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} ) : ~© . PREFACE

'Support Program-(EDSSP) is to establish efficient’means for analyzing, monitor-

'inter-organizatﬁonal,@rrangements'(Paul,,1978). ffia-few states were selected

P

E One,of'the~genera1vobjeCtives_of:the Educatjonaﬁ Dissemination Systems

ing, and canmun1cat1ng the status, needs, and accomp]1shments of disseminatign

B performers. Prev1ous EDSSP reports have described various aspects of educa-

tiona] d1ssem1nat1on 1nc1ud1ng synthes1s of ker{stud1es (Emr1ck and Peterson
1978), ana]yses of d1ssem1nat1on and 11nk1ng roles (Butler and Pa1s1ey, 1978
¢ <

Hood and Cates, 1976 Cates, 1978) cost ana]yses of services (Paisley, B]ack-

wel], Emr1ck R1ttenhouse and Cooper, 1978), and descr1pt1ons of spec1f1c pro-

" grams and organ1zat1ona1 arrangements (Adams, 1978 B]ackwe]] and Hood, 1978,

‘s

' Hood, 1978; Lotto and Clark, 1978- Paul, 1978; Rogers, ]976)

L3

Ln this and'two companion- pub11cat1ons, we address the feas1b111ty of de-

-

,ve]op1ng, on a nat1onw1de basis,-a system of stat1st!cal 1nd1cators-of-educa-

’

. v ‘ : A
-_t1ona1 knowledge product1on outputs/\dissem?nation-structures, and knowledge

N -

ut111zat1on sett1ngs and outco::s a]ong‘with their contextua1 inddcators. '

This repdrt descr1bes the conceptual framework and br1ef]y sunmmr1zes some

.

emp1r1ca1 work L S ) -

. EDSSP work on ‘indicators may.be traced to interest in examining statewide

>

for intensive case study, which states would be most representative? How could

-states be typed? ‘Was there any objeqgfive basis’for:typing states? Exp]oratory
: : / ST T e .

work'(Hood and Blackwell, 1979) demonstrated'{hat one could produce useful

' typologies based on either (a) stat}st1ca1 1nd1cators of educational lnow1edge ‘

- *
preduct1on an§~d1ssem1nat1on capac1ty or (b) contextua] demograph1c econom1c

-

and educational data. State-]eve] 1nd1cator data cou]d be aggregated to produce

’

regionalvindicator.data. In a compan1on EDSSP study of 1ssues/concern1ng equ1tv:

&
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f’access to 1nformat1on by var1ous groups Pa1sley, C1rksena, and Bitler (1979)

: A .
As we prepared these two’ exploratory stud1es for pub]1cat1on, it became

in 1cator data down to local leve]s. Y.

\was in our heads." . Some k1nd of an. epr1c1t descr1pt1on was needed.

. _ \ .
*  What bfgan as a brlef out]1ne of our conceptua] approach has - become this small

. ."A;‘ monograph that attempts to deve]op a comprehens1ve taxonomy.,
: L’ ’ ’

Fol]ow1ng an introduction and overview of the framework, each of four in-
'\;d1cators areas (product1on outputs d1ssem1nat1on structures, utilization, and.
' contextsi are d1scussed first in terms of major dimensions that may prove use-

' fu] in a conceptua] mapp1ng of the 1nd1cator doma1n, and then in terms of im-
. S~
P~ p]1cat1ons of this d1meas1ona] mapp1ng for the selection or deve]opment of in-

d1cators. The four sections are uneven in length. The d1scdss1on of know]edge
\

base output 1nd1cators i5 long because several of the d1mens1ons are’ re]at1ve1y

| vnove] but have s1gn1f1cant 1mp]1cat1ons for ana]ys1s of the know]edge base.

.The\sect1on on d1ssem1nat1on structures and functions, s terse since it is pos-
/

s1b]e to reference severa) relevant pub]1cat1ons. The section on knowledge .,
[ g

ut1]izat1on 1s qu1te long. " In th1s section we summar1ze and cr1t1que severa]
' B
11nes of 1nqu1ry‘tha tend . to emp]oy different conceptua11zat1ons of kndwledge

-u111zat1on. After out]1n1ng major dimensional categories ‘that encompass these

.. \ 5

© , I1nes\of inquiry, we descr1be and cr1t1qJe ava1]ab1e methodo]og1ca1 approaches
«

to the\&eve]opment of utilization: indicators and then d1scuss the current s1tu-

. ation. The section on contextua] 1nd1cators prov1des a- br1ef descr1pt1ons of

i
'var1ous types of contextua] 1nd1cators and their poss1b1e Jses. This. is fol-

. lowed by a short sect1on summarizing the exp]oratory data‘analyses reported by
\V*‘ " Hood and Blackwe]l (1979) and Pa1s]ey, Cirksena, and But]er (]979) A conc]ud-

. f1ng sectinn reviews the conceptua] framework and comments on 1ts potentlal uses.

i - . B A .

" ‘ o : !.‘ ' 7 ' | ;X,A




- INTRODUCTION .

~

The Educat1ona1 D1§sem1nat1on Systems Support Program (EDSSP) has three
- general obJect1ves 1) to estab{_sh an. eff1c1ent means for ana]yz1ng, mon1- :
-toring, and commun1cat1ng the status néeds, and aCcomp11shments of educational
o d1ssem1nat1on performers, 2) to 1ncrease the qua]1ty of and ‘access to know]edge
perta1n1ng to the educat1ona1 dissemination and ut111zat1on (D&U) process; and -
3) to estab11sh a "parﬁ1c1patory capac1ty for orgaan1ng and conduct1ng spec1a]

studies contr1but1ng to the 1mprovement of educat10na1 d1ssem1nat1on as-'a re-

r

gional and nat1onwade effont. .

@

- With respect to obJect1ve 1 EDSSP staff comp]eted an analysis of s1gn1f1-\
s T ~ _
.. cant recent//r/current efforts to def1neathe status, needs and acomp]1shments ‘

of educatrona] d1ssem1nat1on performers and has pub11shed two reports, one’ fos
/

s1ng spec1f1ca]1y on pu’ﬂ%ses and methods emp]oyed by current NIE-sponsored
* act1v1t1es and the second descr1b1ng resu]ts of recent stud1es and current de-
I~ ) ; © ;
SCr1pt1ons o N o ' , .

: ’.

- o Blackwell, L.R. and Hood, PTD. Program Inte111genca Activities 1n .
Educat1ona] Know]edge UtiTlization: Compar1son of Sensing, Feed-
o - forward, Monitoring and Evaluation-Concepts in Five NIE- Sponsored
P Program (Far West LaBoratory, June T978) f

5 Hood P.D. Statewide Educat1ona1 D1ssem1nat1on Capacity: A Reviey~
of Recent Literature and Current Information, {Far West Labora-.

tory, August 1978).

.

'ﬁ%f \ Our ana]ys1s 1nd1cated that there are many on-go1ng efforts to descr1be or

DA 3 eva]uate various aspects of educat1ona] Dé&u. However, the great maJor1ty of

these efforts tend to fotus on specific agencies (e.g.; State Educat1on Agenc1es),

- functiens (e g., information retrieval and d1str1but1on) or programs. (e-. g., the

1

-Nat1ona] Diffusion Network or the R&D Utilization Program) We can discern L

the beg1nn1ng of morevcomprehens1ve coverage as evidenced in the "base-line" .
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: stud1e§.of the: R&D Exchange (see for examp]e An 0verv1ew of State D1ssem1nat1on

Act1v1t1es R&D Exchange May 1978) or the recent]y initiated "A Study of D1ssem—
. 1nat1on Efforts Support1ng Schoo] Improvement" (sponsored by USOE‘and conducted
' by the NETWORK of Andover MA) But there is noth1ng approach1ng a tru]y com-
prehens1ve (i. e., multi- -agency, mu]t1 funct1on mu1t1 program), nat1onw1de'p1cture
.,'of educational dissemination. o |
A second’ characker1stfc of much of the ex1st1ng information is that it is
pr1mar11y qua11tat¥ve" e 9., descr1pt1ons of programs actav1t1es persons)
In only a few cases can we f1nd "quant1tat1y@“ 1nformat1on that has been co]]ect-
'ed W1th suff1c1ent care that there is a trystworthy basis for projecting to -en-
t1re popu]at1ons.. ‘In an effort to dea] with the 1ack of a nat1onw1de picture X
and the pauc1ty of qunt1tat1veadata EDSSP staff began to build a quant1tat1ve
data base for the 50 states (and DG) and .to conduct exploratory studies of how ;
th1s data base cou]d be used to descr1beveducat1ona1 D&U status. This report o
' descr1bes thelconcébtua1 frameworP that gu1des the‘deve]opment of the data base.\;
' ' Two re]ated repbrts (Hood and B]ackwel] 1979 Pa1s]ey, C1rksena and Butler,

.“1979) present results of exploratory.data analyses.

\ LIS

.

* These except1ons tend to be either dated or of limited scope. Br1cke11 (n.d.,) -
completed a survey of researgh, development, demonstratign, dissemipation, and
evaluation projects and personnel but it was confined to State Education Agen-

* cies and conducted in.1969-70. Emrick, ‘Petersonyand Agarwala- -Rogers (1977) pro-
" vide a comprehensive description of the National Diffusion Network, 1974-1976.
“Clark and Guba {1977) and Lotto and Clark (1978) prov1de a recent study of the
-role of schools, colleges, and departrents of education (SCDFs) in KPU, that -
premits progect1on to. the maJor1ty of SCDEs. The NIE-sponsored Amer1can Reg1stry
of Research Organizations in Bducation (Bureau of Social Science Research, in
preparat1on) will provide very limited.information on amount and’ percentage of
funding and numbers of personne] engaged in "d1ssem1nat1on" in more than 2,500

organlzat1ons . I
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PR ~ CONCEPTUAL ‘FRAMENORK AND APPROACH

. . .

- The hotfon of "social‘indicators"'(Bauer 1966 Sheldon and Moore, 1968

Gross}_1969- Van Dusen, 1974) p1ays an 1mportant ro]e in the approach that we_;’

LY

' ;//) hayeftaken. Soc1a1 1nd1cators are measures of status or of changes in status.
of aspects of - soc1ety,* In the f1e1d of educat1on there are several examples
of the use of 1nd1cators e g., to assess educat1ona1 outc0mes (Cobern, et a1.,

-
1973) to ass1st in 1nst1tut1ona1 accred1taf1on (G1ngras 1975 Walters 1977},

o’

to augment “accquntab111ty" program assessment (C]emmer et a1., ]974 Grady,‘

1974), or to measure genera] educational status and trends (Ferr1s, 1969 ETS

1976) Genera]]y, educat1ona1 1nd1cators have dea1t w1th student enroﬂ]ment
‘ §
demography (e g., age, race, .sex;, grade 1eve1, retent10n rates, ab111ty group1ng)

|
- w1th ach1evement 1eveTs (e. g., degrees earned test resu]ts) or w1th staff demo-

~ graphy, . 1nst1tut1ona1 characterlst1cs (e.g., s1ze programs; fac111t1es) or *."

-

f1sca] data (e. 9., 1evels and sources of fund1ng, 1evels -and types of expendi-

-

tures) A]though re1at1ve1y few of the common]y ava11ab1e 1nd1cators have~a

B 4 ‘ .
direct bear1ng\on educat1ona1 know]edge product1on d1ssem1nat1on or ut111zat1on,
A .

some of them (e g., size and type of staff, number and type of 1nst1tut1on

7

level of fund1ng) might . serve as "contextua]" var1ab1es that wou]d ]1ke1y be -
W

related to educational know]edge product1on d1ssem1nat1on .or’ ut111zat1on.
Underlying our th1nk1ng about the use of .social 1nd1cators td measure

educat1ona1 know]edge product1on and ut111zat1on has been a mode] of a func- -

E ' t1ona1 system of indicators cons1st1ng of four maJon components

- s . Al " B -
. . . . -
S < o -

. ' » i "J - : ’ . "
- * g soc1a1 1nd1cator...may be def1ned to”be %:'ustm of direct normative -
interest which facilitates concise, comprehenS]ve, and balanced Judgments -
about the conditions of major aspects of soc1ety." Toward ‘a Social Report .

(DHEW,’ 6P, 1969)

Y

A\
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1) indicators of educat1ona1 know]edge product1on outputs 3*

1) 1ng1cators of educat1ona1 know1edge d1ssem1nat1on structures,

3) 1nd1cators of educat1ona1 knowledge utilization; - R '\\
= 1zdtion .

> ]

'4) 1nd1cators of contextual factors that may be used to pred1ct
~or exp]aTn the pattern1ng of the other types of indicators.

Product1on output 1nd1cators are concerned w1th est1mates of the type,

quant1ty, qua]1ty or other character1st1cs of quant1f1ab]e unlts of educat1ona1 N
know]edge (e.g., documents) as. re]ated to ‘their org1n (e. g., author or 1nst1tu- o

t1on 1ocat1on) Idea]]y, these 1nd1cators shou]d reflect the extent and ways‘?}’E

, \

_in wh16h the educat1ona1 know]edge product1on commun1ty organ1zes and transfonns
know]edge 1n all its forms. Current]y ava1]ab1e data perta1n pr1mar1]y to forma]

documentary or. forma] ora] forms or their,derivatives (e g., abstracts, c1tat1ons,
B v . . ) .o : a -
proceedings). PR A ‘ . . '

LN . P o

D1ssem1nat1on structure 1nd1cators are concerned’ w1th the character1st1cs

e

or capac1ty of structura] or functional components of the educat1ona1 d1ssem1na-
tion system (e g., number and type of information search serv1ces, number and”
type of 11nk1ng agents) In genera] these 1hd1cators shou]d d1sp]ay how educa-
: t1ona] d1ssem1nat1on resources - funds peop]e products, serv1ces and techno-
1ogy are. a]]ocated across educat1ona1 sectors and geograph1c areas. -

Ut111zat1on 1nd1cators shoqu prov1de 1nformat1on regard1ng request and

usage rates, adopt1ons,'1mpact benef1ts, etc. by geographic or‘educational
L)

"-__' séctors for types of 1nst1tut1ona1 and individual consumers of educational - know- '

]edge, products -and services. Current]y there -are véry few satisfactory ut111za7 '
s : ‘ T

tion_indicators,.avai]ab]e on a nationwide basis, that can be ysed to inform us

_ nEQardinb the various facets of knowledge utilization -or its impacts..

AY
5 > N . . -

‘ * Note that we have exc]uded concerns with how know]edge is created that 1s,
with the structure ~and processes of kndWledge product1on.

. a .
° . - o ’
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Contextua] 1nd1cators prov1de 1nfo5mat1on concerm1ng d1str1but1bn across.
J!

-

geograph1c areas(pf chang1ng compos1t1on and trends of aggregat1ve data that

ff‘i. ect the demograph1c, organ1zat1ona1, soc1a1 pol1t1ca], economic, and edu-
/; *1cat1ona1 env1ronments for -educational knowﬁedge product1on dlssem1nat1onvand
. fy:éut1]1zat1ona Contextua] 1nd1cators can reflect cond1t1ons or forces that may-
v serve to supp]y, support, constra1n or otherw1se influence the product1on, d1s-
&. _' : ;'sem1nat1on or consumpt1on of educat1ona1 “knowl edge. - ‘ ' : . o

) Relat1onsh1p among types of "indicators. - Because of the somet1mes h1gh1y

L.

- local connections of production, disseminat1on -and ut111zation'(e ge s ‘within
an’ 1mmed1ate primary group ‘or w1th1n one organ1zat1on), 1t shou]d not be surp%1s-

,F .5“ : 1ng to find strong correlat1ons between some types of product1on d1ssem1nat1on

-

1i1zat1on 1nd1cators, espec;al]y those that may be based on counts of

0

g A,
: ent1t1es. However, there is a]so strong reason to suspect that con-

L textua] factors (e g., pogu]at1on dens1ty, per capita wea]th) m1ght const1tute :
'*4/' common,under1y1ng factors ‘that may” account for much of the observed correlation
between productiqp and‘diSSemination.indicators or between'dissemination and

o uti]ization‘fndicators when'aggregated'by region or state. For examp]e one

. m1ght expect that more populous states or reg1ons wou]d dispTay h1gher counts of d

ﬁpub]1ca§1ons, hjgher nunbers,of wnformat1on Sfarch serv1ces, and hzgher numbers
. of organiiationai and individual requests‘for inforwation'searchesithan would?
less populous'states.or‘regions.' It.is a]so:easi]y‘conceivab]e.that're]atively
- 'wea]th1er states and reg1ons cou]d afford to fund more knowﬂedge product1on (e.gi,
research stud1es 1nnovatu~e pract1ces), support more extens1ve and expens1ve 1
; .A d1ssem1nat1on serv1ces, and c?%ate educat1ona] consumer env1ronments with the

organ1zat1ona] ”slack" and 1ncent1ves foster1ng ]ess parochial forms of know]edge

‘
[

consumpt1on. Hence contextua] 1nd1cators need to be cons1dered when examining

aggregate data. - o T

(RN
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L
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1nd1cators -as being related as deprcted in Figure 1.
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Although’an extreme 51mpl1f1cation we, may conceive of the four sets of

s . . o

The general conceptual framework depicted in anure 1 prov1des a ba51s for

~

'901ng beyond 51mple description to an analy51s of relationships among 1ndicators

K:3 ..y’: "

| within sets, and between ind1¢ators 1n d1fferent sets. In our exploratory anal- f
- yses, we dependednon a linhted set.of indjicators that could be easily located or

: ]
constructed from ex1§t1ng SOurces. However, a more systematic aﬂdadetai}éd

framework is required for 1dent1fy1ng 1nd1cators, if only,to reveal the limita-
tions andlﬁiases_of the more acce551ble indicators or, hopefully, to point to
significant gaps'where Special efforts may be required td‘deuelop a more compre-
hensive set of indicators;' A ‘ ”

In the following sections we first define sgme .terms and then we gxamine

&Ry
in detail sets of dim;n51ons that may prove useful in cla551fy1ng or fmapp]ng" jk-

“indicators relating to 1) the knowledge base, 2) the formal dissemination‘ . >

structure, 3) the knowledge utilization area, and 4) context variables.-

! %W, . - ‘
ThelConcept of Knowledg;ﬁand Its Relation to: Indicators of Educational Knowledge**

_ bosei.Severe probtems if we are to select-.or Bui

edgé production, dissemination, or utilizati

One of the attractive aspects of the term "educational knowledge production

and utilization" is that it is such an all encompassing concept: But this-also

o
“indicators of educationalwknowl-

To some degree we run the risk

of limiting our ideas to those that are fagiliar or conventional and our indica-
- : b !

tors to thoee'that are conveniently accessible. Consequently, before describing

. the construction of dissemination or utilization indicators, we need to digreés'“r

to outline some ways of conceptualizing .the body of educational knowledge produc- )

l
|

tion. We begin by presenting some simple definitions and will then proceed to,
examination of several analytic dimensions. ‘

* Portions of this section are developed more completely in Hood (December l978)
and Hood and Cates (1978).

@ 3 ' Y & B |
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Data are goded symbols{ signs or numerical indicau‘ﬁ;; or"the urfprocessed
. ~ : ’ ;

'stimuli.that-are "raw" data,/ﬁlnformation is data thatfhas been subjected to

some form of'proCeSSing (e.g., recoding, summarization, collation). Inte]]igence

consists of information that has been communicated to others, usualljj\ith an

accompanying 1nterpretation or evaluation of meaning or pertinence. Techno]ogz

transforms 1nuormat’on and produces products, processes or programs that can "

“Stlll be regarded as 1nformation-bearing.r Knowledge (in jts broad sense) re-

A

. fers to the total body of” data, information, intelligence, and technalogy and

. \ . i
to their ‘organizing structures and principles, (i. e., the sum of a]] that is
’ L
known). Knowledge production and utilization (KPU), as a fie]d of study, is -

J
concerned with an examination of the processes of knowl edge production dissem-/,
*

1nation, and utiiization, and the factors that account for the character and //
timing of those processes, and w1th deve]oping strategies and tactics that fpster

appropriate, time]y, and effective uti]ization. Knowledge transfer is sbmetimes

used as a comp]ete]y synonomous term w1th knowledge utilization, but in other
uses :1s confined to the communicagipn/dissemination/diffu51on phases of the KPU
process (thus exc]uding prnduction and sometimes the incorporation and adaptation
phases of the uti]ization process)

*r\;~\< : '
Educational KPU over]aps with»information science and the field of com-

munication studies, that have, 1m turn drawn on a broad range of physical,.

soc1a1,_and behaviora] sc1ences and'techno]ogy. Consequently there is no dearth

of disciplinary orientations for v1ew1ng educational KPU, but there is a distinct

possdbility that vastly different perspectives may bevtaken by different investi-
fgators depending on their professional, disciplinary, or problem orientations.

‘There is also a strong possibility that particular perspectives may tend to omit

or ignore-aspects of KPU that are not cenfral‘to the perspective.

15
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L Ha pradihca] 1eve], 1t is OUr beljer that a tru]y comprehens1ve approach\
requ1r s"Us to exam1ne the full range Of the educat1ona] knowledge base mapped
. - . . . . .
o aga1nst severa] facets or dlmens1°"5’ ~ These 1n01Ude, Yoo _ RS
‘h}_'ﬁubaect Maé!er Conte . ' © R . . .
. ructdre o - I ‘ | (.'
- = Form - e ~ » o
- Level ‘of forma]1ty T S o
"~ - Formats ' ' S . ' ; :
Col]ect1ons and system5 3 i ~ -
‘& Organization of "Know]edgeaugitsft‘ » - _ - '
: - Tang1b1e/1ntang1b1 chaftc eér ' e * L
- Independence/?nteractwv ia ¢ . ‘ L I
- Separable/inseperable character ) X oo Y ,_~-)».
- Aud1ence“or1entat1on . S PR S SRR
o $ T L Ty e N
e -Basis . ! o N e
- - Disciplined inquiry J . R APV . v
- Sponsorship . - ' ‘ / ‘ : :
réh a mapping is desirable if Q"]y to gain SOTe idea of what one prOposeS .
to include or where emphasis will be placeq, - [ o .
: ~J ;/ .
Content =\ » T v

'.,-: ‘(—\ .
T xnow£0GE BASE prensions . o

4

D1mens10na] Analys1s of the Ed ational Knowledge Base

Subject Matter Content:. The $'9"'ficance of this dimension is well known -

‘to librarians and information speC 1a11Sts yhgo are concerned with classification,

cataloguing, indexing, des1gn of 1"f°rmat1on syStems etc. The scope of the
information base, the way it is Ofgan1z nd 1ndexed and the way users apPrOaEh
it when searching for information °" attEmpt'nP to use it can aaye profound 1a:
fluence on- the character and effeCt of i"formq%ion production, disseminatiop,;or'_

- : ' o Ly
usage, as well as on the costs and benefits tﬁat may be associated with any-type

‘of organized information activity. B€Cduse §ignjficant‘portions of at Teast ,"

N . . ot
| , %
- i . 92
s : " . o
» N E N
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' ' N . ' ' . * - .’-.b ..‘
the forma] documentary know]edge bases in education are content. c1a551fied"' e

[
' _ i-is pOSS]b]e to examine, at least grossly, the distributional propertiesland
. -7 -— H ’
. effects of %ubJect matter éontent. "This-can be done by cross classifying many
. I'4 . o . . .

. knowl edge production indicators in terms of-their subject matter content.

. . T V . a . ‘ . . : . Lo ’ . R

v : N T ' i c ’ ’
Structure ) o : o ol A\S

A y
o
s

/ Forms of knowledge. There' are several very general forms in which know-

,ﬂedge is presented or- communicated. These include: ora] forms, document forms

—

nondocument. forms and references (to other. forms).

Levels of forma]i;z, Egth of these forms,are‘encountered at various levels

of formality ranging from high]y formal to very informal.
'Fbrmats. In Figure 2 these last two dimenSions have been crossed. Within
_each ce]] of Figure 2'are found various common examp]es of formats in which

F; ' knowledge is stored or communicated. In“gfneral, the less formal the level,

the more difficult it is to obtain or to develop educational knowledge base ™

°

* ' fndicatdrs. Nearly all our easily obtainable indicators .are associated\jith‘the
- formal level. Research in Education (RIE) is perhaps one of the few national

* bases in education that provides some help in assessing the character and content

- - L4
of semi-formal documents. -

»

There are also major problems in identifying or developing indicators for
- ).r . ".'
oral forms of knowledge. Only a very small portion of the most formal oral

forms (e.g., a professional meeting or a national conference) is documented
-and referenced in easily accessible formats (e.g., proceedings, meeting proi;;/fwsb
gram abstracts, convention programs). )

ar

. Studies of communication modes for technical information indicate that

approximately 60 percent of the information used by individuals ‘in their work

is obtained in the interpersonal mode, either face-to-face or by telephone.

t
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FORMAL , Intarnat’}oml
. + | National ®

Regional

Reviews, réprints, pro-
-ceedings, preprints, jour-
nal articles, reference
works, anthologies and

Published' 'Materials: Citation Services:
books, workbooks,. case
studies, manuals, guides,

tests, vi deatapes, £ilms

abstract journals

REFE—;REM:ES —
(to oial forms, document
. forms, and materials)

) meeting program abstracts

1

l1isting of muscrlpta

N~ F K collections, hard-cover (slides, strlps’b movies), recelv
meetings books, soft-cover.hooks, audio (records, tapes), current’ awareno.u
: symposia . micro-forms displays, equipment, book reviews )
amfarancc' . b ‘ games, kits, computer . Review Articles:
panels : software . collection .
. 4 | synthesis- - . -
- - . .| .Subject Bibliognphyr
. . ) P . : unannotaeed
' " -a‘qf’\-__. ' : annotated )
. f - ' P « . . evaluated . i
e = : ' Libury\ Catalogues Y- Indexa
ISEMI~- Collogquia Final reports, technical Draft _and test forms of any Rat’erences cited fn jour{naz
' FORMAL | ‘Seminars . * notes, technical memos, of the above instructional articles,ubooks, reports,
| Special progress reports, tech- | materinls =« - | theses- ~ -~ -
conferences , nical reports, proposals, ' “'-1,4'-'., Catalogues, advertisemenu,
Telephone - speaches, unpublished . &‘éi»'i.' and publishets' mterials
wnt‘aranccs : pnpors B ‘6 T Librarians
: t Conference pmsentaeions
) ‘Advertisements in journals
INFORMAL | Conversations Har'iuscript’s, drafts, memos,| Treatments\ outlines (I.M.), Jourmyl contents & library
: Telephono calls corresppondence, notes, scripcs', sthry boards, mock book shelves )
Corres ence outlines (document) ups, -rénde ings, flow. « | Personal report team files
Casual tings . s char& prototypes, H Personal index files
Unplanned encoun- | . I skoecﬁes, designs, speclﬂ- - Conversations
) ters . = . cations Correspondernce ,
- L Requested document distri-
[ e bution
B - : - X. Unrequested. document dlﬁtrl-
: A - bution ‘
) Symposia
Local meetings
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3 Fopfy percent shows up 1n wr1tten orm, of wh1ch 25 percent is 1nforma] (e ey

:‘correspondence c1rcu]ars forms photographs) and only 15 percent is formaT

“@

"(and therefore subJect to b1bl1ograph1c contro]) The Educat1on Market Study,,u
- (Hood and BTackwéTT 1976 Hood MTCk and Katter 1976) suggests that the pro-

\,'t'

‘portlonal use, of oral and wrltten and of formaT and 1nformal 1nformat1on does

vary with type of educattonaT aud1ence (e g., 1nstruct1ona1 staff adm1n1stra-v

7tors, govennance Qroups) but that most of these d1fferences are not - very large. '
: The 1mp]1cat1on is. that educatlonal knowledge indicators that .are based oh.

”'1tems that are under b1b11ograph1c contro], and this 1nc1udes v1rtua11y aTT the T”»

RE
Tt

measures that are commonﬂy avallab]e can, at best reflect only 10 to 15 per--

- cent of the techn1caT 1nformat1on that may be used 1n~educat1onal work. The

] than one or two percent. . *Most of what we

' actuaT amount that is 1ndexed and eas1ly access1b1e is probabTy ngiqmuch more

:?ow about the educat1ona knowTedge

<

" base ‘tends to be highly b1ased on thesthxf d1mens1ons of form and forma11ty.

For the present, there are few a]ternat1ves to worklng with availab]e document-

\

/
cataTogues) , however, w must rema1n aware of‘th1s severe form/forma11ty bias.
s

ﬁf,The sinall scaTe stud1es comparlng oral -and wrttten or forma] and--nfarmal- com-

[
' mun1cat1on content leave, us WTth scant hope that the concTus1ons we may draw‘

. <

2 4 ' /x

o el

. based on formaT documentary soug;es w111 be even broadTy gene?a11zab1e to ora]

forins or Tess forMaT document f

ARS Ce R ‘ :
mS. . . . ¥
-, .

L LI
i

cifsu
Collect1o; ;;d*systems. In F1gure 2 the Six upper r1gh+\hand cells, have

' been heav11y outlined. These ceTTs tend to represent the tang1b]e holdings of

var1ous organ1zed T1brar1es and 1nformat1on serv1ces. Know]edge roduct ih data'

perta1n1ng to- the qua11ty, character and d1str1but1on of know} dge appear1ng

\or1ented\systems (g gs » ERIC C1tat1on Indexes Books in Pr1nt product or program |

"1n these formats are genera]ly much easier to acqu1re or est1mate. [ 1}c1t



. L - .

. Most "]oca]" know]edge bases a]so 1nc1ude the 1nformal categor1es of the
. o PR Ra
' tang1b]e forms.» Because these 1ocal bases are $o numerous apd d1verse in the1r

character we tend to have relat1vely 11tt]e useful 1nformat1on concern1ng them
N x . e .
Baes e except in Spec1a] cases, e.g., T1brar1es med1a centers or educat1onal data

f systems. Even 1n these spec1a] cases most of the aya1]ab]e data concerns the
g 'way these collect1ons are organ1zed, staffed, and funded. Other than for gross

FEEN

1 ?l data on s1ze and tybe of 11brary ho]d1ngs there is virtually no data on'infor;'

q mal categgr1es of 1nformat1on. e e o u ‘ ’ [ﬂfffi o
- - Organization Ll o "5', ST ;., EEERET ) VS“

In the~prev1ous sect1on we focused on how knowledge tends*to be structured

« by, form, forma]1ty, format, and in- terms of’ collect1ons, serv1£es and systems. '

.VIn a strict sense ‘data, 1nformat1on or*knowledge is, conta1ned or conveyed w1th-
e in these formats. After we 1dent1fy and obta1n or ga1n access to the format
‘3 .

- o Citel, we stJ;?7must locate the data or\}nformat1on we may be seek1ng. Typ1ca11y

' several sources and usua]]y more than ore type of source is used. L1brar1es

.\/

-med1a centers, and 1nformat1on systems all str1ve'to organ1z ithe1r hold1ngs

~

. to fac111tate eff1c1ent storage and retr1eva]. However, in th1s sect1on we are .

. concerned with. how the know]edge Jtself is organ1zed br packaged" for use, not

*_ . with how thé}fo?mats are organlzed for storage or retr1eval. -

//7 ! At a molar ]evel there seem to be three or four someirat interre]ated' .
. . ~‘$ 1
d1mens1ons aTong wh1ch we can gross]y sort or classify knowledge 1n terms of
T its organizdtion.* These are: . v -t
"o Degree of tangibility - intangibility
e 'Degree:of independence - interactivity .
- 'e Separability - 1nseparab111ty _ e
'o' Aud1ence orientation . : : P

* There are many other conceptions of the organization of knowledge that re1ate
to epistemology, the soctology of knowledge, rhetoric and 1og1c », Perception
and learning, effective communication, propaganda and persuasicn, etc. These
, may or may not ‘be related-to specific examples of the organ1zed types of knowl- -
: , edge (i.e., products, -programs, pract1ces) that are discussed in this section.

| - Q. S v




] - - .
P Guba (1968) out]1ned four sets of assumpt1ons wh1ch need to be determ1ned

. .

in’ tecms of d1SSem1nat1on policy. One: of these wa§ "Assumpt1ons concern1ng the
_’7'1

substance of the product program, or know]edge t be d1ssem1nated " Hood -
Y ’ .
. 1976) exam1ned var1ous fa ets of th1s assumpt1on 1n a paper t1t1ed "Analyt1c

: Summary of Cons1deratJons Affect1ng D1ssem1nat1on. Hood noted that the content -

-

‘of educat1onaJ know]edge needed to be conceptua11zed in termg\of severa] dimen-

-

s1ons. One of the most powerfu] of these is a complex dimensVon 1ndex1ng the

(1ndependence and separab1]1ty of the "unit” to be d1s-

'”seminatedi ' He noted ‘hatieducational'products (e. g textbooks;feducational

:11ms) are h1gh]y tan 1b1&\and may be 1so]ated and chosen for use as re]at1ve]y
"jandepEndent ent1t1es.» On the other hand knowledge.p__ se (e.g., thought, ideas,

ang1b]e, and usua]]y highly 1nteract1ve with other know-

t
¥

1deas u5ua11y find the1r meaning and utility on]y in the

-‘} tacit know]edgel is i

d N filledg_, "i.e., facts and\

: ‘\, '_fjcontext of other knowle ge. It is somet1mes hard to separate a piece of'know- :
. { o ?éledge from its context. Educational programs and pract1ces tend to occupy an o:““
;;:3\§ | '1ntermed1ate pos1t1on be ween highly tang1b1e produd;s and 1ntang1b1e 1deas. -:
\ Some programs. and pract1¢es are well def1ned and documented 1n terms of text- '

L Booksu.teachers g 1des, program management a1ds, and’ other 1nstruct1ona] ma- .
| 'jter1als or documentat1on._ However V}rtually a]] programs’ have some 1nherent-
-y 1ntang1b]e e]ements, and some programs and pract1ces (e.g., team teach1ng,‘
peer tutor1ng) are pr1maun]y 1nt4ng1b]e. "When their essent1a1 characterl1s
“ not eas11y commun1cated they may be h1gh1y susceptible to m1s1nterpretat1on,
attempts-at rep11cat1on may vary W1de1y. Dissemination and ut111zat1on of the
]atter is qua]1tat1ve]y d1fferent from d1ssem1nat1on or ut1]1zat1on of a tekt- _

L .
L book. )

o . The character1st1cs of 1ndependence and interaction are similarly impor-

\;Jj‘ tant. It 1s rare that a part1cu1ar program will work everywhere. A program

LT . D - |
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4 B /that couid be highTy successfu] in one context may have an extreme]y unfavor-

~

e ab]e prognos:s in another. To, the extent that programs are highly interactive

B ‘ -

“.sthey pose spec1a1 problems for eva]uatﬁon for distributor and consumer choice :

E

: ”among a]ternatives, and for ach1ev1ng effective implementation.

B -4

Audience-orientation. This facet of know]edge organization tends to become

E=Y

increas1ngly relevant when, know]edge is more highly organized (e.q.,. products
programs ‘E\WIedge syntheses, information systems). And to a 51gn1f1cant

extent it is a derivative;of the interactive character of these more organized

¢...’

'forms of knowledge. If: these organized forms do not work equa]]y we]] every
where, *th1S 1mp11es that there are many ch01ces in terms of how knowledge is.
organized"and ommunicated (e.g;, regarding types of users; settings and condi?
tions, degree f effort the user ‘must exert to acquire, understand evaluate,

C 8

»‘use etc ) Fbr instance, an infgrmation analysis product may be research-

oriented or pnactice-oriented, if practice-oriented 1t may be deSigned espeCiaTiy
.}f 2; - for administr?tors for content spec1alists for teachers or for the, 1ay publice

_Depending on: how the know]edge is organized the "difficulty" or "cost" (to ob- -
'5: ' tain, understand, evaluate, app]y, etc.) may be.relatively high or low; this

L

‘Tevel may wmatch or mismatch the users capacity or difficu]ty/cost threshold or

a

ceiling.. (Items . can be too hard they can also be too Q%@y O o

. ./

Basis
9 - ' B . E
R&D basis. Educational knowledge can.be classified by contefit, structure,

and organizatioha Another dimension that tends to be especially important to

: ' - g . i .
the educational R&D community and that may or may not be of impontance to the

" * From the user's point of view there is a complementary concept of user signi-

- ficance, i.e., how these more organized fdrms .of knowledge are perceived and
evaluated by users. - Rogers (1962), Havelock (1969), Rogers & Shoemaker (1971),
‘Zaltman, Duncan, & Holbek (1973), Glaser (1973),: Sikorski & Hutchins (1974),
offer a variety of dimensions that relate the attributes of innovations to

user significance.

»
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: educationa] practice community relates to the extent that knowledge in its

various organized forms and formats is based on disc1p11ned inquiry. Some pro-

~V.. 6 . o . §-

ducts, pro rams,gtjyknowledge are the results of a high degree of. disc1p]ined

inquiry (1.e., the outcomes of rigorous research deve]opment or evaluation

processes), hers may be only remote]y based on or poor]y verified by d1SC1--
plined inquiry. The vast mass of educational products practices, and less
tangible forms of know]edge tends to have only remote assoc1ation w1th any form

\

of disc1p11ned inquiry, despite in many cases" hav1ng surVived the. test of time.-

Cross-claSSification of organization and R&D’de]S. Figure 3 presents a

" three dimensional depiction. For the moment we sha]] ‘confine our’ attention to

.

the front face where we have" conjoined the two dimenSions of organization and
2

of R&D bas.s, and have arbitrarily mapped out nine regions. - Beginning atithe -

tog left we find the tangible products of R&D.. Progressing to the‘right, the

R&D products shade into R&D based or validated programs. As these programs be-

come increasingly intangible, they shade_into'"synthesized"'(e.g.gkpractice-

oriented) research pased knowledge (e.gi, regarding practice and theory).and

c

~ then finally'into highly intangible, aBstract,'andigeneraiized or.fragmented’

R&D-based knowledge._ o ' ' ' C S

LY

As we proceed across th@ next row we encounter the same forms of organi-
A

: zation; however the_ validity of know]edge at this second level is based far

less on the R&D (discip]ined inquiry)'process and far more on pragmatism.;
Successful producty.areiusually those that.are.marketable, profitable, and

able to wintand maintain consumer acceptance. Promising practices maylbe»pureJ
ly.practionerAinnoyations that have neither an R&D jbasis nor evaldation data

'to prove their claims, but that are judged to be worthy or promising by compefE?T

* This section)appeared in Hood (1976) .and has been neprinted in DAG (1977) and e
Crandall (1977) : 1 -
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- | S s .
: ' edﬁcators.' Consensual knowlgdbe 1s not produced by d1sc1p11ned inquiry or.scho-,

larship, but 1t is accepted 42 va11d and’ re11ab]e by the consensus of those who

hmst rely on it. S - "" R R /

\Inﬁthe 1ast row we encounter a vastcgrey area of re1at4ve1y unva11dated Dd-'/
products pract1ces, and.know]edge. The1r va11d1ty" depends pr1mar11y on the v,”
‘prevalence«of the1r use and on the1r ut111ty for spec1f1c users, Cred1b111ty 4

]

a.

and’ ut111ty are the operat1ng cr1ter1a that separate thF useful from the use]ess. "
Il 3

Sponsorsh1p. The third d1mens1on 1n F1gure 3 refers to the source of spons-

U
sorsh1p or fund1ng that produced the know]edge‘ﬁr that supports the d1ssem1nat on

of var1ous forms- of know1edge.. From a Federa] (or a State) government perspe/t1ve,

i
I

. tr1v1a1 1ssue. For 1nstance only federally supported products are descr1b/d

in the two vo]ume Cata]ogue of NIE Educat1ona1 Products, on1y federa1]y S

k]

SR ed (and JDRP-approved) programs appear in Educat1ona1 Programs That work

-~

these federa]]y sponsored programs are e11g1b]e for d1ssem1nat1on through the-

Nat1ona1 D1ffus1on Network Nonfedera]]y funded fnrgggft1on does appear in

Research in Educat1on but federa]]y funded R&D project reports aré far more -

*

likely to be accessed by RIE than reports of, nonfedera]]y funded projects..

'h'Federal fund1ng is thus someth1ng more than simply an 1ssue of whether f1nan-
C1al resources are prov1ded to produce knowledge, ,it also may affect the method
and extent to which the know]edge may be documented, referenced, and dissemi-
nated. Although less. pervas1ve, state educat1on agency sponsorsh1p sometimes
operates in sjm1]ar ways in the selective f11ter1ng of know]edge that the SEA

) ‘commun1cates (E]we]] and Dwyer, 1979) - N |

Sponsorsh1p of know]edge by other types of agencies- (e. g.,,nonprof1t foun- -
dat1ons commercial erms) also may s1gnif1cant1y affect v1s1b1]1ty, access, and }

dissemination of more organ1zed forms of know]edge (e. g., foundat1on sponsored

programs commerc1a1]y promoted products or serv1ces)

25
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~_jgmlications‘for bevelopment of’Education Knowledge“Base Indicators . . .

'*? Hood (1973) in‘a exploratory 1nvest1gat1on of t(

v -

In general, sponsorsh1p 1nteracts WTth degree of knowfadge organ1zat1on.

Investments are requ1red to br1ng knowledge to more organ1zed forms (e ges: pro-.

1

dUcts or’ transportable programs and pract1ces) These 1nvestments are Just1-.7 '

-

fled lf these forms of " knowledge are suff1c1ently ut1l1zed Hence product10n > :g ’

. of more organlzed forms of knowledge tends to become l1nked w1th organ1zed forms

' -“of d1ssem1natlon._ Beeauseoof propr1etary 1nterests, th1s sponsorsh1p tends to

-
be h1ghly segmented €. g., between government foundat1ons, and commerc1al sec-~

tors, or among var1ous government or commercial subsectdrs * S

In the previous sect1on we have descr1bed four maJor d1mens1ons (and sev-_

eral subd1mens1ons) that can be used to map the educat1onal knowledge base. - A

o

These were: contenﬁ structure organ1zat1on, and bas1s. These d1mens1ons
can be used to deflne the scope and nature of our knowledge 1nd1qators and to .
alert ‘us to b1ases that may ex1st. | | |

Content. We noted that knowledge is often class1f1ed by - subJect matter

: content, and that it 1s therefore poss1ble to examine at least those parts of

the basé-that have been class1f1ed or 1ndexed in terms- of the est1mated absolute '

- or relat1ve amount and k1nd of knowledge in var1ous maJor content aneas.**

There are a-number of technical problems that make th1s kind of effort qu1te

’a Lz . . .' " ' . . : " ~“

T *-less organ1zed forms of- knowledge (e g., results of fundamental research

applied research or evaluation studies) tend to be segmented more powerful-‘

1y by ‘content (as reflected by disciplinary - orientation, by.sub-field of T
~ the educatiomal or related field, or by problem area) than by type of spon-

_sorsh1p (e. g., governmental VS, non-governmenta' )

of the domain of R&D training resources, demonstrig€ed "that content area

\) .counts for RIE, book titles,.and instructional materials, were correlated

(r = ,6) .and that rough estimates of quant1t1es could be made for one form, .
‘given the content éstimates for other forms. -Paisley, Cirksena, and Butler.
(1979) demonstrate how subject matter content.can be cross classified by -
. spec1al aud1ence or1entat1on to 1nvest1gate information equity 1ssues.

A
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lish correspondencer among terms 1n d1fferent 1ndex1ng systemsésabsence of index \
3\

: terms that deal with areas ofcspec1f1c interest, costs. of’est1mat1ng content

~

’ /(' ff??1cu]t, e.g.., use of d1fferent types of 1ndex1ng systems 1nab11ty'to estab-

coverage for nonclassified or 1nappropr1ated1y c1ass1f1ed co11ect1ons. The
: : ~ - S
o current EDSSP 1nd1cators ana1yses have only br1ef1y exp1ored subJect matter

'content due to these technical d1ff1cu]t1es later ana1yses shou1d examine how -
/

well these f1nd1ngs, based on the entire subJect content area, fit sma11er sub-

Ject’ matter part1t1ons of var1ous know1edge co11ect1ons. A g

°

- Structure. We-noted that the formats in wh1ch_know1edge appears ca varx

M

' . by form (oral; document, nondocument references) and by level of'forma1ity L.

(formal, semi-formal, informa1) (See F1gure 2.) The structure af the knowledge :
-~

“ . base is s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to our ab111ty to deve]op sat1sfactory 1nd1cators.

" Genera11y, on1y the forma] Teve1 of know1edge comes under adéﬁuate b1b11ograph1c
: &
* control ‘and is therefore available for ana1ys1s even 1f spec1a1 efforts are made

o

- © T e conduct the ana]ys1s« Consequent1y we know very 11tt1e about most oral forms L

e

_or 1nforma1 Tevels of know]edge. We know only s]1ght1y more about semi-formal
levels of. documentary forms, 1arge1y through. the fact that RIE accesses a modest

<
(but unknown and probab1y re1at1ve1y small) port1on of this type of documenta-

tion. Forma1 leve]s of nondocument mater1a1s (e. g‘ textbooks, aud1o-v1sua1

*
[ 4 <

aids) are access1b1e but usually are 1ess conven1ent]y or adequately referenced

<3

than document forms. In genLra1 the major port1on of our information about .;ﬁﬁ

vthe educat1ona1 knowl edge base is der1ved from co1hect1ons of formal 1eve1 docu-

ments_or instructional materials that are referenced by national information

- .~ reference systems (e.g., RIE, CIJE, NICEM,* Education Index, Reader's Guide To

a

PeriodicglggiteratUre, Psychological Abstracts, Dissertation Abstracts,;Current

R * National Informat1on Center for Educatrona1 Med1a, Un1vers1ty of Southern .
v ~ California. .

G ol
As
"
\
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Contents, Books in Print, etc.). This fact may mean that there are severe

4

4 o 4biases in our conception of.the total knowledge base, since these well refer-

enced formal sources’ const1tute no more than a few percent of the total volume 4

+

‘of educat1onal knowledge.

0rgan1zat1on, Basis and Sponsorship. Flgure 3 rem1nds us that there are

add1tlonal dinfensions that may severely attenuate or bias eur concept of the edu-l
_ catlonal knowledge base. First we tend to treat more hlghly organized forms of‘
l’?“’. . knowledge (e g., products or ggrams) in ways that are conceptually and pract1- |
cally very. d1ffereﬁt from less organized“forms. (Thls point will be d1scussed
further when we consider knowledge ut1l12at1on 1nd1cators ) Second, we tend to

place much greater emphasis on knowledge that has a more Substantlal R&D basis

&

(uSually by assuming that . R&Dabased/kngwledge is more trustworthy) F1nally,
sponsorsh1p may' affect the 1mportaﬂEe that 4i#attached to, or ‘the ava1lab1l1ty

-*>- of data concerning the more organlzed forms of knowledge. Less organlzed forms®

»

of knowledge tend to be- assoc1ated w1th the communities (e. 9. scholarly disci-
plines, sub-flelds of the. educatlon profes510n, or groups of practloners deallng -
w1th SImllar problems) that tend to produce and use those forms of knowledge.

.Because more’ organlzed forms requlre'addrtlonal 1nvestments to ach1eve aigher -

[

levels of organ1zatlon, sponsorsh1p may become an 1mportant factor that 1nfluen-
ces not only the production of knowledge, but its documentat1on acces510n by
abstract1ng and indexing systems, and its promotion and distribution to consumers%
| | Organization, basis, sponsorship, and sabject ‘Matter content may . all affect
‘*'-, - the compoSItlon of var1ous collectlons or the scope of reference sources upon
which-our indicators are based. ,Ourlgqrrenta!"dlc?tOrS tend to’ be focused ‘
primarily on Subject-mattérQContent %hxéﬁrrfculum and instruction (including
teaching and learn1ng) at elementary and secondary levels, on governmentally

»

sponsored R&D based knowledg /0r commercially produced products, and perta1ns

-8

€%

|
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almost exclus1ve1y to formal levels of documents or mater1als. If this is true,

-

What port1on oF The total education k"°"]edge base are we cover1ng? Howrfar .?f
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DISSEMINATION STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS R

r
C- . . o . < Y
N

D1mens1ona1 Ana]ys1s¢of Educat1ona1 D1ssem1nat1on Structures -and Funct1ons

e

Eduéat1on

know]edge, 1n it% var1ous formats is commIn1cated through g '

1arge var1ety of ed1a and channels. The sotirces and channéls that educat1ona1-

1nformat1on users- employ will be’ d1scussed in a subsequent sect1on on utiliza-.
2

tion. “In this sect1on we are concerned with’ the more forma] structures and

¥

'.arrangements that have been de11berate1y created to fac111tate commun1cat1on :

ek

or to provide access to knowledge. Fortunate]y, there .are severa] rt1nent .

stud1es that have dealt’ d1rect1y w1th frameworks for ana]ys1s of this area.

Thesé studTes suggest that ‘there may be as many as ten d1mens1ons that need to

9 N

* be considered in mapp1ng the character of educat1ona1 d1ssem1nat1on structures

and funct1ons. , - - L .

But]er and Paﬂsley (1975) have prov1ded a generat taxonomy for mapping

educational d1ssem1nat1on structures in terms of s1x dlmens1ons

1. Level (of sponsorsh1p of services) 73_¥’

o National =

¢ Regional o _

.0 State : S ' .
e Local ' R e

"2. Base (institutional base or setting) : -
- o Government, Centralized

o Government, Decentralized

® Professional Association

e University .

e Private, Non profit ' - ' , ,

e Private, For profit - ak

e Consortium , : ' -
3. Services Provided*

e Information .

- = Retrieval Services - .

- Publication Services =

.

Y
* But]er and Pais]ey (1975) identify 24 spec1f1c services w1th1n the four

major service\categories listed here.
. : z\’..» : S ‘ ) B Y

.y

39



. 0. Instructronal Mater1a1s (med1a serv1ces) ' A /

e Human Services :(guidance, referra] consu1t1ng, techn1ca1 ot 55 E
- - assistance, etc.) . _ : Y .

g ) Cont1nu1ng Educat1on

- 4, .Focus of Serv1ces S _ i kS
; - ® General - ' S S A 4
/ @ Subject .Specific | R s : ¢ oo
i/ . - @ Product. Specific - . : D S y
- e-Audience Specific B N , A .g}

o Print-
o Media . . ‘
¢ Human o . L Y

. ¥
5. Client Interface o C‘_;i i R ;gh, .
: . : L TF s EENE

6. .Source of Initiative (for undertak1ng serv1ces)
. @ Client (demand services) N A :
W'Staff (scheduled services) L - . .

. _ The Butler and Pais]ey- taxonomy was used to c]ass1fy more than forty 1ink-
/, age models. Then Katter and Hull-(1976) emp]oyed these d1mens1ons in an 1ntens1ve
~ field survey of 53 information serv1ce sites throughout the, Un1ted States. To »
guide samp11ng, the fourth and f1fth But]er-Ra1s1ey d1mens1ons (Focus of Serv1ce
h C11ent Interface) were combined. to form a new d1mens1on.
e Main 0r1ént§¥10n T T |

o Audience-(client-)oriented
® Service-oriented

A)

' : e Collection-oriented - : . -
- 0 Product-ojjented _
Mai &Orientatio and Service area (national,fstate regional, or Toca])

:uere chosen as the two primary dimensiors to ,select representative serv1ces. ' ““
(The @ctua] samp]e/Gf 53 sites displayed significant variation a]ong all six ’
of the Butler-Paistey dimens'iens.): Because the Katter and Hull survey focused;
_on~edUcatjona1 information services defined as consisting of some form of educa-

tion information‘collection(s) with a conduit or means of outside access (i. e;,

*

oéyond the organ1zat1on qus1ng the serv1ce), types-of educat1ona1 d1ssem1nat1on
structures where a co]]ect1on of some sort 1s hnot a significant feature (e. g.

teacher centers school study c‘unc11s inservice training consort1a);were



5T

jexc]uded. Desp1te this "col]ect1on b1as,“ the Katter and Hull study results

u_proylde_a_cocrohocatlxe_demonstnatlon_of_the_general_vaLue—of—the—ButIer-EaLs]ey————

taxonomy. The fo]]ow1ng conc]us1ons from the Katter 958 Hu]] survey are 111us-

trative:

. f.The a t1v1t1es represented by ‘these 1nformataon service
.+ . siteg.did not display a-few well standardized work-role
7% 7 patterns, but rather showed considerable diversity. The
kinds of materials, artifacts, functions, and activities
_considered by these sites to be educational resources were
- *3’“numerg S.. Many sites performed a 1arge proportion of all S
4 . servicCe activities, but the act1v1ty mixes were unique.’ !.5

There are lmportant and cons1stent dq[ferences among collec- - -
tions that serve different funct1ons, and neither leadership - '
nor planning -and policy factor$ can: be. safe]y genera11zed

across d1fferen types. : .

"~ There are clear]y d1st1ngu1shable operat1ng service or1enta-_
tions among sites; these have important ramifications for )
- maintaining the overall basis - for sat1sfy1ng educat1onal
: 1nformat1on user needs... )

- The pattern of serv1ce.request channels is»different for
print, nonprint, and machine-readable collections. ‘ S

Distinctions can be drawn between the different goal-
oriented viewpoints that provide the initial -ifpetus to
the development of a collection, i.e., collection-oriented,
audience-oriented, h1gh-1eve1 ‘decision, or. program.

Four other types of measures are dea]t w1th e1ther d1rect1y or 1nd1rect1y ,;
in But]er and Pais]ey (1975 1978), Katter a%d Hull (1976), ‘and Pa1sley, Black-
R uell Emrick’, R1ttenhouse, and Cooper (1978) _ These are: '

7 Inputs ' : . . , ' '
0Fund1ng _ oo _ e
e Staffing :
e Knowledge resources '
¢ Technology resources » ‘
.« Other resources (e.g., in-kind contr1but1ons special. re1at1onsh1ps -
w1th sponsors or clients)

: 8. . Structures (missions,- structures, funct1ons SOPs etc.)
" . @ Organizational arrangemeqts
o Information processing/service, structures
® Communication structures , .
e Other structures : ce T

v
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-9, Outputs'(to c11ents) e _ .
.- o Direct outputs : % : ] .
o_lndltect_nutputs_(eeg.,_cl1ent outcome LY :

10, ,Contexts ' S .'-h
Y Intraorganizat1ona1
o Interorganizational o x
@ Environmental (techn1ca1, soc1a1 political,. econamic,
cultural, historical). . S S

For our present ana]yt1ca1 purposes these ten d1mens1ons may be suff1c1ent
vto categor1ze educat1ona] d1ssem1nat1on services. However, there 1s'a1ready a
‘substantial body of_descr1pt1ve_11teraturerthat points-towardTneed'forbgréater
refinement” of the'hUMan category of_the'Client;Inte#¥ace dimension (# 5 apove),

particularly in terms of the ro]es'and‘funttions of educational 1inking agents

(Havelock, 1968; Sieber, Louis, and Metzger, 1972; Piele, 1975 Crandall, 1977;

-Culbertson, ]977 L1eberman, 1977; Moore, 1977 But]er and Paisley, 1978; Hoodo

and Cates, 1978; Emrick. and Peterson ]978 .Louis and Sieber, ]979)f After .
.reviewing these references, ‘Cates (1978) identified and discussed'fZ'structural
factors that appear to 1nf1uence 11nk1ng agent funct1ons. These are:

e the: 11nk1ng agent's pos1t1o within- avaOJeCt or program,

0 'the moda] -or .generic role performed by the 11nk1ng agent

° the stage of the d1ssem1nat1on process in which the 11nk1ng
'agent and7t11ents are. engaged;

-,

e the location of the linking agent 1n relat1dn to the c11ent
- system Fexternal versus 1nterna1),

x i

.0 the time (fu]] tlme versus part-time) the linking. ageit can -
devote to the _job (also. the time the Tinking agent.can afford
,to spend with each client); ) i

\

] the exper1enc (training and re]evant work exper1ence) of the
‘11nk1ng agent . | - ;

'-o the maturity of the d1ssem1nat1on proaect

° 'the:maturlty of the client; ’ \‘, ! L

2 .




- -

. -the“context within which the linking-process occurs;

@ .the roles and funct1ons of significant others engaged in d1ssem1na- e
, “tion or educat1ona1 1mprovement, and

. @ the type and degree of d1fferent1at1on among content domains
w - - (€eQa, techn1ca}Mskllls_ -cognitive sk1lls, persona] attributes).

we doubt that as many as 12 structural factors may be needed to establlsh
at a pract1ca1 leve] the .most 1mportant d1fferences in 11nk1ng agent/f/nct1ons-
however, we do expect that further d1fferent1at1on 1n the C11ent'1nterface

D1mens1on (#5 above) will prove usefu]._ T ' _,«:}

e

‘ @&h

v Q

Imp]ﬁ%at1ons for Deve]opment of Educat1ona1 D1ssem1nat1on Structura] Ind1cators

»

- The federal government has co]]ected and reported stat1st1cs on public

11brar1es and -academic 11brar1es for near]y 110 years, and for schoo] librar-
ies and med1a centers for near]y hal f thet t1me. From the m1d ]960 s to the
~mid 1970 s, the Nat1ona1 Center for Educat1ona1 Statistics (NQ@\) conducted
separate Surveys for elementary and secondary schoo] libraries, college and
university ]1brar1es,‘and pub]jc_11brar1es,‘ The Lib ary Genera] Information ,
.Survey (LIBGis) was initiated in kY -197'4’;' The series of LIBGIS surveys have

included public;1ihraries pub]1c schoo] 11brar1es/med1a centers,,co]lege and .

~university 11brar1es, fede[al, state, and spec1a1 ‘libraries in federal and
.state governments and in commerce and 1ndustry. Data in these surveys 1nc1uded

".,,1nformat1on on pr1nt and nonpr1nt mater1als, expend1tures, staff1ng, phys1ca]

fac111t1es, service act1v1t1es, and hours of service.

A]though the NCES data on libraries and media centers is extens1ve and is

" available for st te and local levels (1 €., 11brary systems in institutYons of

'h1gher educat1on, b11c 11brar1es serv1ng commun1t1es of 25,000. or more) these

types of co]]ect1ons represent only part of the diverse set of educat1ona1

'1nformat1qn centers and serv1ces that existsa But]er and‘Paisley (1975), the.

°

NIE Databook (1976) and Katter and Hull (1976) prov1de sources of information
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concern1ng the types, general numbers, co]]ectIons fahctrons c11ents pPO-:f

-
ducts and serv1ces, staff1ng and organ1zat1on of a var1ety of non11brary 1n?br-

:matIon centers and serv1ces. uua11tat1ve1y, we know a great deal about the

genera] types of educat1ona1 1nformat1on centers and seﬁV1ces. But current

,,:.-’,"

,comprehen51ve, natIonw1de surveygdata does ‘not ex1st for non11brary co]]ectIons

!
or systems. Consequently we knoﬁ*most about the more traditional, collection-

\ sl i ﬁ
or1ented arch1va1 systems ‘and 1e_st about the newer, c11ent-or1ented centers

and serv1ces.

(A

* Some Tibraries have moved sjgnificantfy'toward.a greater client and service .
- —orientation, but our data systems tend to be blind oviding any kind of#¢
information that could be used to indicate these trends. '
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" KNOWLEDGE UTILIZATION DIMENSIONS

DimenSional AnalySis of the. Educational Knowledge Utilization Area

AnalySis of the educational knowledge utilization area tends to. be diffi-
cult for -two reasons. First it is an area that has not received much close
P _examination until the last decade.. Second there are several different fields
of inquiry that have tended to develop distinctly different perspectives on
educational knowledge utilization.~ In terms of organized conceptual and metho-ﬂ
dological approaches that are accompanied by empirical data, the four most pro- o
minant fields of inquiry are: |

i P Communication and knowledge utilization by educational researchers. ”

<24 Communication and knowledge utilization by educational-
~ practitioners, administrative, and. governance groups.

3;' Planned change of problem soluing.h
4ﬂ Marketing/adoption of products/programs.
, .Each of these fields tends to View the educational knowledge base quiteb
.differently. In terms of the kinds of knowledge depicted.in Figure 3, page 17,
the first'knowledge utilization field'listed aboye. communication and use by/
educational researchers, is concerned primarily with just the upper right hand

-

“section of Figure 3, labeled "Research Based Knowledge. The.second know-_
ledge utilization field,'communication and use by~practitioners and others; is
in'fact;'concerned with the entire knowledge base,'i €ey- all of Figure 3‘ The
‘“'planned change or problem-solvihg field may also encompass the entirety of Fig; '
ure 3, but it tends to focus primarily on the middle coJumn of. Figu 3,; : |
i e., on validated programs promiSing practices and general practice.. The

fourth field marketing /adoption of products or programs tends to focus

primarily on the upper left hand_quadrant.of-Figure-3, i.e., on R&D'Products, h

o . . ’ . : Y



dated programs or prom1s1ng practﬁces.

These f1elds of 1nqu1ry also d1ffer in the1r v1ew of the social unit that

is qons1dered as the "user." The first two focus pr1mar1ly on 1nd1v1duals

¢

s either researchers or. others who search for acquire, ‘and apply knowledge to .

S meet their own needs or who pass the knowledge along "as 1s" or transformed in

Q
some way.to others. The last two fields of 1nqu1ry may also focus on indivi-

- duals, bit: more l1kely they will focus on groups or organ1zat1ons or their ,ﬁf
S . al
- representat1ves. However there is one profound d1fference between these last

Ctwo in the data they‘prov1de about "users.“ "The planned change or problem-solving
-perspect1ve usually~focuses on a specific Ugser (individual, group or organizatlon);‘
‘while the marketing/adoption perspective .i _almost'alwayS'concerned with;aggre;-' |

A

' gate data concerning classes of users rather “than wﬁth soecific uiégs; B
the educa-

S ' Because of these d1fferences in focué\vp d1fferent aspects o

- tional kngwledge base and in concept1ons of the “user each f1eld has developed

-~

zed br1efly below. The commun1cat1on and ut1l1zat1on stud1es of researchers and
'of pract1t1oners'are described more completely in Append1ces A and B.

Commun1cat1on and knowledge ut1l1zat1on by educqt1onal researchers. This

f1eld of study der1ves 1ts ‘concepts and methodolog1es from a substant1al body
of research on’ sc1ent1f1c commun1cat1on and from studies of 1nformat1oﬁ needs
‘and use 1n areas such as 'science, eng1neer1ng and psychology. Stud1es in educa-
tion have focused almost exclusively on act1ve researchers (not develounent
dJssem1natlon or evaluat1on-personnel) who publish or attend national meet1ngs.
Substantial data'exist that\gescribe'the formal and informal search-for use,f,

"~ and exchange of information in connect1on with the.var1ous stages of a research

proJect presentat1on at naﬁqonal meet1ngs and publication in profess1ondl

N
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jqurna]s' n general, the 1mage that emerges is that the SC1ent1f1C commun1ca-»

tion system in educat1ona] research does not d1ffer greatly from other disci-.
S >

p}1nes——bgt—that—ﬂt does—seem—to—rnvoTv much—more random 1nformat1on exchange,l
less frequent ‘informal commun1cat1on among researchers in the same research
area, 1onger de]ays 1n reporting and referenc1ng reports, greater d1SperS1on
in. Journa] focus, and léss evidence of search for prev1ous research resu]ts
S
durlng Project plann1ng phases. The image of. ut1]1zat1on is c]osely associated
w1th the stages of a research progect (See Appendix Av) - |

v

Commun1cat1on and know]edge ut111zat1on by pract1t1oners. administrativgl

S

'{ﬁandLg_yernance groups. This field of study has derived its _concepts and metho-

dolog1es from user needs stud1es in 11brary and 1nformat1on _science. ‘BeCause“
practitiopers' “and othersg needs forh1nformat1on are often not associated w1th
anyth1ng as we11 def1ned as "prOJects" and may never resu]t in formal presenta-
s t10"5 or pub11cat1ons many of the methods used to study commun1cat1on and know=
B i ledge - ut111zat10n among educat1ona1 researchers cannot be used Typ1ca11y, one .
of two study approaches is employed. C(Clients or subScr1berS of spec1f1c ser-
v1ceS are stud1ed or, a]ternately, rrandom’ samples of defined yser groups are
' stud1ed. The two types of stud1es tend to produce marked]y d1fferent f1nd1ngs
~ that may be character1zed most succ1nct]y ‘as f1nd1ngs concerning Fusers"vand

"nOﬂPUSEfS,"

[y

. . - ) ) S - T .
Theogeneral image that emerges from over a dozen major surveys is that

pract1t10ners and other educat1ona1 1nformat1on users requ1re re]at1vé1y small

. ';‘.
i.

amounts -of 1nformat1on from a large highly diverse body of 1nformat10n. Most ‘

users have ser1ous]y restcjcte,jt1meufor gather1ng and us1ng the 1nformat1on.

-MoréOVer the organ1zat1gna ".Lf1a1, and cultura] systems provide them with

A 4
s 51‘;

few rewards for,h1gh1yr/yst-fft1c $&rch and use; hence motivation for.seek1ng
o . s : , | I :
‘and use is often low,"Generally, the 1oca1, ea511y accessible, and typically .

~




personai sourcei are’ used in preference to more dlstant 1naccess1b]e or forma]

sources. N}th1n a general pattern of use of d1fferent sources there are s1gn1-:

2

"ef1cant d1fferences accord1ng to the 1nd1v1dua] S pos1t1on or role. However,
1nd1V1duals w1th man1fest]y d1fferent work act1v1t1es requ1r1ng d1fferent v
types .of . 1nformat1on, and w1th marked]y d1fferent preferences for types of

:.A1nformat1on sources, d1sp]ay remarkab]e s1m1]ar1t1es 1n the reasons they g1ve
_for the1r preferences for d1fferent SOurces. Regard]ess of the SOurce prefer-

'.red most are ] ikely to turn,to th1s Source because it is: 1) ]1ke]y to have the
wanted 1nformat1on _2) near at hand or access1b1e .3) responsive to the 1nd1v1-
) f dua] s prob]em or quest1on 4)leasy to use, and 5) usua]ly ava1]ab]e when needed
:f“;;?l@;Af Among d1fferenf user' pos1t1ons there are s1gn1f1cant d1fferences 1n need
_ for_1nformat1on for d1fferEnt purposes thus conf1rm1ng the obv1ous assumpt1on
?IJ“?';, that d1fferent types of users (e. g., teachers, adm1n1strators,»schoo] board

’
<

members) would have d1fferent purposes for seek1ng 1nformat1on. Factor ana]y-
TN -

Jr._- Gid 1nd1cates that there are perhaps as many as eight very general c]usters

_ of purposes for. seek1ng educat1ona] 1nformat1on.. These are: 1) t9-1mproye } .

.'°im, B one S.0Wn work by keep1ng aware of what others are d01ng, 2) to fdentify news
sources of ‘assistance or nei competenc:es, 3) to evaluate or make Spec1f1c

' dec1s1ons about educat1ona] pract1ces or products 4) to make or set educa-

;; ‘ tqona] po]1cy, 5) to find answers, support dec1s1ons or develop a]ternat1ves

fﬁriﬁf{.'js‘ﬁ) to Support scho]arsh1p (e.g., to gain theoret1ca1 1nformat10n or to prepare _

o
s

' forma] reports), ) to teach and maintain instructjonal competence, and 8)t

e

prov1de information to others._ SeveraP of these clusters of purposes for seek- o

\

o ‘ g? 3 ing 1nformat1on touch on educat1ona1 1mprovement but from-a variety of d1rec-;
'?f’” t1ons. g L S

P

: DeSp1te s1gn1f1cant d1fferences among,pract1t1oners and others in their
need,forgggformation for d1fferent purposes, a strong genera] pattern tends to




e character1ze most user groups. Overall the. purpose wh1ch shows ‘the greatest

K U

need foJformatmn is keeplng aware of deve]opments and act1v1t1es in educa-
S

econd-mo st-'rmportant-needﬁ s—for—i nfo rmati on—t“o—f ind—s pem ﬁ C dnswers—

t1on-—t
to Quest1ons 1n relation. to the 1nd1v1dua1 S OwWn work. Ident1fy1ng New sources

of Jss1stance for 1mproving one' S own work and develop1ng a]ternat1ve approaches'j

'. to so]vlng problems are ‘also h1gh needs. . - S - v

i3
e

As1de from general 1nformat1on about’fcgquency of use of d1fferent sources
N or user S rat1ngs of 1mportance of 1nformat1on for d1fferent purposes there
| 5 re]at1ve1y little 1nformat1on concern1ng actual use or benef1t.~ when
speC1f1c Serv1ces are traced for benef1t or 1mpact the resu]ts are Somet1mes
d1ffuse. In one c]ass1ca1 evaluat1on of an information service approx1mate1y o
60 percent of a groUp of over 600 clients: cou]d 1dent1fy no speclf1c use and few .
other benef1ts der1ved from the service. However, wherr one focuses on cr1f1ca1
'3;u 1nc1dents of 1nformatlon use 1nvo]v1ng any source, rather than one spec1f1c
‘;~source or serv1ce, 2 dec1de1y d1fferent p1cture emerges; For instance, one o
nat1onw1de survey of ‘many d1fferent types of 1nformat1on users 1nd1cates that
. v1rtua]]y a11 those 1nterv1ewed were. heaV11y engaged Aan respond1ng to requests
| for 1nformat1on and spent substant1a1 amounts of their t1me respond1ng to such
requests. Th1s study Suggests that the information requester may not be, and -
- most probably is not the u1t1mate end user.. o _
? ' : gurther cpnfound1ng the 1ssue of 1mpact assessment espec1a11y when it is

LA '. Tk N

conf1ned to spec1f1c sources or serv1ces, are two facts. F1rst most pract1-

-

t10n§§§‘tend to search more than one .source when seeking 1nformat10n that they
ﬁ realTy fe ,band, sin complex app11cat1ons, ofFen report that severa] typeS or
‘.s of 1nformat1on were . 1nf1uent1a1 or app11cab1e to the use they report.

Ve -

‘sequebtly assoc1at1on of a ;pec1f1c source w1th a. spec1f1c use/benef1t is

»r

%
o
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purposes. Hence studies that'focus on users of spec1fic types of serv1ces (/,—$~

,may derive highly biased impress1ons of the impact of knowledge utilization.
'For example, users who prepare classroomvmaterials and are alert to new ideas,
. ‘ sources or methods tend to make greater: use of information centers, libraries,
text and reference books, Journals abstracts and indexes. In short, these
'types of users tend to use the types of: knowledge (base) formats that come
under b1bliographic control and that are most easily indexed by existing know-
. ledge base -or formal dissemination system “indicators. By contrast, those who
seek information to set policy or support'diFisions tend to use face-to-face
communication, the telephone or correspondence in preference to more formal

.
y PPN

source§ Since the use of these infbrmal media is rarely studged in education

-

it is easy to miss many policy appﬂications.
*

The image of knowledge utilization by practitioners is thus a fuzzy one.

.

N

Knowledge is used for very many different purposes. Most of the information

“ “is locally based and informal in character. When individuals do search beyond
| “personal and.local sources for information they really need they tend to use

i

. more than ome source. Aside from instructional staff,_who do tend to use libra-

ries and bibliographic.sources,.most.individuals rely heavily on info;mation
that is provided by others. Hence, if there ever was a formal source, it may
be several steps removed from the ultimate user o$ the information. Multiple
purposes; multiple sources, and the chain of human intermediaries confound.'
efforts to gauge knowledge impact. But perhaps the most profound problem lies
in our limited conceptions of knouledge utilization. Most knowledge utilization
in education is not clearly associated with "problem solving" or "decision mak-

ing" or planned cbange,' except perhaps at the microscopic\level of dayfto-day
- . |- . .
work actiVitfes.‘ Much knowledge is. used to keep aware of developments and ac-

tiv1ties‘in education, to find answers to specific’ questions arising in relation
)
LN

a
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to work, to locate information to provide to-others, and to identify new ideas,
methods, or:procedures. "Coping” and "improvement” are major themes in the

‘v

reasons that pract1t1oners give for seeking 1nf0rmat1on, but the effect of knowl--
edge ut111zat1on tends to be so multi-faceted, /pbtle and 1ncrementa] ‘tHat much '
' of its 1mpact and benefit 1s often m1ssed or 1gnored
?iib”‘ ' However,‘when we move to the "macro” level of knowledge utilization, and,_

especially when we deal w1th more organ1zed forms of knowledge and its utilization

A B e

we encounter decidely. more structured 1mages. 4These are descrlbed in the follow-

o ing. sections.

(Ihe'planned ohange and problem-soLVing perspective. In thé‘fie]d of edu-’

cation th1s perspect1ve has been popu]ar1zed by Havelock {1969 }-under the label

Problem Solver (PS) perspective. In th1s perspect1ve, the user initiates the

process. of change by identifying an area of concern or by sensing a need for.
change. Once the problem area is identified, the user'may attempt to alter the
situation either by him/herself or by seeking outside assistance. Lewin (1952)
identified three major'stages: Unfreezing, Moving, and Freezing. Each major
stage 1nvolves a sequence of act1v1ties e.g., the moving stage involves the
'format1on of an actiog idea, 1nc1ud1ng "reconnaisance” of goals and means, this
leads to the” formulation of a general plan, and then a sequence of action steps

each 1nvolv1ng exam1nat1on of results and making decisions concerning subsequent
f 5aﬂ,~§'steps. | '
'é 01:« oo F1fteen years after Lewin's" formuTation, Miles and Lake (1967) described.a'
strategy for planning self renewal in schools that 1nvolved the following ex-
. p11cit stages: 1) clarify expectations about program, 2) collect information,
3) formulate goals, 4a) problem sensing, 4b) diggnosing, 4c) set changiktarget
‘and obJect1ves 4d) locate or invent solutions, 4e) weigh cost and ~gain,

-4f) decide on alternatives 4g) plan to>imp1ement, 5) carry out plans,

- ’ | ’ u .
ERIC » | B 2
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46) institutiona]ize the self-renewal process, 7) phase out external assistance,

8) assess continuing activ1ty, 9) feedback to partic1pants, and 10) disseminate
to others. Have]ock (1969 p. 10-56) compares: the p]anned change phases that
"_have been identified by ten authors.—'There are substantial similarities with
some important differences.’<The Miles .and:Lake formulation appears to be one

of the most:comprehensiveiin scope and in the detail of its articulation.

| Ha.v:fgckv(]969),'Sashi<in, et,a]. (1973) Glaser, et al. (1976), Zaltman,
F]orio,land Sikorski (1977), and Hood and Cates (1975) provide succinct summaries
of various planned change and proBWem-so]ving‘models. Although there are many:
differences among these models, they all tend to represent specia]ized_forms |
6flknow1edge utilizagdon in which knowledge is employed in highly'drganized ways,
and often with external technical aSSistance”tO'untiate fac111tate or sup-
port major problem-solving or planned change efforts in indiViduals groups or -
organizations. These efforts may range from short-term attempts to deal w1th

N

specific problems to long term efforts to change entire organizations or 1nsti-

““tutions. Because different social levels (e 9-, individual, Q?OUP, SUb‘U"‘t

organization) may be the tardst of the ehange efdet and hecause ‘dfferent
time frames and change strategies are employed there is a bedildering fariety
of methods and models. However, all these approaches share a common focus in
concentrating on the conditions, problems and needs of spec1fic clients (1ndi:
Viduals, groups or organizations). Both rhternal and externa] sources of know-
ledge are ehb]oyed. Each model tends to view the'know]edge utilization process
in- terms of a progression of 'utilization stages that may be idea\gzed as lin:
ear,!but in practice are.found toioccdr simultaneoys]y or overlapping one
another, often in different sequences from that prescribed by the idealized -

model, and often in-«cyclical or nested patterns.

THE
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Market1ng[adoption of products or programs. While the planned change and o

proplem-solv1ng perspect1ves ‘focus pr1mar1ly on spec1f1c clients and may employ
a w1de var1ety of .forms: of knowledge the market1ng/adopt1on perspect1ves tend
to focus on a specific product program or innovat1on and tend to treat poten-"
tial users of these organized forms of knowledge as classes or aggregates rather

s

than as spec1f1c cl1ents. : )

-~ p——

Three concept1ons;are commonly encounteged. ;These'are: 1) the Marketing
Model, 2) tne Soclal Interaction Diffusion,(SIDl Model, and 3) the Concerns-
Based Adoption Model'(CBAM). Utilization gf educational products and the more
R ‘. | tangible’types of educational programs s dften considered within a marketing

- framework. However, as educat1onal products become more complex, 1ntang1ble,
/ "~ and 1nteract1ve, they shade 1nto the second column ‘depicted in F1\hre 3 (p.17).
Here we encounter educational programs and practlces that may or may not contain
& products. Although a marketing perSpect1ve may st1ll be appl1ed the Social
Interaction Diffusion or the Concerns-Based Adopt1on Models are more frequently

Q employed. A1l three models tend to focus on a particular, externally developed
/

.v<\~/’i:novat10n or class of innovations (e.g., part1cular educat1onal mater1als

programs, processes or structural arrangements), and tend to be concerned with
individual decision makers. The Market1ng'and the Soc1al-Interact1on-D1ffus1on.

‘ -+ Models focus primarily on\aggregates of individual decision makers (e.g;,

| market segments, potent1al adopters, early adopters) the CBAM perspective

‘ also focuses on 1nd1v1duaﬂs but within the context of adopting organ1zat1ons.

" Marketing Model. Ut1l1zat1on of tangible educational products is now

frequently considered within a'marketing framework (e.g., Hood, 1970; Sikorski
L.

and Hutchins, 1974; Kotler, Calder, Sternthan, and beout,gl977). Fundamental

& _ | |
o to the marketing approach is the definition'and analysls of the needs’ of poten-
tial users as a basis for product development and dissemination. Application
) . ) X . & i ‘r
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of the approach usually; but not always, assumes the existence of a sufficient-

38

' vly 1arge number of consumers to Just1fy a high initial deve]opment and d1str1-

bution cost. On the basis of market research pertaining. to user behav1or ho-

° v
mogensgrs (segmented) markets are..identified and specific producbs, pr1ce
channel, and promotional strateg1es are deve]oped to satisfy the needs of par-

ticular market segments. Product® ut1112at1on 1nd1cators may include measures of:

-product awareness, d1sp051t1on toward the product (e.g, att1tude toward inten=-

t1on to adopt),, trial, adopt1on, 1mp]ementat1on and 1n1t1a1 use, and continuation ﬂ?

(e.g., brand.loyalty, product sw1tch1ng) The use and’ 1nterpretat1on of these

ke

- indicators. are s1gn1f1cant1y cond1t1oned by the product's life cyc]e €.G., .

k]

when a product is 1n1t1a11y d1ssem1natéﬂ the focus may be on measures of con-

sumer awareness, favorable d1spOSJt1on,41ntent1on to try- the prodict. In later
»

stages rate of adoption andyshare of the market may become key 1nd1cators.

~In some cases efforts may be made to measure user satisfaction or user percep-

s .

t1ons of costs and benef1ts..

The social 1nteract10n d1ffus1onv(SID) perspect1ve has its roots 1n anthropo-

log1ca1 studies of the d1ffus1on of cultural traits andSin soc1o]og1ca] studies

-

of the diffusion of innovations (Rogerss 1962- Robertson ]971 Za]tman and ,,,,,,
/“ \), "‘:

\,» s

~ Brooker, 1971; Rogers and Shoemahé::\1971) In contrast to the productYmarket1 \\z'

tures, and commun1cat1on processes involv

‘perspective the SID pespect1ve is marked]y more- sensitive .to the complex and *

v

intricate set of human re]at1onsh1ps, soc1et9] and organ1zat1ona] substruc-

‘x

in the dissemination and early

ut111zat1on phases. The various versions af the SID perspective tend to

identify a similar series of stages (Zaltman, Florio, and Sikorski, 1977).

The initial impetus for change in 1nd1v1duals comes from awargness, percept1on

or ﬁbcogn1t1on of a problem. A now]edgg or 1nformat1on stage follows in wh1ch

.there is de]iberate search for or accidenta],exposure to relevant information

* 45 .
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#  that he]psito define the problem and rélate it to one or more potentia[

‘solutions. If enough interest is'generated the individual seeks Jnore infor-

¥  mation that 1eads to comprehension. and further understand1ng"bf the 1nnovat1on

and to formation of att1tudes, 1nc1ud1ng a menta] eva]uat1on 1n terms of the

1nd1v1dua1 S own#search cr1ter1a. If the 1nnovat1on meets these cr1teria, at

Teast at a sat1sf1c1ng level, a trial stage may be entered in wh1ch‘the 1nd1v1-
+ dual actually tr1es to use the 1nnovat1on on a prov1s1ona1 basis. Fo]]ow1ng

the tr1al, an adopt1on or reJect1on dec1S1on is made.* . (M1ss1ng in most of

' . these mode]s, but evident in the CBAM perspect1ve is attention to later stages.

€

fo]]ow1ng the det1s1on to adopt ) A1though this descr1pt1on suggests a 1}Q\ar
series of stagg;a;@escr1pt1ons of. actua] 1nd1v1dua1 behav1or suggest that vari-

-0us’ stages May occdr s1mu1taneous1y, in d1fferent sequences, and somg;tmes w1th

vty i e . o b E B oeeo .

+  cyclical feedback and feedforward logps.

Thé Concerns-Based Adoption Model\(C&AM)'is a directaoutgrowth,rbut signifi-

cant extension of the social 1nteract1on d1ffus1on perspect1ve. (Hall, et a].,
1973, 1974). CBAM explicitly cons1ders (a) how various part1c1pants in the same
adoption act1v1ty may respond at var1ous stages, (b) 1dent1f1es several stages
subsequent to the dec1s1on to adopt, (c) operat1ona11zes the identification of
each utilization stage (1eve1s of use) for 1nd1v1dua1 uSers and (d) 1dent1f1es\
the concomitant user concerns. The bas1c hypothes1s of CBAM is that the ‘
key to facilitating adoption of a change is gu1d1ng the c]1ent through various
. stages of concerns that are associated with different levels of use. The CBAM

recognizes e1ght "1evels of use,” that are defined as "d1st1nct states that

represent observably different types of behavior and patterns of innovation use

{
% Later vers1[ns of the SID perspective include a dissonance reduction, confir-
mation, or resolution stage in which the user seeks information to conf1rn the

correctness of the decision.

2 J!F 2,"
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ﬁ%ﬁ -~ as exhibited by individuals and groups. These levels character1ze a user s :

*éi development in acqu1r1ng new skills and vary1ng use"oF ‘the 1nnovat1on. Each
lTevel encompasses a range of behav1ors but is l1m1ted by ‘a set . of. 1dent1f1able

/ decision po1nts. The levels of use and their demark1ng dec1s1on po1nts are d1s-

. PO
w

‘played in Figure 4,

.Assoc1ated with each level of use (LOU) 1n CBAM are. seven categor1es that

! . - serve to 1dent1fy more precfsely the LOU the user occup1es 1n terms of 2*~ 1) know-

ledge the usex possesses about the 1nnovat1on, 2) 1nformat1on acqu1s1t1on act1v1ty,

.3) 1nformat1on sharing activity, 4) assessment act1v1ty, 5) plann1ng act1v1ty,_

6) status report1ng act1v1ty, and 7) performance act1ons and act1v1t1es in
operat1onal1z1ng the innovation. ) . j,-_ . iA“ :

We note that the SID and CBAM concept1ons are complementary. SID tends
f - -
to emphas12e the diffusion processes and the ut1l1zat1on stages pr1or to the:

t. Taken together SID and CBAM? prov1de an j,"

decision to adopt while CBEgrtends to emphasize the implementation? stages
following the decision to fdop
elaborate, empirically-based concept1on of how more complex educat1onal 1nno-

4

vations are “disseminated and used.

Implications for Educational Knowledge Utilization Inbicators N : “//

In the prev1ous sections we have reviewed four maJor f1elds of inquiry
. that have strongly influenced various concept1ons of educat1onal knowledge ,
ut1l1zat1on. Each field is prone to 1ts own kind ofvb1as.‘ The stud1es of
communication and knowledge ut1l1zat1on by researchers are prone to focus pr1;
marily on R&D based, formal ‘Tevels of knowledge tp emphas1ze the more formal
discipline based commun1cat1on systems, ard to v1ew_ut1lgzat1on as ochr1ng
within the eontext of an R&D project, Although it»ls obvious that this study

area coversjonly a very small portion of the total educational knowledge base

¢ B |
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FIGURE 4 : -

. . CONCERNS-BASED ADOPTION MODEL

' : . [N

»&cxsmn POINTS ~ LEVELS OF USE

‘% 0, MON-USE: State in which the user has
little or no knowledge of the inhovation
and no involvement.

A. Takes action to learn about the. innovation.
- : I. ORIENTATION: The user has acquired or is
i acquiring information about the innovation
or has explored or is exploring its value .
" orientation and its demands upon user and
user system.

B.’ Makes a decision to use the innovation by establishing a time to begin.

o  11. PREPARATION: The user is preparing to
first use the innovatiogt o

C. Begins.first use of the innovation.

o , . Ill. MECHANICAL USE: User focuses most effort
. . on the short-term, day-to-day use of the
. ) ] innovation with.1ittle time for reflection.
. : : - Changes in use are made more to meet user
: . needs than client [beneficiary] needs. The
~N ) user is primarily engaged in a stepwise
attempt to master the tasks required to use
the innovation, often resulting in a dis-
o Jointed and superficial use. -
Dl. A routine pattern is established. : B

IVa. ROUTINE: Use of the innovation is stabili-.
zed. Few if any changes are being made in

i : . ongoing use. Little preparation or thought

X : : e . "~ 1s given to imptoving innovation use or its

—‘ﬁ% oo : S ) , © consequences,

D2. Changes use of the fnnovation based on formal or informal evaluation in order to
increase client outcomes. .

IVb. REFINEMENT: The user varies the use of the

fnnovation to increase the impact on clients
» . : , : within immediate sphere of influence. Vari-
e o 3 , ] : ations are based on knowledge of both short-
’ - and long-term consequences for clients.

E. Indicates changes in use of innovation based on fnput and coordination with what

colleagues are doing.

V. INTEGRATION: The user is combining own
efforts to use the innovation with related
activities of colleagues to achieve a col-
lective impact on clients within the common/

T sphere of influence.

F. Begins exploring alternatives or major modifications of the innovation presently
in use.

Vi. RENEWAL: The user evaluates the qualtty of
use of the innovation; seeks major modifica-
tions of or alternatives to present innova-
tions to achieve increased-impact on clients;

examines new development in the field and ex- .

plores new.possiblities for self and the
system,
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and pos lbly éﬂ even smaller port1on of educational knowledge ut1l1zat1on éon-
/

_ texts a env1ronments we suspect "‘that the "R&D" concept1ons of knowledge ut1-',
¥ l

- _l]zat1on may éﬂerc1se a subtle and largely unwarrantedtgnfluence on our. concep-

't1ons of educat1onal pract1t1oner ‘knowledge ut1l1zat1on. We th1nk th1s k1nd
of 1nfluence _may ex1st because these studies of commun1cat1on§and use. 1n ‘R&D

'sett1ngs help tﬂ’descr1be, somet1mes in great deta1l what research (and perhaps

- 9‘ E
) h /
: development and evaluat1on) personnel do.. It is then all to easy for researchers

to general1ze e1ther normat1vely or prescr1pt1vely, to educatfoéal pract1t1oners.

The educat1onal market1ng/adopt1on studies 1nvolve a‘diffelent nd of

4

b1as.‘ Unl1ke the R&D commun1cat1on and ut1l1zat1on stud1es these stud1es do

deal w1th pract1t1oners as "consumers or "adopterss However the froblem _ .
here is the narrow focus on only that part of the/Knowledge base thag has been‘a
"organized" in product or. program form, and on pract1t1oner ut1l1zat1on s1tua-

tions where a product or program 1s "the answer. The conceptual apparatus of

b {2

ption of 1nnovat1ons" l1teraturexhas become SO powerful

the "communication and a

that the four-part DAG defimjtion of d1ssem1nat1on 1ncludi§ cho1ce and ' "imple-

mentat1on" as the two d1ssem1n tion levels that should natyrally folLow "spread"

and, "exchange" (DAG, 1977).. N | S

We cons1der the planned change and problem solv1ng f1eld of 1nqu1ry as one
that is relat1vely much less b1ased 1n.1ts concept1on of knowledge ut1l1zat1on

s1nce this approach may embrace much of the entire educational" knowledge base

and because it tends to address many S)gn1f1cant aspects of educat1onal prac-
't1ce 1mprovement. Unfortunately much of the literature in this field has tend- °

ed to be prescriptive or, if descr1pt1ve has tended to descr1be only - the mjor

M
b
bt

* Paisley (1971) explains how confus1on between research disci l1nes and prac-
- titioner fields has led to the selection or design of 1nappropr1ate informa-
tion systems in education. _ i .

e



'Deta1ls about exactly how. al1 pert1nent knowledge was acqu1red and used ar

43

~ events and conditions concerning knowledge search‘ processing, and applicalion;

usually lack1ng.‘ One consequence 1s that concept1ons of the commun1cat1on/

. dissemination system are then l1ggted and usually tend to: emphas1ze the par-

ticular external or internal l1nkages£§hat were establ1shed or fac1l1tated by :

the act1v1t1es of the change agent or consultant.
The stud1es of information needs and use by educat1onal pract1t1oners can
serue as an 1mportant‘complement to the planned change and problem solving 1n-.

qu1r1es, since the information needs studies have the potent1al capab1l1ty of

tencompaSS1ng all of the educat1onal knowl edge base and all aspects of educa-

tional knowledge-ut1l1zat1on. The 3k1st1ng stud1es 1n th1s f1eld of inquiry

prov1de strong ev1dence that most educat1onal knowledge ut1l1zat1on is not

concerned with adopt1ons, planned change or maJor types of problemssolv1ng.

The-maJor defects most educat1onal pract1oner 1nformat1on needs and use

-studies are that they nearly always focus on 1nd1v1duals, and tend to cover a

"*broad range of information areas at relat1vely superficial levels. Currently

ava1lable data fa1l to provide details about exactly’ how 1nformat1on is ac-
quired and used and doAnot provide-much information. about the organizational,
group, soc1al or work contexts in whfch the information is used. Perhaps the ,
most 1mportant d1rect1on that this particular f1eld of 1nqu1ryecould take would
be to»pursue in much greater detail the var1ous major contexts and\burposes for
wh1ch knowledge is sought and used. For example, what is the role and impact
of knowledge in fermulation and development of educatiOnal policy at any level
of education? What'are the sources and uses of knowledge in developing or im-
proving in-service training programs?' |

It should be obvious that all four,flelds of(inquiryAcan be complementary.

However, our major concern has been to point to -the dangers and biases of viewing
Q¥
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3

ling educatlonal knowledge ut1]1zat1on from any one of these perspect1ves.n A]T

of them are ser1ous]y 1ncomp1ete 1n some way.

How can we dimens1onal1ze the f1e1d of educat1ona1 know]edge ut111zat1on
if there is’no comprehen51ve conceptual framework? Rev1ew of the T1terature
indicates that a very large: number of d1menS1ons may prove usefu] -depending .
on the{focus or the TeveT of detail .of the ana]ys1s. The fo]]ow1ng d1scuss1on
will be organ1zed around six maJor categor1es or d1mens1ons |
e VResource Type (knowledge 1nput)
'o'iUser Type .

e -Purpose S

® ' Scale, Scope,'and Complexity
] Strategy,

Taeticss and Complexity ..~ : o

:; Method o!

: Resource typeJ" In the previous sections on the d1mens1ona1 analyses of

the know}edge base and of the d1ssem1nat1on system, we cons1dered a number of
d1mens1oﬁ% that. may. have-a relat1ve]y d1rect bear1ng on utilization, e.g.,
level of formality, format type or degree of "organ1zat1on" of knowledge, '

(products progranms, ideas), type of" 1nformat1on service interface (pr1nt

-human) The character1stics of how know]edge is organ1zed and how it is-

communicated need to be considered 1n§§ conceptua] "mapping” of educational

knouﬂedge ut111zat1on. In the 1mmed1ate1y preceed1ng sections we have suggested

some ways in which various fields of inquiry tend to emphas1ze or 1gnore differ-

ent- types of know]edge and different types of d1ssem1nat1on systems. When con-
ceptions of education knowledge utilization are thus constra1ned or l1m1ted

they obv1ous]y can tell us only part of the total educat1ona] know]edge ut1]1za-

, t1on story. We need to know what and how well d1fferent areas are covered

conversely, we need to know where we have T1tt]e or no 1nformat1on.

5y
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R USer tXEeS° We also need td d1fferent1ate among d1f rent tXPeS Of users;"F”;u

' they COMMonly rely on, the types of uses they make of the knowledge they‘ob
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ta1n, and SO ONn. 0rgan1zat1ona1, s1tuat1ona1, and personal factors may be im-

‘L;The type Of organ1zat10n (e.gs, state educat1on-agency, R&D center,

_ ,ﬂte unit, local schoo]), 1ts 1ocatJon ‘and the 1nformat1on env1ronment
of the organzat1on are usua11y11mportant. S1tuat1ona1 factors may 1nc1ude° the
pos1t1on and role of the user (1nd1v1dua1 or group), the genera] nature of the

work performed ‘the w0rk sett1ng, the rewarﬂ7control systems the superv1sopy,

peé?, and a1de 1nformat19n}u5‘ commun%ty,«ahd the character and’prox1m1ty or

work styles information search and use styles, -personality, and role in 1nformat1on '

-transm1ss1on networks (e.g., gatekeeper 11a1son, rece1ven, 1so]ate)- Depend1ng

on the Tevel of deta11 of analys1s some, perhaps most, of these user typing

variables ‘may be 1mportant. Type of Organ1zat1on type and leve} of pos1t1onff31*h'
- (or group or- Organ1zat1ona1 unit)s,. and type of task w111 near%gfglways be
1mportant factOrs that s1gn1f1cant1y affect know]edge ut111£gﬁ |

) Purpose. 0rgan1zat1ona1 s1tuat1ona1 +and personal faCtOrs a]] tend to in- :
fluence the spec1f1C purposes 0r uses to which knowledge 1s app]1ed. However,_
because this c0mp1ex d1mens1on is ;p powerful in pred1ct1ng or exp1a1n1ng know-
ledge ut111zat1on behaV1or, we single it out for spec1al considerat1on: On pp 32-
33 and in Append1x A and B we have Presented some evidence of the genera] effect

s A

of purposes on the ﬁeed for or use of 1nformat1on. General funct1ona1 areas

>
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e,g., po11cy mak1ng, governance, adm1n1strat1on, 1nstruct1on, research and eva]-
_uat1on) and the1r var1ous funct1ona1 subareas tend to be the f1rst or most powerful
'-Subd1menSJon for organlz1ng purposes. These funct1ona1 areas are- (roughly) crossed
by general types of 1nformat1on use stages or phases (e. 9oy ma1nta1n1ng currint
awareness,'g:ows1ng, deve]op1ng background or or1entat1on, comprehens1ve or
selective search, retr1eva1 of spec1f1c data, facts, 1deas, etc. ) and by types
of outputs (e. g., informing others by alerting, answering, referr1ng, teaching, -_2‘
advising; respond1ng, react1ng,'or reporting to\?thers- promdt1ng or opposing
‘.1deas, positions, proposals or progects by propos1ng, defend1ng, re1nforc1ng, g
detracting; development of . analyses plans procedures, gu1del1nes, 1nstruct1ons,
appra1sals, etc) This comp]ex of functional areas, use.phases and outputs Eﬁ'“
tend to character1ze or def1ne the 1nformat1on use task or act1v1ty. Assoc1ated
with these information use tasks or act1y1t1es are spec;ftc requ1rements;'re-
Tating to information needs or_information outputs,lsuch as: ungency.of.the.
requirement; scope and level detajl specificity, re]evance; accuracy, compre-

—

hensiveness, currentness, re11ab111ty, authority ors cred1b111ty of the source

-

d1ff1cu1ty level or 1nte111g1b111ty, ‘entitlement ,"* character, trustworth1ness

or,proven capabilitygof human reSOurces.

Scal 2, Scope, and Co_p]bx1ty. This area relates to the scale of effort
and the scope and' complexity of action or impactﬁthat may be involved. We
haue preuibysjy noted that most know1edge_uti1ization ia'the,fie1d.of eduga-
tion.seems to be assocjated‘uith the day-to-day'work activities of ihdividuaTs,

'b“t that substagtial amounts. 6f the.information that is acquired by one personv
amayibe'passed‘on in some,form‘to others. :Even‘when'we'examine the planned

-change or problem solving fiteratﬁre in the field educatiop, we discover that

-

* See Butler and Paisley (1978, pages 31 and 32).?

»
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":ZmUCh of it is focused-on the 1nd1v1dual or on small gr0ups., But we do find '

P

- relat1onshlp,. Interface,“ or coupl1ng with un1ts work flows related func-

zat1ona] systems. other aspects of scope may 1nclude the s1ze, durat1on, com- -

>

.examples of efforts to accompl1sh planned change at other socfal/organ1zat1onal

'-levels such as the department, school bu1ld1ng, local d1str1ct commun1ty

v i

levels and in 1nterorgan1zat1onal relat1onsh1ps and structures.' It is 1mpor-'

‘tant to. know which level(s) may: be designated as the pr1mary (and secondary)

Cllents/users of 1nformat1on or.techn1cal ass1stance products or’ serv1ces or

targets of change efforts. At any part1cular level . the numbers of cl1ents or ‘_'

benefic1ary persons groups or un1ts may vary greatly, as may the structure

~ -and complex1ty ofethe1r relat1onsh1ps or. 1nterdependec1es as soc1al or organ1-"

&

prehensiveness and cont1nu1ty of the: knowledge ut1f1zat1on act1v1ty, and 1ts

"

N

tions, or prosects. A : v o e
Fy . . . DRI E

rd

Strategy,_tact1cs,gand methods. Sc0pe scale, and complex1ty have another L

‘*_» aspect that 1s related to the type qual1ty, and magn1tude of knowledge resources

and the frequency, durat1on and 1ntens1ty of knowledge “1nputs" that are ava1l-.-

able- and'that can be appl1ed or ma1nta1hed in a part1cular utml1zat1on. Gener-

“sltuat1ons and of outcomes.‘\A h1gh1y 1mportant but"somet1mes 1gnored aSpect of

scope, scale, and complex1ty relates to the Spec1f1c strateg1es, tact1cs or

methods that may be employed, 1.e., the target1ng, t1m1ng, orchestrat1on and

concentration (or d1ffuseness) of the ut1l1zat1on effort. The deta1ls relating:

to who where, when, what how, . how much, and what perceived 1ntents or effects

_ar§§§§5?£3mes cr1tfcal aspects for the analys1s of any’ 1nformat1on ut1l1zat1on

z

s1tuat1on of even modest scale, scope, or complex1ty. Hood and Cates (l978),/

. Zaltman Florio, and S1korsk1 (1977), and-Glaser, et al (l976) are conven1ent

recent sources that provnde orientations to the extens1ve 11terature on knowl-

- edge ut111zatfon strateg1es tact1cs, and methods. ' ] | N

, C
1 v o

o by

1
-y

ally, scope and scale of inputs will be related to scope and scale of appl1cat1on -
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hods_of_inquqEy_concenna;g;knowledge~utiJizataon. Thﬂs—iast—area—is————————

o o r,notfso much a set of dimenSions for conceptua]izing kn‘aiedge utilization as it

a SEt of dimenSions for: conSidering the methods or approacHES for obtaining in-

'“1QA;L,2j“fformation about educationai knowledge utilization.

fii}%; t? Disciinnary paradigms. ‘We have preV1ously discussed the character of - .%
f;,several of"fhe dominanﬁﬂlﬂe]ds of 1an1ry regarding educational knowiedge uti=
mf]ization. Lurking behind these fiélds of inqu1ry are severai more fundamentai
aspects of inqu1ry. Perhaps most basic. are the various disc1p11nary orienta-

tions that investigators may emp]oy (&, g., human factors, social- psycho]ogical

. industrial-organizational, sociological, po]iticaT science information science).
_Each of these discapiines is generaiiy characterized by a dom1nant paradigmr\\——f\\\
| that strong]y infiuences the choice of un1ts of analysis and var1ab1es cons1dered
‘and the assumptions that are made about the role of work»setting; tasks -indi-
-?uiduals groups organizations and environments. F0r examp]e the human factors :

‘“1nvestigator generaiiy selects the 1nformation proceSSing task -as the unit of

Qh'ana1y51s and may seiect measures~of .performance efficiency as the dependent .
variable. A social psychoiqgist,w111 generai]y seiect groups or 1nd1v;duals

in groups as, the unit of ana]ySis, and may fecus, on attitudes, percept]ons

behav10r, or'cognitive test scores as dependent variabies.- The 1ndustr1a1- ¢
o in \organizational scientist w111 tend to use indivsﬁuals as the unit of ana1y51s

and will tend to se]ect communication or information use behaVior or other per-

‘ A[ formance mea5ures as dependent variabies. SOC]?]OQ]StS may use groups or organi-

3§zations_as the-unit,of ana]ysis,-and may_emp]oy either individual variab]es aggre-

. : e . o .
gated- to group or organizational levels, such as. information source usSe rates or

r they hay employ group-]evel'or organizationai-ieuel

? AprOportionMOf adopters;

L “variabies, sHh as measuries of group heterogeneity or cohesion or structural change

‘in an organi a}ton, as de‘endent variabies. ‘Each diségliinary paradigm also tends - -




e

’

.. "/' . . . . P )
to ignore some aspects that may be cons1dered of substant1a1 1m00rtance to

- other parad1gms.» For example, the soc1o]ogica1 paradigm t””ws to ignore indi-

" widual d1fferences that may be con51dered to be of great'1mportance to the

—~
[

soc1a1 psycho]ogicai or industria] organizat1ona1 parad1gms. Informat1on pro-

‘ cess1ng task character1st1cs are h1gh]y important in the human factors and '
1nformat1on sciences parad1gms, but may be largely 1gnored in social psycho]og1-

" cal and soc1o]ogvca1 parad1gms., Because these#parad1gms strong1y 1nf1uence the |
nature of theory, the cho1ce of varlables the methods of samp11ng and measure-_
ment, and the un1ts and methods of . ana]ys1s they act ag,powerfu] perceptua] »

..and conceptua] filters by limiting how we perceive and interpret knowledge

{

) ut111zat1on processes.and~by reinforcing the particular research or action per~'

AY

spectives thathare employed. e ’ . N

p -

Conclusion-oriented VS. decision-oriented inquiry. D1sc1p%1nary parad1gms

. are assoc1ated pr1mar1]y w1th conc]us1on-or1ented d1sc1p11neﬂ 1nqu1ry (Cronbach'
and Suppes 1969) or with what may be 1abe11ed as bas1c research or%QBndamental
- research. Cronbach and Suppes have 1ntroduced the cpncept of decision- or1ented

”d1sc1p]1ned” 1nqu1ry, to cover a range of more app11ed forms of inquiry 1nc1ud1ng
newapp11ed research, operat1ons research market research, and eva]uatlon. Much”™’
of the emp1r1ca1 work on educat1ona] knowledge ut1]1zat1on is. der1ved from these

»

dec1s1on-or1ented forms of inquiry, rather than from highly drsc1p]1ned forms
s .
of conclusion=oriented inquiry. In.many cases, th1s decision-oriented inquiry

has adopted,-explicity or implicitly, the*perSpectives and perhaps even the
o comp]ete paradigms of one or more discip]ines, but in other cases it is not

c]ear thgt any'particu]ar baradigm ha }guidég\the inquiry. This 1ack of a

coherent framework or parad1gm makes it even harder to integrate the resu]ts

of many studies of, educat1ona1 know]edge ut111zat1on.

1 . , . o ‘w
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Aonroaches_fnn_development—oﬁ—educat}onal—know%edggfut1%1zatTon—Tnchators.

PR

.

Ident1f1cat1on and recogn1tion of the var1ous forms of 1nqu1ry, along with

o

analys1s and eva]uat1on of the. b1ases strenaths, and weaknesses that Jare in-

herent 1n each can he]p greafﬂy to make sense out of the mass (or mess) of

: ava1]ab]e data thaﬁgm1ght serve as know]edge ut111zat1on 1nd1cators. Unfortu-
;ate]y, when our 1nterests are d1rected toward 1dent1fy1ng or developing knowl-'
edge ut1lrzat1ons 1nd1cators that can be associated with un1ts to be aggregated
to local, state or reg1ona1 levels, we qu1ck1y d1scover that there are very

few reliable indicators of any k1nd that are available or that can be easily

created.

-

Methodologically, there aré threa general approaches to collecting‘utili-

zation data. These are: 1) start from ‘the point of d1str1but1on (d1str1butor- f::

“x

down),_ 2) start’ w1th the ultimate user (user-up) or 3) start in the m1dd]e by '

- -

-”trac1ng channels or mapp1ng the flow of messages products or serv1ces. Each

. .‘.~g

o approach has 1ts own set of. advantages and d1sadvantages.

Distr1butor—down approaches. ‘in;s type of approach is often used to assess_

) usage or 1mpact of part1cu1ar products, programs or serv1ces. Sa]es or service
recordsvmay be obtained from distributors (e.g., the ERIC Documemt and Reproducq
.tion Service, a Regional Laboratory, a commercial pub]isher,‘anveducation

’

information centeir) to ascertain volume of sales or services geograph1c distri-

but1on, type of user, and perhaps other 1nformat1on about how the product pro- -

gram, or service is being used Among the problems encountered by th1s approach"

‘are: 1) inability to get the needed data from.most'distributors and 2)"the fact

that a request or purchase does not necessarily indicate actual use since a pro-

duct or service may be used by severaI clients or may be purchased or requested
and never used. 1ntensive follow-up studies of random]y selected‘samples of

' -c]1ents/purchasers/adopters can develop useful 1nformat1on about actual use and
,\- ?

LI R
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perhaps eVen about c11ent perceptions of benefits however the first prob]em is

‘not so easi]y solved. Many, perhaps most , distributors -of educationa] knowiedge
*simpiy do not keep the kinds of records that are required to identify users,
except occaSionaiiy by . address. Even in these 1nstances extensive manua]
-search of records at the distributors offices is often required. 0ne especia]-'
ly dﬂsqu1eting aspect of record keeping is that the quaiity of product/serViceu‘

records is highly corre]ated with the k:nds of products/serv1ces that are pro--i

-

vided. “Butier and Paisley (1975), in Site visits to 26 diverse ‘educational
Tinkagé programs found that those Tinkage programs that emphasized information

retrieval or publication services tended to keep extensive files on services

provided, numher'of pub]ication units sent out etc. 'HoWever, programs that

1 emphas12ed informa], interpersona1 contacts (e.q., between the staff of a v B
~ teacher center and its drop-in clientele) tended to be skeptica] of the va]ue
of such ‘record keeping and tended to evaluate their operations 1mpreSSionisti-

cal]y on the basis of encounters w1th indiv1dua] c]1ents.

. ~

" Our conc1u510n is that distributor-down approaches are workable if one is'

\

wi]]ing, a) to do substantial fo]]ow-up work tracing and contacting samp]es

whereiadegugte records can be found and, b) to recognize that the types of pro- c

Il

. ducts programs or services that are being traced for uti]ization data may be

peculiar and perhaps even highly biased samp]es of the more . genera1 classes
» . ;:
of products, programs or serviges. I _ %

'; UserQup approaches. . Utilization studies that start with carefully se]el{ed‘

| samp]es of the ultimate user are .able to overcome may of the prob]ems inherent
in top-down approaches. However; there are respondent sampling problems, e. g.,
should.we inc]ude districtp]eve] personnel (e.ge, curriculum coordinators)

buiidﬁng lTevel personneii(e.g;,'principais, counseiors'or librarians), or class-

“room personnel (e.g., teachers or instructional aides), or some-combinations?



selected 1eve1(s) of aggregat1on (e« g., reg1ona1 state, 1oca1)?

here are severa] other problems that may make the bottom-up approach

,diff1cu t. These 1nc1ude: 1) the high expensesof co]]ecting sufficient data-

to prov1de re11ab1e estimates for &ower Tevels of aggregat1on (e.g., state or

iHogL_any_Qf_each_type_mull,he_needed_to_deve]op_acceptable-prec1s1on—at—the—————————

1oca1 levels), 2) the problems (and expeiiss) of overcom1ng non-response b1ases,

3) the prob]ems of obta1n1ng data c]earance at federa], state, and even local’
Tevels, 4).the very genera1~prob1em that many ultimate users may not khow very
much about the original sources of the know]edge they use or -even about s1gn1—.
*ncant 1ntermed1ar1es in a commun1cat1on chain. This last s1tuat1on may seri- .

oqs]y 11m1t how far. “up,“ orﬁbow re11ab1y one may be able to trace the re1at1on

between knowledge source(s) and u1t1mate users. When the u1t1mate user relies .

heav11y'on~persona1_contacts or is exposed-to manyArelevant infprmation'sources
: "backtracking” can be difficult or even misieadin;? _Moreover;:inrsituations' |
where one's attention is in fact directed to the assessment of the user of.

| specffic typee of'knOW1edge or specific know]edge.services,'this anproach may..
be highly inefficient,_sinceftypica]]y, on]y a small fraction.of any generaT'
tybe of information audience may be exbosed to (and‘a]So aware of thevmessage;
and source of) a partiedd Qr communication. Despite these d1ff1cu1t1es the
user-up approach enJoys, at 1east potent1a11y, the d1st1nct advantage of deal-
fng with users in their Work and'information environment contexts. One is

thus Tess prone to find or be11eve that one source or service is suff1c1ent to

. meet the user§§ needs or to account for attr1buted benefits.

-4 . ‘.’.

* without—aggressive and systematic follow-up, mail surveys of educational
practitioners may achieve only a 50 to 60 percent response rate. Field
surveys attain substant1a11y h1gher rates but at markedly increased costs

per respondent. - _ . ’
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Start 1n the-m1dd1e approaches. Rather than- focus1ng on spec ific distri-

butors vwho happsn to keep satlsfactory records or on u]t1mate users who may - not
know very we]l where the1r know]edge came from one can focus on d1ssem1nat1on
chane]s in an effort\to map the. flow of know]edge through a chain of senders
,[and rece1vers, e.g., by 1ntervlew1ng 1nf%rmed1ar1es such as 11nk1ng agents,-
‘_change agents, or consultants, who know what products, pract1ces or programs are
in use, where they or1g1nated or were obtained, to whom they were passed, -how )
they are used etc. ‘The prob]ems w1th th1s approach are'that° 1) it is subject :»
knowledge base c]1ent type, and response biases, 2) 1t requ1res substant1a1 .

Q'-
maJor channels that may be condu1ts for part1cu]ar user groups and forapartr'

"tr1angu1at1on among d1fferent 1ntermed1ary;sources to cover the var1ous\ ', e

cular purpose/problsm ‘areas, 3) 1t requ1res substantlal data~1nterpreta%ao':ﬁ.7

\"I,

~and 4) for the above reasons, it tends to be very expén51ve un1ess-conf1ned/to ,'
#
11m1ted d1ssem1nat1on and'ut111zat1on domains (e g., speC1f4c types oF“Tnter-

’;T S -2
mediaries, types of subject matter contengfor USeY problems,,tyﬁes qf users

e
) M1xed approaches. Because there are prob]ems wth§Sach5 f the abov@ ap T
o I I
proaches, 1t seems likley that a know]edge ut1]1zatlodi§¥be entwm@at SEEEF es)__;_r

.....

aspects "ﬁ{two or all three of the above approacheS‘mﬂy prove tovbe sﬂpér1or ‘ vo
to any ne type of approach. For 1nstance ohé‘m1ght s?ﬁ; thh @ survey of N
u1t1mate users to - 1dent1fy the maJor types qf'lnterhed ar1es that seem to be A ‘; "

2 i
® -

~re]evant for spec1f1c chents and. spec1f1c t’pes of J(now edge u{ﬂhzafnpm con- >, .
igd

texts (e g., problems, purposes), and theh p;gceed to & survei\ﬁ; thése 4dent1f 4.
types of intermediaries who codu%d provnfe furthér.xnfonnat1qn eoncgrnlng t‘n’e1r .
own knowledge sources the1r c]1ents the]? cgmpiﬁhtors gte. . BotheﬁserSAQnd .
rﬁiélrce1ved 1mpatt and e

: ol T

‘v v

“1ntermed1ar1es could be querr1ed,ceggernyng app11cat1ons,

benefits, etc. Where more deta11ed 1nformat10h was requ1re_\concern1ng the

h1story, context, oF. 1mpact of knowledge uSe one gpu]d use :

15
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-and-intermed1arles'top1dent1fy;and:se1ect~spec1f1c use situations for more in-

tensive caSe’study. , If these CaSeS were selected randomly, projections to

A S e

. , Y R .
defined user-populations would be warranted.. ..

‘=:The'eu}rent reality.-;qurrently most of our information about kno&ledge
o LR . . ” Py ] : /‘v . - . . . P - .
. utilization is’extremely Timited. There is a massive -amount of annecdotal and
N :5 B - . ' . - i . . - ' . . .
f,fcase-Study'information, but Tittle of this information cam be used to assess

7]

,'..systematiga]1yfhowaahy“fd?h of knowl is used on a'nationwidé; regionwide,

LY.

+

S o o A S\ - , _
a5 or-even statewide basis. We can jidentify,?in some cases, the users or sub-

f$cﬁjb3r5%of7particu1ar inform@tion publications ®r services. ‘Occasionally .-
i b . . . TN

S

) _ I ) B L _ ’ .
T these”pu5l1§hens.or serv1i;}£genc1es:have conducted surveys of their subscribers
f

. .gb}éc ;Eéfégx,ﬁbﬁé&ven, in<g, wgﬁhsténces, sﬁch as the‘Evaluatioh of the Nagjon--
,;;'. | D%%ﬁ?siéﬁ;Ng;wgrk%(Em}ick,-P tgrson,'and.Agakwa]a-Rogers,.f977).we are able |
.7 ?. 0 1dent{fj;ﬁyﬁbers gﬁg kin adopters by.state_and region. All.o{ these

J :.ti %@Fﬁéf{ohééﬁgfzsgf&épend djst ibutéf;downraﬁproach.and are focused on ones

?_. .ré'éf{]imiﬁéﬁ_éﬁé {esOf products,‘progfé$s or servicemrnﬂv ' o

;g:'g lfAs;&e‘the pafedi' ﬁfveys df users provide an a1ternéte point of entry !

R VA 7 s e L .
'f'j%[fér‘é§§§§sj£§fuxifigétf0h;" To our knowledge, £§'nationwide probability sampl-

vy o . e - .0~ : . . ~ . o
‘~q§?:g sunvéy_hééﬂbeed qbﬁ@ﬁéted that reported on utilizetibn by any geographic"~
N ?as-i‘s;.*%‘.'-v‘-'1.1'-'-1_"*":""._i' . I R
(=LY 0 e g “ ': . _ .

T

J A R Mogt é&qé%tiQﬁal ipfbrmation use surveys have classified users by type of
I .. §gency,.position,

or role. Due to costs involved in sampling and in securing

5 _ e L N R
‘=~ e . clearances from'educational officials in each state, many user surveys have

A

.#4, sampled states. and then subsampled agencies and persons in selected states.
.".Dye to failure to.sample all states.and/or lack of sufficiently large samples to
afford reliable estimates.at state levels or local levels of aggregation, datd
yses at these Jevels are rarely undertaken. The Education Market Study
9199d and Blackwell, 1976, Vol. I, p. IV-56) did consider geographic region
.as.'a predictor 'of use of .several types of information squrces. When other
key predictor variables were held constant, geographic location failed to add
~ significaAt jncremental prediction. Consequently, the effect of geographic
-« Jocation?was not pursued further in this study. However, these data could be -
- pearfalyze .develop crude state-level aggregates regarding practitioner
. -informati e fér most, but not all-states.

n )
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-Many'stddies'of educationa1 know]edge intermediaries exist e. g5 ButTer

"and Pa1sley (1975) on- educat1on 11nkage programs, ‘Katter and Hu]] (1976 on edu-

’_cat1on information serv1ces, Madey, MOJowski and Strang (]977) on, State [educa-
t1on agency] Capac1ty Bu1]d1ng ProJespe"Emr1ck Peterson and Agarwala-Rogers
(]977) on NDN State Fac1]1tators and Deve]oper Demonstrators, Berman, McLaugh]1~4__4
et al, (1975, ]977) on federa] and state agency roles-1n sdpport1ng ]ocal educa¢

LN

tional change proJects, the R&D Ech:nge (1978) on the disseminationvand technical
1 0ff1ces, state, and 1ntermed1ate educat1on"

assistance act1v1t1es of.USOE Reg1o
agenciES; Lotto and C]ark'(1978) -on the d1ssem1nat1on and ut1]1zat1on ro]es of
schoo]s,_colleges, andhdeoartments_of education.* However, only a few of
these studiés'provide‘adeodate information on user impact or benefit aside
from tmpressionistic appraisa]s offered by the intermediaries.” Even. in those
1nstances where ut1l1zat1on data ex1st most stud1es suffer one or more of the
follow1ng defects they d1d not cover the entire U. S., 2) the samp]e sizes
'are too sma]] to prov1de reliable est1mates of aggregate measures of ut1]1za-

-

_t1on at state or local ]eve]s 3) probab1]Jty sampling methods were not emp]oyed
.or 4) data co]]ect1on methods were not suﬁ§1c1ently standardized or ‘rigorous-to
i _

assure un1form measurement of a]l cases.** '

©

* Thg content of these severa] studies are summar1zed in Hood (July 1978) or
" Emrjck ahd Peterson (June 1978). -

& o . .
** Among the studies cited Emrick, Peterson, “and Agarwala-Rogers (1977) comes
closest-to avo1d1ng these defeets, but 1t suffers .from very small state-

leve] sample sizes.

»




* CONTEXT DIMENSIONS .~ ;-
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Conceptual mapp1ng of the d1mens1ons of context 1nd1cators presents

ERUTEES L

'spec1al problems that"are d1fferent from those igonfronted in mapp1ng the pro-
tduct1on d1ssem1nat1on, or ut1l1zat1on doma1ns. Select1on of ¢onteéxt indica-
. ,«f’f : '

tors should be based on hypotheses concern1ng causal or explanatory var1ables

-_that may be related to other types of 1nd1cators or to relatloash1ps among

indicators. In general, context variables should representavarﬁables forces
1 or factors that may account for the d1str1but1on by geograph?cal or educat1on-

’ al sectors of quan1ty, qual1ty,_content, or process character1st1cs, or other
activities of selected product1on dissemination, or ut1l1zat1on (PDU) indica-

tors.

The following are some of the maJor categor1es of context variables that

N . amay prove to be useful.

Ind1v1dual popuJat1on data.-\Population data‘onqthe numbers of persons.

(all persons in an area, school age'groups, ethnic:groups; number of elementary

‘and secondary educat1Q£ school staff, number of l1brar1ans, etc.) may be related

to PDU indicators. Fo h1gher levels of aggregat1on, (e g., USOE regions or
states) many of these populat1on indicators are h1ghly 1ntercorrelated * They

can serve-as prox1es for 1nd1cators that may-be less access1ble>(e ges numbers
of university faculty that produce educat1onal documentat1on, number of educa-

t1onal agency staff that serve as consultants, number of potent1al "consumers"

or users of educational knowledge) T o
n : : .
‘..;«/T‘ i ) : o (_,-J
-

c * ‘It ‘may be ant1c1pated that at lower levels of aggregat1on (e.g., SMSA's), in-
‘ tercorrelations among populat1on variables will be less. Attention to selec=
W « tion of appropriate populationindicators (e.g., m1nor]t1es, fiﬁulty in schools
L3 é\" of education in public universities) will then be important.
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"DemOgraphic characteristics of populatiOns. These 1nd1cators are re]ated to

S popu]at1on counts, -and may be cons1dered as populat1on data. Examp]es m1ght

be the percentage of- the popu]atlon of an area that is m1nor1ty, that has com-
bv p]eted high schools, that is below the poverty 1eve] that is classified as '
| non_urban. Popu]atlon dens1ty and d1str1but1on data may also be relevant-to PDU
1nd1cators through their p0551b1e effect on social st1mu1at1on commun1cat1on
or ‘the time and costs requ1red to obtain or deliver persona] serv1ces. -~

Econom1c data. Capacity to suppart PDU act1v1ty may be re]ated to the

economic resources of a region or more dlrectly to measures of the amounts

of these resources that are allocated to educatlon or specific educat1ona]
sectors or act1v1t1es. In some cases 1t may be des1rab]e to adJust econom1c
data for d1fferences in cost of. ]1v1ng or - purchas1ng power 1n d1fferent areas.
'AdJustments—may a]so be needed 1f data are aggregated over d1fferent tife

per1ods. - e

(\,.

" Socioeconomic data. When popu]at1on and econom1c data are con51dered to-

gether var1ous types of socmp-economlc 1nd1cators may be con51dered Ind1ca-
tors qf this type may be employed to exaM1ne 1SSues of opportun1ty for access

or prob]ems relating to dlfferent 1 productlon or ut1]12at10n.
’ gr

Soc1o-pol1t1ca1 data. Conce1va ¥, pub]1c op1n1on poll data, espec1a1]y

if perta1n1ng to educatlonal 1SSUES‘ and other types of measures of soc1a1 or

-

political activity might be re]ated to factors support1ng or 1nh1b1tbng changes
or.- 1nnovat1ons in SChools or to the leve] and -type of PDU' ac%§v1ty. Spec1f1c

educatlon-related act1v1ty of state leglslatures boards. of education, or other
soc1a] or political bod1es may also be re]evant (e.g., a state pos1t1on on m1n1f*n

ma] competency test1ng, or state-leve] support for local school improvement

. ,('\ .

é{ -
'f [N ‘ .
- -

programs).
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Educational agencies data. The numbers, typeS«‘characteristics, physical i *\

N

— location, programs;'serv1ces functions, staffing, and funding of educational
agenc1es such as local education agencies, 1ntermediate serv1ce agencies, state
education agencies, college@ and univer51t$es, libraries_and information centers,

teacher centers, professional associations,.may have a bearing on PDU indicators.*

Implications for theADevelopment of Contextual lndicators

QfThis is perhaps the only;one'ofwthe four indicator_areas where there is
an abundansp'of:easily accessible.data aggregated conveniently at stateAand_
local levels of aggregationJ Federal sources for many demographic, social
and economic contextual indicators 1nclude the National Center for Educational
Statistics, the Bureau of the Census Bureau of Labor Statistics National ’ __S\
Center for Heatth Statistics, and Statistical Reporting Serv1ce of the Depart-’ |
ment of Agriculture. Although there may bé problems 1n obtaining data dis-

- aggregated to’ state or local levels, other potential sources specific to edu-
f”cation include statistical data collected by educational associations, e. g.
“American Council on Education, National Education Association American .
.fEducational Research Association; opinion polling firms, e. g. the Gallup

Poll National Opinion Research Center and various specitic educational- sur—g |

veys,_e.g.,-National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), the National
ALongitudial Study ofAEducationalAEffects (ProJect Talent) NCES Surveys of
Educational Institutions the NIE/NASSP Survey of Secondary School Princ1pals,
 the Sureau of'the Census Current Population Survey (CPS) and Survey of Income

and Education (SIE) the NEA Survey of the American Public School Teacher.

b

* When conSidering educational agency data the distinction between a context
indicator and P,D, or U indicators may depend on the specific Situation _
:  €@.9., the number of intermediate units in-a state might be used as .a dissem-‘
"~ ination structure indicator or as a context indicator. o

7/
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Finally, there'éppears to .be somelpotential'for-reanélysis of some_existing

t

~Mick, and Katter, 1976).

LT e
IR TP

datalsets,'e.g., the Evaluation bf-tge;National,Diffusign Network (Emrick,
Pétersdh,'and Agarwala-Rogers, 1977). or the Education Market_Survey (Hood,

.
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- ' EXPLORATORY DATA ANALYSES L

o

Can the conceptua] framework presented above help in des1gn1ng -and inter-
pret1ng stud1es of educat1ona] knowledge product1on d1ssem1nat1on, and ut1]1za-,
tion? WQ be]1eve the’ answer 1s a def1n1te yes. ‘The framework prov1des a multi-
d1mens1ona] "samp]1ng spﬁce" in wh1Ch var1ous 1nd1cators (1ndependent or de-
pendent var1ab]es) may be mapped Nhen 1nd1cators are mapped 1n th1s conceptual

o samp]rng space, 1t often becomes apparent that on]y small part(s) of ‘the space
are sampled, and often in pecu]1ar dens1t1es., Somet1mes 1t is poss1b]e to find
or deve]op add1t1ona] 1nd1cators in order to prov1de better coverage of the
region that 1s unddﬂ*cons1derat1on.. When th1s is not poss1b1e one at ]east .
has some sense of probab]e ]1m1ts for genera]1zat1on of f1nd1ngs. J'

The framework can”also be quite usefu] in suggest1ng ways to ref1ne aggre-'>

~-f1nd1cators‘and in con51der1ng ways to cross c]ass1fy var1ous types .of in-

The results of severa] ]1nes of exp]oratory data ana]yses are descr1bed in
two recent EDSSP reports. _ ' - A' . »
State and reg1ona] analyses. Hood and B]ackwe]] (]979) examined se]ected

\A

e state-]eve] and reg1on-1eve] product1on d1ssem1nat1on, and context 1nd1cators '

'

to answer the following- quest1ons e

() ; are selected 1ndﬂcators d1str1buted among the states and
o ions?

e ":‘o What is the re]at1onsh1p among 1nd1cators within.sets? Can
.~ more parsimonious factor scores.be created in order to reduce
the number of 1nd1cators within sets?. ' : .-

& ,ﬁ What is the re]at1onsh1p of 1ﬁd1cators or ‘indicator factor
scores across-sets? More particularly, to what extent can
contextua] indicators be used ‘to predict or account for vari-
ation among states or regions in their knowledge production
or knowledge ‘dissemination indicators? If 50, what do these

_ ~ predictions tell us? Perhaps as important, where do - we fa1] " -
e . to pred1ct7 What new indicators are needed? i ' . . "
: Gfd,gﬁ,:f o : ‘ - oo : 6;?' = . o
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o . Can. these 1nd1cator$ be emp]oyed to create typo]ogies of
' states that may- be usefu] for d1ssem1na§;on p]annlng or.

i

A

.'of 1ntermed1ate service agenc1es and- teacher centers, popu]at1on and schoo]

\
ex1stence -or status of a SEA state

—analysis? -

Pog.

o The data.analysesademonstrate that'there are substantialAand meaningfulr

d1fferences ‘among the reg1ons and the states,nn the quan1t1es of educat1ona1f

' freports and Journal art1c1es that they produce, in the document search services -
“and repos1tor1es that are avallable, and in a var1ety of human 11nk;§e and dis-

M sem1nat1on techn1ca1 ass1stance services that are prov1ded States and ‘regions

v

are a]so marked1y d1fferent on/ﬁﬁfarcontextual 1nd1cators. Factor ana]yses o

produced a sma]]er number of contextual 1nd1cator factor scores ‘that . can be -

: emp]oyed to accouht for s1gn1f1cant amounts of the between state var1at1on in ’

. allef th1rteen know]edge product1on and}d1ssem1nat1on 1nd1cators that were

used in th1s exp?oratory study. Exp1a1ned var1ances ranged from 15 percent to

' 79 percent.v Educat1ona1 system size and expend1tures for educat1on are espec1-A

a]]y powerfu] contextual factors that- account for over 60 percent of the state-
3
to state var1at1on in all 1nd1cators that are based on counts (e.g., documents °

* .
.produced search serv1ces, JORP approved prOJects) Other contextual factors

wthat add very modest 1ncrements of pred1ct1ve var1ance espec1a11y for qua11-

+

: tat1ve 1nd1cators of . d1ssem1nat1on capacity, 1nc1ude" presence and d1str1but1on

“system dens1ty, and popu]at1on change.' Pred1ct1on tended to be. best for document-

'-or1ented d1ssem1nat1on servicés ahd pporest for qua11tat1ve 1ndJcators such as

1ssem1nat1on p]an or an Ident1f1cat1on
ziv

5 Va11dat1on D1ssem1nat1on (IVD) process. Some spec1f1c resu]ts based on mu1t1p1e'“

regress10n ana]yses of data for the 50 states and the D1str1ct of Co]umb1a are:
e Three contextua] factors~account er,between_state variation .
in the number of RIE documents .in ERIC that were produced in
‘each state. Size of the educational system accounts for 66
percent of the covariance, educational expenditures adds 9
.percent -and population density adds -one percent.

. oo “‘Q" | \ ' - :-

g
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Pis

N Number of ERIC search services avai]able in each state are
‘also predicted primarily by size-(55%), and educational ex-
penditures ( » but teacher centers,” intermediate service
centers, an eater expenditure on-education relative to.
per capita‘ihcome add a small increment (4%) .

J -

° R&D Uti]*iation ProJecé/iinking agent numbers are not strong]y
predicted (32% totgl covariance); the predictors include:
f - size (16%), distribution of intermediate service agencies N
. (13%), educational expenditures (2%) and population increase :

L),
The report demonstrates that indicators can be used to create typoldgies

of states on the basis of a) contextual factors or b) dissemination structure

indicators. The°typologies,.a1though based on comp]ete]} independentfsets of

indicators, resu]t in a Simi]ar typing of most states. The typo]ogieS'appear

v

to be usefu] for se]ecting states for comparative case study. Analysis at the

regiona] level indicates that th& ten USOE regions a]so tend to'differ on many

of the same contextua] production and dissemination indicators, thus suggest-

ing that there are maJor regional effects that operate either directly on edu-.

cationa] knowledge production and dissemination or on under]ying contextua]

factors. o e .

Data base and metropo]itan/rura] area analyses. Paisley, Cirksena, and |

' But]er (]979) ana]yzed a number of indicators in two exploratory studies of

. information equitycfor five groups_(migrants, rural, women, disab]ed, and

minorities).

o

The first study-examipes the ERIC data base by cross-classification on

two dimensions, a) .subject matter content and b) audience orientation (a sub-

Y

.?$ dimension.of the knowl edge organization dimension) “The ERPE data base ana]y-

sis suggests that the literature pertaining to some groups mpy have less depth'

and breath document .for dogument, ‘than ]iterature pertaining to other groups.
"

The second equity isgues study examined the geographical distribution of

informatign programs. The.remarkable methodoiogical aspect of this study is

4
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thaf it i§ based on 334 SMSA/Rural'Areaé and on 251 SMSAs.* Although extensive

(,/’//f census and‘educational_statistitéﬂ’data are availableﬁgt'the SMSA level, the
ingeneous paff,of this sthdy was the creation of a‘reference file of SMSAs and
rural area aggregates to which sets of. three‘_digit postal -ZIP pref-ixés could

™ . . be attributed. Throuéh the ZIP prefix, various data on information sources

users,** colleges and universities, ang/state_capitals were fi

2 ATl

ed as.to geo-
phasgos

.graphic_location.

'Among_the interesting- findings are the following:

® The influence of urbanism (also found by Hood and Blackwell
in their, analyses at statg and regional levels of aggregation)
; 1s evident in the fact that larger numbers of resources and
" - 2 users are found in ‘larger cities. However, the presence of Y
A R - colleges and the location of the state capital also accounts
- -~ for more information programs, more ERIC <ollections and more
: users among smaller -SMSAs.
e The proportion of resources and the proportjon.of ,users are .
not distributed_in proportion to populations. It is in SMSA .
larger than one million, where 56 percent of the total num-
ber of educational dissemination programs serve 41 percent
of the population, and in rural areas, whére 11 percent of
_ the programs serve 27 percent of the population, that the dis-
! - proportion is ‘greatest. However, the number of ERIC collec- ' o
tions is proportionately greater than population on all SMSAs "
-7 smaller than one million. (The stronger correlation involv-
" ing ERIC collections is not with population but with presence.-
of collgges and universities.) : : ”
by ; . :

ysis of the distribution of women's resources shows

the larger SMSAs and for the majority of smaller SMSAs g
rural areas to have no women's resources.

o Multiple regression analyses show that 66 .percent of .thdig -
variance in the number of information programs in 334 SMSA/
rural areas is predicted by three variables. Number.of users .
alone accounts for 53 percent. Colleges and universities- e

\ v o v .

-t

" * SMSAs - Standard Metropolitan Stq;iétical Areas

K
.

>

** Users ifi this analysis are person residing in each SMSA/rural area #ho were
- identified in samples drawn from the mailing lists of five national informa-

” " "Ttion. programs. > | ‘
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account for another 8 percent and state capitals add 5 per- .
AT . cent. The fourth variable, urban size, adds nothing. When
- - - only the 251 SMSAs are analyzed, the covariance rises to 72
' gereent. “ R - .

.. ad - "

o Predicton of the number of ERIC collections availabTe in 334
SMSA/rural areas” shows that .number.of colleges/universities -
in the area accounts for 60 percent of the covariance, and
pumber users add 8 percent. ' Location of state capital and -
urbanism add nothing. When the 251 SMSAs alone are examined 2
numbers of users is the most powerful predictor, accounting ‘
for 67 percent of the covariance, number of colleges and uni-
versities adds another 10 percent ‘and location of state capital

' adds 2 percent. ‘.. IR . ' ,

© ' Other studies. The EDSSP staff are pursuing or/p]anning several Tines of

€ /
- ,,‘.,u

investig;tion, including:
A. Further §tudy 6f geographic distribution and relationships'among
‘J"Tindica;ors at three Tevels of,qggfegatiohe-regiongj, state, and SMSAs.
%ﬁvFurther examination of data on -the distribution of, and services pro- ‘
"»Vided to, special popﬁ]atjons (é.g:, minorities, handicapped, geograph-
ically isolated). | | ‘ |
C.'Deve]opment of indicators of uti]izdtion, apd'examination éfltheir -
use as "dependent" variables in éime series anély;es of state by state
trends ;ndntﬁeir‘causal dgtérminants{“‘ ' f

. . b B . . ~
D. Development,-and analysis of .the realiability of and use of subjective -

indicatoré‘(e.g., j@@gementa] ratings of:relative]y‘intangﬁb]e'quali-

ties such as "dissemination Teadership," or "technical effectiveness").
A - e - . .

R

Beve]zpﬁf‘

il of:mgtéHQStailed predictive or causal models designed to’
. ) N . . . :

“for regional or state variance in dissemination or utilization

5 , AN ) . B ) .
/\ . - .r ;‘“5"‘\» AR ) : ; . o
4 ERTE -lt‘d]c%\rs . = o ';,iﬁf"‘fﬁ -,:.‘._

: . PO _{, .; ’ - ) ERE ""J' N . . ‘ .

';',F.'Sensingity afalysis ofpthe'gpﬁgtPﬁty of model parameter estimates.
- \ ” C e *, - ": i";“" " '

'QUtfger cases to attempt to account for

bt .

; E i . 3
... G. Examfnation of residyal or’

&Hie reasons for poonifit between data and the predictive models._

»

’

N

.
&
.”
i 4 1
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-ex1st1ng know]edge pertaining to educational KPDU. They are part1cu1ar1y ex-

céNCLus;orr
Most data and information.on educational knowledge production, dissemina-'J
t1on and ut1]1zation (KPDU) are found in specific researach projects, case
studies surveys or program eva]uat1ons that are usually conf1ned to well de-
fined and o ten ]1mited areas of 1nvestlgat1on¢ When one attempts to organize

ot
the f1nd1ng from these severaT sources w1th1n a comprehensive conceptua11zat1on

" of KPDH thete are d1ff1cUTt1es in establishing the boundaries of the area of

1nvestigat1on or-the most 1mportant organizing parameters. or dimensions that
shou]d be considered Moreover, efforts to synthesize findings of various edu-

cational KPDU stud1es are ser1ous]y hampered because'ye Tack an acceptab]e

,l
-framework for estab11sh1ng similarities and differences along s1gn1f1cant dimen-

sions ot for determining how adequate]y various dimensions are represented.

-

And we have no,goog basis‘for indentifying major gabs in the field of knowledge

of KPDU. Finally, we run the risk of overgeneralizing from results that may

1nfact pertain to very limited KPDU areas. ‘ : jé~
[F¢ ‘
These prob]ems beset anyone who attempts to make sense of or act on,

~?

acerbat1ng to tﬁgse who attempt to deve]op 1ed 1nterpret KPDU indicators.

There are many d1sc1p11nes parad1gms, perspettives, theories, models,

‘ and other conceptua] systems for viewing. educat1ona] KPDU.* G1ven the 1mmense

-

complexity of th1s field, we view this diversity pos1t1ve1y, and see no hope or

need for ach1ev1ng one overarching, conceptua] framework that would replace or

* Pert1nent references have been cited throughout this paper. For comprehensive

- overviews with discussions see: Havelock (1969), Rogers and Shoemaker (1971),
Gross, Giacquinta and Berstein- (1971), Havelock and Lingwood (1973), Short
(1973), Shashkin, et al (1973), Galser, et al (1976), Nash and Culbertson
(1977) Zaltmap, FlorYo, and S1korsk1 (]977) and -Hood and Cates (1978).

3
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_ avf ' '
’1ntergrate a]l others. However, there is need for some kind of a taxonomic
rganizing the empirical contributions of
"

the various theories, models, d1sc1p11nes and parad1gms that have been or might

scheme to aid in sorting out and

J.

N

be employed, ‘and for organ1z1ng other data that have no apparent - conceptua]

'framework.

tf 3
({“"\

' ‘#‘%

, The framework offered in th1s paper represents an 1n1t1a1 attempt to iden-

tify some tjfonom1c d1mens1ops that seem to organ1ze most. pOWerfully and prac-

presented are listed" schematlcally in F1gure 5.

[

“&ﬂb_ FIGURE 5

DIMENSIONS OF EDUCATIONAL KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION, DISSEMINATION AND UTILIZATION

. UTILIZATION

~tically the many facets of educat1on;1 KPDU " The d1me{slpns that have been

S~

KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION . "KPDU
BASE ) STRUCTURES SETTING & OUTCOMES CONTEXTS
e Level " o Resource Type e Population

® Subject Matter
' Content

e Structure
e Form

o Formality
e Formats .
9 Collections

e Organization
e Tangibility
e Interactivity
o Separability
e Audience-
orientation

- ¢ Basis
e DiscipTined-
inquiry
® Sponsorship

e Base (Setting)

Services Provided

Focus of Services

e Client Interface

(Repeats Knowledge
Base; Dissemination
Outputs)

¢ User Type
e Organizational
e Situational
¢ Personal

® Source of Initiative e Purpose

eInputs
¢ Structures

¢ Outputs

-

@g Contexts

3

e Scale, Scbpe,
& Complexity

e Strategy, Tact1cs
& Methods

e [Methods of
- Inquiry]
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Data
-

‘e Demographic

Characteristics:

¢ Socioeconomic
Data

o Soc1opo]1t1ca]
Data

® Educational

Agency
Data




Please note that these part1cu1ar d1mens1ons have been selétted on thé

T

basis of the' ability Xorgamz the comp]ete doma1n of educat1or?ajl KPIUhg
i
ameworks may be far more useful for pursu1ng spec1f1c

,data. Other conceptual
lines of inquiry within a particular parad1gm. Hence, wefare not sugge§%1ng @-..;_
that this framework is anything more than a re]at1ve1x,comprehens1ve d1mehs1on-;'fnfl
a] taxonomy that may be usefu] for organ1z1ng KPDU data or for p]ann1ng the tAr.
scope of new studies. S ' \ *

Each of the first thfee sets ot dimensions (for knowledge base, dissem-
“ination stroctures, and utilization settings and outcomes) are self-contained,
conséouently there are,some'partial redundanctes across the dimensional sets.
Note that the fu]] set of knowledge base d1me jons may be conaidered in

\

ana1yzang the flnput" resources, of the dissemination structures set, and for

”

ana]yz1ng the "Resource Types" of the utilization set. Ihe.d1ssem1nat1on set
‘ .

and the utilization set are double linked, since analysis .of "Qutput" of the
dissemination set may incorporate all of the dimensions of the utilization set,
' whi]e~the “Resource Type" gf the utilization set reflects the client's view of

the'djssemination strUctures' “Client Interface".and its hOutputs.“ Although
these-]inkages‘exist, the_redundancies are not complete, e.g., the "Outputs" of
one or evem several dissemination structures may not equal the full set of Resoorce
Types of a particular utilization ﬁetting; the knowledge base that exists nationally
is not the same as the base that is accessible to a particular d1ssem1nat1on service

o

or a part1cu1ar c11ent group. For these reasons, we have de11berate1y reta1ned

-
7-,

oveflaps in the dimensional sets. . - -
Note g*éo that this entire set of dimensions focuse5~primarily on dissem-

ination and-on utilization. }le kngwledge production system is represented only .

YN




70

'terﬁs of. its know]edge base outputs.* The«ten dimensions assoc1ated with
Y o

. J ssem1nat1on structures appear to be the most complete, hojEVer the f1ve d1-

mens1ona] classes of the ut1112at1on set encompass many comp]ex sub d1mens1ons.
. L 4

“In various places throughout th1s paper we have given .examples. of how analy-

, ;"_ 0 sis in-terms of these d1menslgps can inform us concerning our knowledge of educa-

t1ona] KPDU For examp]e, most of our detailed 1nformat90n about the ed

the cogtent of know]edge that is commun1cated ora]]y of informa[ly.

we know a great deal ahout the wide variety of kinds of educational dissemination

services, we have very little comprehensive information_about the

-~

distributioﬁ'df'most non—library services. In the utilization doma1n we en-
counter a similar s1tuat1on, in which several lines of inquiry have _produced a
rich mass of desciptive 1nformat1on, but aside from relatively suﬁerficia] sur- (

vey data, we lack any kind of accurate nationwﬁde indicators of educational
¥ M . ]
knowledge utilization.

Despite these maJor problems concerning the ava11ab111ty of KPDU data,

exploratory studies suggest that it is possible and useful to develop and_

v

xJ '

~—analyze KPDU indicator data at three levels of aggregat1on regional, state,
and lTocal. The dygihs1ona1 taxonomy simply reminds us that there are sometimes

J

severe timits on our-ability to generalize KPDU findings.

r

k .

* Note that there is . no explicit point of input from dissemination or utilize-

- tion to the knowledge base because this is an incomplete set that cons1ders
only the’ outpu% part of knowledge production rather_than the ent1re produc-

tion process. - / .

o8



71

REFERENCES - o AN

Adiéf, I. Jr. A Survey of the Cabécity of Selected Urban School Districts To
~ Utilize and Disseminate Innovations in Educational Technology. San Fran-

cisco, CA: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development,
1978, : - - ' ' : -

APA - American‘ﬂéycho gica]AAssociation‘ Repofts of the American Psychological
. Association's Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology.

#  Washington, DC: Volume 1, Overview Report and Reports No. 1-9, December
" 1963; Volume 2;.Reports No. 10-15, December 1965.

‘Bavef, R.A. (ed.). Sotial Indicators. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1966:- °

Q0

Berman, P}, McLaugh1in, M. W., et a1. Federal Programs Supporting;Educationa]q v,

%ﬂg?ﬂg (8 Volumes). Santa.Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 1975 (Volumes > °
-5)5 1977 (Volumes 6-8). .. - o , . , _

Blackwell, L. R. and Hood, P. D. Program Intelligence Activities in Educational
' ~ Knowledge Utilization: A Comparison of Sensing, Feedforward, Monitoring,
and Evaluation Concepts in Five NIE-Sponsored Programs. San Francisco, CA:
Far West Laboratory for Educatjonal Research and Development, June 1978.
. ‘ ¥ Pe.

Brittain, J. M. Information.and Its Users: A Review With Special References
to the Social Sgiences;*@ﬂ%r‘Yor&& NY: John Wiley and Sgns, T970%

Brickell, H. M. Survey of State Education Department Reséarch, Development, '
Demonstration, Dissemination, and Evaluation, RDD&E, 1969-70. New York,
T .. NY: Institute for Educational DeveTopment, no date.

Butler, M. and Paisley, W. Cémﬁunicétion for Changé in Education: Educational

Linkage Programs in the T970"s. Stanford, CA: Stanford University, Insti-
tute for Communication Research, 1975..

. Butler, M. and Paisley, W, Factors Determining Roles and Functions of Educa-
o tional Linking Agents. Educational Knowledge Dissemination and Utilization

‘Occasional Paper Series. San Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory for
Educational Research and Development, 1978. :

" Cates, C. S. A Preliminary Inventory of Educational Linking Agent Functions
L . With Brief Explanations. San Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory for .
. Educational Research and Development, 1978. s

Chorness, M. H., Rittenhouse, C. H., and Heald, R. C.

-

Decision Processes and
Information Needs in Education: A Field Survey. Berkeley, CA: Far West

Laboratory for Educational Research and Development, 1968. ERIC (ED 026
748). . 3 . :

- , == .
- . . L3
» : |

pre
.

ES
Mo
.




. ﬁ,_a,, L g

0-”

Clark, D. L. and Guba, E. G. Research on Institutions of Teacher Educationg
' “An Institutional Self-Report on Knowledge Production and Utilization -
e Activities in Schools, Colleges, and Departments of Education," October
1976; "Contextual Factors Affecting Individual and Institutidpal Behavior
- in Schools, Colleges, and Departments of Education,” November 1976; ,
“Studies of Productivity in Knowledge.Production and Utilization by Schools
Colleges, and Departments of Education," November 1976; "Alternative '
Futures for Schools, Colleges, and Departments of Education," Mpril 1977.
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University. - S )l

o

Clemmer, R., et al. In&icatdfs ar!tatewide A.'snessment.” Denver, Co: . Coopera-
tive Accountability Project. 1974, (ERIC ED 091 869). Obtainable fiom
State Accountability Repository, 126 La?gggantreet, Madison; WI 53702. o

~ . Cobern, M., et al. Indicators of Educational Outcome. Washingten, .DC: George-
- town University, Public Services Lab and National Center. for Educational
- Statistics, 1973. - :

] ’ . .. K .o _'. .
Crandall, D.. "Training and Supporting Linking Agents." In Nash, N. and Culbert- ’
son, J. (ed%ﬁ), Linking Processes in Educational Improvement. Columbus,

OH: ‘University Council for Educational Administration, 1977.

Cronbach, L:ff;‘and Suppes,\P.;‘Research for Tomdfrows Schoo]s:v-Diséiplined
Inquiry.¥ér Education. Report of the National Academy o6f Education, Com-
mittee on Educational Research, MacMillian, 1969. 281 pp. ,

Culbertson, J. "A Nationwide Training System for Linking Agents in Education."
In Nash, N. and Culbertson, J- (eds.), Linking Processes in Educational
Improvement. Columbus, OH: “University Council for Educational Adminis-<
tration, 1977. L : _ :

»
o,

DAG -.Disseminatiop Analysis Group. DisSemination in Relation to Elementary
¢and Secondary Education: Final Report on the Dissemination Analysis Group

to the Dissemination Policy Council. Washington, DC: Office of the Assist%ﬁ

ang Secretary for Education, 1977. . ' A3

Dershimer, R. A. "The Edugational-Reseqrch Cunmunitf@s Its Communication ”i
~ Social Structures." April 1970. : e, B TN
t . C . . A .
’ DHEW - Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Toward A Social Report..
Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1969.

Elwell, A. and Dwyerd C. - The IVD Process-Myths and Facts. Portsmouth, NH:
National Association of State Advisory Councils, 1979. o

.
.t

Emﬁjhk, J. A. and Peteérson, S. M., A Synthesis of Findings' Across Five Recent
- Studies of Educational Dissemination and Change. Fducational Knowledge
Dissemination .and UtiTization Occasional Paper. Series. San Francisco, CA:
.=+ Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development, 1978. -

# R

Emrick, J. A., Peterson, S. M., and Agarwala-Rogers, R: Evaluation of the ) v
National Diffusion Network (two Volumes).: Menlo Park, CA; Stanford N

Research Institute, 1977. -




.;: .73 .

v

ETS - Educational Testing Service. Educational Indicators:, Monitoring the ”3ﬂuﬁ
“State of Education (Proceedings of the 1975 InVitationa1 Conference) s o
- Princetan, ‘NJ' Educational Testing SerVice, 1976.

"Ferris, A. Indicators of Trends in American Education. ‘New York,«NY: Russell
Sage Foundation, T969. . ' ' - .

Fry, B. M. Evaluation.Study of ERIC Products and Services. Bloomington, IN
Indiana University, March 1972 (Summary Volume ERIC ED 061 922; Volume 1
ERIC ED 060-923; Volume II ERIC ED 060 924; Volume IIT ERIC ED 060 925; - '
and Volume IV ERIC ED 060 926)

Gingras P. E. Vers 1' ece11ence4par 1 accreditation, 1970; Guide d'auto-
evaluation, 1971,,Gangras P. E., et Girard M. S'evaluer pour evoluer,

Montread, Canéda Cele D R.E., 1975,

Glaser, E. M. "Knowledge Transfer and Institutiona1 Change" ProfeSSional
Psychology, .1973. 4 pp. 434-444. | BT W\>

Grady, M. J. Using Indicators for Pro am.Acco ability. Denver CO o Coop-
~erative Accountability Project. Obtainable from State Accountabulity
.Repository, 126 Langdon Street, Madison, WI. 53702.

1

E

Gross, B. M. (ed.). Social Intelligence for America s Future. Boston, MA:

Allyn and Bacon 1969. . .

Gross, N., Giachinta J. B., and Berstein, M. Imp]ementing Organizational In-
novation: A Sociological Analysis of Planned Educational Change. New(
York, NY: Basic Books, 1977. .

-Guba, E. G. "Development, Diffu5ion and Evaluation.” 1In Eidell T. L. and
Kitchel, J. M. (eds. ) Knowiedge Production and Utilization in Educatijonal
Administration. Eugene, OR: Center for the Study of Educational Adminis-
tration, University of Oregon, 1968, pp. 36-37. o

Ha]i, 6. E. "The Concenns-Based Adoption Model." Austin, TX: R&D Center for
Teacher Education, 1974, ‘ _ - <:> S~

hall G. E., et-al. A Developmental Conceptualization of the. Adoption Process ﬂ/
within Educational Institutions. Ag;tin TX: R&D Center for Teacher Edu-‘g

- cation, T973.

|
Havelock;~R.-G "Dissemination and Trans]ation Roles." In Eidell, T. L. and
Kitchell, - J. M. (eds.). Knowledge Production and Uti1ization in Educational
Adninistration. Eugene, OR: Cenfer for the Advanced Study of Educational

\ Administration, 1968, pp. 64-119.

Havelock, R. G. P]anning foru Innovation Through Dissemination and Utilization
- of Know1edge. Ann Arbor, MI: Center for the Utilization of Scientific
Knowledge the UniverSity of Michigan 1969. .

Havelock, R. G. and Lindwood D. A. Research and Development Utilization Stra-
tegies and Functions: An Analytical Comparison of Four Systems. Ann Arbor,
MI: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan 1973.

R " .
' N . 7 - : ~ %’ T
4 ¢ 5
[N .
} 78 . e?ﬁ R
. A X S

\ '-’Q_



-

. Hood, P. D. '"Analytfc Sﬁmmary of Considerations Affecting Dissemination," (DAG
' Staff Paper). San Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory -for Educational
Research and Development, 1976. . R : .o

Hood, P. D. Dfsseminétion, Distribution, and Utilization of Laboratory Products..
-~ Berkeley, CA: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development,
1970. Available from ERIC (ED 066;839). v

Hood, P. D. "How Reéearth and D velopment of Educational Roles and Institu-
tional Structures Can FacilAtate Communication." Journal of Research.and
Development in Education, Volume 6, No. 4, Summer 1973. pp. 96-TT3..

Hopd, P. D. Statewide Educational Dissemiﬁation'ggpaCity:- A Review of Recent
; Literature and Current Information. San Francisco, CA: Far West Labora- -
~%%‘ tory for Educational Research and Déevelopment, August 1978.° ‘ '

Hood, P. D. and B]ackwe]l;-L. R. The Education Information Market Study. “San-
Franciseo, CA: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Develop-
"ment, 1976. . o ’ . o :

Hood, P. D. and Blackwell, L. R. Indftators of EducationaT'Knowledge Production,‘
Dissemination, and Utilization: Exploratory Data Analyses. San Francisco,
CA: Far West LaboratoFy for Educational Research and Development, 1979. -

Hood, ‘P. D. and Cates, C. S. Alternative Perspectives on Educational Dissem-
ination and .Linkage Activities. San Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory
~ for Educational Research and Development, 1978. - S : ’

Hood, P. D. and Hayé, T. C. Communication Program Survey. Berkeley, CA: Far
West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development, 1967. ERIC (ED
087 462). I B :

Hood, P. D., Mick, C., and Kafter, R. V. Study'of Information Requirements in
- Education: Volume II, A Mail Survey of User Information Reqirements. Santa. .
Monica, CA: System Development Corporation, October 1976. ERIC (ED 135

. ’( "

L 4.

Hu]l,-C;'C.uand Wanger, J. Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) |
" File Partitions Study. -Santa Monica, CA: System Development Corporation,
‘August\J972, ERIC (ED 067 520). - - .

B
I

INFROSS. _Information Requirements”of College of Education Lectures and School
Teachers. Bath, England: Bath University of Technology, University Library. -
AvailabTe from ERIC (ED 049 775), February 1971. '

Katter, R. V. and Hull, C. Survey of Education Information Services. System
Development Corporation, June 1976, ‘ _

Kotler, P., Calder, B. J., Sternthal, B., and Tybout, A. M. "A Marketing
-~ Approach to the Development and Dissemination of Educational Products.”
In §adndr, M., Hofler, D., and Rich, R. (eds.). Information and Exchange
’ "~ for Educational Innovations: Conceptual and Implementation Issues of A
Regional-Based Nationwide System. Evanston, IL: Center for the Inter-
-disciplinary Study of Science and Technology, Northwestern University,

- Dgcember 1977. ’

9 A

2 . T " {"




'..ﬁf;' ' | f'w 1.- ) w75 . o o #1?
e : o o _ P co
' ' S : S ' _ o _ R T B
Kromer; C. Regional .Information System for Educators, Instillation and Evalu-
e ,ation. Detroits MI: Michigan-Ohio Regional Educational Laboratory, Inc.,
o - "JuTy 1969, o T P ' S -

[

Lewin,ﬁk.v “Group Décféion and Social Change." _In Swanson, E. G., et a].,(éds.)@”t

‘Reading in Social Psychology. New York, NY: .Henry Holt and .Company, 1952,
pp. 459-473. » | | PR

Lieberman, A, "Li"kinglProcesses in Educational Changé:",.ln Nash, ‘N. and Cul--

bertson, J. (eds.). "Linking Processes in Educational” Improvement. . Columbus,

.- OH: University (ounciT for Educational ARdministration, 1977." R

Lin, N., Garvey, W. D., and Nelson, C. E.” "A Study of the Communication Struc-
ture of .Science." " In Nelson, C. E. and Pollock,-D. K. (edsa). Communica-
tion Among Scientists and Engineers: Lexington? MA: Heath Lexington Books, -
1970, pp..23-60.. 7 N : Lo R i

Lotto, L. and Clark, D.. '‘An Assessment of Current and Potential Capacity of
Schools of Education with Recommendations for Federal Support Strategies.
Educational Knowledge Dissemination Utilization Occasiona Paper Series.

San Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research’and Deve]- -

-

) -0 nt, ]978. : i > . el R ,‘\‘-,;"-'-'-_-:.

- ‘Louis, ‘K. and-Sieber, S. Burreaucracy in the Dispersed Organizatioi’ - Norwood,

NJ: Ab]gx,Publishing-Cqmpany, 1979. 1995 ISBN 089319 o18x.. N

Madey, D. L., Mojowski, C., and Strang, E. W. The State Capacity Building Pro-
gram: 1977 State Reports. Durham, NE: ~Nationdl:Testing Service, Ju]y 1977.

- Magisos, J.. H. Interpretation of Target Audienée‘NeeHs'jn the Design of Infor-
mation Dissemination Systems for Vocational Technical Education. " Columbus,
- OH: Ohio State University, 1971, ERIC (ED 061 417). . o

McCracken, J. D. The Utjlization of Information by State Supervision of Teacher
Education Personnel in Vocational and Technical Education, 1970. Available
from ERIC (ED 039 369]. ' - : o

Mersel, J., et al. Information Transfer in Education Research."Shérman Oaks,
- CA: Informatics, Inc.,_1966; AvailabTe from ERIC (ED 0TO 128).

Mick, C., Paisley, W., et al. Developing a Sensfng NetWork)for Information
Needs in Education. Stanford, CA: Stanford University, September 1972. -
Available from ER[CJ(ED 066 622). S '

Miles, M. B. and Lake;'D. "Se]f—Renewa] in-Schoollsystems: A.Strategy for
Planned Change." In Watson, G. (ed.). Concepts_for Social Change. .
Washington, DC: NTL Institute for Applied Behavioral Science,. 1967. ,

. Moore, D. R., et al. Assistance Strategies of'Six‘Groupé tﬁgt Facilitate
- Educational Change at the *School Community Level. -Chicago, IL: Center
.for New Schools, 1977. : - t )

&

Ne]son;_C._E.}’"Journal Publications of Materials Présgnted;at an Annual AERA"
' Meeting." Educational Researcher, 1972, 1 (8), 4-6(a). . .

-y . e
4;.}“. o 80 -




{

=y
[

Nelson, C.fE.WkﬂThe'Comﬁunication System"SUrréundfng'Archiva].Jodrna]s in Edu-

“cational Research.” Educational Researcher, 1972, 1.(9), 13-16(b).

Melson, C. E. ;The Post Meeting Jourpal Dissemination of Materials. Presented -
© - jat_the 1968 American Educational Research Association Annual Meeting.
- “Tampa, FL: University of South.Florida, 1970. . _

4

. . Nelson, C,'E;;,Garvey; W. D., and tin, N. '"Scientific.Information’Exchange

: - Surrounding the 1968 Annual Méeting of the American Educational Research
.. ‘Association.”" -American Educational Research Journal, Vol. 7, No. 2, pp.
©169-188. 7 - I an - o o :

Né]son;‘C;FEfnadeWikOff, C. "Continuity of Research Effort and Sources of
Scientific Information by Educational Researchers ¢y Paper read at AERA
Annual Meeting, 1973.. o R Bt B

NetWéfk, The. “A Stddy df Djééemination Effofts;Suppgrting_SEhool Improvement.”
o 'vAndOVer;ﬁMA. R . - : ' ' ’

" "NIE - National Institute of Education. 1976 Databook: The Status of Education
Research ard Development in the United States. - Washington, DC: - NIE, 1976.

Paisley, W. "Improving A ﬁield-Based 'ERIC;like%rInformation System." Journal .
. 'of the American Society of Information Science,-]97],'§§, 399-408.

Paisley, W., B]ackWe]],;L., Emrick, J. A., Rittenhouse; C., and Cooper, M.
' Cost Analysis of Educational Extension Services. San Francisco, CA: - ‘
- Far West Laboratory for Educationq] Research and Development, 1978,

‘Paislex, W., Cirksena, M. K., and Butler, M. Concepfua]iZation of Information
' Equity Issues in Education. San Francisco, CA: - Far West Laboratory for
- bducat tonal Research and Development, 1979. -

Paul,_D. Inter-Organizationa]'Arrangements for Dissemination: A Coneptual
Framework and Two T1Tustrative Case Studies.. San Francisco, CA: TFar West

Lahoratory for Educational Research and Development, 1978."
A ! ey . g

Piele, P. Review ahd Ana]ysis.of”fﬁg‘ROIe, Activities, and -T;
tional Linking Agents. Eugene, OR: University of Orego
house on Educational Management, 1975. . ' c

wining of Educa-
ERIC Clearing-

R&D Exchange. ‘An Overview of State Dissemination Activities, May 1978.

Rittenhouse, C. H. Educationa]llnfonmation'Uses~and'User. Menlo Park, CA:
Stanford Research Institute, 1970a, ERIC (ED 038 028). . : S
. 4 % ,

Rié}enhodse,”c. H. Innovation Problems and Information Needs of Educational
" Practitioners.. Menlo Park, CA: Stanford Research Institute, 1970b, ERIC .
i (ED -040 976). e . . -
Robértson,.T.'S. lhnovative Behavior ahd Commhnicéfion. New York, NY:  Holt-
Rinehart and Winston, 1971. I " :

~

V. 8




':”Rbgers,‘E;,M.. A Compafison_bf'Agritu]tﬂra1'Extéhsioﬁ in Five States: San.
"Francisco, CA: Far West Laboratery for Educational. Research and Devel-

: ~opment., 1978. , L S - . G T
o Rogers, E. M. Diffusion of Innovations. New York,_NY: Free -Press, 1962.

éogers, E. M. and Shbem@ker,-F. F, Communication of Innovations: A Cross o
- Cultural Approach. New York, NY: Free Press, 197T. - ; '

: Sasﬁkin, M.,vet'al. “A Comparison of Social énd‘Orgénizationa]LChange MQdé]S?ﬁ
»Information Flow and Data Use Processes." Psychological- Review, Vol. 3,
No. 5, May 1974, pp. 4-11. S } 2 '

g, Shalock, H. D., et al. The Oregon Studies in Research, Development, Diffusion, . ° -

= Eyaluation, Vol. 1, Summary Report. Monmouth, Oregon 973861. USDHEW National .~
- genter for Educational Research~and Development, March 1972. "Avaialable from, -
RIC (ED 066 837). . S ‘ ~ ' o

1don, E. B. and-Mbore,rw.ﬂE. (eds.). " Indicators of Social Change. New York, .
- 'NY:  Russell Sage, 19%8. - - B ~ - A

B Short, E.,§+ﬁfﬁknow1€ﬁ§e,Prodﬁctjbn,and Utifizatioh in PPculum: A Special Q‘-' :
+Case oY the General Phegg@menon." Review of Educatid®l Research, Vol. 43, - -

No. 3, Summer 1973;,g ;301.

Sfeber, S., Louis; K., and | ger, L. The Use 6f Educational Khow]edge; Eval-
uation of the Pilot’ State Dissemination Program (2 Volumes). New York, NY:-
Bureau of Applied Social ReSearch, Columbia University, 1972." ERIG (ED

1 065.739). N S : . - o

'Sikorski, L. and Hﬁtahin$4“CQ A Study bf'iheﬂFeasibility‘of-Marketing Program-
ming for Educational R& Products. San Francisco, CAT Far West Laboratory
for Educational Researach and Development,-July 1974. ERIC (ED 095 625).

Van Dusen, R. A. (ed.). Sécial Indicators 1973 A Review Symposium. - Washing-
IR ton, DC: Social Science Research Council, Center for Coordination of
- Research on Social Indicators, 1974, ' ' '

Walters, J. Indicators of Quality Obtained from an Analysis of ,Southern "L-
~ Association Accreditation Team Visits to Selected Public Jinior Colleges, i
University of Florida, T970. Obtained from University Microfilms, Ann  «
e Arbor, MI. - = B RN ' - :

“White, S. A. "Information Seeking; Opinion Leadership, and Sense of Powerless- ..

ness for. Different| Issues."” Paper .presénted at the National Seminar on
Adult Education Research, Chicago?th. Available from ERIC (ED 017 865);

1968. . ¥ 2.

: Za]tman,‘Qg,ahd‘Brookef; B. -"A New Look at the AdoptiOn”Process." Unpub1ished -
working paper, Nq!thwestern University, 1971. ° , B S
: . T T A w
Zaltman, G., Duncan, R., and Holbek, 'J. Innovations and Organizations. ‘New
York, NY: Wiley, 1973. o S T ‘

\

Zaifmﬁﬂsug;;-Flbh?b;;bl}fgnd'Sikorski; L.?_gynamiqAEducational"CHahge;_ N;w York,

- NY: Héffﬁéétpress@;ﬂ972tn; SV




M .comes pr1mar11y from two. sources~

v“\, ! ¢ . .7 tL
;,:.w : .. - . « ; . ) .
AP e © wi Y APPENDIX A
° - - .“ ' ,,' I " ‘ )

Y LM

© RESEARCHER-ORIENTED STUDIES -OF EDUCATIONAL KNOWLEDGE COMMUNIGATION; AND UTILIZATION

e v T ¥ oo [»
N - . A : Fooe : :

. ’ - ‘ ._‘
- - 'y : L ° . . .
S ® L . R M “ .

Informatxon concern1ng know)edge ut111;ataon by educat1ona1 R&D personnel

. ) »

/behav1or of - educatlona] researchers, and ‘user- needs*studles wh1ch have treated

'\1

educatlonal,researchers as one. of

S .
.Lnﬁwﬂw' a9 Severa1 ubgroups w1th a few excgpt1ons;

"L 2\. {« X
the focus has been on researchers, as opposed/to ieve;jzment d1ssem1nat1on
K3 AJ»-

:- or- evaTuat1on persbnne]. Morgover, our 1nformat1 n i ,yp1cally b1ased toward

S and USE ex1sts 1n areas

'

hr;r.such as sc1ence, eng1neer1ng, and psychology, data regardlng commun1cat1on and

T

lnformatron use°w1th1n educat1ona] R&D is re]atlve]y recent (Dershrmer ]970

Ne]sbn, Garvey, and L1n, 1970 Ne]son ]970 1972a ]9zsb Short 1973)

The p1cture of 1nformat1on flow that has begq. to emerge is, general]y simi- .
]dF to that pro&ﬁced by other stud1es 1n the social sc1ences (e g.,\Br1tta1n
1570 APA ]963i L1n Garvey, and Nelson, ]970) These stud1es, wh1ch focus '
chiefly on annual profess1onal meet1ngs and forma] pub]Jcat1ons prd@1de the
ngollowing character1zationj’“ R SR 0. _ _ - "fr. e
L5, Y, The, sc1ent1f1c?commun1cat16n system ‘in education does not . ; :
ot T Y differ great]y from” other dfsc1p11nes but it does /seem to, .~ ¢
P embrace much more random 1nformat1on e——ﬁange. B &
- ;.}.ﬁ ‘ . "’"lgq ' g - ;'(,-,f,l\,’;’.; J ._ ’ o ke i’ ’

enxe‘t of th1s bias is, unknown ut may- be gauged very rough]ytby data
1t ex v In. the Oregon Studies in” ducat1onal ROD&E éShalock, et al, pages ,
) wh: 3 shdg,fhat 40 percént of prg{ess1onll RDD

atgaj], and another 2] 'percent ‘had ‘published. no more ‘thap’ three

_‘jbe]onged to any profess1ona]

-

analyses of formal and 1nformaT commun1cat1onv

E‘P"OJect'-'ﬁersonne] had . ¢

. ) : . _&.
o the more aetwe researchers iho pubhsh and a&a%c: nat1ona] mee‘tmgs.* A]though o
;“‘ a substantval body of : research on 1nformatlon ee

¥



TER

. S . .
iy e :

: The 1nterval between 1ncept1on of work and pg? ntatron at
'+ a national meeting.is generally Tonger ‘in the ‘$dtial: 11 sciences

. d%’_é than—in the physical sciences. Nearly three years elapse ,“
s ¥ . Between incéption of work and Journal: presentat1on and,:

= . another .ypar.or two may elapse before the work is 1ndexed+- ;‘ -
=7 and reviewed.: Consequently, sour latest : -knowl edge’ product1onpﬁ' A -
1nd1cators may- be ref]ect?%Blresearch work _that, on theﬁaverh B -
age, was commenCed four or f1ve yearif“rev1OUS1y. I
. 5 ,
S ) 3. Lihe 1nforma]‘aetwork assoc1ated w1th fremeet1ng and” pngbq
S , 11cat1on 1nformat1on exchdange is poorly structured ‘e. G o
: C oy - Sgrcent of -authors publishing in seyen core educig( 3
a] résearch Jodrna]s ‘distributed preprints: andgon]y -
: - : percent had made oral. reports on:the"contents oﬁathélr'lo"
SRS ) articles. - These prepub]1cat]on exchange rates; for””
Ny : ' cation researchers are among the 1owest of. a]] dﬂsciph
S <€f" ;hat have been stud1ed. T - . ‘,,
: Co : 4 ; ¥
4, The forma] pub]1cai1on system in educat1dn 1s ext
,"  diffuse. -CIJE Lndexes ove;ggoo per1od1cals. ,St gfes gy

" Carnot Nel3en and Others s that rebder*un S
read 18 to 20-"journal's to ¢bwer one- 11f the'- JourﬁﬁT‘SOQI, 5
for-rqsearcﬁfrbporfed at” AERA annual ieet{xgs, * Thegjb_ al:
- 5 11teratnre if education is, typ1f1ed by anﬁart1cle whﬁp £l A
et fports the Mesults of a single stugy, done, by an author:wpa,”
e ‘never pUb]1shed anything else-inithe: aé%&g A]thou “there /!/
L ] is evidence for*much tighter commimication: among pg rs stegt
I v_;., YJ,‘ active researghers-in :the "séhe ggea," mast: of- the&ed atlo
CoE R ji.research literature is produced 4dy ndividuals’ Operﬁ ing-at= .
S L fiost completely independent: of ¢ oge! informa] commanlcatmon
A w1th othér 1nvest1gators. o ,ji 1'; G e

Stud1es of 1nfonnat1§% use dur1ng theigonduct of<an educa- ~
. _ ;tional research project (see immediately below)’ suggest- that
L ﬁ., external sources of 1nfor$at1on Are not often sought dur1ng
' - - “the p]ann1ng-stages, and that most . 1nfo’hat1on seeking is
ST . . conf1ned to the 1at\r analys1s and report oreparat1on stages.
‘. . 4 N . L
6. These stud1es suggest that the great maJor1ty of3 but;not a]], ‘ 3
o educat1ona1 researchers operate in’ poorly structured commun -
: © cdtion env1ronments that apparent]xﬁdo not strongly support
.y . or, encourage effectgve knowledge utiTization during project T S
A o p]ann1ng stages or effect1ve commun1cat1on of resu]ts on 7
. prOJect comp]etlon. '.'J“ LT S -

N - Ne]son and Wickoff (1973) prov1de a deta11ed p1cture of information needs

9
i

b _dv,q.' “and sources: used as a" function. ofatype of researchh%ct1v1t1es as reported by \‘
S ne b i .

e - 260 authors who had dub11shed Lint seven "core" educat1ona1 resaarch Journa]s ¢ .

1_(“, o “‘ L4 :

over a. 26 monéh per1od This study of 1nfqrmat1on use'1n*educat1ona1.research '
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is among the most - comprehen51ve to be undertaken in thIS area, The stages of S

research—and—the perceﬁfage of t1mes that the authors stated that they especiai]y

needed and- sought 1nformat10n beyond the1r own knowledge at that stage - 1n the1r

"3sear°h are d1sp1ayed i Tab]e L

& o T e e i
. ” ) : - . . . . L .

Y TABLE.A-1

i . .

) . x R X : . Vo AL N 4
= S . e . » Fee
l'. P L ) . . : -" ) -".' «
L | ﬁ’»» |

__;‘__:i_" . USE OF INFORMATION.DURING THE CONDUCT OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH PROJECT

. ) “ . . )
. . P .. PR . X

. . . PO L o | .
e -, Stage of Research -~ “Proportional Use (2)

Iy Pre]iminary P]anning L o 4,4=.'
B '“EL’Preparat1on of Proposal ‘_ . J__o_;?713;3J

Conceptua] R’bnning - ﬂ . - ¥R§?5

‘ Apparatus DeSIQH P]ann1ng . L 21.0].

/Study Des1gn P1ann1ng e

Other P]annfng S .“. ',vf]f3i
i : : N - ‘ . 2¢“ ' '
| : lapalbbrat1on Prete51t1ng, etc. | - ,},95

=" Preliminary E;peri ntation, L'.

' | | | L 18.2 Coliection  ~.
:='-§“;é' . Field Tridls; or ckups ' ¥ 8.9 P :

L&

R | R R o
st : coplect10n_qf Data N _:,’i\\‘& 7.4 ' A » _
{Iﬁ— B s T (X . v i ‘b 7 . A ¢ : ‘;;i . i R
,‘ R ] < il ‘» . . \ ) " . e .

, . - j / ’ ."f L ) -:_ - .

e _ Ana1y515 of Results 4 - B » 9.0 - e

% : .l L S 24.1 Analysis
> InterpretatIon oﬁ Rgsults ) ST

& Preparaiﬁon of Report ; k'Ef””_ ' ‘ﬂ'f37.7f . 37.7 Reporting
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" The potent1a] va]ue of the classlf1cat1on of 1nfonnat1on need by stage.o

‘, research 1s c]ear]y ev1denced in thts table which 1nd1cates that on1y a f1fth ;‘”5

- N

'of Ilb 1nformat1on these 260,authors sought was requ1red dur1ng research plan-
2

.ning stages, whereas over s1xty percent of the 1nformataon was sought dur1ng

yana]ys1s -or report preparaf1on stages. The Nelson and w1koff study also 1nd1-

' cates that . educat1ona] researchérs encounter a w1de var1ety of 1nformat1on needs.

™ See Table A- 2. ’TNote that pquhntages reported in Table -A-2 exceed 100 because _
- L. H (# ,.
_ the same 1nformat1on seek1ng actfv1ty may be c}ass1f1ed as meet1ng more . than one -

-

WL “::'class of 1nformat1on needs ) The Nelson and W1koff study also prov1des severa]
ﬁ‘cross %]ass1f1cat?%ns (e. g., 1nformat1on need as a funct1on of stage of research
B R Co :
o ' 1nf‘dhnat1on source as a funch/n of stage of research)
DR A S T TABLE A2 .
- . - D - ' . = -
ST AUTHR'S INFORMATION NEEDS S
X - . N . *
P ,;p‘“'“ \ ' S T
il -g SRR » Percent * *
o _ Percept1on or def1n1t1on of. prob]em O N a 38.5 Tk ;'Y .
- s . '.w# ,,l . ’» . B " . ,. "‘:‘ ; '_" " '."v
, Formu]at? sc1ent1f1c or techn1ca] solut1on E 8.1 = = ) '
tz _,i- ' Place work in proper context w1th s1m1lar work ,~{‘ ’ ‘47.§' i DR
. * Relate work’ to ongo1ng woj - | | 43.8 :
o Select des1gn stratev; {h. 29020 o )
g?” v . Select data gather1ngg . 204
S lDes1gn equipment ofy ap aratus . R 'x@r16f7‘e
" Chﬂose data an;3&51s t hniqué T e g" 344 - -
‘Enab]e 1ntrepretat1on f data. - - 3 R 2.8 . .
Integrate f;nd1ngs 1nto cunn!ﬂt state of "~ - 7 38.5 - .
know]edge n area we * T

.

3

ok Pengint totals more than 1Q9.s1hce the same 1nformatﬁgg_search may be

- - ass iated w1th more. than one need S . LT . v e
. . 5 - ‘e . >
L Lo - : o A v . NE s [P ' .
SN S S o L N . NLoD o v
. ‘{"‘.‘? Lo . . P i C‘ . . .\‘ 86 o U , &f‘ '
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“In ge‘-nera] the 1nformat“lorr ut111zat1on behav1or of pract1t1‘oners aﬂd of
'other types of educat1onal groups has not been studle'd as c1ose1y as that of |
- X

Jeducatwna] resgarchers. However a number of stud1es are avaﬂab]e (Merse-]

11966 Hbod a nd Hayes, R'ttenhouse and He ds 1968 White,

{1967 chdrness

1968; K mer *? INFROSS, 197?-

,Mlck,,P@]ey, et a'[ , 1972
| 1976 Hood M1ck, and .
conducted for many d1fferent pur-
. que t1_on\g) and types of. analyses, some -
" tﬁ',ans can be 8 ed name]y. e ¥~
/. .‘ .
_ (e'.g. teach mstructmna] sup-~
' ors gOVernan groups) oceﬁpy dif- -
- dy. man; ent ro'Les. These dif- ‘
: iif : ' anforma- '
)
| Rocatied or ol - When “yracty A ontainepdy: }I
: R&D-&ase;t intormati@ff-they offen w“u- - that ¢it: 15“1 el
able: ; -1ghgthy, or:not - presented in.g&st) RN
'!:'.‘ , ) \ r-."._-. . i ‘.J;-i‘v-
Foao3a '
L '- ave ser1ous1y restricted t1me Ty .
R . R og v / Compeundmg this ‘probl ' raP
B "‘\ h _ ost pract}oners.have had relatiyely.® ttle
o forma] training inf informatiom search and retrieval. More-- _
o T o overg the organizational, .social,-and culturdl systems of . , ¥
AR ..A’f?‘,';-'_ most educat%naﬁ pract1oners provuie relath]y few rewards
% i g 3 ¢,, A e . S
b ~_: ., B 87 . & o ». Yy . a.
) 4 ) \’ i ' ) B ’ ’ ' . : 4 M ® ’ oo :
VN Lo U .




fng‘and USe,is typi-f

I - external source of

*'Generd]Jy
‘oWl organization notes or files in own office, personal
bwary, . Jourﬁa1s, newsletters, memos and correspondence)
, are~ the\mgst\freQUently‘used sources. "Contacts (face-to-
' . face or by tedephone). with people in' other organizations
follow; Next :come.-more--fprmal 1nformat1on sBurces (1ibrary
v . . or.resource center in own organ1zat1on‘ office, department
> *}Tﬁ, or organization files). . Conventions, prgfzs51onal associa-
. tion meetings and workshops ‘seminars an
: o .+ 3 are mich less”fmequently . used. Textbogks, reference book#,
. RS and curriculum materials are frequentLy used by all practi-’
t . "tiopers directly.concerned with instructjion, but are far
xf_‘ less frequently-used by other types of educat1onal groups.

~ tton’services that are.not. close by, and abstracts, indexes
and b1bl1o§r phie _used much less frequent&y by most '

pattern of relat1ve frequency—of uselaf

\ s 5. MWithin this §enerd

. * - different sourdes
b .« —to the individ . position or role: sInstructional staff
= ~’curriculum materials and, relat1ve to-other educat1onal

to-face: discussions and- te]ephone ‘€alls). Adm1n1strators
by ‘contrast :make substantial usge of all 1nterpersonal'
sourges am re also heavy asérs of memos, correspondence,

_i}= ~ (local’ andystat sschool board members, state’ leg1s1ato

U.S. Congressigh¥l . aides) dispiay great:similarity in sources S

s not ‘used frequentl s(esg.,. abstfacts, “indexes, and biblio-
/ ’ L ~ graphies; cumgiculum materddls; personal l1brary, conven-
M . tions and p#ofess1ona] meethgs)

& ':r‘

§\ O 'H1th a few except1ons, educatlonal pract1oner:EW1th magi fes— -

L ?}y different work activities, requ1r1ng differept types of
s - tnformation and with markedly different, prefere ces for
Sl ey ’7\f-m” types of s3urces, display many s1m1lar1t1es in the reasons
: ‘. *.. they.give for their preferences; “for the differents sources
. « . -they use.  Regardless of the- typeioi\§gyrce preferred, most
o practitioners are 1ikgly to turn to this source betause the
AN ‘HE_,. '. - source:: 1) is Tikely to have the wanted 1nformat1on, 2) is
- o near at hand or easily, décessible,.3) is respons1ve to -the
‘ S . individual®s particular:problem or question, 4) ‘is’ ea%y to
&7 - use, and:5) is usually;avgitable when needed. By’contrast
' - . among ‘the leaSt impgrtant characteristics of a preferred
T - source is that it "is.objective, impartial, no¥ bjased;
! a ;¢;/// g free or- 1nexpens1ve,‘or is: complete or comprehen51ve.

\ s g ‘ s
fgéhe ]85 ea31ly access1ble spurces Qpeople in

graduate courses -

- Technical reports, libraries; resource centers, or .informa-

;> _tend to be more frequent users of labrarles textbooks, and

-“groups, less freguent users.of, 1ntenpersonal sources (face—v

. -

here- are sighificant differences according -

z‘and%own 0 eqfandﬁhmgan1zat1on files. - Governance grog@ 53,»”

o




Among d1fferent educat1ona1 1nformat1on ‘user. pas1t1Qns there“ '

-_'/-v', '+ are statistically significafit differences in.need for ififorma- -

tion for different purposes, thus confirming a possibly_ ob-

ous_assumptlnn_that_dlfferent_types_of_usens_would_have

IR , \/ ifferent purpoSes for seeking information. Howewer, des- . - &
. p -

8.

: so]v1pg problems are also relatjvely high in need for infor--

T onlyp

S usk or_users' ratings of"importance of i

ite these significant differengces, a strong general pattern
tends to characterize most. user-groups. Overall, the’purpose
which shows -the. grquest n@p& for fthrmatTon is keeping ..
aware of deve]opments and activities in gducation. The sec-.
ond most important.is need for hqformat1gtoto find specifi -
answers to questions arising in relattfon the ifdividualls R
. own work Ident1fy1ng new sources of assistance for improve-

1ng one s own work and developing alternative approaches to é&

matlon. By contrast, mest pract1t1oner .user groups have
erate or small nee?’;or information in order to pre—

panef.eportﬁﬁ\art1cles or Qpeeches.

*Aside from genera] 1nformat1on about relat1ve frequehE; of
‘;{Qrmat1on for dif-

XN
o

ferent purposes, we have relatively 1it4

t cerning actual use or benefit. .The Edhﬁ@}ion Informat1oh ‘ e

2

ﬁ

e_'

.rea]]y needed.. Or9yal

_ 1nformat1on in some

" less than a hundred pers “per®year come to them seeki
~information, school prin¢ipals average two hundted

“average closer to eight,or nime hundredgpersons(a year,

Market®Study (Hood and Blackwell, 1976) baseq om: figld in-

" terviews with 137 key educational informatin - uSees, repre- -

-senting 18 different. educat1ona1_;oles and@ b“aag’“z
40 commun1t1es throughout ‘the U.S., sugg{;__f'

in which they werg:;

”‘nd1§ated that the Qr1 '--
rnd1ngs to.. others,

'mar¥ end use was 8
another 27 percend
larger communicatio

P oWevay -
said they passed this "cr1t1dh ncident" 1nfd¥mat1on on to

. _"I
-others3>of those passing it od “26 percent passed % .along

-to othqé; as is, 38 percent summarized it, 30.-percent:inter- _
reted or. eva]uated it, andwﬁ #"qt gave resiEnses that C g
cou]d not be c]ass1f1ed.- » _ s °

ser}groﬁps d1ffer both in the ' u_er of persons that come_{irﬂ'
o them for information and|in hogkthey trans®rm informa- =
tion that .they provide 'to others. JeacHers estimate that , *

a year, state-and local educat1bn agency staff ?"ort an .

while state-and local schdpl board memBers -average betweén
four and five Mindred persons a year. Schoql piriaci
(and U.S# Congressional aides) interpret o;jevaluate nearly
al1 the "cr1t1ca1 1nc1dent" 1q§grmat1on they

@

: A
( provided tor .~ ®



»'dthers.

Other groups which tend to. 1nterpret or.at least

summarize much of the information they provide to others in-

clude:

information_center cfaff

college of- edication faculty, state agency staff,
sy 1sons_of_1nstruct1on -and-<.

- schoal district staff. Amon
‘ensity to pass 1nformat1on‘£§ong to ot
~ interest group representatives,
state legislators,
mation staff.
are that the information requester may not- be, -and mest
- probably is not, the u1t1mate end uSer.

9.

‘tHe groummth greater prop-

as is" are special- e
1ntermed1ate unit staff,
and state agency d1ssem1nat1on ®nd 1nfor-
Perhaps the major. $19nif1cance of these data

v
ap

4

’_'.‘ - . : ‘.

Regard1ng ulitmate end use, the P1lot State Demqstrat1on ‘
. Program (Sieber, Louis, and Met zger, 1972) at least provides ,
. -a rough index of utilization based on 682:client .xequests '
"~ “"in the three¢ PSDP states, Approximately”50 percent could ' hp
"identify no specific use or few benefits derived from the -~ =~ '
information that was delivered. ‘The remaining 40 percent - ) ‘
. jdentified some use; but only.géVen percent could tdentify.-
~'a specific practice or prog;amgthat was implemented, 14 per--
~ ent identified other generat uses (e.g., planning or proposal

- wWriting).
d1t1ona]
them:

l are the
(57%) I
(51%) It

. (38%) It
: . .234% It

LD ) 30%) It

P R 529%) It

s ’ (21%) It

26%) It

and also chegked a higher ‘than median number of-ad-
ways in wi¥cl the .information or assistance helped
ong.‘the most fﬂeqhent benef1ts c1ted by PSDP c11ents_

foﬂowmg.@ - #
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learned. someth1ng new sl n L e ¥
gave me new resources;fol. elptng othen: staff members
provided fone of fouriihp¥ 1ﬁJc p 11 bgnef1ts
made @y job easier. RghMRe . .1 ’ﬂ ’
helped with affadmini€tme em
improved- my skﬂ]si 4 o
helped in preparing a speect, ?eport or. art1c1e
helped me to have,greater self conf1d%nce-,g"
he]ped me develop 1nstruct1ona1 packages.

\; Cor

K ‘ - (19%) It
Most pract1t1oneﬂb'd1splay an: amnual cyc]e oﬁﬁ%n rmat1on ' g
use cf respond1ng to the sphgo] ‘calendar. - Mot "_ '
rises harpiy in September, #rops off" slowly’ tcz_ .
T s rises aga1n in Janugry, and is 5% average 1evb%

_ ’ Needs. in June, July, and- August are about. half tHat?fo
S ' remainder of the year. . Other ca]endar cyc]es existifor

legislative and fiscal act1v1t1es but th,esi)yclas. are 1o
’ ) b B 4 .

well documented




