‘legzslation ' 171,61 ] 37{25 26 |22(40]05 105 H02 [01 | = |60 13 LT)05 -17) 25 18] 77 05 21 F06
Ll Drafting or reViging educational legislation 113756l 38|26 28|24 |33|24]33 09 00 60| - 02 104 IF13 06 | 26 |04 | 78 105 | 06
"} Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational | T T 11 BE | IR
" | topics 2.03|.79% 38|27 1505|0208 02|07 |27 13 02| - |08 10306 [27-02}-04 12610301 ]
Responding to legislators' or other staff members' ‘ : .
requests fot infornation on educational tapics 156 |.690 3712841 Foy o8 03 [ 25 | 13 F06 {17 [-04 108 | ~|28150]26.99]-02 05 06 | 05
Responding to constituents' requests for information on | - | ‘
| educational topics ‘ 1,631,701 3812923 (33 |47 02 |17 |23 {00 |05 13 103 (28| - |14 [29]23]-15 103 | 88 2
"Handldng special problems or assignments relating to ﬂ NN B '
education 150 fh601 37130020 {09 F19 foa |18 |22 h02 F17 106 {06 |50 {14] - 30| 51]-11 {02 101 | 05
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:DueJto‘the very small sample size, the correlations are probably not very stable

“"and5tﬁe‘factor”anelysiS"resultS’ere‘highly unreliablev’therefore}“nO“effort"Will

be made to describe the analysis beyohd the ‘following comments: five factors

' extraoted‘69 percent of the covariance. Each factor identifies a major pair (or

‘ttrlad) of moderately corrected. act1v1t1es- Pair I - # 28, responaing to legis-
"lators and other staff members' requests for 1nformatlon, and # 30, handling
k‘spec1a1 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 iegislation (r = ;60, corrected .82); Pair III -

# 23, reviewing budgets or finanoial plans, and # 24, evaluating the worth or

| merit of alternative programs (r = .55, corrected .75); Triad IV - # 29,,respond-

{‘ihg to constituents' reqﬁests, and # 20, conferring with special interest groﬁps,_
. or lobbyists (r = .47, corrected .64); # 19, holding public hearings, is also |
' -correlated with these last two items; the respectlve correlations are: # 29 and

# 19 (r = .33, corrected 45), # 20 and # 19 (r = .34, corrected .46); Pair V -

# 21, analyzing leglslatlon for 1ntent, 1mpact, effort, and # 22, analyzing legls-
lation for costs or other fiscal or legal lmpllcatlons (r = .45, corrected .6l1).

 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.

... To 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

o aotivities‘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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CHAPTER v

QUESTION II. ABOUT THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE 1IN
YOUR MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITIES

A. OVERVIEW

This chapter is concerned primarily with three kinds of information: (1) tHe identi=

ficaﬁion or the singie, 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
i 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.

;-

N
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B. MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY

Questidn II.1 focuséd on the information sources users tend to turn to. The first
part of this qugstion was posed in this fashion:
"Users tené to turn to different information sources depending on the
nature of their work. Please refer to the list oflactivities you rated
[for degrée of importance] on the opposite page and Qrite 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

8l 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

l "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, the more frequent ones including: determining educational

; needs (20%), curriculum planning (16%) , handling disciplinary problems (16%), and

teaching or counseling 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

o planning (5%). | 2 5 1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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fable IV.1 Question II.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 considgr to be the most important in your work.
i .
PRACTITIONERS
NR. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH.| PRIN.| OTHER|
3 "% % |
Work Activity in Education
(A) | Teaching or counseling students 80.7 [ 13.4 | 60.1
(H) | Determining educational needs 1.5119.6 | 6.9
(E) Curriculum planning 1.0 [ 15.6 | 4.9
(B) | Handling disciplinafy or other student problems 1.5115.6 2.5
(T) | Consulting or advising others on educational matters o.0] 6.1} 5.9
(F) | Selecting instructional materials 1.5| 0.0 8.4
(D) | Preparing lessons ‘ 5.9} 0.6 1.0
(1) | 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
n"ey Spohsoring:or“supervising“extracurricular activities | 0.5 l.i 0.5
(R) | Providing pre- or inservice teacher training , 1 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
S U LU U EPUPEPUppEp B Tt SISPRPRPN R
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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 impoitant work
activity. is less predictable, but will usually be concerned with determining edu-~
cational needs, curriculum plahning, 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 ﬂe useful to first examine some of these
differences before concentrating on the activities of each subaudience. Deter-

mining educational needs is most frequently mentiogg@,by LEA s?aff (16%) and

ISA staff (18%), and is second, after consulting or ﬁévising other edﬁcators,

for SEA staff (10%). Curriculum planning and devélopment is relatively frequently
mentioned by ISA staff (13%) and ﬁEA 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  “u=
three audiences on this item are statistically significant.) Developing educatigggk
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 ordcfn ranging from 11 poercent i
in LFAs to one percent in SEAs. 1t appears that larger proportions ot SEA staff

are most concerned about liaison functions (83), cvaluating cducational programs

(7%) , or conducting studies or investigations (9%), but possibly only Lhe last

difference is statistically significant.

LEAhgfaff. The most frequently identified activities are: determining educational
needs (16%), financial plans, etc. (1l6%), Rgoviding pupil personnel services (11%),
developing educational programs and materials (6%), appraising teacher or adminis-

trator effectiveness (6%), and planning or maintaining support services (5%). At

253



IV-6

"'Table Iv.2- Question II.1 MOST IMPORTANT woax ACTIVITY OF LEA, ISA, SEA
‘ ADMINISTRATORS

Users tend to turn to different informatlon sources dependlng 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 whlch k

you consider to be the most important in your work.- L v,
ADMINISTRATORS
NR. | ' QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM " |iea |1sa |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: : o 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) Providiﬁg pupil personnel services (records,
guidance, counseling, etc.) 11.3 6.6 0.9
(N) . | Pexrforming administrative liaison functions 2.6 | 4.9 8.1
(B) ] Establishing educational goals and objectives 6.1 1.6 7.2
(C) Eﬁaiuating eduéatidnéi prdgrams » ‘ 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 ?roblems or educational
legislation ‘ 3.5 3.3 4.5
(Q) Cohductihg studies and investigations 0.9} 0.0
(F) Apptaising teacher or administrator effectiveness 6.1 3.3 0.0
(L) | Planning acquisition or maintenance of facilities
and equipment 4.3 l.6 0.9
(I) | Developing or negotiating teacher or admlnlstrator
salaries or other personnel matters - : 1.7 0.0 2,7
(0) }Working with, 1nform1nqi §ecur1ng support of
community leaders, legisiators, others 0.9 1.6 | 1.8
(R) | Other ‘ 4.3 | 6.6 8.1
- - —— D o e S - G G G G G S G G G e G e . e e G e - -qr-_ -
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-‘respondents include: determining educational needs - (18%), proVidingxpre— or.

'educational programs or materials (10%), consultingfor advising other educ

V-7 B ¢ ) ; . . -

.- &, :
least ten different activities are mentioned by three percent or more of the

"sample. (This is the same *number identified by school principals )

_ISA staff. Activitid@s-mentioned most frequently as the most important by ISA

o ¥ " ’" .

e
insé?@ice training (15%), curriculum planning and development (13%), developing
g7

s

services (5%). Eleven activities are mentioned by three percent or mgre of’ ";,é“’/
i ,".»“" N
the ISA staff as their most important activity.

. . ‘ S
T e :; e
SEA Staff. The most frequently mentioned activities fofﬁthis group are:. con-

sulting or advising other. educators (14%), determining educational feds

conducting studies or investigations (9%), performing liaison functions (Bifﬂg

financial plans, budgets...(?%), establishing educational goals andgob]ectiv?s

(7%) , evaluating educational programs (7%), and developing educational programs
and materials (5%). Twelve work activities are identified as most important by =~

three percent or more of the SEA staff.

Anticipating the results to be presented for the following audiences, it is

e

apparent that the elementary and secondary administrators (including school

S

principals) are the most diverse subaudiences in their identification of most

important work activities. None of the other groups begin to identify as. pro—~

portionally large a number of different activities as the most impoﬁfant~ih,.££b

their work. ‘ . o o S

3. HIGHER EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS } K
' ,f;#?‘
There are perhaps four or five statistically s1gnificant differences’ bétween the
chief administrators 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 (1l4% 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.1l MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY 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.

S s HIGHER
¢ o EDUCATION
| | . ADMINISTR.

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM CHIEF | IN.R.

RN % %

o .
Program planning and development. (academic, research,
service) o ' ; 42.4] 9.1

(G) | Planning or ﬁanaging allocation and utilization of resources} 10.6 | 10.9"

(K) | Making enrollment projections, describing student body

| characteristics ’ . 1.5 | 20.0
(a) | 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.°

(M) ].Long-range institutional planning 6.1| 7.2,

(L) Conducting studies or surveys of current status of
i institutional programs or- activities 0.0} 9.1
-(CX Reviewing or evaluating programs ‘ 4.5 3.6
(9) Developing personnel policies, negotiating salaries, or

" other personnel matters 7.6 0.0
(F) ]| securing and establishing sources of funding - 1.5 1.8
() | Planning or managing facilities and equipment 0.0 1.8

(z) | 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

bt (0) | Working with, informing, securing support of alumnijsewes’
- community leaders, legislators, others 1.5 0.0

(P) | Consulting or advising other educators on educational ’

d' matters 1.5 | 0.0
Q) LOther 1.5 {10.9
e ittt ——— e e e e e o o SR A
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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

P

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 allocﬁtion and utilization of resources
(11%), developing personnel policies, negotiating salaries, or other'personnel
ﬁatters (8%), and long-range institutional planning (6%). Eight activities are
identified by at least th;ee percent of the higher education chief administrators
(a number slightly lerr 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 plans‘(Q%); 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 difforences
between these subaudiences. Seventy four percont of the oducational fdculty versus
49 percent of the social scientists identify teaching or counseling students as
their most impor:ant 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 1Iv.4 Question II 1 MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY OF EDUCATIONAL
F . . 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.
HIGHER
EDUCATION
' FACULTY
NR. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM | $0.SC.| ED.F.
% %
(A) | Teaching or counseling students . 49.3]74.2
‘(B) Preparing courses, lectures, etc. ‘ 9.0 18.1
(E) | Developing educational materials or programs 9;0' 36.5
(C) | Conducting research studies . ‘ 11;9“i0,0
(G) | consulting, advising, or providing technical assistance 7.5 | 1.6
(D) | Conducting evaluation studies o 6.0 0.0
(1) Manéging or édministéring academic pfograms | o.0 ‘4.8,
(#) | Managing R&D programs or projects. ‘ ‘ : 1.5 1.6
(F) | Preparing reports, articles, or speeches . 1.5~“O.Q
(K) | Preparing proposals for funded projects 1.5} 0.0
‘ (J) Working on academic committees, councils, etc. ’ 0.0 | 0.0
‘“XL)$HWork1ng with local schools or. communities regarding :
educational problems or progects 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 1dent1fy all comblned aspects of RDDSE act1v1t1es as
their most 1mportant activity (12% research, 9% developlng materials or programs,
6% conductlng evaluation studies, 8% consulting, adv;51ng, or prov1d1ng 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

mstudsn?$ (49%) or preparing courses, lectures, etc. (9%) as their mostmimoortant )

work activity. These results confirm the earlier data regardiné work activity
importance ratlngs, teachlng is the primary act1v1ty of the great majority of
educational social scientists in academlc 1nst1tutlons. RDD&E, even when n broadly

defined, is a set of act1v1t1es 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%), deveioping educational materials (6%), and managing or admin-
istering academic programs (5%). Educational faculty exhibit slightly more
diversity than elementary and Secondary teachers (and social scientists are

roughly comparable to “other" school.practitioners).

5. SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS

There are perhaps three marglnally s1gn1f1cant dlfferences 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 proportlons would have been 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 (l0%), conducting evaluation studies (8%), and (at 4.5%
eaclt) preparing’ ‘reports, articles, or speeches; consulting, advising, or pro-
.viding technical assistance; managing R&D programs or projects; and: preparlng
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 II.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 - - _ ’ 31.9155.2
(D) | Studying specific board agenda items for intent, impact,
fiscal, or legal implications 2.9113.8
(F) | Establishing policy for management of ongoing functions of
school systems 15.4 0.0
(H)A Réviewing educational budgets or financial plans ' 14.3 ) 0.0
(B) Hblding public hearings on educational matters 3.3 6.9
(I) | Evaluating the worth or merit of educational programs 6.6 3.4
(X) | Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational
topics , 0.0 6.9
(E). | Establishing personnel policy or reV1ew1ng decisions to
hire, transfer, or terminate-: : : " 3.3 3.4
(J) | Analyzing the effect of or making recommendations
regarding.educational legislation . 2.2 | 3.4
(G) ‘Monltorlng and adv1s1ng or. wperation of school systems \ 3.3 0.0
(c) - Conferrlng with special in%.~:ast or c1t1zen S grcups on
educational matters 2.2 0.0
(L) | Responding to constituents' requests for information on
educational topics. - 2.2 0.0
(M) }Handling special problems or board assignments relating
to education ' 1.0 0.0
(N) | Other 1 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 impcrtant activity while
approximately one third (32%) of local board membefs 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%), éstablishing.policy for school system management (15%), re-
viewing educational budgets or financial plans (l4%), 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 most

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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‘Tablé IV,G Question II.1l 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 act1v1ty which you con-
sider to be the most important in your work :
'GOVERNANCE
NR. | , ' QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM ‘ S .LEG.[F .LEG.
% %
(D) | Analyzing educational legislation (current, pending, or
proposed) for intent, impact, effect on various groups. 35.7| 50.0
(A) | Researching educational issues to determlne needs,
problems policy alternatives 28.6| 50.0
(E) | Analyzing educational legislation for costs or other .
fiscal or legal implications ' ‘28,6 0.0
(C) Conferrlng with spec1a1 interest groups or 1obbylsts o
‘Jon educatlonal matters ' 7.1} 0.0
(B) | Holding public hearings on educational matters . 0.0} 0.0
(F) | Reviewing educatiohal budgets or financial pians o 0.0 0.0
(G) | Evaluating the worth or merit of alternative
educational legislation - - 0.0 0.0
| (1) }'Making recommendations regarding educational legislation | 0.0| 0.0}
(1) | Drafting or revising educational‘legislatioh ‘ ‘  0.0] 0.0
.(J) | Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational
topics ‘ 0.0] o0.0
(K) ] Responding to legislators' or other staff members'
requests :for information on educational topics 0.0 0.0
(L) §{ Responding to constituents' requests for information
on educational topics ] 0.0 0.0
(M) { Handling spec1a1 problems or assignments relating to
- ‘education : , 0.0 0.0
(N) | other - 0.0 0.0
et it
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oo A
c. FREQUENCY OF USE OF 18 INFORMATION SOURCES IN CONNECTION WITH MOST
IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITY

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, educatlonal faculty, and social scientists indicated that

their most important activity was concerned with teachlng and counsellng students

(and preparlng lessons, lectures, etc ) Admlnlstrators (lncludlng ‘school prin-
cipais and higher educatlon chlef admlnlstrators) display remarkably more dlverslty.,‘
Determining needs, program plannlng, flnanclal planning, resource allocatlon, and
pupll personnel services are some of the more frequently mentloned act1v1t1es.

School board members are primarily concerned w1th studying educatlonal issues to

“determlne needs, problems, policy alternatlves, and with studylng SpelelC board

agenda ltems for lntent, lmpact, fiscal, or legal 1mp11catlons. Some local board

- members are also concerned with budgets and with school systems management pollcy.

The vast majority of state’ leglslators and congreSSLonal a1des are concerned w1th
one of three activities: analyzing legislation for 1ntent, lmpact, effect, re-
searching educatlonal issues to determine needs, problems pollcy alternatives; and
analyzlng educational legislation for cost or other flscal or legal implications.
These are the major activities which the 14 subaudlences 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 three-point frequency of use rating scale (1 = Often, 2. = Sometimes,

3 = Rarely).

le 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. TOTLL." These are the 14 subaudience avelagts for each

- item, with each subaudience given equal weight.* They tend to reflect the "overall" .

* "gimple averagss" sometimes used elsewhere are averages over the total number of
respondents; in these cases the responses of the high proportlon of practltloners
tend to dominate. ‘ 203
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Table IV.7 Frequency of Use of 18 Information Scurxces Based on Unweighted

Averages of 14 Subaudier.ces

(1 = Often, 2 = Sowetimes, 3 = Rarely)

Nr.

Item Average | Rank |
(12) Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people ) '
in my own organization __— 1.35 1
(15) | Notes and files in my own office 1.46 2
(6) Educational newsletters, bulletins, announcements 1.72 3
(8) Telephone calls to people in my own organization 1.76 4
~(7) | . Educational journals 1.80 5 -
(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 cente? iﬁ my own organizaﬁion 1.95 10
(16) Office, department, or organization fiies , 2.00 11
(14) "CbﬁVéntions, professional association meetings 2.0l 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 pubiications 2.22 16
(10) Other libraries, resource centers, or information
services : 2.33 17
1) Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies 2.40 18

261




" IV-17

frequency of uSe if we treat the data for each subaudience as equally important,

without regard to the 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 flles in my own office (1.46). The other sources are closer to the "Some-
tlmes" rat1ng of 2.0, but range from 1.72 for educational newsletters, bulletlns,

and annogncements, to 2.40 for abstract, indexes, and bibliographies.

Generaliy, 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

the list of types of sources. Next come the more formal local information sources

(library or resource center in own organlzatlon. office, department, or organlza—"“ o
. tion files). Conventions, professxonal association meetings; and workshops, semi-

nars, and graduate courses are an adjacent pair of similar klnds of sources, which

are less frequently used. Textbooks, reference books; and currlculum materials
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 section, 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 P-levels 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 s1mple random-sampled and are thus too liberal; however, the differences
among subaudiences are so large, virtually all would prove significant if more
exact. tests were performed. - ‘ 26 ‘
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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 tﬁe 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 thé larger table,
item number and content will be stated:first, followed by higher frequency users
(low average ratings), then by 16& 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 Subapdiencés indicating relatively high frequency usec' include:
gstate board members (1.18), LEA administrators and staff (1-22), and school prin-
cipals (1.22). Those who tend least to use discussions withfpersonswigmﬁheir own

organization as a source of information include:‘federgl.legislative aides (1.70),

social scientists (1.62), educational faculty (1.48), and schodl teachers (1.46).

15. Notes and_Files in My Own Office. This is a primary source for federal
legiélative 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, tnis source is least used by: local board members (1.91),

state legislators (1.68), and school principals (1.67).

6. “Educational 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 schqgl board members (1.53), and federal legis-
lative aides (1.60). Those most fréédéntly involved in instructional activities
are the least frequent users: school teachers (2.40), educational faculﬁy (2.20),

and social scientists (2.09).
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Table ]IV.B Questzon 111 About the irformation Sources you use in your mos® mportant work activities -
- ~ Please rate the following sources of information in terms of how often you use the source to obtain
informatior, in connection [with your most important work activity). ~In connection with this activity,
‘I use this source: l=Often, 2aSometimes, JsRarely - ‘ ;
| o {EuAL| e
PRACTITIONERS. | ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EI)UCA'I‘ION GOVERNANCE ST. w
‘ AV, | re
Nt QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH] PRIN.|OTHER| LEA | ISA | SEA [CHIEF|INS.R.SO.SCYED.F.|L.BD.[S.BD.{S LEGIF.LEGY TOTAL]Level
{L] Workshops, seminars, graduate ol ‘
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 2.4_‘2'2.7‘0 2,06] wre
Q2 Telephone calls to people in other - ‘
organizations 2.43) 2170 2.08] 1.72| 1.56| 1.64] 1.67| 1.80{ 2.35{ 2.51| 2.15| 1.69| 1.50} 1.70| L.92{ #+¢
| (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 | 2.43f 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} 1.80f .46 1.69| 1.68| 1.66 1.87( 1.87( 1.6l 1.73{ 1.53! 1.81} 2.10f 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 2.40f 1,711 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| 2.1B) 2.25} 2.23| 1.85] 1.80| 2.22 | ##*
(10 other libraries, resource centers or
‘ information servjces 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 | **
{11)} Curriculum materials 1.46| 177} 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) Péée-;o-face discussion or confer- ' ‘
ences with people in my own organiza-
tion 1.46( 1.22] 1,36 1.22] 1.37] L.23} 1.04] 1.27 1:62 1,481 .41 1,18 1,30 [ 1,70 | 1,35 ] »ee
(13)]Personal library 1,571 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.B5 | #**
(14){ conventions, professional association ‘ .
meetings 2,160 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] 1,421 1,43 1,38 1,35 1,26 | 1.28) 1.91| 1.56 | 1.68 | 1.20 | 1.46 } ***
(16)| Office, department or organlzanon
files 2,16) 2.08|.2.06f 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 orqaniza- . : ‘ ‘
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) 1,711 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 | s
02 02| 179 197 15| 61| 08| 66| 54 67| 59 88 0| 26| 9
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7. Educational Journals.‘ Educational journals are most frequently usedﬁ?‘
educatlonal faculty (l 26), social sc1ent1sts (1. 47), school prlnclpals (1. Ss‘,
LEA admlnlstrators (1.60), and "other" school staff (1. 66) - Both the leglslatlve
subaudiences tend to be the least frequent users of educatlonal 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); social

scientists (l.24), "other" school staff (1.64), and teachers (1.57).

. .
%

-3. Memos and Correspondence. Generally, and not surprisingly, administrators are i

" the more frequent users of this source: higher education chief adninistrators»(l.45§3 s

' 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. v

State legislators (1.26) and state school board members (1.56) are the prime users

@

of external 1nterpersonal contacts, followed closely by SEA staff (1. 65) and ISA

"other" school staff (2.06).

L

’ .. Tk e
2. Telephone Calls to People in Other Organizations. Thls is a frequently dded .

.,

source of leglslatlve and administrative audiences, but it ls leSs used by lnstruc-UV\

tional audiences. Relatlvely frequent: callers to people in other‘organlzatlons'”'“rf

l

are: state legislators (1.50), isa staff (1.56), SEA staff (1. 64), hlgher educatlon
chief admlnlstrators (1. 67), federal leglslatlve aides (1.70), and LEA staff (l 72)

Least frequent callers are: educational faculty (2.51),‘schooluteachers (2.43) f 1'.)
‘and social scientists (2 X 35) . ' . - ‘ - . g:}: - _ R r
: ! ' R =3 ‘- ) B T s 5
~ ! ‘ - 5 _‘” s

5. Library or Resource Center in My Own Organization.« If "lnstructlonal" sub4

audiences tend to use interpersonal sources ‘(face-to-face dlscuss10ns, telephone
calls) less frequently, they tend to be the more frequent users of local llbrarlesﬁ
educutionul faculty (1.46), social scientists (1.47), and teachers (1.68). Note .
also that fcderal'legislative aides are frequent uscers (1.60) (of the Library of

Congress). School board members and LEA administrators are the least frequent

269
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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:

;nétitutional researchers (1.44), SEA staff (1.68), LEA staff (1.78), and higher

1“ T educatlon chlef administrators (1.79). The least frequent users are: social
wu(;- ya sgnentlsts (2.46) and educational -faculty (2 41).

W s

f ’14; Conventions, Professional Association Meetings. Those who find conventions

‘ and professional assoclatlon meetings of more frequent use in their most impor-
P tant work activity lnclude. ISA staff (1. 76), higher education chief administra-
tors {(1.79), LEA staff (1.82), educational faculty (1.82), and social scientists
» (1. 87) Ihose using this source less often include: federal legislative aides
(2 60), state legislators (2.33), local board members (2.22), lnstltutlonal

Q':n researchers (2 20), and teachers (2.16).

-_ P -

‘f; rL“ wOrkshops, uemlnars, Graduate Courses. Generally, school-oriented audiences

' ﬁ‘re the relatively frequent users of this source: “other" staff (1.59), LEA staff

l(l 62), teachers (1.65), IsA staff (1.71), and school principals (1.78), followed
byreducatlonal faculty (1.85). Legislative and higher education administrative
aq@lences are the less frequent users: federal aides (2.70), state legislators
,(g,42), higher education chief administrators (2.43), and institutional researchers

(5:38), followed by state boards (2.32).

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
»fagulty (1.38), social scientists (1.54), and "other" schoel,staff (1.71). The .
- }ﬁée-frequent users are: higher education chief administrators (2.56), institu-
. tional iesearchers (2.56), state board members (2.50), state legislaters (2.46),

.}ocal beard members (2.41), and federal legislative aides (2.30).

%
D

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), 1IsA staff (1L.95), and LEA staff (1.98). Generally, the
governance subaudiences have decidedly much less use for currlculum materials:
federal aides (3.00), state legislators (2.73), and state board members (2.61).
Institutional researchers (2.60) also have rélatiﬁely’rare,usé for curriculum

materials.

9. Technical Reports, Goverﬁhent 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 educatlo al faculty (1. 87)

Those subaudlences tending to use these blbllographlc 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 prihcipals (2.40). A ' ’

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 (l.45), curriculum materials (1.46), face-to-face
discussions with people in own organlzatlon (1.46) ; and, compared to other users,

teachers are relatively more frequent users of: personal llbrary (1L.57), own
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organization library (1.68), and other libraries (2.06). Relative to otn'er.
audiences, teachers are less frequent users of: technical reports and gowern?
ment publications (2.53); telephené .calls--own organization (2.40), other organ-
ization (2.43); face—to-face dlSCUSSLOn with people in other organlzatlons (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 peopie in own organization (1. 22),‘
educational newsletters, bulletins, and announcements (1.53); educatlonal journals
(L.53); and curr1cu1um materials (1.77). They are relatively less frequent usersj‘
of: abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies (2 59), techn1ca1 reports and govern-—
ment publications (2.47); telephone calls to people in other organlzatlons (2. 17),:H
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;22y-

libraries; and curriculum materials (1.87).

LEA Staff. Local school district administrative staff are among the most frequent
users of educatlonal newsletters, bulletlns, and announcements (1.46). They also
tend to be relatlvely more frequent users of: d1scusslons 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. Thls group is the relatlvely frequent user of conventlons and pro-'
‘fesslonal assoc1atlon meetings (1. 76). 1ISA staff also tend to make relatlvely
- greater use of- calls to people in other organizations (1.56) ; memos:-and corre-
spondence (1.63); face-to-face dlscusslons with people in other organlzatlons
(1.66); and other libraries, resource centers, or 1nformatlon 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 (1.462.and in other
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organizations (1.64), face-to-face discussions with people in other organizations
(1.65), and use of techhical reports and government publications (2.00) are the
sources used relatively fréquently by this subaudience when compared to othei
subaﬁdiencés. SEA staff display no distinctively low frequency usages compared
to other subaudigncésﬁ%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,
ielative 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
(L.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 governmernt publica-
tions (1.96)} This group is a relatively infrequent user of curriculum materials
(2.60); textbooks and reference books (2.56); other libraries (2.48); workshops,
seminars, and giéduate 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, theun 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 iﬁ own office (l.26; 1.28); educational journals (1;47; 1.26);
textbooks and reference books (l.54; 1.38); abstracts, indexeé, and bibliographies
(1.63; 1.87); and other 1ibiaries, resource centers, or information services

(2.22; 2.19). These two groups are also amongs:the relatively high users of con-

"ventions and professional meetings (1.87; 1,82). Educational faculty are also
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relatively frequent users of curriculum materials (1.70), but social scientists
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,K (2.46; 2.41) and face-to-face discussions with persons in oty

- 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 ha' = - iatively lower average usage ratings
for the following: abstracts, indexes, and :':  .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,
bull~otins, announcements (l.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),

6wn 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 (1.85). 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); jersonal
library (2.37); conventioas (2.33); educatiqnal journals (2.27); and notes and

files in own office (l1.68).

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
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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 (1.80), 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
(2.50); workshops, seminars, graduate courses (2.70); conventions or pfofessional
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 (teacheré, edu-
cational faculty, social scientists), among school-oriented audiences (teachers,
principals, "other" staff, LEA staff, ISA staff, and educational faculty), .:mcng
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 us; of all inter-
personal sources and are also heavy users of memos, correspondence, own office

and organization files. Social scientists and educational faculty 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 bibliographi«¥). These two groups are among the least
gfreéuent users of office, department, or organization files. Among the governance
groups thére 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 vespect

to their one most important work activity. In the following chapﬁer, 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 informaticn 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. A\
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D. ALLOWABLE TIME LAPSE FOR DEL1VERY OF IMPORTANT INFORMATION-

Following the gquestions 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 time 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 usually
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."  The 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 amcuat of delay

they can tolerate.

The small sample of f;dera; 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 inforﬁation 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 6ther audiences. The majority
of institutional researchers (54%), social scientists (52%), and educational
faculty (56%), can wait about a week or longer, énd 46 percent of the chief
admini§£rators 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 <ducation 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
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V.5 WUESTION II.

ABOUT THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE IN YOUR MOST IMPORTANT WORK ACTIVITIES

or, 7o need information for your job, somecimes there is‘ a delay between when you start to look for it and when i,'ou actually
1d/receive it. The amount Of time you can allow will depend on the situation, but considering the same two most important
r%, activities you have just rated, hc - much time can you usually allow to elapse after realizing the need for information?

Chi
PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION CGOVERNANCE quard
P~
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH] PRIN.|OTHER| LEA | ISA | SEA |CHIEF INS.R]SO.SC. Eb.F.{L.BD.|5.BU. | S.LEG| F.LEGJ TOTAL | Level
, 3 % % $ ) $ % $ % [} % % % 1 %
: Allowable Time Lapse . .
W hours 14.9] 19.1 20.7| 18.4| 6.6| 14.0] 10.8] 9.3| 10.6] 12.7] 16.9] 3.0f 11.5| 30.7% 15.,2f ***
day 19.5] 17.3] 17.6] 19.4| 14.8] 21.5) 9.2 3.7| 9.1] 9.5] 13.3] 3.0] 11.5 20.0} 15.4
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{ l..9] 40.0f 29.0
t a week 20.7 21.0f 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
b two weeks a.0l 10.5f 4.8] 9.7 13.1] 8.4 e&.2] 14.8| 21.2| 15.9y 9.6 6.1 3.8/ 0.0} 9.0
than two weeks a.6| 7.4 6.9 s.8f 11.s! 9.3} 9.2 11.1] 9.1| 6.3} 1l.2] 18.2] 3.8} 0.0) 7.2
174| 162} 188| 103 61] 107 65 54 66 63 83 33 26 10}1,195
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delays of all subaudiences. Only six percent (compared to 31% for the total
sample) require information within cone 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 gays; 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-
sponéive 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 a«tivities.

b
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CHAPTER V
QUESTION III. ABOUT THE USEFULNESS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE

A. OVE: VIEW

The third section 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 desérAption) the
single most useful source of information in your work.

Exactly the same list of 1° information sources that were rated for frequency of

use with respect to the most important work activity in Section II of the ques-

tionraire were rcpeated. The questionnaire was deliberately designed so Section
IIT w.uld be on the feverse side of the questionnaire pagé so;thgt ratings on the
previ o3 question would not be visible. Thé instructions deliberately emphasized

that tue contrast was usefuln:ss for all activities rather than frequency for

most important activities. In the next section, we see that despite these differ-

ence&s 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, acrcss 18 sources, between averages for fre-

quency of use (for most important activity) and usefulness {(for all activities)

afé virtually perfedt (.94lto .99) for each of the 14 subaudiences. Consequently,
the information *egarding usefulness is highly similar to that discussed in the

previous chapter. Tor this reason, the treatment of t!: ir " .ual source ratings
in this chapter is brief.‘ Instead, attention'}s turnced to the macter of intor-
correlations among the 18 sources and the possibility of deriving a smaller set

of information source usefulness measurcs.
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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 libraiy).

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 siénificant differences among the 14 subaudiences on
all the individual items, all the "indexes" are also sigﬁificant. Differences

among subaudiences are discussed.
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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 acroés all 1328 responses (not an unweighted
average of sgbaudiences averages). The significénce 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 scaie 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 fér 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 activities.
The product moment cbrrelations between usefulness andAfrequency averages oOver

the 18 sources for each of the 14 subaudiences are indeed remarkable. They range
from -.94 to -.99.** Inspection of the correlaticn residuals indicates that the
less than perfect relationships tend to be associaﬁed 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 rcsponse categories represent
equal intervals on a s«ul. of usefulness, but treating the categories this way
does serve to summarize the subaudience differences conveniently.

**Negative correlation signs are due to the opposed scaling of the frequency and

usefulness response categories.
o :
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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 of~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.

* ygefulness 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-tface discussions with people in own organi-
zation).

285



V-6

C. FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 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 presentation of factor analyses for work activities. The
correlations are presented for inspection; however, 6ur focus is on the factor
loadings reported at the right hand side of the table.*

de note first that the Eigenvalue cut-off was reduced to .9 in order to extract
two additional factors, for a total oflsix, which account for 62.8 percent of
the covariance among the 18 items.**

-

Factor I. Formal Print Sources (Instructional Planning) (23.9%).*** This factor

is identified by the following items (fi - v loadings in parentheses): 10. other
libraries, resource centers, or inform-' = services (.68); 18. textboqks and
raference books (.59); 4. abstracts, i: :-as, bibliographies (.53); 1ll. curric-
ulum materials (.52); 5. library or resoﬁrce center in own organization (.50).
The existence of curriculum materials and textbooks in this set suggests that
instructional planning may be an imnor*ant element in this factor. Apparehtly
the users search (abstracts, indeas=s, 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 ané to a somewhat lesser

degree print sources, but all are of a “locall" informal character.

* fThese correlations and loadings are based 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 Eigehvalues over 1.0, account for 52.2 per-
cent. Eleven factors are needed to exceed 80 percent.

***Figures in parentheses following each factor identification indicate percent
of total covq;iance accounted for by the factor.
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TABLE V.2 ‘FAC'!OR ANALYSIS - SOURCES
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"5, personal files ( 34). This factor involves personal and to a somewhat lesser

deqree print sources, but all are of a "local," informal character.

Factor III. External Personal Contacts (6.8%). This factor is marked by one
pY

ﬁigh loading item and two other items with somewhat lower loadings: 2. telephone
calls to people in other organlzatlons (.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 possiblk'also

through correspondence.

Factor IV. Current Awareness Print Sources (5.6%). There are two -items with

appreciable loadings on this factor: 6. educational newsletters, bullet;ns, 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 profesS1ona1
awareness: l. workshops, seminars, graduate courses (.53); 14. conventions and

- prefessional meecings (.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..persona1 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 1nformatlon 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 for'63 percent of the covérianée
among the items, were extracted. They depict the following patterning of
sources:

I. Formal Print Sources (Instructional Planning)

II. “Informal Local Sources

III. External Personal Contacts

IV. - Current Awareness Print Sourcés

V.  Professional (Instructional) Awareness

and Knowledge

VI. Personal Sources.
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p. INFORMATION SOURCE "INDEXES"

The correlation and factor analysis results presented above indicate that, due

to the pattern of lntercorrelatlon 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 lnterpretable, and
probably more robust measures,* whlch 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 dlrectly 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, a “not partlcularly surpr151ng result since all of the
1nd1v1dual 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 averages are all presented in the upper part
of the table, followed by all the ratio indexes to aid v1sual 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 hased.

Usefulness of Oral Sources. This index was formed by summinghfhe'usefulness

ratlngs for six “oral" sources (l Workshops, seminars, graduate eourses,u

* pactor scores tend to capitalize on chance. By now there is a moderately
extensive body of research and theory which suggests that in many practical
appllcatlons equal weighting of valid variables leads to results that
stand up better under cross validation than differential weights (Wainer,
1976; Einhorn, 1975; Kaiser, 1970).

o
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7.3 . QUESTION III.  ABOUT THE USEFULNESS OF THE INFORMM‘iON SOURCES YOU USE: INFORMATION STACE "INDEXES®

frequently you used a number of information sources in

1 Use This Source And It Is:

TIT-A

‘he previous page you told us how L
‘lon with two important work activitiea. Now please consider all the activities you I Rarely or ‘
i Never Use Highly Moderately Of Minor
n and rate this same list of sources in terms of their usefulness in'providing you with This Source Useful Useful Use
formation you need for any part of your work, (Pleage check ona bux in each rov.) 1 ~T 3 T
B . PRACTITIONEE MMINISTRANRS HIGHER_BDUCATIQN GOVERNANCE F-~TEST

—_— ) p- F=

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH] PRIN. oTHER| LEA | ISA'| SER |CHIEF[INS.R.50.SCJED.F, L.BD.|5.BD.|5.LEG|F .LEGI TOTAL | Level |value
verages and ratios based on the
ources in the previous table
item numbers indicated in
arentheses)
- 'J
ral Averages .
1, 2, 8, 12,14, 17} 2,791 3.27| 3.17| 3.44] 3.45( 3.36] 3.42] 3.16 2,09 2,911 3.02] 3.33| 3.27| 2.90] 3.16] *** 18.7
rint Averages;
3, 4,6, 7, 9, 15, 16, 18) 2.71| 2.96| 2.91] 3.14] 3.02] 3.16] 3.05| 3.02 3,07] 3.0t} 2.74] 2.99] 2.99] 2.89| 2.95} *** 8.8
ral/Print Ratio 1,03 1.14f 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 wkw | 5.9
xternal Averages B }
2, 10, 17} 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
nternal Averages . .
5, 8y 12) 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| ***| 4.3
‘xiérnal/lnternal Ratio 0.89| 0.88| 0.90] 0.96| 1.13} 1.00| 0.89 0.84) 0.89 0.64 0.89| 0.90| 1.01].0.88] 0.90| *** 4.1
ormal/Library Averages ' : ‘
4,5,17,9, 13, 18) 2.98] 2.75| 2.80) 2.85| 2.75| 2.87| 2.60| 2.77 3.47| 3.38] 2.41{ 2.51| 2.53] 2.55| 2.84 *hk | 19,2

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

293



v-12

2. telephone calls to people in other organizations; 8. telephone“calls to

':peoplé in my own organization; 12. face-to-face discussions or conferences

' with people in own organization; l4. conventions, professional association

‘meetingsa 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

(1L = Never ‘or Rarely Use, 2 = Of Minor Use.v3 = Moderately Useful 4 = Highly

Useful). We find that administrators have the highest averages on thlS 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
ge. ¢ g P

. (3. memos and correspondence; 4. abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies; 6. edu-

- cational newsletters, bulletins, announcements,r7. educational journals; ‘9, tech-

nical reports, government publications; 15. notes and files in my own office;

16. office, department, or organ: ' 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),'1nst1tutional researchers (3.02) ISA staff (3. 02),

and educational faculty (3.0l1). 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'moderately 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. 1In this case, ratios greater
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than 1.00 point to greater usefulnessupf oral sources than print sources, ratioé
less than 1.00 indicate relative;y‘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 schodl board members (1.15),
school principals (1.14), étate school board members (1.13), and state legis~
lators (1.12).

Usefulness of External Sources. Items referring to face-to-face discussions,

telephbne calls, and libraries or resource centers were deliberately listed
twiée, 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 oéganization. The external index is thé average of items 2 (telephone
calls), 10 (libraries or-resoqrcé centers), and 17 (face-to-face discussions or
conferences). The subaudien¢es 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 afe 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 v‘
"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

in their own organization useful: higher education chief administrators (3.50),
state school board members (3.44), federal legisiative aides (3.43), and in-
stitutional researchers (3.38). The administrators, including school principals,
closely follow. - Again teachers (3.09) and local board membe.s (3.11) are low.

(By now it‘is generally obvicas that teachers and local boafd 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
gources. ©Only one subaudience has a ratio substantially over one, IsA staff
(1.13). ‘This grdup, 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 gubaudiences are approximately evenly balanced between
external and internél: state legislators (1.01) and SEA staff (1.00). Again
these two groups wo&ld 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 inétitutional 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 resburce center in my own organization; 7. educational journals, 9. technical
reports, government publications; 13. personal library, 18. textbooks, reference
books. Noting that these are the traditional sources researchers and scholars
use, it is not surprising tﬁat 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), nother" school staff (2.89), LEA staff (2.85), and SEA staff (2.87) are
not far below the 3.0 jevel. Although it should be no surprise, the governance
audiences find the formal information sources to be of least (but yet somewhat
more ﬁhan "Minor") value: local school board members (2.41), state school board
membérs (2.51), state legislators (2.53), and federal legislative aides (2.55}.
Note also that higher education chief administrators (2.60) and institutional
researxchers (2.77), although tending to find information in other print sources
(e.g;, notes and filéé; office files, memos and correspoﬂdence), find distinctly

less use of formal print sources in their work.

Ssumnary. In this chapter we have examined information concerning users' ratings
of the usefulness of 18 types of information sources. Despite maior shifts“in
reference to -« -fulness for all work activities as contrasted to frequency'df
use for the users' most important work activities, the 18 information sources

‘maintain virtually the same position relative to each other. Wwith very minor

‘ ‘
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axceptions, 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 atatis-.
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 high;
however, six easily identifiable and interpretable clustars 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 higﬂ correlation
between usefulness and frequency, we may also generalize that these same patterns

tend to hpld for frequency of use of sources.
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CHAPTER VI
Lo

QUESTION IV. ABOUT THE MNST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS

OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU PREFER

A. OVERVIEW

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 moat preferred information sources are identified.

Then, respOnd-

aents' reasons for selecting these sources are examined. Respondents ware 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.

la.

IV. ABOUT THE MOST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EDUCATION INFORMATION
SOURCES YOU IREFER o

Users have various reasons for preferring the infbrmation
sources they like to usa. Please refer to the numbered
list of sources on the opposite page and note the number

(L - 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.

Now, for each of these two sources, please rank the reasons
iisted below in order of their importance to your preference
for the source. ‘

- How would you describe your degree of isolation from information

scurces you would like to have available to you?

How often do educators cr other professionals come to you for
information, or do you pass information on to others relatxng
to educational matters?

Preferred Sources. Three types of "oral" sources (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-

listed preferred sources and 39 percent of the second-listed preferred'sources.‘
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er sources mentloned by at least 5 percent of,the respondents 1nclude.‘ ducaQ_’
nal journals, personal llbrary, notes and flles Ln own ‘office," llbrary or S

ource center in own organxzatzon, and educatxonal newsletters, bulletlns,

announc ements .

sons for Preferrlng SOurces. Respondents ‘were presented WLth a lxst of f1fteen

racterxstics ot 1nformation sources which mlght account for thelr preferentes

l were asked to rank the list of reasons in order of the1r meortance for both

v first and second preferred source.; Given the" hlghly slgnifxcant d1fferences -

ng subaudlences in the1r ratlngs of frequency of; use of sources and usefulness

sources descrlbed 1n the prevxous two sect1ons, it came as:. a surprlse that only

>f ‘the 30 tests of item d1fferences among the l4 subaudxences were SLgnlflcant.

s subaudiences did differ’ sxgniflcantly in' their ranklngs of the characterlstlcs .

access1brlxty accuracy, and opportunlty for dlscuss1on or exchange of . 1deas -
th- reSpect to the flrst preferred source, and on the: characterlstlcs of rapid

sponse, accuracy, responsxveness to partlcular problems. the reason "keeps

aware of new developments," and opportunity for discussion or exchange of

eas thh respect to_ the second preferred source. .

e more frequently mentxoned characteristics (for the first preferred source) are:

) is lxkely to have the 1nformat1on I want, (2) is near at hand or -easily acces-

ble, (3) is responsxve to my partzcular problem or questlon, '(4) is easy to use,
d (5) is usually avallable when I need it. By contrast, the lowest-ranked

aracterxstics 1nclude- (11) prov1des opportunlty for dlchSSlon or exchange of

eas, (12) is fast in responding, (13) is complete, comprehenslve, (l4) is free

' .inexpensive, and (15) is objective, impartial, not biased.

e. ranklngs of the 15 characterxstxcs are sllghtly different for the two preferred
Rank orderrcorrelations between palrs of average rankings for each sub-

"One notable d1fference is the characteristic "is
t is the

urces.
:dxence range from .64 to .85.
Lsy to use," which ranged from second to eighth place for source one, bu

Lrst-ranked characteristic of evegy subaudience (except: the educatzonal faculty
10 gave it second place) on thelr second preferred Source.

jolation from Information Sources. Respondents were asked to rate their degree

E isoIatxon fr thhe*sources“they“wouid—llke—to~have—ava11able—1n—terms~of—four
and

lternatlves- (1) not 1solated, (2) somewhat isolated, (3) ser1ously 1solated,

1 ~.
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‘(4) almost completely isolated. A chi square test iﬁdicates that the 14 sub-

- audlences are not slgnlflcantly different in thelr dlstrrbutlon of. choices over

these four alternatives. Percentagés based on simple averages over the 1,302
persons responding to this item indicate that 29 percent ohecked "not isolated "
59 percent checked "somewhat isolated," 10 percent checked "seriously 1solated "
and less than 2 percent checked "almost completely 1solated."* Hence the 14

subaudiences are quite similar in their sense of isolation, and only a small

percentage consider themselves seriously or conlpleteiy isolated from the infor-

mation sources they would like to have available.

Frequency of Information Exchange. The last qﬁestion 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 educatlonal matters?" A chi square

test indicates that there are. highly significant dlfferences among the 14 sub—
audiences 1n their frequency of exchange of information. Generally, state
agency staff, chief admlnlstrators of higher education 1nst1tutlons, institu-
tional researchers, and 1ntermed1ate 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 w1th fewer than 16 percent of
local board members and 22 percent-of state board members exchanging lnformatlon

this often.

* The next section of the questlonnarre asked respondents to rate their
satisfaction with current sources with respect to nine general purposes for

seeking information. Dissatisfaction with current sources is correlated

“with feeling of isolatiof from sources Users-would—Tike to—have-availablew——

."3(39




B.  HMosT 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 we1e 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 se"ond preferred source.

'Clearly, face-to-face discuss10ns or conferences are the preferred source of infor-,
‘mation With 22 6 percent- listing this 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 201 percent (adjusted for

‘non-response)“marked item 12 face-to-face discussions or conferences with people

iin my own organization as their. first preferred ‘'source, another 15.8 percent marked - .

M s,

this item as their second preferred sources-- _DiscusSions or conferences with people

in other organizations accounted for only 2.5 percent of ‘the. first preferred sources

listed and 7.1 percent of the second preferred sources. ConsequentlyT“local “(iriter=---
‘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 siource 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 equali 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 peopie in own organization and 4.4 percent

marking calls to people in other organizaticns 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“sourcesilisted, only
one other is an oral source: # 14, conventions and professional meetings, which
ccounts 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 IV.la  SOURCES 'RESPbNDEN'l“S IDENTIFIED AS THE TWO
‘ v SOURCES‘THEY MOST PREFERRED -TO USE
(Sources Ordered by Total Number Listing it as First or Seconq‘Preférred
Squrce.)* . : ‘ o C :
~Item ® Preferred Sources
| Nr. Source First | Second Total | Cum.
’ % % % %
12/17 face-to—face discussions or cénferences 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 ' 9.5 . 6.8 9.8 42.7
S/io_‘ Libraries or resource centers 9.5 8.4 8.9 51.6
'7. ‘Educational journals 6.9 . =.21 s58.8
13 Personal librafy 6.9 . G. 65.6
15 . 'Notes and files in own.gffice 5.3 7.9 6.6 72.2
6 ‘EéucétionalhneWSletters, bulletins, _ :
announcements 6.1 5.5 5.8 78.0
11 Curriculum mate;ials . 4.4 4.2 82.2
18 | Textbooks, reference books . - .0 4.9 4;0 86.2
14 | conventions and prbfeséiahal meeting: .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 | _ . 2.0 2.0‘ 94.7
9 | Technical repoits, government publications 1.2 1.6 1.4} 96.1
4 Absiracts, indexes, bibliographies ‘ .2 1.0 1.1 97;2
19/?0 .dther (miscellaheous) sources 3.6‘ 2.1 2.8 100.0
N = 1267 1261 - -

=

* Percentages are adjusted for non-response: 4.6 percent did‘not~respdnd for

Source.

T Eiret Preferred Source and 5.0 percent did not respond for Second rreferred
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' Eleven "prlnt-orlented" sources account for the remaining half of the respond-

ents' choices. Headlng thlg group are libraries, which account for 9.5 percent

"of the first choxces and 8. 4 percent of the second choices.  Internal and external

libraries and resource centers were combined. There is a strong preference for
own llbrary or resource center over other libraries or resource centers: 7.8 per-
cent own versus l. 7 percent other on first preferred source and €.2 percent own
versus 2.3 percent other on second preferred source. Hence, no more than 4 per-
cent indicate that tney 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 & cJirst or second choice.

Follow1ng libraries or resource centers.re a number of specific types of prlnt
sources (percentages for total of flrst 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 meetlngs, 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%),

wmemos 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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2. CHARACTERISTICS OF PREFERRED SOURCES

i

‘after asking respondents to identify the two sources they most preferrad to use,

they were asked to rank a list of 15 reasons (characteristics) for preferring
each source in order of their importance.. The rankings were converted to a

5-point scale, with 5 lndlcatlnq a high ranklng and 1’ 1nd1cat1ng a low rankxng forl
the characterlstics. ' Chi square t3sts across the 14 subaudlences for each item
1ﬁaicated that only 3 of ‘the 15 characteristics were s1gn1f1cantly dlfferent for
the rlrstﬂpreferreq source and 5 of the 15 characteristics were significantly
different for the second socrce. 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 sécond preferred sources. On the first source, accuracy is.

of relatively greatest meortance to federal legislators (3.62), and greater
importance to local school board members (3 33), LEA administrators (3. 21), SEA
administrators (3.16), and_lnstltutlonal researchers (3.13). Accuracy is of
relatively lesser importance to higher education chief administrators (2.64), edu-
cationai 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 exchinge of ideas (provides opportunity for discussion or exchange

of ideas) is also a characteristic where there are différences 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, oxr 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 ranked and 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. = 2 ‘
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TABLE VI.2'

QUESTION 1v.1b, ABOUT THE

Characteristics for § 1 Sou

subaudiences {9302N21010) .

$05T IMPORTANT CHARACTBRISTICS OF THE INFORATION SOURCES YOU P

rce and ¥ 2 Source with Stamtically SLgmfxcant D1fferences Amonq the

PRACTITIONERS

ADMINISTRATORS

. HIGHER EDUCATION

P~

Nr.

QUESTIONHATRE ITEM

TEACH]

PRIN.

OTHER.

LEA

“ISA,

SEA

CHIEF

INS. K,

50.5C 4

i.F.

L.BD,

5,80,

6.LEt)

?.Lmuvel

‘SOURCE # +

)

1))

#l

Accessibility ..ovveveeenases Ceveeses

ACCULACY «vvvevsonnsonnans seusennnes

mscussmn/Exchange cevertaraes

o
-

3.67
3.01

2,80

3446
2.85

3,18

3,66
1.19

2%

3.2
i

2.67

3.65

2,87

1.2

3.55

3.16

3,02}

1.3
2.64

3,58

410
213

2.56

in

289

2.5

2.4

2.63

3.18

3.3

3.3

.12

.1
.07

.2

1.5
1.10

3,00

3.5

1,62

2.50|

,002
.0l6}

015

L1
\,“
12
2

1

SOURCE # 2

| Rapid Res.ponse N PETTI R

ACCUEACY «vvvores veereseresrisasrentd
Responsivenesa to Problem...ueveses
Cucrent Awareness ..... veresesanaene '

DiSCUSSION/EXCRANGE +ovvevesereserser

2,63
3.04
3.10
.4

2,58

2,8
3.10

3,39

2.70(

2,96

2.65
3.06
"
1.2

2,70

2.78
3,00
331
138

2.82

.30

2,49

3,68

2,98

1.9

.13

3,55]

3.06

2N

2,89
2,68

3.78

3.40

3.42

3,02
3,15
335
3.26

3.00

2,52
2,93
L1
1.5

2,38

257
1
‘2.9‘4
3,35

2.3

267
2.9
3.30

3.19

3.00
2.88

317

3,85

3.3

3.41

3,08

iU

3.06

3139

3,86

' 3-22

2,78|

2,1

2,51

o)
027
40|
00|
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“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 reiatiVely greatest importance to higher education chief
'administretors {3.58), followed b§ ISA administrators (3.27), state board members
(3.24), and school principals (3.18). This characteristic is of relatively 1ess
importance for federal legislative aides (2 50), social sc1ent1sts (2.50), 1nst1tu—
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 thz second

preferred source of information of: federal legislative aides (3.86), state legis-
lators (3.47), and ISA admlnlstratwrs (3.30), but this characteristic is rela-
tively less important for. social scientists (2.52), educational faculty (2.57),
=¢hoo¢ teachers (2.563), other schaul 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 ygreater 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 schcol 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 secand 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

07T



‘ TABLE V1. 3 QUESTION V.. ABOUT THE MOS” IMPORTANT @ﬁUhnﬂERISTICS oF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU PREFER
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TABLE VI.4

QUESTION 1V.1b. g0

lAll Ttems, Second Pre.e*r: “Soirce)

T THE YOST IMPORTANT CHARACTBRISTICS OF THE IHFORMATION SOURCES YOU PREFER -
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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-

audlences, it seems appropriate to focus first on these overall rankings. " To

facilitate xnspectlon, they are rearranged in the overall rank order for the

flrst preferred source. This table indicates "convenlence“ characteristlcs

‘(Likely to have wanted information, accessible, easy to use, usually avallable)

rank high for both the first and second preferred source,‘whlle comprehensxveness,
low cost, and object1v1ty are consistently among the lowest-ranked reasons for

I("Z

preferring an information source. ‘ ' oY
Among the notable d1screpanc1es between rankxngs of characterlstlcs for the first .
and second preferred sources of information, the characteristic "is easy to use"

is 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 1nst1tut1onal researchers and state leglslators ) PreSumably, if

~users fail to find 1nformat1on with their use of their first preferred source,

" they would have a greater tendency to turn to a source that helps them continte

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-

ftzcular problem" drops from third to sixth rank. (This shift is most noticeable

among state and loc:l board members and LEA administrators who rank responsiveness
as especially import < 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 welghtlng for all 14 subaudiences.

312




il Bl Y @ L . . A . . ]
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for new ideas or different viewpoints" is not ranked particularly high (8th rank),

" but shifts markedly downward (to 12th ;ank).lu(?his shift is most pronounced for
' school principals, 2nd to 13th; and ISA administrators, 4th to 15th.) B
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D. ‘ ISOLATION‘FROM'INFORMATION'SOURCES

aAfter- completlng the ranking of reasons for preferrlng‘information sources,
‘“respondents were asked to indicate-how isolated they were 'from information
.- ‘sources. ‘The question and the percentages responding. to each item alternat1ve

are found in the top portion of the folloWLng 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 questlon
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— h
native, "somewhat jsolated, I may have to spend a little tlme or effort to
obtain the information I need." Slightly under ten percent (9 5%) checked
"seriously isolated, I somethes forgo uslng 1nformatlon sources that I would _l"
like to use." Less than two percent (l 5%) ‘marked "almost completely isolated,

. I frequently can not get access to the sources I would llke to use." Comblnlng”
the last two categories leads to the estlmate that only 11l percent of these
educatlonal 1nformatlon audiences consider themselves serlously or almost com-
pletely isolated from information sources they would llke 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 df ratings appeared familiar, a comparison was made ’
with the responses to Question I.3 concerning the amount of information avallable.

Data in the second foliowing table for both amount and degree of isolation are

based on s1mple averages over the six subaudiences who responded to Question I.3
(teachers, principals, other staff; LEA, ISA, and SER administrators). The »

slmllarlty is so great that it would appear that adequacy of information, amoqnt
of information available, and degree of 1solatlon 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 hlgher correlations are
with satisfaction with sources for keeping aware of new developments and activ=:
jties and for identifying new sources of ‘assistance; the lower correlations are
for preparing articles, reports, and speeches; for evaluating educational prac-
t1ces, and for locat1ng information to prov1de to others.
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TABLE VI.8  COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF AMOUNT OF INFORMATION
AVAILABLE AND DEGREE OF ISOLATION FROM s
INFORMATION SOURCES FOR SCHOOL PRACTITIONERS
AND LEA, . ISA, AND SEA ADMINISTRATORS ‘
‘QUESTION I.3: - ,[QUESTION .2
amount of Information Available "Isolation from Information
' Lo S SOurces ‘ ‘ :
.
3 %
Very adequate 26.2 Not . isolated . 28.4
Somewhat adequate ' , 56.3 Somewhat isolated 61.0
Somewhat inadequate. ' 14.0 Seriqusly .i801ateé?‘- oo 9.5
Very inadequate ' 3.5 Almost completely
’ isolated 1.3
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E. ~ FREQUENCY OF INFORMATION EXCHANGE

This section of the 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-

* -
audiences in their reported frequencies of information exchange. Generally,

administrators (including higher education chief administrators and institutional

.reSﬁarchers) report the highest frequencies.  Nearly 86 percent of the SEA admin-

istrators and 80 percent of the institutional researchers exchange.informétion at
' ]

least daily or more often. By contrast, only 16 percent of the local school

bhoaxd .members and 21 percent of the state school board members report this high

a freé&ency of education-related information exchange.

Amnng 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
L%, 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

a. . OVERVIEW
The field inﬁerview schedule included a list of 19 purposes for seeking infor-

mation. Based on factor analysis of theée items,. the mail survey list was

reduced to nine 1tems which respondents were asked to rate in terms of their

need for information and their satisfactlon with current sources of 1nforma-

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 typicaliy 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
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and activities, and least satisfaction is indicated for evaluating educational

préctices or products.

Bécause 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 IV.2 (isolation from information sources) .
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" and local school board members.

VII-3

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 exceptien ef
one item, there are statistically significant differences among the 14 sub-
audiehces in their averege rated need for information for all puiposes. Despite
these differences there were some strong similarities in the general patterns of
needs across most subaudienees.

Keepingﬁaware of developments and aetivities in education is the purpose for

which virtually every audience (except federal legislatiwve aides) expresses
great need. This purpose is either the first or second highest ranklng in need

for information for all other subaudiences.

Finding answers to specific questions is the second hlghest need overall. This

is the highest ranklng 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:agproaches 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 admlnlstrators, hlgher education chinrf adminlstrators,

3’/4
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' a narrow range (1.60 - 1.90).

VII-5

Ke;plng aware of who is knowledgeable in a subject or problem area dlsplays a

barely 51gn1f1cant dlfference (P<.05, whlch mlght wash out with a more exact
test), and aside from state leglslators who rate this purpose 1.52 :(third- '
ranking among the nine purposes), the remainder of the ratings for need are in

For most subaudiences this purpose is sixth or

seventh among the ranking of the nine purposes.

Evaluating edﬁcational;practices or products displays a'largephrange (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-ranklng for chief administrators. This purpose is sixth- to eighth-
ranking for all other subaudiencés.

Locating information to provide to others is a Ve;y 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.

Preparinglreports, articles, or speeches is the purpose for which most sub-
audiences have .least need.

With the sole exception of federal leglslatlve

aides (1. 60), where this purpose is tied for second place (with locating 1nforma-
tion to provide to others), none of the other audiences rate this purposeAhlgher
than seventh among the nine purposes, and ten of the 14 subaudiences assign it

the lowest rating of all nine purposes for%seeking information.

e
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Lo ‘sA"rIsf'Ac""r:toN’ w:t"m CUﬁRENT"SOURCES"

-?IThe same n1ne purposes were rated in terms of satlsfactlon (1 Satlsfactory,
‘i_2 Partly Satlsfactory, 3 = Unsatlsfactory) In this case,'only two of the-
‘nlne 1tems d1splay 51gn1f1cant dlfferences across the 14 subaudlences, and both
~are so marglnally s1gn1f1cant that: the dlfferences m1ght not stand 1f more exact
" tests were made. Overall, greatest satlsfactlon is indicated (1.58) for keeping
aware of developments and act1v1t1es in. educatlon (thlS is also the purpose with
greatest overall need for 1nformatlon). Next h1ghest 'satisfaction with current
: sources of 1nformatlon (1. 68) is for preparing reports, articles, and speeches
(but thls is the purpose w1th east overall need for 1nformatlon)  Third in |
verall rated level of satlsfactlon is locating information to prov1defto‘others'
(1 71), and fourth is flndlng answers ‘to spec1f1c questions (1. 74). From this |
point on, the ratlng averages are closer to the "partly sat1sfactory" category:
sixth is‘identifylng new educatlonallprograms, materials, methods, or procedures
(1.77); seventh 1s identifying new sources of assistance for 1mprov1ng my work
(1 88), eighth is developlng alternatlve approaches to. soIV1ng problems arising
in my work (1.94); and last is evaluatlng ‘educational pract1ces or products
(1.96). ‘
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L—TIXIA

TABLE VII.2 QUESTION V.- ABOUT YOUR PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INPORMATION - SATISFACTION 1 = Satisfactory
Users need Infornation for many different purposes. For each purpose listed below, please § i [l;ar:'l:{siattsfactory
indicate your degree of need for, and your satisfaction with currently available sources of = Unsatisiactory
information by checking one of the boxes for need and one of the boxes for satisfaction associated
with each purpose. ' ‘ o e i
. ' ' ‘ - Chi
_PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATIQN GOVERRANCE' EQUAL biquar
: ‘ _ W P-
Nr. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH{ PRIN.|OTHER| LEA:| ISA : SEA [CHIEF(INS.R(S0.SCJED.F.|L.BD.{S.BD,|S.LEG|F.LEG|AVRG. |Level
PURPOSE ' |
To help me to:
{1) | Xeep awars of developments and activq ‘ ‘
- | 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| X8
(2) | Keep aware of who is knowledgeable . DI ETE R N N A S .
in a subject or problem area 1,74 1.80 1,76 1.74 1.95| 1.86| 1.81f 1.82| 1.84| 1.75| 1.62| 1.67| 1.59] 1.50 1.75] = NS
(3) | Identify new sources of assistance ‘ o :
for improving my work 1.80) 1.87f 1.82) 1.78 2.12] 1.91f 1.99 1.B4| 2.05| 1.84| 1.75 1.81f 1.77) 2.00f L.88[ *
(4) | Identify new educational programs, ' ‘ , c
materials, methods, ox 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] L.77[ NS
(5) | Evaluate educational practices or | .
products 1,920 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 problens arising in'my work | 1.87 1.97) 1.92| 1.89| 2.03| 1.97f 2.16] 1.87) 1.94} 1.94| 1.65| 2.12} 1.92f 1.80 1.94] XS
(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| l.64] 1.80| 1.71] 1.74 1.82| 1.76| 1.84| 1.57| 1.81} 1.60| 1.43| 1.71| s
(9) | Prepare reports, articles, or ,
speeches 1.7 1.8lf 1.74| 1.67) 1.73| 1.67| 1.71) 1.51| 1.68| 1.67| 1.49| 1.67| 1.60) 1.80| 1.68f *
(Locate information to provide
to others ) -~ N=| 14 127 162| 83 46| 91} S1f 38 55 63| 68 16| 20 7
(A11 other purposes) N2> 201 178| 198| 1l6] .65 112 68 53] 66] 51| 84| 32| 25| 10

33




vII-g

PATTERNS OF RELATIONSHIPS AMONG RATINGS OF NEED FOR INFORMATION AND

SATISTACTION WITH CURRENT SOURCES OF 1'NFORMATION N;{“‘xf€~w£”u ;H“.?

. ‘The followinq tablL dlsplays the correlations among the ratings of need for

,;Lnformatlonfand satisfactlon with- current sources of information for each of

R]the nine purp05es for seeking 1nformatlon.' The’ correlatlons w1th ratlngs of

f”lsolatlon from sources (Question IV.2) are. also ‘listed. (Note, the scales for o
;sat1sfactlon and 1solatlon Have been . reversed to reduce the number of negative

’ correlations)._ Slnce the need and satlsfactlon ratlngs 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 ratlngs of need for information are all
'lposltlve and statlstlcally significant, most are of modest size ranglng from
.08 to .38 (1f corrected for coarse grouplng, the range is .11 to .52). Among
‘the higher correlatlons are the following: Those who have a need to keep aware
Tof developments and act1v1t1es also tend to need 1nformatlon about who is
_knowledgeable ;n a subJect or problem area and for information to 1dentinynew‘
'programs, materlals, 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 prOV1de to others. ' Those who need

" information to provide to others also tend to need information to prepare reports,

articles, and_speeches.

» Among the lowest correlatlons 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, artlcles,

or speeches.

The intercorrelations among the ratings of satisfaction with current sources of

information are substantially higher thar the ratings for need, with correlations

* The Peters and Van Voorhis correctlon would increase the reported values by
. approximately 1. 36. Correlations with the four-point isolation scale would
be 1ncreased by a factor of 1.27.



TABLE VIL.3

¢

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RATINGS OF NEED FOR INPORMATION AND SATISFACTION WITH SOURCES OF. INFORMATION FOR NINE
PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INPORMATION : L

(Note, satlsfactlon and 1solat1on scales have been reversed to av01d negatlve correlat1ons, dec1mals omitted.)

6—IIANh

68‘- Variables N
L)
1
7 | N | :
(8100 03| 04) 05| 06| 07 08 09] 10{ 11/ 12| 13 14 15| 16(17( 18 19
Need -Awareness Development o -| 34 27 38] 26 25| 19| 2L} 1705 qﬁ‘ 01106|06f 07(1010( 0901
| Veed -Hho Is Knowledgeable | 02] 34| -| 29| 15} 20) 23 22| 21|25 04 UB‘ 06 :04 %] 04 03 ,63 05 00
‘Need -Identify New Sources Of Assistance 1 03f 27 29| - ‘32  19 36 18119 15§ 13| 18 lé 12{13| 16/ 18/ 13} 13112
Need -Identify New Programs, Etc. 4] 38 15| 32| -| 30}.19 M 1408 07] 071 03| 09|03 05 08].08 mam
Need -Evaluate Practices.. 05] 26{ 20| 19} 30 ~ 24] 121 16174 07| 07| 09| 09f 16| 10 ‘08 051 0504
Need ~Develop Alternatives 06§ 25| 23| 36| 19| 24| -1 38] 20 16‘ 08 12 131101 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 0102
x ;Need.-Locate Information 08) 21 2] 19} 14) 16/ 20| 36| - 35§ 03 L07 02| 02(=02| 02| 02| 00| 02 -03:‘
. L=§eed ~Prepare Reports, Articles S 0§ 17] 25| 15/ 08| 17| 16| 26| 35| -{03( 06| 04| 05;.01} 01} 03)-01 00§ 02
+ | Satisfaction -Awareness Development 10} 05/ 04| 13| 07| 07 08|.031.03| 03} -| 53| 46 45| 34} 38 31| 31130439
| 'Sa£isfaction -itho Is Knowledgeable 11/ 08| 08| 18] 07( 07| 12| 04| 07 06 53 -1 501 39 37| 39 HEIEER
Satisfaction ~Identify New Sources Of Assistance| 12| 01| 06| 18} 03| 09| 13} 06 dg 04} 46[ 50| - 52 ‘39 50( 42| 36| 32435
Satisfaction -Identify New Programs, Etc. | 131 06| 04 n‘w 09| 10| 07/ 02| 051 45| 39| 52| ~| 45| 39] 35| 37|33} 32
Satisfaction ~Evaluate Practices.. 14] 06/ 06| 13| 03| 16 06| 02/-02| 01| 341-37( 39| 45| - ‘45 ‘35.‘33 34 27
Satisfaction -Develop Altefnatives 151 07| 04| 16| 05| 10{ 17| 05| 02| 0L} 38|.33| 50| 39} 45 "I E
Satisfaction -F1nd Answers 16] 10| 03| 18| 08| 08| 13| 07| 02| 03 31| 39 42 .35 35 Si -| 47| 41} 32
Satisfaction -Locate Informatlon 17] 10 03| 13} 08} 05 d7 05/ 00}-01) 31| 38] 36| 37 ‘33 36) 47| =150} 29
satisfaction -Prepare Reports, Articles 181 09/ 06 13 03] 05| 10| 01 02 0030137} 32|33} 34) 35| 41| 50) -} 27
[ Isolation Fron Sources T 19 01} 00|-121-07|-04 -04?02 03| 02) 39| 31| 351 32| 271 32| 2| 29| 2 |
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from - .30 to .53 (corrected for coarse grouping from .40 to .72). The
_‘of (non)lsolation from sources are also substantially correlated with

satisfactlon ratings (.27 to .39; corrected, .37 to .53) Factor anal-

“ﬁYSlS of these ratlngs (not reported) indicates that one factor will account for

much of the intercorrelation among the satisfaction ratings. - The “isolation

efrom 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-

1ation, .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

.w‘answers, however, none of these relationships, even when corrected for coarse

234



VII-1l1

SUMMARY

“‘Neéd for information varies markedly by type of user and purpose for seekiné

l~information, with subaudience averages ranging from 1.17 (great need)‘for

{“”jlnformatlon to keep aware of developments and act1v1t1es in education amoné IsAa
v"hpadmlnlstrators to 2.65 (small need) for information to prepare reports, artlcles,
or speeches among school teachers. Slgnlflcant differences among subaudlence
";“averages were found for eight of the nine purposes listed in the questionnaire.

' _Because the items were selected to represent dlfferent klnds of needs,- the
1ntercorre1atlons among the ratlngs are not strong, but all are p051t1ve and
51gn;f1cantly different from zero. Some needs for 1nformatlon are more closely

related to each other than are others.

Satlsfactlon with current sources of information appears to be a more unitary
condition that is more highly correlated among purposes, varles less from
purpose to purpose, and exhibits smaller differences among subaudiences. ,Satisf
fact;on with current sources of information for differentkpurposes is also
significantly related to ratings of (nonfisolation fromvinformationlsources

users would like to have available to them.




VIII-1

CHAPTER VIII

QUESTION VI. "ABOUT YOUR PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING
AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION

A. PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED IN THE MAIL SURVEY

Although the field interviews with key.persqns in education had provided‘in- o

" 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

inveétigation. Consequently, the key qﬁestions in this area were open-ended.

VI. ABOUT YCUR 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 locatlng, 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 followmng two questions.

1. Would you explain the difficulty?
2. Can you,cffer a pcssible solution to the problem?

The respopée rates for this write?in question were low,_rangingvfrom 10 percent
for teachers to 40 percent. for federal leglslatlve aides, with an overall aver—
age of 17 percent. Generally the practltloners were least ready to 1dent1fy
problems, while federal legislative aides and instltutlonal 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 foliowing.

table. Overall 75 percent of the problems dealt with difficulties Wlth 1nforma—ﬂ

tion sources, 15 percent were assoclated with problems 1n user capaclty to find

information, and 10 percent were uncla551f1able.
’ H

Information Base. Among the problems concerned with information sources, 30 per-

cent of all problems dealt with information collection: l3'percent'indicated
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': TABLE VIIL.1 TYPES OF PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED BY SUBAUDIENCES IN ACQUIRING AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION
‘3 ‘QUES'I‘ION VI. - ABOUT YOUR PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING AND USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION .

With respect to all the tasks you have worked on over the 1ast year, did you have any unusually serious dszxcultx
locating, obtalnmg, or uszng information whlch you crltlcally needed in your work in education?

<

1. Would you explain the dszlculty? 2. Can you offer a possible solution to the problem’

PRACTITIONERS | ADMINISTRATORS |  HIGHER EOUCATION | GOVERNAMCE ;E‘_’F
= ‘ , —— T —r . |seons
Nrd QUESTIONNMRE ITEM TEACH! PRIN.|OTHER| LEA | ISA | SEA CHIEF|INS.RJ50,5C ED.F. |L.BD. 5.BD.|§.LEGIF, LEG} TOTAL ES :
DIFFICULTIES WITH INFORMATION .Q'.G.ZI (-Zg-)
1. Information Collection (68)] (30)
a. Informatzon is scarce or does not : o , ‘
exiSteseuesss Creersdarsirseiavens 1 4 3 ‘ 7 0 2 0 k| 2| 2 0 0 1 30 13
b. Inadequate character............ J3q0 s |3 s|1jwo o1 2|21 ]4]|?3 17
2 Infox:mation OrganIzation, Analysis, e ‘ | o 5| o)
Retrieval ‘ :

—IIIN

a. Insufficient indexing or catalog-
ing; not retrievable.............

b. Mot adequately summarized, organ- 1
ized, synthesized, or analyzed.!. sl a1 laf ey ajrfeapop3je Rl U

3. Access@iégegination (44)1 (20)

a. Mot distributed widely or fre- |

qUentlyeeiererenierianne el 2702l 2] 2 1 10l oefof1n| 8
“|b. Inaccessible locally....... T | 6 21110 4 ol o000 f17| 8
lc. Resistance or refusal............ 2 1[0} 3 0101 1{oj 1|1 ]|O0oflo} 4
DIFFICULTIES WITH USER 30| 1s)

| 4.1pon't have money, time, quélified

 |personnel to $6arch. correraeiane el 411
5, |Don't know where to look for informa- : ‘
AT TOTTCTTTIT ceeerr e e plalstolofafofjojojrf2a]jo]oq? 13| s
| 6. Jowcmasstemse. ..o il slelofaf 2t frfofsjoojo]®u

ome reseonses |21 |18 | |2 |1 o [ 9 o jp 115 764 Q2]
Percent. of Sbaudience Sample [10.2 | 9.6 |13.3 f17.6 |21.5 j24.8 130 [36.4 {10.3 [23.4 15,5 |20.6 [21.4 fs0.0 16,9 |
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: that their primary problem.was that the kind of information they sought was

. scarcelor non-existent (e.g., a new area of policy has not been developed); 17

pefcent indicated that although information existed, it was inadequate for

_their purpose, e.g., not up-to-date, of low quality, or unreliablé. 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 organizétion, analysis, or retrieval: ten percent indicaﬁed 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 usérs would
have to go to fewer sources to find what they wanted, and for wayé 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 informétion 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 élthough“it
existed, it was located too far from the user or was not easily deliverable
wheie 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 neededt“mﬂ

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-exlstent‘ o
,“:information. Ten of the 20 difficulties mentioned" ‘by institutional researchers
&e;dealt with the problem of the inadequate character of information and data theyr
dneeded. This is also the gg_x_complaint of federal legislative aides. Social

scientists are more prone than others to identify 1ndexing, cataloging,. and
retrieval problems. Several of the subaudiences (e.g., teachers, LEA and SEA
administrators, higher education chief administrators, and gtate legislators)
are somewhat concerned about analysis and summarization. Distribution 13 a’

speciaI complaint of 1nst1tutional researchers. ‘Lack of local access is a

- problem espec1ally 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 gavé an answer (compared‘to
17% in the mail survey). Volume Ilreporté the far more detailed analysis of.
the series of questions and probes which were used in the analysis of those
"ynsuccessful éritical incidents." In‘the following table, we briefly summarize

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 iggprmation they were searching

fbr (18% versus 6%).
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TABLE VIII.2

COMRARISON OF MAIL AND FIELD INTERVIEW DATA

REGARDING PROBLEMS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION

Mail
Survey .
- (N .= 224)] ..
Field Interviews (Mutually] ‘ziizer
(N = 58) Exclusive)
_-| Adjusted v"”'
Raw %* " "|"€67100%* | Raw %
Believed'the information they
sought didn't exist....ccecececceceass 21ls 158 " | 13% 2%
Didn't know how to find it.eeececccses 26% 18% 6% 12%
Complained of inadequate retrieval -
capability.ceeeceececescncsacscnncenansns 14% 10% 10% 0%
Complained information was
- withheld.:ececooeeessssssrsosomenccsones 9% 6% 4% 2%

Said the information they obtained
was not useful.....cccevececccccscccces 38% 26% 17%

(not adequately analyzéd, ) J 31% 5%

summarized, etC.)eeeicceccesvven - - 14% ,
said further search was not feasible.. 36% 25% -

(information is not

distributed widely) cecececccccsas - - 8%

(information is inaccessible IR

10CallY) eeseecescsscencassccscns - - 8% | 25% 0%

(don'tc have money, time, or .

personnel to search)............’ - - 9%

* 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.
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| CHAPTER IX |
' QUESTION VII. - ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS "YOU TURN TO
‘ ! |

-

A, INTRODUCTION !

The field interview study had lndlcated that educatlonal lnformatlon users turn

to a wide variety of persons and organlzatlons in thelr search for information,

and that users tend to follow fairly regular patterns in the sequence of- sources

. they use. This section of the mail questlonnalre was de51gned to identify the
sequence of use of the more typical types of persons or organizations users turn | T@%

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 lnformatlon llsted earlier,
- educators often avail themselves of human and organizational
sources. When you are confronted w1th a specific problem,
from which of the follow1ng ‘human and organlzatlonal sources
would you typically seek advice or lnformat;on 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,
EEERE : : : 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 dld ln this partlc—
ular case.) »

2. The sequence of human and organizatienal 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.

A list of 16 items including eight types of persons and eight types of
organizations was presented. The lists were taildrédvto'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

o | 343




IX-2

ithe 14 subaudiences were found for all 13 items, thus demonstrating that the
*subaudiences differ 1n their tendency to seek advice from various types of

persons and organizations. -

: The majorxty of the respondents stated that the sequence of human and organiza-
.‘txonal sources they had identified was either very typxcal or somewhat typical

‘of the order they use Ln seeklng advice or Lnformation.
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B. ' SEQUENCE OF PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS

Although the 16 items appearing on each of the six: questlonnalre forms were
tailored to 1nd1v1dua1 audiences, 'there were 13 items which were essentially
equivalent across the six forms.* To simplify comparison and reportlng. 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 flrst, second, or th1rd source they

i would usually turn to.)

We fir~t 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, 3, 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
assignéd 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 51gn1f1cant beyond the .OOl 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 teachers, 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 gquestion-
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 NRwas 9 or 10; and 1 if NR was greater than 10.
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formation in your work?

QUESTION VII.1 ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

sides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often avail ﬁhemselves
hwwan and organizational sources. When you are confronted with a specific problem, from
ich-of the following human and organizational sources would you typically seek advice or

ote, originally, 16 items were ranked--only the 13 which are common over all groups are

Scores 1.00 to 8,00

Originally, 16 items were ranked
‘Top pair scored 8.0
Next pair scored 7.0
Last pair scored 1.0

ported here.) Unranked items assigned tied values
PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE
- - p-

QUESTIONMAIRE ITEM' TEACH) PRIN.|OTHER] LEA | ISA | SEA |CHIEF|INS.R.SO.SC. ED.F.|L.BD.|S.BD.|S.LEG|F.LEG{ TOTAL |Level
SONS
OLAINAtES . cs eornrnonensorsnsocsssNud, | 65.43]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 | wan
LS eoneseonsonenseansassoresessss]?.54]7.19]6.61]7.05}7.06 7.14 16.90 | 6.65 | 7.06 |6.95 | 7.24 |6.77 [ 5.44 |7.20 |7.03 wx
eriors, constituents.............6.53 7.17|6.28 | 6.26 | 6.43 | 6.53 | 4.28 | 3.85 | 4.37 [5.03 | 5.52 5.9715.33 [4.20 | 6.01 | ***
leagues in other organizations...{5.40 | 5.49 5.98 16.37|6.74 {6.11 ] 6.54 | 6.13 [5.84 | 5.23 |5.25 | 3.84 5.33 [4.40 |5.77 | ***.
ELES. e e srsnsrineranensnsnssen]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 [ wv
ormation service personnel.......|5.75 4.80|5.49 | 4.57 4'49; 5.12 | 4.29 | 4.45 | 5.35 | 5.25 14.62 |4.16 [ 5.85 | 5.30 5.06 | wes
@ DEOPLE...vveesesrsnrssrsarsess|3.60]3.1414.08 1,17 [3.38 | 3.64 {3.01 | 3.36 3.91 | 3.84 {4.10 | 3.97 }3.30 | 2.90 | 3.58 | #a*
ANIZATIONS ‘
KALY s s sececetsstsosnnsscrsoroses 6.25 |4.7n | 5.01 ]4.69 | 4.68 | 4.87 | 5.06°]5.75 | 6.62 [ 6.64 4.62 |4.16 | 4.15 |7.00 | 5.24 | #**
te department of education.......|4.64 |5.42 4.80 | 6.00 | 6.58 | 4.85 [4.75 ] 4.58 | 4.53 |5.13 14.28 [6.74 7.41 |5.40 |5.21 | ***
fessional organizations..........|4.55}5.03 4.43 [5.03)4.72[4.80 | 4.6 | 4.76 4.82 15,33 14.95 |6.13 | 6.22 |4.50 [4.8B1 | *#+*
eral 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 ."'
ional information services.......|3.97 ;3,70 |3.79 4.0714.3114.7013.93 |4.33 {5.72 {5.10 | 4.17 | 3.84 | 3.85 3.60 |4.16 | w*
)er organizations or agencies.....|3.46 [ 2.78 3.66 |3.353.33(3.72 |3.50 {3.32 |3.25 [3.97 |4.07 | 4.03 3.33 ]3.40 | 3.32 ] #ex

N=|203| 181 204 ]| 119 65| 116 69, 55 68 61 95 31 27 10 |1304

O
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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, etcr‘,Z To achieve an average rank score this high,

the majority of the teachers -would 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 prgahizations; 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 assighed
are large enough tovproduce statistically significant differences among sub-

audiences on each source and to give us a general indication of the rank of the

* TIn the next section we discover that 39 percent of the teachers marked
this item as the first source they would turn to, another 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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reﬁaining items. Overall, the remaining sources are in this order: seventh,
state departments of education; eighth, information service‘personnelf 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 thatvlibrarians and
1nformat10n service personnel (eighth overall) are the fourth 'source for
teachers. Teachers are most different from other practltioners (i.e., prln-
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 com-
pared in the same fashion. We leave this to the reader and turn now to com-
ment in terms of differences among subaudiences (row—ﬁise) for each source;
Peers. Virtually all subaudlences (except state 1egls1ators) identify peers

as the source they turn to first when they seek advice or information in their
work. The highly s;gnlflcant stat1st1ca1 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 collegé of education faculty. This assump-
tion 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 YQU TURN TO

Rank Ordered by Average Rank Scores Within Each Subsudience

JRICTITIONRS | ADMINISTRAIORS | HIGEER EDLCATION  COVERIANCE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM TEACH] PRIN,| OTHER| LEA | ISA | SEA CHIEP|INS. RJS0.SC. ED.F. [L.2D. | 5 BD. | 3. Lea|r. Lea) romas
PEELS 1vvviveerisrsrios S I B B I A I IR A A I O 1lef1]1
Superiors, Constituents.-........--l 2 3 4 4 2 8L 9 4 51 1.5 10 | 2
EXperts coovvviviiniiicnninen | 5L 4 4L 2] 5 3] 4 4‘ 5 3 K I O O A | | 3
Colleagues in other organizations..| 6 | 5 | 5 ‘ﬂ3 ; 2 4] 3 2 3 5} 514 7.5 914
SUDOREIRALES ..o veveverrveeennee (A4 3| 2] 6 [ 6| 5 2| 5|7 w] 2] 6] ¢ sg s
LIBLALY vvvvveeevrereonmvienenene | 31 9] 71 e 8] 8] 5 3‘ 22 s 9.5 9| 2| 6
State Departuent of Bducation...... 8l 6| 8] 5|39 7]l 21|47
Infornation service persomel ..o, | 4 | 8 | 6 | 9| 9| 6| 7 9| 6| 6| 15 85 5| 55 8
| professional, organizations ........ dalal el vl ol odelslale]e]lalels
National information services......| 9.5 10 |11 (11 |10 |11 |1 |10 | 4 | 8 11 ‘12.5 i1 11 lb
Pederal -educational agencies ,voowno [ 95| 11 [ 12 |10 [ 1L | 7 f 95 7| 9 |10 |l | 7|10 |3 1
Other PEOple vvvveverereess e |12 002 |20 [ 03|12 |13 |1 |12 |21l 0 | 13' iz‘
Other organizations ........eovwsuns (13| 13 [ 13 | 12 i3 12112 113 |13 ‘12 '13‘ 10 lé VI BY
*No data; ranked same as ranking
of educational faculty

IO —
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uEeriors, 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

Yo 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,

"guperiors" 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 1ine.adm1nistrators. All three subaudiences rarely turn to

‘ theee line administrator superiois: for education faculty they rate ninth among
fbthe‘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. Experte
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:.i

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

1isted (tied for last source with use of national information 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 caee, 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 EE&EQ‘
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 éroups 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 fhese 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 subaﬁdience ié“aiher state depart-

ments rather than their own organization.

Librarians or Information Services Personnel. This ig 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 (four%h 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 informatidﬁ 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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f,x ro!alnional Organigations. This source. is relatively important for three sub-

?,,audiences. State legislators indicate that it is typically the second source

“(after state departments of education) they turn toj; for educational faculty and
kfcr state board members it is fourth in order (among the 13 common sources) ) £or
inatitutlonal researchers and local board members, it is eixth in rank. No sub-
audience ranks this socurce markedly below the overall ranking, however, SEA o
‘staff have the lowest rank (10th). ‘
National Information Services. Generally this source was either not ranked or
ranked well down the listvby nearly all subaudiences with one notable exceptica.
( “For social scientists, this source was fourth (after peers, the library,‘aad |
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 organiza~

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 lmpcrtance to
the role playea by state departments of education for state goverdance 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-
tlonal researchers, perhaps because both of these groups turn to federald agen-
”c1es for Lnformatlon 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 1tem (and the next one) largely reflect different, but low rates, of wrlte-
ins for different groups (e.g., the tenth rank for the “"other" staff subaudlence'
in part reflects the fact that a total of 1l percent of this subaudience speci-.
fied some particular person or type of person whom they turned to as their first,

second, ar third source).
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Other Organizations. Relatively few‘personsxwrote in specific types of organi-

‘zations not listed in the questionnaire. ' Indeed, no more 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 L

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 important 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 aincewandwtestimonywthan“any“other..

subaudience), and by teachers, educational faculty, or sociai scientists. Col- .
leagues are especially valued by nearly all higher education sﬁbaudiences and '
also by ISA and LEA staff. As we -have noted, “subordinates“‘takes on different
meanings for different subaudiences, 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

"sonrces'rank better than halfway for most Subaudiences. But there -ar® a few

‘exteptions. 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‘organizatlons are relatively important for state legislators, state

board members, and educatlonal'faculty. 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.

toda

* If one may quibble with these arbitrary definitions of "subordinates," at least

note tchat 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 grduphst"{e‘nd t¢ display relatively
high agreement (espéciall_y 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 commoﬁ'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 questlonnaire/ with the item
wording exactly as it appeared in the questlonnalre. 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 lndlcate teachers are the third source. (Thus, 70% indicate
that "teachers in my own dlstrlct" are the first, second, or third source they
Awould 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 AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO
' (PRACTITIONERS, FORM P) : :

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 organ-
izational 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.) v o

TEACHERS PRINCIPALS OTHER STAFF

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
1st |2nd | 3rd {1st { 2nd | 3rd {1st | 2nd | 3rd

% % % % % % % % %
teachers in myv own district.........q 39 19 12 10 14 22 i8 14 16
principals in my own district 12 21 (14 |35 |23 5 111 15 j19
| 8 4|17 25 120 |18 |16 |19 |12

5 1 3 6 0 2 6

10 2 4 11 7 }J10 . 10
7 7 4 12 13 11 8

‘other personnel in my own district..

3
parents or members of the community.d4 O
colleagues .in other organization....q 2

8

=S S S I ¢ ¢

experts or authorities on’the subject

information service personnel
(e.g., librarians, information
SpeCialiStS) ceeecsssssscsscccncscnssd 5 11 6 1 3 4 5 6 7

other people (please specify).......q 2 2 0 4 | 0 0O | 8 2 1

SChOOL 1ibIarye.eee.essesnsaeneeaeead 17 [11 | 9 4 2 4 |11 | 3 3
university or college library.......q 5 4 6 0 4 4 3 7 2
university or college department....d 2 4 0 4 3 2 2 3
state department of’education........ 1 ‘4 3 4 7 6 4 1 3

professional organizations (e.g.,
NEA, AFT, ASCO, DESP, NASSP, AASA)..4 2 2

federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)..J 2 1 1 1 1 1 o | 111

=Y
]
wn
=Y

national information services
“(e.g., ERIC, NTIS) cecesccevsssosocccsl 0 | 2 1 1 2 1 0 0 2

other organizations or agencies. =
(please SPECify).eeeceeceesacasseeacd 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 |1

W
O
Qo
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TABLE IX.4 QUESTION VII; ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO «
' (ADMINISTRATORS AND STAFF, FORM A) .

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 sPec1f1c problem, from which of the following human and organ-
izational 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.) '

LEA Isa SEA

’~' QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

% % % % % % % % %

subordinates in your organization....| 1l 6l i4 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.....ceeceeeeeeeas| 2 3 2 0 0 1 1 1 0
colleagues in other organizationé.... 6 |14 12 10 20 15 3 14 18

experts or authorities on the ‘ '
SUPJECLeceeeteseeacssssaccccsscnsseass 3 |12 [10 3 9. |11 |11 9 |16

information service personnel
(e.g., librariansS)...eeeeeeseesessess| 1 4 2 1 1 |11 2 5 4

other people’(please Specify)........| O 1] o0 1 3 0 1 0 | 2

library in my Sééncy................. 4 3 7 1 4 | 1] s
university or college library........ 1 2 1 0 0 1 0
university or college department.....] 1 4 5 0 0 4 1 3 3
state departments of education 15 8 |10 20 (11 14 8 3 4
professional organizations | : '

(e.g., NEA, AASA, ASCD, AERA)........| 4 7 3 3 5 4 2 4 | 4

federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)...] 1 2 2 1 0 3 3 3 4

national information services 3
(e.ge;, ERIC, NTIS).eveoeseoocsoonnass] 1 1 1 1 1].4 3 41 | 4 3

other organizations or agencies - . S - 'f 1
(please s'pecify).....................,,_:_\2 0 1.0 1 |J-0-L1.}| 0 0

‘ o a 359 ' ST

1st | 2nd | 3rd | 1st | 2nd | 3ra | 1st | 2nd | 3rd | ..
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TABLE IX.5  QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TUEN TO
: ‘ (HIGHER EDUCATION ADMIMISTRATORS, FORM H)

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, éducatcrs often
avail themselives of human and organizational shurces.: when you are cun-
fronted with a specific problem, from whick 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 in-~
cident wheré it was important for you to obtain information and answer the
question in terms of what you did in this particular case.)

CHIEF INSTITUTIONAL
QUESTIO&&AIRE ITEMS ADMINISTRATORS] RESEARCHERS
lst | 2nd | 3rd lst | 2nd | 3xd
% % % % % %
line administrators (e.g., vice presidents, '
deans, department heads)..cceeeeccccccccsssncceien 69 10 4 23 | 18 16
staff administrators (e.g., business, student
personnel, registrar)...ceeceecceccccenscencnoces 5 26 22 17 27 13
_ faculty (e.g., committees, individuals).......... 1| 28} 18 1 3 18
: governing board members (e.g., regents, trustees) 0 7] O 1 3 2
. colleagues in other organizétions................ s| s| 18} 13| 127 .7
experts or authorities on the subject............ 4 4 8 5 10 7
information service persorinel (e.g., librarians). ol o 3 1 3 5
other people (piease SpeCify) ccseeececcccncansnes 1 0 0 1 0 0]
management information system......cecccceneiennn 5 6| 12} 20 3 11
uniQérsity or college library...eeeeeeesacccssons 5| 2 3 2 1 1
state department or state board of
higher education.......cceeeviemesnocscsncennncns 1 2 3 3 5 4
councils or regional boards (e.g., ACE, NEA,
ECS, W}CHE, SREB, NEBHE) .cccceevososccssscsccsccen 1 1 1 0 51 2
professional organizations (e.g., AARHE, AAUP,
AIR, AERA).e.cuv.. cecsesscssacssesssssssserssesans 0 2 1 3 0 4
federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE, NCES).........} -0 1 2 1 1| 4
national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS). 1 2 2 3 5 -4
_cher organizations or agencies (please specify). 1 2 2 0 2 2

{;BJ};"‘ . : ‘ 3@3(3
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o TABLE IX.6 QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO
b (HIGHER EDUCATION FACULTY, FORM E) ‘

- 1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often]
B 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

1st | 2nd | 3rd {1lst {2nd | 3xd

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

% % $ 1% % %

colleagues in my own department or research
CeNEEY..ceeeecuessonssonossasesesssesasscassoacssos 44 | 11| 11 | 48 6| 6

colleagues in other departments or research .
center in this institution.....cecceeccecoccccsnse 7 27 9 1-| 15 10

10 3] of 4| 2

wn

assistants or graduate students.........cc0000000

administrators (e.g., president, provost, deans,

department heads) ¢eceveveevesccsssccascsccccrcces 0 0 5 ‘ 10
colleagues in other organizationS...cceecececesse 3 4 15 4 6 6
experts or authorities on the subject.........;.. 5 ‘1| 18 10 6 12
librarian or other information specialistS....... 5 4 S 8 13
other people (please speCify)...cceteceecccccecscs 1 1 1 4 2
schools or departments of education at other
insStitutionS..ceeesecceccecsccccncscsosacnssannns 0 0 1 1 4 0

university or college library......ceeeeeeeveceesf 16 | 23 11 | 15 | 15| 13
state departments of education.......ccccceeacnn 3 0 6 3 4 6

professional“educational associations (e.g., NEA,
AAUP, AERA,'AASA)......,......,..................

federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)...
other federal agencies {(e.g., DOL, DOD).ceecevcnn

national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS);

o W W H O
o m KF W o
o 60 O w !
S " I
N O HH
W g N W o

other organizations or agencies (please specify).
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TABLE IX.7 QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO
T (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? S

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 mang 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. ........ R 9 44 16 11 35 13
superintendent or staff of local school
| district(S)eeeeeeeasecanenaaccccennn cecesancaccn 74 10 2 16 0 13
superintendent or staff of state department ‘
of education in this state.............-. . 1 5 14 35( 21 0
teachers or other eduCatorS....s....------ P 1! 9] 30 3 of 16
parents or lay advisory groupS.........c-.---o-- 0 3 12 0 6 16
experts or authorities on the subject..c..-.. o 6 7 7 5 21 10
legislators or other elective officials......... 1 3 3 0 3| 10
other people (please specify)........... cenancae 0 2 3 3 0 0
1ibrary..ceeceosceaccescceccnnnancccsceonannes .. 0] 2 1 0] 0] 0]
other school boards.....cecauunse ecerraaaans ] 7 3 1 o O 0
state departments of education in other states.. 0 3.1 5 0 3
national or state educational associations
(e.g., NASBE, AASA, NEA)..... P eeeenaseseus 2 4 71 19 9 6
federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE).. 0 1 0 6| 3| 10
othgr federal or state agencies (e.g., labor,
Finanece) .c-oececscceanccessssscanancaccnsnncs ceeman 0 2 1l 0 0 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 1IX.8 | QUESTION VII. ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO
‘ (LEGISLATORS AND AIDES, FORM L) -

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.)

' STATE FEDERAL LEGIS-
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS LEGISLATORS LATIVE AIDES
‘ lst | 2nd | 3rd | 1st | 2nd 3rd
% % '% % % s |-
1@GASLALOTS v e v eensnnenrnnconeoreconenocnnnnnns ol &| 9| o of 8
staff members of educational committees........ 13 6 13 70 8 0
other 1egiSlative SAfF......eeeeeececeemoence 71 e| 13} of 17| 8
1ObbYiStS.ceeusesrererccaocaccacannsnsacaaracnnnos 31 10| 13 o} 17 8
co}leagues in other organizationS.............. 3 13 3 0 0 17
experts or authorities on the subject.......... 17 6 9 0 8 0
legislative researchers, librarian, or other
information specialistS....cccecerccearecncanse 13 3 13 0 0 25
other people (pleasé Specify).ceeeereeeaenennn 0 3 0 0 0 0
legislative library, Library of Congress...... . 0 3 3 20 25 17 )
unlver51ty or college library........cccc.c.... 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘
state departments of educatlon.......:. . 37 26 9 0 8 8
professional educational associations.......... 3 13 156 0 0 8
federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE). 6 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) 0 0 0 0 0 0
other organizations or agencies ‘
(Please SPECLify).ecvivrrerenccrnacncansosncaenss 3 3 0 of{. O 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 informatibn'soﬁrces. When the mail questionnaire was constructed, the instruc-
tion for this question asked users to describe the sequence théy typically use,
but added;‘“Note, if your work is such that it is hard to describé“a typical
sequence of use of sources, pleasé recall a recent incident where it was important
for you to obtain information and answaf 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 respoddents to clasgsify the seﬁuence they had

just ma;ked as: (a) very typical of the order I use, (b) somewhat similar to

the order I use, OX (¢) I re5pondgd in terms 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 alternatives for each subaudiénce. An overall
chi square test was not significant, thus indicating that the distributiohs of
responses among the three alternagives (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 seqguence was "yvery 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 organizé-
tional sources I have indicated - "l The Sequence Indicated Is
above is: ;
(a) very typical of the order I use Number Very Somewhat | Recent
{b) somewhat similar to the order - Rl .. ‘ .
I use [Respondin Typical | Similar | Incident
(c) I responded in terms of a recent
e s : N $ $ $
incident :
PRACTITIONERS
Teachers 201 - 39.8 - 53.7 6.5
"Principals : 183 38.3 - 54.1 7.7
e - Other : 205 39.0 - 51.2 9.8
ADMINISTRATORS
LEA Staff ' . 113 46.0 51.3 L 2.7
ISA staff 64 45.3 51.6 3.1
SEA Staff ‘115 . 53.0 37.4 9.6
HIGHER EDUCATION
éhief—hdministrators 66 50.0° 45.5 4;5
Institutional Researchers 53 35.8 54.7 9.4
~ Social Scientists’ o - 67 | 41.8 49.3 9.0
Educatlonal Faculty 62 46.8 - 48.4 4.8
‘GOVERNANCE
| rocal 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 Leglslatlve Aides 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 sequénce 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 iead us to suspect that
virtually all educational information users employ more than one habitual pattern
of search but for many uéers either the information requirement circumstances
are Sso SLmllar or habit causes one pattern to dominate their search behavior.
Note carefully that the focus in this discussion is on 1ndiv1dual s patterns of
search, not on gispositions 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.

L
The major impact of this section is to suggest that search sequence for individ-
uals is predictable. Apparently a single sequence (e.g., ?alk 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-
jzation 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,

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

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 organlzatlons) 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 sampie ranked at least seven
items following the instruction 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.

367
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CHAPTER X o
QUESTION VIII. ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

A. . OVERVIEW

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 ‘ o ‘

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. ‘ '

A

There followed two lists: 13 informatioﬁ products and 13 information services.
In the following tables means are reported for each product and service based
on a scoring of 1 = Very, 2 = Somewhat, and 3 = Minimpm. Consequently, low
averages indicate more useful items and high averages indicate less useful

items.

Tables X.l and X.3 present the lists of products and services arranged in
ascending order of scale averages (more useful to less useful). - The leff and
right hand values indicate the range from fhe 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 “equal weight" average is reported rather than the total sample
average.
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B. PRODUCT PREFERENCES

- If we treat each of the 14 subgudiences 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. BAmong the least useful products

are: Educational research methodology and lists of experts in education.

the also that there is a substéntial range from lowest to highest'average on
évery 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.l may be misleading with respect to ﬁarticular
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 averayes of any of the 26 products ahd services, rénging from a
highly preferred 1.15 for teachers to a unanimous "minimum" use rating average of
3.00 for feéeral legislators. Teachers, principals, other LEA instructiénalwand
support staff, college of education faculty, and intermediate service agency staff

would most prefer information on classroom and curriculum materials. The.legis-

‘1ative 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 proper test of means (averages) would be the Analysis of Variance F-test;
however, these tests have qo;rpeen_completed. The chi square test does have the
advantage of being "non—parametric” and sensitive to any differences in sub-
audience distribution of responses over the three item response categories.




TABLE X.1 USEFULNESS RATING OF INFORMATION PRODUCTS
1 = Very Useful, 2 = Somewhat Useful, 3 = Minimum Use

Lowest | Equal  Highast

(Most | Weigh: ¢ .st

RANK Products _ Useful)| Average| useful)
1 Educational Trends and Issue:s 1.36 1.51 1.71
2 Evaluation of Programs, Practic..s 1.25: 1.54 | 1.69
3 | solutions to Common Educational Problems %1?4 1.59 2.00
4 Education News:and Current Events i.48 1.64 1.84
5 Educétion—relatéd Legislation 1.18 1.76 2.20
6 !Education-related Statistics ' 1.33 | 1.84 | 2.45
7 | specific Fécts 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 Szlected Study Areas 1.44 2.05 ! 2.34
12 Lists of Expefts in Education | 1.89 - 2.16 2.34
13 Education Research Methodology 1.39 2.18 2.44

Lo et
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* X-4

Lists of Experts- in Education. Although this was one of the less preferred infor-

mation proriucts, two subaudiences, statcklegislators and intermediate sexvice
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 fairly popular

information product is seen as especially useful by all governancz roups. 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 1eéét use for

this product are the institiitional 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 sta%g 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 cverall popularity. It is the most popular of all 26 pro-
ducts and services among the higher education chief administrators. School prin-
cipals and Lpoth iocal 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 praduct 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 Edicational Problems. Third in overall popularity among

products, this product is especially prized by school principals, intcrmediate
service agency staff, higher education chief administrators, state legislators,
ard teachers—-.. remarkably diverse set of users. This product is of relatively

less interest to federal legislative aides, institutional researchers, or social

scientists.

fducation dews 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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below, please check the box indicating its usefulness:

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

1=Very, S=Somewhat or 3=Minimum,

PRACTITIONERS ADMINISTRATORS HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE EQUAL S(c:;tirJ

wr | p-

UESTIONNAIRE ITEM rEACH PRIN. | OTHER| LEA | ISA | SEA |CHIEF|INS.R.[SO.SCJ{ED.F.|L.BD.|S.BD.|S.LEG|F.LEG] AVRG. |Level

PRODUCTS

and Curriculum Materials 1.19 1.400 1.54] 1.89 1.54 2.12] 2.04| 2.53] 1.87| 1.43} 1.94| 2.39 2.74| 3.00f 1.97 b
Innovation Case Studies 2.0 1.771 1.92 1.9 1.78 1.96] 1.79 2.22| 1.90 1.67| 2.11} 2.00] 2.18] 2.33] 1.98 | ***
xperts 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| **
related Legislation 2.06 1.73 2.02 1.65 1.72] 1.67} 1.76| 2.20| 2.15} 2.02| 1.56{ 1.46} 1.18| 1.44) 1.76 b

related Statistics 2.45 2.08 2.29 1.92 2.11 1.77} 1.59| 1.33| 1.82{ 2.03| 1.91] 1.70] 2.4L! 1.40f 1.B4 g
\ of Programs, Practices 169 1.40 1.58] 1.66 1.59 1.55] 1.25] 1.56 1.58| 1.61| 1.49] 1.46{ 1.64; 1.56f L.54 ***
to Common Educ. Problems La3 1.34 1.56] 1.52) 1.38] 1.62] 1.42] 1.01] 1.82 1.68| 1.50| 1.62f 1.43) 2.00f 1.59 [ **¥
News and Current Events 1.651 1.s8l 1.72} 1.s51| 1.50{ .1.71} l.66| 1.74} 1.84| 1.60{ 1.68{ 1.48 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| 1.44 1.71| . .36 1.48} 1.40§ 1.51 4>

Concepts and PhilosoPhy 2.02l 1.89 1.99| 1.93 2.18] 1.96] 1.74| 2.14| 1.93| 1.82] 1.98; l.62t 1 2,671 1,99 ] ws

Research and Methodology 2.22 2.22 2.29] 2.16] 2.36| 2.07] 2.30] 1.74| 1.39| 2.06) 2.44| 2.33, 2.44] 2.44[2.18 v;:: '
W of Selected Study Areas | 2.15| 2.15| 2.18 2.07| 2.34| 2.06f 2.00| 2.06| 1.44| 1.84 2.31 2.24’ 1.85] 2.00] 2,05 | #r
acts on Many Topics 1.89| 1.s4| 1.88| 1.84| 1.83[ 2.08] 1.97| 1.842.14| 2.14} 2.04 2.03! 1 :s 1.87 1.93_4*

N2 199 | 182 | 195 { 115 [ 63 112 66! 54 | 64 | 62 g2| 32y 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 prot . The highest (least favorable rating of usefulness) averages
are given by . ..ial scientists (1.84),* institutional researchers (1.74), "othor!

practiticresn: {1.72), SEA staff (1.71), and state legislators (1.70).

Educational Trends and Issues. Overall, this is the most popular type of product

‘on the list. It is the most useful of all prodacts 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 prodﬁct, educational trends and issues, reccives remark-

ably high ratings from all subaudiences.

Educational Concepts and Philosophy. This is a for less popular product than the

upieyious 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.

P

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-
audicnces display average ratings below 2.0: social scientists (1.44), education
faci ity (1.84), and state legislators (1.85). Sinc: this product type is the sur-

rogate for several varieties o. "information analyzis" products, its relative lack

* Only 12 percent of the social secientists rated this product of minimum value.
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of popular.ty 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 typce of product favorab;y are: federal and state legiélators, 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
~xaimples of educational information analysis products) that, in varying degrees,
:nfurmation analysis products are known and read and that on the whole they are
favorably received by school, school district, higher cducation, and SEA audiences.
Thus the results of the current mail survey simply indicate that,. to the extent
that users can respond meaningfully to brief product type labels, “'decp reviews
of selected study areas" tends to be relatively less valued comparcd to other

types of information products for most education information user tarcet
audiences.
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c. SERVICE PREFERENCES

o .
\ ‘:\\

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.l for products.

Comparison of the rating averages of Tebles X.l 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 $veragé§l Again the ranges between highest and ---
lowest averages for subaudiences suggest that there may be significant differences
among the subaudiences. The data in Teble X.4 confirm this. There are statisti:
cally significant differences among the 14 subaudiences (all with probabilities
beyond the .0l level aqd most beyond the .00l level) on all 13 services. Given
these differences, 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. Ovezall, 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), 1SA (1.48) an.! LEA (1.48) staff, principals (1L.48), and teachers
(1.50). ‘iote that these subaudiences include all the local educational agency (LEA)
subaudir nres, as well as the subaudience which may be closest to LEAs, the ISA admin-
istraturs and scaff. Even the subaudience, state legislators, who rate this service
highest ‘1.85), give it the bust average of any of the 13 services they rated.
ferhaps the high ratings for this type of service explain the general popularity of

newsletters among So many types of educational information users.

Quick Referral Service at Low Cost. This service and its companion, quick

roference service at low cost, are respectively the third and the second most
useful among the listed services. However, their overall averages (L.98 and 1.89 -
respectively) are wuch closer to the 2.0 = Somewhat Useful response category.

Among the subaudiences, intermediate secrvice agency staf® uic z]l scientists
g

B
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TABLE X.3 USEFULNESS RATINGS OF INFORMATION SERVICES
1 = Very Useful, 2 = Somewhat Useful, 3 = Minimum Use
T
Lowest | Equal | Highest]
(Most | Weight | (Least
RANK Service Useful)| Averagel 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 |Quick Referral Service at Low Cost .69 1.98 2.56
4 Annual Review 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 Educational 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
.0 Help in Forming Search Queries - 2.00 2.33 2.78
11 Help in How to Use Educational Information
Systems ‘ 2.13 2.37 2.49
12 Information Needs Diagrosis Service 2.11 2.38 2.58
13 Information Service Agent Visits 2.22 1 2.45 | 1.78
l
|
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rate this service the most useful (both 1.69), while federal legislative aides
(2.56) and state ard 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 usnful) than the 1.79 to 2.06 ratings given by other subaudiences.

]

Vvery 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 tenin 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 usefiil 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 poard 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 (1.8l), 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.




TABLE X.4 QUESTON VIII, ABCUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MuST USEFUL 70 YOU - SERVICES o
In previous sections we have asked about your information needs, resources, and satisfactlons. Ve 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: laVery, 2=Somewhat or 3=Minimum, |

‘ | . * [quaz| Chi
PRCTITIONRS | AOUTVISTAIORS | HIGHR UCATION | GOVRMNE Lok
| ‘ , we.| *- |
N, QUESTIONNALRE 17EM TEACK] PRIN. |OTHER| LEA | ISA | SEA |CHIEF|INS.R,50,5C ED.F. |L.BD.|S.BD. | §.LEG|F .LEG| TOTAL  Level

SERVICES

————

(Ld)Regularly Yailed Info. of Interest | 1.50| 1.48| 14| 1.48] 1.43) 1.5o| L.62| 1.67] 1.57] 1.57) 1.68] 1.34] 1.85] 1.67] 1,56 | ws

(15)Quick Referral Service at Low Cost | 1.90| 1.96| 1.87] 1.92| 1.69| 1.%| 1.97) 1.96] 1.69| 1,94| 2.17| 2.26| 1,93{ 2.56| 1,98 #+

(lG)PuickReference Service at Low Cost | 1.80 1.99| 1.82[ 1.93) 1.62 1.85] 2.00{ 1.86| L.51! 1.79] 2.06] 2.29| 1.93| 2.00] 1.83] w4 x
(ﬂ7)Nery Rapid Literature Searches 2,24| 2.16| 2.10f 2,09 1.98| 1.93| 2.16] 1.93{ 1.30] 1.79] 2.35) 2.43| 2,00} 2.44| 2.06 w| :
(18)Help in Pornirg Search Queries ’ZABLMZJGL%ZJGLNZJBLMZﬁOL%ZASLHZA?LNZM b
(19) bid Full-document Deliver§ 244 2,31 .33 2.27] 2.22| 2.16 2.17] 2.20( .73} 2.21] 2.36| 2,29} 1.89| 2.11[ 2.19 | ws
(20)[219 in Interpreting Information 2.08| 2.07) 2.15| 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)ﬁelp in Trying Qut New Ideas 167 1.73] L8] 1.92] 17| 2.00f 2.03] 2.31| 2.27| 2.02| 2.13] 2.03] 2.28| 2.78[ 2.0 | ##
(22)pnformation 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 [ #

(')

o

Lax

Jiniormation Needs Diagnosis Service | 2.30| 2.20| 2.22| 2.34| 2.11| 2.38] 2.58] 252 <48} 2.42) 2.31| 2.50| 2.48| 2.44] 2.38 | 4

(24)pelp in How to Use Ed. Info. System (214 2.14| 2.26] 2.28] 2.13) 2.42| 2.41f 2.66| 2.5) | 2.42| 2.16] 2.37) 2.33| 2.89[ 3,37 [ aa

' (25)mnnuai 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 90 [ x++

(26)[To-ordar Studies of Educ. Statistics | 2.56| 2.30 2.52 2,21 2.40| 2.08] 2.00| 1.60| 1.86| 2.251 2.26| 2.20] 1.961 1.79( 2,14 | xx+

N> 199 181} 1941 115) 62| 11} 64| 54| 64 | 61| 89| 30] 25| 9

i If there.are other kinds of information products or services which would be esprcially 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 2.3l and 2.33. Thus, LEA subaudiences,
the most likely targets of infoxmation 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 the services an information
service agent might perform for a clien.. Overall, it ranks twelveth, just ahead
of service agent visits. Again, ISA staff and all LEA subaudiences tend to see
this product ac 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, thirs <ervice ranks

eleventh. Only service agent visjits and needs diagnosis service are seen as being
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 (.78},
federal legislative aides (1.80), school principals (1.84), local board members
(1.86), and education faculty (L.87). The subaudience that finds this item least

useful is the "other" practitioner‘staff (2.24).

[;BJ};‘ e 281
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To Order Studies of Educational Statistics. Among the information services, thisg

item is middlemost. 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.

2
o0
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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: ¢lassroom and curric-
ulum materials, solutions to common educational problems, regularly maileg-infor-
mation of interest, educational trends and issues, and educational news and current
events. They‘?re 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 preferenzes 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 plaze 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.

Highcr Education Chief Admiristrators. Among the four higher education users,

each of the four subaudiences displavs a somewhat different pattern of preferences.
Generally the chief administrators tend to give usefulness ratings tiiat 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 solr'ions to education problems to be especially

useful. Compared to other subaudiences they see more use in innovation case studies.
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Institutional Rkeucarchers. 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 p: ime audi-

ence for education-related 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 uscr group in their positive
usefulness ratings of information products concerning education research method-
ology, deep reviews of selected study areas, annual reviews of education; and for
a rnuambcer of services including: very rapid lite:rature searches, quick reference
service, quick referral service, and rapio 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 servoe social
scientists well, but at tiie possible cost of failing to consider the relative

product and service preferences of virtually every other class of education in-

formation user.

Education Faculty. 1In some respects the faculty of colleges and schools of educa-

tion are most similar to social scientists, however, tihey also exhibit several
differences including: educat:.onal faculty see more value in classroom and curric-
ulum materials, innovation case studies, education news and current events, educa-
tion tronds and issues, education concepts and philosophy, and help in trying out
new ideas. Conversely, education faculty are less prone than social scientists

to sece as much use in: research methodology, deep reviews, quick referral ox
reference services, rapid literature searches, or help in forming scarch 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= tend 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, cducation news and current events, reqularly mailed information, education

384
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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 boards (and also to SEA staff). State board members are remarkable in
terms of the ielatively 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 usc 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. )

Iegislaﬁérs. 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 Legislative Aides. éompared 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 thesec differences bétween federal aides and state legislators. First, the
federal legislative aides tend to be "specialists" in educational legislation and
1in the .escarch 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. Secound, the federal legislative aides
have the extraordinary information resources of the Library of Congresé to use
as information intermediaries and synthesizers, whereas state legislators are,

with some minor exceptions, much legss "information-rich" in their research

4 resources.*

* Irwin Feller, SE.EL (1975) provide extensive documentation for this last cbserva-
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.l presents estimated population sizes for the 14 subaudiences to

be included in the mail survey. Sources for the estimates are listed in the

NIE RFF. 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.l represent an allocation which aimed
for a minimum sample size of at least 100 (wifh 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 sizc..; 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 in the

school district cluster samples.

Multiple strategies were employed to construct frames and. to sample the 14 sub-
audiences listed in Table A.l. 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

and secondary =chool practitioner audience, as well as school district staff and

local boards cf education, cluster sampling appeared to be the most feasible
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TABLE Afl TYPOLOGY OF SELECTED EDUCATION INFORMATION AUDIENCES AND
' PROPOSED SAMPLE SIZE FOR MAIL SURVEY
Estimated
Planned Population
Type of Position Sample Size
1. Practitioners
1.1 Teachers 400 2,180,000
1.2 Principals 350 93,500
1.3 Other Instructional Staff 408 109,000
Total N (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 \475)
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 pPresidents and Chief
Administrators 100 2,500
. (institutions)
Total (400)
TOTAL 2,575
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approach. Unfortunately, the school system clusier size can be subject to unduly
large variation if it is based on a vandom selection of school systems which are
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 imposec 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

cfficiency.

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, wi%ih replacement, with paired selcctions

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 ffom each stratum. This procedure, described by Kish (1965, P. 223 ff.),
applies two random numberé 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 nceds surveys 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 cach stratum (plus six "alternate” districts). These systems were
designated "large school systems® (enrollments from over one 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. wol systems become so small that, dside from teachers, there may be only one

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 smal.l 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-alministrational professional support staff, and it
was labellec¢ "Other Instructional (and support) Staff."”

2. The sample ¢.=es fur rrincipals, other staff, and school district
staff were revised to those indicated in Table A.1l.

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 alteruatives) 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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S, For the remaining districts (approximately 9,400), the "measure
of yize" procedure was abandoned. A random number was assigned to
cach district and a fraction (1/267.5) of the remaining districts

were scelectad,

v

The original intent to pre-stratify scheol uystoms by coensus region

,.
-
-

was abandoned to simplify the computer programming.

For these subaudiences, FWL provided SDC with a list of LEA's and alternates.

SDC then wrote to cach 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 SL™ by compiling
the listg returned by the sampled LEAs., (Some districts would not relcase personnel
lists, but agreed to pull a random sample following project instructions.) If a
district rcfused completely, and if time and individual state sampling procedures

permitted, £OC replaced the district with an alt2srnate 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 fractions were multiplied by the current LEA (1975-76) enrollment
and rounded to the nearest whole number to find the nurmber 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 regardless of size of scnool system, a constant
number was used to sample school bouard 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 koard 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 folliowing page) 393



Footnote from proceding pago:

The basiu for the method is described in Teslio Kigli, Survey Sampling, Wiley,
1965, pp. 222-223, For largo size systeans the teacher fraction (1) = 8.88 + NCES
1973=74 onrollment expressed as average daily mombership (ADM). For medium gize
districts, the fraction was halved, TF = 4.44 + ADM. The principal fractions (PF)
wern PF o= 7.76 + ADM; PF = 3.88 ¢ ADM. Othor staff fractions, OF' = 9.05 = ADM;

OF = 4.525 + ADM. Administrative staff fraction, AF w 5,36 v ADM; AF = 2.68/ADM.
Several comments may he helpful to those unavuainted with this method. First,
note that. if a schnol system has not changed 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, tor a large school system: 9 teaca»rs, B principals,

9 other staff, and 5 administrative staff. For a medium size system: 4 teachers,
4 principals, 5 other staff, and 3 administrative staff. Because some school
system cnrollments 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 should be noted that the number to be sclected 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 tue 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
probahility of being chosen, but only 8 to 10 of its very many teachers would be
subsampled. ©n the other hand, the.e are approximately 2,000 school systems with
cnrollments between 2,500 to 5,000. Since only a few of these systems are selected,
cach 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
halrf 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-
imately 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 cf 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
:as solicited.

w
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of all professionals employed 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 educationzl 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 types of LEA educa-
tional information users can be "nested" within each sampled LEA, thereby affording
opportunity to perﬁorm secondary analyses on the data base regardinc hetween 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 random-selected by FWL and approved by NIE are:

West North Central
Alaska -- {4)* ’ . North Dakota -- (3)
Wasnington -- (5) South Dakota -- (4)
Oregorn -- (8) Kansas - (7)
Montana -- (6) Iowa -- (11)
Utah -- (5) . Michigan -- (15)
Wyoming - élternate Missouri -- alternate

North East South

New Hampshire -- (3) Louisiana -=- (9)
Connecticut -- (9) Miésissippi -- (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 orepared an updated list (based

on the latest available Education Directory: Stat: 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.l) 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
1ists 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 rthe 20 states ( 6 x 20 = 120).

There are only two remaining subaudiences 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 starf 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 Labcr Committee; the Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare Subcommittee of

the House Appropriations Committer; the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee

of the Labor and Health, Education and welfare hgencies; and the Related Agencies
Subcommittee of the Senatg Appropriations Committee. These four lists of committec - -
staff provided a frame for sampling aides to federal legislators. 1In 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 AEFA membership and the availability of the membership information listed
does constrain the definition of this population. However, this seemed to be
the most Feasonable and feasible abproach. 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 educational research. This
was not done. Alternately, one could have confined the definition to only those
researchers who have been fuuded by NIE or other sponsors. Again there are
significant problems eéssociated 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 it§ primary

professional association.

Subaudience 4.4, Presidents and Administrators, is concerned with those persons
who must deal with institutior:' ‘evel 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 oi 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 SAMPLING METHODS AND RESULTS
) ‘ Multiplier 4
Estimated | Planned | Planned ' Effective |(reciprocal
Population Sample : Sampling | Actual | Usable Return |Sampling pf sampling
Sampling Method Subaudieace Size | Size *raction | Mail-Qut | Returns | Rate | Fraction |fraction)
CLUSTER
Stratified cluster sampling with 1.1 Teachers 2,160,000 | 400 .00018 405 25 51% 000094 | 10,04
25U probability proportional to 1.2 Principals To93,500( 350 0031 3% 187 569 | | .002000 W
school enrollment. Constant over- 1.3 Other Imstructional Staffl 109,000 ' 408 ,00374 397 20 534 .001927 519 &
all sampling fraction for teachers, | 2.1 School District Staff 65,000 242 0037 239 119 50% ,001831 546
principals, other instruction staff, | 3.2 Local School Boards 112,000 | 230 .00200 oy 208 .000866 1,158
and school district staff. Constant
number for school board members.
whk
Five states chosen randomly in each | 2.3 State Education Agency
of the four census regions. Con- Staff 9,500 ! 200 0211 20 17 53 012316 8l
stant number for each state for 3.1 State School Boards 52, 100 .10)2 98 3 5 .065010 15
boards and legislative aides. Com- | 3.3 State legislative Aides 500 120 ,2400 120 L] b} .056000 18
stant fraction for state staff, :
e E
Stratified cluster sampling of 4.1 Faculty of Schanls of -
faculties with stratification Education 30,50 100 .0033 127 64 508 .002098 4n
based on size and type of faculty
STRATIFIED
Stratified random sample with strati-| 4.4 Presidents and Chief 2,500 . 100 .0400 100 €9 69% .002760 36
fication based on Cargenie classi- Adnministrators (insti- (insti-
fication and size of enrollment. tutions) tutions)
SIMPLE RANDOM
Simple random sample based on ¥CES | 2.2 Intermediate Agency
list with replacement by person staff 3,400 | 100 0294 120 65 543 .019118 52
filling position.
(111
Simple random sample of AERA 4.2 Social Seciences RODGR
rembership in RDDSE on campus. Staff 6,000 |  1lo0 L0167 100 68 684 011334 88
(141 .
Simple random sample of U,S, full 4.3 Institutional Researchers 915 | 100 .1093 100 55 55% .060109 1
mesbers in Asseeiation of Institu- .
tional Regearchers.
NON~RANDO!, JUDGMENTAL
Selected by NIE. 3.4 0.5, Congressional Aides 75 PRk R | 10 W 133333 7.5
|
|
1

* "Multiplier" indicates approximately how many persons in the estimated population are represented by each usable return.
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APPENDIX B. MAIL SURVEY FORMS

The entire questionnaire is presented fur Form A. Only pages 1l 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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SURVEY OF
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0.M.B. NUMBER _51-S75054
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(Sponsored by U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare: National Institute of Education)
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Page 1
L ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK
1. Name
2. Title
3 In your opimon, how adequate is the information available 1o oducstional agency stafts (in school district central offices,
intermediate units. and state educational agencles! about educational issues, problems, methods, and practices: (Please check
ane box in cach column.) . '
Amount Quality
Very adequate? . ., ........ O O
Somewhat adequate?, . ... .. D D
Somewhat inadequate? ... .. D D
Very inadequate? . ,...... O O
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 acﬂviﬁesjmme a to

the st? If so, please write in a brief description for each activity on the lines provided.

Thien, for each activity, decide how significant a part of your worl it represents. In making this decision, consider its im-
pe rtance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor which you think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Degree of Importance

Work Activity In Education High Moderate Low
A Determining educational Needs . . .. .. it it vttt vt et D D D
B.  Establishing educational goals and objectives . .. . ... ................ O o 0
C.  Evaluating educational PrOBIAMS o .. ... vvvvveevennnnnnnnnnnns O O O
D Curriculum planning and development . . . .. o v i e vt v e et e e D D D
E Developing educational programs or materials ... ... .. v'ovvenennnn.. D D D
F Annraising teacher or administrator effectiveness . ... ................ O O O
G Providing pre- or inservice training .. ... .. ... .00 vuve e D D D
H Providing pupil pezsonnel services (records,;.'guidance, counseling, etc.) ....... O O O
1 Developing or negotiating teacher or administrator salaries, or other
PeIsOnneEl Mat(ers . ...ttt e e e e e e D D D
J. Financial plans, budgets, or other financial matters .. ................ O O D
K.  Dealing with legal problems or educational legislation . ..........00.... O O O
L. Planning acquisition or ina‘ntenance of facilities and equipment .. ......... O O O
M. Planning or maintaining support services (e.g., transportation, food,
0y O O O
N Performing adminisirative liaison functions ., .. ... ................ D E] D
O.  Working with, informing, securing support of community leaders,
legislators, others . . .0 vt u ottt it e e e D D D
P. Consulting or advising other educators on educational matters ........... D D D
Q. Conducting studies and inVestigations . .. ... ................oo.... O O O
R.  Other 0 0 O
S.  Other O O O
T.  Other O 0 O
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 special effort during the past year to find informa.

tion 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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Page 2

ABOUT THE INFORMATION SQURCES YOU USE IN YOUR MOST IMPORTANT WOn~ ACTIVITIES

1. Users tend to turt. to different information sources depending on 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.)

My most important
work activity
is (letter):

In connection with
this activity, I use
this source:
Some-

Often times Rarely

My next most im-
portant activity
is (letter):

In connection with
this activity, I use
this source:
Some-
Often times Rarely

19. Other sources (please specify)

1. Workshops, seminars, graduate courses .. ............ D D D D D D
2. Telephone calls to people in other organizations . ....... D D D D D D
3. Memos and correspondence . ......cc000c0 00000, D D D D D D
4, Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies ...... eesereeraas D D D . D D D
s. Library or resource center in my own organization ..... D D D D D . D
6. Educational newsletters, bulletins. announcements ., .... D D D D D D
7. Educational JOUAMS . . o v v everuneneneennnnnnn .. g g g o 00
8.  Telephone calls to peopie in my own organization ..., .. O 0 0. O oo
9. ‘Technical reports, government publications ......... D D D D D D
10. Other libraries, resource centers or information seivices . . D D D D D D
11, Curriculum materials .......co000ceae. e D D D D D D
12, Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people in my
own organization ........c0.. teeeen Peeeeeeean D D D D D D
13. Personal library ......... . Ceeeeeeenaas . D D D D D D
14, Conventions, professional association meetings .. ....... D D D D D D
15. Notes and files in my own office ............ Ceee s D D D D D D
16. Office, department or organization files ............. D D D D D D
17. Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people in other
Organizations «......ccco0000 eteeeasecenann D ’ D D D D D
18. Textbooks, reference books ....... eer et e D D D D D D
‘ o 00 o o 0O
o 0 0 0O 0 0O

20.

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 rated, how. much time can you usually allow to elapse after realizing the need for information? (Check
one.)

Afewhours....D

About a week . . . [] More than 2 weeks . ., D

About 2 weeks. .. D
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Page 3

UL ABOUT THE USEFULNESS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES YOU USE _
1. On the previoys page you told us how frequently you used a number of information sources in connection with two important

work activities. Now please consides all the activities you perform and rate this -ame list of sources in torms of their usefulness
in providing you with the information you need for any part of your work. (Please check one box in each TowW.)

I Use This Source And It Is;

I Rarely or
Never Use  Highly Moderately Of Minor
This Source  Useful Useful Use
1. Workshops, seminars, graduate courses . . .. ... e . O O O O
2, Telephone calls to people in other organizations ........ U D D D
3. Memosandcomrespondnce ... ........0......... O O O O
4 Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies . . .............. O O O O
5. Library or resource center in my own organization ... ... O O O O
6.  Educational newslettess, bulletins, announcements . . . ... O O O O
7.  Educationaljournals ........................ O O O 0O
8. Telephone calls.to people in my own organization ...... O O O O
9. Technical reports, govcr'nment publications .......... D D D D
1G.  Other libraries, resource centers or information services « . . . O O O O
11, Curiculum materials .« ...oovernrrnennnn.n..., O O O 0O
12, Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people in my
OWN OTBATHZALION & v o v v v v o ot v v o e vo v e eennss O _ O O O
13, Personal BBIary  « o v oo vesommene e ] O 7 O
14.  Conventions, professional association meetings . . ... ... O O O O
15.  Notesand filessinmy own office ++ ¢ ccvuinunan.. O D O O
16. Office department or organization files  « « + « « o oo e v .. O O O 0O
17. Face-to-face discussion or conferences with people in '
other OgANIZALIONS « ¢ v ¢t ¢ o e o v o ot t o oo v onneaee D D D D
18.  Textbooks, reference books « . v o v v vevvw. v, ... O O O O
19.  Other sources (please specify) O O O O
20. ) 0 ) a

2, Please identify (by name, title, or description) the single most useful source of information in your work.
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IV. ABOUT THE MOST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EDUCATION INFORMATION SOURCES YOU PREFER
1, Users have various reasons for preferring the informacion sources they like to use. Please refer to the numbered list of sources on
the opposite page and note the tumber (1 ~ 20) of the two sources you most grefer to use. Please mark these *‘wo 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 ther importance 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.

Source | Source

RANK | RANK

This source:

ISEASY tOUSE 4. e vevocronoronnnas Cer e aaras

is near at-hand or ecasily accessible .......... ceeee s
isfastinresponding .......cciiiiiriiricnienannn
isfree OriNEXpPensive . ... o vi it ne it ieorrooanon

is usually available when I needit ...........cc000n

is likely to have the information I want .........c000n

is complete, comprehensive . .. ... ..ot cccnnnne

is authoritative, accurate, reliable ...............00..
is objective, impartial, not biased ......... .0 00000
isuptodate L L......i. i i i e

is responsive to my particular problem or question .......

keeps me aware of new developments . . . .... 000000,

leads me to Other SOUTCES . . v v v vvveenenoconoannos

provides for new ideas or different viewpoints ..........

provides opportunity for discussion or exchange of ideas

2, How would you describe your degre: of isolation from information sources you would like to have available to you? (Check one.)

No: isolated, I have ready accesstc any source I meed ...... ... ..t iiieennnneroerocannnns D
Somewhat isolated, I may have to -peud a little time or effort to obtain the information I need.......... D
Seriously isolated, I sometimes forgo using information sources that I would liketouse .............. D
Almost completely isolated, I frequently can not get access to the sources | would like touse ......... . D

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 . . . D At least daily ... D At least weekly . . . D
At least monthly . .. D Less often . . . D
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V. AJOUT YOUR PURPOSES FOR SEEKING INFORMATION

Users need information for many different purposes. For each purpose listed below, plcase indicate your dégree of need for, and your
satisfaction with currently available sources of information by checking one of the boxes for need and one ol the boxes for mtisfaction
associated with each purpose.

NEED SATISFACTION
My need for thukmd My current sources for this
of information is: kind of information are:
PURPOSE (Check aue) (Check one)
Satis-  Partly Satis Unsatis-
To help me to: Great Moderate Small factory _ factory factory

Keep aware of developments and activities in

BAUCRE ™ ¢ ot it v et s e ten e oo o D D ’ D D D D

Keep aware of who is knowledgeable in a subject
orproblemares . . ........... it nenn.. C]

Identify new sousces of assistance for unproving
MY WOTK & it iiiiiiteennonnsesennnnnnns

Identify new educational programs. materials,
methods or procedwres . .. ..., ..iueennnnnn..

Evaluate educational practices or products ..........

Develop alternative approaches to solving problems
Arising N MY WorK oo vievvnnneennennnnnns .

Find answers to specxﬁc questions arising in
relationtomy work .....c.000.uu... Ceeeonns

Locate information to provide to others ...........

00D OO0 O O
00D O 00 O O
O00 O OO O
D 0DOO 0O O
0O 0O 00 0O O
OO0 00 0 O

O
O
O

Prepare reports, articles, or speeches .. ............

Other purposes (please specify)

O 0 0O
O 0O 0O

00

O O
O O

VL  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 nesded in your work in education?

No[J :(Go to Part VI, Page 6.) Yes (] : (Please answer Questions 1 and 2 below.)
1. Would you explain the difficulty?

2. Can you offer a possible solution to the problem?
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VIL 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 1 in the box beside the source. Marx the socond 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.)

D subordinates in your organization D library in my agency
D fellow workers in your organization D university or college library
D superiofs in your organization D university or college department
(O school board members D state departments of education
D colleagues in other organizations D prc{g}s{ixr)ul organizations (e.g., NEA, AASA, ASCD,
D experts or authorities on the subject ' D federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)
D information service personne! (e.g., librarians) D national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)
J other people (please specify) [ other organizations or agencies (please specify)
2, The sequence of human and organizational sources I have indicated above is (check one box):
(a) very typicalof the order luse .......... O
(b)  somewhat similar to the order [ use ...... D
(c) I responded in terms of a recent incident . . D

VIL ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ir. previous sections we hi.vc 1sked 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
Classtoom and curriculum materials v [(J s (J M [J  Regularly mailed info. of interest vd sO mM(QO
Educ:t.on innovation case studies v(d s d v Quick referral service at low cost vd s O M d
Lists of experts in education v D 5 D M D Quick reference service at low cost v D S D M D
Education-related legislation v D S D M D Very rapid literature searches v D S D M D
Education-related statistics v D S D M D Help in forming search queries v D S D M D
Evaluation of programs, practices v D S D M D Rapid full-document delivery v D S D M D
Solutions to common educ. problems V D S D M D Help in interpreting information v D S D M D
Education news and current events vd sO Md Help in trying out new ideas vO s O M d
Education trends and issues vO s0O MO  Information service agent visits vO sO M O
Education concepts and philosophy v(d s d M O  Information needs diagnosis service vO s O M D
Education research methodology \Y D S D M D Help in how to use ed. info. system V D S D M D
Deep review of selected study areas v D S D M D Annual review of education v D S D M D
Specific facts on many topics v(d s d M [J  Tailored studies of educ. statistics vd s O M d

_If there is some other form of inforiration which would be especially useful to you, would you please describe it?

4 O 8 PLEASE TURN PAGE



Page 7
IX. STATISTICAL DATA

Your answers to these questions will help us compare our sample to national population data.

1. How old are you?
Under 25 years .. ... ... O
25t0 34 years ., ...... O
35todd years .. ...... D
45to S4 years ... ..... O
S5 yearsorolder ...... D

2, What is your highest earned degree?

High School .. ......... D
Associate's e d
Bachelor's ........... O
Master's .. ........... d
Doctor’s .. ........... d

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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ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

1.

2.

This questionnaire is concerned with the information needs of st
boards must deal with many subject areas other than education,

Name
Title

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 [¢] in each row.)

ate and local school board members. Most persons who serve on school
but for the purposes of this survey, please confine your answers to your

My Need for Information in This Area is:

Personnet Policies and Operations (e.g., certification, tenute, contracts)

Educational Facilities and Operations (e.g., attendance, equipment, use) . .

Student Data (e.g., characteristics, achievement) . .......coccvevn

_ Content Areas Great Moderate Little

Budget and Finance (e.g., fiscal policies, salaries) . ............ e O d d
Classtoom Subjects (e.g., textbooks, curriculum) . ....... 0o vv e D D D
Instructional Methods (e.g., open classtooms, peer tUtOring). v v v v v v v e e s D D D
Community/Public interaction (e.g., community programs, parent support

OF TESISLANCE) o ¢ v v o v v o v o v v v v v oo ypr gr ........ ppo oo d d d
Government Programs and Education Legislation (e.g., Head Start,

Ly I ) S T LI D D D
Management (e.g., policies, practices ) . . v v oo v e v v v i i an D D D

Special Programs (e.g., compensatory education, vocational education)

Other

To help us understand the general nature of your work in education, please consider each of the f9llowing types of activities. Are
there any significant activities that need to be added to the list? If so, please write in a brief descriptio

(please specify)

\

tivity on the lines provided

Then.

consider its imnortance, {requency of occurrence,

TomMmPOw >

czrrp T

for each activity, decide how significant a part of your work relating to education it represents. In making this decision
or any other factor you think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Work Activity in Education

Studying educational issues to determine needs, problems, policy alternatives
Holding public hearings on educational matters

Confering with special interest or citizen's groups on educational matters

Studying specific board agenda items for intent, impact, fiscal or legal implications
Establishing personnel policy or reviewing decisions to hire, transfer, or terminate
Establishing policy for management of ongoing functions of school systems
Monitoring and advising on operation of school systems

Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans

Evaluating the worth or merit of educational programs

Analyzing the effect of or making recommendations regarding educational legislation
Preparing articles, speeches, reports on educational topics

Responding to constituents requests for information on educational topics

Handling special problems or board assignments relating to cdumtion.

Other
Other

n for each additional ac-

Degree of Importance

Bigh

O00Ooooooooooaoad

Modenate

Ooooogoooooooood

Low

Oo000oooooboooaa

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 find information re-
lating to that activity. If you did not have to make a special effort to find information, leave the letter unmarked,

4{.3-@ [
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VIl. 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 50 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.)

library
other school boards

(O other school board members
(O superintendent or staff of local school
district(s)

D superintendent or staff of state department

of education in this state state departments of education in other states

national or state educational associations (e.g.,
NASBE, AASA, NEA)

federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)

teachers or other educators

parents or lay advisory groups
experts or authorities on the subject other federal or state agencies (e.g., labor, finance)

legislators or other elective officials national information services (e.g., « #IC, NTIS)

o000 oo oo

ooagao g

other people (please specify) 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 luse ......... d
(b)  somewhat similar to the order [use , . ..... D
(c) 1 responded in terms of a recent incident . . . D
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 V(] S({J M [J  Regularly mailed info. of interest vd sO m0O
Education innovation case studies v D S D M D Quick referral service at low cost v D S D M D
Lists of experts in education v D S D M D Quick reference service at low cost v D S D M D
Education-related legislation v D S D M D Very rapid literature searches v D S D M D
Education-related statistics v[d sO MO Hepin forming search queries vd s 0O
Evaluation of programs, practices v D S D M D Rapid full-document delivery v D S D M D
Solutions to common educ. problems V D S D M D Help in interpreting information v D S D M D
Education news and current events vd s M Help in trying out new ideas vO s O M D
Education trends and issues vO s d MO Information service agent visits vO s O d
Education concepts and philosophy v D S D M D Information needs diagnosis service v D S D M D
Education research methodology v D S D M D Help in how to use ed. info. system v D S D M D
Deep review of selected study areas v(d s d M [J  Annual review of education vOd s O O
Specific facts on many topics v D S D M D Tailored studies of educ. statistics v D S D M D

If there is some other form of iaformation which would be especially useful to you, would you please describe it?

E lillcl 4: 1 1 | PLEASE TURN PAGE
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L ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK

1. Name

2. Title

This 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 in each row.)

My Need for Information in This Area is:
Content Areas Great Moderate Little

Administrative Agencies (¢.g., school boards, districts) ............
Educational Finance (e.g., fiscal policies, salaries) ..............
Classtoom Subjects (e.g., textbooks, curriculum) .. ........... ...
Instructional Methods (e.g., open education, individualized instruction) . . .
Government Programs and Education Legislation . ... ............
Management and Administration (e.g., policies, practices) ..........
Personnel Policies and Operations (e.g., certification, tenure) ........
Educational Facilities and Operations (e.g., attendance, equipment, use) . .
Student Data (e.g., characteristics, achievement) ................

Educational Research, Development and Evaluation ..............

O0ooooooaooad
O00ooooooao
Oo0oooooooaa

Other (please specify)

4. To help us understand the general nature of yout work in education, please consider each of the following types of activities. Are
there any sighificant activities that need to b¢ added 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.)

Degree of Importance

Work Activity in Education !l_l‘h; Moderate  Low
A,  Teaching or counseling students . ... oo v v v vttt i e s O d d
B. Preparing courses, lectuzes, e1C. ... . v o v v v it i a i a e e e D D D
C. Conducting research studies .. ... ... .00t Ve O O O
D. Conducting evaluation studies . . . ... . i i e i e D D D .
E. Developing educational materials Of PIORTAMS .« . . . v v v v v v v v v o v s o v v El D D
F. Preparing reports, articles or speeches .. ........................ D D D
G. Consulting, advising, or providing technical assistance .. ........... .. D D D
H. Managing R&D programs of Projects . .o v v v v v v o v v v v v s v an oo a o D D D
1. Managing or administering academic programs . . . . . .. . o L e D D D
J. Working on academic committees, councils, tC. + « « v o v e it e a0 00 s D D D
K. Preparing proposals for funded projects . . . . . . . v v v v i e s e D D D
L. Working with local schools of communities regarding educational problems
OF PIOJECES o v 4 v v v v o e v m s n s s oo anmoossonsonamsosonsoos D D D
M. Other » d O O
N.  Other O O O
0.  Other O O d
5. Now, consider each of the abovc wotk 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 gfgecial effort durﬁg’ the past 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 THL PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often avau 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
tyvpically seek advice or information in your work?

Piease 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 50 on
for as many sougces 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 u recent incident WHeTe it was important for you to obtain information and answer the question in terms of what you
did in this particular case.) ) :

(O colleagues in my own department or research center (O schools or departments of education at other
institutions
[:] colleagues in other departments or research center
at this institution (O university or college library
(O assistants or graduate students (O state departments of education
(] administrators (e.g., president, provost, deans, D professional educational associations (e.g., NEA,
department heads) AAUP, AERA, AASA)
[:] colleagues in other organizations [:] federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)
D experts or authorities on the subject ' D other federal agencies (e.g., DoL, DoD)
D librarian or other information specialists . D national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)
D other people (please specify) D 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 Tuse .......... D
(b) somewhat similar to the order Luse ...... d
(c)  1responded in terms of a recent incident .. [J

VYIL 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 curticulum materials  V[J S[J M[J  Regularly mailed info. of interest vd sO v(>d
Education innovation case studies v D S D M D Quick referral service at low cost v D S C] M D
Lists of experts in education v D S D M D Quick reference service at Iow cost \Y D S D M D
Education-related legislation v D S D M D Very rapid literature searches v D S D M D
Education-related statistics vO s d M Help in forming search queries A\ O s O M D
Evaluation of programs, practices \Y D S D M D Rapid full-document delivery \Y D S D M D
Solutions to common educ. problems V D S D M D " Help in interpieting information \Y D S D M D
Education news and current events v D S D M D Help in trying out new ideas v D S D M D
Education trends and issues vdO s d MO  Information service agent visits vO s O M O
Education concepts and philosophy v D S D M D Information needs diagnosis sefvice v D . S D M D
Education research methodology \Y D S D M D Help in how to use ed. info. System V D S D M D
Deep review of selected study areas v D S D M D Annual review of education v D S D M D
Specific facts on mauy topics v D S D M D Tailored studies of educ. statistics \Y D S D M D

If there is some other form of information which would be especially useful to you, would 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 in each row.)

My Need for Information in This Area is:

Facilities and Equipment (e.g., sites, buildings, utilization of space)
Characteristics of other Institutions (e.g., programs, staff, finances)

Content Areas Great Moderate Little
A ction mmehody Cumiculum, progams of Sudy. ... O O O
Other Institutional Programs (e.g., research, public service) . ... ...... D D D
Students (e.g., characteristics, enrollment, achievement) . ........... D D D
Staff (e.g., characteristics, assignments, salary, work loads) .......... D D D
Finance (e.g., income, expenditures, budgets) . . ........c00vv v D D D
O O O
O O O
O O 0

Government Programs and Educational Legislation . .............

4, To help us understand the general nature of your work in edu:ation, please consider each of the following types of activities, Are
there any significant activifies that need to be added to the list? If so, please write in a brief description for each additionsl
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.)

Degree of Importance

Work Activity in Education High Moderate  Low
A. Establishing institutional goals and objectives . .. .. ..ot v i vt v vnvenes D D D
B. Program planning and development (academic, research, service) . ........ D D D
C. Reviewing or evaluating PrOgrams . . . . v v v oo v v o s o v v oo oot osnens D D D
D. Developing personnel policies, negotiating salaries or other personnel matters . . D D D
E, Developing budgets or financial Plans . . . .o v v v vttt it e D D D
F. Securing and establishing sourcesof funding . ... ... .0 vv et e D D D
G. Planning or managing allocation and utilization of resources . ..o oo v v oo v D D D
H. Planning or managing facilities and equipment . . .. ..o vt v v v v v 0o oo D D D
T B e e B, O el O O 0O
J. Developing and administering admissions and student personnel policies, in-
cluding recruitment, testing, records, counseling, placement, etc. ....... D D D

K. Making enrollment projections, describing student body characteristics .. ... D D D
L. Conducting studies or surveys of current status of institutional programs

OTaCtiVItiES o o v v v vt ittt ettt i ettt ettt e et e D D D
M. Long-range institutional planning . . v v v v v v vt v vttt s e e D D D
N. Working with, informing, securing support of institutional administrators

D e O a O
O oreothers e SCCUIng SUPPOIT of slumnl, community leadets ... O 0O 0O
P. Consulting or advising other educators on education matters . .......... D D D-
Q. Oth:r D D D
R.  Other O 0O O

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 vear to find information relating to
that activity. If you did not have to make a special effort to find information, leave &e Tetter unmarked.
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ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND QRGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

1.

Besides the technical sources of information listed carlier, educators often avail themselves of Humnn 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 50
on for as many sources as you typically use, (Note, if your work is such that it is hard to describe a typical soquence 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.) -

line administrators (e.g., vice presidents, deans
department heads)

staff administrators (e.g., business, student
personnel, registrar)

management information system

unijversity or college library

state department or state board of higher
education

councils or regional boards (¢.g., ACE, NEA,
ECS, WICHE, SREB, NEBHE)

professional organizations (e.g., AAHE, AAUP,
AIR, AERArg&n

federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE, NCES)

faculty (e.g., committees, individuals)

governing board members (e.g., regents,
trustees)

colleagues in other organizations

experts or authorities on the subject

information service personnel (e.g., librarians) national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

other people (please specify) other organizations or agencies (please specify)

O000O0OO0ooao
0000 00 ooao

The sequence of human and organizational sources I have indicated above is {check one box):

(a)  very typical of theorder luse ......... D
(b)  somewhat similar to the order fuse . . . . . . . ]
(c)  Iresponded in terms of a recent incident ... [J

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 jtem bélow, Please check the box indicating its usefulness: V-Very, S-Somewhat or M-Minimum.
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CONTENT AREAS PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Classroom and curriculum materials
Education innovation case studies
Lists of experts in education
Education-related leeislation
Education-related statistics
Evaluation of programs, practices
Solutions to common educ. problems
Education news and current events
Education trends and jssues
Education concepts and philosophy
Education research methodology
Deep review of selected study areas

Specific facts on many topics

v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
vQd
v
v
v

s
s
sd
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s

M
M
MO
M
M
M
M
MO
M
MO
MO
MO
M

Regularly mailed info. of intezest
Quick referral service at Jow cost
Quick reference service at low cost
Very rapid literature searches

Help in forming search queries
Rapid full-document delivery

Help in interpreting information
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

v

v
v
v(d
v(d
v
v
vO
v
vO
v
vO
v

If there is some other form of information which would be especially useful to you, would you please describe it?
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Page 1
, ABOUT YOURSELF AND YOUR WORK
1. Naine
2. Title

This questionnaire is concerned with the information needs of legislators and legislative aides who are involved with state or foderal edu-
cational legislation. Most persons performing 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 chock one
boxin cach row.)

My Need for Information in This Area is:
Content Areas Great Moderate Little

Administrative Agencies (e.g., school boards, districts) . ...........
Budget and Finance {e.g., fiscal policies, salaries) . . . .. ...........
Classroom Subjects (e.g., textbooks, curriculum) . ..o oo v v v v e onn
Community Reactions (e.g., SUPPOIt, I€SIStance) . .. ... ¢ o0 0 v o0 s .
Government Programs and Education Legislation . . ..............
Management (e.g., policies, practices) . .. ..ot v v v v ve e
Personnel Policies and Operations (e.g., certification, tenure) . .......
Educational Facilities and Operations (e.g., attendance, equipment, use) . .
Student Data (e.g., characteristics, achievement) . ............0..

Special Programs (e.g., compensatory education) . ...... e

Ooooaoaaaoaa
ooOoooooodooa
0oocrnpooaoad

Other (please specify)

4. To help us understand the general nature of your work in education, please consider eack of the fOUOWir? 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 a~
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 decizion,
consider its importance, frequency of occurrence, or any other factor you think is relevant. (Please check one box in each row.)

Degree of Impor-a::ce

Work Activity in Education High Moderate _Low,

AR ucational isues 1o determine needs, Pr e, oY O O O
B. Holding public hearings on educational matters .. ........... e D D D
C. Conferring with special interest groups or lobbyists on educational matters. . D D D
D. Analyzing educational legislation (current, pending or proposed) for intent,

impact, effect On various BIOUPS . o v v v v o v o v o oo o v v v s oo s o ao s D .r_] [-J
B o uional legisation for costs or other sl ot lewal ... 0O 0O O
F. Reviewing educational budgets or financial plans . . . ............... D D D
G, Evaluating the worth or merit of alternative educational programs . . . ... .. D D D
H. Making recommendations regarding educational legislation ........... D D D
1. Drafting or revising educational legislation . . . ... ... ie v D D D
J. Preparing articles, speeches, reports ont educational topics . ...... e D D ' D
K. Responding to legislators or other staff members requests for information

oneducational tOPICS . . . . . . it ittt et e et et e e e D D D
L. Responding to constituents requests for information on educational topics . . . D D D
M. Handling special problems or assignments relating to education . + « « s v o v o D D D
N. Other D D D
0. Other D D D

5.. Now, consider each of the above work activities in terms of your need for information. Please cizcle 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. If you did not have to make a special effort to find wﬁormmon. Teave the letter unmarked.
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VIl.  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 seck advice or information in your work?

Ploase 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 80 on
for as many sources as you typically use. (Note, if your work i such that it is hard to describe a typical soquence of use of sources,
please recall a recent incident where it was important for you to obtain information and answer tfie quéstion in terms of what you
did in this particular case.)

(3 1egisiators ' (O 1egislative library, Library of Congress

D staff members of educational committees D unijversity or college library ]

(O other legislative staff O state departments of education

D lobbyists D professional educational associations

(J colteagues in other organizations (O federal educational agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)
d experts or authorities on the subject (O other federat agencies (e.g., Dol, DoD)

O legii;lt?t:g!:a::;us;l;g:iisut?um ot other (0 national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)
(J other people (please specify) (O other organizations ot ajencies (please specify)

2. The sequence of human and organizational sources I have indicdicd above is (check one box):

(a) very typical of the order luse ......... d
(b)  somewhat similar to the order Tuse . . .. ... d
(c)  1responded in terms of a recent incident ... [

V. 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 cumiculum materials V(] S d M Regularly mailed info. of interest .v(@d s O ~0Od
Education innovation case studies vd s d M Quick referral service at low cost vd sO M d
Lists of experts in education \{ D S D M D Quick reference service a\ low cost \{ D -8 D M D
Education-related legislation v D S D M D Very rapid literature searches v D S D M D
Education-related statistics \{ D S D M D Help in forming search queries v D S D M D
Evaluation of programs, practices v D S D M D Rapid full-document delivery v D S D M D
Solutions to common educ. problems V ] s [J M Help in interpreting information vd s O ~«0O
Education news and current events v D S D M D Help in trying out new ideas V_D S D M D
Education trends and issues \{ D S D M D Information service agent visits v D S D M D
Education concepts and philosophy v D S D M D lﬁfomation needs diagnosis service \{ D S D M D
Education research methodology v D S D M D Help in how to use ed. info. System V D . S D M D
Deep review of selected study areas V [J s [J M [J  Annual review of education vOd sO M O
Specific fucts on many topics v D S D M D Tailored studies of educ. statistics v D S D M D

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

1. Name

2, Title

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[¢] .)
Amount  Quality

O
Somewhat adequate? . d
O

Somewhat inadequate? , .,

ooo Dl

Very inadequate? ..., D

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 thete 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.)

Degree of Importance

in My Work

Work Activity In Education High Moderate Low
A.  Teaching or counseling students ... ........ d d d
B. Handling disciplinary or other student problems . . D D D
G i of superisng extracumicudsr O O 0O
D, Preparinglessons . ... i i, d d O
E. Curriculum planning . ................ D D D
F. Selecting instructional materials ........... D D D
G. Looking for new methods . ............ D D D
H.  Determining educationsl needs ........... d d d
L Establishing educational objectives . ........ d d d
1 Evaluating program outcomes ., .......... a D d
K.  Acquiring new knowiedge or skills . ........ O d d
L. Scheduling (space, students, staff) ......... d d d
M. Preparing school budgets or financial plans . . . . . d d d
N.  Performing other administrative functions . .. .. d d d
0.  Working with parents or community ., ..... d d d
P.  Working with school boards .. ........... O d d
Q. Conducting studies or investigations . . .. ..... d d d
R.  Providing pre- or inservice teacher training . . . . . d d d
S. Developing educational materials . . . .. ...... d d d
T Conitiing or advising others on educational O O 0O
U.  Other 0O O 0O
V.  Other 0O O O
W, Other D D D

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 special effort during the past year to find information relating to
that activity, 1f you did not have to make a special effort to find information, leave the letter unmarked.
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VIl.  ABOUT THE PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS YOU TURN TO

1. Besides the technical sources of information listed earlier, educators often avall 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?

Piease mask the first source you would usually turn to with a | in the box beside the source. Mark the second with a 2, and $o0 on

* for as many sources as you typicolly use. (Note, if your work is such that It is hard 1o describe a typlcal sequence of use of sources,
please recall a recent incident where it was important for you to obtain Information and answer the qQuestion in terms of what you
did in this particular case.)

teachers in my own district D school library
university or college library
university or coliege department

state department of education

professional organizations (e.g., NEA, AFT, ASCO,
DESP, NASSP, AASA)

federal agencies (e.g., USOE, NIE)
national information services (e.g., ERIC, NTIS)

principals in my own district

other personnel in my own district
parents or members of the community
collcagues in other organizations

experts or authorities on the subject

information service personnel (e.g., librarians,
information specialists)

0O 000o0ooa
O 00000

other people (pieaso specify) other organizations or agencies (please specify)

2 The sequence of human and organizational sources 1 have indicated above is (check one box):

(a)  very typical of the order Luse . ........ D
(b)  somewhat similar to the order I use . . . . . . . D
(c)  Iresponded in terms of a recent incident . . . D

VIIL. ABOUT THE INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THAT WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO YOU

In previous sections we have asked about yout information needs, resources, and satisfactions, We would also like to know about your jdeal
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  V[J  S[J  M[J  Regularly Mailed Info. of Interest vd sO m>d
Education Innovation Case Studies \" D S [:] MT] Quick Referral Service at Low Cost \" D S D M D

Lists of Experts in Education v(d s O MO Quick Reference ServiceatLowCost V(] s[J M O
Education-related Legislation v D S D M D Very Rapid Literatu;e Searches v D S D M D
Education-related Statistics vO sO MO  Helpin forming search Queries vOd sO sO
Evaluation of programs, practices v D S D M D Rapid full«'scument delivery A\ 4 D S D M D
Solutions to common Educ. Problems V D S D M D Help in interpreting Information v D S D M D
Education News and Current Events V D S D M D Help in trying Out New Ideas v D S D M D
Educational Trends and Issues v D S D M D Information Service Agent Visits v D S D M D

Education Concepts and Philosophy V[ s [0 M  information Needs Disgnosis Sevice v (J s [ M
Education Research Methodology VO sO MO  Helpin how to use E4. Info. System v [] sO 0O
Deep review of selected studyareass Vv [J s wM[J Annual Review of Education v sO u O
Specific Facts on Many Topics vd s d M To-order studies of Educ. Statistics vO S [: v

If there are other kinds of information products or services which would be especially useful to you, would you please 25 abe them?
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