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" Foreword
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This research represents a gollaborative effort over an eighteen~

‘c ’ '
' . S
month period. While the chapters were written by separate authors, the
" theory, conpepts; methods, and data collection were a cooperative effort.
’ L 2 . ‘ ’ ¢

For example, the questionnaire used in Chapter III contains items dev%ied

biyeach member of the team, Professor Michael Kirst, (SU) was project

. .t . »
director and coordinator. *Professor Arnold Meltsner (UC) was the frime

overall conceptual leader. The chapter authors (Wilson, Ba¥dach, Bella-
» M N

vita) bearvresponsibiLity'for their written work, but ackno&iedge the
advice of Kirst'and Meltsmer, ’ iy

4 . .
. ~
- * « ¢ .

. , L 4
The various chapters can stand alone, but draw insights from each

other. We plén to distribu;é the various chapters to different audiences.

-

o. ) .
*  But we urge readers ti\follow Bardach's. theoretical base throughout the

several chapters. o ’
R *

/) . ‘. .

- A ‘- - ¢ '

. - While the report includes an extensive literature review, we found

much of the 'literature inadequate apd unduly pessimistic about tgé connec-
e '

tion between poligy research and state education policyﬁakfngt We hope
this study stfmulatgs some new ways oﬁ'tﬁinking about this.vital‘areaﬁ

£
-




INTRODUCTION
. . ) -
Disseminating sosial science research to edué;tignal polisy—
m;kegs is a )'kdy.ungertain undertaking. Little in the way of
theory exists to guide ifs practice (Dunn, 1980). Scholars have

posited models to explain research-policy ties (Weiss, 1979; Walker,
1981;_Kirst, 1980; Kirst, Peterson, and Encarnation, 1951), but none
have been tested. Empirical studies have: been undertaken to pinp&int
thé factors that enhance or impede the use of scholarly research.in
public affairsl. However, such research is relatively new, and many

of the findingé?are céntradictory or inconclusive, partic;}arly when
applied to discrete policy issues or audience groups. Very few studies,

.

for example, have focused exclusively on the dissemination of educational

e - . N

p&licy research to state.leveliaudiences.

‘This lack of information on dissemination t:\state policy-make;s

)

is of special.concern in education. ébere, the policy-making apgaratus

has yndergone harked chaqges in the past decade (Kirst-and Ggrps, 1980).
The numbers and ;ypes of professionals involved in setting and monitor-
ing educgtional policies have burgeoned (Hécloz 1978) . The financing

of education is in a state of flux (Odden, 1980). Even the basic premise

of schooling as a public good ié under question (Tyack, Kirst and. Ransot)

3
-

1979). Moreover, the current administration®s efforts to reduce the

federal role in education may precipitate uﬁprecédented policy debates

el L

id.the States. Seldom Hé%e policy-makers there so needed the guidance

. i - .
that information, methodically collected and object&y analyzed,

. o

4
might give:

[
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_but they differ in opinion about solétions. Some aver that&disseminé-

i

At the same time, never has so much research of potential use

.

to educatjional decision-makers been available. [Federal investments %

4 s

] ’

in social science research curfently exceed $2 billion per year, triple

‘In\real terms the amourft spent in 1960 (Vational Research Council, 1978).

\ -

The field gf educational research,. 80% of which is federally funded, has .

undg%gone similar growth (Raizen, 1980). An entire system of federally
» .

funded educational research labs and centers and intermediary technical

assistance agencies has evolved in the past decade. Quasi-public organi-

) -+ . N - .
zations such as the Education Commission of the States and the Institute !

¢

L]
for Educational Leadership produce and disseminaé%?research for educational '
. N . £ i
Dolicv-makers. So do universities, EOundations,.private research firms,
-
grdfessional assoc1at10ns and a 1arge number of special, 1nterest groups

directly or indirectly concerned about public education. It would seem

that no-educational policy-maker would lack for reseach’ information to .
. 1 ‘ i

'guide decision-making.

Yet, pervasive among policy-makers and researchers alike is the

. f - . '
- feeling’ that social science 1s not used.effectively to inform educational

policy decisions.3 Most commentators Ppinpoint dissemination as the problem,
. . [}

o . B ¥ : / -
tion cannot work. eThey claim that nolicv—makers ahd researchers live

An. dxfferent worlds ﬁith conflicting values, language and rewards (Rein \\\
Q

N
qnd White, 1976). They lack contact. with and do not trust one another.

Becadse the two groups differ in the way they ask questions, solve’

problehs‘enﬁ use information, the products of the former are unlikely
. L A
. ;L &
to be used in the work of thg, latter. Adherents of this view suggest °
. L 3
‘ that educacional policy evolves dut of develo?ments "quite unrelated

>

to sociél science" and possibly ' unrelated to reason'\ (Schorr, 1978) 2
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. I's . .
Not all-analysts of poficy communication agree that improved ° .

. ~exchanges bétween tesearchers and policy-makers arle iﬁpossible. This

- L3
group posits three arguments as to why dissemination might be able to

bridge the preéumgd gap. First, evidence does exist in the cgamdnica-
. z -

. . ] tions literdture that information can be made more usable for target . ’

audiences (Zahman, et.al., 1979). This would suggest that research
S .

+ .formats could bk altered in some way to fit the information needs of

-
policy-makers. Recent empirical investigations indicate that some .

research does get used sometimes-by some who work in policy arenas.

, Apparently, under certain conditions policy-makers have a need for

3
’ .

‘ . . ) - AN -
. research informgtion. Finally, tomparative studies reveal that R

) \ federal agencies sponsqring social science research have, until very.

.

e recently,/§ignificantly underinvested in dissemination as compared .

“%

%/ . . 3 ' .
to their counterparts in the private sector (Raizen, 1979). The .- ‘

conclusion of this.group is that dissemination may be the answer to S

R . . -

better policy communication if tried properly. The ﬁroﬁlem has '

[ 4
a ER - .

. [y . - 1]
been that sufficient resources and talent have not been edrmarked ’ - .

s - v

' for research dissemination for policy use. . . i -

S ' I o
To these two views of palicy communication problems a thizd .t

.
* .

has been added. Recentiy, a number’of analysts have po}nted out - T

that, while there probably is a need for‘iéprovementS'in the‘policy €

N n

) . .
- communication processes; st policy-makers do have. actess to a- .

. ) N ) .o A
considerable amount of research infeimation (Weiss, 1980; Walkér,

‘ * L .
\ . 1981; %irgs, 1980). The problem is not that disgeminatidn doqé not

. . . i N . x R

‘

work, but that we dolpot know how to recogmize it when it doesk We

- fn o 3 v . 3
. tend to look for direct, instrumental uses of research .{n“educational * . v
. < n v . . ¢ V4 '
policy. In doing so, we overlook the myr;iad of" indirect ways by -

¢ e
By v .

which' social science impacts on policy formulation, -'».

» N . - .
. ',,‘ C D L .
Q ' ’ T ‘ L S
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The Policy Communication Project of the Institute for Research

o : :

on Educational Finance and Governance tends to support this third )
view. A number of empirical studies seem to indicate that research

gets used by policy-makerss. But, research_is only one of a complex

- et ~_~ [+)
. S ‘ \s
* mix of facts, conventional wisdom and political accommodation Lhat

. " go into decisions about how to defdne policy froblems and design
legislative solutions (Cohen and Lindblom, 1980; Weiss, 1978). Seldom ;

( - 1
will discrete bits of research information surface in the language of

legislation or in the memories of legislators as the driving forceg

~7

in social problem solving. In education, certainly; an<array of
L

~

-individuals aad organizations both generate and synthesize extant

research for reports to client groups and for use by their governmental %\
k . \Z ‘
11880?5. More than likely, research®information re-packaged as a

1 -

-

— panel presentation, workshops, catchy news items, or 1obbiqsts' argu-

ments is not associated with the university enviromment from which it

L .

might have originated. Nevertheless, research may play a Crucial rofe
. . J ' '
aé’% backdrop for policy deliberations (Heclo, 1978). 1Ig the early

: stages of thelpolicy'cycie,'research helps to shape the debate and

- Y

_provides a commpn language for policy discussions (Weiss, 1978).
Although'conflicting or inconclusive findings of many sogial science

- ' . reports may precludgxtheir direct use for policy aesign, that same
. m o

——

N\ inconclusiveness can servé to point out alternative ?nsequences for

A ]
a particu%ir policy plan. It has also proven invaluable for sputring -

public &ebate§ Jsociad prdblans.6 Thus, although research's impact

* is not direct, it might be a primary force for determining the policy
agenda. Similarly, evaluation)and impact studies that assess the

effects of legislative decisions can determine, in part, which issues

. retuyn to the phblic debating circle. *. )




( . ‘ - , ’
Allegations that policy-makers and researchers.do not talk to .
one another are also easily disproved. Increaéingly, public offjcials .

. -
are actuglly trained academicians. It is common for academicians to

be. tapped for government service or fbr:government ser%angs to leave
public policy for academic posts (Heclo, 1978)., Moreover, while some

researchers scQrn contact with policy-makers, others cultivate it and

are quite effective in interpreting social science research for use

on policy problems (Sundquist, 1978). 1In short, research-policy ties
N .
. are stronger than much of tHe current commentary would suggest.

Unfortunately, gut support for this positive view that dissemina-

tion is probably working does not leave the Policy Commynication

¢

Research Project much in the way of ;specific answers about why this

e e LT )

is so. Lt is difficult to deny jeports by close observers of the

b d
. eddcational policy arena that research is of little apparent use N .
R , . . ‘I’
and researchers without lines of communication to key pelicy actors ' [y

/

3 (Florio, 1980). Nor it it easy to explain why, even in the policy

areas in which research seemed to be used, complaints about, research

. Ve .

7 _ e
and dissemination are :common . Information on d%ssemipation to-state

-

level ‘policy makers 1is also in short squly. In sum, there are no

- Iy . ’ B
thepries to guide a newly developing program, and conventional wisdom-

- . “ -
target, start a newsletter, hold confé@rences - seems to make sense,

- but for unclear rgasons. i
- L -
) . .
To answer these questions, the Policy Communication Research

-

Project has undertaken a series of studies of policy communication

processes. Our aim is to clarify just what takes‘plaLg in policy

, .
Y

communities in which réfearch seems to be used but is not particularly

—_— ’ Y.
\\g\\\\\ liked. Specifically, we are interested in state educational polic .
| ;;diences who in light 6f recent policy trends are prime c%pdidates ] l

e "

~
‘

+  for research help.

) . .
ERIC - 3 .
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Four overarching questions have guided theifirst phase of our ) ¢

.
] - »
.

‘research: . ) o .

P

o

N G . :
/ 1) What direction does the literature give use to understand

-

/7 -the complexities of policy communication? .
j , 2) 1s there a theory qhat‘@ighc explain vesearch disgsemina- ,
‘ tion to policy-makers? Y }

3) Do the uses of information by state policy-makers suggest

\\\ " patterns of informat1on use that mlght inform research dlssemlnafbr
N . e .
: ‘ 4) What can we learn from information producing organizations

» outside the educational research field about disseminating research?
~ " - ¢ '
These questions are considered in the four chapters that follow.

Chapter I reviews the literature on research-policy tias. Chapter II
- 1

outlines a theory of dissemination which might explain the paradox of .
/. . . '

L research use and concurrent dissatisfaction, Chapter III reports our’

® ‘

findings from a survey of poliey-makers in school finance and special

L] ’ * ’
. . .-
tducation in tHree states. Chapter IV summarizes the recommendations
N\ . . o - -
and cautions of information producing firms about how to disseminatiom
L d s
: . products ofs research. .
’ A\
!
. - Se
l Aoy :
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THE UNCERTAIN TECHNOLOGY OF DISSEMINATION TENUOUS LINKS
. BETWEEN TENTATIVE TRUTHS AND TEMPORARY quER

by’ Linda J. Nelson

a

. 3
\ ﬂ‘ - .o i ) a .
A growing body of literature on research dissemination.to
. (34 .
e

- o - .
policy-makers suggests reasons why the Gssue, has garnered so-much

. ¢
3 . Ny p
attention in recent years. Commentaries also ,offers ingight into the
. . \ I
» ' L

conditions under which policy communities might use 3ocial science

researcn. In this }hapter, we sketch the scenario which catapulteg-
) ) . e ~. s ;
dissemination into the public policy limelight. We also briefly

revie:ﬁ}he literature that describes research policy ties.

N
’

A. Background: Diisemination - A New Weapon in the. Social Policy Wars

A

-3
=

The groundwork for the current interest in dissemination was
laid by attitudss about social.science and social problem solving

U a little less'than two decades ago: In the 1960's the U.S. fedetbal -

-

government officﬂally waged war on social problems: the weapons -

dollars, legislation, and' social science research newly reinforced _
* v

by so‘pl'{isticate/gl quantitjve methodologies; the army - tBﬂe‘cdtting (

'ask.

3

L - . s,
edge of the baby boom, earger young ptofessionals, charged to

-

1

i s oy . .
not' but ‘to do' for their country and trained in the social sciences.

A

Social legislation burgeoned (Heclo, 1978); college and university .

programs expanded to accommodate the large numéers of social science

- ’ t

trainees (Mayhew, 1977); fedenﬂl efpenditnres for social ‘résearch

r.
v A

skyrocketed, as did the sheer quantity of social science repoa&;

available (Aaron, 1978),.
<stcal'and enrollment trends of the 1960's record an escalating

.» war. Between l960 and 1966, federal research dollars quadrupled from
' “

$73.1 to $324.1 million, an increase of $213.3 million in real~dolla;s

]‘3', President s Economic Report, l97%? A spate of legls-

1
A




¢
-

lative mandates shifted uﬁprecedented-amngnﬁs of federal resources to
the poor: expenditures of human service and in-kind transfers rose
from 613 percent of full-employment gross national product in 1961 to

817 percent in ;969 (Aaron, 1978). Enrdllment in higher educa-
\
¢ /

tion doubled between 1957 and 1968, with social science graduate

L] R

-

schools drawing. substaptial numbers of :hoselstudents (Mayhew, 1977 ).

Clearly, 'by the late 1960"s the troops and weaponry for the’

N <«
social poverty wars were in place.

The belief that a "War on Poverfy" would bring about a Great
Sdéiety gave way to disillusionment when improvements in social.

o+
conditions did not materialize (Hanoch, 1967)+ Along with high
expectations for social progress, conviction that social’ science could
R B . ) \
or would be used to improve the quality of 1ifs,wa§'badly shaken by

3
the apparent failure of social legislation to produce beneficial

- v

~ i L] i / - @
results. Social conditidns seemed to have wqQrsened rather than

ﬂﬁmproved by the early 1970's (Frankel, 1976).

‘ [
A little over a\|decade later, many informed observefs would aver

' N e R

.that the assault on social ‘problems of the 1960's was the first

| N !
declared war that the United States has- lost. dApparently, the .

>

particular mix on money, know how, ahd determination was no match

for so thoroughly entrerfched an- enemy as poverty with its battalions
. . T,

Pf related ills.

.

Some of those same observers would declare that, not only had

-

-

we not won the war, some of our soldiers had defected. Ratbler than™
) - ~

find .solutions for policy-makers, 'social scientists has set about

E:hding to the problems! The-more answers the p%éicy troups sought,
- ' R 4 )
the more que%tions resegrchers gave them., With each mew legislative .,
. . 6" .

cure,-.social scientistss found a whola new set of unexpectgd'problans_"'
.o« L ' .’

. , . . — . .
(Wildavsky, 1979). Meanwhile, the original ones pexsisted unsgg%hed,
¢ o ~
and some'got'worse.. . :
M)

10
A s

™~
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Education, a major Erort in, the (lar, typifies the latter.

Schooling was presumed to be an "all—po&erful transformer of economic
ﬁotential"'(Aafoﬁ, 1978,?.65). Cdnéequently, the_ehucaﬁion field .
“
ot §
reqeived a healthy share of the strike force: landmark %;gislat10n,~

ESEA was passed in 1965 ﬂederal dollars for sahooling leaped from

A

t- ; 3450 000 in 1960 ‘to &»4 100 OQO in 1970 educatlonal research, by

-
-

1972 had 1ts own Insgitute, the Vatlonal Instltute for Educatlon,

i

which managed 80% of the educational research undertaken in this

. . . v

country (Raizen, 1979). . LY

/'/
. I

Unfortunately, in spite of a few showcase victories on i§plated
-1 - . . |
sites (as in the case of Head Start), by the early 1970's schooling

wars seemed destined for defeat. Researchers, notagly Coleman and

) 'Jépcks, W;!H corroboration from private consulting firms and the

-

rank and file in the Office of Equal Educational Opportunitys, declared

P

education an unwinnable war., Performance records of students targeted N

for help did not improve; some.actually dropped. ‘In the meantime,

. .

unemplgymenf remained high émong the pabr, and actually increased .
. 4 -
among the ranks of the poorest (Aaron, 1978,p.39). Qut of this failure
o : -
came the recommeéndaton to withdraw the most transportable of the education

.

¥ . L

troops —adolkaps (Aaron, 1978).

Education was not unlike other mass initiatives in the War on

PO [ S PR ¢
Poverty. As battle after yatt}e became mired jin the complexities of.

legislation, implementation, and fegulation, disillusioned captains

’ s
v ’

€

. % -
came to recognize that nowherg\Sid'conventional tactics - massive

¢ A
borbardments of money, policy mandates and social science research -
/ - . .

seem to succeed.
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-

As in every major confrontation, chroniclers of the action of) \

>

.the fronts of that -social 2:eblems.war are abundant.” Reports anq

commentary on the wins and losses of the social legislation and

///éocial research'divisions' ﬁlgdrisﬁed, particularly reports discussing

v .
. ~

theféof) of research and policy. From

A4 Ve
the combined 4m?act (or%%ack
. - - . . 3

gpproximata&y 4Q0 ;iétingSNiq,l966, biblib§réphic citatiofls on the
. production and use of knowledge for sociél problem solying increased
to over 20,000 currently (Raizen; 1979).
‘ Titles of some of the commentaries are testimon§ that the 'dark
‘sidéi_of the .research-policy ties’ surfaced: Knowledge and'Policy:

4

: ' ’
the Uncertain Conqéction (Lynn, 1977); The Use and Abuse of Social

Sgience (Horowitz, 1971) "Disciplined Research and Undisciplined

Problems"/QRose, 1976); "How Good Was the Answer? How Good Was the

4

.

Question? (Yarmoiinsky, 1976); !'why Isn't Educational Research More
Useful?" (Levin, 197‘5. Even a series of federal commission&lghd qﬁ
cong}essional hearings- concluded gthat existing research knowledge °
was not.effectively incorporaféd into policy (National Research

Council,,i978). . -

‘ //'_\
1 - -
‘

——

Out of these post-battle analyses came new insights into the
3

'

conddct of social policy warfé;e. fA‘majo; flaw inpthe weapons system .
was discovered. Some' of the heaviest artillary - 1egisia€ion and

social sciénce research - had n;t been deployed in tandem. Soéial
science research was produced, but it was not being ﬁsed, or used

effectively, by‘policy-makers. Thus, the forces of social scienég

a -
were not, in fact, reinforcing the legiglative attacks. To ensure
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¢ £y

maximum striking powér and to improve the 'body count' on tedacious

] ‘ ¢ ‘

socia% problems, policy-makers needed to use social science more
directly. Missihg in the initial strategies was a guara%%eé that . y

social science would be systematically av;}g@briaif the front-line /’
policy~makers. Dissemination was up-graded in the arsonal.
’ =
~

'

This’ tale of dissemination only slightly overstates the evolution

of interest in tactics to link social science research and public

.

policy-makers. Legislative mandatés and federal investment patterns

guggest that dissemination has, indeed, won current favor. By 1976,
a v “
over half of the 2 billion federal dollars spent for social research -’

was earmarked for the application of research to policy and practic® -
(Mitchell, 1980). The National Institute of Education was just one °- s .

of the fifty four agencies with an explicit mandate for dissemination »

LN
e, 0 e

by then. After its 1976 authorization, the Institute added a specific

unit for Dissqminatiod and Improvement of Practices, and the dissemina-
L} .

tion budget more than doubled (Raizem, 1979).

s

As in the case of social legislation a decade before, accompany- ° .
ing this money and legislative language is the expectation that -

improved dissemination will occur,,” and that a resultant increased

7’ ~

use of sociallscience will improve the conduct o¥ public affairs.

~

Yet, accordin t literature on research-policy ties, dissemina-
. " * b2

3

tion may .already be operating in many policy areas. Yet, if Bardach's

theory (Chapter II) holds, marked improvement‘in,policy=makers’

satisfaction with the role of‘Fesearch in policy affairs-may not be

»

possible.

\ 15 :




B. The Unc&rtain'Te;hnology of Dissemination

i) . :
Dissemination can occur only after three conditions are met:

a4

rbsearch informatigp useful to policy-makers must exist; a system
to tradgport it from researchers to policy arenas must be operatiﬁg;r

and, poaicy—mékgis must be willing to use research in some way in

their.work (Knstt and Wildavsky, 1980). The uncertainties surround-
‘ e : S

iﬁé research digsemination are ehéapsulized in the disagreements
gbou;ﬁfhe existéﬁce of any ofmihese three conditions. And, there

is a ;;bstagéial body of 1i¥erature Eo support any of a number of

- ’

views. c . . -

~ [

S ) v ) ‘
‘That literature is reviewed briefly iﬁgghis section. The review

. . N
is ‘organized by the following questions: %
3 P : .
‘i.. Does sécial science research useful for policy-making
‘exist?

What process links social science to policy cormunities?

Will policy-makers use research if they can obtain it
easily?

Are there specific dissemination strategies that wiil
make research moYe usable in policy arenas?

1. Does social science research useful for policy-making exist?

t
L2

Some commentaries refute the not;on that.social science for

polic§-makers exists., In this view the very nature of the research

&t N

¢

ﬁ?bcess as it*applies to social science precludes its use by policy-

makers. Social-science investigations are 'conclusion-oriented'

»

(Rich, 1979 ). fhey seek to identify ‘basic truths that expand the

frontiers of »sciegtific disciplines (Riccutti, 1980). Social

-t

scientists Iqu'for long-run, causal explanations of social phenomena.

-
v

-

. ' ,
Unlike the 'hard' sciences such as chemistry or physics, social

»

science is not governed by fixed laws that define certain outcomes. '

J

L)

-1




Instead, it uses 'sdft' data as approximatidns of the characteris%ics
( . - )
of ‘the social world that scientists hope to ftudy. For example, test

- N “ L .

scores are used‘?s measures of learning or teacher verbal scores or
- . . - -~
years of experience are' proxies-for teaching competence. The results

are necessarily .tentative. They guggest possible theqries angd pasit

L)

.

~ probable conclusions about why the social world Eghaves.as it does.

L4

.But, they do not provide decisiong for policy purposes. :We know, for

k2

wa__J

example, only that teachers who are facile in the written language

séem to, end up godd tgachers. We do not know what makes for good

‘4

teaching.
L 4

Unfortunately,punderstanding the whys of the *social world does

I
not negessarily mean knowing how to push that world into’ new ways

of operating (Weiss, 1?78§. Policy.férmulation means knowiﬂg how to
design legislation or regulations to spur desired movement:

Proponents of the view that social science 1is not useful for

Y

policy deliberations*note that the time frames, disciplinary foci,
and format of «scholarly research cap prevent it from being ussd»by
policy-makers: (Schorr, 1971). For structured research a scientific

design must be metiaulously set out and ample time allowed for data

]

gollection aﬁh Bnalyses. Research 1% generally conducted within the
. ' 1
. boundaries of an acadenic diacipline. Topics evolve ﬁ#om the

. ‘ '
intrinsic interests ofhfcholarly researchers, who are rewarded for
.advancing the boundarfg; of their respective fields,not for delving

into the messy, iqterdisciplinary problems of public affairs. More-
over a significgnt ingredient of that academlc'reward system is

x .
publicatioﬂ in scholarly journals. These have strict standards for

. .

professional writing and draw technical audiences (Frankel, 1976)

.
* .

familiar with language which to lay ‘audiences is jargon filled, .
—~ '

t
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" tion be available in a short period of time and address the critical

1y
' N Rl . .
f
.
PR e . 3
.18 . & : '
- . =% & PR
et .
’ [ . ‘ T
. . 7 . . B ‘
~ e

(Dror, 1971, Yarmolinsky, 1971). Unlike the scientific world public - °

LR
P e e
v

% .. .
oﬁficials work\under'high preSSuréi They must make decisions under e

severe time constraints and in conditionsioﬁ_high uncértainty "
(Steinbruner, 1‘ Heclo, 1978; Allison, 1965). They have litgle

L 2 « .
time to process enormous amounts of information that flow acress

.

their desks and little incentive to do so (Dreyfus, 1978). In the
eleven hour work-day of members of Congress, for example, Congress;

men had an estimated eleven minutes for regd&ng and twelve minutes

at their desks for writing (Washington Post, 1977). Comm?ntaries

by policy-makersbthroughout the government confirm that such

pressures are not unique to Congressmen Aor to federal officials

(Lynn, 1972; Meltsner, 1979; Rehne and Rosenthal, 1980; Rosenthal ¢
and Furhman, 1980). Under such constraints, even the best of

research information may go Hnoticed.

.
.

Long range planning does not often eriter this world (Yarmolinsky,'

1976). Policy-makers have difficulty anticipating'information needs

, w

(Meltsner, 19795. The latest policy crisis for which public officials

\

need information may be the unintended. consequences of the last policy
. -

s , S
'solution' (Wildavsky, 1979). One commentator aptly remarked, "Policy-

makers are too busy dealing with the latest crisis that just crawled S ¢

. ' 9
in over the transom to &orry about- what they might not know tomorrow."

+_ Within this work enviromment, voluminous, highly technical

~

research reports are unlikely to be useful. Crises dictate informa-

*

-

’ economié, political, 1Ega1 and socdial factors surrOundingWEhe policy .

issue - in other works, it should be readily availéble, easily read

and interdisciplinary - not often characteristics of social science

kY
-

research. Yarmolinsky obsexved aptly, "By the time government is

=N

3

-




)
ready to ask a specific question of scholars, it will not/ stay fér a
’ " LY .
?cholarly answer." (p. 260). Clearly, the literature offers consider-
.able support to the notion that researbh for policy purposes ddes ﬁpt

exist. Recently, another view about the relevance of social sciénce

.

has surfaced. Empirical evidence suggests that many polic&;makers
do use research in their work, but that usé is indirect (Weiss, 1978).

*

.t L]
The preponderance of the empirical studies are of federal policy-
> ‘ )

1 ' .
-makers. 0 They reveal that instrumental uses of research - explicit

examples of social science spawning or shaping legislation - are

infrequent. When direct use dQes‘occur, the useful studies are

’

usually conducted within the agency or organization for?ulating policy

-
’

(Patton, Ft.al), 1977). Far more prevalent #n empirical studies is
‘ .

B , ’ )
the contribution that research seems to make to the climate of opinion

» .. -

surrou g i?xlssue Weiss sums the nature of the indirect impacts
" of social science on policy:

Officials'appareﬁtly use socia;\Lcience as "a -general guide

to reinforce 'theXr sense of the world and make sense of
that.part of it Ehat is @ill unmapped. or confusing. A

bit of 1egitimation\here, some ammunication for the political ¢
wars there, but a hearty dose of conceptual use to clarify

‘the complexities of }ife...research...challenges..’the status
quq...and, by redefining the problematié, offers new perspec-
tive for COnsidering solutfons. (1977 p. 16)

Knott and Wildavsky make a disgincsion between knowledge for poticy

. ya . - '
and information for policy that helps to,clarify why social science

&

impacts are indirect. Scientific knowledge is cercain,;factual,
irrefutable evidence. Scientific information-can be theories, accumula-
tions of tentative evidence about forces at work in the social world

(Knott and Wildavsky, 1980). They note that the tentativeness of

4 v
social science makes it unlikely that knowledge will be available for
policy purposed iﬂmediately. However, social science infdrmation

»
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4 a ! :‘%ﬁat adds to the pool of conventional wisdom, éartisan‘considerations
) . B . ‘.‘andv hunch can be eimrmou,'sly helpful in formulating opinions\ about
5 o what sthe policy'problemhis and how\it ﬁight best be resolved.
. - . . . 1
PANOATE : The Sheer volume of research and analysis proddced by public

X .
‘ and private research centers, technical assistance centers and : '

. . ,
v bd

0 }),' special interest grodps lend credence to .the assert;on that relevant
social §ciencé research‘does exist. Fogge;ample, Cé%en and Lindblom o
caEalogﬁe’approximately=twenty kinds 6n‘investiga§ory actiﬁitie§
'aimed at social\pr?blem7solving (1979, p. 8-9). Academii réseajchl‘ ’
is only one on the listing. In short, on a number of indicators,,
. . .

social science research appears to be more useful than early

. - e s
commentaries on policy communication would predict. Y

2. What links sacial science to policy communities? :

| . 7

Theory which might explalW'hOW to construct commuqiqatidn

channels between podicy-makers and researchers or which would help ) “
N 1 ’
us to understand how to identify those already in place is,qéant -
[ .

-

13

kDunp, 1980). We krfow from communication research that diesemination
.involves a méssagé, a sende;, a receiver, and a mechanism that links
‘ the thr;e (Rogers and Kid, 1979). A time dimension in the diffhsio; ,
« - . .
_bf innovations is-also crucial to unde;st;nding the process.l.2 Untilg

~

now, however, no theory has mapped out.tﬂe prinéipﬁes which predict

how these elements interact'to link knowledge to potential users

?
-

Ty d N . L
. (see Bardach;®Ghapter II). — ’
! /

. , The' literature reveals four possible models of the research-policy
Eies, two of which might apply to the dissemination of educational
policy reseérch{ Weiss sketches three: the knowledge-driven model;

, , ;

the problem-solving model; and the interactive model. "Walker (197(),

. - Kirst (1980), and Kirst, Peterson and Enfarnation (1981) suggest a




~ \‘\ . * S v
fourth - the policy issWe network 'gr policy community (see also

vy R

Broder, 1980; Heclo, 1978},

Knowledge-driven Model
4 .t

)

4

.
.

Fl < .

hd “:“‘ .::. Devetopmmag L'-

) ~

3

RUOULEDGE - DRITELL [ODEL

’

- (Weiss, in.Eynn, 1978)

. A . ‘ !

a
.

In this model, the links between research and app¥icat}oq are direct,

i r -
- L d

linear, and driven by'tﬁe momentum of new information. Dissemi@a-

' .

Al . ~
tion under these conditions would be unnecessary, as the 'natural’

-

andfg%evitable spread of information would obviate the neeggfoi'i

more contrived strategies.
s

v .
For tentative ‘social science information of uncertain immediate

, : * :
value in public affairs, -this model does not obtain. It seems,
-4 .

rather, to describe the flow of information from the physical science

N (
‘4

to users. Knowledge recently Qisco§ered is certain enough to be
applied to real world activities. As noted earlier, contradictory

. i
and inconclusive social science findings cannot, and probably should
8

Y

not, be automatically applied to social probiems.
It is intefesting to note that the knowledge-driven model is

the-traditionally accepfed notion 8f how research and policy ouglit

[
-

to connect (Weiss, 1978). .Many early social refofﬁers‘prgsuméq that

» v

increased investment in social science would inevitably result -in the

application of its findings to pressing societal problems. It is easy

[}

to sée why that model is appealing. No complicated interactions impede

the steédy flow of certain kﬁawledge to application, aﬁd, theréby,




~\. . \ 4
to a "better" world. One can understand how disenchantment with the

v

social science research-policy ties grew. With few exaﬁples of the

successful direct agpliEEQion of social science research, by the

standard§‘set out in the knowledge-driven model, this field seemed

virsually useless,
RIS
. § :
Deciston-driven Model

-

satron of

of Saciet Rewsrch- { tor Proviem
Froblem Miemng Osa Solution
Knowiedor

Relatronshuips

. 4
Asquiyetron of
N Ostinition | idenun Socisl , Interpretstion
. .
P
A

DEEISTON-PRIVIN MODEL ,
. - (Weiss, in Lyvnn, 1978)
- . “r ? ' .
This rodel of research®use in policy might describe fuch of the

.

evaluhtion and policy analysis produced by various agencies and

.- contract research firmg. .In the dedigion driven model, the pre-

-

defineg problem éearchés for acceptable solutions. The policy

o

focus is pre-determined. The progess is decision-oriented, aimed

w -

at identifying hissing-informacion\that; once found; will reveal
. . “«
appropriate interpreétations and policy choices. This would seem

a model of how contract research ihformation might effect policy
. 1

choices. - Apparently, fhe pblicy—makers and cesearchers have

agféed upon the defihfﬁ}gn.of the problem to be researched. The
. e ‘
task is to identify pqlicy responses. Dissemination in this

s

©

model would need owiyfto highlight what would appear to be a

natural link between parties with mutually agreed upon questions
*seeking .similar mesearch outputs.

Unfortunately, uglike many forms of professional investigatory'

activities (Cohen and ‘Lindblom, 1979), social science research does




f

.

not often generate policy choices. ther it helps to define the

broad parameters of the social problem and brings to the public

M4 !

b : ©
agenda issues of ‘potential concern. Consequently, the decision-

3

*

driven model may be more applicable to on exp®icit type of research -

that requested by the policy-maker of his agency staff or contract firms.
4 i ’ )

»

Ingeractive Model

! ®  tmihioaet Setley of
It benel Settng of M Puey Maren
~y
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==y interest agencies
_
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£ oy Ao . - ]
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Hetgs s s gt 1@y : i LT T7 Y
b Catonr parteers . Onitastiomn ol porew

JU— . Cromrsivd visr o
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("leics, in Lynn,}1978)
Weiss uses this diagram to describe the multiple avenues by which !
research and policy interact. While not designed explicitly to

degiei her interective model, we believe it gives some clue as to the

complexity of potential ties between the research and policy arenas.
- - ’

As such, we believe it many describe with some accuracy the terrain

¢

which social §cience research d%fsemination mu%t cover, (Nq;e:‘ the

ﬂackdrop-of intermediary agenFies was added to the original schema.)
In the interactive mode}, 1inks between knowledge an? ;olicy

_age nof linear. Rather, highly' interactive and possibly disorderly

ihterconnections channel information both to-and from policy-makers

and researchers. ‘In'this model, it)}s easy to imagine Weiss'




.

"

" into and around the policy world /(Weiss, 1980).

description of the indirect effects of social science as it 'percoldtes’ . ¢

«

.
.

h .
13

A petfsuasive element in the notion that social scie:se is not

.
« en”

linked in a linear way,to knowledge application in public affairs 1is *
- L4

the extraordinmary complexity.o?*the public polfty~and research arenas

¢ s P'- .
(Heclo, 1978; Walker, 1981). The interactive model seems to }ecognize .
the potential role of a myriad of individuals and organizations that

0

might be involved in policy-discussions at any given time (see

Appendix A for a more detailed listing of” potential actors.) This '

model recognizes research as one of 'a complex mix of information
sources useful for policy-making.
Dissemination in this interactive environment would be hit and

miss. The amounts and types of information needed by any individual

policy-maker are virtually impossible to determine by a research

-

inst4tute in which dissemination resources are limited. Moreover, . .

. . B
the numbers of intermediary agencies and policy-oriented interest
. . * . i -
groups who may be re-packaging research for use obscure the actual

impact of a dissemination program. There are so many bosgible

channels by which research informatiog might reach a polidy-maker,

that selecting “exactly the apprOpriate one for a given issue and time N
would appear to be costly and piéhly uncertain. Moreover, even if .

costs of tracking the issues and'audience needs were not prohibitive,

the technology of mapping audiences a anticipating their information

concerns is so rudimentary that successful'dissemination may remain

]

. H
unnoticed. .

Encouraging in this model is the recognition that the communication,

proeess is not a one-way flow from information producer to user. Feed-

back from the policy world to that of researchers waould appear to be

. . =

’

2




\frequentﬁ if haphazard. The nubmer of possible interseq;ioﬂ points
o™ M ‘

- )
would seem to belie the notion that the two worlds never interact.
Of course, there is nothing in the model to suggest that potent1a1‘

interaction is valuable. It does, however, seem to exist.
» !

»

Policy Issue Networks: ' \

, .
The network model (Walker, 19¢{; Kirst, 1980; Kirst, Peterson and
p .

. Encarnation, 1981) offers a provocaFive variation on the I;tegactive
maize which has important implication§ for researchr dissemiration.

A diag}am of c&e network model would rzseébie tﬂat of the‘
interactive one with one key exception. Wh%le hoth rec;gnize the
compiexity of the policy audience and the.multiple interconnections
among actors within and among polic§.communities,\the network model

4

suggests that identifiable patterns of information spread and exchange

} may exist for partdcular policy issues.

s

8

P The networking concept stems from the recognition that informal

N

information exchanges among celleagues have long been characteristic
-

in both academia (often referred to as the "community of scholars"

(Haviland, 1971)) and the public *policy world (the iron triangle of

executive agencies, special interest groups and legislators is a
L]

»

popular description of the elite groups that share information and
power [Kirst, Peterson, a&d Encarnation, 1981]). Heclo (1978),

Walker (1980) and Broder (1980) have ailso recentl§ described what

- -

seems to be a systematic relationship of information sﬁaring among *
w
' - 4 -
specific policy communities or networks. B .

-

Within these policy communit's are diverse individuals and

organ}tati}ns who are included in the network by virtue of their

4

expertise in a discrete policy area. As the polic§ arena has ‘grown
- . L




incrqgsingly complex, policy-makers have had greater need for more,
c “a ‘ -
and more technical, igformation on any number of policy problems.

- . ‘ - Fo
Issue specialists receive rgwand and recognition by filling that
demand’ with non-partisaﬁ, comprehensive informatiqnl These indivi- ) .

duals or organizations are purveyors of knowledge. Théir.functioﬁ

. A . . . t
,’ris to inform and be'infofmgd about the Tuances of their policy P '// ~

‘c‘ ) »

\ .
spéciality. Therefgre, they are high consumefs of research. They
. —~ 5 . ) -

Ay, -

want to)Be able 0" answer the 'why' of policy questions as well as

the 'how', and, as sﬁch, form a relatively stable market for academiS/f

research. The Education Commissionof the States, with eXperté in

R . .

* law, schéoi finapce, collective bargaining, and competency-based
teaching and learning, for example, represents such a speciality

organization able to respond to requests for non-partisan, detailed
R N . 2
information on particular policy issues. They do so both by generat-

s

ing their own ré&sarch and synthesizing that from the largér resqarch

>

arena. The National Advisory Commission for Education of the Dis- ¢

% ’
advantaged exemplifies a more narrowly focused issue-oriented group.

-

Tﬁey:would‘provide information soley on Title I provisions' and
2t \

s

related concern's.

Indi&iguals also.plagythe issuelépecialist role. These aré)peOple‘
whose career success is dé?ermined not by'political affif;afion or
electoral clgut% but gy mastery of knowledge about the politics,
econom ‘, legalities, tgchnology, and sociology of their 1issue
spec 11}:y.1 7 They are rewarded for objéctivity aé% comprehénsiveness,
not loyality to the organization. They are often promoted in and
around the policy world amon% positions relevant go their policy

L8

contern. 'They may also feturn to the private sector without the

onerous tag of politician.




Because they trade in information, both organizations aﬁd individuals

» who are_specialists operate wiﬁhin a broad network of policy experts
1S . . .

¢

interested in their Specific; or related palicy areas. Since policy
problems overlap, so do network® of specialists trading in relevant

information. Consequently,Nissué‘networks link policy-makers both within

.

a policy community and among communities of related concerns. They also

-

link'vériOUS branches of government with private sector firms and

3 » -

special interest constituencies. These issue networks operate in other

policy areas with particular effectiveness.in medicine (Davidson, 1980).

. ) - .
The eoncept of networkingjpolds special currency, for research

disseminationy The key characteristic whigP distinguishes it from

-
-

IWeiss' interactive model of research dissemination is the presence of
what may be a systematic.information floy: In tLis model of research
dissémination, research flows to numerous,policy groups. Howevegi
the synthesizing that the spééialists do to &ake‘informa;ion compre-

' ° .
hensible for busy,policy-makers may obscure the conscious recognition

-

that research is,of use tb\policy-makers., Rather than tr§ to anticipate
. P . i .

- -

the Speéific information needs of individual policy-makers in a number

of issufe areas, disseminators could identify fhe key specialty agencies
and individuals whoeare in the business of providing information for

v

policy-makers. Thqs,/instead of the hit and miss formula.needed for

' the interactive model, networking suggests a specific strategy for

/aisséminapion:« tg?t is, .identify gatekeeper specialist organizapi&ns

-

ié.nd let them:funnel research to policy-makers. It,ls a strategy based

.

Y on the assumption that policy-makers will use’information once they

., s ) ‘ . 2 .
»have access 9 it. It ‘also suggests a trade-off between credit-given
to research and actual effectiveness of research in-contributing to
~ v .

- -

social prdblem solving. "That is a"tradé-off that not .all research
- ‘ -

]
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producers and disseminators'will like.

¢ 9

C. Will Policy-makers Use Research If They Can Obtain It Easily?
* £

The popular notion of failing disseminétion is that policy-makers

will not use th%bbest of information available (see qgfcussion.in
L]

section A). However, empirical datg belie the accuracy of this remark.

Policy-makers, surveyed by a number of researchers da use social science

in their work (Weiss, 1978). There ar¥® also some indicators #f

cgéracteristics of research that make it useful to policyjﬁakers ¢

(Mitchell, 1980). . t L4 \&L,__.,

Before discussing the facts of use, it may be important to record
Knott and Wildavsky's reservation about the 'more is better' syndrome

of research dissemination (1980). We have no way of knowing whether

-

or not sheer volume of research used is a measure of efficacy of

“ - L

research in social Réﬁblem-so%%ing: When Weiss reports that 76 percent

S xr

of the 155 peoéle'surveyed in meAtal health agencies, (1977) reported
some type of use of research, we do not know whether—to cheer the

efficency of social science or bemoaﬁ the loss of the 11% who stated

- { v *
definitly that they never, touched the stuff. Similarly, Caplan found

74% of his 204 respondents to be verifiable research users and 9%

abstainers (Caplan, 1975). Should future-thinking agencies aim for 3

~ )

.

'normal' 75% use rate, or should we presume that the growing lack of

- ¢
satisfaction with general bureaucracies is attributable, in_part, to
© . ' .

the shockingly high research rej ectfon rates?

These are queétions which the literature leaves unanswered. What
>

_— N\ \
studies do tell us is what research characteristics seem to make it

l -
14 v
useful for policy purposes. In the studies to date, research used

most often is_of high technical quality, specific to a particular con-

3

text and relevant to the current problems facing a pblicy-maker. It is




“targeted*to a particular population ang/ offers specific recofmendations

’ ) I-19 -

iy

fg: action. Reliability and Qalidity of informatien sources are impor- .
tant. Policy-makers seem to equate these qualities with the credibility,

' e .
trustworthiness and objectivity of gesearch. Possibly the most signifi-

cant characteristics, ‘at least those that surface mos&'bft;n, are timeli- .

-

- -

: 15
ness and ease of consumption.

3 - . ~

P;Edilection of the Individual Policymaker: Policymakers' value orignta:

© i

-~

_tions can play a significant role in determining information use. They

Al

trust the validity and reliability of research from some ‘sotial scienc®

disciplines more than others. Caplan (19755 reports a heirarchy with
N . S
economics at the top followed by sociology,apolitical sciemce and so on. ¥ ~ ¥

.

' Cognitive ability and analytical skills of the poliéy-mqker,(weissh 1975),

r s

{

may ease the consumption costs of research use and, thereby, encpurage ’ .
use ‘(See discussion of consumption costs, Chapter II). A des'irg ‘to Tf‘.

enhance status and c;edibility among feer‘ and constituents (Mitchell, .

1980 can lead policymakers to seek research. Policymakers who helped .

decide what information should be collected tended to use research more.
. " Lo . .
(Rich, 1975). .

-

Environmental Characteristics'of the Information User: Variables within

X ' {
side those who tend not to seek out regearch information are conductive-to

the work environment of the policymaker contribute to reseM¥ch use.

’® 5

Some of the most salient GRothlman, 1980;) include: - ' oo ’

. proximity - environmenté in which high informaeign users work along-
increased résearch use by the latter group (corroborated by Walker's state .
study of innovation). Organizationms which structure régular meetinés . : .

between research and non-research staff repﬂﬁsent a variation on proximity.
N &

-
‘ *
'

The ties among issue#specialists do, ‘too.

-




\ .‘ | . g
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‘ . R » slack - o;'ganizations in which there are slack resources (time,

. money, . personnel, and so forth) are more able to seek out new information,
. . {
v ; some of which, is social science research; when available, research will
. bé used to conoeﬁtualize'problems faci‘i the organization (Rich, 1978),

- a ¢

‘. incentives/rewards for research use - a workplace which rewards .

<

te®hnical expertise, or 'know-how', is one in which research use tends /
. p 3

¢

- tQ occur; conversly, one which withdraws approval for lack of compre-
hensive information, a portian of which would be research irformation,
. : -

- tends to be a high research user; again, in organizations with research'

. readily available, learning seems to occur about how to use it to .
¥ )
R . concéptualize problems and alternative solutions (Rich, 1978). The \, "
, .~

foroﬁessional rewards to issue specialists for~disseminating knowledge
- are key to-the effective working of policy issue networks.
) .

. ’
LR

- . . regular .commundcation - both formal and informal communication

.
. ’ ’ )

. ~  among sub-units in an organization or among members of policy communi-

; -
s ¢

! ties are crucial factors in the use of research.” Regular communica-

CF T tion,.here, may mean exchanges of staff within agencies, movement
)4 . . . ~ .
Y N "$ .
=, . abdut the poliéy community by issue specialists, of simply systematic .
Y r R - * " 1

_written memos, newsletters and other reporting mechanisms (Rothman, 198Q).

il

. t
é In sum,~in spité of the popular notion that the policy-world is
. .

‘not structured to use research, research is used there. Moreover, there

are ‘some tentative indicaxprs that research; translated

b * .

“similar to the information needs of policy-makers

to forms more

-

available from -

.- P B N souzrces close-at hand, will increase the probably of researcnd/se
. " 4. "Are there .specific dissemination strategies that will make research
o *  more useful? )
oy . _ ’ .

T

.One réading of the’literature might éqggest that used car salesmen
. : ~ ' apd research disseminators have a lot in common. Neither one is entirely
& .- ¢ .

certain that the products they are selling will work. The gfternal

-t

;}.f‘ y o ‘ o : 30
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trappings of the goods of both look appealing, yet the“internal

workings are at best uncertain. In fact, people who sell used

‘ 2

gars have an edge over disseminators: 2 car that breaks down
&

.
-

. Can be hauled away. The mechanical difficulties of social science

information are less easily repaired. Cotisequently, the sales job

for research must be handled with great delicacy. Promises that a
b3 . L3
sgientific solution will work for any given policy question are '

- .

best not made.t-

Suggeétions about how to disseminate research seem to have
. ~ .o
taken into account the delicacy of the operation. No mention is
. ) A ¢ -
made of strategies that will promise of research more than 1t is

—

capable of giving. Rather, they suggeét ways of bringing research

{nformation into the consciousness of policy-makers who then may .

B
use or reject the information as appropriate.

- ~

.

Thrée overall approaches to diséeminastéﬁ‘sqgface: change*

the products of research o mesh’with the inform?;ion preferences
'o} po%ici-makerg; change the people involved 1in linking.réseagch:_’
' to policy—makjis - that is, look fog:non—r?géafthers to help bridge
fh; communication gap; and, change ;xpe§thtions about how research

will be used. These three strategies are discussed briefly below.

Change Products: The preponderance of dissemination recommenda-

A}

tions suggest that research-translation is ﬂecessary'(Weiss, 1978;

- £ . .
Lynn, 19765 Caplan, 1975). Disseminators should re-wrife research

b}

so that'it is free of jargon, short and formated so that main ideas

and’ conclusions are highlighted; and placed in a context, so that ‘

it ;s'not simply a broad-generalization about the social world, but

a specific comment _on a salient policy issue. Neysletters, specialiged "

magazines,.influential new5papersﬁ TV news magazines, computerized
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4 4 .
referral systems .dfid conferences, panels, and speeches are mgdes

which might be .appropriate for this 'translateda research.

L)

Changgﬁ?eople: Information brokers have become ‘a viable

alternative to bringing researchers and policy-makers in direct

contact, ¢ Since in most st&dies, in spite of research use, the,

two-communities metaphor (mesearchers and policy-makers live in

such different worlds that communicétion among them is unlikely -
7 H

Dror, 1971; Caplan, 1975; Dﬁnn, 1980) seéms to hold true, the

notion of an intermediary makes:sense (Sundquist, 1978). "These

would be individuals expert in botﬂ‘policy and research who were
\

» able to translate the relatively abstruse language of research

into conversatiqnal English. They would also be able to explain

“

how to apply general research findings to specific policy contexts.
Brokers could be®either individuals or organizations and <

resemble the issue specialists discussed in B3. They could absorb

‘ many of the costs of infgrmation translation that the research

institute must bear (see Bardach, Chapter JII). Their jincentive to

do so would be the recognition within their issue speciality %t hat

E

information brokerage cotuld- confer' (Walker, 1980; Heclo, 1978).
In short, placement of key brokers housed either within a research
. N . ~ \ |

institute or with close ties to research communities from the

f

policy world may be a viable, low-cost/high yield dissemination

tactic to be considered. ’

1’

Change Expectations: Weiss 1% perhaps most eloqgent here in
} ) (3“01‘ !
challenging the conventional norms that dictate research must be
1 ¢ ’
proven"usggsl' in an arbitrary, instrumental way in ordetr to be.

considered valuable (1980). 'She identifies the myriad ways in which

P
* i)
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sqdfél science may permeate the consciousness of policy-makers and

may effect the outcome of policy decisions without any direct reference

to a particular research study - and, if Bardach's analysis hoids; in

&
environment which overtly feels frustrated with research gsee

a
Chapter II). K&ott and Wildavsky .(1979) and Cohen_and Lindblom (1980)
among others join wégss'in caufioning proponents of direct research
use. The.field is simply too new to proclaim an approp¥iate amount

or time for search dissemination to occur. More is not necegsarily
/ T
better, th?se, scholars note, and, we may very well already have more

e

-

dissemination than we know ééﬁ to recognize.
Conclusion: For ‘some égholars studying the relationship between social

science research and public policy-making, the Hemingway characters of

i

Jake Barnes and Lady Brett aptly characterize the research/policy mis=~

match. Jake Barnes was impotent;'Lady Brett, a nymphomaniac. They N

were in love (Hemingway, 1929). This unlikely couple lived in a post-

' )

war world of intense needs, unreglized expectatd?ns,'frustrations and

’

fumbling accommodation. It is a world not unlike thét of pubiic policy
in tH; United Stace; in the 1980's. 4nd, some observers would agree
th;t the Jake-Lady Brett affair accurately depicts the ties between
academia and politics: in this ;cenario, L;dy'Brett politicians lust
for\kﬁgwledge thét will satisfy thedir need to produce popular, feasible,
just soci;i legislation; social scientist Jakes, though eager, are
unable to §upply‘£hat knowledge. In some scripts, Jake's eagerness
would be questioned. ¢ 5

This ill-matched couple in Hemingway's story Einaléx’does develop
étworkable relationship. The 1itergture on the ties between research

an po%icy-making suggest that a similar accommodation is also possible

there. The literature suégesté that the hyperbole surrounding Ehe use,
) . <

33 a |
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or misuse, or research- in policy-making isas extremé and unlikely as

[ 3 .
that of the Jake/Lady Brett affair. While a number of" authors declare
the relationship between policy and résearch to be very limited and

unproductive, more studies suggést that thiat is not the case. Research

>

is used in policy-making in a number of important, albeit indirect’ ways.
There are also! strategies that arch institutes can adopt to make
research more useful. Most notable, t¥ey might identify entry points

into existing policy networks,and focus outreach on those organizations

«

and individuals most likely to disseminate the information within and

[

.beyond their immediate\r ¢h communities. Translation efforts -
making research more timely, readable and available ~ also help to
increase research use. :

A number of questions still remain regarding Ehe research

’

dissemination process. Translation efforts are’recommended by a number
of studies, yet specific information on exactly what kinds of tactics
are appropriate for which audiences remain unclear. The studies of

research use ténd to focus on federal policy-makers. Little specific

o

information is available.to direct dissemination activit{es for state

policy-makers, particularly those in- education. Moreover, the models

N ®

of dissemination, whether Weiss's interactive scheme or the networking

concept of Walker, Kirst and others, have not been tested. We do not

»

have empirical evidence to syggest that anything more than chance

¢
operates to dissemindte research into and around policy communities.

In an attempt to answer these questiong, Bardach has posited a
'théory to Help guide ;esear;h on réseafch dissemination; Nelson and
Kirst have surveyed state education policy-mgkers to find out exactly
wha£ kinds of information that;policysgroup 1iké§ to use; and,‘Bellevita
h%s askéh informat ion produciﬁ%loFganizations to revgal their most
effgctivqféissemination strategies. The re§u1ts of these studies are

¢

reported in the following chapters.
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APPENDIX A: WHO ARE POLICY-MAKERS?

A catalogue of work roles potentially included in education policy
communities iellows. A glance at the numbers of individuals possibly

involved gives some indication of the enormity of the job of targeting

.

research to appropriate audiences. It also reveals the possibie size
of a social research market. The following six groupings incl&de both

4
issue specialists and the policy experts who support their Jgfk? Both

‘would be targets for dissemination programs. Unknown is whether or

not the same types of research would be appropriate for both. .Indicators

. »

of differences between the work responsibilities of political leaders

and those issue specialists (discussed in the following'sectio%) suggest
that different strategies woulq/be necessary. ' ( v .

Legislative Actors: Elected officials and their persenal staffs;

L4

[y

committee and sub-committee staff and consultants; research and infor-

mation bureau personnel such as those in the Congressional Research
: o e

Service, CBO or a Senate Research Committee at the state level.

Executive Actors: Top level, bureaucrats and their staff:'parti— -

cularly in the Departments of Education, labor, Health apd Humép Service;
Agricultgre Statéi and Interidfs whose programs includ%/%ducatign and
training components. Specific positions include Secretaries, Assistant
anqﬁDepqty Aigistant Secretﬁrie;:’Directd}é or Policy Planning and
Evaluation Offices or Bureaus, and DirectPrs of Program Sffices, and

—
'any number of assistants and consultants for these offices at Eational,
* . ’

regional, state and local levels. Advisory Councils associated with

specific programs must also be included. \

AN
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~. - Executive OffAce’ Staff including Domestic Advisors§ and t:k;eir-
. A 43 .

program and research staff, issue consultants. Comparable staff
. sl :
rl L
and advisory committees are found in the offices of governors, as

well.

Al - .

Special Interest Groups: (including professional associatioms,
unions and citizen's interest and the advocacy groups ranging from

tax 1€?£tations associations, to text book committees and parent-

-
school organizations, é.g. Coalition for Fair School Finance or the

Citizens Committee of Ohio, as well as taxpayers), Target positionms

include: Presidents, Executive Directors, Governmental Liasons,

£

Directors of Researchj Dissemination and Publications, Special Committee

a

and Sub-comhittee members and committee staff, Program Thhwectors, fésge.
Specialists and Legal -Advisors, Advisory Panels, Consultants (all

replicated at the nat¢onal, regional state and often, local }evels). '

Technical Assistance Organizations: (including privately funded .

committees commissions, foundations, contract research and consulting

_ firms, university—basgd development and dissemination programs, and

€

publically funded commissions such as the Education Commission of the

%
-y f

States or the Western”Center for Law and Poverty) titles of policy \

actors in these organizations would generally replicate those of the

-

special interest groﬁps;' Include.in this audience grouping are the

=

intermediary organizé&ions or subunits of the federal and state .
governments set up to_assist regions, states or localities in policy N
and program implémentation or evaluation (Heclo, 1978). .

Academicians: eXperts from academia who, through their pubficationsh

v
€

ﬂéaching consultipg éérk and expert testimony, help to formulate and

L]

. ’ clarify issues relevant to educational policy. e

[ ’ - ’ S I : ] A
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5

Journalists: Répofters for newspapéré, popular professional

journals, radio and magazines, television, who, through coverage
of educatfon related features play an 1ncreasiﬁg iﬁbortant role in

raising issues to the public agenda.
. ) ;
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FOOTNOTES X
"I’ . | - ‘
’ 1. For compendia for empirical studies see Weiss, 1977; Frankel,

1976; Abt, Inc. 1976; alse Mitchell, 1980; Florio, 1979;

Donnison, 19725 “Gaplan, 1975; Alkin, Daillak et. al. and

White, 1980; Bozeman, 1979; Hood and Blackwell, 1978; Cohen, 1970;

Hood and Blackwell, 1978. ‘ , ’
2. See discussiong’ in Walker, 1969; Gray, 1973; Hood and Blackwell,
1976; Lehne and Rosenthal, 1980; Rosenthal ‘and Fuhrman, 1980.

3. See‘Schorr:?197l;'Levin, 1971; Dror, 1971; Yarmolinsky, 1971;
Rose, 1977. - .
h. See studies as disted in footnote 1. .
. 5. In virtually all empirical studies, subjects report that reséarch =
- gets used in some way. Indirect, rather than-direct uses predominate.
- .

6. See Jencks, 1972; Clark, 1966; Averch, 1972; Coleman, 1966:
. ( —

7. NIE memos on dissemination to the Institute for Research on Educatjonal

Finance and Governance. 1979-80.

~

e

3 8.' See footnote 6.
‘ 9, Michael W. Kirst. '"Proposition 9 and its Impact on California
. ! Schools" presented to the California Coalition for Fair School
Finance. 1980. ) .

\ ’ . y ’ %
10, Empirical studies focused on federal level policy-makers (Rich, 1977) '
or grouped federal, state and local respondents (such as Weiss and

L : Bucuvalis, 1977).
11. See footnote 9.
‘/ N
12. **Time in relation to the adoption of innovation can mean the
shifts from awareness of information to use and belidf in it .
or it can refer to the relative time one individual or firm .o

adopts a new idea as compared to other individuals or firms.
Time can also mean the rate of adoption of ideas by a user.

\ (Rogers and Kim, 1979) Uy . -
(=4
\ 13. For a complete description of the role of issues specialists
. see Heclo, 1978.
. i . ]
- 14, See footnog 1.
\\'\ ’ ) - ) >3 0

15, Arfew of the characteristics found imbcr;an? in some studies
.were found insignificant in others. For example, several '
studies found quality and timeliness important use determinants,
while Patton, et. al. found minimal effects for either characteristic.

- " -
—_— r . N -
. .
- 12
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© ] . [




. N 1-29 . ’ ‘.
. . - . /\ D LN .
i ' .

Aarmon, Henry J., Politics and the Professors: The Great Society-in
. . Perspective. The Brookings Institutionm, (Washington, DC), 1978. .

. ‘ ,
Aberbfch, Joel D., "Changes in Congressional Oversight", in Making -
. Bureaucracies Work, ed. Weiss, Barton, pp. 65-88. %

~

Alkin, Marvin, Richard Daillak, #nd Peter White, "Using Evaluationms:
Does Evaluation Make a Difflerence?", in Educational Evaluation
, and Policy Analysis, Vol. 2, No. 5, September-October, 1980, pp. 92.

Alkin, Mar{in and Alex Law, "A Conversation on Evaluation Utilizatjon", -
in Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 2, No. 3,/ May-
. June 1980, pp. 73-80. ‘

. Archambaulty, Francis X. Jr., and Robert G. ST. Pierre, "The Effect of
. Federal Policy on Seryice Delivered Through ESEA Title 1", in
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol.-2, No. 3, May-
June 1980, pp. 33-46. ~

-

-

Averch, Harvey A. and others. How Effective is Schooling? A Critical
Review and Synthesis of the Effects of Family and Schooling in
America. (Basic Books, 1972).

Babbie, Earl R., The Practice of Social Research, Wadsworth Publishing
Company, Inc., (California) Second Edition. 1979,

| Bardach, Eug-ene, Implementation Game. Cambridge; MIT Press. 1977. .
ia

' Beer, A., et al. The New American Political System. Washingﬁon, B.C.:
. The American Enterprise Institute. 1978.

Bellevita, Christopher J. "Initial Assessment of Dissemination Capacity."
IFG memo, 1980.

Bozeman, Barry, Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, Politics
- of Technical Decisions". Dorothy Nelkin, Editor (Beverly Hills:
Sage Publications, 1979) Vol. 1, No. 4, 256 pp.

Brecher, Charles, and Rdymond D. Horton, "Trends in Federal Expenditures
- for Youth." Prepated for a Presentation dt Converences on Politics
of Equity: Education Finance, State and local Taxes, and Children's
Services, May, 1980. X ' ) - .
Broder, David S., "Networks", Changing of the Guard: Power and Leadership
in America, Simon and Schuster, (New York), 1980. pp. 129.

4

Broudy, Harry S., Robert H. Ennis, .Leonard I. Krimerman, Philosophy of . -
- Educational Research, John Wiley & Sons, Inc. (New York), 1973.

Brown, Robert D., Diana Newman and Linda Rivers, "Evaluation's Impact",

in Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 2, No. 5,
., September-October, 1980. pp. 67-74.

t. Butler, Matilda, and William Paisley. 'Factors Determining Roles and .
. Functions of Educational Linking Agents with Implicatiomns for . -
. Trairing and Support Systems’. Occasional paper, Far West

Laboratory, January, 1978..

o . . ‘ 1 \‘ .
ERIC . 33 i




Ve

Campbell, Donald T., "Reforms as. Experiments”, American Psychologist,
. Vol. 24, No. 4, April 1969. . .

Campbell, Donald T., "A Tribal Model of the Social System.Vehicle
Carrying Scientific Knowledge', Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion,
Utilization.. Sage Publications, Inc. Vol. 1 No. 2, December 1979.
pp. 181-201. ‘ .

. ‘ e .

Caplan{-ﬁﬁsyan, Andrea Morrisonm and Russel Stambaugh. The Use of -

© Socisl’Science Knowledge in Policy Decisions at the National
Level. Ann Arbor, Michigan: Institute for Sécial Research. 1975,
= 7/

Caplan, MYathan, and Stephen D, Nelson. "Who's to Blame?" Psychology

Today, Vol. 8. Novembes} 1974, po) 94-104,

Chinitz, Benjamin, "The management of Federal Expenditures for Research-
ing Social Problems,"” in The Use and Abuse of Social Science. ed.
Horowitz., 1971. pp. 185-199.

Clark, B. Kenneth, "Education of the Minority Poor: The Kéy to the
War on Poverty," in The Disadvantaged Poor: Education and _
Employment. Third Report of the Task Force on Economic
Growth and Opportunity. Chamber of "Commerce of the U.S.: 1966.

L9 *

Cohen, David K., ' é;litics and Research: The Evaluatio Sogial Action
Programs in Education," Review of Educational Research, April, 1970.

_Cohen, David K., and Charles E. Lindblom, "Solving Problems of Bureacracy",
4n Making Bureaucracies Work, ed. Weiss, Barton, pp. 125-138.

-

]
Cohen, David K., "Politics and Research: the Evaluation of Social Action
Programs in Education", Review of Educational Research, April, 1970.

Cohen, Michael, J. March an:),ln;m Olsen, "A Garbage Can Model' of

Organizational Choice.. ministrative Science Quarterly. Vol. 17, 1972.

Cole, Jonathan R. and Stephen Cole, "The Reward System of the social Sciences
in Frankel (ed) Controversies and Decisionss The Social Sciences and .
Public Policy. New York; Russel Sage Foundation. 1976.

-

Coleman, James S:, et al. Equality of Educational Opportunity. Government
uPrinting Office: WaslWingtdn, D.C.: 1966, .,
"J"J\‘

Coleman, James S., "The Structure of Society and the Nature of Social
Research" "Knowledpe: Creation, Diffusion, Ytilizatidn." Sage

) Publications Inc., Vol. X No. 3, March, 1980. pp. 33-350.

} @ [

Connor, Ross F., "Utilization-Focused Evaluation," Knowledge: €reation,
Diffusion, Utilization, Michael Quinn Patton (Beverly Hills: ~ Sage
Publication 1978) VolJ’l No. 4, 304 pp. -

Cook, Thomas D., Judith Levinson-Rose, amd William Pollard, "The Mis- ‘
utilization of Evaluation Research", Knowledge, Creation, Diffusion .
Utilization, Vol. 1, No. & June 1980 pp. 477-498.

Datta Louis-Ellin, and Ro% Perloff (Eds ) "Improving Evaluationé' in
EducatiOnal Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 2, No. 3, May—June'
1980, pp. 93-94.° )




L

Dagidson , Steve, Medicaid Decision:haking (Stanford: IFG, 1980).
: .

v

s DeLeon, geten, "A Theory of Policy Termination', The Policy Cycle;
ed May and Wildavsky, Sage-Publications, Inc., Vol. 5, 1978,°
pp. 279-300., E 3

Deshpande, Rohit, '"The Use, Nonuse and Abuse.of Social Sciepce
Knowledge'", Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utiliza , Sage
Publications Inc., Vol. 1, No. 1, September 1979, pp. 164-176.

,Downs, George W. Jr., Bureauoracy,~jnnovation and Public Poli{z,
- Lexington Books,’ Lexington, Mass/, 1976.

: G . . .o ° .
Dreyfus, Daniel A., ''The Limitations of Policy Research in Congresgional
Decision Making." 1In Weiss (ed.) Using Social® Research in Pu®Tic
. Policy Making, Boston: Lexington Boo%gg 1977- ' . ’
. ‘.i‘

.

-

Dror, Yehexkel, "Applied Social Science and Systems Analysis in The Use .
and Abuse of Social Science. (ed) Horowitz, New Brunswick:
Tranaction Books, 1971, pp. 68-87, -1 °

) . . o .
Dunn, William N.' "The Two-Communities Metaphor and Models of Knowledge
Use", Knowledge: .Creatiod, \Dingtilization Vol. 1, No. &,
’ June 1980, pp. 515~ 536 . :
elman, Murray, The Szmbolic“Uses of/Politics. Chicago: University
¢ of Illinois Press. 1977. .

s

.The Evaluation of Social Programs: Edited by Abt, Clérk C., Sage
Publications, Inc. (Beverly Hills) 1976.

. /’ 3 .
. Feller, Irwin, "Three Coigns on Diffusion Research" Knowlédgé: Creation
Diffusion, Utilization, Sage Public ions, Inc., Vol. 1, No. 2,

December 1979 . P o

. Florio, David, "The Impact of "ED" on Educational ReSearch", in Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 2, No 5, September-October 1980,.°
. $p. 83-89 ’ ,
\ - .
Florio, David H., Miehael M. thrm;hn and Diane K. ‘Goltz, "What Do Poligy
Makers Thimk of Fducational Researeh & Evaluation’ Or Do They7“
o Washi§§ton Perspective, pp, 61-87. v

¥

& + .
.
¢ 4

Frankel tharles, Ed. Controversies and Decisions) The Social" iences
and Public Policy., New York: Russell Sage Foundation 7
K c -
Fuhrman, Susan, Legislative Decision-making in Pennsylvaniag
" report of Eagleton Institute, 1980, .

Ganz, Carole, "Linkage Between Knowledge Creation, Diffysion, and
Utilization" q;ﬁledge. Creatioh, Diffusion, ilization, Vol. 1,

4, 'June 1980 pp. 591- 612 2 ( C =

+ ;
a 4

No.

A)

‘ Gray"&&irginia, "Inngvations ‘in the American States," American Political
SN ence Review 67 (December 1973): . "1174-1185. . .




© . g
. . . » .
- I3
St <, Y [}
. v

~ N o , 1-32

. Guthrie, James W., "An Assessment of Educational Policy Research" in
‘ « Edidcational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 2 No. 5,

-*September-October 1980, pp. 41-56.

”

n&ch Gkoria; "An Economic Analysis of Earnings and Schooling."
¢ Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 2, (Summer 1967) pp. 310-29.

ammond, Kenneth R., Jer Mnmpower, 'Formation bf Social Policy" )
i // . Knowledge: Creation, Piffusion, Utilization, Sage Publications,
K . Imnc., Vol. 1, No. 2, December 1979&5 pp. 245-258.

S Haviland, H. Fie?h, "Federal-Academic -Relations in .Social Science -
Research" in Frankel (ed.) Controversies and Decisions: The Social
Sciences and Public Poligy. New York: Russell Sage Foundationm. 1976.

Holzner, Burkart, Evelyn'Fisher, "Khowledge in Use'", Knowledge: Creation,
‘ ’ . -Diffusion, Utilization, Sage Publications, Ine., Vol. 1, No. 2,
. December 1979. pp. 219-244.

7’
Hood, Paul D., Laird Blackwell, "The Educationdl Information Market Study"
Prepared by Far West Liboratory for Educational Research and Develop—
ment, San Francisco, CA. (October, 1976).

¢

< Horowitz, Irving L. (ed.), The Use and Abuse of Social Science,
Transaction Books, (New Jersé‘), 1971.

House, Ernest R.,."'Evaluation as Persuasion: A Reply to Kelly's Critique',
‘ in Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis,’Vol. 2, Np. 5,
September-Occober 1980. pp. 39-40.

Y

- z
Isaac, Stephen, Increasing the Relevance of National Evaluation to School.

T A School District's Viewpoint", in Educational Evaluation and Folicy
S Analysis, Vol. 2, No. 5, September-October 1980. pp. 80-82.
. £ . .

Jencks, Christopher, et.al. Inequality: A Re-assessment of the Effect
of Family and Schpdling in America (Basic Books,°1972),

N,

14
Kaplan, Abraham, The Conduct of Inquiry: Methodology for Behavioral

* Sc{ence% Chandler, Harper & Row Puflishers)

N W~X§:k 1976
Kelly, Edward F., "Evaluation as Persuasion: A Prictical Argument", in
" Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vo). Z No. 5,
SeEtember-October 1980. pp. 35-38.

L4
KeHy, Rita Mae, and Bruce Frankel, "The Federal Decision to Fund Local

j’/ o ' .Programs: Utilizing Evaluation Research", The Policy Cycle, "ed., May &
’ : . Wildovsky'? Sage Publications,-Ing.,-Vol. 5, 1978, pp. 237-258.
} : . '
%# . Kiresuk, Thomas J., "Planned Change and Evaluation", Knowledge: Creation,
o Diffusion, Utilization, Sage Rdhlications Inc., Vol. 1, No.\3, March
- A ° 1980. pp. 405-420.
‘ . O ..
~ "Kirst, Michael W., ”Oréanizations in Sheck anq/éverload Cadfornia's
. . Public Schools, 1970-1980", Educational Evalftation and Policy
. .

» Analysis, Vol. 1, No. 4, July/August 1979."




e 133

k3

I . :

Kirst, Michael W., '"A Tale of Two Networks: The School Finance
Reform versus t:kle Spending and Tax ‘Limitation Lobby", Tax-
ing & Spendine, Winter, 1980, pp. 43-49. .

Kirst Michael, W. and:Walter Garms, "The New Politics of stdte
Educational Finance', Policy report of the Institute for
Research on Educ_:ational Finance and Govermance, 1980,

Kirst, Michael and Walter Carms, "The Demographic,;Fiscal ‘and
Political Environment of Public School Finance in the
1980's," Stanford, Californis: The Institute for Research
on ‘Educational Finance and Governan®e, March, 1980. -

Kirst, Michael W., Paul Peterson and Dennis Encarnation, "Policy
Issue Networks," Interim report to the National Institute
for Education, March, 1981. 4 g

Knott, Jack, Aarot Wildavsky, Lf Dissemination Is the Solutionm,
Is the Problem?" Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion,
Utilization, Vol. 1, No. 4, June 1980, pp. 937-578.°

Kramer, Fred, "Policy Analysis as Ideology," Public Administration
Review, September/October, 1975, pp. 509-517. T

_ ‘Larsen, Judith, “"Rnowledge Utilication", Sage Publications Inc.,

Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, Vol. 1, No. 3,
. March 1980, pp. 421-442. [

FY

—_ .

Lehne, Richard and Alan Rosenthal, ''Research Perspectives on

State Legislature and Educational Policy," Preliminary

draft, 1/31/80. i\\ . .

. Levin, Henry, Prospects, "Why Isn't Educational Research More
Useful?", UNESCO Journal in Education (November, 1977).

,Lindblom, Charles E., and David K. Cohen, Usable Knowledge: .
\ Social Science and Social Problem Solving, Yale University
Press, {(New Haven) Second Editdon, 1979.
. 4

Lipet, S.M., and E.C. ladd, Wpolitics of Academic Natural
: Scientists and Eng}neeré," Science 172 (June 72): 1091.

Lynn, Lawrence, Ed. Knowledge and Policy: The Uncertain
Connection', (Washington, DC: National Academy of Sciences,
1978), Vol. 1, No. 4, 183 pp. ‘

.

. ' »
Lynn, Lawrence E., Jr', "Impleméntation: Will the Hedgehog be
Outfoxed?" Policy Analysis, 3 (Spring 1977): 277-280.

Lynn, Lawrence E., Interview)s "Crafting-Poiicy Analysis for
Decision Makers' in Educational Evaluation and Policy
snalysis, Vol. 2, No. 3, May-June 1980, pp. 85-90. v

——

* &




-

.
4
*

: : ‘ 1-34

-

, Machlup, €§icz
. Crea

i

"Uses, Value, and Benefits of Knowledge",

', Knowledge:
on, Diffusion,” Utilization Sage Publications, Inc., '
_Vol. I, No. 1, September 1979, pp. §2—8l.

4 a—s

MacRae, Duncam, Jr., The Soc¥al Function of Social Science, Yale
) University, 1976.
¢ N _Q‘,' .

Matrch, James, ‘Footnotes to Organizational Change, Institute for
Research.on Educational Finance and Governance, January, 1980

-

!
Markley, 0. W,

w The Normative Structure of Knowledge Production
and Utilization In Education," Prepared for:

National: + -
. . Instit . of Education Department of Health Education and
. welfar ashington, D.C., December, 1975.

“May, Judith and Aaron°Wildavsky, The Policy Cycle
Vol, 5, 1978.

s Sage Puolications:'
N . . 4 .
‘ Mayhew, Bewisj Legacy of the Eighties

, San Francisco; Jossey Bass

»

*McGowan, Robert P., Book Review; The Scientific Publication System
- ¢ 1in Social "Science, Duncan indsey (San Francisco, Jossey-Bass,
Inc. ;ulqz8)'Knowledge Crjeation, Diffusion, Utilizationm.

Sage
Publications Inc., Vol. 1] No. 2, December 1979 .pp. 321-323
“e.

LV

S

b?Meltsner Afnold J., Policy Analysi§ in the Bureaucracy, Berkeley: .
* gxg/ Univer§ity of California Press, 1976 . -
3 ‘. -
%@ﬂtp, Arnold "Don 't Slight Communication: ~Some Problems of
o é Analytical Practice", International Institute for Applied
, 1979. .

[y

n A., "The Politics of Automobile Passenger Protection.
: Behavioral Versus Environmental Control',
N

THe Policy Cycley, Sage
" Publications, Inc., Vol. 5, 1978, pp. 89-107.

$ ' . o -
Méyeiépgohn W., W Richdrd Scott, Terrence E. Deal
. ﬁ?

"Institutional
Technical Sources of Organizational Structures'Explaining
he'Structure of Educational Organizatiohs'", prepared for

ot

P presentation at a conference on Human Service Organizations?g
p Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences, .
* Stanford' California, March, 4979. ) . . ) '
N - ' '
‘ Meyer; John W.,

-

et.al., "Publig Educationﬁ:s Nationc Building in
America: Enrollments and Bureaucrdtization in the American , :
States, 1870-1930", American Jqurnal of Sociology,tVol 85,0 T,
No. 3, l979 PP- 591*613

N~

\ . N - e v -

,Meyer John Wi, "Institutional Controls over Education? Origins and
‘ Effects"..Presented to "the Thematic Panel ok the Sociology of

Education sannual meetings of the American - Sociological Associa~-
tion, Boston, (August,

1979).
) eiﬁb/”””/ ey *
«  Milst

Mike M., and Rbbert E. Jennings, "Educational Interest
Gtoup Leaders and State Legislators.

Perceatiohs of the "
Fducat ional Policy-Making .Process"”, Educational Administration ‘
Quart x 1971, pp. 54-70. .

, 1977,

¥

~t

Ll



. Mitchell, ﬁouglas E. "Social Science Use in State Iegisiatures"!
’ ' (Stanford, The Institute for Research on Educational Finance ‘
andﬂGoveréance, project report, 1980).

. -

4 .

Mitroff, Iaﬁ';3, Donna D. Mitroff, "Interpersonal Communication
for Knowledge Utdlization" Knowledge: Credtion, Diffusion,

Utilization, Sage Publications Inc., Vol. 1, No. 2, December . '
Y Y - " . o
, - 1979, pp. 203-217. : i
¥ . : . '
Moskowitz, Eric S., "Neighborhood Preservation: An Analysis of ) .
, Policy Maps and Policy.Options'", The Policy Cycle, Sage ‘
* ‘ Publications Inc., Vol. 5, 1978, ppt 65-87. - .,
Murphy, Jerome T., State Leadership in Education: ©On Being a Chief !

- N State School Officer, The Geotge Washington University, 1980., <.

. N Murphy, Jerome T.; "The State Role in Education: Past Research and
Future Direct Directions", prépared by the Legal and Govern-
mental Studies Team,-Prograp on Educational Policy and 5
Organizationy National Institute of Education,-January, 1980. \

Nantchez, Peter B., and Irvin C. Bupp, "Policy and Priority in the
Budgetary Process", The American PoliticaIyScience Review,
Vol. 67, pp. 951-963. ) ‘

National Research Council, The Federal Investment in Knowledge of

. Social Problems, Study Project on Social Research and ) )
» Development; Vol. 1, StGdy Project Report, National Academy ‘

of Sciences, Washington, D.C. 6978.

Nelkin, Dorothy, "Scientif ic Knowledge, Public Policy, and Democracy",
. Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, Sage Publications
: Inc., Vol. 1, No. 1, September 1979, pp. 106-122. - .

Nelsong, Barbara J., "Setting the Public Agenda: The Case of Child
. Abuse'", The Policy Cycle, Sage Publications, Inc., Vol. 5,
iy 1978, pp. 17-41. )

Odden, Allan, "State and Federal Pressures for Equity and Efficiency .
in Education Financing', Prepared for the National Symposium on
' Efficiency and Equity in Educational Finance, (May, 1979).

- Odden, Allan, School Finance Reform in the States: 1980. Denver,
Colorado. Education Commission of the States. April, 1480.

*  Paisley, William, and Mary Kath}yn Cirksena, Matilda Butler, .
: "Conceptualization of Information 'Equity Issues in Education".

Far West Laboratory, February 14, 1979. - 4

. Patton, Michael:Q., et. al. "In Search of Impact: an Analysis of
the Utilization of Federal Health Evaluation Research', in
1Using Social Research in Public Policy Making, Weiss edit. .
Lexington. books: Lexington, Mass. 1977. X * .

= i

. a . - oer

°
.




: 1436

/—-'
? / : o
] h — Plumlee, John PB., and Kenneth J. Meier, "Capture and -Rigidity in
. Regulat:or Administration: An Empiric 1-Assessment', The Policy

Czcle, edit. May & Wildavsky, Sage Publications Inc., Vol. 5,
1978, pp. ‘'215-234.

? Raizen, Senta A., "Dissemination Programs at the National Institute
of Education" in Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization.
. Sage Publicagggps‘qnc.; Vol. 1, No. 2, December, 1979, pp. 259-292.

LTy . [}

Rein, Martin dnd Sheldon White,'"Can Policy Research Help Policy?" The
‘ . qulic Interest 49 (Fall 1977): 119-136.

P

Rein, Martin and Sheldon White, "Policy Research: Belief and Doubt", 4;»
. Social Science and Public Policy, New York: Penguin. 1976. v

‘Ricciuti, James R., "Governmental Use of Policy and Evaluation Research."
Draft. Duke University, September 1980.

Rice, Ronald E., Everett M. Rogers, "Reinvention in the Innovation
¢ Process', Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, Vol. 1,
No. 4, June, 1980, pp. 499-514.

Rich, Robert F., "The Pursuit of Knowledge", Knowledge: Creation,
‘Diffusion, Utilization, Sage Publicatioms, Vol. 1,-No. 1,

September 1979, pp. 6-30. .
Roessler, Richard T., "Impact of Social Programs', Knowledge: Creatidn,
. Diffusion, Utilization, Vol. 1, No. 4, June 1980, pp. 579-590.
— .

Rogers, E., "Re-invention during the innovation process,"” in M.
- Radnor, I. Feller, and E. Rogers eds. The Diffusion of Innovations:
An Assessment. Evanston, IL: ' Northwestern University. 1978.

Rogers, Everett M., and Janet M. Peck, Joung-Im-Kim, "The Diffusion of
Innovations in Public Onganizations", for Stanford UniveEEJCy,
January 1979.

Rose!?Richard "Disciplined Research and Undisciplined Problems" in
Weiss, Using Social Research in Public Policy Making, lexington
Books 1977.

Rosenbaum;, Allan, "Social Networks as a Political Resource: Some
Insights Drawn From the Community Organizational and Community
Action Experiences", prepared.for-Network Development Staff,
School Capacity for Problem Solving Group, National Institute
of Education, March, 1977

A . : i -
. L Rosenbaum, - Nelson, "Growth and Its Discontents: . Qrigins of Local
Popu on. Controls", The Policy Cycle, Sage Publication Inc.,
- Vol. 55 .1978, pp. 43-61.

Rosanthal, Alan and Susan Fuhrman, "Legislative Education Staffing in
, . the States " Presented at American Education Finance Association,
. San Diego March 16-18, 1980.

A

\




' ; 1-37 . R N
. 'ia N ! g ‘
Rothman, Jack, USing Research in Organizations: A Guide to Succesgful
. ’ Applicdtion. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, Vol. 101, 1980. .

Saar,}Shalom Saada, "Evaluating Education Programs", "in Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 2, No. 3, May-Jui3/1989, pp H3-72. .

Schorr, Alvin, "Publi¢ Policy and Private Interest” in Horowitz, The
Use and Abuse of Social Science. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction
! Books, 1971. * .

%

. . &
+ Shils, Edward, 'Legitimating the Social Sciemces: Meeting the Challenges 1
to Objectivity and Integrity."” in- Prankel (ed.) Controversies and

L Decisions. ] . -,

.
Shumavon, Douglas H., "Use of Evaluations ih Aid: The Influence of
Roles and Perceptions', The Policy Cycle, May & Wildavsky (ed.) ]/
Sage Publications Inc., Vol. 5, 1978, pp. 259-276.
- ]

) Smith, Nick L., "Evaluation Utility and Client Involvement in
Accrediation Studies", ,in Educational Evaluation and Policy
Analysis, Vol. 2, No. 3, Séptember-October 1980, .pp. 51-66.

Social Theory and Social Invention. Edited by Stein Herman D., The
- Press of Case Western Reserve University, (Cleveland) 1968.
!
Steinbruner, John, Toward a Cyberhetic Theery of Decision-Making..

Study Project on Social Research and Development: The Federal Invest- ’
ment in Knowledge of Social Problems. Natiohal Research Council ¢
for the National Science Foundation, Washington, D.C. 1978. ,
’
' Turnbull, Brenda J., "Program Consolidated at ®he Federal Level: An
. Answer to Problems in Federal Aid?'", presented at the -Annual />

Meeting of the American Education Research Association, Bostonm,
" Massachusetts, April, 1980.,

Tyack,, David, Michael Kirst and Elizabeth Hansot, "Educat ional Reform: -

Retrospect and Prospéct”. Staghford, Califorpia: ,The Institute
For Research on Ed . inance amd Governance. September, 1979.

« Ulassi Bio, "Govegnment Sponsored Research on International and
Foreign Affairs". in Horowitz. The Use and Abuse of Social
> Science Research, New Brunswick: Transaction Books, 1971, pp. 30-42.

JUseem, Michael, "State Production of Social Knowledge' American B e
: Sociological Review 4l: No. 4, (1976) pp. 613-629. ’

¥

' S~ »
- Walker, Jack L., "The'Diffusion of Knowledge, Policy Communities and
. Agenda Setting: The Relationship of Knowledge and Power." In .
Strategic Horizons of Social Policy, eds. John E. Tropman, Milar

Dluhy, and Roger Lind, (19809). .
. Walker, Jack, "The Diffusion of Innovations Among the American States," -
. American Political Science Review 63 (September 1969): 867-%79. .
! -

N e
~

47 o




’ . 1-38

4

Weické;Karl E., Administrative Science, Quarterly, "Educational
nizations as Loosely Coupled Systems",.Vol 21, (March 1976).

Weinséein, Jay, Book Review; The Dialectic of Ideology and Technology,
The Origins, Frammar and Future of Ideology. Alvin W. Grouldner
(New York: The Seabury Press, 1976) Knowledge: Creation,

~7}

Diffusion, Utilizatiop, Sage Publications Inc., Vol. 1 No. 2,
December .1979 pp. 325-328: .
¥
. Weiss, Carol H., IConceptual Issues in Measuring the Utilization of
’ Research and Evaluation", Draft, 1980. ‘
Weiss, Carol H., Evaluating Action Programs: Reading in Social Action
. . and Education, Allyn and Bacon Inc., (Boston), April, 1977,
‘ Weiss, Carol, Evaluation Research: Methods of Assessing Program
! Effectiveness. Prentice-Hall Inc.: New Jersey, 1972,
E Weiss, Carol H.; "Improving the Linkage Between Social Research and
‘ Public Policy”, Knowledge and Policy: The Uncertain Connection.-
Vol. 5, 1974, pp. 23-81.
14 'z;\ . L 3 [l
N } Weiss, Carol Hv, "Knowledge Creep and Decision Accretion , Knowledge:
! Creation, Diffusion Utilization, Vol. 1, No. 3 ,0 (1980).

Weiss, Carol, "The Many Meanings of Research Utilization", in Rublic
~ Administration Review, September-October, 1979, pp. 426-43 35

Welss, Carol, "Three Terms in Search of Reconceptualization:  Knowledge,
Utilization, and Decision-Making", prepared for Conference on
Political Realiﬁstion of Social Science Knowledge: Toward New
Scenarios. Vierma, Austria, June, 1980.

Weiss, Carol H., "Truth Tegts and Utility Tests: Decision-Makers'
) Grames of Reference for Social Science Research', Draft, 1980. .

. Using Social Research in PuBlic Policy Making. .Lexington,
¢ ) Mass.: Lexington Books, 1977.

Wildavsky, Aaron, Speaking Truth to Power: The Art and Craft of
Policy Analysis, Little, Brown & Company (Boston); 1979.

Williamps, Walter, "Implementation Analysis and Assessment, " Policy
' Analysis 1 (Summer 1975): 531 566,

Van Meter, Donald, and Carl Van Horn, 'The Policy Imblementation Process:
A Conceptual Framework," Administration and Society 6 (February
1975): 445-488. , €

. Yarmolinsky, Adam, "How Good was the answer? How Good Was the Question?:
) In Frankel (ed.) Controversities and Decisiong

. Yin, Robert K., "Decentralization of Government Agericies" in Making
. Bureacracies Work, ed. Weiss, Barton, pp. 113-124.

]

«

- ¢




I-3
; 9

4

3

. A5
Zaltman, Gerald, Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization,
"Knowledge Utilization as Planned Soéia&/éhange", Sage Publicatiows
Inc.; Vol. 1, No. 1, September 1979, pp. 82-105.

\\
Zaltman, G. R. Dumcan and J. Holbek, Innovations End,Organizations,a
New YArk, «J8hn Wiley, 1973, o N

Zollschan, G. K. et al. Ed. Explorations in Sogial Change. Boston:
" Houghton, 1964, ~_ !

.




<
-4 . A ) Referenc ' v
. P =

Allen, Thomas J., Managing the Flow of Technology: Technology Transfer
and the Dissemina®ion of* Technological Information Within the R
and D Organization. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1977. ’ :
Bardach, Eugene, 'Subformal Warning Systems in the Species Homo Politicus,
Policy Sciences, Vol. 5 (1974), pp. 415-431.

Berman, Paul and Milbreyigallin McLaughlin, Federal Program Supporting
Educational Change. Rand Corporation (R-1589), April 1977.

Capital Systems Group, Improving the Dissemination of Scientific and
Technical Information: a Practitioner's Guide to Innovation. NTIS
#PB24.05, 1975 .

R .
* Caplan, Nathan,."Factors Associated'With Knowledge Use Among Federal
Executives,” Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 4, No. 3 (Sgring 1976),
pp. 229-234. - ' . N

A
.

Davis, Howard R. and Susan E. Salasim, "Strengthening the Contribut¥on
of Social R amg D to Policy Making" in Laurence E. Lynn, Jr., ed.,
Knowledge and Policy: the Uncertain Connection. Washington, D.C.:
National Academy of Sciences, 1978, pp. 93-125.

. N : N /
Doctors, Samuel I., The Role of Federal Agencies in Technology Transfer.
Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1969.
o :
Feldman, Martha S. and James G.,March, "Information in Organizations As
Signal and Syﬁbol,"_paper presented: at the 1980 meetings of the
Western Political Science Asgociation, San Francisco.

Freeman, James E. and Ruth M. Karz, "Information Marketing," Annual

Review g§ Information Science and Technology, Vol. 13, 1978, pp.
37-59. ‘ .

Garvey, William D., Nan Lin, and Carnot E. Nelsan, "Some Comparisons of -
Communicatiqn(hcgivities in the Physical and Social § ienqes;" in -
Carnot E. Nelson and Donald K. Pollock, eds., Commurfication Among
Scientists and Engineers, Lexingtord, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1970, PP.
61-84. ’ .

Havelock, Ronald G:, Planning for Innovation Through Dissemintion and
Utilization of Knowledge. Institute for Social Research, University
of Michigan, 1971. ’ \

~

. 0"
Hirschleifer, Jack, "Where Are We in the Theory of Information?' +American
Economic Review, Vol. 53, No. 2 (May 1973),; pp. 31-39.

Holmes, Manford, ''The Linkage Between Research and Practice: The Case
Jf the DEAProejct," Paper presented at the 1977 AERA meetings.

.~

Knott, Jack~éﬁé Aaron Wildavsky, "If Dissemination Is the Solution, What
is the Probled?" draft manuscript, July 1979. ~
b




’ Kotler, Philip, Marketing for Nonprofit Organizationms. Englewood . .
; Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1975.

] A4

’

- " .

. Moore, Donald ‘R., "Report From the Belmont Task Force on Linker Roels,"
) in Far West Lagbratory, Dissemination and the Improvement Process, .
San Francisco, November 1979, pp. 17-28. ,
NTS Research Corporation, "Intelligence for Dissemination Service Capacity:
’ . a Conceptual Framework," Durham, N.C., 1978. \
0'Hare, Michael, "Information Management and Public Choice, " draft
manuscript, December 1979.

Panel for the Review of Laboratory and Center Operations, "Research and
Development Centers and Regional Educational Laboratories: Strengthen-
ing and Stablizing a National Resources,' (Final Report),

- January 1979. . )

. & .

Raizen, Senta A., "The Impact of Federal Dissemination Policy," Paper

presented at the 1977 AERA meetings.

. Rich, -Robert R., "Use of Social Science Information by Federal Bureaucrats:
' Knowledge for Attion Versus Knpwledge for Understanding,” in
‘. Carol Weiss, ed., Uses of Social Research in Policy Making. Lexing-
ton, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1977, pp. 199-211. . ‘

-*

Rogers, Everett M. and F. Floyd Shoemaker, Communication of Innovations: .
@ A Cross Cultural Approach. New York: Free Press, 1971.

-

9Rosenau, Fred S., "Knots in the Network of Information Sources About .
Education," Educational Leadership, February 1980, pp. 426-432.

Rosenbloom, Richard S. and Francis W. Wolek, fechnologz and Information
Transfer: A Survey of Practice in Industrial Organizations.
Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Business School, 19 . -

Sherwood, Larry, "Implementing an Inter-Collegiéte Library Network,"

) unpublished graduate seminar parper, -University of California, .
i ) Berkeley, 1980. ' . -
. Spence, A Michael, “'An ﬁ:bnomist's View of Information,"Annual Review of

Information Science and Technology, Vol. 9 (1974) pp. 57-78.

Stanford Research Institute (SRI), "Evaluation of the National Diffusion
Network," Final Report (3 Volumes), May 1977.

von Hippel, Eric, "The Dominant Role of Users in the Scientific Instru-
,ment Innovation Process," Research Poliey, Vol. 5, No. 3 (July’

. 1976), pp. 212+239. . .
-  Weiss, Carol H., "Improving the Linkage Between Social Research Publjc .
Policy," in Larence E. Lynn, Jr., ed., Knowledge and Policy: the
Uncertain Connection. Washingtan. Washington, D.C‘.: Natiomal .
Academy of Sciences, 1978, pp. 23-8l. ’
, "Knowledge Creep and Decision Accretion,"” KnoWledge", Vol.:

* . - - 1, No. 3, 1980.




II. THE DISSEMINATION OF EDUCATIONAL POLICY RESEARCH FOR POLICYJHiKERS

'

By Eugene Bardach
v ' ' 4

I take as my starting poiﬁi(tﬁe fact that much educational policy

regearch actually does reach a great many edpcatidnal policy makers in

some form, and it reaches ghem in time for them to do something useful
with it (Knott and Wildavsky, 1979). The qu;stion I attempt to

answer in this paper is, How does this process wotk? I also try tQ
suggest, at various points in the analysis, what makes the process

4

work relatively well. Implicitly, tﬂerefore, it contains recommendations

. !

as to how to improve it. . .

My model of how the di;semination process works begins with an
assumption of individuil rationadity: research, or it$ derivatives
'like "policy arguﬁents," researches thdsg persons qu whom the utility
of having it exceeds the disutility of obta g it. My next step ig
to model the situati;ns in which potential “consumers” find themselves

N\
that affect these utilitayian calculatfons. At this point I:stress the

overwhelming importance of the organizational and .political context of
policy-makers. My next step is to model the cooperative relationship
that grows up between consumers and producers when producers try to

reduce the qoéts to consumers of obtaining information. On this point

1 stress the significance of a variety of "storage-gnd-retrieval" systems.

L.

v
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I then ?iscuss the question of who compensates whom fog the costs that
are in fact incurred, and suggest certain problems in thinking about
the overall allocation of costs to different parties. Finally, I turn
to the way in which bureaucratic and professional influénces might

: interfere with the optimal dissemination and uSe of research, but §pecglate

- that in fact they are not too importgnt. B r

-

o~ -

" The Overwhelming Importance of Context

- ) . ' .
When Watson and Crick finally figured out how DNA molecules were

constructed, it took no more than a few weeks for most of the leading .
o

scientists in the field to learn of their discovery. Word-of-mouth and

’

speedy publication in a prestigious and widgly’disseminated scientific -

o

journal did the job. While it is unlikely that many-social scientisew;

espeglally in the edu;ation field, -fancy that they have come ;p with
anything like the double helix, the rapid dissemination of information
seemingly characteristic of the natural scdences stands, in the eyes
" . of many observers, as the implicit model of bow things ought* to be in
social andﬁﬁolicy research as well (Garvey, Lig, and Nelson, 1970;
Havelock, 1971). The natural sciences model of raéid dissemination

- -

assumes that: . ) .
—- there is reliable and illuminating "knowledge' to be transmitted;
’
—— there is a real "demand," on the part of other membérs of the R "
scientific commu;i;y at least, for this knowledge;
- commugication is and ought to occur in self-contained.and

essentially one-way presentations, like newsletters, journal

' articles, or formally presented papers.




.
‘<- -

This model is ihappropriate, however, to the social sciences in

general and to educational research inpargicular. It is also inapbrop—

“riate for. the professionals who are t?e“"craftsmen" analogues to natural
scientists or soci;1 éhientists, that ish_enginee:s'in the case'of the
former(and social program managgr§'in the\case oé the'latter. Table 1
displgyé the two dﬂmensions of differencen Across the columns we see

’that the "penetration" of the social sciences is shallower than that of
the naturél 5c§enges; down the rows we see that the }glevanc knowlgdge

-

of the practicing "craftsman' is much more context-dependent thggﬁit
is Pr the more "basic"’researcher. Both s;ts of differ;nce§ imgpy
that the rapid dissemination model borrowed:from.the nafd}al sciences
must be used with extreme care in searcbing;for ways to improve the -
dissémination process in educational policy research.

- (Iﬁsert Table 1 he?e)

By "shallow penetration" I mean that the social sciences manage
only«wﬁ&h difficulty to get much below the surface of the phenomena
the& study. For the.most part: good theory in thé social sciences'
merely (!) 1looks like an €laborate and insightful rendering of ''common

seﬁse," and good empirical generalizafions look like confirmations of
conventional béliéfs about the way things are. Many'practitioﬁerq,in

the world of policy-making -and program-management correctly believe

that the (useable) knowledge gap between themselves and social scientif it
. I *

1
*a_,,,z’/ﬁ\& researchers is not particularly large and that it does not necessarily

13

«,

.

al%ays favor the social scientists anyway. It is not surprising, there-

” .

fore, that the "demand" for the latest social scientific "knowledge'

on the part of educationists is not particularly brisk.

’

-
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‘P\ﬁoly even more important is the matter of Qontext-dependancy

Policymaking is a Mcrafe," and like al.l crafts it depends simultaneously
n
: I
on the knowledge of general principles and on the feeling for parti~

~ < 1
1 AN

cular materdials and circumstances, that is, the "context." To over-

- . ’
simplify somewhat, in the case of education policy-makers confronting
' p
= ‘ - S
¢
an education finance problem, to_take a concrete ‘example, general

.

. principles can .be religd upon to analyze thg relationship .between

é
revenues an y con‘inations of tax rates, tax bases, and grant-
< - = .

~

in-aid formulas; but cOntextual knowledge is necessary to estimate which

. £ are the tiwo or three combinations that make economic sense, are

T -
IS

. : . e politi:cally feasible in the present poli,tical environment, and age

administratively workable- given the present relations between various

. - levels of government and given the personnel and equipment in place.J

‘ I do not, of course, mean by this example to limit the idea of
. contextual knowledge to the few variables indicated here. -The list
is much longer. -At any rate, the importancp of the contektual com-

ponent of the policy-making craft genérally, far exceeds txat of the,
¢ general principles component -- at least in the day-to-day experience
|
» of policy practitioners. No doubt there are particular moments and

$ A4 - particular decisions, often of great s;‘hgnificance, when contextual
. variables recede and .general principles do, or perhaps should, take
' : - 7 .
_over. ‘But these occasions, representing major redirections of policy

. programming, are few and far between. And even they require a pretty

fair sensitivity .to contextual issues 1if intelligent policdies are to
- ] be fashyoned. -~ . ’ .. \"\
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Impressive evidence of the importance of contextual variables to

the "craftsmen" of the physical sciences comes from studies of engineers

- s

by T.J. Allen and his associates at MIT over a period of years (Allen,
— = , . -

: 1977). ,%ﬁey found that very few working enginners read the journéis

of the professionai engineering'societies, which were so heavily math- . ‘E

i

- ;amecttai as to be "utterly imcomprehensible to the averdge engineer."

»

by

Nor did they use the compeny Iibrary freouently -- and those who did

use it did so oecause it was physica%iy proximate to their own work spaces.
. A .

. On the contrary, the staff of life that supported the averagehworking : »
engineer in his search for relevant task information was consoltation 7

with other engineers within, his company. Communications tended to be
2 : : .

informal and to center largely on personnel who were '"proximate” in oL . -
. . ‘ . ‘ S
some organizational as well as physical sense, like first-line super-

. . visors and peers in ‘the same laboratory. . The principal vehicle for oo

s Lol

transmitting information in wricten form was ‘the 'Unpublished report,” T

¥

which usually originated within the organjzation where the enéineer
was employed.- The comdon comnunicat ion channels were the normal documents

’ routing proCedures of the organization and the informal network of | .
t LA ]

consultative contgcts, e. g.,l"when the recipient :nadvertently saw it

in a colleague's possession . . .Inthis way, a singie report very likely
. reaches a fairly large audience in a very ghort period of time.” In
5, - . : Lt .

. L short, the information epvironment of the workimg engineer is dominated
‘ ) by the particular organization in which he\p;;;;cipetes. ’ ‘b I . ‘

) ) Why this should be so 1is open to cons able incerpretation.' -

: ' I doubt it is becausfe engineers are disposed by petsonality to narrow %_ .

their horizons or stick close &0 their workbenches. Perhaps it has

¥ . -

Py
é




« more to do with the proprietary nature of much of their work: there

are many legal and normative barriers to transmitting information to

. Lt .‘ ‘ - .. .
"outsifers,” and éngineers -who work on similar problems but for dif- - g
Y . .

.

! ferent’ companies. do not circulate their own ideas and data freely to
one another. I WOuld speculate that'it also Has a 1ot to do with

the kinds of probiems engineers work on in 1arge organizations (von

\ -

“ Hippel, 1976). They work on problems that their oparticular organization
. \

-« is likely both to ‘be, _abie to solve and to profit from solving. These " *
e . 'parameters are ""contextual," in the sense. in wnichhl used the word;_ L T
. /;/above. L \ ) g
\ ’fhe behavior cf working engineers contrasts sharply with that of
. ‘\/ researchﬂ scientists, who are mueh freer of contextual parameters.

»

‘ According to a study by Rosenbloom and Wolek (19\10) of 19&sgc:ntists

and engineers in 13 establishments ‘of four large corporation d 1200

E

~  members of the«professional society‘of electrical and electronics

. ' 4 X
. Ve engineers, 'scientists were much morse likely than engineers to read
©t ) « journals and to go Outside of” their organizations"for information. The .

LY P .

dtfferences were very large and emerged in every subsample analyzed

.

_Within the education ffeld it appears that the diffusion of cJ.ass-

’

' room-level and school-level innovat fons follows the craft pattern rather
. . ; N . D %
than the scientific patterns, as=we 'indeed ought to expect. The
> ¢ x>

J well-known RAND Corporatiom study by Berman and McLaughlin (1977) ~

. T emphasfzed aboye all *the "adaptation” of‘the cpncept or technique or
@ .

idea being "qdiffused” to local needs by local teachers. In many cases

, a local people even ".einvented" the concept in order to deepen their
. sense of “ownership.' The history of attempts by USOE and ‘subsequently
. 4 . Fe t . »
& NIE, to diffuse new "R and D" has ‘been characterized by a drift away . g
y - oo . -
Q ‘ 03 .

ERIC.. L
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from the natural sciences model to a more "natural istic" model, one

-
3

1n~wq1ch the context of user needs and perception is given more

A

4

aqsly$1cal weight in the design of the diffusion program and therefore
;oré‘bf a role,in its operation. The National Diffusion Network \NDN),
for example, represented a sort of grass roots effort to reclaim
"innovation" as something towards which local interestf were not only
eympathetié‘but weét talented at promoting. The XDN has been charac-
terized as an alternative to "the gegineering approach’ of the
education Labs and Centers,’ in which approach the creative impuleeA . - e
supposedly anantes from a central source and, if successful, moves

out to bﬁ//;e ipheqz—iiigeﬁ, 1977). (The "engineering approach” is

somewhag'of a misnOmer here because engineers, as we have seen, do not v
in fact approach their work in the sort of deductive way that ;his “
simple-minded diffusion model seems to postulare.)

The éRI evaluation study of the NDN found thet interpersonal

communication -was cpitical in getting the success of the pregram-

-(Stanford Research Institut®, 1977), Although the- SRI analysts do not

A
say so directly, it appears from tPeir account that the ND¥ operatives,
particularly the so-called "linkers who specialized” in brining together

the developers of innovations and the ultimate users, expended enormous
. P - .
energy on conteitualizing the innovationms, that is, helping potential )\

users to understand how an idea develOped elsewhere could be made to
. . o ) &

work effectively in theiF own setting.
A final point about the contextualizing of information pertains
to the special character of information relevant to policy-makers.

The craft element of policy-making is even more pronounced than it is
> ®
in classroom teaching. A policy problem shows up with many diverse

oy N B

facets, and a realistic approach to it must be similarly multi-faceted.



" By implication, no social scientifically grounded jouphal article o

.

[ 4

\J

— Fa - ‘ w

The design of such an apprbach entails specific attention to ,each of
- . * . >
the component elements so that they form a coherent whole; and this

design problem is complicated~by the fact that "eccentric" or "odd"

-

solutions to any specific element of the problem can spill over into

solutions to the other elements. For example, é district-wide pitan ‘—

to target eustodial services to the- schools most plagued by vandalism
might run afoul of any one of (at least) the following problems: (1)
increased vandalism in at least some of the schools in which Services

were decreased, (2) labor contracts restricting the reassignment of
‘ 2 & toos

custodial personnél, 535 a ﬁg;tigularl; stréng and vécal prin?ipal
mobilizing a parents' group to oppose the change, (4) a corollary
misaliocation o% custodial ser;ices away from sites where basié
maintenance was hig% priorjiy (but vandalism was less imporgaﬁt). The
effect of problems like ‘these on -‘policy-formulation might be to force

a seemingly ad ho¢ arrangement that would take care of some serious
- some

-

o4
vandalism problems but not others, an arrangement for which most admin-

istrators would be unable to offer a simple and ¢lear-cut policy rationale.
. = PR Y ; ! : -

N 4

cation based

*

that Pad recomméq@ed a con§£§ten; policy of reSOur;e allo
on rational principles could have furhighed more ;hgn‘aAbaékiarop e
against which deciéﬁ’n—makers @ould illuminate the dééarturés from
;ound principles £hat they were forced tﬁ‘make. '

‘ ]

The value of social scientific "knowledge"” as & backdrop to what

s

.

‘7 -
a craft-connected "appreciation'.of context ultimately requires shbuld

f +
pot be underestimated. It is gradually becotming und%rs;ood that .

social scientific "knowledge” does not usually penetrate the mind of

another social scientist in the same direct'wéy as new knowledge about
L . * .




the structure of DNA mjight enter the mind of a natural scientist, and

”

that movement of such knowledge through the community of policy

practitioners is.even more indirect. Carol Weiss has written persua-

siveiy about "knowledge creep" and the ”enlfghtenment" value of social

scientific rese%;ch in this connection (1979; 1980). Yo doubt\fhere

are many ways’foghsuch henlightenment" to occur, but I would speculate .
that an extremely important way invo%ves the tension between the

principles that govern a concrete decision and the principles which

have their

i -

source in "knowledge" as well as in pérsonality and &
. - ~ o - .

experience that the decision-maker thinks are valid in general.

'Eniightenment is not necessarily a ene-way street, therefo*e, for the

tension moves one's understanding in two directions: 'knowledge" is
a useful backdrop for illuminating the good and the bad facets of

A o
the concrete situation, but conc;?EFE‘siauations are useful. for
clarifying the contours and shadows on the backdrop of 'knowledge.",
As a Gestalt‘ psycholoéist might put it, there is no figure without
grodnd and no ground without figure.

Just as policy-making is dependent on political and organizational
context, so is policy learning, whether of the "enlightenment" or of
any other type.' The relevant context is what Baye§ian decision analysts
call the "prior distributioﬁ" of expectations about what actions are
1iLely E; hawve what effecfs§nd of attitudes about Qhat outcomes are
more {or less) desirabl?. Normaliy we would imagine that the alter-
ations in this mental set produced by a specific‘pieqe‘of inforiation
would be félatively minor, given the remarkable stabilit§15f most
people's mental sets ang thé exceptional stabili£§ of such mental sets

.
* .
.
.

- policy-level: indiviguals whose occupation virtually requires high

-

attitudinal and cognitive stability. At any rate, once one understands

) 61 o o :
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that new "knowledge" serves mainly to shift a policy-maker's dispbsition

or "bias" in a certain way, one enriches one's idea of the relevant

. v

context i which decisioné are "made'": the context includes the e

r

decision-maker "¢ own "'prior" attitudes and beliefs. How new "knowledge"

is received and extrapolated into policy deperds, therefore, to an

important extent on how well (or badly) old knowledge has been perform-

ing the same functions. ’
Having said all this, it perhaps ought to be emphasized that the
usual error made by social scientists is to overstate the poFential
importance oﬁ'khowlgdge¥ yﬁéther creéping or ‘otherwise. Not evén the” .
deepest and truest knowledge can be of value if there is no freedom to
use it. 8ut typically the pol icymaker }s more of.,a "shaper?than a

""decider." Actions are taken that shape and' reshape an ongoing flow
- y;
of events, but only infrequently®are they }ufficiently large and

fundamental so that we may a-propriately think of them as "decisions.”

— Iy

To put the matter a little differently, the policy-maker typically - .
attempts to modify conditions that are for the most part outside of

his or her control; for the policy-maker the imperatives represented

. S 2
by these conditiops are the basic "decision" within which his or

her own. actions take place and therefore their cfitically important
context. But social scientific research that is potentially'relevant )

to policy typically addresses questions that call for basic decisions ) ’
\ ' . . .

rather than'for merely incremental changes. To be of use in most

policy;making; therefore, such research needs to be extrapolated or ]

s 1

interpolated. (It is often said‘that the process of moving from the

conclusions of basic 'research to policy is one of drawing'out "implications."
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- .

But the word "implication” is inappropriate to the extent that it
suggests tha£ all the pertinent empirical information is embedded in
the original research and that the relationship to policy applications
is merely one of 1oé}cal deduction. Actually, however, new,'contextuéi, ~
information is always required in combipation w%fh social scientific
information or "knowledge" in order to arrive at a reasonable policy
conclusion. Hence I prefer to speak of extrapolating and interpolafing,.
as opposed to "implying.') An #1luminating accog;t of self-confessed
naivete on this pointris that by Howard R. Davis and Susan E. Salasim
(1978) concerning their rebuff at the hands of a Eountyaébmmissioner
. of welfare whom they had urged to adopt a policy of preparing aftercare.
_plans for state hQSpitaI patients being released to community care.
The advoc;;es were fully eguipped With studies purporting to show
that aftercare plénning‘could substantially reduc; rehospitalization
rates. The commissioner, however, was not impressed. Perhaps the
rates could be reduced, he allowed, but there were also eightr good

reasons, ranging from‘personnel constraints to inter-organizational
“~

diplomatic relations, why the policy could not be adopted. Having

_acknowledged their own naivete about these difficulties of policy

design and implement@ation aé\the emerge in real political and organ-

\0‘

izationalssettings, Davis and Salasim caution other social researchers

q
not to make the same error.

If the value pf ﬁnowledge depends in large part on the freedom to
use it, it is also true that the boundaries of the realm of freedom
depend in some measure on the poyer of knowledge'to push them outward
Knowledge,fh a politiéél context Is rarely treated with deference to

-

its intrinsic worth but is often treated with the respect due to an




instrument of power and ?Lfluence. In a political context knowledge
/ ' ‘

is nothing more nor less than an argument. And arguments can be used
—

to open the way to policy change. The commissioner of welfare may not
have been impressed by the Davis-Salasim arguments the first time
around, but eventually he might have been moved to pay some homage to them.
And when that‘would occur, no.doubt he would usehthe same arguments
that had moved him to try to move others in his direction. .

In this section, I have argued that social scientific research is
transformed into reievant information fer the uurposes of policy-

making oniy through a rather iddirect and complicated processi (1)
s "knowledge", it does not.illuminate any particular prqblems unless
it is supplemented by knowledge of the particular context -in whdch the
’ problem exists; (2) as a source of practical guidance, it is probably
more useful as a backdrop that helps to illuminate the many ways in }
which a particular problem is a constellation of exceptions to certain
general principles as well as being exemplary of others;’(3) as a :

source of inspiration toa\given policy-maker, it wusally acts by

means of ‘slow and incremen 1 modifications in underlying’sets of

compete with influences born of interest and bureaucratic or political

‘ momentum,. All this implies that any given bit of "pure" social

scientifiec knowledge, so to speak, will:

[y

-- probably be or no value to ncst policy;nakers. . o .

. -- probably be of some value t0\agfew policy-makets.
a R - . -

- probably acquire its valug only through the _process of context-

) ualization in specific organiational seétings and political

[y

debates. . ) i . ) .

'




. J . -

-- probably come to be perceived, during the process of context-

r El

*
uvalization, not as “social science" but as a policy

érgument, and will be disseminated as such.

==

-- be disseminated intermittently, contingent on the déVélopment. .
. 4

of situations in which political actors experience a need

either to use the argument or to defend themselves against 1it.

The intermittency of the demand for various social scientifically

.gropnded arguments, either on the part of specific individuals or of

policy-making comﬁunitigs more broadly, suggests the need for some

sort of storage-and-retrieval capability that links knowledge producers
<

and knowledge users both across a variety of issue areas (and sub-areas)

and across .time. We now turn to examining how such a capability should

+

look ideally and to how it has eyolved in fact.

Storage and Retrieval

For ‘many purposes it is useful to think of "arguments" as information

» 1]

and to think of "information' as an economic good for which there is

a supp}y and demand (Hirschleifer, 1973; Spence 1974). Having said .
this, it is necessary to emphasize one (of éever§l) oddities about
;nforma;ion canstfued as such a good: .consuming it e;tails a costi
mainly in time. This leads to a dilgmma: in advance of consuming‘
information one cannot know how 'valuable it will prove to be, but uncer-
tainty about its vaiue may lead a consumer who potentially would benefit
to eschew in the firsglplace the certaiﬁ costs ;f consuming it. Given

this condition, we would éxpect the consumption ef information to be

non-optimal, with people consuming either too much or too little.

6o

<

‘.
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This pervasive condition is aggr;vated in tﬁe case of policy-
relevant érgJﬁents by the degree to which its_value is so overwhelmingly
context-deppndeni. We have seen how necessarily "weak" is-the relevance
of policy research in general to concrete policies in particular,
which wezkness makes the value of the "average" pﬁéc; of information
quite low relative to the cost of consumption. It .is hardly surprising;
therefore, tpat most policy practitioners turn up their noses at N

-

"academic" social scientific research. To be sure, there are other . .-

¥

'probleﬁs with such research; but even if these were all elimina ed, the
v

normal benefit-cost caléﬁlation would be unfavorable from the prachi-
tioner's point of view. ) . : y 3
- _ ~ |
Indeed, what is surprising is that there is as much market for

policy research among practitioners as théie épﬁeéfs to be. I believe

this can be explained in two ways. First, a sizeable mingrity of
policy-makers are concerned not about the “argument yalue" of Javerage"
information, which they would acknowledgé is low, buf about the

unusually hig; value of certain occasional pieces. If once a month '
or three times a year, let us say, a ﬁiece of new information turns up

that exerts a signigicant influence on the policy-maker's prior set of

aégitu&es and\beliefs*é; either to reinforce or to alter certain of

its elements —- this may justify whaéever costs are entailed in
monitoring the larger, and routinely m?re disappointing, flow of infor=-
mation. Secondly, the costs of consuming information can vary a great

deal among different institutional positions, so that some people may !

be able to reduce these costs to the point that they become quite °

affordable. . . < . :- 3\




~ \ °

. Now, an interesting feature of these cost-reducing mechanisms 1is
that they are to a large degree encouraged and facilitated by the

suppliers of information (quite independently of what they do to reduce

v

the costs of producing the information in the first place)s This
occurs because it is in the interest of suppliers to have their product
consumed and they recognize that without the implicit subsidy they might

furnish to potential ‘'customer' there will be no effective demand for

their ware; at all. It is certainly pertinent ?n this r;gard that
most of the concern with improving the dissemination of publicly funded
research in education as.well as :ﬂother fields arises from the agencies
on the supply side rather than on the demand side (Doctors, 1'969,' Kotler,
1975; Freeman and Katz, 1978).

- Analogously to potential information consumers whé cannot be sure .
that i‘s worth their while to absorb any given piec'e of informatior;,
information producerscannot be certain to which potential consumers

-

they should target their communications or otherwise manage to assist.
T —— .
There are two principal reasons for this. One is that information

producers cannot easily- figure out what would be relevant to a policy-
‘ maker who is bound, as we have saidy o interpret any and all information
in a particular context which even Pghimself cannot be entirely .
" gonscious of. (See, for instance, Capital Systems Group, 1975,
s Sections II.3. and II.3.2). Of course, it is entirely possible that
in many cases the producer can know about the aggr:.egate‘of particular- T

istic context and can appraise the information needs of people who

function in these contexts better than they can themselves -- much as

an industrial safety consultant can know more about the characteristic ‘
X .




-

safety problems of certain kirds of manufacturing processes than do

. .

L}

the workers and managers who have dealt wlgh' a particular installation

for many years. (In fact, it is precisely this sort of practical
~ ’ >

knowledge that makes dissemination strategies executed by produceré

plausible in any degree whatsoever.) Yet Epéfé are 1mp6rtant limits
2

A}
on the kind of practical kmowledge that permits this, mainly Bhe .

.sfact that‘%ontexﬁs are always changing. The problem of equalizing

il

-

-~

per capita pupil exﬁenditures across districts, for instance, changes
as the main source revenues for school districts shifts moreiand more
to the state treasury and as‘shrinking enrollments make the dynamic - - -
aspects of the equity issue politically more salient. To take another
dxample, teacher union influence waxes and wanes depending on many
circumstances, as does pressure, say, from community groups or *from
ideological gréup; (e.g., special creationists). .

Secondly) there is always the problem of turnover in personnel to
undermine the most sophisticated strategy of disseminating information
to tempofariiy "gey" decision-makers: it does not take long for a sub-

stantial proportion of one's audience to have moved on to shaping

‘different events and decisions and for newcomers to have replaced them,
N

P Y

newcomers who will not have benefited fromgfhe education so generously

. -

furnished by the suppliers.

One solution to the reciprocal ignorance that prevents needy °
but skeptical potential consumérsiand'willing but floundering would-
be suppliers of information from finding each other is a clearinghouse
or related type of central storage arrangement that facilitgges agcess

to information on the part of potential consumers. Central storage of

this kind makes it easier for consumers to retrieve information, even

A
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- . . ough’ it does not eliminate the search and retrieval costs, - .

. 11:0get‘h%force it also makes it easier for suppliers to * -~ | w
. - - ; o . 7l
- supply it Many and quitevaried institutions and practjices can - e

N B

perform (or try to perform) the central-—sto'rg.ge-and-easy-retrival - ’

- N . L4

.
4 function, for instance:

-

) --the ERIC.data base, computer accessing of contents, decentralized
B - , . .
Y - ; . microfiche collections, and microfiche reading machines.
B » - . B K . @
--the "lipkers" in the NDN who sthre in their minds a catalogue

©

of potentially workable educational innovations and who, A

through ‘their "outreach" efforts, make it easy for pot‘ential . e

\\A ~ ¢ - ’ 3 g ‘ N )

o . ) adopters to gain access to this catalogue. Yo . T
~-the RDx network, and the Rsand ‘D Iabs and centers that "make it

v

‘. . up,.which'in' the aggregate’ constitute a so-x.newhae- deCen;ralizedl
] (e’z'r‘{d therefore imperfect) clearinghouse of,informat'ion .abo{.It'Q e
‘ "a great many'edncational products. - . k .
et . R --staff specialists ‘éuip’ioyed ‘% LEA's and 's who store in their
m&nc!s. ghe pracgical k;lowledge that comes from an acqua in,taflce-'
ship (usually somewhat indirect) ;lot only with current.

~ ‘3 ~ “ -
- - academic spolicy research but also with™a grapevine which is

constantly transmitting "lore" about emerging problems and
- o . < .
- . ~ sp_'lutioffs (Richy 1977; Caplan, 1976). An important feature -

@
-

- e of such st_aff\ro].es' is"that they often reward peoplle' who

PR i ’ .. . ., - , 9.
A . perform them for "being in the know"” and engaging actiyelx ' L.

‘ - . -in the brdkerage of information and argument (Bardach, 1973).

--newsletters and otfer forms of instutional public relatdgns that -

»

L) < . ,‘ - A\ . t - L)
in effect make it easier for potenfial information consumers .
to find out what further "knowledge'" 1is available'from what S

~ I - -~

-~ sources. o . u
. v . . .
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. “ -—the offices and speciali?ed contact persons at NIE that can hel
< }btenﬁ al information consumers gain access to any of the ' ¢
‘ A, \t\’gt‘:’%ge-\ér?d-rétrieval systems named abO\:e. T ’
. QJTQharroYEZ/ié%ue-oriented and partisan 1obby'org§nizations and

L —

!advocacy groups, e.g. parents of Spanish-speaking children,

-

" e teachers' unions, or civil liberties organizationms. ’ . ~
. - - , 0y '
This last category deserves special emphasis, for it- is often, over-

» , . .

» looked by pervso'ns oncerned with im})roving the dissemination of social: :

& scientific research. It is generally accepted that certaif individuals

& 9
~ ’ % facilit:'at:;on contacts with the orga?nizat:ional environment. Among the

ﬁlay a "gatekeeper" rd{e within organizétions, both filtering and

engineers studied by Allen (1977, pp. 122-125), for instance, a

v '

- small minority were at the™CTeyter of the information networks within

their labs and these were alsg e persons who tended to have the most . .
- ¥ " -

contact with enéineers outside their‘labs. In the world of policy-

* mak:fng, however, there arg g tecrashers as well as,''gatekeepers'.” Ther are

.advomt:es who "want in" and who sometimes bring with them a lot of .

. ‘ . N
research-derived baggage. v ‘ - e .

. - .

; To many people, there is a“natural Imcompatibility bc‘atwgen ) @

> - researcﬁ and advocacy. Frequently, howevér, research findings and |
y. Frequently serch finding

s - £l . . s

interpretatiohs are the very stuff of which advocacy is made. Agdvocates
.e , . ‘
employ rhetoric; rhe%‘oric employs arguments; and arguments employ
o . ’ . ’ .
' research results. Of <.:'ourse, when dissemination occurs Ehrough partisan

-

e ) .
: sources,. there is always a danger that information will be distorted

in some way, Usually, however, distortion amounts to omittin} or )
o, - = < B

unde&Ea\t‘ting counter-arguments and alternative interpretationsMrather

than out': ight fabricagions or other sins of ' commission. While ' Lo

~ -

troubl ing, these distortions can be somewhat of fset, at least, by .

. ' e « ‘ .

.
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‘ ,parvgisan information from political and bureaucratic oppgnents of * “
1 7 ‘.

the first partisans. At any rate, thé role of "gatercrashing'l partisan organizations

B ~

. and individuals as easi’ly accessible storehouseé of policy-relevant

, . information in speeding the didseminat ion ‘process should not be .

. overlooked,, their imperfections notwithstanding. -

[y

. ﬁ -
- - ) ; 4
'Pw‘no Should Béar therCost of Disseminating Information? ' .
~ ’ I bega'n'.byaarguing that tHat the particularity and varia\i)ility of
. . ;

policymaking contgxtﬁ|s made ‘the value of a good deal of policy-relevant

résearch lower. than it might seem to those who do the research or fund

it. I next argued that the costs of consuming this typeéof research
. \

~

v . were higher tha'pbas often assumed, but that these costs could be

- IRY

. . . reduced by actions taken by organizations and individuals on the

. \t "»'éuppfy‘ side, who niake themselves into accessible storage systems, ‘

~ *so to speak. They‘ thereby redyce thd costs to pot’e'n'tia,].,informatiorg
oy ‘ Z’i‘grfxs.umers, but the? a%sg \pick up costs for .t'hex.;xselve‘s. These eosts
. &re quite various and are not limited to financial outlays alone.

&

S‘i'nce the principal opportunities for improving dissemination lie in
. o . .
* . . .
reducing the costs’burden and rationalizing its distribution ,"ra'ther
. Ld . . k]
‘ fhan in increasing the value of the information being disseminated

et

(this vglue being largely determined in short- and intermediate-run
. » by the talit ‘and training of 'r:'esearchersb, it is impdrtant that wel®

& understand what these costs are, what incentives are available to offset

* \

thdse costs in whole or in part, and why itris difficult to o,rgan‘ize. Y

. i a rational distribut ion of the cgsts and incentives. _ %




. Financial outlays go-for publication of .materials, mailing,
computer and other-hardware, teiephone calls, travel to conferences - o
or workshops obr demonstrations, and the like. \These sor.ts of expenses °
are often reimbursed E;y outside funding.organizations. The-r:e

are also time cosés to professional researchers who, for one or another
t »

3

reason, feel obliged to attend conferences, workshops, etc., in order

- Vto spread the word about thédir research resv.ﬂ.ts and the possible

- policy implications. Sinceé these professionals often work on a

salaried basis for some organization like a research institute or

’b

unitersity, financial compensation for this sort of work is uncommon.

-

. R \ - \'
#0f course, the professional person receives rewards from‘advancing- .
-

/his or her professional reputation through attendance at such events’

‘ N and from the possibility of promoting favorite ideas, theories, and policy )

.

R prescriptions.' If, however, the settings in which dissemination is
. . - < .

supposed to occur are personally unrewarding, or do not satisfy the -
professional's aspirations to aldvance - either reputation or 'policy,

H : :
spending time on these matter s demora@ng- Finally, we may, note

7 (™ the inter-organizatienal dnd inter-persopal friction that often occur

»

. )_-when organizations in &e dissemination busihess try to coordinate their
. - -t g -
activities so as .to take advantage of natural economies of larger scale

- dperation (Capital S>;st.em Group, 1975) Participants must decide on
how to‘alloca‘te the cos(s, which elientele groups to focus on, and
how much policymaking autonomy must be sacrificed by each. Often,‘the
©very prOSp‘ect Sf “the'se p'réble'ms is é‘nOugh. to di-scourage even the attempt
at %oordination.‘ Hence one finds snb-,opt‘imally small and/or uncoordinated ‘

‘ ) college library &ollections, mental health information-and-referall

services, professional societies and related journals, and bureau-
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et cratically generated data bases desired for management purposes: .
Thege problems afflict technical and policy-related rasearch in the

. ’
education field too, of course (Sherwood, 1980; Rosenau, 1980;

¢
o .

' ) Moore, 1979). } , } %?

For a variety of reasons, the financing of explicit dissemin@tion .

N
- .
.

activities on the part of knowledge producing organizations often

s N '
comes from a specialized governmental source outside the organization

\

" . .
- * itself. Often this is the same source that funded the production of the

I'd
knd&ledge'in_thé‘finst place, as the same rationale that supports the
. R ’ ’ v . ..
original- funding'program carries over into the disseminati unction. .

] * « The funding oréaniozation would like the recipient to perfpym well °
. K Y »
- the dissemination tasks that it is charged with undertaking, of course,
but it is usually quite difficult to assess this sort of performance.
| ua ®
. Although the recipiemt-organiaation can usuaily point to the number of

: meetings convened and newsletters distributed, there are always the

& _nagging question: (1) What messagé did the recipients of the dissem— | A

ination effort.éctuallz get? (2) Was the targeting of the/audieno%<:)

sufficiently (a) extensive,®(b) selective? (3) How muéh'hmplificatio "

. . - .

of the informatiom can be expected .from grapevines and 'ripple effects"?
. 3 . .

* As I have argued above, given the elusive nature of transactions

. -

in information as a commodity, it is virtually impossiblé to estimate the’
real outputs of investments in dissemination activities or to evaluate .

them in benefit-cost or cost-effectivenes$s terms. (In the private °

ay

. sector, public relations, marketing, and advertising firms have a hard
. 4
time proving the worth of their dissemination efforts too.) In this

P R réspact, such activities are similar to many other functions under=-

° 1
taken by government for which evaluation is also difficult though nonthe-* .
. \ O, . , .
¢ \‘ less mandatory for politicl reasons if for no other. In the case-of
]

= S ‘ e - o o
EMC g ) R | .
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dissemination activities there are added complexities as well, namely,

3
that it is very difficult to assess the inpﬁgs as well as the outputs.

.

Common sense does not suggest much here. To some®people it might seem

-~

obvious that face-to-face and custom-tailored’communication is essentfal

to effective dissemination, whereas to others it might seem equally
* o

obvious that a power-cost strategy of mass-produced and stdndardized

-

communication is superior. Beyond the simple homily that "more ¥5 better'™

common” sense probably has little to contribute. Nor has social ’ .

scientific theory moved very far. The two assumptions about "consumer”

1

behavior that are cen;ral to my analysis pere -- the'costs of consuming

information are high, while the ben;fiﬁs are uncertain if not low--

have not beeri very much thought about, and ‘have certainly not been accepted,
_'by‘most‘séciologists, bolitiéal scientists’, educationists, and library 4

and informgtian scientisté who have written about the dissemination ' ~=\
%xonomists have indeed gﬂzitteg about these is'sues, but they

’

have net turned their analytical attention to the problems of ~disseminaing

process.

_ policy research). The work of O'Hare (1979) is an important exception.

.Hence there is probably not a very clear understanding about the role of -

- )

costs in slowing Ehg‘process down or of incentives in speeding the process

up. As a gesult of this, some measures that actually make sense and

‘

are necesdgry might appear foolish and wasteful; and, conve;sely, -

measures that are excessive and couter-productive might somet imes appear

4 B
T

sefsibdm and prudent. Here are some points, then, about the disseminatation

»_process, that budget analysts and other evaluauégs should bear in mind

M -

Potential consumers, O0f information usually must b§ compensated

rather 1ndirect1y, through’nqn—cash perquisites like subsideized travel

®

to attractive resorts. This indirection {s required because the

#ndividuals involved usually work for organizations that do not permit

M s




) them to accept cash side-payments; but the side—baymenés are necessary . ‘ )

® .in the first place because they offset the costs (in time, principally)
of consuming infdérmation. Apparently, the question of whether or not
to allow potential adopters to receive subsidies to travel to

' - oA . .
( demonstrations of innovations being diffused under NDN auspices became

-

rather vexed at some point, and many critics charged (no doubt with

.

some justice) that the travel was often nothing but a boondoggle (SRI
1977). /
There is an analogue on the information-supplier side too. Of ten,

social science researchers and other such experts are obliged to appear

.

at seminar af::?‘gonference after workshop merely in order to lend

[]

prestige to certain dissemination activities -- perhaps because their
/ * ”
. own organization insists on trading on their prestige or because they

</‘ are complying with demands for '"More dissemination!" from organizations ‘ .

that funded their research in the first place. These demands may be .

legitimate, but they quimpose a cost on the researchers and experts.
In order to sweeten the pill, those who finance these engagements often, -

arrange for cash or ndn—caskxﬁride—paymencs to these individuals in '

exchange for their cooperation. Nevertheless, these side-payméﬁts \

often look like (and no doubt sometimes are) unjustified largegse.

. . Althou%g it would be quite difficult go prove .the péint con-
clﬁsively, the importance of contextual and political variables in
y policymaking almost surely incr?ases the v;lue of faCe:to-face contacts
"in disseminaqion processes' relative to more standardized and impersonal
. - methodé that might be effecti;e in other circumstances. Face-;o-face

contact is important so that information recipients can assess the

credibility and political reliability of the source and so that they .

have an opportunity to mull over the relevance of the b@formation\%o .
- » s l .
Q . . .
ERIC VS \
R\/ ‘J : .
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~ some messages that in effect made itworth their while to suffer

) <23-
» <

their own circumstances with other people. In fact, given the latter

desideratum, g{oup seéttings for the conveying of such information
- * L3 ¢ =
are probably particularly effective. (For some supporting evidence

and theory, see the SRI report_on.NDN and Holmes (19773 ) .

Intensive investment in disseminating a few modest ideas that

seem to fit a large number of organizational contexts may be more

fruitful than investment in spreadigg more creative or progressive

’

ideas that turn out to fit a smaller numbét;iihcontexts.

' . A good deal of dissatisfaction expressed by the audiences of

dissemination efforts is to be expected. ''Consumérs" are likely tq
-3

. .
be quick to .complain about the large number of messages that are .

irgelevant to their concerns and about the time wasted in their becoming
e

exposed to them. Even thgdgh they may have received high payoffs from

-

exposure, to the rest, they will complain about the apparent rwaste" ¥
in the majority of.cases. (To be sure, some of their complaints are
probably justified. Oilqexplorationists might sink 19 dfy holes to
,qé;E\gp with one gusher and not consider this process "wasteful,"

but if their rate’ of success dropped to 1 in 25, the operation migit’

indeed be rather 'Wwasteful".)

.
-

. Just as it is possible to underestimate the costs of different

”
Y

parties to ‘the dissemination process, so is it possible*to overestimate

the size of the incentives required to offset them. One can give /

disseminagors'too strong an ipcentive to%kiisseminate their wares. As

a corollary, one¢ can give the poéential consumers too strong an
. N

incentive to consume (or to reduce the cost barriers by too much), as

occurs when telephone users call "Information" (411) at no charge, with

- . -
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the result being an uneconomical exploitation of the service. This
1

¢ can occur when an information—-supplying organization stages a conference
L 4

or a workshop that is so attractive that it is deluged by attendees
and the possibility of small-scale interactions among experts and the

members of the audience (assuming these were desirable) is destroyed.

The Problem of Motivation

In concluding, let me briefly reconsider two assumptions that have
guided the analysis throughout, namely, that knowledge producers are
interésted in having their product "consumed" and that policymakers

are interested in "consuming" knowledge that would actually hé;p them.

o

Although in a certain sense both assumptions are almost axiomatically

- ' -

true, énce wé move to a more empirical level -they become problematic. -
Policymakers do not usually get rewarded for making "googs' decisions ‘
’ but fo; appearing to have done sor (and not ap;earing to have made "bad" .
ones). The consumption of policy-relevant information might or might
' . not help them actually to make desirable decisions, but it certainly
does little one wéy or another for appeafancé§.' Secon&ly, the criterion
. » of "goodness" is multi-dimensional, and the dimensions which sometimes

get.weighted very heavily are those that have to do with the maintenance

-
-

' '+ and enhancement interestes of the bureauéracy itself or of particular
bureaucrats. Although pdlicy research does often address questions
that bear on these interests, albeit indirectly, the imp&ications are
not alwavs favorabie to these interests. When this is the case, policy-
maker; should be'expected to avoid learning about policy reséarch
rather tﬁaﬁ to seek it out. = - - ’ { ) : /

There is not.much that can be done about these problems, except .

perhaps to try to keep them in perspective. First, even if only a

. . ¢ . ’ e
§ > .
Q ‘ . ' ,’7 » )
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minority of policymakers were interested in being enlightened by
policy research and were willing and able to make use of it even-

tually, reaching out to this minority might st111 be extremely worth—

while. Hundreds or thousands of children are affected by’ a major policy
decision in just one district, and if one could sehehow put a money

— value on- the difference between making a good decision instead of
1 a nlediocre or bad one, the benefits of better inforﬁation even in
the one case m1ght be tens or hundres of thousands of dollars.
Secondly, the unmotivated or badly motivated policymaker is as much

the object of a dissemination strategy as its client.. As ''objects'

they may he subjected to pressﬁres from other policymakers in their
-~ .

¢

environment who are better motivated, or by advocacy group with - >

' /

their own specialized and important motivat‘ans. As we noted above,
many policymakers should be expected to 1earn abodt the results of
_policy research in a strictlyv defensive context. But this does not
‘necessarily make the research less valuable.
As for the knowledge producers, they are normally trained social

scientists, whose rewards come from the doing of the research for its

4 . -

own sake and from the reputatioh.that their work can earn for‘them

among other sociai scientists. Mostlof them, especfially those(of

a reformist bent, would like to see their‘work somehow "applied” to
policy decisions; but they are often no better than the practitioners at

figuring out just how to extrapolate from knowledge in the abstract
td

to policy in the concrete. Nor are they particularly interested
?

{n working out the extrapolation even if they.are able in principal
- Y -

to do so: that is regarded as the propgr sphere of the practitioner,

and the distinctive research competencies of the knowledge-producer

\ ' . -

make {t inefficient and improper for him or her to spend much




L \ '
energy on the dissemination process. (Of course, researchers work '
hard at disseminaging their products to other researchers, but that

. and usually effectively is a di;ief%nt @athE.)'—This perspective

is certainly reasonable. Despite the syndicalist attitude that under- \\\

- - N

st 1iés,it ("Research for the Researchérs! "), some division of labor "

1

in these maFters is obviousiy necessary and desirable. On the other
had, some researchers may have a slight comparative advantage in

i ' yorking through the extrapolation problems -- analogously to the \
consulting safety engigeers I referred to above. But it does no;

take more than some few researchers to synthesize a good deal of the

- A

z research carried out in the larger research community in order to
4

. disseminate the results to the practitioner community. It doesjgwot

matter if very few reséarchers wish to play this brokerage rolg, so

long as there are enough to see to it that the funciton is in fact .

performed. Self-selection, encouraged by tactful coaxing and the

attractions of grant or cgntract funding from research-sponsoring

>

organizations like NIE should be able to do the job. .

\

ERIC ‘
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CONCLUSION - )

I will conclude with some observations about the dilemmas of a

- -

program manager whose duties_include the dissemination of research --
or "information" -- such as we have been discussing., The ménager
faces three unresolvable dilemmas, and one.dilemma whjch they should
r;solve but typically do not.

First, it is impossible for the manager to know ﬁo& much resdurces
shoulq be allocated to the dissemination fUHC:iOﬂA Because potential
consumers of the informa?ﬂon never know whether it is worthwile to
pay the costs in time and energy of consuming any particular chunk of
information until they have actually done so, it is always possible
that an unaware and foolishy resistant potential audience is ''somewhere
out there" just’waiting to be en%ightened by the next increment of effért ¢

to "reach them" with a dissemination program. Since, by definition, (

B

it is impossible to verify the existence (or non;:;istenge) of such a

L.
potential audience until that next increment of effort has in fact

v

1Been undertaken, the manager will never know whether too many or too

‘few resources are Peing allogated to the dissemination function. And

because it is fairly easy to imagine a quite large’or a quite small

potentiai but untaaped audience of this kind without fear of Fmpiriéal. - [

contradiction, there is al¥ays hq~ragging prospect that the resource

commitment is way out of line ¥ith realistic needs for the resources. -

v
-

" Secondly, for much the same reasons, it is impossible to know whether

the chosert dissemination strategies and-tactics are effective or are

completely missing the boat. There is always the possibility that a
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different technique, a more novel gimmick, a more appealing crew of "
disseminators, etc., would do a much better job of reaching this

untapped audience.

L}

Thirdly, it is impossible for the manager to know whether the
distribution of dissemination costs among consumers and producers is

either equitable or efficient. I have argued above that producers
- 4
: / ‘
generally ought to subsidize the consumption of information by parties
whom they wish to reach with their "product"”, but there is no sound way

of knowing whether the subsidy should be large or small. It will alwa‘yeiB

be easy tb challenge any particular allocation of costs as unfairly

3

<

burdensome to one or another of the parties, and to argue that a

greater (or a lesser) subsidy would accomplish much better results

-
-

A}

(or the same results for much less money). ¢ ’ ‘

1

F%pally, I wish to emphasize once again the political é!as toward
putting more pressure onareseafch‘producers to "do more about dissemination”. o
I have argued that.consuming tesearch‘ane related types of information -
is like drilltng for oil: 7qne.should expect only a small minority of
search efforts to be producti;e. Peychologically,‘however, the impression
remfins that excessive energy has been spent on futile tasks. The

producers of,research are blamed for not /having made the task more

:

fruitful. Dissemination is urged as the ‘solution. Program managers

~

charged with dissemination then become too easy prey te the notion that

they have ihdeed erred on the side @f invgsting too little or- have
[ L F- e
managed their jobs ineffectively -- though they do not necessarily

*

admit to this publicly. They becoﬁe too wiliing participants in

substaining the myth that there is not enough good dissemination going .

iE s [

on. To be sure, this belief somet imes could be correct. . The . -
’ E——— .

. . ” - ¢
: S i’
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important fact to grasp, though, is that the myth will persist '
= ,
independently of the underlying reality. Program managers do not . /

”understand thefr own dileﬁma well enough to counter this myth, and
they. m:l't: gven f ace budgetary incentives to przomote the myth p
clearly. Feldman\and March (0980) have come to the same coqclusions
in & related context:

Information is significant symbolically because of a parti-
cular set of beliefs in a particular sé; of cultures. Those
beliefs include broad commitments to reason and. rational
discourse, as well as more modern variants that are more
specifically linked to decision theory perspectives on the
nature of life....At the same time, symbolic actions discover.
more instrumental conséquences. Like other behavior, symbolic
behavior explores possible alternati;g interpretations of _
itself and creates its own necessity. (p. 34)

v

’ *
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‘may be used by policy-makers more than we recognize. Using Bardach's :

Ay
[ - 4

R . * N
~ _.Attempts to disseminate research to policy-makers have met with - . P

little success, acdqrding to most commentators on the subject. "The -

high-qpsts of research consumption (Bardach, Chapter II) and the

1
-

inherent dissonance between research and policy communities (Dunp, -

0

1980; Schorr, 1971) seem to guarantee that ayw'e pfo;iucts of the for-

mer will be of little use'in}}he—wq;k’of the latter. ' '
. . » = . - -

Yet,,in two policy argas in educationﬂithe conventional wisdom

*

about dlssemmatlon does not appear to be confirmed. 3 11t?1ans and
r

researchers associated with state schooi\flnance refo special -
educatlon have worked together successfully to brlng about changes in

education financing schemes and services for_handiéapped children--at
least some of those groups have some of the'time (Kirst, 1980; Wein- ’
traub, 198}). The apparent promlnence of research in the reform efforts

‘ v -

lends credence to Weiss' observatlons (1980) that sciéhtiflc knowledge

- - A : . o a4 ) ’
amalysis in Chapter II for education policy-mekers in these two areas, . L

’ ' %

theNpenefits of using research seem to outweigh the costs of consﬁ%ing

it. Or, something in the structure of the pojicy community operates
- ~

L

to reduce costs and increase bertefits pf research use\
We believd (that the structure of the policy—cdm&uq&ty is ‘a critlcar

variabie in research dissemination. The purpose of a dissemination pro-

gtam is to spggaﬁ research to policy;makefs who!need %t and to establish <

feedback channels from policy-makers to researchers to ﬁeep them‘i?fgrmed
. - k4

abeet the'hést current policy problems. In erder to build those ties,

- . .




' . . o 111-2 -~
.‘ ).. ) )

-~ ) ' dissem_inatoré must know more about the configuration of the policy .

[N . -
YL,‘ communities and the flow of infermation within them. .
The.Policy Communication'Research Project at the ‘Institute for

" >

s .+ Research on Educationfl Finance and Governance has déveloped a

~
-
-

research)program with the aim of answering ‘questions about research-
i *

¢

policy'links. We selected school finance and special education for

»

the initial phase of our research because-these issues-seemto repre-

sent two different configurations of policy communities. Our initgal

> = . LY

assumption was that the speciél education community behaved as the -

traditional” "iron triangle'--that 1is, it wag an elite group of ex-

- am e - . P — e - - ae C e et i p—— - e .

.ecutive bureaus, interest grpups and legislative subcommittees aligned

to determine which issues regardfng handicapped q&:cation reached the
o

public agenda and which policy solutions gained currency within the NN .
o .,
policy community. 1In the school finance area, a policy issue network 'b ..
w - ' A\

- seemed fo be operating (Kirst, 1980; Kirst, Peterson, Encarnat&on, 1981).
, ’ - d

~

Entry and exit in the groups'seemed far more fluid than that of the i
. . ‘ : ' .,
) _' _.iron triangle. & highly diverse‘group of individuals sprinkled through-
s ' . . t
» ° <out governmenggl agenclies, legislatures, technical assistance organiza-’ .

R tions, universities and private research firms cizprlsed the network

membership (Kirst, 1980).. The group did not necéssarily agree on all

~— v ¢’

1
‘. - ié!ues. They Qid seem to share an interest in recgiving'the %ost curgent

infdrhation on emerging school finance concerns, and, like their counter-

. . ' . ) ) ‘
' . parts in the ’irpn-gfiangle’, they seemed to use information from the net-

. ) Lo 3 N . . . . ' ‘
N | LI

work to solidify power within the states where reforms were attempted.

Three overarching questions guided ‘our study:
' - O‘ﬁ

= 1) Do,state education policy~makers use research in their work? g o

‘o

i L Lf . _
. ‘That is, do they re%ei\.r_e research and use 1t'? l ) . ‘?

. . ¢
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. o
. ‘ -
. 2) What are the information preferences of state education ) ' -\
® ) A : |

policy-makers? What modes of oral, written, flisual communication do

_they like.to use? When? What sources of'informati’do they prefer?

L]

N S v 3) Do patterns of information use emerge that suggest ways w

. N . y T M '
LI to target dissemination strategies for particular audiences, isgues,
- ) - ] . ‘ . .
or states? ’ : ST .
—_— 4o B . . . “
' 3 > 3 Ce

The results of our survey sug\gest that research.dissemination to

stateseducation policy-makers may not be in the sorry state depictAd

M -
s
~ ’

in much of the literature. Policy-makers fn both issue areas seem toO

. know how to ¥#ind research when they need it. 85% report.' that they use’’

- - POY

3 , .
research at least occasionally in their work, and half.of t'hatfgroup .

report that they use it often. Additionally, research regorts are - .

( T the most ;seful forms of writtéen communication for thﬂe state respondents,
; " ‘ ‘particularly at the formulation'@e of policy-maléing. ) - : i
) “ ) : .
. ) . State policy-make‘i;s also report strong feelings abou't .ftdw research o K
. fdentified’ one or more Vbarriers which *“- “ ' :

could be made more usable., 98%
. . . A . ’ .
‘ . impeded their use of research. Frustrations included.problems with

3
v . i

. : ! . research formats, language, timing and 'availab‘iiity. Reseatchers'

8

: political naivete also conc‘emed Jmany respondentsw Over hal'/f took, . ’

time to answar open-ended questions "that asked for suggestiéns on how
»

s <t -

to make research easier to use. One response, from a poli_y-maker wh N

. - -~ had worked in hisweld for over $ix years and used research regularly‘,

2 ~

. -~

. sunms the observations of most: "(1 would use more research if)* iu were -

.
v

accessible, timely, accurate, presented in a usable format, and took real , ..

'R .

. .

+ political conseguences into consideration." ’ - <
v ¥ ! . R . 3

. . N An intriguing finding was oyr respondents selection of informal net-- -

. ' wo@ as the single r%t important source of information. Mosu Qolicz— .

. ! ) ) * :
. .

makers look to informal networks: for information -even before they look

- . . ‘ o . K ’
(t. . ' , " ‘. o . .
. v - v . - Y 4 M \/
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within the organizations in which they work. This strongly confirms

. £ Y . . ’
© : our" belief that research disseminators peed to know how those net- ‘
- . . . /&/ - .
' works «operate. It also suggest’s that the special eduycation and B .
[ “ A L) - . . " !

school finance communities do represent diffarént pelicy conf}gurations.
o ;

»

.. * The key information sources for special edué¢atien policy-makers were &
. 1] . .

_ . . e - -
primarily. representatjves of the traditional 'irom=triangle' membership -

. ¢ w

., i - . . * ‘ . 3
especially executive bureaus, interest groups. The most cwucial sources

y LY

in school finance were foundation and technical assistance organizations

4
external to the~'iron triangle.'’

., N

, Consistent with our assumptiéns gbout_the k¥, rolé that policy

\ N
’ communities play im information dissenéx:j:;n was our finding that - -
' respondents on the whole are actgg!‘Linformation disseminators. -
. . . - = .

Lo '75% are soughz‘.\t for policy jnformation at Teast weekly , and 367 of |

i e ==F -

ctggt group are contacted several times diily. In short, the respondents

&
. of our state survey are people who are familiar with the research in :
o . .

&heir fields and are active consumers and disseminators of information.
> a

Their observations about information use, we feel, are useful guide-

. }osts for progrhma.aimédﬂat.tailoring research for education golicy7 *
, . C . makers. ) * \
Ct e . A discussion of speciﬁic.questionnaire.item résponses fdllod in
"'.' . /Ak, ! ~ s

-

this chapter. Insbrief, we have learned the follqwinﬂ: ‘ .

3

* Informatiop that is moif,dseful is that whiech is availabrle

4 . = [
- - ~ * . [N .
in a short period of* time, ‘targeted on specific. issues or populations, * . .
; r o . , 1 L
e oo . - .
t . jargon-free, and easily accessible. ’ .
3 Ve L ! T ,* Pf%nqipal.barriers to Q@sgarch use aje too much- jargon; L
. . + f . ) - . . .
inaccessability, political unfeasibility, and 1imi§$d relevancer to ¢ ) K
. . - . - — b
) .
. - ‘specific policy issues. = . - : . :
. . . . S . rd
Lo a Y ¥
v . . e, ) . - R
@ i > * to-,
' 4 . ) ) - . . :
. ' ' = (G2 B0 = - = N
Q . R . e )
"ERIC ! - o A SR 4
] -~ . A\ ' ' o
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o -

. a X * State “education policy-makers use ofalmomunicat"j.on

to get mogt of their -infqrgxaiion. Telephone calls, briefings by ‘
%_taff or experts, and informel meetings on specific issues are the

7e

modes of oral communication most frequently used.

.7 ’ 3

* Statistical ;ompilat:.ons and personal notes and files

follow research reports as the most used forms of written communi-

- -
cation . - ' . . ‘ . .

- % After informal networks, state policy-makers prefer State

. N v, s

Departments*of Education,- state legislative sources and professional
r ¥

. assocfations as informdtion providers. R /\ 5

- - * ’

v * Demographics and impact studies are the types of informa-
3 - . RN
. . tion which most .policy-n}akers'will need but are not sure they will
- - Y .
’ have over the next, few years. - .

4

. v . * There ,are djifferences in information use among stat’tﬁ,
s = S -

~ -

policy’ audience and issue subfiles. Most pronounced are the varia- ”

- ‘ I
8 . tions in oral and visual information use between researchers and

- N .
~— -

their po}étical and bureaucratic colleagues. Additionally, state

'

: with greater staff capacity generally use more .research. 9fates wuith

4 * - - . B
. . fewer. professienal staff have greater problems using research and
* ' L - Lo
report "greater ‘need for information in general. Newer policy issues
a - ‘.‘- .

generate needs for more,information, and have more ngwly hired ptaff
. 3 P » .

seeking information. o, o, T _—
- ‘ . - '

" ‘ 3 . fdil )
- . * The state education pblicy-maker «survey seems to connrm"

.
: 2 - 2

. ,7' analy»ses of policy communication By Bardath (Chapter II), Wen.ss 1980},

- Walker (1981), ard Kirst (1980). Research that is used is easy t!
. ' o

. obtain by —bolicy-makers,‘ often transmitted ‘orally or translated

" . into readablé f'ormats., of high techaical quality, and timedw&Q mesh

.
o ' v

- N - . . . E " . s .
_* . ¢« ‘with legislative deliberations. Research is used far*more regularly

14 ; . ! ‘- Y . ' ! . ¢
-4& . .
’ - .

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

\ . . \
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3 d ’

in ﬁoiicy formulation than is apparent on instrumental measures “ '

i

of use. 'The two-cqmmunities metaphor--that' researchers and policy-

—

makers differ significantly in their information use--applies to
% . . i

$ - state educaciog policy groups. But, issue networks seem to play a

e crucial role in bridging the communities for state school finance
- 3 .

.
« «

and special education policy-makers.

. ’ . q .
The following discussion .of the survey responses is organized.

- b}

under the following heegihgs:
i . e > . -
4 Details of the survey -.who was asked and why?
. . e . ;
¥
. Wwhat are the most useful organizational sources of /
. . . ' information for state education policy-makers?
T @ . . o )
. Whart, makes information useful for state education
policy~ makers’
. . »
What modes of oral, written and v15ua1 comanication

J,ﬁ/,7, St . are most used by the state respondents? -
. . N [

> 3 »

What barriers seem to block research use? w

- . What general kinds of inforﬂatlon will state schyol
finance and- epec1al education policy—makers need over
. the next fivé years?

z v
. 1
)

4
3

What are‘the impllcatxons of this survey for dissefmina-
' ~ tlon” [
* ! ¢ ‘ 1\ " " -
. A Caveat: *The state polf¥cy-mgker survey is the first in a series
R ) 3 ' . ‘ o . - .o .
. of stddies of the poricy communication process sponsored by IFG. It was

t
‘

- . ¢ . . . .
. designed 'to “assess the generdl information preisrences of three state -

policy groups and.to provide preliminary data-to be @sed 'as a departure
LY B .

* .

¢

: TR point‘for further research in the policy communigcation field.
. y NS . :
The pricﬁ—@akers' responses are personal, assessments of. informa- .
. . . L !

tion needs and probkems. Certatnly, individ‘Fls do fog alwajé-behave

# ot : . i
’ in the ways that’ they report. Nevertheless,¥for the purposes of the

v hy , Policy Communication Researchﬂ%;ojeée, an initial indication of what

fRICT . S

. .
[AFuiTox provided by ERIC ‘ .
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education policy-iakers think that they like and want in information

-

sources is crucial; for the programs' future research‘'agenda. So little

P

dﬁta exist on-state level policy groups that the value of asking e
H - . -3 ¢
directly seemed to outweigh the uncerﬁainty that resgzpdents might
a 14 ‘ . . .
not always do what they say. Additionally, agreement aiong survey .

respondents about perceived problems and needs for information may
: i v, . .

. further substantiate the existence of policy issue networks. One
. . N - ('\ -
feature of networks is the presence of commonly held beliefs about

- -

. how their policy world operates (Walker, 1981; page 9). L

¢ ) This research has spawned two follow-up studies: one on the role

- " s --=-- - of-inrer- and intraQ state-policy issue networks in raising issues
. - to-the public agenda-within individual'states; and, one “on the v

informatidn systems within the California State Department of Education.

-

ReBults’ of the %atter will be éeported by IFG in December, 1981." The
- L

‘ By - ’
. Policy Issue Networks Résearch will be comp}etedwin Décember, 1982. .

I1Ia. Details of the survey - who was asked” and why? -, y

[ -

First, why. We designed our survey to find out whqt modes and’

soutces of information state education policy-makers liked best and why.
- - ’ . . i * ., -
We chose a state focus for sevekal reasens. First, most dissemination

3 research has looked-at federal policy-makers or has combined federal,

state and local samples. We felt that a state level survey could p‘bvide

"empirical data directly applicable té problsms of organizations'qhich

s

produce and disseminate information.to state policy audiences. It could
“ * . . f I -

. * also suggest points-éf intersection or vartation with studies of research. "%

~ *
use by federal policy-makers. In education,bin particular, we felt the
. . 3 “‘ . ', . ' . ’-'“ f
state fsgus crueial in light- of recent trends to concentyate -legislative,
0 ¥ “

- -

: = - ‘r-,
. regulatory and fiscal controls there. If states are Where the action is,

L & . . ;
. . - .

«
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t

then, there, too, is where the best of research information should
b s % v N f

» flow. We )hoped to, locate_the 'floodgates' and learn how to avdid .the .

s

yommunication log jams ‘notorious in research dissemination.

. We also hoped to learn more about recommendations’ to tailor

1

. ’ research for target audiences. Without specific in¥icators about who
likes what, when and how, proclamations to 'tailor' and 'target' . -

research mean little. We surveyed audiences that would represent
A * LY LY

different issues, different audience types, different states, and

-

» - N
'different stages in the policy cycle. '

.

Who? We mailed a six page questibnnairel to 493 policy-makers

5 4 .
—— - representing three types of policy audiences: political actors,
%, e ) S . A .
) bureaucrats and researchers. We selected these groupg from two
z . 4 .

A \ - s

“\ . P » -
issue areas — school finance and speEial educasion, and in three
n . T : — > ———
statés - California,- Virginia and Maryland. We included an irter- ° . ,
state group of special education policy-makers aftér informed con-
» LS ¢

-

. £
sultants pointed out the key role the interstate network plaved in

N M . < -

) the three states survéyed. We also felt that d%ta comparing pure .
state groups to an interstate network could be instructive for diﬁf
. _ S ' N
semination programs needing to reach both state and interstate audiences.

.
— \ _ & »

A breakdown of tﬂe 266 policy-makers who responded to our survey
. P ] - )

) questionndire is reported in” Table 1, page 7

+ '

4

13 h -
1] & - -
. \ . .
j . :
. .6. . N » ’
z . .
. - -
l‘-' ’ - -
p v \ » . s .
» . s s R
See@ppend»ix A . .o ’
. ’ - - = ' -
Y , »
. Q- . /
9. , :

‘e
-
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® " TABLE 1: A SAMPLE BREAKDOWN OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS .
oo Total Total Response  Response as
- Subfile Type . _Mailed _ Returned Rate* % of Subfile
= i
Audience Subfile T . - ’ N .
, Political Actors’ 270 122 45% 467 "
- Bureaucrats 160 97 617 - 367
Researchers 63 47 - 15% 18%
’ . TOTAL - 493 266" 547 © 1007 -
— . N
. > State Subfile
~ California ' +250 162 65% . 61% .
. .. Virginia 90 . 37 41% 147 - ,
Maryland 54 16 307 6% -
Interstate - 99 51 . 527 19%
" TOTAL - "o 493 2566 54% 1007
. « . ) . .
. Issue-Subfile = ° o
: < School Finance - ' 239 137 57% " 529
Special Education 254 129 51% . Y £8%
. . . L
’ _ | TOTAL © 493 T266 6% '100%
. “ .

.  *(Rounded at .05) . : ' s :
‘, - ‘ ! ‘ ’ 1 4 Y h ¢ * A

The po}icy-maker survey was purposive not random. We carefully

-

. identified individuals key to the policy-making process within each
. V¥ . - P h ‘ B y
, stare and for each §ssue. We did so to ensure that the survey responses _ 1.
‘ . ! N i .

would, in fact,-reflect the preferences oi;state policy-makers most
R :

active in Lne school rinance and, special education arenas We found

' | P

twat in each pollcy area individuals tdentified as key.actors representeﬂ

a,markedly.diverse group of‘poyicy professionals. Also notable is the.

N . . -

number ‘'of reséarchers from academia, governmen;alegencies, professional

assocliations and private firms. The relative mix of researchers,

bureaycrats and igdividuals in legislative, interest: group and techni- B
. "cal assistance roéles was approximately the same in both policy areas. 'k\
. N - L4 ! ‘ . -
- 1 4 ‘v;’. ., ' ’ ’ N v
. ' Ve . 1. '
’ . ) % "\ ' : A ' X ¥
l' ‘9\ (),) R
‘Uf.( -
. ' " ) =~ \
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‘

In.lhis sample, poiitical aetors include: elected officTals;

”
- . ’ * \ .

their personal staff; committee staff from state legislature; appointees

- '.on governors' advisory committees; government lfasons of professional
. “ - v,
associations and special interest groups; and; lawyers and journalists

.
v

active in the respective issde, areas. Bureaucrats are ‘employees of
. State Departments of Education. Researchers are one of, three types:

university scholars; .contracdt researchers; or employees in offices

oo ' “
for planning, evaluation or research in various agencies and associa-

< . . . i ]

tions. v - -,

. ;
M - A} - ~ / 14

We used two criteria to select states.: the relative salience -

N of the school finance and special education issues; and, the relagive
\‘ - . i\ . r .

»” - .
-‘y * capacity of each state to incorporate research information into policy

N . . -

. deliberations (as measured by the_numbeé and type of staffﬁﬁa positions

- A e

. %
o7 1n the executive and legislative branches of government, weighted by ‘

" population density.) California,, by these criteria, is a high inforta-
.« ) 3 ' v
tton user state, Virginia, in contrast, represents states of lower-

. .. ) . i . ) ]
-7 #middle level chpacity. Maryland is a mid-level state bdf/;ith a ™
. S : - - . .

, neﬁ}y active core of individyals moving .for change in school finance °
. ,‘_“' . o v P ] ' . i
? Z “and special edusatiop policies. -The interstate special education
. L e S, . o . s A
! LAY ‘y ’.‘ .
o sample was drdwm up by\knowiedgeable consultants afd reviewed for

: ‘
13 v - N

accuracy by. key policyfmakegs in eac gtate. - * s

a

. T ] We chose school finance and sp%cial education as the policy issues

, ‘for five reasons: (1) Both issues are® salient to state poliay-makers.
. - N . e -t " .o . N
-, 4 . hPL .
> A2 reforp movements following several»years-ofcsdhool finance liti-

» 4 - .

T gation have kepg these issues on the public agghda for several years. .
. - R o .
wrederal legisbation, PL 94 1&2 The Educatlon for All Handicapped Children

-

- ' controversial issue in most states, (2) The policy audiences for both
¥

S . | issues are highly diverse and active in advocating particular policy

Act of 197:» has raxsed spetlal education as a reIatively new, 'and eqUally E.

»
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LY ?
4 v

M . " directions; (3) A cbnsiderable amount of research has been produced

v
» . .
3

\ - . are topics of research at IFG, co-sponsor of this study. Epecific
J . .

" Y.
and 4issemiqated to policy-makers about both issues; (4) Both issues

6

conclusions about information uses ‘of the state poli¢y professionals

. -
v

° ‘ . "will be of use for IFG's newly-developing dissemination program; and,

., ¢ (5) A number of characteristics of the school finance~group, and to a

' . . . -
’ * -

slightly lesser degree those of the special education sample, resemble

{ssue networks or policy communities (Walker, 1981; Kirst, 1980; ) i

. " &5 ﬁéico, 1978). Data from these policy-makérs could serve as a departure
: Y »

v
.

v - point for future research in arga of policy communication.

. Prdfessional Training: Slightly over half of the sState respon-—

PR

-

) N »
dents, Qg%, are trained ig education: Bureaucrats are most heavily

*
v

. represented in tﬁg'edugation group, more than likely because only o

A i

’ employees of State Depaggments of Education are igcluded in this sample.
i . Political'@gtoré and researchers are more widely dispersed among the

professional training'caiegéries, A sﬁBsténtial number of politigal .

-
- .

actors are trained in Jaw. Economics ranks second to education for

- -

.- .
regsearchers. . ¢ . e
: ,

N -
A -

ce e e . - - N — LR T L
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EABLEAZ: PROFESSIONAL TRAINING OF THE POLICY-MAKERS SURVEYED N

J“hh o .Politicdl ’ ' Healthﬂst@h?:
2 . Education Law S¢ience Economics Other Soc: Jei.
AJ&%QEFE Subfile . - " ~
Political Actors  35% 25% 13% . 5% 187
Bureaucrats 497 2% 9% 5% 34% , 8
. Researchers 42% 77 147 197 1% - X
. State Subfile i
California 41% 121 12% oz . 21 C ”
Virginia 407 19% 2% 167 237
Maryland 197% 13% 447 13% 67
Interstate 537% 147 6% - 287 ‘ ’
& o
Issue Subfile ;
R School Finance 34% 157 197 13% 18% )
' Special Education 527 127 4% 17 307
TOTAL 437 - 137 12% 7% 247,

Percent..of . subfile

?

’ - .

S
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.‘ . { The diversity of professional training in both of the iSSue sub-
' . ) .
files is consistent with what one wouid’gfpéct to find in a policy

community or issue network. Active policy communities which Kave* Ve
. < ‘ 5

introduced Succesiful innovations éenerally include<dndividuals

. : "trained in a, collateral specéalty or,who have been’ trained’ oy socialized

« in a different profesSional discipline" TWalker i98l" page 8).. The ",

..
Y

high level of.informatlon disseminatlon reported by these ‘state policy-

. . » . » -
. . .

s makers seems to corroborate evidence that networks are operating‘&ithin
v £ o ) . o ’
L .hese two issue areas (see dlscdszOﬂ on- p ge_ 2 g\ : ’ :
A /""""\‘_ T .
~ .!{a . ot -
5 e . The greater representation of edqcation specialists in- the specialu
- - . > ! !
. i °-»,,_; .
- education issue.file is tp be.expectgd The heavier emphasis-on class-
. . - - [ L . " ~
. - room related®activities assogiated with this issue would predict a )
» * o =2 . v N
, & .2 . D, . \ . v
. greater representation pfoeducgtors in this sample. Simiiarly,.the

. - . . - ¥
. e .

. - highly technical and politigal negetTaLrlons SUrroumding state schools

¢ : finance issues predicts that this is%ye file would._include a larger

-

.7 representation of lawyers, political.scientists and economists.

The 1arge\percent of political scientists in Maryland might. be
. ,
explalned by two factors that .set it apart from the ather state Sub-
- ' ) files. It is also a state 1n~which school ‘firance reforms have only

, .

recently been dbhsideredn That may account for the disproportionate |
N 4 0 - . s ¢+ . 2o
- (tepresentation of political scientists in cdntrast to Virginia where

. 7

such a movement is gbt currently active.

. (N

| . Years of Worh Experience: The pg}icy-nakers surveyed are-highly

:- ’ . experienced in their fields. The“majbrity in eech sample have worked

“ ‘ ‘o . ‘ . . @
‘ in their gespectivespolicy areas for four years or more. The largest
. - s .
percentage report over six years of experience This employment pattérn .
» \ =" - ’

holds among.states and audience types and between the two issués.

»
‘ : ) - ’ ’
- !

3

] ) . .o ‘ - 3
S S ' a - P o \\ e
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E lC . iV . t
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TABLE 3: THE MAJORITY OF STATE EDUCATION POLICY-MAKERS ARE

EXPERIENCED IN THEIR RESPECTIVE FIELDS *

Length of Time Worked

\

-

More than 4 - 6 1 - 3  less than
6 years - years years“ one _year
éudienge Subfile
i % .
Political Actors 56% 22% 197 3%
Bureaucrats 43% 147 97 5%
Reséarchers 56%° 27% 97 ————
rd
State Subfile .
California * 597 247 1172 @ 4%
Virginia 57% a 16A 267% ——
Maryland - - —~ 63% -~ 64 25% ——
Inte’rst%e 67% . 207 10% 4%
Issue Sub¥ile ' :';' .
School Finance 569 © 25% 167 1% '
Special Education 647 16% T 117 , 6%
. e »
TOTAL g 62% 17% 187% 4%
v )
Percentage rounded to the nearest .05.
-

[

The least experienced workers, .in contrast, cluster in the special

education area where 6% of the to&al sample have worked less than one

»

year. The ¢omparable figure for schpol finance ig only 1% . The new

special education policy-makers are primarily in California There,

11% of the sample are newly’employed compared to only 1% in school

‘?finance The only other.subfile in which respondents worked less than

. one yes&hls the interstate special educatlon one, w1th 4% new hirees.

The pattern of new employees in special education would seem toO’

suggest that the arrival of new issues’bn;fhe public agenda stimulates

v

jobs gor policy-makers.. Special education became a critical state 155ue

. - I.
more recently than school finance.

3

concerned with this emerging issue_sgug%ilfnt specialists with expert
)

‘ * . -
knowledge to help their organizations @ mmittees frame appropriate .
! R *

-

policy reiponses. / . : . ' «

¥

’

Mose than likely, pokﬁly making groups

‘

-

'
‘ .

.
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~,
The experience breakdownS'i’E,states lends support to the new

policy/new péople notion. In" school finance,, thé small states have a

?;\ . . . { . . 10
,\\ greater number of ‘employees who have only worked betwees:pne and thré?
. years {(297% sin Vifginia and 25% in—M%fyland)t In California, school

finance policy-makers have significantly fewer of respondents in the
one to three year range (14%). This difference may reflect the more
' : recent pressure on,Virgihid and Maryland td tackle problems longe, f

\ . familiar in California, originator of Serrano v. Priest, theil96g

landmark_schodl finance reform litigation.

4 !
. ’

) . /
F . Policy-makers as Dissemjnators: - The state education policy-makers

: . who responded to the survey are high information disseminators. 737%

—_ - .

N are sought ocut at least weekly for information about their issue

speciality. -About half Jf that group are contacted several times daily. ! ,
. ’

- - Special education policy-makers are consfderably more active than

‘ those in school’ finance.. Only 19% of 'the latter are)aéked for informa-

- ¥

e tion several times daily compared to 54% of the special education sub-
\

file. n

California and Virginia report. similar patterns of dissemiration
. N

among policy-makers. A large number in both states are sought out
oo . .

daily and weekly. The Marylanécsaﬁﬁle reports lower dissemination

, activity. Like the special education issue subfile, the interstate,

. .
ata P

C . N : -~ »
special education respondents are high information disseminators.
- : “A - N B
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TABLE 4: STATE EDUCKTION POLICY-MAKERS ARE INFORMATION .
. DISSEMINATORS
) SN, .
Several times . Less than
__daily Daily Weekly Monthly monthly
Audience Subfile ~ .
. . i
< Politcal Actors 32% 4 16% 21% 16% 16% .
Bureaudrats 49% . 14% 26% 8% © 5%
» Researchers 177 ! 10% 417% 267 7%
N ) . s \. N .
State Subfile
California 35% 16% 23% "*167% 117
Virginia 33% ; . 117 31% 8% ’ 17%
Maryland 13% . 13% 27% . 33% : 13%
B Interstate 467 127 287 10% 4%
IssJ§=§ubfile . - ' . «
School Finance 19% "16% 30% 20% 16%
" Special Education S4% . 12% 20% 9% 3%
i TOTAL ' 36% 147 25% - Y5% 117%
] " ’
-, " Percent rounded at the .0 leveg. Percent response of each subfile total.‘
/. k ) A : ’ Q‘
The high level of dissemination activity among the state policy-, .
) makers seems to corroborate other' indicators that the issue areas do -
s represent poliéy networks. A criterion of Walker's policy comhunity
\\ is that members "constantly exchange information about Eheir‘gctibities
> . J AN
, and ideas'. o, . P
The greater activity on the part of special education policf—makers
‘also complements the idea that newer policy issues generate greater .
information' needs. - . ' . ' , .
. 4 14
On the whole, the responses’ of this state policy-maker survey
seem to represent the observations of indivi®uals familiar with the
2 - »infoymation needs and communication ‘problems in the policy field.
s P ‘. - P
- ~N
ﬁ - ' °
- . "' - , ()u,“ .
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IIIb + What Are the Most' Important Thformation Sources for State
’ Education Policy-Makers?

'We asked what organizatipnal sources ef information were most

.

important in the work of our state poIicydmakers. That information
Ed ' ' .

S . " »

was of interest to us for two reasons. 1) Theoretically, we wWanted
*

Al -
g -

to know whether any of the characteristics of policy communities or

networks seemed to operate within the issue areas. Empirical data

<
4

b - . )
on networking could serve as a departure point for future research;

. v

~and, 2) Practically, in order to make recommendatidhs for 4 dissem

ination program, we needed to know more about what organizations

.

,should be included in state level efforts. , -
The question was well worth asking. We- reaped £n extensive
’ _ 3

=
listing of organlzations and publications that seem to form the nexus

v

of school finance andlspecial_education communities, ‘
. N ~

The responses also lent support to the observations of

Walker (1981f,xHelco (1978), Kirst -(1980) and Kirst; Peterson and

(=}

-

Encarnation (1981)ithat netwprks do function as research disseminators.

According to'ogr survey, state education,policy-makers get their
.information from informal networks, State ‘Departments’of Education
and state legislative -sources (see Table 17, page18 ) or stath legis-

lature. Because the greatest proportion of our respondents are from
\.

¥ e k)

7

.Sifte Departments af Education or gtate legislatures, it seems thac?%#
respondents look-first for infdtmation Prod*sources ¢lose by, that

are easilyegccgssible, and trustéd If pelicy-makers look for intorma-
M

tion outside their im@ediate woTk - environment,,they go to professional

- A -
.

associatiods or the federal Department'of Educationm. These tendencies

2

<

hold across all subfile samples. NN . .

- » ¢ w ~



PREFERRED SOURCES BY RANK ORDER
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TABLE 17: THE MOST IMPORTANT SOURCES OF INFORMATION,
’ FOR STATE EDUCATION POLICY-MAKERS
(All Subfiles Combined).

" 4
‘ ‘ ) Percent Response
N .
. 0 - - ’l -
1nformal Networks LITIITI71107177 141700007 TITL .
(30% n=77) )
State Department of ‘Ed. |/[////1/1/]/111LILITIITT]
. i (257 n=64) )
State Legislative Sourcel|//////111111]
. (12% n=34)
Professional Associatien!/////77 .
) (6% n=15) (\_
Federal Education Dept. {/7/7 4 . .
. . (6% N=15) - . ‘ ~ ‘
Non-Profit Technical yarung . .
Assistance Organization (5% N=13) ) )
Contract Research Firms |77/7D ' $
(5% N=12) . .
Special Interest Groups (//7/ . . .
: 4% N=11) T .
Universit; Research 777 .
. ‘ (3% N=9) . .
National Inforwation 7/ . ’ N
Services - (2% N=5) .
' . . r
Federal Congressional / s ,
Sources . ) (1% N=3) |
’ , ) ‘
Press 4 : |
.5% N=1) , l
)¢ >
i T¢tal Respondents 98% N=256 |
\ \ ) N )
T
4 . . ) . o
- &
‘ - . 4-
: ~ ) \
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This seems to confirm Bardach's uﬁgory about what determines
23

l *  information's usefulness to policy-makers. They use the, easiest

available’ source that.is likely to give themvreiiahle’}ﬂformation

* rd

s ' * quickly - that means,'first they go to experts or fpiends‘(probably
N A

- ‘. by phoning them as discussed in section IIich);;tﬁen they look with-
. . . "

. ,in their own organization (Bardacﬁ's proximity idea), .finally they
. 5 T N p
look to professionatl associations or the federal Depa{tment of

-~ 'y ‘
Education. These latter two are also sources which are 'proximate'
« .

L4 < .
. - in that each maintain strong ties with state level policy-makers.
7 -3 N . -~ “
. . Subfile Analysis:, In the issue subfile, scheol finance policy-
7 , makers are slightly more incliped to usi-ﬁetworks than are those it °

. . special education. This may reflect the strong presence of "network- -
N ]

ing' activity in the school finance area by groups such as the Aqerican

. . \ * Educational Finance Association (AEFA), iﬁe Ford qundatioﬂ, and the

' , ) numer;)us tax 1imit_ation groups in the states’ s‘urveyed (Kirst, 1980).
.‘i) . . \f ‘The proh;;énce of fede;al‘and state Departmenés,of Education’for the
“ . ¥ .s?ecizi education group Suééests,the strong impact of recent federal

; b - ¥ .,
legislation and regulations in this area.

[

In the state subfile, informal hetworks are more frequently

v
-

. o - " "used in California tg?n in either Virginia or Maryland. Thé larger

B

v .  and more diverse staff in California would increase the probability

-

‘th?t individuals active.in informal networks would be representig here.

Vo : Additionally, the finance safiple, noted above for its networking, is
. ) \ ¢ I

- - -

. , A hééviiy réprésented in California. In Maryland, policy-makers look

. . s .
to legiglative sources for information. Since State'legisletors and

.
o ow
~ o P

. T /x oo their staffs are more widely‘}epresented in this state sample, the uses
- v A :

. K ;; ?d\of 1egf§&a€iye sources affirms the tendehcy for policy-makers to look

@ 7 . - \
-, I wthin their own work environments fifst for information.

CERIC s e a0 !
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An audience breakdown (Table 18, p.2l ) suggests some interesting

- ’ . difgerénces‘in;the\pgeferred source$s of informatien of each of the °

-8 N ~ '
T % ’

L 4
three groups. Apparently, the 'community of scholars' is healthy -
¢ . . ;

¢ Y . - N —
for those researching school finance and special education, for the
, . . researchers‘kp our' sample 1opkrto their informal networks almost

exclusively. They are almost indifferent about other .sources, al-
Y . .
» I B
« though those wiiich would provide the most quantitative data seem to

- .

.rank slightly hipfbr, . .
’ B - A: ¢ * -

As Walker would predict, informal networks rankhigh among . "
t - ' ‘ ' ) e . 'r'” / ~
. bureaucrats who may receife a measure of recognition and stature R
* : Lo s\ N
’ L) - / . .
. *  within_ them unattainable in bureaucracles where distinction by title |
. A - > .

.

a .
or salary seldom confer status, - As discussed in .

. . . ro <L
N IITb. Written Communication, bureaucrats- remain closely tied to their . //(}

‘o s . ' . ?

v

organizational .sources of information. However, State and federal . .

. ~ DepartmentscﬁiEducation, contract research firms hired to cgrry out - .

department-defined research, and state legislatures are all sources
. » “ 4

- € ¢

‘directly respons;ble for'policy decisions. Oufsidets; it would aﬁpear,

I3 . :

. have little chance of penetrating the policy communication channels .

~ : —— 4
G N A - N » * -
used’ by bureaucrats unless they are 'network' membens. o ,
Altnfugh political actors worK closely with state information sources
1 { .
. and.with their informal networks, they also use informatloh from outside‘
- LY \ -‘\n
- the fonnal policv channdli\ Predictably,Xprofes51onal associations and
' d 1nterest groups have grea%er éccess—to the policy process thr0ugh‘polltical
. —_ . » .
. r actors. The 'factual' sources valued by reseatchers are precgsely.those
L) . £ -~ - ‘;! 5 : - ‘,'
least used by politi¢al actors. . . LN
- . . * f ..‘ 3
l. : ~-\ A\ v
- " - ) X o ¢ /
U() v t
' > - i ' .
e . - i e ’ .
\)‘ . M PR > v . “‘ .
EMC . Y :‘ " “,7“‘\ . . w
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F
4

STATE EDUCATION aTCYMAKF.RS

4 ™ rABLE 18: . .
ONE BEST SOURCE OF INI'ORMATION =~ ' " ’
X TOTAL GROUP: _ALIL FILES 987 (256)
. ¢ ‘ % -
y .-y L s A
Bureaucrats Political Actors: Researchers
98% (95) 977 (118)> ARg3)
State Dept of Educ, Informal Networks Informal Networks
. 397 (37 292 (34) 477% (20)
s . . . . ’ - . -
Informal Network . State Dept.. of Educ. Non-Profit Tech. Asst.
24%)(232_ W 20% (24) 2 12% (5)
‘K. Federal Dept: of Ed. State‘Législatures Fed.DOE St. Doe Leﬁis. Univgr:
8% (8) - 187 (22) % (3) 7% (3) 7% (3) 7% (3)
. Contracts Research ) Professional Assoc. " Contract Res. Prof, Assoc.
77 (7) 82 (9) { 5% (2) 5% (2) .
" . - l * . Sae . . " ]
State Legislq@pres . . Special Interests ¢ ﬂl Nat. Info.Sery. Speeial Int. w
6% (6)° - 7% (8) 2% (1) 2% (1) l.’:
. - ' (g%
Professional Assoc, Non-Profit Tech.Asst ) -
' 4% (4) 4% (5) *
Won-Profit Teéch Asst. Unjver. Reser, fed. Dept. of Ed.
3% (3) ) 3% (4) 3% (4) <t » -
. Mat.Info.Serv. Univ.Research Contract Reser. Fed. Cong. Sourc, *
DT e 22 (2) 27 (2) 3% (3) 3% (3) )
, . v
Press ', . National Infor, ’ Y
17 (1 v 22 (2 .
%2 (1) ¥ (2) -
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, Who Are in the State Policy Networks? ,We'asked our respondents,

> . - ?

" -

to indicate their most valued information source. Many did. Below

are listed (in no particular ordey) the séﬁrces named. #What is

. A
. most apparent is the diversity of organizations ané programs that

state education policy-makers turn .to for information. The listing

B -

-

. '\ N . -
the federal government are central to the policy process today.

State Sources , . : ’ T
* ; . ) ] . '

Senate Office of Research ] _ '
Special Legisltative Commissions - )

State Board of Education
State Department, of Finance*
State Department of Education*
State Finance Committee and Staff*
State Plans*
Chief State School Offiders Key Legisiation >
Federal Sources.
National Center for Educatlon
Statistics*
Bureau for Education of the .
Handicapped (ED)' ° . )
Congr3551onal Budget Office

Publications N
NASDE Liason Bulletin : -
. AWARE ’
AASA ExecJtive Educator
Sehool Board 'Journal - ! -
Press releases of Federal & . v d
State .Agencies .
¢ Education Daily* .- ’
Finance Facts (ECS)*
Congressional Record : ; ~
Federal Register -
U.S. Law Week i
Education of the Handicapped Newsletter
General Citationg - journals, union news-—
letters, national information services,
research reports
~ASPSE Liason Bulletin
AAAS Clearinghouse ' A
Educatton for the Handicapped = Law'Repprt

#Unfortunately, not all comments Ziye legible.
*Multiple citations
’ rn N

AW WY

" .
I / .
-
.

~

5. . -
substantiates Heclo's observation that ‘ptermediary agencies outside.

-
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. Research Sources ‘ . ¥

Brookings Institute ' ) (
Institute of Industrial’ Relations o T - .

-UC Berkeley ° . ’ .
Institute for Research on Educatibnal Finance «

and Govennehce ) .
General Citations - contract research* funiversity researchy
ERIC . e E ”
Foundations/Associationg .
Education Commission of the States* * . .-
The Ford Foyndation* ' : )

The Council for Exceptional Children*.

National Association of State Directors of Special Education*

National Center far 3aw and- the Deaf N

National Association jof State Boards of Education

Natiomal PTA .

General Citations - 1ab9r union advocacy staff, professional
associatioms; groups :

Schools for Sound Finance

Cali¥oTnia Coalition, for Fair Schcol Finance

.

The, TASH Network :
Non-proftit tecnn_ic!i assistance organization 8
L]
Local Sources . i "
‘LEAs* : .

County Offices¥of Education -
Development and Disability - Council of Virginia
“California Schodl Districts

« Parents/Students/Teachers/Principals*
School Board & Supefintendent's priorities - '
Miscellaneous \ ,
"my crystal ball" . ', .
Informal Netwotks 'of people in the know ’ Ay
Graduate ‘Student Feedback y .
Ford Foundation School Finance Conference¥
Ad Hoc Coalitions *
Testimony \
Mailing Lists . o
Government Relations Specialists e ‘ 2
Personal Library . ’
‘ )
. o

#Unfortunatelf, not all comménts were legible.
*Multiple citatiops

¢
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What is a Network? In the questionnaire we did .not define informal

\ - " ‘

networks. Some of wur respofidents did. Ih their words, an’informal

— .
network is: . .

private obsérvers in various government and state roles. ; ) .
I'd N

friends dn higher education institutions . v

i R ’
informed consultants : *
[y 4 L4 . A . ‘4 ~

. professionals in the field and ﬁtiends

< .
school finance friemds, experts and mailing lists

LY

people in the know where~-ever th y'are.

contacts, with other state and locail advocacy groups 5
and contacts with Congress ) "
non-education personnel for perspective ) -, - -

¢ . 13

+ . ad hoc coalitions of numerous consumegs and advocacy groups

including several prlvate attorneys b .
“contemporary elected officials who have and address the same S e
kinds of problems} have ’ . & ‘

- ‘ ’

TASH - network of disabled scientists, science educators and .
AN AAAS files . N |

¢

-

—
informal network build up over a 1ong time of personal acqualn— .
tances for mutual protectlon and astistance » ’

. calls to other states facing similar.problems r.
. y . .o > ¢ D Y
. .

Expertise and empathy may be the key ingredients in these-networks.

*

v

Clearly, the responses are not definitive indicatorslof'a systematic

activity aimed at setting policy agendas. However, responses to the

1 v . L v -
. .

listing of 1géanizational sources strongly suggest two.entry points for

each issue: school finance policy-makers most fredﬁently acknowledge - >
» . - . - .
) ) ~ ~ /
the Educatior Commissfon of the States, explicitly the Finance Center Hf-
7~ ) v « .

{EES and.the Ford Foundation Schocel Finauce Conferences; ‘special educa- ot

tion respondents cite the Council for Exceptional Children ‘and the . ‘

¢4 e
., National Association of State Directors of Special Education. .
. . J = . > <
. A l‘ » ’. A ‘/ -
1 4 .
3 1 E ¢ . . ”
hl Y ’{\ 3
- 1.’ - v A 4 vod
. . - - [ 4
Gy N W ¢ ~ . . ) i
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As we hypothesized, the school finance networking acti¥ity seems to . .

c b “~ . )
P o P . i . L. s . )

\

. . - .. L ,
resemble, the policy issue metwork con@iguration. The two most critical
R idforma?§3n sourées,a;e outside the paraméteré of the iron triangle. ’
. . . . ! * - 1 -
,In speciallgducation, thévgr,,both~ipportant sourceg are groups . e
. . . ’ . ~ i‘
» . traditionally associated with iron triangle activities--interest . e
., grqups and professional associations.’ . . : .
I- o R ce 'A’\ . . ‘ . _ .
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What makes information uqeful for state edueation policy—makers’i

& x L

- ‘
- . -

The state -polfcy-makers in our survey werae asked to identify the

cbaractr istics ot information that' made it post useful to them in

their work. 91% (”42 réspondents) named the characteriqtics ranled

<

iangble 5. The top QQalittes—é availability, gpecificity,

Fl
.

high technieal ‘quadity, éid,timelincss-— are precisely those which

. -~

Katdach'c theogy‘of dissemination would préﬂict'(see Chapter II). Ali

are quaiities that -lower the costs of inﬁﬂrmaticn consumption. They

-

e »
assure that policy-makers cgn get hold of the informaggon they need

. ., v e
relatively easily. %@i,

Usable information, according to our respondents, is‘focuséd
R

specifically on client group or issue of concefn-- i.e.+it is

"

tiighly con:fﬁtual. Because it is of good technical quality, the
informatioun is reliatle. Therefore, policy;makers can fcel coufident

about using it without 1eng€hy verification of the findings. The
. " . T 4
time savings realized by this confidence in theuality of the source

. -

jncreases, the probability that the ncw information can be interjectad
into policy debates at the appropriate time.
’ s ’ -
. The high rating of technical quality is also congruent with th2

{

information needs of pol

hypotQ}size, these groups ?lsofconger status and acceptance on individwfl

. . . P
members, the quality of information used within the negworks would bhe
t

’

a primary concern. Presumedly, network members generating and disseminat-

ing top quality information would enhance their relét;yc position among

»

N

their c¢ollecapues..

icy‘hetworks. If,as Walker (19%;) and Mitchell ,(1980)
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Information that &s simply compatible‘with policy-@akers"beliefs or
comparatiue is, in the aggregate sample, of léast signiﬁlcance: Slncé the
. . . ¢ L -

.

groups surveyed are primarily concerned with_instate'issuesi the relatively o
low ranking of the comparative infompation across states-is"nOt surprising.
The report that 'challenge to beliefs‘ is of little impértance for

- - -

1nformation use seems to ‘contrast with the Weiss and Bucuvalas (1977) study

-

P

~a

of research use among 250 federal, state and local policy-makers (see dis-

P 7 - « ' ”

¢

cussion, Chapter 1). .In their studyy"challenge to the existing order of
. . ’ s . ' T 1
things' (page 224) was posjtively related to research use. However, dif- .

-~
s -

ferences in the focus. of the questions in the two studies may explain the
N L

~ .t

variance in responses. "’ Policy:gakers inm the Weiss and.Bucuvalas study were }
] L o "

asked explicitly to relate research use to a purpose it might serve. The

;tate educdation respondents in our survey were asked to identify the mist s

¢

valuable characteéristics of their favored information source-- a choice »
P - - ) R - ‘-
not limited to research Thas, information sources, in general, are not’

~

valued for their challenge to existing beliefs by our state educatidn policy-~

-

+

makers. . ‘ .
. . & - . .
' The notion of a network operating within these two areas might also ex-

’

P

plain the low rating of the challenge"characteristic. If networkd do

function to generate research in Support of commonly held theories, then

&

_stulltes might be undertaken to improve incrementall( or Suppd’?t, not chal-

-

lenge, the beliefs of the network. This would also predict the low ranking
. . Py . -

for 'challenge'.

(— Subfile Analysis: What Makes Research Useful",- A comparison of the

~ -

responses among issue, state and audience subfiles reveals that differences

\
. T .

L » .
‘'do exist. However, they seem to conform to what Chapter, the literature
’ . »
search, would predict. The newness of the policy issue.

f

>

N

A
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INFORMATION'CHARACTERT$TICS
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TABLE 5: CHARACTERISTICS OF USEFUL INFORMATION

. z,/’ﬂiAll state pplicyﬂméker respondents grouped) -

s Available in a Short’
" PReriod of Time

Targeted ,fo Sge¢ific .
3
Issues/Groups /. .

Quality
Timed to Mesh With-
Legislative Cycle

Quantiiagéve
LA
_ Comprehensive
Useful for Lonngapge
Planning - >

Challegges My Beliefs
~ .

Gives Comparative Infor-

mation @Populations

Is Cotipatible with My
Beliefs -

14
) S
4 - "
6 &
Percent Response .
0 20 ' 40 60
t t L 1 L .'. t '(...

Y

T T T T I L T T T
(72% N=173) - Ny

T2 LT Tl

(54% N=131)

T LT T LTI LT T
(527 N=125) .

TOTI 7 O v
(50% N=120)
jCQJQAJJ

(48% N=116) ;

s nehuinikakos/
(41% N=100) - '

VANERRSRIp RS TININES
(35% N=85)
VLT LTI
(34% N=82)

/
(31% N=75)

-
‘l’_
100
oc'
@
‘;} .
£ .
, .

———n v S e Sy T “arP—

\Totzi Response
.7 ‘

= 917% N=242
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and"the basic technical#iifferences in the nature of the two topics

. . . . ] o
seem to predict differencqs within the issue and state subfiles.

I

Tﬁe‘&ifferenﬁes‘in work’styles between researchers and the other
two subfiles paralle]l variation in the ranking of the most useful

b

-

-
-

sources of information.

In the issue sybfile, basic differences in_the nature of the

topics selected for the sdyvev explain much of the variance on s
characteristics repdrted most e . ?ﬁ%gg; finance formulas are
N . ] .

.ﬁighly technical, based on quantitaU;?daia, and directly controlled

. . . _ .
#"by legislative action., It makes segse that technical qualities and
1égisiative,timing concerns would be more highly rated by-respondents
. . & . - »
e M f
in this sGbfile. ) ’
Toad .
On tﬂ% other hand, special eduycation acts as an umbrella for a
ea Ny . . N ,’ . * -
large number of diverse groups of gifted and handicapped youth.

Targeted information to clarify specifics about any one group would .

likely be mofe crucial to respondents”in this éhbfilel Comprehensive

-

information would also be more, important in a newer policy area in

which little current information exists. Press&re to devefip po
. s

in a relatively untested area predict that lomg range planping would

s *

licies

be more igportant to newer issue groups sugh as those in spegial educat;oﬁu

In general thg : , . .
‘ N ‘
of the standards of the information uded thap are their counterparts

in school finance. 3bantitative concerns :Jsﬂéer need.for‘information

-

relevant. to recent federally mandated special education decrees~ - seem’

*

to drive their choices. Conversely, the relatively longer exposure to
L - [
school finance questiaons seems to temper quantitative concerns with
€ ] -

quglitative ones. This latter group rates quality considerably ' .

.

¢
higher than do the special educatian policy-

A . .

; 123 « ,
»

. 4
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makers (62% .compared to 41%). They also have more problems with the . = .
¥ S hnd ® v ! . v ’ . . .

shortcomings of research: + . ‘ §

- N & @

E . “ . “. 8
State subfile differences on the questdon of useful characteristics

L4 A Y

of idformation ‘gest that greater state capacity (numbers of ‘pro- -

“ .
3

fessional staff positions) reduces timing problems and raises the
T . D )

standards by which 'useful' information is measured. California, with

the highest rankiﬁé,%ﬁ étate\ppofessional capacity, reports far less
>~ st -

concern with locating information in time.fgr it to be of use in the

-

f
legislative cycle. (49% checked this & conctern in Califgrnia compared

“

to 66% in Virginia and 60% in Maryland.) High technical quality,
however, is the second most frequently checked characteristic.
(Although percentage responses to high technical quality, among the

state subfiles are similar, this characteristic ranks only fourth and

. - -
sixth in impoytance.in Virgi%ia and Maryland compared to second in ‘

California.)

Fa
“ The highlr ranking of the technical quality of information in

A

school finance and in California may bearléuﬁ Caplan's observation

5

that more interaction between policy-makers and researchers might

not improve communication between them. Perhaps the longer exposure

’

to reseéﬁggnby policy-makers in the 'older' school finance issue has T
F 3 ‘

made them%gkepticél about the general body of research and more demanding

bf:that which they do decide to use. The school finance and California

subfiles also reveal greater.concern about jargon and limited relevance

)
of research, further support for Caplan's caution. ) #

-
~

s D & M
The smaller states are more ¢oncerned that information be available

for the 1eg¥§i€tive cycle and that it be compatible wiéh the policy-maker's

b .

views. These are criteria to be expected in states with smaller staffs I )

and fewer policy-makers involved in education policy decisions. Smaller




Response Rates: Total SampLew@lZ(ZAZ); Political Actor
. CalifoYnia 91%(147); Virginda 95%(35); Maryland 947%(15); Interstate 88%(45){ School

. Special Education 99%(120).
All percentages rounded at the .05 level.
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s 92%(112); Bureaucrats 93%.(90); Researchers 79%(37);
Z?Z(IZZ);

Finance

{ v‘ s 13
TABLE 6: CHARACTERISTICS OF USEFUL INFORMATION - -STATE POLICY-MAKER ,SURVEY, :
(Subfile Breakdown - Percent Reporting fharacteristics Useful) - . "
¥ -~ N ) _
Available ,Timed with ‘ . , Long  Compatible
. in short High' Tech. Legis. Quanti- Compre- Challenges Compara- Range ~ with
, __ time Targeted Quality _ Cycle. tative  hensive Beliefs tive Plan. views,; ' -\
%(n) %(n) %(n) % (n) %(n) %(n) %(n) %(n) %(n) *2dn).
Audience Sugfiles* . N
. " . . . \?" ‘
. Political Actor 737%(82) 52%(58) 52%(58) 62%(69) *  48%(54) 53%(59) 32%{36) 53%(59) 39%(44) 430%@3#)‘
Bureaucrat 727%(65) *63%(57) 46%(41) 47%(42) 52%(47)  497(44) 33%(30) 497%(44) 46%(41) 37%(33)
Researcher » "68%(25) 41%(15) 70%(26) 35%(13) 517%(19) - 32%(12)  49%(18) 32%(12) 35%(13) '16%( 6)
State Subfiles - .
California 72%(1b6) 54%(80) 56%(82) . 49%(72) * 53%(78) 50%(74) 35%(51) -50%(74) 40%?59) 247%(35)
e Virginia" 71%(25) ’ 57%(20) - 577%(20) | 66%(23)" 577%(20) 57%(20) 347%(12) 57%(20) 46%(16)  S4%Z(19)
1 . ’ ’
4 Maryland 47%2( 7> 53%( 8) 277%( 4) - 60Z( 9) ~. 33%( 5) 33%( 5) 20%( 3) 33%( 5) 33%( 5) 40%Z( 6)
— : . v,
Interstate 78%(35) 51%(23) 42%(19) - L 477%(21) 38%(17) 53%(24) 40%(18) 38%(17) 53%(24) 36%(16)
Issue Subfdles f X . . , ¥ v
Sc?ﬁol Finance 72%(§8) 54%(&6) 62%(76) 57%(70) 55%(67)  46%(56) 33%(40)  46%(56) 35%(43) 251(302
Specidl Eduga. \71%(85)' 54%(65) 41%(49) 46%(55) 447%(53) 50%(60) f3é%(45) 35%(ﬁ2) 48%(57) 38%(45)
TOTAL SAMPLE 72%(173) )54%(131) 52%(125) - 52%(125) 50%(120) 48%(116) 35%(85) 34%(82) 417%(100) - 31%(75) i
- ! ' - : 1
. L . ’ ! 1L
1 i~ é! 1
a2, N =
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)} would raise the relative rank of technical quality there.

. e
% W
.
. .

i )
staff capacity mayﬂnake information-gathering more difficult, and pres-

LAY

sured. Fewer hands to help puld Eogether backup m?terials may make

4

-

- e . .
timing concerns more acute. Addition;ldy, in states with a less complex

-

policy.apparatus, individual policy-makers are morg easily identified

with a paxticuiar dbcisibn. There might be.fewer groupg active in policy

‘ disputes. Supportive research could eﬁg;nce a ﬁbiicy‘maket's status and ~ N

"buffer him from the criticism of colleagues. Hence, compatibifity with .

views is.a more important characteristic of information,in smjller states.

Responges +in the Maryland subfile ‘are ponsidefably different from .
¢ ‘. A
. Dt . - |
those of\California‘and Virginia. We atribute some of the variance to
) ’ ‘

the newly active education finance reform groups there. Other differences

probably reflect the absence of a research component in this state sample,
, " . . § - k1 r .
‘For example, Mzryland is the only subfile in which availability of informa- .
. A
/{ion in a short period of time is not tifﬁfirsé ranked concern. Legisla-

tive timing is. Thqg\BugEESts,the growing’salience of legislative .
»

. * . . N
decisjons in a newly reform—@riented state, On the other hand, Maryland

) s , o
respondents rank technical quality considerably lower than do pol?cy-

' ¥
makers in the other 1Eéte . . The absence of researchers in the Maryland

subfile may account for this. %fsearchers as a group rank technical ‘ }f -
“ 1]

quality of highest importance. Their presence in the other state samples

P

Audience subfile differencesrseem to reinforce ﬁropénentg of the

two-comﬁunities-meggghon (see also discussion of "Oral Modes, Eage35 ).

L4 .
1 ’

Variations in the work environments of résearchers, political actors

- 4

* and bureaucrats predict their responses about what makes information
>

.
usatﬁ‘e‘.’/ To no one's surprise, researchers consider the technical N .
‘quality of information crucial, . They also rank v i

- *\

. . ) ) e
® : ].; i 3
L) - - -




.higher since time pressufes demand that a little information says a lot.

. o 111-33

3

quantitative information and that which challenges beliefs more highly

than their political or burgqaucratic counterparts. (Note the differemtia-
,(; . P ‘ N ) '

tion between percent respons® and relative ranking of characteristics).

4

Clearl&, nesearchers whose 1ivelihood and professional status depends on
> :

the quality of the information they produce, would value—those characteris—

tics which suggest high quality productsé,3 ,

Similg}ly, work céhstraints also predict resporises of the political

! . S

‘qstors.'.They want, information in a short period of time and to coincide

1

with f%gislative sessions. Coﬁprehe%siveness and comparative data rank 1

»

With specific constituencies to serve bolitical actors consider targeted
s

1 ; :

. . -
information more important than do researchers whose rewards come from col-
*

, . ) :
1eague7 not clients., \\ . . . -,

Bureaucrats do not differ significantly from the pol}tical actor

<

sample. They are slightly more 1ntereste!71n information that allows for
long range planning. They rank targeted information higher and are some-
what more interested in }nformaiioﬁ that -is compatible with their views.

All are differences that may be explained by the greater programmatic re-—
. . ) )

sponsibilities of bureaucrats (hence_ a need for tiygeted information), and
the tendency within bureaucratic orga%izations to maintain the status quo-
(Allison , 1965). Nonicontrovensialhiﬁformation --i.e., that which is

2 /
compatible with the domfnant be‘iéfg of the 'organizational subunit in which

(63

the resbondent works—- would sustain that status quo, and, therefore, be

.
(2]

useful.

, »
1 -

In sum, the responses of the three audience groups offer a few sur-
* s N -—\

‘prises. Workplace constraigts"seem to predict variance in the: reports of

N [

what makes information useful.

L3
©°
[£3
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) . . .
II1Id. What Modes of Oral, Written and Visual Communication are
< v Most Used by State School Finance and Special Education
Policy-Makers? . ' -
s , s ¢ . d

¥
.

State school finance and special educaff%n policy-makers were

. . . R

asked to idéntify the explicit modes of oral, written and visual

- ] N
‘ ) communication which they used in each of four stages in the policy-

. ’ . "
making process. The modes were chosen from listings of the primary

)

and secondary’forms of codmunication most available f?r use by

. s
policy groups. The stages of‘the'poiicy process were édﬁr cdmmonly
L4 referred to in public policy 1i§erature:) ;warene§s:' policy for-
muiation;‘ managemeﬁt/ovérsight;_ and, impact.
"The follow;ng sgstions‘- Oral Communication; Written éommuni—

;o

¢ #cation, and Visus munication - discuss‘the aggregate responses
and subfile differentes. In general, school finance and special ‘

.education policy-makers indicate: .

.

* Policy-makers use oral modes of communicat{on more than

.

written or visual ones. Those used most -conform to the 'usable'’
¢

characteristics disdussed in IIIb: they are easily accessible,
most likely to provid - contextual information, and allow informal

interaction between information seekers and information providers. .
- ym
. L 4 .
* Research reports, statistical compilations 9nd personal «
.- Ld -~

notés -and files are the forms of written communicatiqn most used

1
v

.. by state education policy-make™s. The first two suggest, a‘substantial

backdrop of research in school ‘finance and special education policy

* Visual communication is less widely used by the respondents.

- ” , ’

|

|

|

|

E - . ‘. edeliberations; . ] s

\

| - .

| However, following the pattern of oral and yritten communication, field
S N _

|

]

3

™ - - - .

.
Y _
_ _ o




- ' ¢ s ¢ ’” , ‘-
~ I11435% ;
. . . visits, ranked first in the visual category, provigié highly conéezctﬁal . ¢
informacion;,' o { N\ 1 ’ '-.‘ ‘ ‘
> - 1v*.The stage in the policy cycle makes a differﬁgce in the :
. ¢ . ' ~ . -
- types of communication,<'used by state policy-makeys. They are most

iikely to seek out new information in the awaréhe¥s and policy formur

. ’ - ) . ce.
lation stages; . .

Ay

* Differénces in the work environments of political actoxs,, .

_bureaucrats and researchers explain thg»variafion in the modes of

Bl

- compunication used by these groups. Political actors and bureaucrats’

4

use oral communication more th;n written. Researchers use written

slightly more than oral; R

* The modes of communication most used are those which would

be helpful for maintaining a poliey network. Policy-makers Bxchange

¢

information informally, orally and frequently. Research and research

-

re;aied documents are prominent among written information modes. They _

-
seek information from a wide variety of sources in the early stages

LN of policy making, including conferences and informal meetings that
provide face-to-face contact and contextualize informatione

Oral Communication: The sourckés of oral communication most

.used by school finance and special'educacion policy-makers are iisfed in s

Table 7, page 36. The forms identified most useful, as Bardach would

4 predict (see .Chapter II), impose low coLsumg;ion costs on the user. .
- 7

-

They also corroborate the survey results on the characteristics of usable

information. Telephone calls, briefings.and'infbrmal meetings about specific

a

im’:“‘ b

. . '
policy issues are all easily accessible, likely ‘to provide contextual informa-

tion, and allow informal, face—-to—face interaction between information pro-
N
viders and information users. They are styles of communication routine

in policy-makers' work worlds., :

e
i
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TABLE 7 MODES OF ORAL COMMUNICATION MOST USED -BY STATE SCHOOL
) [ ‘FINANCE AND SPECIAL EDUCAT-ION ?OLICY ~MAKERS (All sub-
P 13 P ined) * ; .
l . ' Percent Résponse
. ' s
0 20 - 40 - 60
. I'.“‘l‘...i"..l...‘l....l‘."i v
\ releghone calls to S -
= ! friunds/knowledvcxble IBSRSNTRCSISSRENEEASNEENINONERNSESN RSN,
e . N
- ‘colleagues: N (810 ) - -,
' ) SSRSEBERESNES
. Briefings by staff or [jszz)[-[[/- / /F (77777077
. experts . . \ . d
. uVeddiisdinsasnannenssssnssassssdonst
Informal meetings to f7‘4§£7/f7 [TLITTT [T
discuss specific state (772) . ) ’ '
client, or policy . A
. _ / —r
| Formal meectngs co' discuss | L/AITITITITE J_uuz_,maz/
Z spedific state, client, .
E; or policy ) ’
- -y ’ ~
- E i _I_n_formal meecingsv ’ / l,/,Z[/D[[./_ZjJL////LI [ //1,/[7.7.7
2 to discuss general (62%)
"-g principles of the '
) A policy issue ,
S Formal meeciﬂga to Jiscuss _llflfb_lfrZ[h_LLLLLLiLLL Y‘T
« gengra 'prlnc1ples of the (59%) .
5 policy issue P
“  Formal testimoay/ JHJ////Z///_J”JGL_/ sy
\ hearings (56%) hd
LeCCUYES/SPCEChGS/e‘ N ///[///—1//7/f/7’//7,7_rJJd . e
workshops on specific (55%)
state, client, or policy . , !
C | FESS R NASR SNSRI SN RIS : ]
deetings discussing .
interrelated policy issues , |® (55%) .
Conferences ' [T OO T T | .}
- . - . S4% . ! '
Leccure;/speeche;/wo;k . > 7f§77%77777777r77zz7
shops on geaeral principles e K ]
. of the policy issue l (45%) . )
Response Rate=947% (nN=248) . . ‘
N b ‘ ‘. -
s ¢ : Percent of tYCJf reportihg use for pnal commuaication.
- Average of the percentage respenges in dach of the four stages of ' :
' policy making (see Appendix F). ' \ ’ . . .
- P
“ : . . ) i . 1
/'Q 12 4
. i
» - 7 E
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.m ' Telephones, available in evety office,impbse acme of the lowest
. : & . ' . .
consumptdior. costs. They.provide one-to-vne communication between

*

the’Thformation‘ﬁeeker and ﬁroifder,'Qirtual'assurance that the policy-

- . - .

- ' - M . \l‘ -
maker can ask .specific questions concerning the particular policy

ﬁugstion at hand. With relative-ease, the caller can contact -one ‘//‘\ i‘ :
) ; ’ . L . :
. or Several sources to ‘locate the exact information needed. Briefings
f : . %-
with stafff%r experts -and informal meetings on sg&pific issues o
- ‘ . -~

. provide opportunities for participants to ask questions in interactfve

* : group settings. These personal exchégggs contextualize informa{ion.l/f"
. . ’ Z AL - .

Face-te—face communication has an added advantage of\allowing individuals, -

to pickup the myriad of non-verbal communication cues that help assess

¥’

-~

the credibility of."the information source. . /

The importance of the informality of the modesg of communication
. > . o
. chosen should not be overlooked. Informal exchanges allow 'off-the-

4

1
rdcord' comments, important rot only for thé’backgroﬁnd information
. o -

they may vield, but for the implied trust and respect among colleague§
x . .

that they symbolize. They are also affective mechanisms'for breaking
- ‘ /

down some of the barriers to research use (diseussed in III&)-. \

- - -

In informal discussions with colleagues, policy-makers can 'relatively quickly o

translate politically unfeasible or abstruse research int8 terms more

relevant for a specific policy context.

The lowest ranked modes of oral communication for the aggregate L

il

i H

. formally strudtured environments. Lectures and speeches, for example,

- samplg/;;;fégise which furnish general 1nformation%gbout Bol;cy in

t connote primarily one—wa<~communication in wihich pelicy-makers receive 1

information from others.‘ Oppbrtunities for interaction among colleagues -

-

are'limited to formal qugstion periods after presentatfbns, a format

- ¢
[

L * \ ’ ' s /




—

) ,r-aaaaC€?j’§;ey alsvo require care?ﬁl juggling of time and travel schedules.

*

.‘ _ III-38 =~ I _ ,

L

~
)

which limits Both the number and speciii‘city of policy-.makers' q'dés'- .
tions ‘Conferences provide considerable information interaction

amohg participants and are ofterm highly topical and context-specific.

~

Consequently, for regulat information exchanges they are impractical.
Testimony, though structured to elicit dialogue betwéen information

providets and committee questioners, is 1imiteq to formally scheduled

.

times and discourages informal, off-the-cuff comments that often pro-

-

'

vide texture to a dialogue. Essentially, all of the lowest ranked
. - [

modes of oral communication lagk.the most important characteristic of .
i +

usable'informa;ion. None are readily available in a short period of

3 -
L] R -
time and they are relatively expensive. .
Subfile Analysis What Oral Modes of Communication are Most -
]
Useful - A breakdown of the total sample into-issue and state subfiles ’

surfaces few differences in the use of oral modes of communication

(see Appendix B). Only.in the use of telephqnes is there notic°ab19 .
N &

va:iance. " The iﬁterstate special educatioén subfile reports much lower

usé of telephones than do the state files. Briefings and meetings about
fSpele:C pélicy topics are rated higL ThlS ;iffenence might be ex-
S

plained by the recent and intense. push to implement federal special
education 1egis1ation and regulationms. Special education encompa:ses a . .
/Bumbar of quite different handitapping conditionsl_’gfedigtaply, policy- )
makers in this‘aﬁggineed‘tpe ﬁost detailed information possible on the

oo N . £
nuances of educational policy decisions as they rdhte to the diverse
, handicapped groups to be served. Testimony and briefings can'provide . -
')-P i g ) : ' - . ) ’ . * . a
that specificity. The interstate subfile contains a large percentage '
of issue specialists who-would be called mpon to testify on various .
issues_és well as those who wish-to hear testimony. - . : < *\\ ".,
-~ . . t, o >, o
QN - - . "@ . .
. ¢" 123 ) L ¢ “‘, v‘ .,
* ' ' . 4 '
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A - -
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A
There are differehces in the way political agtors, bureaucrats and research-

ers use oral communication. In general, political actors and bureaucrats
K €

use oral modes more often than researchers do. Researchers also use it

14

differentlyu On thp non~-parame tric tests for statisticgl significance,
¢ :
researchers systematically differ from the other two audience groups in ‘the

N

way they use oral communication (see Tables 8 and 9, page 40)1' Our survey

&

findings reiterate those of Caplan (1975§’who found that the 1aféest pro-

P f = - ) -
poftion of variance in the ways that research is used can be explained‘by

. . .
differences in the wetk styles and rewards systems of the two—comm;iities
of policy-makers arffd researchers. Apparently, when researchers complain

that policy-makers do not listen, and policy-makers, retort that researchers

do not say anything worth listening to, both are right. They simply 'talk’

=

to colleagues differently. 8
. - . .
\//\)G”An example of the differgnce in oral communication use is in the ragking

of conferences. Approximately half of each audience subfile checked con-
ferences, as useful sources of informatioé (48% of political actors, 50% of
bureaucrats géd 58% of researchers). éowevér, political actors and bureau-
crats are heavy users o€ most forms of oral dommunication. Consequently, in
comparison to other forms from which they also‘use, conferences rank ninth

for poiitipal égtors and eighth'for bureaucrats. On the thef hanq‘ ;esearchers'

overall uée of oral communication is lower than ‘that reported by the political
¢ . -

and bugeaucratic groups: Their. 53% response on conferences makes that form

%

of bommunicatioﬂathe third most usgful for researchers. It would appéar that

they are one of the key points of face-to-face contact betyeen resegﬁaggys
; N\

and other policy-makers. More than likely, canferences bring about a 'rubbing

of shoulders' between fesearchers and state policy-makers that is crucial for

&

information excliange. Conéequently, although the work pressures of political

- .

(4
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> TABLE 8 : QRAL MODES OF COMMUNICATION AR& THOSE MOST USED BY ,
- STATE POLICY~-MAKERS . -
—
. . t
- Mean Ranks™ -
. ’ Oral _ dritten  Visual

ALL , 2.46 2
AUDIENCE
Political Act.

Bureaucrat
Researcher

STATE

.49
.46
.37

~nN ro ro
[ASIE AN ]

.2 1.32 ¢
2 1.28 . .

.43 *1.20 ‘

<

26 "1.28

\

California 2.45 2.
Yirginia 2.57
Maryland 2.53
interstate 2.38

25

.30

2015
240
23]

[ i

.28
.07
.30

13Syg . ¢
School Fip. .54

_ 2.3 115 .
. Special Ed. .37 2.2

1.42 ’

~n Mo

- D

¢ -
Frieddan Chi-Square Test for Statistical Signifigance
’ {8 .002 for. all meau ranks. Tests are signifigipt at
the ,05 level. : . )
L] . b v
9 : POLITICAL ACTORS AND BURIAUCIATS DIFFER FROM RESEARCEERS

TABL
-IN THE WAYS THAT THEY USE ORAL AND VISUAL COMMUNICATION

=

Wtk

- .ot 3
MEDTAN TEST - 2-Tudled Lest for Sivnificant Difference

*

Lemparison of Oral - Woit.en visaal
Jhudience Subfilas _ ) '
. ' # .
Polit Actos/Burecucrat .336 .C09 . L 00°
011t Actor/Reseaicher .00 LACE it 788"
Burezucsat/Rearchers .G07 d7e . .;02
C ' . ' .
signficant at "he 05 Tevel) -
- A .
v * € -
. .
»
. -
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actors. and bureaqucrats predict that conferences would not be used often,

‘
3

{E would appear that\ they would be an effective dissemination activity.

‘They~create the pretise coriditions fQr h‘ﬁ-cost information consumption that

" our respondents value: informal, face-to-face exchanges and expert briefings

:to impart researth information in highly contextualized form. Conferences

would also provide researchers with the most current information on political

. o
problems. ' . . ' .

¢

Sunddufst's call for research brokers (1978) (see also Florio, 1980) '
4 * [8
and the success of linking agents for dissemination to educational practi-.
- 2 E)
tione%s'(putler and Paisley, 1976) make sense for state education policy-

»

makers. If researchers do not use oral communitetion much but policy-

F3)

\kérs do, then individyals able to bridge that information gap are needed.
N .

. These brokers would be people saavy about,political considerations and

~ knowledgeable about research. More than likely, they would have high

« f

?bisibility withiQ the policy community, attained either by excellent re-’

Ay \ -~ .

F gearch, skillful policy-making, or both. Sundquist defines them as "men

T %

.~ or wohen within a discipfine who have a flair for interpreting, im non-
L K s Y ,

.technical or at.least semitechnical language, the technical findiﬁgé of

! their colleaguesz;and who make it their business to do so. They do their

B

v

owp research as well, probab;?, but the findings of their own direct .

investigations form a smallgpart of the information they asgémble and,"

e <

present to the werld at large.” In short, researth ers are people
. . . = 4

. . Pond o, .
who know how to franslate the 50¢ words of researchers into the 5¢-and

10¢ va;iety that hpld greater currency in Ehe non-research world. TheY

[y .

are accessible by telephone and have the @1egibility to consult and at-

[}

A - (
tend’conferencesiat which research and policy information is exchanged.

’
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L . 4 ¢ '
,. . “Director of the Council for Exceptional Children, Fred Weintraub, would

-

v L

In our ééﬁblea for example, the Director of the Finance Center at the '

-

Educéfion Comiission.pf the States, Allen Odden, and the Executive ,

~ oo - : . A ~ g . b
~ qualify. Their organizations were named frequently as critical informa-
- v e “ . . 9 =

. .N )
Erop“sources and they -received several individual citations as well.

. T, +

. 1n fact, the staie education policy groups surveyed would appehr to

have a number of these informatidm~brokers. Many réspondents are frequent

S

.. users of research, aﬁe sought out dailf for policy information, and ‘work .

’tﬁrougﬁ something called an informal network to get and give information. y

These characteristics are precisely those of the gateReeper or idea entre-

“
N -

preneuf,(Kirst, 1980) of the issue network who channel dqﬁormafion into and

~

around the policy community. More research is necessary to determine whether,

~in fact, school finance and special education policy networks are functioning

. to disseminate information to policy professionals in them. o
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. chapters of this report which declaim the general nature of social "

‘are 1ike1y to provide quick access to current research. q'~S£:’.e1te 1egis1ative

. I1I-43 ’ ’

: > .
Written Commufitcation: Four of the first five forms OY&

. A . -
written communication reported most useful by the state regpondents‘

R

. .
are research reports and research related materiéls, that iz,

’

statistical compilations and draft documents. Apparently, ‘scientific

3

knowledge felevant to state educgtional policy problems is avail-

able and ujfd by policy-makers. . . . , ’
¢ »
According -to the criteria for useful information set 0ut/by our ‘
;! ! )

LY

\ »” * . ’ .
respondents, we assume that the written information used is easily

-

available, reliable and factual (see Useful Information, III b .

‘ - . . -

/ L 3
To ascribe these characteristics to research seems to refute earlier

*

science research -and its unavailability to policy-makers. Evidently,

- ' ———— N )
N /’

something in the nature of the school finance and special education state

- P ‘

policy communities operates to reduce barriers to research use.

’

A clue may be found in the reports of most usefil informationm. sougces

(see 1ITId), . Both SChOOl finance and special éducation policy-~

makers identify informal networks, State Departmehts of Educatiop and -

1eglslat1ve information services as valued conduits of information. All

-
- .

and Department sources work on issues engaging the attention of. state policy-
» ./

makers and coukd,furnish research to them with a relatively high degree of

Mo

issue specificity. Similarly, a phone call or meeting with colleagues in

the infotmal network could yleld references to research accessible within
/ ’

the poliey community. Bardach would, note that most usefnl written communi-

cation sources afe also proximate %o the policy-makers.  Regular mailings -
. . - ~

\G'-'“ ' [

and other routing information channgls ‘ .

) N .
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' TABLE 10: MODES OF WRITTEN COMMUNICATION MOST USED BY STATE
- v SCHOOL FINANCE AND SPECIAL EDUCATION POLICY-MAKERS
(A1l subfiles combined)
4
« ) " A '
, N ) T Perccni'Rbsponse
¥ ) 0 20 40 60 80 . 100
N ' ' ' t..‘tt.t'tttt'tcttl.tgv'tt'.'ttct'tctl‘
. » Research RonttS)//,“J,LZZ7/TII/A?i VASSEEES SNV ESRNENEENG/,
' ’ ) / ( (75%) . ’
“ Statistical Compila~  \LLIILTIZTIIIIT TOITIIITrT
i tions , (73%) ’ ' . @
, .
Personal lotes/Files | 7'//#//[_[/].l’.ﬂ“,«'ZZ'ELZ}Z&_.‘_..L__7 L1277
' (71%)
= e T T ™y rT"r
S Draft Docunents AL L LT
- = S (70%) . ,
O Ed. Newslotters o\ T g T ] .
= . (67%) :
& Office/Dept. Files  [VJJ//771I TR T LTITY ¢
S . (65%) *
) . oy o
. .. ¢Letters from Qutside LU T T I T T
-, T . Expert (60%) o
? Prefessional Journals 77777[///[/77[z172ZZ[Y’/ZZfa
- (56%) . s
N Libraries ST LI T T ) X
‘ , ’ 0 (so7,) - i
; 3ooks Sy
- ot . (40%) .
Abstracts/Indices TLITT i i sl
(39%) . '
Summaries of Books or #ﬁ LT
-7 o,
Monographs - (38%)

Response Rate = 937 (N=244)

) . N

-

Al ’ i
Percent of the total reporting use of written rodgs of communicacion.

A1 é -
‘Average c¢f the percentage of rciponsas in each of the four steges in
+ the policy prozess.
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keep policy-makers alert to research relevant to their concerns. Issue

L -

. . . specialists within informal networks may regularly.routg new research to .

professional colleagues. The hiéh use ofha?Eft;iffuments in the written
category suggests that this may be so. Unfortunately, without more’ concrete

- -

. information about communication processes within policy communities; we can

only 'coniggture as to why research appears so important to the school fi-

. nance and special education policy-makers in our sample. The fact is, how- - ‘

ever, that they do report.it to,be the most useful written mode.

Py

The high ranking of personél notes and files suggest an intersection

e - 8 . ,
s SN between the oral modes of communication and written ones. Records.of

phone. calls and meetings aue kept in forms that ‘are accessible and specific,
£ @ . 1]
] AN
They are also sources of iqformag}on that policy-makers trust.

. An unexpected response in this seection is the low rating of summaries.

o . This may simply meah that books on school finance and special egucation

policy issues are few and summaries fot readily éyailable. If summaries
1] \

were available, they may omit the fagtual and quantitative data important
to policy-makers, offering instead very general overviews of the book's

contents. On the other hand, executive summaries’ are notoriously popular

s
—_

among policy-makers. The low summary rating, therefore; may be a case

-

where policy—makef perceptions of use and actual behavior differ.

\‘ . . ) .
v
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Subfile Analysis: What Modes of Written Communication Do State

b1
“ho surprising differences among

L4 N

the state, issue or audience subfiles in regard to writtep commynicdtion

—T .

a

compilations, memos and news bulletins.

(see Appendix B). The school finance and special education policy-

makers report gy similar patterns of written information use. Educa- -

tion newsletters are slightly more useful to special education respondents 5
. . :
than to those in school financé. The limite umber of newsletters that

focus on financing concerns make it probable that\ghc%-differencé'would

appear.

v

California respondents are slightly higher users of research than

are those from smaller states. The larger numbers of researchers in

California (a reflection of the greater differentiation of professional
. . .:3
staff roles in that state) make it likely that research would be used

k4 _ - /—
more there. Additionally, California has had a slightly lbnger exposure
~ .

to school finance reform pressures, The smaller states might not have

had to call out research reserves quite as often. Instead, they rely more
) . - v,
on the State Departments of Education's office files.

Audience differences in the use of written commugipation ate slightly

’

more pronounced. Yet, here, as in oral communication, variance seems ©O

u

reflect workplace constraints.” Political actors' response§ are congruent

with those 65 the aggregate rdting. They use research, ;fatistical e )

-

b Y
[

: ¢ 5 .
3
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/

N ) ‘;1 ) - .
Weiss (1980), Mitchell (1980), and Walker (1981) would'all predict

«

- - N [N

that these political actors would use research as often as the other

types of po{icy—makers-would. It helps them to gain professionélestature
among colleagugs as well as to bolster ?értisan argumen%s. It furnishes
them with a back@rop‘of scientific knowledge asva counterpoint to conven-
tional wisdom. Most iﬁporgantly, policy-makers p;obably‘want to use re-

. search as much as is fgasible. As Walker notes (page 30-31):

(4]

Political scientists...have too often erred...by )
assuming that policy was determined almost exclus%vgly
by the clash of vested interests. All public policies
eventually must'be justifiable, both in moral and
purely intellecq@al terms, if they are to be regafdedA
as legitimate by the citizenry. The great'gignlflcance .
of the growing role of experts in democratic systems
is not, as is often feared, their ability-to manipulate
) elected representatives... but rather their ability to \
provide the intsllectual underpinnings of public policy. -

“

-

In a separate question on the survey we corroborated the strohg/

»

showing of research use. 847 of the respondents reported that they use
- . X
research 'often' or 'Occasionally' in tHeir work. Half of that group

selected 'often'. Morecver, ﬁy far the majority within each of the }\

. ~

three audience groupstclaimed research useful at least occasionallx
“(see Table 11, page INI-48). ‘ . / ,

e

Bureaucrats are she audience group who selected 'often' least. .
This matches their responses on the rating of written forms of com-

. munication most useful to them. Thex look first to sources within their

organizations—-memos,”offiée and department files and personal notes.

Research and statistféal compilations follow internal sources. Organiza- ’

tional theorists would expect this response. When informatiop needs arise,

-

bureaucrats satisfite and move sequentially from internal, safe sources
- P) , - .
to external ones until they find the information needed (Allison, 1965).

L& =

‘,A‘<.A’_-,13'2‘“ S ,

»
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TABLE 11: RESEARCH IS USED BY SCHOOL FINANCE AND SPECIAL EDUCATION '
EOLICY-MAKERS IN THEIR WORK , ~ : '
(Subfile breakdown) Ve )

i ’ :
) Research is used in work: X
Often - Oecasionally Rarelv .
. . / : -

ALL RESPONDENTS 41% (103) ° 43% (107) 167% (39)

Audience Subfile - . " ‘
Political Actor 39% (45) 427 (48) 19% (22) ,
Bureaucrat 317 (29) 52% (495 17% (16) \

v Researcher. 73% (29) 25% (10)/ 37°%)

State Subfile . .
California 437% (64) " 43% (65) 14% (21)
Virginia 31% -(11) 54% (19) 14% ( 5)
Maryland 29% ( 4) 50% ( ) 21% ( 3)
Interstate 487% (24) 32% (16) 20% (10)

Issue Subfile . ’ ‘
School Finance 45% (58) * 42% (54) 13% (10)

Special Education 37% (45) 44% (53) 19% (23)

Total Resvonse: 94% (n=249)

’ ’ '
- %
‘ 3
¥ t
Ve
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To imply that the research bureaucrats use is an 'outside' source .
. . -~
is misleading. In their questionnaire answers bureaucrats say they use,__7</‘

research primar{}y produced by their own organizations. The small per-
. A .

. . ,
cent of research Produ?gd_putside is contracted to private firms.
v ' - ¥

Workplace characteristics are also prgminent in ,the RFSéarCherS' responses

d f4,/—*f”"to written communication uses. The most useful source of written information

’ .
for them is research. Professional journals are the second most critical

o ! .
.

source. As noted earlier, there are the typical communication channels of

academic sc@?ig;gt‘for scholars' research, generally reported in journals,
— f ( ———

keeps them abreast of the latest develdpments in their field. The work of

colleagues extends the research frontfers for scholars. Both are information
4

‘ sources ay*zt{eadily available and reliable for researchers as office documents

might be for the bureaucrats. The higher rating of libraries and books are

a}so predictable for individuals who trade in written forms of communication.

Visual Commu Only 68% of the state respondeﬁts reported use of

I3

W, visual communication, in contrast to responses of 94% for oral and 937 for

-

written modes (see Table 12, p, 51 ). These lower figures suggest that visual

»

modes are more costly to use with lower benefits. Even-here, the most con-,

*

textual source-— field visits—- rank highest. They could proviesffmportant

?

links between policy-makers and cemstituents and are also central to case’
study research. ig(ertheless, the costs in time, travel inconveniences, and,
L] . 1 -
~. for policy-makers, partisan considerations-- who “to visit,(whén, for how long --
™~ PR -

’ * ¢« 7 - -
added to the literal expense of travel, outweigh %he benefits that ﬁigld visits

might offer.

.
. ’ '
B i 1y
. r . AN
. .




Char;‘s and slides are‘ familiar tools for conveying quick' information

. *

ir{ meetings, They are relatively easy to construct and inexpensive. Their

3 secong}jﬁfe\rjnk probably reflects. fhis egse and familiarity.

ES

/

i

r):.:
vy
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TABLE-12 MODES OF VISUAL COMMUNICATION MOST USED BY STATE
SCHOOL FINANCE AND SPECIAL iiDUCATl&N POLICY-MAKERS -

(A1l subfiles °combined)

/

Percent Response
20 40’ 60 80

1 ' 1 Yy 1 ' '

o4 s e S e e se e e LY

Field Visits IASERRERAEER RN AN BEReR f/7’]7f///ﬂ
(617%)

Charts/Slides /7?[;;;77777[77/fﬁl/7///f77
33% . .

‘Videotapes 2227777777/72]7

(25%)

L]

TV
(21%)

-

Response 'Ratre‘= é8°/. {(N=178)

BV 8 .
1 = : :
Perceat of the total reporting use of visual commy%catmn modes:

9 -* . .
Average of the percentage of responses in each of the fonr stgges of
the policy-making process. ' - e r

- * -~

.
7
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The lo_w v‘ideotape ranking is probablin not a qualitative Eiudgxilent

. about its usefulneds as much as it is acknowledgment tha?i%apes are
. & -

costly and have not been developed~as policy communication gepls.
’ . e

r

’

They would -seem to ho%:bthe pot!ntial for providing the specificipy )
L ~- . .
of field visits without the time and txavel costs to policy-makers.

Howeveéﬂ they. are expensive to pro&hce:and not generally- available
on educational policy .fopics. (A notable éxceptien is a videotape

> ‘ - ' N
directed by Ira Eisenberg entitled, "Should Pﬁ%lic Schools Compete."

The film has:won awards from the Public Broadcasting Network and has

* been aired Several times in the Bay Area in California. .The sutcess of

-

‘ ' this tape would suggest a need fof mor‘estigation into this mode

'

4 o

of communication before reJectidQ it oﬁt of hand, ) :

s In contrast to Caplan's finding that TV news programs such _as

LS

.‘"60 Minutes' play an 1mportant role in informatlon disseminatlon, the

state education policy-makers find it of little use. Two po§sible ex-

.

. planations come' to mind: -the. best known ‘sd most popular TV news

-

programs are nationally syndicated~ They may contain information about

,policy issués of primary interest to federal policy-makers. Certainly, |

-

\ v *
education topics are not prominent features of most news programs.

+

Secondgy, the low marks for TV may be a case of our, respondents

4

not - perceiving how often it does 1nfluence»the1r att1tudes'3bth pochy '

}ssdés. Wltchell s claim (1980) that status is an important fa

- [

information use might be_ instructive here. Even if policy-ﬁh rs Q}d

use TV as an jmportant enformatiop sourée, they might no report it, as

it does nof connote caréful search and, resedrch aboutfpolicy issues.

+ .
Y * ’ A +
. . -

‘ N .
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. Subfile Analysis: What Modes of Visual Communication Do State

o ‘ﬁ;;:laﬁion Policy-Makers. Use?~=In thé issue subfile special education !

. - ot

licy~makers use vishai/z?mmunicatioﬁ considerably more than do school

: 'Q ) fiqance resﬁondents. Since the special educatioq:subfile has a sub-

- - - . )

e ‘éfantial.representation of technical assistance groups, this difference
-. M ’ A »
is not unexpected. Wdsual medes, -especially field visits and charts ang

glides: are integral to technical assistance programs which- instruct and

'] . - . . -
encourage innovation. | ) . ,
- %
« . ! )
< . . “School finance policy—m%kers report TV far/more useful as an

informat{Qg source than their special education counterparts. This may

Ll N -~

<7 reflect.the heavy TV coverage of the tax limitation measures. and the
. . N .
- voucher initiative coverage over: the past few years. Moreover, general
' " fiscal ihférn@tipn, -reported regularly oh news programs, has greater

Burrency for this group;than\for policy-makers concerned with management

L and teachihg questions of handicapped education.

4

£ ‘ Sggtes.report minimal differences in use of visual modes of com-

munication. :The interéxate subfile is an exception. Responses ther;
+ . - M )
parallel those of the special education s

’ . *In the a&dience subfiles, political actors & ;bur?aucrats use

’ visual modes far more than dg researchers. Tests o sgétistical
. ¢ ~ . .. . /
< 7 significgnce also ‘report systematic difference in tﬁg way these groups
. use visual communication. Again, werkplace constraints probably account )

for this., Polfitical actors -and bureaucrats need currénft information

on sbeéific client an& programmatic needs, and, until recently,'had .
. A Y

- ES

N travel budgets that Eould support occasiofal tijys. These grggps also
.h s © regularly attend -biri.efings gnd testimony in whicgh™
L3 Y h 3 *
. ? & v
> \
\‘ . . R -~ - 3 . ’
. o . oy
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charts and slides are routinely featured. Resedrchers, on the other

hand, rely on information sources which furnish scientifically Vér;fi-

able data—-sources_most'likély'td be found in journals or case studies,”

‘ 4 -
* .

‘research®s *tounterpart to the field visit. N

Stage in the Policy Cyele--Does it Make a Difference? «

School financé and special education policy-makers usé modes of oral

and written communication differentlx»at the various stages of policy-

. .

making. Visual modes are the exception. Their use is relatively un=
/ ' - - L ]

changed” over the awareness, policy formulation, management/oversight

and impaet states., - .

. 7
The awareness stage is the best time to inject new information

"into policy deliberations, especially if the information comes from

‘outside the normal policy channels. Notiqggbie at this stage is the’

emphasis on informal meetings, conferences, and general policy @ié— A
< .

cussions, exchanges which offer the greatest opportunity for face-

" to-face contact with individuals outside the policy—makérs' immediate

work environment. Bardach's 'gatecrashers' can most easily enter
— - ' . *

\
at this stage (see Chapte r II). Written modes favpred here also
L. s ’
include outside sburces. Policy-makers use news bulletins and pro-
LY - ¢ N
fessional journals most”at the awareness stage. Draft documents a1§o

¥

are important in the first two stages of policyr-making.
The enlightenment function of research is yery'much inéﬂwidence

at the awareness stage. .State respondents=learn the latest policy
- { -

»
]

. news from informal, general meetings, conférences, newsletters, and
» . +

-~

journals. More than likely, they-also keep abreast of the most d

»

E—4

&




(21

-
Se

- ‘
s

—

TABLE 13

¥

¥

WHAT ORAL MODES OF COMMUNICATION DO STATE

. EDUSATION POLICY-MAKERS USE?

C N " (A1l Subfiles Combined) ‘
et p Stages in the Policy Cycle
7 - . (Modes of Communication)
A SS. . ‘ POLICY FORMULATION °
° ‘ . (256)* ‘ 98% (262)
5. . - I Telephone calls  95% (242) 1. Telephone calls  83% (210)
T . 2. Informal general' 79% (202) 2. Informal specific' 82% (206)
3. . Informal gpecific' 77% (197) 3. Briefings 80% (201)
e, 4. Briefings 747, (18§) 4. Formal specific’' 78% (197)
; *5. Other meetings on 72% (183) 5. Formal general' 69% (173)
) < Several issues ‘ ' .
%, Con?érences h 64% (163[) 6.. Informal general' 697 (17’3)
. g? Formal Qpecftfic 59% (152) 7. _Lecturesfspécific 58% (146)
- "wg/ Lectures -general  59% (151) 8. Testimony 57% (144) T“
. i fi@ Formal general' 57% (147) 9. Other meetin‘gs on 527% (130}
v 4, Vo : Sewveral issues .
¢ ]:92' L’ec_bures—sp cific 55% ~(141). 10. I:e_c:tures—ispecific' 48% (121)
'}.’i?} ','I;"estiz.mony" ~52% (133) 1}. Testiﬁxody . 37% 6(9,10
‘ .? o : 7 . .
¥ 4 . . MANAGEMENT/OVERSIGHT IMPACT b
,,” 8;/,;-(226) E ’ 94% (249)
. * i~ Brigfings: - L 77% (175) 1. - Telephone <alls’  77% (192)
: cl jal specific’  76%'(171) 2. Briefings « 7 77% g) :
' ‘B Inforgal specific' 73% (164) 3. Informal specific' 76% (188)
‘ * f Telephoneicaiis - 67% (152) 4. _Fo‘rma‘l speci'f,-ic' 74% (185)
. % Formal general'  53% (119) 5. Tebtimony 62% (154)
P 6. Lectures specific 52% (117) 6. ‘F'ormal generel' 57% (143) "
i '7. Testimony‘ 525 ) (117) 7. Conf%nces - ’57% 141)
A . .8. Conferehces T 46w [(103)- ° 8. Lectures specif:Lc 55% (138)
” ) 9. Informal gengral' 45% (102) 9. Informaligeneral’ S55% (136)
" 10, Other meetipes  43% (96) . . 10. Other meetin 54% (135)
. « Severel igsues ) Se‘vez:al issues . .
." ; 11. Lect general 334 (78') ' -\11-.\ Lectures general #1399 (97)
- . All percentages roupded’ at t:he . 05 level. ’ ‘
- ",meetings L. C "‘ .
S 140 ‘ :
°l. - C"\ k4 § ) .

~

ve
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TABLE 14

«

L WHAT WRITTEN MODES OF COMMUNICATION DO STATE

+

EDUCATION POLICY-MAKERS USE? ‘

(All Subfiles-Combined)

A}

Stages in the Policy Cycle

- -

'AKARENESS
96% (255)*

(Modes of Communication) '
L 4

”~ .

POLICY FORMULATION

937% (248)

.

83% (205)

2

©1. Educatdon news-— 897 (182) 1. Research reports
letters/bulletins
2. Research reports- 83% (212) ~ 2. Statistical com-  79% (195)
pilation )
- . |
3. Draft documents 75% (192) 3. Draft dgcuments °~ 77% (195)
4. Personal notes 5% (1920 4. Memos 77% (191)
ftles v ’ . \
5. Megos 74% (188) 5. Personal notes/ 73% (180)’f
. . file \\\\“j
6. Professional 71% (182) 6. Office/department 70% (173) -7
journals
7. Statistical com- 69% (177) 7. Education news- 69% (170)
pilations - letters/bulletins
"8. Office/department 627% (159) 8. Pr&fessiona;' 617 (152)
file journals
9. Outside expert 627% (157) 9. Outside expert 61% (152)
letters “ letters . <
10. Library resource 58% (149) 10. Libraries 56% (139)
- ginter -
-11. Books 54% (13#%)  11. Books 43% (106)
12, Summary *53% (136) 12. Abstracts 43% (106)
13. Abstract index 49% (124) ~13. Summary 41% (101)
MANAGEMENT/OVERSIGHT - IMPACT
85% (226 ! 92% (245
(226) . ( L )
1. Meumos * 72% (162) 1. Statistical com- 75% (184)
T pilations -
2. Statistical com-  68%¢ (154) 2. Research rgports 73% (178)
pilations ® . .
3, Personal notes/ '68% (154) 3. gemos in;efnai 71% (175)
files .
4., Office files dept 627 (139) 4, Pgrsonal notes
5. Draft documents  62% (140) . Office/dept: files 65% (158)
6. Research reports, 61% (138) . Draft documents 64% (156)
7, Outside letters ' 56% (126) 7. Education news-

i

’

141 -°.

letter/bulletin -

,

67%. (163) j//f_—‘-”

60% (148)

*
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U ‘ j TABLE 14 (cont'd) .
. M - * PY [3 ‘
s , MANAGEMENT /OVERS IGHT IMPACT
- i ' 85% (226) 5 : 92% (245) ,
’ 8. Education -news- 51% (115) 8. Letter outside 59% (145)
letter/bulletins . .
. 9, Libraries ey \\39% (89) 9. Professional 51% (126)
, journals
: 10. qufessionél 397 (89) 10. Libraries 45% (109)
journals ‘ j
: 11. abstrdct index  28% (63)  1l. Books ' 36% (88) ¥
12. Books 28% (63) + 12. ‘Abstract index 36% (87)

13. Summaries 24% (53) 13. Summaries 33% (81)

All percentages are rouqded at the .05 level.

» > j
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., All peréentages rounded at the .05 level.

} - TABLE 15

WHAT VISUAL MODES OF COMMUNICATION DO STATE
EDUCATION POLICY-MAKERS USE?
(All Subfiles Combined)

(Modes of Communication)

S

&
<

“ AWARENESS POLICY FORMULATION
[ 74% (198)* e 64% (171)
1. Field visits 81% 1(160) 1. Field visits 787 (134)
2. Charts/slides Sb% (99) 2 Charts/slides 52% (88)
3.1V 36% (71) ¢« 3. Video tapes 21% (36)
4. Videotapes . 28%- (56) 4. TV 15% (25)
. ~ + '
MAgkCEﬂENT/OVERSIGHT ’ . DMPACT
61% (161) 68% (181)
1. Field visits . 83% (f34) 1. Field visits 80% (144)
2. Charts/slides 52% (83) 2 Charts/slideé 56% (101)
3. Videotapes % (40)- 3. Videotapes 25% (45)
b IV 15% (25) P v . 20% (36)
* %

e

3

AY




351459 : o

7 ' | .

currenf research through the exchange of draft documents, which are used

by over three-quarters of the respohdents in the awareness and policy-

hd -

formulation stages. ‘ . . . :

- PR
» > -

In contrast 'to the emphasis on information sources outside the formal

) policy communication channels in the awareness stage, later stages find

respondernts relying most on research, statistical compilations and the

formal, routine information channels associated with day-to-day policy work:

>

personal and ,departmental files; briefings and meetings on specific topics.

These are information sources that are factual rather than speculative. They

Ly
also furnish informatvion that is moré directly related to a specific policy
[ 4 ‘ [}

context.

3 ]

The high rating of research in the awareness and policy formuiagion

- )
td

stagés lends credence to. Walker's hypothesis that the ties between knowledge

v > .
and power are stronger, and more complex than political scientists often

recégnize. It would:agpear that policy-makers in both i{ssue areas exchange
. ) I
ideas and attempt to build consensus on appropriate policy.directioq}before‘

mandates are set intd law./ This behavior is consistent with that of an

£
-

issue network (Kirst, Peterson 1980). Policy-makers within the network

Y
.

. ‘ . ]
generate and disseminate information crucial for determining which issues

arise on the public agenda. The state educatiqg respondénts exhibit these

networking characteristics. Théy report considerable interaction with

colleagues and use of.newsletters, journals and draft reports early in the

policy process. In later stages of the policy cycle processes take over:
briefings and memos are important in the impact stage--possibly to assess

the effectiveness of policy and lay the groupdwork fpr the next policy

issue to be tackled within the network.

[+

1

q
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' II1d. yhac Barriers Block Research Use? - .
ke .« . -

90% (235) of,the‘s;ate.policy—makers.suiyéyed, identified one or-more’ © -
N - -~ - v v - .

-

barr}er to research use (see Table 19). Too much jargon is the biggest

_'blocker. Unavailability is also a problem, although.even that which is avail-

able is often politically unfeasible--and, therefore, unusable. Of less
co¥cern on this question is the methodology or superficiality of research. ',///'
However,  those who chose to answer an open-ended question about what would

motivate thfm to use more reseaych often citeﬁ distrust of rgsearchers'
view of 'real world' activities.
Reports of barriers complement tbg responses on what makes‘informékion

useble, and furtﬁE@ substantiate éardach's observations about vhat raises

the costs of research consumption. 'Good information is available: 'bad'

tz%seg:gch is not, or it is so unreadab}e as to be virtually unavailable to .

those uninitiated in research jargon. Similarly, 'good' information is of

specific, high technical qpaiity and timed for 1egislaEive cycles. Unusable

- . research is politically unfeasible or irrelevapt to the immeaiate issue,
and, therefore, of no use in the immediate legislative cycle;

° Subfile differences also parallel differences tﬁat appeéred in the

— subfile analysis of tge characteristiﬁé of usable information. The special
education res;ondents are priggrily concerned with the availability of
research; partic#larly that'whicb is jargon-free and, therefore, more
easily used. School financelpolicy-makgrs do not appreciate jargbn—ladenf\
research, either, but their second greptest'concern is féasibility rather °
than simple access. They also have prpble&s with the limited relevance
‘of research that is available. The difference between.Tﬁéw"éha.'old'

-

: issues surfaces here, as it did in iBe jiscussionof useful characteristics. .
\

#

Tata

- Specidl education, the 'new' issue;"has greater need for infgymation
~ .

o 145 -
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TABLE 19:

. ITI-61
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==
MAJOR BARRLERS TO RESEARCH USE:
Respondents
Percent Response
0 20 4¢ 60

e et e e e LRI
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lesearch Not Available .;l
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Reéeargh Too Superficiai
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=
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. - ) )
in general. {he 'old' school finance group, exposed to research slightly

? [

longer, Kave higher gtandards for the research that they use., K Bardach's

»

comment that researgh consumption is inevitably non-optimal mey apply here.

School finance researchers have, presumably, used research more. Even
. .

though théy have used“a number of studies, the sheer volume that they have

¥

encountered over time may pfqggf_gfgacivg comments about relevance and

raise their expectations about standards of quality.

“

’ In the state subfile, California's responses resemble those o{/zéE:/J
Y * /
school finance group. Bardach's discussion of the problems associated
’ , Y 4 .

with the costs of research consumption may apply here as,yell. CMifornia

is a state with~great£; staffing differentiation than others in our‘sample.

-

It is also a place where educational crises have hit hard in the past ten
years. It 1s likely that such problems would have ‘motivated policy-makers

to seek research help. Those polic&-makers might weli have found‘help

L 4

.

. )

from research, but, they also entailed the costs of sifting through toxfin&——~__v

the reports most directly of use. Hence, they report concern that research
is irrelevant and superficial in larger percentages than do smaller states

where the crises are later in arriving and staff to search out research

fewer in number. . -
- - 3

Virginia,eaxstate with fewer staff anﬁ, theréfgre, lower capacity to
integrate research into.:Le policy process, ranks” highest concern about
jargon. Small staff working under pressure would pRobably be even more
frustrated by this needless black to éccess than would their counterparts

in states with more people available to search out and synthesize research.

’

Virginia'é concern aﬁout methodology fits our assumptions about state
capacity. If small departments cannot afford or find research staff,’ they

need to be certain that the little they recsze is usable-

. ) 1’17' .
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. ACCORDING TO STATE POLICYMAKERS, RESEARCH .IS HARD TO USE BECAUSE... .
s
RESEARCH .
TOD MUCH .RES NOT POLITICALLY OF LIMITED TOO . POOR ITS TOO
JARGON ' AVAILABLE UNFEASIBLE RELEVANCE NEUTRAL METHQDS SUPERFICIAL
! o o o, y o ‘ o . L
ALL 907 (235) 43% (101) 36% (84) 347 (80) 23% (55? 23% (53) 20% (47) 13% (31)
= <
L , ~ '
;| FINANCE 48% (58) 31% (37) 41% (50) 31% +(38) 287 (34) 19% (23) 17% (20),
1 88% (121) : ' ' o
2% ) ,
2 5| SPECIAL ED . ‘
. 387 (43) 41% (47) 26% (30) 15% (17) 17% (19) 21% (24) 10%Z (11)
T 887 (11i4) ’ .o
i CALIFORNIA 42% (60) 36% (52) 36% (51)° 29% (41) 25% (35) 19% (27) 15%, (21)
S — 86% (32) S )
Ay
= L VIRGINIA .
- — . L/ L) \l o ¥
aos 887 (14) 53% (17) 22% (7) 38/.‘(12) 1627°(5) ﬂ (6) ’zsz (8) 6% (2)
2 — . N
E MARYLAND . 36% (5) 29% (4) 43% (6) 21% (3) 43% (6) 7% (1) 7% @)
i ]
@ 887 (14)
INTERSTATE . ’ ; . s
SPEGIAL ED 41% (19) 48% (22) 22% (10) ] 13% (6) 13% (6) 24%.(11) 23% (11)
907 (46) -
~~
1’; 3. - 1 ; "v'%
RESARCH <
TOO MUCH  _ RES NOT POLITICALLY OF LIMITED TOO ~ POOR ITS T0O
) JARGON AVAILABLE UNFEASIBLE RELEVANCE NEUTRAL METHODS _ SUPERFICIAL
POLITLCAL" 4 B — oy
ACTORS,, 44% (47) 29% (31) 34% (36) 25% (27) 25% (27) 21% (22) 14% (15)
; 87 (107 . .
BUREAUCRATS; . | - b
1 952 (92) 40% (37) 45% (41) - 37% (34) 23% (21) 22% (20) 12% (11) 72 (16)
RESEARCHERS A } - )
77% *(36) AL7% (1) 33% (12) 28% (10) “*|_ 19% (7)° 17% (6) - 397 (14) 29%  (10).

-~
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-
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Sfmilarly,‘problems with\)he political unfeasibility and neutrality

of research might be expected in Maryland; In the politically charged
atmosphere that accompanies attempts at“policy change, such as are cur-

rently underway in that state, political consideretions would weigh heavily

in judgments about information use’

=5

- —



t Interstate special education respondents feel that the limit®ed amount
A .

of re§edrdh';vailablg~is often full of jargon.  Groups responsible for .

-
2 .

ng assistance to others, a larger number of whom are represented in- ‘

bfile, would likely value easy accgss to immediately usable re-
. T N =
N search--not that which required time-consuming, costly translation. More-
\“ v .

- \

L l%ver, special education has different pupil béndicaps that all hdve

s

differént jargon.

”

# _ *. In the' audience subfile, resdarchers are the most critical e-

@& search language and quality;'a predi table'response from a group who make
. < : ; v

[SP I T ‘ e
¢

- their living proﬂuciqg'résearch and are in a position to fhdge the quality

< e i of - the research product., Political actors also dislike the jargon in, re-

*
- F4 S~ . N *

. . A search, but they do not appreciate the poligi::/rnaivete or neutrality L

», - .
- ‘ ) of the studies. It is interesting to note th bureauctats are most »

¥ 4 R -
concerned about political considerations. This may be eecau§e they are .

v = +
* »

: ) by . .
5 often the ones to present and gtﬁend their organizations' research findings
n <

>l .before legislators. JJL. . ) ) .
. ’ ) \ ¥

.

Policy-makers'é%bmments About Research's Uimiiations: !153 égspendents \ . %
s

9, - ‘

'(58Zl\§nswered the question: I:would use more research in my work iﬁv.{. "

.
v~ il

) ”
Their comments ,corroborate:the conckrns about barriers discussed above.
: e’ " R - ‘ﬂ

oo . ’ They also' reveal two problems.withfresearch use that our question. ab ut -

. [N

N o ‘. barriers did not include: ﬁs“trust,of research anc:l/of of researche S .
* . . ’ < . . ;
and, work pressure. Table 20 summarizes the'coded responses (page 52).

. \

“ERIC . . “«
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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e ., . & ' -
. {fﬁ} comments about why research is not ussdﬁmore often .
- ’ . “ ) l‘ ‘.

include: .
- i [ ’ - . ° . ~ *
Access Problems. © ’ ) T
1] ~ N h A
"Academic communication circles do not reach out very well." : -
. "(Research) is difficult to locate din a.short period of time.™ ;“
< - - c
N L4
’ "Good stuff is ,often fugitive - or made less useful by
) publications lag time." &
A . . . @ ) N 7_’._Pu_u~_'_~ e e
. ” . . . ‘
"There is so\hdggj\sﬁé/;;st sort it out before.using it.''t.
« +  UIf the process were interactive (I would use it) - if 1 were in contact with -

people in the know more often."

. .

<

"] need easier remote terminal access to NCES data!" »

» .
-

v a N
Distrust of Research or of Researchers ) .
"If it were competent and honest, I would use ic." &
"Authors of (research) papers rarely have first hand information
and experience. (Their work)consists of fantisized guestimates of
little pragmatic value. (They) consistently fail to consider
humanizing factors.

"(Research) is often accomplished by unknowledgable persong - it's .
a business transaction not a labor of life-long professio§1 associa- -
tion. Also, it's too often biased to fit expected conélusiomns." ¥
~
. . - k
"Most researchers are unqualified to draw policy implications
at, the level of generalization necessary to develep national pelicies.

- t(\ v P

"] would use their work if researchers were less naive."
T e .

, "I would use it if it were removed from vested interests."
"™Much of it 1is deliberately deceptive. (It's reported) in an artfully obfuscating
, - - "
Problems with Jargon, Format, Timing, Generality of Research . manner.

. / .
. "Most journal articles and research reports are not geared to

sanswering specific, practical questions."
. . - ) f

"I would use research).if it were better synthesized, presented

in cleargEnglish, and gdve attention to the broad policy implications

of the findings and- conclusions.” ¢ N

. b ® "
"Researchers - even when they have findings of broad public interest -
often do not report those findings clearly and concisely, in
- language the public can understand.'™

\ [

‘

32

Ay
=
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' . . "(1 would use-it) if it were written im a clear fashion and reached
‘ . ¢pecific conclusions. _ . v

—

"(1 would use it) if it .we# written in English dand were policy relevant."

"If jargon were diminished." or 'too much jargon" or '"available
- on a timely basis'" or ﬂgelated to the real world and more current"
. . "'up to date' or "more understandable",''customized to my needs',
‘"more readable","relevant","specific','"up-to-date and related

E

O

RIC

[Aruitoxt provided by exic [

’

¢

to specific issues' . . : . .

Problems. with Methodology
~s

.
v

v . ‘ . ; ’ . ‘

s

"School finance research is frequently based on biased assumptions- |

usually, socially motivated." ) e
[ — — - - . M ) ‘~ . 2

" ;Hﬁﬂﬁ’ﬁﬂth writing about school finance biithely accepts assumptions . i
about measures of wealth, effort and inputs that need tc constantly: .
be revisted rather than regurgitated. '

"Conclusions drawn are based upon soyrce data.which is far too often
taken for granted as being correct. Poor record keeping abounds and?

studies which use those records are suspect.' <

"I would use research if I Could believe thé facts upon which -
conclusions are drawn were more accurate.'. ) . :

"I would use it if I+«felt more confidence in the methodology and/or' - <]
presentations, and if I felt that political consequences of results T -
had not exerted a proactive effect on the research.. < 3

"I would use it if it were descriptive, anecdotal and statistical."

£ "Data bases used for research many times vary from data used if":
formulae. It is almost impossible to secure’'the specific caomputer T
programs used to allocate funds. A conflict of interest exists - 4
between those who can reveal the strange finance structures and
politically contractéd support. '

a

Time Pressures ’ .

I3

i . B " .

"I would use research if I had time to-sit down and read it.™ !

"If 1 had a different _job. Running an agenty doesn't leave time
for research." ’ . . »

’
-

"1 would use it,if other duties didn't‘cut into.my time."

v

and, most ffequently, '‘no time".. - . ’
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.. + IITe. What General ‘Kinds of Information Will State Education Policy-

13

Makers Need Qver the Next Five Years? U

.
a, : - -

» In‘Lur surve’y we asked policy-makers to'tell us what kinds of informa- -
" tion they would need- over the next fiye years ;hat they did not have.

2 Their responses indicated that demographic data and impa'ct: studies of the

+ effects.of the myriad of laws, 1egislaﬁi<;n and regulation are most critical.
. .

=,
. ‘ ' /' TABLE 22: INFORMATION NEEDED OVER THE NEXT FIVE

) X YEARS: All subfiles-combined

. £

-~ . »
[ %
oy . Percent Response
. ‘ ‘ e
- . ' 0 .. 10, 20 30 \\Nao :
' ’ ' ' " ' L] ' * e 00 ' * 8 00 ' * e 0 0 - ' * e o0 ' ”> 0 0 ¢ '
~ Demographics . - ﬁ///////////////U/_[U_//,/,[/_[;;//,[]
‘ . ‘ €32% n=47) :
#.  Impact Studies T LISUTHITTI
S ' ' : (26% n=38) “
o e “ Finance Information ,/7]//[‘/_3{,/_111_1/_/[/ k o ' -
N . L | asz a2y o o "
o , Govgrnanée: Information V77717717 - e ) Lo
Z - e * (107 n=15) ‘ :
o Legal Information [T ) ) . . -
o, - - ‘ | (6% n=8) L :
T Evaluation* . TIIOrr - ' ‘ “
‘ - L/ . %
. % . R (6/o n=8) ’
= Longitudinal Studies {7777/ . *
' . 4 (5% n=7) -~
= Y
. o Total Respondents 55% n=145
¢ P ‘. “
. . - »e
. *All percentages rounded”at the .05 level. . )
7

EMC ’ ) = o . *
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In order to report quickly on the needs of these policy

audiences; we coded the written responses into seven Very

.

general categories. Unfortunately, these aggregate groupings

.cannot accurately reflect the detail of the respondents' ‘

answers to this question. Below are listed examples of the

comments typical of each category. Staff at IFG are now working

- -

- - Ta.

* “on a more detailed reporting of the information culled from

this question. V4 .

- Sample Comments: o : o .

e - o~ . ~ A 2

b o~

LA

Demographics - "How many handicapped children are underserved? How
many personfel are needed to serve the handicapped? I need child-
change data tg/ii\atment avd/or education."”

"Who a;; in private schools? Who in public?" ¥

H . - . v
"Population data - trends by school district; private school dinforma-
tion by state, special pupils, costs; voc-ed data by school district
and state!

"I need an accurate means of enrollment_projections." .

"How many-autisic children are being served?”
. D >

—
N 2

"In special ggducation, the major problem is. that there is not accurate

count of the childrert which we serve. If the retipients are unknown

to planners, how can any reasonable planning be done? There are

200,000 children in the U.S.-whose needs are lost on the preparing .
of programs!'" .

. , - v

Impact, Studies - "I need to know the utility consejuences of many of
the 'new practicgg required or suggested in legislation #hd regulations. ” '

S

"Effects on the states of federal legislﬁtion.” .

"Impact -of state funds on-catego}ical programs - or block/vs. categorical | g
funding." =

"Effects of the tax revolt on the educational base."
"How implementation of PL94-142 and federal funds co
are affecting eduction of handicapped children."

Finance - Index of the cost of educating students in various
special education porgrams, assigning the value 1.00 to the cost
of education students in the regular program."

Financial! data on transportation, integratiom, facilities construction ’ -

| 3 and maintenance .
° f\‘ -

1353 _' : ' -/ |
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Finance (cont'd) - 'inter-district information, inter-state (with
a comparable data base), meaningful per pupil expenditures data
by area districts; private schodl datav .

]

"Exact cost of individual school program offerings’ - ’

. .. : )
“Costs of student# by grade level, type of program school building,

adjusted for quality of the education and capability of the szggents‘”-
“Information on tax burdens pertaining to school finance reforms."

Governance - 'Management reforms which should accompany the
school finance changes." " ’

"Interrelationships of municipal, school district, state and .
federal finance programs and implications for management"
-

Legal Informgtion: . "legal ruljngs concerning federal and state -
laws and regulation trends of the nations." . -7 o >

"Legal information relating to special education"

"Effects of court controls on schools."
Evaluation - ""Best program ggdels for gifted children based on degrees
of giftedness"

"Guidelines for effective integrated schools"

"successful strategies for imprsving higher education to handicapped
youth" .

Longitudinal Studies - 'Long-term, longitudiﬁaltséudies of equity
in several states done on an annual basis, not.simply %wo or
three points in time."

"Changes over time in quality of education matched to funding changes"

A - ' . )
- ° ~ ' - v .
Note: Not all respondents felt that there was & need for research.

~

A.few were representg by the following comment: "There is, too

much noise in the system already. One must‘work hard to filter

» ‘

e&ispﬁﬁg material,but we need to..gtherwise, we get garbage.

Less cryptic, but also typical is: "I can hardly keep up with my
i +
.- : . \ Y
sources now.'. i "o \ A
¢ - —.
- 3
vy ,
>~ 4
¥ ‘ *
» -

/ .

e

1
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‘WHAT GENERAL KINDS OF INFORMATION DO POLICYMAKERS NEED?

1

. DEMO- T .. LONGTTUDAL
: GRAPHICS IMPACT FINANCE GUVERNANCE LAW EVALUATI1ON * STUDIES
ALL '32% (47) 26% (38) - 15% (22) 102 (i5) ' 6% (8) 6% (8) 5% (7)
5% (145) : « .
FINANCE 30% (22) a 36% (26) 22% (16) 8% (6) | ---—-- 1% (1) 3% (2)
SPLCIAL ED 35% (25) 17% (12) 18% (6) 13% (9) 117 (8) 10% (7) 7% (5)
CALIFORNIA | 337 (30) | 29% (26) 16% (14) 8% (7) 6% (5) - 4% (&) 4% (4)
-3 . /\(‘ .
VERSINIA 757 WY | 13% €2) 25% ()= |67 (1) 1% . p1foy . |0 e
MARYLAND 132 (1) 63% (5) 252.(2) | e | == | -=--= &
INTERSTATE . :
SPECIAL ED P
TOTAL RESPONSE: 55% (145) - - 5
DEMO- ‘ - LONGITUDAL

ey < GRAPHICS IMPACT FINANCE GOVERNANCE LAW - EVALUATION STUDIES
POLITICAL™ |,
ACTORS 30% (19) 27% (1) 17%  (11) 8% (5) 5% (3) 6% (4) 8% (5)
s \ —
BUREAUCRATE | 27% (16) 24% (14) 197 (11) 14% (8) 9% (5) - 5% (3) - 3% (2)
RESEARCHERS 55% (12) 3272 (7). | meem-- 9%  (2) —————— 9% (1 Rttt

AW < - > -

-~
=
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CONCLUSION: We began our study by asking three questions about the .

¢

ties between research and policy at the state level in educational policy

arenas. Our answers are as follows:

1) Do state educatidn policy-makers use research in their work?

By far the majority of our state school finance and special education

<
respondents reported that they do use research. They found it most .use-

By

~ ful in defining the parameters of Issues newly emerging on the public
. .
agenda. It also helps to shape policies aimed at resolving those issues.

At .the final stages of policy formulation, research is used to assess

-

.

impact of 1egislétive mandates on client populations and Programs. =
It is important to note that the definition of research in this survey

wag,pot explicitly defined. Respondents may not agree on their definition,

of what sod&d research actually is.. In fact, survey findings suggest that
_researchers would differ from political actors ard bureaucrats in their

definition of research. The former would, more than likely, require higher

standards of methodological rigor and more controlled, systematic data

collection than would the latter two groups. However, the identification
’ ¢

~ \

by our respondents of multiple intermediary organizations as crucial informa-

tion sources suggest that policy;makers in school finance and special

—~

AN

education do have acczﬁsfto tquQuality academic research. But it is
N .
y those intérmediaries ‘into more usable, context-

gehérglly translated
: a
] . N

gpecific forms.

. e !
2) . What are the information preferences of state education policy~makers?

Y

2 R .
Across all subfiles, policy-makers liked information that was avail-

able in a ;ﬁort period of time, jargon-free, high'quality, targeted on
b - : *

specific popq&ations opsproblems, politically feasible, and easy to consume--

that is short or reported orally.
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2

All respondents also like informal networks above all organizational

/ X = ) I I ’
sources of information. Next, they sought information from the nearest
3

) sourced of information. They sought information from the nearest organiza-
tional sources. The most prominent outside providers of usable information

were professional associations.
-

The modes &f information that the school finance and special ‘education

- respondents used wereiﬁrimaril§ oral ones, thé§"like i;fgfﬁgi; h;gBI§”EBEE§:TN

active exchanges which can provide quick, context specific information.
Telephones, predictably, are the most impertant forms of communication,

L]
They "are ubiquituous and ensure dhirect one-on-one dialogue between parties.

Research reports and research related documents are the most important
written modes of communication. All written modes favored seemed to be

‘ those which provided factual, quantitative information. Education newsletters

and proféssional journals were particularly.important in the early stages of

)
-

policy formulation--lending credence to Weiss' hypothesis that research plays

" an important role in enlightenment.

+
o

Visual modes of communication were less uged than the other two.
They are also those which entail heavy costs (travel, videotapes, and IV |

coverage are all expensi&e; the r two also require the availability

of technical axpert{se). . . ’

Kl

Respondents in both issue areas named specific organizational

sources of information most important to them. In school finance

B

the Education Commis§ion of Ehe States and‘school,finance conferences

"y were cited moéc crucial; in special education, the Council for Exceptional

L

Children and the National Association of State Directors of Edqcation rated
, : /

most useful.. The responses provided suPporting evidé?cé to hypotheses that
o > * l

]

.

-

-

Q ' - ;I(;{) ‘ : ) ) -

..
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I4

that the school finance policy area represented a policy issue network,

. L ® a
and the special education community resembled the traditional iron

triangle policy configuration.

) All groups indicated that they were experienced in their respective

- s
policy field and were high information disseminators. Their responses

seemed to support the notion that policy communities are relatively

stable, and once entry points to the networks are established, dissemina=/ —

- +

.tion efforts may be quite productive.

-~
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e

IITf. IMPLICATIONS OF THE STATE POLICY-MAKER
*SURVEY FOR RESEARCH ﬁiSSﬁMINATION

-

As part of our research objectives, we committéd ourselves to moving
beyond the survey findings by deriving implicationsgfor research dissemina-
tion. In prger to complete this task wezhgld a series of seminar type

discussions with a number of policy-makers and practitioners. Participants

included legislators, administrators, State Superintendents, lobbyists,

newspaper reporters and deans of education schools. Some of theje individuals
were concerned particularly with special education or school financ Some,
such as our IFG Advisory Council members, are practitioners, or s%holars whose
interests span several. education policy arenas. This ﬁngtied us to explore
whé;her our dissemination strategies need t&l)e specifically tailaled to
specific policy areas such as special education.

These seminar participants stressed thafy they receive more informagion
sand dissemination than their busy schedules permit them to cope with. This
information disSemination overload is often handled by the structuring of
interpersonal network links with other individuals. "Know-who'' thus ré-
places "know-how'" as a way of information retrieval. The pracoitionefs
repo;:ed-that they do not innovate primarily on the basis of the formal
evaluation reports or technical qualities. \They depend on the subjective
judgements of peer networks who have some experience with the idea.
Policy:ﬁaﬁérs tend to have the closest tiés with people quite similar to
themselves, but did reach out for information beyond the people with the ;

. same job. -

From the two surveys (Nelson/Kirst and Bellavita), 1itera§ureﬂssarch,

£

S ' | \

,
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¥

seminars, and theoretical paper by Bardach, we have reached the following
implications for research dissemination in school finance and education of
handicapped children. We believe also that thesé implications can be
applied to otper education policy arenas. 4

v .

.

v
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FINDING: Policy-makers in both school fif¥nce and spgcial
- education are highly experienced and actiyi® information

. \\\\/:}sseminators within their respective polity communities.

MPLICATION: Policy-makers represent a relatively stable
population. With the exception of elected state officials
. who have high turnover, policy experts tend to remain active
in their specific policy community for a long‘perlod of time.
- ggnsequently, once key individuals and organizations are %
dentified, disseminators can build linkages that will remain
+"viable over time. Eventually, a dissemination progfam could’
establish a reasonably impressive network across several p011cy .
issues. (i.e.-—-find-the-gatekeepers-and you're—in.} — -

-~

FINDING: Within each policy area two or three organizations . -
surface as primary information disseminators-- notably the ~
Finance Center of the Education Commission of the States and .
legislative budget committees for school finance; and the

Council for Exceptional Children and the National Association

of State Directors of Special Education for special education.

IMPLICATION: The key to dissemination is finding the approprlate -
. intermediary conduit of information into discrete policy communities.
For networks, entry points are often with issue- spec1f1c technical
assistance organizations like ECS. Prominent interest groups like
CEC are likely to be central disseminators for the classic iron
triangle policy systems. .
3

, FINDING: Research that is used entails low consumptions costs
. (see Bardach's paper). That means information most useful to policy-
make(§ is easy to obtain, easy to read, highly contextual timely, and
¢ Teliable.
The biggest barriers to research use are Jargon political constraints,

unava11ab111ty at appropriate times.
“
" IMPLICATION: Reducedg\\hﬁumptzon costs of research by synthe5121ng,

targeting information tdkpartxcular audiences, keeplng abreast of
policy issues so researcH products are available in the policy

- formulation stage (stage at which research is the most used form
of written communication). ) . - .

»

FINDING: Research is used and all three audience groups report
that they value high quality research. ‘However, survey indicates
that the definition of quality changes with each policy group.

~~ Researchers value rigorous methodology and written productssthat
conform to the standards of academic discipline. Political acto?s

. and bureaucrats define high quality information as that which synthesizes
information and relates to issues currently on the policy agenda. They
. like high quality oral presentations with very specific.infarmation.

° , ‘ . 184 )
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% - IMPLICATION: Résearch\institu't-es might provide .high quality ‘
oral presentations of their research for select target audiences )

in addition to top quallty research.

. [N
. " .
¢ " )
L, e v, }. . . . -

1 .

4 °

© FfNDINGg%Q;Lssemiﬁ;;ion strategies vary by two structural = -
. variables:  state professional capacity and audlence type '

(polltlcal actor and bureaucrat vs. researcher).

- -

L IMPLICATION Thrgeting informatidén along all of the dimensions

. necessary for the highly diverse policy world.is necessary

‘ expensive. Research institutes might, instead, work through .

4 the key intermediaries who re-package and re-formulate.r

* / ,for their particular client audiences.  (CEC, ECS, AASA/ are ~ °
examples of: these oTrganizations) These are groups expert in
adding crucial contextual information to basic research and

» who have“ex‘gnsgve links to the policy community. “

v
°

FINDING: ‘Small states have lower capacity to use: research by
virtue of their small staff size. ’
) IMPLICATION: Dlssemlnatlon for these states takes a more aggressive .
. o program. Most llkely, direct communication with State Pepartments .
’ of Education are key héyg since these are states not generally tiet
either to networks or the professional associations tied into
’ . the tﬂ@ditional iron triangle policy systems. et

FINDING: Bureaucrats are hard to reach. They represent a relatively. q,‘
. closed group. o ' »

IMPLICATION Meltsner's research is quite important. We need to
. . Know far more about how burefucrats get their infgrmation. If
) they do not reach out), how do they reach in and a%d their
-organlzatlon f6r information? Also, best targets for dissemination ’
. afe not bureaucrats but pollcy staff on the legislative and interest
LT group action, .
FINDING: Sggge in the Policy Cycle makes a difference. Our survey” /-
confirms Doug. Mltchell's f1nd1ng that policy-makers vary “their
T /\lnformatlon uge at dlfferent stages in the pol:cy cycle. ‘In our .
= . . ‘survey,-policy-makers tend to use research most 1n the awareness
. and.policy formulation stages. i 2
o & R
. . MPLICATION Research institutes like IFG that work at policy
' . ' awareness and policy generatloﬁ need to tailor information for °
s ) use-in the éarly stages of policy maklng for use #*n agenda setting
a and formulating approaches to policy.” Newsletters and draft documents -
. " are useful at these stages as well.. ' ‘ Lt a

. . FINDING: Conferences are abouifequally valued by all three policy
"audiences. i

< ) N o '_ . ’ ’
IMPLICATION: Conference attendees Should be“pbliéy makers that, ’
are key information brokérs in the intermediary agencies like ECS

and CEC that translate information for others. - .-

[ 3 . .
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The Use of Special Education Informatio} . .
) A Survey )
-t ,'
. The purpose ¢. this survey is te identify the types of information potentizlly -
. } .

- . \ " , . . . . .
Leet uneinl to yey in your current work in the field of special educatioh. Ve nupe te
- ]

. 1
pinncine ;:oblcm/aregs in which special equcatien research information, in particu ,

wipst tetter scrve your needs. Please angwer all the questions cn the followinz
. . ‘
papes oo they.zpplv to your ueeds for specicl &ducation informarion. .
w . ‘
- .
- Tuank vou for your help with this research®project. All responses will:be ’

v

A R T ,
CotmlGeitt cirans . O i
"

Q . . : ‘ oo )
ERIC .-y ° -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . il




“-‘ ~

‘\..4 wc have identifiel four brond stages in the sp: c-ql educetion policymny 1—mi'om:‘cs for which sperif)s i

"
‘

; nformation 1, oftey noeded.
At cach 3T4Ze, yOU may receive in‘ormation from 2 variety of souices. Assums taat information yon M™d for 2 particulir siate
c{al edgc i n - ; - , Tm——— paa
’ speg{a). ¢lpcation issugz 13 available frem cach source of Information lisced Lelow (un the columns on the left morked cral, wrizten,
vigwal). : . ) )

»

Please CHERY the : )

o o sources of infer=.ation that you use for erch particul.r stage in tie special education policymaking process.
ease rcad throz.g,b all of the choic.s-quickly before re respowdmb. -
. STACHS IN THE [ LTCYMr: e p0ncs el — -
—— .
C N # ‘ ‘ g
o . TSSIT AUAPELESS POLICY/EICGRAY FORHLLALION e GF T OVERS i .
-
. : P
.o . (mew issues or (options or techn:iques to o (1id 1n policy mpl% (s.rmary or
, ) trends emerglag Lelp draw un special education mchtation & rmonitorifg evaluation of
B that w1, pia- oelicy - e.g. deviding | ' e.}. classification of over:ll efficcts
" point possible cosi-based funding formulas) hdnacappyd children or unirtenced
sperial education . & . COonsEegeiTess, €IC.
* provlems) , ’ of a pclicy)
.
- - i
P 1 At the Issue At the Policy/Program ' At the Mznagerment/ ‘% the Impact
Awarencss Stage, Formulstion Stage, 1 use Qversight Stage, I use Strra, Tyuse
_1l-use ‘this source: this scurce: . this source. this source:
- yes no « yes no ‘ ‘ ) yes no yes o
Z ra
T . e S - ) - -
1. ORAL COMAUVICATION .
- 1
» - -
a. Teiephone.calls o | (1 [ ) 7 () () () () : (] [
friends/¥noviedgeadble - . . ‘
:-); , colle sues /
< . . i , .
g, b IniorBal reetings { ] (] ["L (] () () { 0 (1
Lo totalk av-ut tae . .
= general srinsiples ! K . 5
._:! - Bl . PAARE LA AN \
= of the spesral cducation ’
H .
- issue at luona , .
=t 4 /\
= b}
{1 b L] 7] () () {3 ]
— - ¢ v . N . t
= e ”
;:? 1c st . ) ) .
1 . § v
¢« ¢client, or pnlicy . . . '
. : . .
cente .t . .
] ‘ ~ N s g N . . . ; S
: d. formale, 2tins at O R B * { ) (1 {1 () ; (] (1]
. . . -~
woich the -eoer:l ' v ,
pranmiples’” Sad T o -
- Cesr r ) N *
L ‘O'lfp underlyira - .
the fs.ye are discussed s . ~ % .
¢. Tarta, veatineg ac v }l' { ) ,[ ] () i () (. ‘3\ L3 t 3.
wilea the 1.-u0 15 A ¢+ . . . ,
discorsel in relatiod . .

. to a .peciiie g?uxte, oL v . s i ) 4 -
client, or policy . . " 1t
context . L. . {

. . . § ’, LY
Q . £, Coa‘er.aces on [ e }{ } . [ 1 () . tof) | ] O
E lC) speciar cducatlon - e . , | B 5 .




A

{Question A - Continued)

OPAL CO'CIUNICATION

g. Other nrofessional
meetings @t wrich the
special education topic
is one of sewecral

inrterrelated issues

n. Lectures/speeches/
> -

workshops' un the

2 neral 9?&\11;

CC."ation issue

chesg

.m

1. Lerzurez/s spe
s ops at which

s issue Is related

*o a3 ssecific st ate,

client, or policy

CLRTeXT

Briefings by staff
experts

Torral testimony/
hearings

1. Other

aK:xT-. COSILNICATION

ctier from outside

\J
veno from internal

-

¢, bLratt documents

I. Fesearcl. reporis’

Profeszional jourcals

£
n. Abstracts/inlexes/
bibliographies
‘(Continued p.b.) .

ERICC @
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{SSUE AHAR&ﬁESS-X

At the Issue
Awareness Stage,

I use this source:

STAGES IN THL POLICYMAKING PROCESS

POLICY/PROGRAM FORMULATION

At the Policy/Program
Formulation Stage,
this source:

I use

MA

NAMEMENT/OVEPSIOHT

At the Management/

Overs:ght Stage,
use this source:

I.

Ieans

At *e Impact

Stage, I use
this source:

yes no yes no ‘yes no yé&s no
A T A T S R L1 1 TR S
- %
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‘Q“"‘“". - Continued), s1aces it TuE pCHMAKING PROCESS ‘

o e = o i i o
.

y M 'K AWAFEW POLICY I’R()"-!‘i.\.‘-i. FORMULATION MANACEENT/OVERSIGHT [veen
WRITT:X COMMUNICATION 155Uk ANAFENESS , / , ‘ e ’ T
At the Igssue at the Policy/Program At the Yanecepeut/ At the ampret !
Awareness Stage, Formulatioa Stage, I use Oversight Stage, I use Stage, 1 use
1 use this 'source: this source: this source: this source:
yes no yes no - ves . no ves no
&, TAscatica newsletters/ (] {1 (! ( 3 { ] {1 (O i)
_bclletins/aonounceneats
3. Summary of book/ . {1 o) ] {1 r ] (1
monograph - .
%. ook (] (] {1 (] £ r [ 1 (O (]
1. Sratistical co-pilestions (1 { ‘] {1 { 1 ) (1 {1 { (-1 :
s=. Libraries/resotree { 1 i1 [} [l b [ 1 {1 0] (1
centers or information -
cervizes
n. Cthrer { 1 {1 [ 1} [ 1 {1 (] {1 {3
. ]
1 +
i
VISUAL COIMULICATION R
2. Videotapes i) ! S I B [ ] [ o (1
b. Charts/slides/films T [ L ]/! (! {1 i ] (]
2. Field visits {1 {1 {1 i - ) (1 (3 { {1 i
T \ [ 1 i ] {1 t ] . t 1 -1 L (1 !
. i ¢
¢. Otter (1 0] (Y 0] (1) : (1 e
&
B. Fo-w often, do pesple cone to vou for special GdL\_at.l n information? ("heCn. one) C. Wrat information about special iuc Lic” o [9u
. expect to need over the nert few \,&.2‘(: but do not
L. Several tises daily now have - or have access to?
Z. At least daily ‘ . . .
. 3. Az least weekly i
- LY v .
4, At least menthly _ ’ _
A,
5. Less often than zbove . -
v 1oy . ' B N,
O ’ }}- 2 . * R
ERIC ) - : ”
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‘ [ 4 . ,
Assume ‘that information on a state “pccxag edueatien issue about which
you are concerned is available from all of the following sources.

Plezse check the ou sourcé you consider most important to you and
the one source you consider least important T to you for - yOLr wo*&

s

lzzse scan all possible choices before answering.

MOST 1!MPORTANT LEAST IMAORTANT

* & {check one)

BN

-_(gheck one)
Lepartment of

pfrejram reports, : '
studies, lkey ‘

-

‘I, derat
:»-Cd ian (:
coutrectes
perscnnei)

State DepaAtmenf of
:tinn (program reports,
studies, key

.
*3. Other Federal or State

LSTency reports, personnel,

(non-cducation perspec- . .
@€ on .t.ﬁ(' nradieapned)

Foderal 7 ,TusBluP:l .
¢s (Cangressonil Com-
. Ruepores, Fong’LAS]onal
t 0ffice, Congressional
rch Service e:g.)

_ielztaive Sources
Lc»ar ts, atl f .
ezc.)

-4
~te le,
Toeodttie

sostacts,

-~
Iy

-

&. "University-vased research
institutes (reports, researcher
czatacts, etc.) : -

7. feniract Rescerch Organiza-
&b, SRi, etc. -
ontacts, etc.) ’ '

tons - Rand,
(rcpc@ts, <

8. Trforral Yetworks of speclal
ut tion eumeris/friends | B

9. v®rofessional Asscciations
{reports, serscnnel, newsietters)

10, 3pecial Interest/Advocacy
G:Oupa (reports contacts, etgq.

[

L1, ron-protit Technical Assistance

rrzanizaticns (Bducationh Commission

{ the States, L (0 Ceonier for

ganc i apped, oto) special

contacts, newslectters ry -
]_ ¢ J

[s REn

t \
Low ot

reperss,

£

& tineed.in next column) - .

12,

13,
14.
15.

E.

MOST DYPRTANT LiasT .24

National Information Services "
(Sducaticn Daxly, ERIC, etd.)

Foundation Reports \\
Press and Popular Media Reports ’ .
Other : ’

PR

The list of.possible sources of infor—atisn in questacn * daes ast
include the wiwe variety of sources potentiaily availubie o you.

Please name the one specific source that you f{eel provides the
best iniormation for you in your worir?

.
LI

# ’ T
There arf many reasons why a partic:lar info;é{{ion seurcae .
useful. Please cheéh thagresponses listed d&@row whi.h ;__}"
to the sburce named in q: on Y. Feel free to a¢d to tuis
list of reseons why 2 source is useiul.

The information source pamed  in.question B ls ueelul becoure:

1. it pives me information in a snort period of tirc.
2. it is comprehensive.

3. it is of hizh technical qualitv.

4. it is compatible with che voliss of =7 orzanizazion.
5

6

7

. it fs zarge:ed on a'specific state iisue or sudicnce.

. it provides quintitative informaifien.
. it provides inforration useful for the .mmediate
legislative cycle. -
&. it provides information for lung range plarning, .
9. it chalienges existing zssunptions or arranjiTonts. .
C. it provides ¢omparative inforpation abour oy state
and other states/clients. =~ * . -
1. Other . .




¢ |

)
Lo you use research repa.w.;/:har. provide special education information?

;\ .
G. often accasionally s rarcly
' - * -
H. Existing special education research information is not always used by pulicymakers. In youTexperience, what are the rn.jor
barriers to your use of special education research information? (CHECK 2l]l of the following statements that apply to ycur
information neecds.) - .
l.special gducation is of limited relevance to my clients, employees, constitucnts, etc. ) .
- 2.Svecial education reflects poor scholarship, inadequate me;ho’ﬂolog)’. etc, .
3.Special education is poorly presented - that is, full of social science jargon, long-winded, stufty.
.
~ 4,3pecial education is too superiicial and brief for such a complex subject.: . -
) 5.Special cducation is too neutrzal and factual: the policy iwmplications are unclear or missing.
6.Specizl education have conclusions that are politically unfeasible or uniealistic. ‘
7.Special education information is not available when I need it. -
Other: .
e N . -~
‘
I. Please complete the rollowing statement: .
I would us¢ special education research information more often if L. Check the ONE stotamonr that best describes
) your primafry worn rule
’ ~ 10 1 am »n clecte! offic1s]l of tae [
2. T am an cleteo ol o0 othe St
' 3.1 am « comattia sl wirher ol S
J. The feilowing quescion% ask you tc tell us about your position ih the pranch oi the tedes b '-L"‘-’(‘:"'m‘"-“»- . .
sp:cifl ecucation policy arena. Please check the response to each 4. I ama cop Lt st veranro the Jevgsoating
staterent thot rost ac‘.uratelv describes you. Choose one response for brach of the »ate n'*“" Pt .
_ ~ e K < it T Vv o r . 4
¢ach statement. . 5. 1 eron the proic el st He C¥e t.le
S branch of tho rde ral ocernrent.
. - . N - ., e Y w,’ th Cacl Yt
1 My prir.ry professional training is: \‘___ 6. 1 amoon the prode sur i R _the e u
branch of the Hlite . overmonl.
1. education ¥ 5. econemics 7. 0 an a rese l.(!h < fm‘ G atract Tescar Lo Yirss.
- 2. law 6. other social * Q. 1 Ar . a¢ sdeatets alte v
3p pelitread | science 9. 1 o a scate rohool r“'ff O
Soierce . 7. health related 10. L #na Dm”,;n; (fieer of .o1on-pz
. 4., psycnology i ficldg i S5 1517710 firm (fovndation, 1AL
k3 * —————— - N -
. §. othér 11. [ aa on the professinal «tarf
‘ —— — [
» B ! assuciatien.
K. Iy primary involvement in special edication pidicy is at the: . 2.1 am oon the prux sesjou.l stalf of anrad/ecaly group
) 13. ( 'ndct.lge bLow Jor a n¢ :‘:')"\_:_LL .
ederal - State Local level. 14. [ practice i 1or a privaele, profivenak.ng forT.
15. ( am a jourtalist.
L] a
i : 1€. Other .
A D oaave worked in the area of special education for: , -
i. less than L year . S —
—_—
2, 1 - 3 vears .

o 5 = 6 years '
EMC :.-.ore than 6 ¥
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9 ' - r - i :
' oMonrs 34: TNFOR'IATTON MOST USED BY STATE EDUCATION <
. . : POLICY~ MAKERS - . . . .
y - .y - . ° %
. . ‘ . ~ -
ISSUE SUBFILE .
(Ranked by Percent Respdnse) ~» .
. . ! ’
ot ° a
A s e . S
* SPRCTIA], EDUCATTAN SCHNOL. FINAXNCE ]
i . - ~
. i ' Percent} “Percent
. ORAL MODES- - - ‘ORAL CDES . —_—
Telephone calls to - 80% I‘_g_lgzpone callg to 827%
f{riendis/knowledgeable . friends/knowledgcable
o g colleagues . . #olleagues '
> . . :
B;jefihqs by staff or 80% Informal meetings to . 75%
—_—— Y L
! exberts - ) , .discuss specific state, .-
- . ',.v
Informal meetings to . 797 . s client, or polic
discuss gpecific " . ‘ . Brie ings by staff or 747%
: state, client, or ' experts
olic g , N
P 7 . \FO AL x\&.(’.uh “ 697 .
Formal meetings to 75% ) disc 1SS specific state, 7
discuss snecific c]:ept, ‘or pohcv
state, cliant, or
' p01’i-:\" ’ Inform-t -meetings to 617
. T “disc \,ss penzral principles '
Informal meetings 63% ~ - of pelicy issue
to discuss gencral . o
v ’ 1 58%
< principlés of the . , Fg rmal neetings to inciples ’
: ) . . . discuss genel rinci .
polj:v issue scuss general p ;
- . .- of policy issuc v
- Formal neetings (A4 ' S5, o e
. : . a1l testimwonv/hearings 547
to discuss general Formal testimonvy ;
\ - prifiptes of The T T e P SR TR EAR S TG ERERORE TSR -
policv issue 6 . . - . ~on srecific statg, client, <,
» Fermal ‘testimonv/ 5% ! policy ) ' ’ o
hearings . Conferences -~ ° oz 537
. Lonverences
Lectures/ speeches/ 53% Meetines discussing inter- ° 52%
worksiops on specific ,.1ted policy 1€°ﬁes
slatae, client, or .
policy ’ ‘ . LG‘CLureS/SDCOC,ms/uorr{cimpa‘ Q/«ZZ
- ¥ A T et e ——— .
! . “on generalynrinciples of, .
Moot ~ Aiceungin fo : N : -
Mectinos discussing 58% policy issue ~
, interrelated policy &
issucs e o .
Copferpaces L N S \
' .\ctm‘ea/qp(-eche;/ 43%
' vorkshops on peneral
s princirles of the - ;- . ‘-. ) ‘
. policy “issue .- : i} ’ . o.
By o ' .
T T o e e . - ‘ ¢
y Averave of the wmm-nt ape teepenses in cach of the four stayes of
Q the, poficy procons, . -
ERIC . :
: - -
S f . - s -~ '
. L " R 4 ..




P & ' ’ . ° . ' "
: ’ MODES OF TRFORMATION 0ST USED BY STATE LPUCATION S -
. ‘ : A POLICY MAKUKS -~

. . ¢  ISSUE SURFILE

(Ranked by Percent 1t Resp onse)

LS
5 ..v M . -

SPECTAL EDVCATTON " SCHOOL FINANCE - i -
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WHAT-DO INFORMATION PRODUCERS DO TO DISSEMINATE THEIR PRODUCTS?

L3 . ' \

SECTION I: DISSEMINATION FROM AN ORGANIZATIONAL PERSPECTIVE--AN INTRODUCTION

> * .
L . - . {

v Ihe title of this paper is a natural question to ask in light of the in-

creased attention dissemination has received from government and’scholars.
. The simple answer to the question is that most producers transmit most of

their information most of the time in some written form. But simple antwers

.
L]

typically give rise 'to more questions. Why the strong emphasis on written
+ S, 6'

dissemindtion) Why aren't oral or visual methods used more frequently? ﬁow

ne

>

’ ¥
many different types of written and other dissemination techniques are used
-~ - by proéuceréﬂm-way are some spec1;1c tefnnfques preferred over others? What

impact dqwtne different techniques have, and under ‘what condltlons7 But here

we are getting ahead of the sto:y, a story that raises more questions than it
‘/\/j . . ‘ . )
=" answers,. . . . PR . :

Practically all of the public policy disseminetion and utilization

v

. literature has approached the topic from the pgtspectfve,of potentihi use!g

L] - &
.

of informarion. The mdin theme in much of this work has been the implicitf

belief thatf policy research ought‘to benefit society, public policy or policy-

-~ .
- . .

makers, and thus the degree to which‘these'qlients wereibenefited is thé main

i

N B - <
measure of the effectiveness of disseminatfbn efferts. .
. v

Researchers have paid a. Oreat deal less attention to 1ooking at dis- .

seminatlon from the point of view of informatiog produc4ig organizations.

Elementary organizational theory suggest that what an organlzation does }s

shaped as much by internal dynamics and goals as it,is by client or environ-'

‘
' . . .

. mental deémands.” Fron this perspective, the effectlveness of dissemination:

is a function largely of what an organization aims t&‘ho and hcw it goes about

] 4 L0 - 3

doing #. v -

=
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H
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o In our search through the literature, we found very little that syste-

matically described what 4nformation producers want to do with the inforvafion .

»

3

they generate or what specific techniques they.use to dissem%%?te that in-

formation. A first step to take before suggesting what organizations can: do

L3

to improve their dissemination capabilities and effec§iveness is to find out = |

. .. :
what they are presently doing and why. This paper is a prelimidary effort in

that directjon: : ’ S

With these genetral ideas in mind, we surveyed a number of information .

]
. »

producing organiiafions to find out what were their dissemination goals, what

they thought constituted an effective dissemination program, ,and to identify

-
s

the specific dissemination techniques they used. We were espec;;}%?'interested

. in techniques that,producers thought were usually successful or innovative.

We foynd thdt "effective dissemination' means differenmt things in different

. ' Pl oy . " PRI A
* organizations. For wmost organizations, eifectiveness id «tied to,an ability

‘ -
. to make an audience aware tHat information exists, or to make sure that the -
; . - o
audience understands what- the information means. Other organizations believed
unczrstands

N B

that effective dissemination® occurs when someone acts on the basis of the in-

v
-

1) .
formation, or when public policy is actually affected by, the information: The

N » - B ™

primary implication of this findjing is thdt most’ producers are sufficiently

. ”

'SOphisticated (pr perhap; czﬁical) not to expect. that their information will

.

result in specific action or changes in public’ policy. These limited expecgg
. - ’ . A,
tations no doubt are an important reason why policy wesearch is not more directly.

relevant to pelicy making.’ ) . BN B . f‘ ‘ o -
Oﬁr survey respondents iheniified a number gﬁf&él}—knowﬁ and documented
Lo .
factors that act as, barriers to "éffectivé‘diss?minagion," oo m;c:er Eew that
v, . .

phrase is operatiomalized. - = - BN T2

Sometimes the way information'is presented is itself a barrier. Reports, .
P P : . R
.~ » . . e .

- «

£
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for example, frequently are full of jargon, unclear, of foor quality, or -

are simply .too long and detailed to be read or understood by policy officials.

.

.Since researchers are not policymakers, the two are often separated from
. . '. L]
the concerns of each other. As one respondent characterizdf the separation,

"Researchers are interésted in problemg and policymakers are interested in ‘

’ .
o

solutions . . ." The differences between these two worlds make it difficult

4 .t LY %
LY
for information producers to know who is the appropriate audience for their
> o * ,
products, and ia what format and when the information should be transmitted.

.

Research units, such as legislative analysis and planning organizations,
- ’ »

—tied relatively.closely to poli¢ymakers tend to have a better understanding

hd 3 -~ g .

of how the context of policy affects audience, format, and timing consideration.
. B ‘ (] .
> L3 M X . ‘ .‘ﬂ . ] v : ) ]
Tut proxirity still does not guarantee impact” on policy: since information is
¢ ' = . . «
only one ingtredient in the publiC‘pélicymakiﬁg process. Political, budget,
’ . [

time and other constraints restrict a policy aptor'q freedom and willingness

N L

! . L
to act on the basis of information provided by producers. -Our survey re-

N v . -

vealed little explicit recognition by producers that tﬁg costs policym;kgrs .
-;nédf“iﬁigéféiﬁé'édd-using information may alsoibe a disséhiqgtion béfriif:
'D{SSEminatiop management, the proceés‘thatilinké information to the
audience tEat couihguse it, cén be
when th;t link 1is weak o; éissing.
dissemination has to be wiliipg to plan and bg ;ble to pa? for it.
Based on Qh;t our réspondents tcfd us, Qﬁ éffestive dissemination program .

v t
“ .

» ’ ’

a barrier to dissemination, particulafly

An organization that aims for effective

-

L]

consistg of at: least five major elements: ,\

.t

ol . )
1. Audience knoWwledge - understanding who are-the potential users of .
- ‘the ihformation, ’ X
2. Communication knowledge - understanding the appnpprigée ways ro

comﬁinicaté with particular audiences. ) .
- LS '

. ’

v ’ .

¢
-~ ’ R

s

N
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. s \ .
3. Timing ~ knowing when best to communicate.

7

.
v

4, An intelligible message ‘'~ having a clear and understandable message

to transmit.
© )

. . .
_ Dissemination management - a program of.planning for and monitoring

3 . -
dissemination, with the appropriate supporting resources.
- ° .

~

The mpre important dissemination, is to an information producer, and the more

‘

\

ambitious the dissemination goals, the gréater the attention and resources

r

the producer needs to devote to these five elements.

{

In the organizations we surveyed, dissemination was primarily a written

- L
activiiy.

: ]

-Books' t o
-Journals

-Other Schodarly Puol1cat10ns
~Repoits ,
-Memoraitdum )
-Abstracts .
-Newsletters W ' .
-Feedback sheets A
-Personal letter

-Information ,Transaction Banks

~-Press Releaée
-News Clippings : ¢

Writté® dissemination techniques included:

-Guidebooks ?

" -Table of’) €ontente Journals

-Issue Papefé
-Surmmaries
—Synoptlcs

-Mailiflg Lists -

-Computer Data Banks

-Newspaper and Magazine Articles
-Letter to the.Editor .

~The Envelope Announcemeng‘
-Loose Deck Advertlslqg - ~Delphi 3 :
~-The Recommendation %nnouncement

. f x
- involying direct person-to-person

4
Dissemination as a"hunmn"’activigy

\
interactipon - was the.second major category. Human dissemination techniques
. % .

- 1

included: A *- Co- )
—Lobﬁying - : -Testimony
-Briefings . : : -Consulting/Advising
-Networks ' I " -Teaching ‘

-Policy Conferences
-Orientation Seminars

‘- -Issue seminars .
-Workshops and Training Seminars

-~ -Speaker's, Bureau o -Press Conferences
. -Media Liaison - -Conference Rarticipation
—Advisory Board Participation ’ T .

-~
a

’ Audio-v15ua1 4nd other electtonic techniques nade up the rhird generalt

¢ . - i o . -
category of disseminatiqn:gctivities. These methods included: - .
. ) ) Ve .
% ' . ' x '
l‘ .9\ .
;- - 1837 ~ s



;. -Telephone . ‘ ~Follow-up Phone Call
-Toll~Free Telephone : -Conference Call
-Amplified Telephone : ~Picture Phone ° .
= '-References and Referral Services -The Information Contact
-Voice Mail - =<Cassette Tapes .
r -Video Tapes * =Public Service Announcements
-TV and Radio Editorial Responses ~Televisidn Visuals .
-Slides ' ® ~Flip.Charts . N
-Conference Displays -Computer Graphics il
. -Other Graphic Devites -Public Affairs Shows -

—Television Film and Documentaries -Computers and Computer Networks
L Y

“ Most organizations use multiple techniques when they are disgemipating

“ '

. a single information product. For example, an organization might use an %

-

- oral briefing, complete with ovérhead slides and flip chart graphics; to

\ present a final written report to a funding agency., In this report, however,

e e ’ ’

» , we have.treated such dissemination techniques sepavately.

S The respondents in our study did not identify a great many tichniques

SN .
‘\that presently are being used which could be called 1nnovative gr espec1ally

5
1

.‘ iereetive. A ‘number of respondents had some 1nterest1ng 1deas about what
coqld,be~done:(they are described in tne report); but for the most part, -
" .
. * dreativity in the dissemination of public policy information appears to be
k4 . Y /\
rafé.ﬁ‘We‘did«not-directly inyeétigate the reasons for this; however; in-
. - . L. I‘ H . [ P - , s

%bility to ,esoape from habitual disseminatidn.routines, Jlack of discontent

> . . . g
: / with ex1st1ng*ron€1nese 1aek of support or time for- creative experiments, and
- . v
a general lack ‘of'.concern for disseminatiqﬁ are among tde factors that con-

s

tribute tq the dearth of creativity., K‘ . 1

i

. .

Y The remainder of this report is divided into f1ve dections Section II
- " presents some mbre information aboui how wé cpnducte? this study, Section III
L i) i) ‘ oy T
describes the factors,that facilitate and 1nhibitteffective,dfssemination.

- \ [

Section IV is a catalog of dissemination:techniques: For each generad'dis-

’ b
. sepination"methodt(gritten, human: and hudio-visual—ele;ttonic) we first

LI

* ~
disguss when .it is appfﬁpriate to .use tne techniques, the major advantages

1]




w . ¢ .
o
- <
-

‘and disadvantages, and the likely impact on the four dissemination goals

(awareness, understanding, aciigg},aad’iﬁggng. Then we list and briefly

des¢ribe each technique. Section,V summarizes our main findings ahd con-
13 3

'

" cldsions. Section VI is a checklist for information disseminators.

e

& ° rd

¢ SECTION II: SOME INFORMATION ABOUT THE SURVEY - -

Ip'the summer of 1980 we mailed questionnaires fo 320 o;éaniiations that

produce or disseminate information. We selected organizations that were !
Al . .

4 . .
fq,pived ‘primarily with public policy-related research, from basic through ~

Y%

applied. The survey included organizations, from government, university,
profit and non-profit sectors. We asked tie respondents to tel} us about the

A i .
goals of their dissemination activities,/théir views about what facilitated
-~ - P . .

-
-

and hampered an effectiveprogram, and their opinions about which organi- .

(1)

zations were doing outstanding dissemination work.
. ; B .

Roughly one-third of -

: . i
those who returneqsguestighnairs were later contacted by telephone to get

more information about their answers.. T .
- ’ A ] ' .
< TABLE I
‘ _"ORGANIZABIONS THAT RECEIVED

AND' RETURNED THE QUESTIONNAIRE ’

+ L]

*

.. #-.Sent # Returned,
L e , i
. - . N
. Government . - 131 42 |
LBt » *
Universily ' .:, 64 22
" L 4
Non-Profits ; ) ‘ *5- 96 - 17
v - ' i '4’ A
* For Profitg ] _— 29 . : 7
Total : T 320 St 88

Table I degzribes whA received and who returned |the survey. Almost

half of the returns were from government (e.g.,'state atd’ federal legislative J
. 4 . o s

) : |

. . 100 \ ) ]

- ] '

N
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, ‘>analysts, planning units)sahnd one-quarter were from unive:sity;baSed policy
.. P ‘ ‘ . -

and other research units. The sample was nmot randomly drawn and the return
. A\ *

'Y o .
rate was very low. The responses are nevertheless useful. A m3jor aim

of the survey was to tap the collective dissemination experiences of in-
. ~ h

formation producers to get'a sense of the range and types of techniques

used fro transmit information to policymakers, to their staffs, or to, others

>

4‘”& . .

who inflwence the course of public policy. "The eighty-eight responses

probably represeiit those who are especially interested in dissemination,

and that was sufficient for our exploratory purpose. Lo -

. SECTION III: AN %FFECTIVE DISSEMINATION PROGRAM

In this sectionjwe describe what the respondents told us about the

-

goals of their dissemination programs, about the key barriers to achieving

those goals, and about the elements that contribute to an effective di%%
| . - ».

semipAtion program.

Dissemination Goals

We asked the organizations in our survey what the major goals were of

. -

their [dissemination activities.
y ' i

- Y%ost organizations want, an "audience" (the
people who receive their producté) to be aware that certain information
existsiand to understand what that information means (see Table 2). Aware-
— R .
{ ness indicates that one perceives or knows about information that was not

evident before. Understanding means that one knows the significance of the

information, Awareness denotes perceptioﬁg understanding implies meaning.

e

(7

oA Y .

-
)
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. - ) N TABLE 2 . a .
MOST ORGANIZATIONS WANT THEIR AUDIEN&NO BE AWARE
THAT INFORMATION EXISTS AND TO UNDERSTAND THAT INFORMATION ¢
-~ . . ! < . . )
Dissemination Coal b % Respondimg* e
¢ ; v »
. Awareness . @ e 66 - '
) B Understanding, @ . o 0 e ;
" Action RE - X 300 4'1! ’ ;° i
. Ai; . . Policy Impact : 23 . . . ! "
\4\ g ~““;‘ . “N 1 N s . . ‘K{‘ . 9 . ‘ . ) .
» . “No Goals . v .9 . - ’
{,’ . N- - ,_:_‘t . . .: o . ., .
L . Other - *, . ..,w‘. . ¥ . _,'Q . ."o .
-, % ":‘ ‘ . : - LT * & A
*Multiple responses'permlt&ed ' . : P
rd - - ( . R - B

- > e ]
. . . . , .
L] » ] i ‘E’ . » ] »
A producer ‘who wishes an audience+to be .ayare of the-information is
"y - oS

- o

. . - . o . o . . &; * \
facved with the task of injecting fhe inforhatiod into the audiencdl's field

-

of perception. When hndefétanding'ﬁs the a;m,“the producer additionally
must present the information®so that the

1%

TNy - v
audience is able-to ‘recognize its

. . . 3 ! « % . [y
significance to something that the audience cares about. Awareness is usually

A L] :
easier (but not necessarily'.easy) .to stimulate than ftinderstanding.

Thirty percent of our respendents also’ want an audience to act on..the=...-.

’

basis of the information they grovide. e

N ; N\
than appreciate significance; they want appreciation to beéomg manifest as

They want the audience to do mor

7

»

{ - » . PR . .. :
*behavior: e.g. discussing the informatidém with others, initiating a@ﬁltional

. J ., ) . o P : : ) ‘
information request, proposing new legislation; or“otherwise intervening in
3 . y

the policy process.

-
i

"A producer with_this disemination goal has to present

e

the,message so that.it triggers one or more of the fack
&

!ors that motivate an
' v . . \
audience to take action. < . .8 N
A little more than 20% of the organizations aim for specific action.
H ) ¥ . t

They want.public policy to be affected-in a particular way as a result of the
. 1

N -
. .
. . 2 ¢

ion -

-
.

. »
¥
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information they provide. Since public,policy is formulated and carried out

/
. ’ 4
by nume roys actors, the'informatiqgf?roducef with this dissemination goal

must present. the message to & variety of audiences and in ways that will"

. tap specific motivation factors of each actor.

s . J - - ’

4 " In genefal, the more directly involved with public policy an organi-

zation is (primarily special interest lobby groups) the more likely it will

4

' < want its dissemihation program to trigger action or to.affect public policy.
P4 ' ‘k‘ ' 4»,
. The mort removed from policy (like universjities and some planning agencies),
Lo . - - b4

the more 1ile1%§§t will be satisfie&’éﬁ,diéseminate for awareness and under-
2 7 | - _3 .

; : ‘ \

Interestingly, a sizable number of législative analysis units--organi-
L] ’ - ’

- . » - * y —-—
zations quite clfse to the policy firing line--reported that they were un-

« b

standing.

interested in‘diréctly influencing public policy.("That‘s the legislator's
» .
job," said one respondent). As we mentioned in the introduction, the @ajority
o of responde;gs do not intehd, and thus do not expect, that their information
will affect public policy or policyeacebrs. %Y éhishoutcome'is not the
! “

\ result of our sampling (which we thinﬁ\yot, for reasons given in Section II),

- v

then these -limited expectations may be one feason why research plays such a

{ )

+ “relatively small role in poiicymakiné. On the.other hand, it may simply

+  reflect a realistic appraisal of what research can contribute to policy-

making or a strong commitment to a service-oriented organizational mission. -
. , , .

The information producer is not the only element in thé dissemination

.

H

J v
process. The message itself, the means used to communicate, the intended _ .
’ . _' ; . ’ .
audience and its gharacterist&is, and the overall environmentah\conqé;t of ' .
) Lt ¢ ' .

¢ .the communications process afféct the impéét of dissemination. The producer

e

cannot control all of these elemedts, but he gan identify what interferes with’ .I' *

Jleffective dissemination"’ (however that phrase is operationalized) and ®hich s
/ . & ]
! & .
 pm—— .

123 . -
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. of the res;earchhare missing, unclear or wrong, and when the quality of the

research is poor. . .

The policy tesearcher and the policymaker often do not live in the Same

‘-—_-/,-/‘

4 . , . .
worldc( ), As one respondent phrased it, “YResearchers are interested in

-
v

problems, and polié?makers'are interested in solutions and possible solutions."
[ 4 s

.

The -gap between ,these two worlds interferes with disseminationk Almost a

third of thé respondents indicated that researchers are a major dissemination
3 -~ . i .

barrier when they are overly concerned with the values of their™own discipline,
X . “ ; //
y when they do not share the same substantive. concerns as policy makers, and

<
+

® . . - .
when they are largely unconcerned with what happens to the information they

. - A ? ¢

produce (see Table 4). ) ‘ ‘ —_ o ’
. i Table 4 : - o,
- RESEARCHERS TEND SOT TO HAVE RHE
) ‘ , SAME CONCERNS AS POLICYMAKER ,
’ How Researchers Are a Banr1er \ Number Responding* ) o
- @ ’ h . - -
Uninformed about pg¢licy issues  ° 27
M ) ’
Concerned with professional dlsc1911ne ' 27
) ) Y ' . . &
. " » No concern for dissemination Ca e . 26
i ‘ . o r
Uncommitted to policy relevance of work 21 N R
Uninformed about policy procgss . ’ 18 . ’ '
‘Unrealistig conclpsions/recomméndations .t ‘ 16
. .- - NS B . ‘
Conservative conc}usionsﬂrecommepdatidns, o 13
. L3 .
* \ -
- . Conclusions/récommendatfbns too spnovatlve 10 '
B . . : ’
H . .j . ’ " . 6‘ , o
#Multiple reéponées permitted . . ’ N R ) ,

. N

Some ,researchers’are simply'hnintereste& in- tile public, pelicy relevance’of
. 4

l their work; they toil for different puposes". ‘Often recommendations they

\‘1 IS N Ch

. [y . “ A < 1 j, .
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¥
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come up withare incompatible with what™" the policy sector can or wants to

accept. . .

.

The policy p'rocess can be a barrier. Public policy emerges hesitantly
. ; - . \

’ . *
or aggressively from a sometimes routine, sometimes unexpected procéﬁs of
~ .

v

conviction, hunch, conflict, compromise, and fatjgue. Information producers,
*

-

who are baffled by the policy process may not know when or zo whom to dis-
Ll

t L

seminatte (see Table 6). Information is only one element in the calculus that

generates policy. Tradition, precedent, law .and political factors can and

~

often do outweigh the importance of research, Thus it is not always, evident
to tgfrproducers hoy information contributes to policymaking, either in the

3

short or the long term. N

- TABLE 5

DISSEMINATORS DO NOT ALWAYS KNOW WHO SHOULD ‘
RECEIVE THEIR INFORMATION, AND INFORMATION MAY NOT BE
# -, AS IYMPORTANT AS OTHER ELEMENTS IN THE POLIEY PROCESS

K
Number Responding*
13

How Public Policy P}ocess.gs a Barrier

Don't know who key policy actors ate ' 31
Information outweighed gy other concerns . 31
Don't. know best time to disseminate . 25
. Don't kgow immediate informatiog needs 25 ; i
Don't know loné range information needs ’ 23 ,
’Don't know how information contributes to policy 23
Don't understand policy process ‘ ‘ 20
Other ’ : - ( 4
*Multii)le responses permitted : - }
. ' % .

[ 4 g kY
The character of particular policy issues, such as school:finance or

special education, may also make dissemination difficult. According to a

majority of the respondents, political feasibility (what "can" be done) and

’

(S0 "
AW ]

v

R

<
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<

-

N
a

?

\‘Jmlue'prekerence (what "ought" to be done) éiearly can be more sﬁgnficant

determinants of a policy decisign than research-(see Table 6). As one policy

[} -3 k4

. ‘ ) R
*implications of information, so our'stuff tends to be fodder for a rational

deliberation that simply doesn't exist.”

4? .

LN

~

. - i ‘
explain to non-specialists and, '"People are not going to take a lot of effort-

\

Additionally, some policy issues may be too.complex OE V% difficult ¢t

to mak%”sense out of something difficult; they'll rely on their feelings
. 3

instead of the data," we were told. Occasionally there may be too,much

. . ; ; o . = ’ .
information available about an issue, or the issue is understood quite well

Ay

ipformétion to-be "heard." A few of the,respohdents also mentioned that for

by. just abput everyone involved. In those cases it is' difficult for new
- ]

fsome policy areas ('most," according to one person) there is more unknown

."thdn is known, and that '"We don't even know what questions to‘ask to get

- -

. irnformation we ought to have."

- .

TABLE 6

How-a Policy Issue Ig a Barrier
- &

<

Politics outweighs research -

Values outweigh research
) I
I3sues are too complex

" ,Tqé much information available

Iséqéé tpo-well-defined

.

LA Other
Y )

bt - e
éxulflple ?es%onéef pgrmltted

-

FOR SOME POLICY ISSUES, POLITICAL‘TEASIEIEITY'AgD
VALUE PREFERENCES OUTWEIGH THE IMPQRTANCR
OF RESEARCH INFORMATION

regsponding¥

47,
36 .
27
15

13

. ‘researcher told us, "It's hard to come right out and talk about the political’

¥
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¥ ; .

) More than half of the respondents believed that policymakers are constrained ‘ .

, - 4
from acting-on the basis of information they receive. They may be unable to

.
Y . »

‘act (because of political, institutional, cost or other reasons), ~unwilling
to act (due to personal predispositions or doubts about the reliability or ) ,

~value of the information), or they may be uninterested in acting (because the
. - s v
ipformation does not support what they are already doing). (See Table 7.) R ¢

) One’person teld us that policy makers and their advisors "don't know how to

use t'he/infofmation they get, or they want too much inforamtion in too ghort

. . time." Other people said that policymakers "have a limited time to find out

nev information. They have too little time to pay attention to research;"
- ‘ ‘ . . : .
"there are too many issues, ‘too much i}\f‘ormation, and not enough time for

" -, policymakers to use it all;" and "Policymakers would rather have verbal infor-
7 . »

mation than written information."

e )
' 4 - -
) :

L. TABLE 7 o
"o SOME POLICYMAKERS ARE UNABLE TO ACT ON o X
. THE INFORMATION THEY RECEIVE: T ,
- OTHERS ONLY WANT SUPPORT FOR THEIR EXISTING POSITIONS ¢
. How Pollc;@akers are a Barrier Number respondn}g* T >
) . . i
5 . Unable to act . , * . \ s 46 N ‘
- B o ’
Only want support existing position # C. 43 ~
Unwilling to accept informapién - . 32 f
N ARPYREE - . . o ‘
Can't "understand informagion ‘ 24 o
- . b - . Ty ‘ <
’ ‘Unclear how policymakers g\et or use information . ° = 14 G ) N
. o * s
K . Other . ) , oo 4, . \
- *Multiple refsponses permi‘ttecf - T iR -
. LS : LN
\ . . . 12

. [P 3
The information disseminator's job--whether 'a full or part time occupation,

~ o - ¢

whether performed by an individual or an organizétibn--ide'all‘?‘is to ’ée the

link between those who produce and those who use informat:ion ( ) Sometimes .




~

v
. . ¢

that link is missing or ineffective. 'We don't have any clear objectives for. -
M »

.

dissemination,'" wer were told by one organization, "people get their work done

and dissemination is up to them." A university researcher said, "there are no

faculty fewards given out for effective dissemination.” The Publi¢ Information

., . . . ¥ : . . .
Officer of-a nationally known consulting firm wrote, 'We're not going to’gain

contracts from policymaking agencies’ because of our ability to disseminate
¢ .
information." _ .

Even when there is a formal link, dissemination management may be fnadequate,

. ® -

-

or the resources allocated to dissgmindtion may be insufficient to do the job
well. 'There's no time or money for dissemination here,” Wwg were told by one

correspondent. Other coﬁm%nts inciuded, "We can't do any follow-up to see if

(the inforpation) had any effect (on the audience)." "We don't have the
resources te target audiences like we should." "We don't have enough money
for production, postage or promotion." 'Inadequate staff. Insufficient interest.”

” > ’ -

But the response cited most often in this category was the failure of anyone

.

to translate informatiop into a form that could be used by po®icymakers (see

Table 8). \Ideally, that 2@ a central task of 'an inform§t;on diséepinator. ] N
, . TABLE 8 ' : N
SOMETIMES THEBE IS A FAILURE TO TRANSLATE RESEARCH
AND OTHER INFQRMATION INTO A POLICY - RELEVANT FORM s
How a Producer-User Link Is a Barrier Numf Responding*
Failure to, translate reseatrch 38
* - . ' ¥

Rpinatien resources 32

~UN0‘?ffectiGe 1: 2%
Inadequate dissemination management ’ ) . 1;
No concern for dissemination ’ ‘] . | 15
Other ' ' | T T 7

*Multiple responses permitted

) LN
] L.,U_}

Y



B . e
Respondents mentioned several‘other Qarriers that inhibited effective
v/ ‘ » - * /
o - dissemination. They were particuylarly notable: "We need a greater:recog- /
r - »

nition of the role that information pliys in policy before we can expect .

dissemination to get better." '"We need professional disseminators. The jgb

- won't be done well fmtil it is treated as something more than an afterthought."

"e . : . ’ ) X { . ’
Dls§em1n%%§on1w1ll never be effective on purpose. Nobody (except people who
e . . . '
do research on it) gets any benefit from dissemination . . . Researchers . . .
- ~ * - . N

- - i

- LI

.get other bennies. Policymakers get all the infotrmation they want whenever
* ot .

' tﬁey‘need it . : . Disseminatioh is its own barrier."(sa) . ~‘
Som% Cogclusions About Dissemination Barriers )
Sevéral major conclusions a%oﬁt di;;émination emerge from,.this portion . ‘j
- of the study:' . . ) ' ) ‘ ‘ e ) . '
— -;;_. The way information is presented affect,s who w:?l& be aware of it ? Q
and who will understand it. v
, 2. Infdfmatign is,neithér the jonly nor Ehe most\impoqtant dete;minant
of a policy decision. ’ . T
3, People who produce infonation'and peoble who use it tend to
inhabit two worlds of different values, priprities, and lanéuagé.
If rese&%ch—-ff?m basic throuéh aeplied——is to bé understood and
e used? it has to éithér start ;ut with that objecgive or b: trans-
Q lated into a form that is relevant to policyﬁakers. Neither
agaﬁemic or disciplinary-oriented researchers nor policymakéxs have
much incenti;e to do the t;anslationh s v . /
- . ~}\\ .
+ Elements of an Effective Disseminftion Program
N . Acc rding'to the people who respondeé to our survey, an effectivg dis- }
. seminatil program consi_s‘ts of fi;e bagic elements: kn:)wledge dbout the ‘\
) audience, knowledge of the commqnications process,‘intelligible inéorm;:ion,
Q ! . T . i

e s L e e e _.




" o
. timeliness, .and dissemination management (see Table 9). The more . important .,

[y

dissemination \js to an information pr'oduc'er, and‘the more ambitious the

-

* - diésemination goal{s, the greater the attention and gtsouéces the sproducer needs
' ) s ' * ' v »
fo. devote to these five elements. - . I B “
7 < s .
¢ .
: " TABLE 9 . ¥
- t -
EFFECTIVE DISSEMINATORS‘KNOW THEIR AUDIENCE ’
| ‘ . UNDERSTAND THE COMMUNICATION PROCESS
| \ \ AND HAVE A CLEAR MESSAGE TO %ISSEMINATE'
: Elements of an Effective Dissemination Program Number Responding* .
. Knowledge of audience ' ‘ 42
N * ’
Understand communication process 35 ,
Have an intelligible meskage .o 33 -
Y v ~
J Dissemination manageme‘nt ) . 22 °
! T ) . .
. L e
- Timeliness . 13
® ‘ '
= . Other - 4
*Mult'iple responses permitted. .
. /- s .
A, ) .
) ’ Knowing the Audience P ¢
I . N
Effective dissemination requires that the producer know something about
) ’ )
‘ ] the people who are to receive the information. The basic quetions the !
- N 4
proddcgr hds to answer are: . .
. . . s
- . . 7
RN . "1. Who are the potential and most appropriate users of the information?
e - ) - [ : , "
. 2. What do they want or need to know that we can tell them?
‘ Z
\ > 3. How best cansthey 'hear" the.message? 3
kS ‘ M ’
? s Audiences, whether composed of a few identifiable indiviuals or an
. unspecific mass of people, differ in their information preferences.( ) The
more a producer knows about his audience, the easier it is to tailor a )
. ' message and use a communication mode that satisfies those preferences. .

l\ . Surve'y re‘spondents said that’d‘isseminators have to find out what




-

’ R P I -
1 »
’ ¢ *  ;
L * ¢
'3 - a \
il . ) ( R
. . 8 - * ) _( \ . N - y .
information is relevant,to.potential dUsers. This can be accomplished by °
. P N t N . B . v
[N . . ) ) 7 A
establishingsloserelatlonships with users, and by becoming a part of the + % -
M . users information network. 'Involving users in the planning and production
¥ - +
! of information stimulates user interest and encourages a commitment 'to use *
¢ - » i b ] « . R
the information produced. Knowing how an audiencé. assimilates information, .%
,. who the gatekeepers, opinion leaders and early adopter® are in a policy . B
L. ' : ) ( S y
arena can alko be used tb plan targeting strategies; the more experience a
L .
: producer has in a policy issue area, the easier it is to obtain teis kno%ledge.
r
. N ' .
Knowing about Communication ’
~ M . . [N
, W !
’ . Effective diaseminition demands effective communication. Respondents
. * . L. - ¥ .
. identified sgme specific elements of the communication process .that affect
i . . - * ' . ,
dissemination. The producer ought to have a deserved reputation for quality
. 9. . .
wark; he ought to sound authpritative, credible, and knowledgeable about the ° ;
™ . P : N o, 7 ’
iinformation being disseminated. The information has to be perceived as fair,
. > ¢ . . M —
-3 * B -
© .accurate and non-trivial. It.has $© be easy and inexpensive for the user to .

~ N

" . . v
\ obtain. The options for action hgve to be immediately ,apparent. ,It helps
¢ 1 , - ¢ . . . .
also to presenb and/d?scuss opposing arguments or alternative interpretations
B . e &

ra . .

. ., . . ]
of the data. N ot . ) ) R
' . ’ . '
Producers shguld use morg than one method to disseminate particular items
» 4 N

) .

«of information, using different techniquessas appropriate to disseminate to

particular audiences. Multiple information chandeéls, redundancy and dupli-

’ )

cation help to increase the likelihood that .the message will get’th;bugﬂ. .
Feedback from the users is critical if the Producer whnts to make certain ' o T -
< - - , .
that the messaie was understood. . LUt
1) ‘
Intelligibility' of Information . , B A
‘ -
. # .
"To disseminate effectively {lt is first important to have a clear idea .

about: what 1is to be communicated. Oncelzhe producer k(oWs what 1s to be *

- . * - -




disseminated (and who is to receivd it), the information has to be tailored to
‘--' ) L - e .
*specific éudignces.. This means fhap the material has to be presented in‘the

S 'o.v L

\ . -,
users language. For policymakers this generally means plain English, clearly
4

and well-yritten or spoken, concise, attractively presented, well-organized,
. . J .

' “ " ’ e . .
above all, easy“to understand. The ideas have to be well
. N : <

. and perhap

‘thOught ou

, yet presentéd at a level of sophistication appropriate to the
’ - .
L] * s . -
* 3 . I} - ‘ N
. -audience(/ he information has To be complete, but pot too detailed. It

. has- to contayin-meaningful data, yet it ought to include primarily only the

IR

‘main points ngeded to understand the topic.
+

TS

'b

Althdugh i;me of the requirements for intelligible information éuggested

. by the re§ponde\ts are paradoxical and conflicting, knowiné yho the audience -
» »t .,
is and how -to _communicate to them usually untangles"ﬂaradoies and resolves
, ¢ . . .
_./ , ~conflicts. A cen ;‘al point heze is that there is no "one-bést-way" to maé}’ce .

. informatioﬂ-intellfgible'to an auéience;'but édditionally, there is no way
to dgzééminate eff ptiyely without péyiﬁ%/ggggﬁtion to intelligibility.’

. N ,’ i " -
Timeliness . N © 7 . ’ .
. .. . . . . . . \/ ' . . .
Nost Knowing when to disseminate for maximum impact- is an important gomponent
: 1 - ‘.
: , . N
to an effective dissemination program, particularly if‘action or affecting

v
.

public policy is the producer s obJective Providing information to users at
A 3 / '

. // the right time in their planning, budgeting and dec151on—making cycles helps

I

» to encqurage aud{gnce receptiVity and use. The keys o providing timel
y

information are knowing the audience and its policy context, and jncorporating
: ; ! 1

., ‘

-

LIS N .
YT 'thagkﬁnoqledge into the produler's research plans. i

. X * v s

Management . o B .
N ; . , &

. Dissemiéation management refers to the link between 1nformat10n producers

Dissémination

-

r~ - ,)o N , -‘Q‘

PR

J little influence over what happens, to' the information once it's produced._ ]

ERIC B B .

oo ' ) . : v
’ - ' -~ ! !

) . ." " and 'information users. When the link is weak or” mis\_{ing, the organization has .



- Effective dissemination requires plann'ing\and resources. Organizations have .

> . L. » ~L "
to plah for disseminatiord by finding out about audiences: who they are,

.

. , o L = N .
what informatiog they want and need, when they have.to hgve it, and how they
. » . . ‘ 5 . . ¢

: * mant-orscan receive'it. This information is not especially egsy to come by

»
~

or to maintain.’ '&of be done well,* this.type of .planning requires resources.’
\ N - . Ay .
. .. 1

7 {If an-organization wants Hissemination to be something other “than a ‘pro .
' - v o= . ,|\ - L .,
. forma exercise it must be.willing to pay for it. Effective dissemination - .

requires money to hire writers, editors, administrators, publicists and

-

othe\f"'éta‘ff; to purchase space and equipment; to monitor and evaluate

B operation(:: refine traditional disseminat¥on techniques;’o éxperiment

-
~

with new, possibly more effective techniques; and to reduce the costs o
,nb M .

.

policymakers of getting and using information. - -

SECTION IV: ISBORMATION DISSEMINATION TECHNIQUES . - '

- ) We will now describe the sbecific techniques used by the organizations

.

» in our survevto disseminate information. Obr.primary in,tentiOn here is to

> A3

s
make the reader aware of the techniques in use. Most are quite well known -

.

. and require little disqussion. References to this paper will 'gui‘de the | ‘ .
o <
reade], to more %ctailed information. v ‘%
’ . We asked.the organizations surveyed to describe any of their dissemination '
N 5 . q . . \

activities Byt ‘they tholght were creative, successful or innovative. Table
10 shows the range of responses received. Sixty-nine of the respondents .

~ ' sZ mentioned at feaq one form og'wr ten dissemination technique; thirty;§ix
&' < M . ) o
. .mentioned what.we are calling "human-dissemination" (i.e., forms of face-to-
Y
. %, .
face interaction); and twelve cited some type of audio, visual ‘or othe
A : 4

R -~
K electronic technique; —

. 7 .

C
Ty
<.

oo
C

o
-~




b‘ R - -‘4 . - - .{*" >
’ t TABLE 10 . .

" * MOST ORGANIZATIONS USE WRITTEN

N . - B - -DESSEMINATION TECHNIQUES T ) .
A " . . * B S
N } . , * - -
. R S Number who Mentioned, at
S Types of Dissemination Techniques . . Least One Technigye
’ . % ,' ‘ . . . PN
Written ) g LT 69
L ] " - = ‘
- . - . .
. * _Human : ) . 36 =~
‘ ~ ) ! ﬁ: ) 7 _ . L
: Audio-Visual-Electronic ’ 12 T

s

A number of the people/we talked with said there was nothing especially

* ‘
innovative about the dissemination techniques they were using, but they did

innovative, said, "I'm too busy just trying to keep

get the joB done. A,state legislative research director, discgssinnghy
his office was not gpféf

on top of whatll'm responsible for now. I don't have time or the support
I ) '
‘ to do any of those gsoteric things people talk about." This theme, little

time and support, surfaced several times as a major reason for the lack of
. * - 1 P

more creative techniques for disseminatifig information to policymaﬁers. \

#

L ) One other comment: the use of human dissemination is probably greater
than is reported in this‘§urvey. When wq spoke with the organizations, it

, -
was apparent that many did nj;/gggsider such "human" techniques as a re-

searcher discussing the findings’of her latest project with a friend in a
3

' said one

state office as dissemination. '"We.do a lot of that, I'm sure,’
P d
,J

university respondent, '"but that's not a formal part of our, (dissemination)

program."
< N

Writing for Dissemination . . .

Written disseminééion is the easiest, most reliable and over time the
cheapest method of trangmitting information to an aufience. The basic require-

' ments of this techniqué are information, pap/:yriter, a typewriter, a

Xerex machine and the post office. Written dissemination does not require

Q . ) ) A -
- oos " 5

~



S

‘like videotaping.

4
.

the personal involvement required for, say, testifying at a congressional
€ gress=

hearing; nor does it require the technical facilities needed for something

[

e
-“Writing can facilitate impersonalization, so the personality of the

- ' ). ‘\
researcher 'does not obscure the message. Writing permits a message to be

several places at the same time; it allows ideas to be considered carefully,

‘
reviewed, verified, stored and retrieved when necessary. Writing can also

N

"
s - ]
be used as back-up for human and electronic.dissem Ration.

The major disadvantage of written disseémination is that hardly anyone

~ t

reads anymore. More books are sold today than ever before, and there are
new magazines, journals and newsletters appearing almost weekly; Yet,
national polls indicate tﬁa; the avefage American adult is spending less,
tim; reading‘toﬂag (about 30‘minutes) than in 1950 (50 minutes). There also

‘ @f‘.‘ "~ L .
¥s more to read than anyone ¢an. In one survey of 180 corporate executives,

83% complained of a lack of time to keep up with necessary reading.(7)

Policymakers do not escape the paper blizzard.4 State legislative staff

and researchers frequently told us how unfsual it was when a legislator N

actually read one of the documents prepared for ‘him, A state legislator

K

said, "On my vacation I read four books. That was more reading than I had

done all year . . . I get all these reports . . . L Qpn't read most of them
I only read what I®have to." A person from a legislative research
B Vi Py -

service said, "A committee member will ask us to do a report on waste water,
and we'ii be lucky if one or two staff people read ig. Unless it's contro-
versial; bheﬁ.aélot"of people will read it,’most of them looking for flaws.'"
In 1979, one university group offered for free distribution the written pro~

ceedings of a conference on health care costs. All but gne of the twenty:_

seven requests came from academic institutions, suggeéiing that researchers

\ |
.

¢

-

LY
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e

. ) . . N
are primary gzdienge for written policy ré%earch, or thgé‘horizontal dissemi-

“

» v Y
nation is moré likely to take pljce than vertical dissemination.

“ A writ&éh’product is evidence of a completed job. It is 9;2 proof that

o

anyone other. than the author (and perhaps the typist) will be aware that the

’

information,exists, or will understand what it means.
M 3

« PR

Some types of written informatﬁbn—&Such as budget allocation decisions
- )
* ) a -
or grant formula--can be understood more easily than other types of data.
. 4;;- . ';' ’ » .
Our survey respondents, however, tended to discount the abiliry of the written
1 ' - R . -
word to motivate people to action or to affect public policy. YTom Paine
. ., .

would never make it today,' we are told. &
- s 3{\
Survey respondents mentioned more than two dozen written dissemination
P i » : «

techniques.' Not~all of the methods are used by policy fesearchers, but %

all of them have some potential value for transmitting policy infermation.

. ’

1. Bocks ...~ .

Some®organizations disseminate the result:\of their work in book form.

There are- at’ least three major formats for these books.
. )

. & f
a. Single issue books are written typically by no more than one or two

authors about one partiéu1§E subject, like school vouchers or national health

AN

insurance. :The book presents research findings or advocates specific policy

positlohg?tSingle issue books when well done are integrated works of scholar-
ship with each chapter relating directly to the topic.(s)

b. “Theme books are collections of original articles, conference papers
? - .

~

or other commissioned works. Typically, each article is written by a .

~
.

different author. ,Thé‘articles are connected, sometimes more clearly than

(9)

3

others, by a singlé theme, such as housirg, education, etc.

< P
o

c. Reprint books are collections of previousl§ published articles. The

artigles may or may not have an integrating theme.(lo)
‘ ’ I .
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Guidebooks oL T

Like thé_Baedé;kers of old, guidebooks are desimned to help the reader

find his. way thfough a new or an,unfamiliar terg}fory. One state research

‘bureau has published'local goverrfnent guides intended to help citizens know

¢

'. | LNV £

scribing the state's economic profile, broken down by election districts.

. B .- n. .
to whom to go for ‘'which services. 'One mamagement as%;?iation annually

published a guide to new research\findings to help its members keep up with

N - -

the management literature. Another state office offers legislators a book
» < ~ >

-

Guidebooks can be used to provide summary information about policy issues

. LR T

(e.g. legislative histories, new issues, projections apout futurée concerns) .
") . -

or information about policy, process (e.g. implementing a new law at the local

ievél, influencing tﬁe\regulatory procés§)n " . o .
§ 3. (Journals ‘ S & .

Policy information found iﬂ journals fg typically of the academic or
fksearchfvarietyt iaurnal articles can be used by.poiicymakers as a source
of hew ideas, or to support or refute-p?rticular policy positions. The lag
getween the time an articlé is written and when it appears in print may'be

. a year andla half ;r 1oqger; thus restricting its immediate utility to
. policymakers. / ’ N :
e
4, ‘ Table of Contents Jourmals )
In response ;o the pro%}feration of inférmation, some-jburnals do
* nothing more thén reprint #fie tables of contents f;om other 3bufnals. X
Tygically, these are organized b& discipline. The idea behind t;:§e publi:
cations isﬁto p;oviég interested readers with a quick way to identify articles
'. that might be of interesv.(llz ‘ , ’

5.

-

Other Scholarly Publications ) ' <.

.

Monographs, occasional papers and working papers are three names for

’
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research or think pieces ‘that may one day become journal articles. They e

)

are frequently pelished)drafts (but may also be £inished wbrks) eent tor

“

colleagué\s for comme* .&fundlng agencies. ad evidence of work in progress

¢ ‘N

or completed, or to names on a mailing list. Because most of these papers

do not go through any formal review protess, they are more current than most

journal "articles. Some* otganizations regularly send out announcements about
#

papers that are available. To receive others, poliéymakers.have to be a

A

member--directly or indirectly--of the author's own dissemination network.

6. Reports ‘ N

Reports are the primary visible product of contract or ldgislative

research. Reports vary greatly in scope and quality. They might be a one
or two page letter in response to an elected official's request for infor-

«mation, or a multi-volume treatmeé{zof a complex policy issue, As a.fule

of thumb, the longer the report% the fewer the number of people who will

Tead it.(lzX .

. a
]

~

The utility of a report to a pollcymaker varles primarily as a function
L 2 4
N J

of: who initiates’the research and for what reasons. Unlike applied or

action reséarch (e.g. evaluation or investigativgxstudies), basic research

s

carried out by scholars in universities or think-tanks is rarely intended- to ’

-

&
have any immediate policy impact. :

¢ .

Some, universities, interested in improving the link between faculty

research a;d Iegislative néeds, have programs for funding polfcy¥related
research‘which tequireg the investlgator to attend directly to the potential
pdlicy use of‘h;s work. (13 . . "
7. Issue Papers ! ) - ‘t

. s B . .

Issue papers are one subspecies of report. Issue papers in the policy

arena include éhe most current information available abqut a single policy

1]
-~

.
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issue, ,such as taxation or school finance. They are intended primarily ‘as
»

.

. v < ‘
briefing documents to provide a context for ‘policy deliberation. They are

most often prepared by government staff or contract researchers.
. ’ *

When done
well, they can be the best way for a policymaker to obtain a quick wvritten

overview of an issue. Some national conferences also proviﬁﬁ issue papers
I 14 r
fo; partlclpants.( ) ~ -
P )
Bé Memorandum '

1
t
-

‘\
'

A memo is another variety of the report. Because a memo need only be

Al . [ M e
typed and distributed, it is oge of *the quickest written ways to apprise a
. ) ' : . '
policymaker of new ideas, research findings, etc.

Memog are most frequently
s L
used for intergffice or agency communications..- ‘
. , : ’ b )
(’ 9. Summary , ] . 3
i - \_/ l 4 d ‘I 4
* A summary-‘is intended to provide the reader with a quick overview of the
. Y . -
information contained in the complete document. Readers use summaries to
decide whether to read the entize work, but more often to avoid having to
. 4 =
i ! =,
read the full repori. ~

—

: >
At its best, a éﬁhmary\is a cogplete micro versiodn of it

X
-

s parent document,
. \}

roughly 5 to 10% of the full text.v At its worst, a summary is a few sentences

describing in general terms. the topic of the report. A comprehensive summpary + °

-

— reader aware the document exists.

i

facilitates understanding; a briefer yergion does little more than make the §
‘ ) ' -
. ) , 1 14’1 . i
At least one state government research bureau has stopped its geaeral
dfgtribution of complete reports to policymakers. Ins

E

tead, they have the
author of each report write a one page descriptive.and explanatory summary
-~ ;

‘- ’

that is distributed to interested parties.

Requests for the complete report
are handled through a 7entral distf?b

ution office which also disseminates
reports from other ,state agencies.

.

L
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An .abstrapt is a 'skeletal .summary. Rarely more’'than two or three para-

10. ‘Abstract - .

»
»

Yoo .
gr§phs, an abstXact aims to distill a document into its mostessential

e and a few additional

»

' -
features, typically a few sentences about purp

rom a summary by its

brevity, although the two tefms are used interghapgeably in same settings.

_ o . , -
There are several outstdnding examplessof how!an abstract can be written to
o .

A . "
trigger interest or conv%& un?erstanding.(ls) \ PR

11. Synoptics ) ' o d
A synoptic is a more atilitarian type of summary. As one person L

- - .

. . - .

described it, a synoptic is: / .
i : M
. a concise presentation of key ideas and results
:af a longer paper or Treport, in an eagily grasped and |
‘ . directly usable form. . T . This requirement for direct
usability sets a synoptic apart, from an abstract (16)
or the traditional conclusions section of a paper. .

.
* '

The synoptlic might include a concept, table, fowmula or a technique that

* . f .
'the reader,’can use without having to go to the complete work.  While the

-, ¢

s

, usual summary pxbvides an overview, a synoptic provides an in-depth treat-

.

¥
.ment of the meat of the document. Synoptics may be 20 to 40 percent the :

length of the full work. Summaries and absttacts can be written by an
. ] N
editor, but synoptics generally have to be written by the original author
L)
to ensure that the ideas to be used ar% accurately presented.-
. o " . \ :
11. Newsletter ' i Pad

. » iy

%

Newsletters are the fastest’.growing form of publication in the United

[}

States. In 1979 there were more than 5500 g&wslettersﬁ four times more than

-

were around in 1969.(l7) The function of most newsletters is to provide

specialized, up-to-date information. in an easy-to-read format. Good news-

.

letters (and not every publication calling itself a newsletter is one),
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~_ from requests for comments about the. material to requests for more detailed

/data about the user's

[ a < ’ a .

A : r
are short, filled.with héﬁdings, underlinings, bold type and other.visual

® o

devi%es; and are meant. to be read at’éne sitting.  As the name implies," they
~ " ’ *
\ . ¢ .o
are written as letters and are filled with news. There are séveral examples

3 .

[
of well-written, user-oriented qewsletters, some of which actually are read

and cited by policymékersf(ls): There is uéually a subscription charge for .

newsletters. : /P ’ T
, ﬁ -
12. Research Reports i

.
- + . <«
’

These documents, (also called research bulletins, resea;ch up-dates or
. ‘ . .
other similar terms) \are used primarily by university, think tanks .and other
. [4 < ¢ -

.

research organization to provide summaries, abstracts or synoptics of recent
studies. These.reports range from a one or two page flyer announcing a new
v .

.publication, through a gompilation of abstracts,,to a multi—pagei,_détailed

‘#Jescription of completed research work.(lg)
. >

Some of these dgcuments are advertisements meant to sell produets; some

‘ ~

. )
are designed to build an organization's reputation; other research reports
- )

are intended specifically to dissgﬁinaée information to a wide ‘or.specialized

Ot
\ «

audience, At least one consulting firm employs an artigt to illustrate 'its

reports.(ZO? The information in research reports is generally - cur;ént
as that in newsletéZf;. Research reports are usually sent free of char to
. 4
people on an organization's mailing list. ' .,
13. TFeedback Sheets . .
A feedback sheet may be included with a’newsletter, réseach or other

report, Its purpose is to provide the producer with iﬁformgtion ab?ut the

» ”

. . \ -
\ . , .
reader and his reactions to the document. The information solicited ranges

\ . - % <

prormafion preferences. FPeedback sheets can be used

to revise an organization's publiéations, to expand or to better serve its

s .

ro
-
Co
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" target population. ) ’
L ]

14, The Newsletter Quiz

1]
I3

“%ne newsletter, The Harvard ﬁedical School Health Letter, occasionally

includes a one-page quiz (true-false)\ "designed primarily to lead you back

‘

to material in the HMS Health Letter Jhat you might have missed or forgot-

w20a

ten. This idea might also be used in research repor Questions whosé

/

answers relate to key ideas wor findings could be written for each report.

’

é%syers to the quiz 6ught to be included with the report,.on the back of the

1

quiz, for example. This approach could be used to underscore the important
. p

points of the articles, anqcto incrgase the likelihood that the main message:

-

gets across, even if the quyiz is the on}y part of the document that is read.
‘F . r ? ] .
15. Personal -Letter - .

Some researchers use per§YnaI correspondence to cowmunicate informally
.
. I

’ . -~
' ‘ with colleagues and friends.” Following the ‘tradition of the 19th century .
' ’ ":» N * ) -
scientific community, researchers report their latest findings or ideas to

a relatively small network of people~who have an interest in an issue or,

4

in the case of policy research, who-are in a position to act upon the ideas.

One natiomally-known university researcher who is an active’proponent of

: . v
. "free-market" solutions to policy problems routinely sends copies qf his
o p ~ %
latest.phblicatipns to key policymakers. 'He sends a cover letter with the

ipublications describing briefly the main idea of the article. He addr€§§€§\\

’

the recipient of the 1etter;6;~;irst nhame, and he signs the letter with his

[ £
P

own first name.

16, Mailing Lists

Most organizations with a publications program maintain, or purchase,
*

mailing lists. In its most rudimentary form, a mailing list is an indis— <
. criminate cqlle%tion of names and addresses of people who are to receive

Q ) . . 273
ERIC , N
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publications. In a mdre refined form, the individuals on the mailing
. ~ . . .

-
»

- . .
' list are profiled by‘? set of characteristics that can be used to target

v

. i .
particular information where it might)ﬂave the mos® impact.

17. Information Transaction Bank -

+

‘ The information transaction'bank was originally developed to help

. ’ .
professional societies process information about their constituents. It
- v 4‘ ’
is 'a highly refined mailing list. The "bank' consists of an information
- ] s .
record for each person who participates.
Each person's record contains a number of itgms
. of information. concerning him, such as educational
N background, area of specialization, professional .
! affiliation, work setting and address. In additjion
it records all significant (information) transactions
. between the person and the (information) producer.(21)
, h_ }b ) .1

*  An information bank might’ also include such items as studies requested,

‘format and mode preferences, telephone transactions with information
P . .

producers and so on. This information although costly to get and maintain,

would permit an organization to target information directly where it could

*
-

have Fhe biggést impact. Indivi&uals must participate voluntaiily in such
a bank because of the society's sensitivity to dossiers and because of the
potent%ai'for miSuse.r There are several cases in the literature of indi-
viduals and organizations uging such information banks to affect the out-

, / .
comes of elections and policy deliberations.(zz) " =

18. Computer Data Banks
. ‘ : . -

"On-line data banks, where information is stored, processed and retrieved,
. .L~

are another growth area in the information industry. There are presently

=
* ‘. 5
more than 450 on-line data banks, with 50 new ones added during the last
.three months of 1979,(23) The National Technical Information Service (NTIS)
v ’ ' .
) o is the primary information storage and dissemination system for U.S. Govern-
ment sponsored'sciéntific research. Other data bases used by federal
) . a
O ‘ . . [l .
ERIC ' - ‘ ~ N1~ ' \
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with it once it's prepared.

4 * . .

- H -
legislative and executive branch policymakers include: New York Times

L. : ’
Information Bank, Lockheed's Dialog (which incl&des the Feder;} Index, NTIS, ’

Public Affairs ¥nforpation 8ystem, Social Services Cit¥tion Index, et al.),

- .
the Library of Congress™ SCORPIO file, Index to GAOD reports, and others.(ZA)

Y

Some policy areas, mental health for instance, have a great deal of research

4

(25) There are some well documented problems.associated

data on computer banks.
R
with using computer data bases, including superfluous or irrelevant information,
. ’ . y - (26)
inadequafe abstracts, overload, and ignorance about how to use the system.

19. The Press Release ~ C .

Some organizations routinely issue a press release to announce the

results of a major study. The release is intended to publicize any key
P d

- -

h . ]
findings, or to stimulate additional interest in the completed work or in the
organization itself. National, local and specialized written publications
4 ‘
are the primary direct audiences for press releases. There are a number of
Y

written guides available about how to prepare a press release and what - to do

(27)

~

20. Newspaper and Magazine Articles

On occasion an organization will use a study as the basis for’a news-
paper or (less frequently) a magazine article. One research unit in an

eastern urban university maintains a neighborhood news bureau whose purpose

.,

is to identify campus and other research of pptential interest to neighbor-

hogq.groups, and then to translate that information into articles published

= * -

in local newspapers. National periodicals,'such as the Wall Street Journal
. ]

and the New York Times, routinely publish study results as news items or

offer "op-ed" space for\brief; research-based articles. .
“ LY .

In general, articles that are related to an issue of current public

" interest have the best chance of being published, Qrganiéations who use

¢

- ¢
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the periodical or to a-recent public event. >

. T AN

~articles to disseminate ‘their work typically employ’a professional writer

. » .
for the task. At least one unjiversity-based organization uses journalism

- ¥
graduate students to produce theigxarticles. Some public relations firms

-

will help organizations get their work into pop%;ar print media. There'are

v
-

also several specialized Periodicals devoted specifically to printing -re-
. . . ,

- -

search results in magazine fbrmat:(za) n . S

21.: News Clippings ' . .
1 ' »
. ’ : ’
A clipping service 33 one device that people usé to stay on top of

issues. For a fee, these services provide-'copies of articles on user- , °

- selected topics publiéhed in national, local or specialized media. A

typic#l service charges a flat rate for the first, say 100 articles per
o

month, with an.extra charge for additional articles.; The user may specify

the range of' topics and the publications searched.- Eepause the service is

€

tailored to a specific client's interests, a research organization could
)

N

improve information targeting by channeling its products to these services.

. -
22. Letters to the Editor

Sending a letter to the editor ' of a per10d1cal read by pollcymakers is
another way to disseminate information. This ''target of cpportunity" style
-
of dissemination is most likely to work when the 1etter\gomes from a well-
H

known person and is written iqbresponse to an editorial position taken by
. X\

>

»
[}

Before this device can be uséd in a gystematic way, someone in the

LS
organization must be aware of both the contents of %elevant publications -

~

(petrhaps through a clippin serviee, a ough most services have a lag time)
|% |% g ppilng ; g

.

and the researcy that is going on in-house. Since letters over 300 words
?

(100 words is the norm) are rarely published and since'most letters are

-
edited down even further by the periodical, the letter writer must be able
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: Voo in the fi ‘o (29) ,
* » to put the key points in the first paragraph of the correspondence. :
iss : . - 3 ! )
J , ST e, =
: . 23. Loose Deck Advertising - . -7 ’ e
> R . .
- * . ) 13 N ° - > *
Market researchers concluded several years ago that people enjoy o o

, :
- )
'

~ éétqing mail with more’ than owme item .inside each envelope. Sevérél,organi
K A & - ) . - . At
f zations have extended this logic and now send post catd sized decks of .
. . ) : . : ' j/
d pyblication annpuncements to people on their mailing %gsts. On the baclgeof T
CLo ' C :
each card (usually two to three dozen .¢axds in reach deck) .there is a

- - . descriptive abstract of the article or béok offered. If an-individual wipégs

. C .
- ¢ to vrder the item, she fills in her name and address, and drops the postage- - .

N

free business reply card intoti mgil box. A major’ plus for this type of

- ' .

dissemination is that the cards are easy to read and, as a change of pace, /

-« .
.

rather fun to go through. Sinceé no stamp\is required, jt may also increase
. the ¢hances 'that someone will order a dotument. Qbviously this device wov.’x‘ld
< - b \
not be cost efficient for an orgapization with a small publication prbgram.
. : o s’ \

"24. The Envelope Annduncement

~

Frequently study annoucemen

22 aye throdm away without being opened:

Some organizations use the envelope to try to stimulate interest in its .

.
.

contents. . - . h

%

!, -
« - The "hot 1ett§j:/?nnouncement is a sGggestion from one ofy our private
I3 . [
sector respondentse It was designed originally to encourage people to re-

» .

subscribe to a newsletter. The words "A HOT LETTER" are printed in red on ) ,
- the 0u6§1d§/ggxghelenvelope. Inside is a folded piece of papef. 'k’;// ce . ¢

begins on‘khe first fold, continues as the reader opens the second and the

e ~

third folds, ‘and continues until the paper is completely opened revealing

]

/

the punchline of the message, wripten upside down. ) N .
4 " ~ 4 . - V4
. ~ - Because it differs from most ma}ilingith%licymakers get from +
, . - ) : : ’ .
. - i
‘ ’ D1
oS
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2

infqrmation producers, an organization could use this technique to break
P - ; .
4 .

through the "noise" in the information cluttered environment surrounding

. policymakers to draw a;tention to pajgticular study or research findings.

It can be used (once, anyway) to mark' an organization as different, perhaps

.

more creative than others. This éimmick»obviously has limited uses, and
assumes that policy makers actually see their mail; but the idea behind it

. T . . 9
is to break out of the traditional mdde of mail communication.

-~
.

There were some other ideas offered that used the envelop announcing

M

: - :
the research information. The "?" %ftter contains a ldrge red question mark

on the front of the envelope. The "to be continued" letter. start$ a

A &N

provacative message orfsthe envelope in hopes that the reader will be
. »
interested enough to open the letter, wherein he will find several.items

to sift through. The mail order marketing literature discusses a number of T

e (30 . T

such devices.

°

t * ; E
. 25. The Retommendg%ion Announcement . ‘ -

- . -

Imagine opening a letter kogfind a one-page article about®a’ new book

3
A - - -

=

-or study.- The article was torn b§ hand ;xom\a newspaper. Scrawled in ball

point pen across the top, obviéusly written by a busy person, are the words:

3 ¢ .

"Hi, Just thought I'd let you know about this. It's really worth réading.L
R." Who do you know whoge name begins with the letter "R"? Perhaps i? is

At a minimdmz

soméone imporéant whose recommendation you ought to consider.

the fécipient of sefh g?&etten is likely to read the newspaper article. For

- -

some jgformation producers, even that much is Sufficieqé§
! [~}

26, DELPHI as a‘:Dissemination Techmique
‘belphi is a fgrecasting‘technique based on sharfng knowledge among
experts.(3l) .A research orgggization that spensored a délphi could use it
~ ‘ < )
- -~ f 1oy F'g " ¢
. . ~add e ‘
' A s - c“,

-

£
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as an opportunity to disseminate current research on an issue,to a select ’ .
“audience of key policymakers who would participate in ‘the exercise. Partici- "~

4

pants could be paid for their time, and the exergise could continue until:it

LY -
became clear that the policymakers undexrstood the significance of the dis- «

seminated material. This costly and time-consuming device ought to be reserved

for important dissemination that cannot take place by some other means, al- .,

though it could also be used as a public relations device. K .

- 5 .

H
Human Disgemination & \\\&a£~,;~,

Human dissemination is any method of transmitting information that
) .

“

s, . . .
involves the direct, face-to-face interaction of two or more people. Because

.

the people who send and receive the information are in the same physical

* location, such as a room, they can experience both the cognitive and the?®

’ t§' - .
.. a\f}e%éve components of the message. They can hear each other's words; they

L4

can feel the intensity_and the color of the emotions behind the words. They
can see nonverbal actions and reactions; they can ask questions, clarify or

debate in real time. Human dissemination is more than speaking; it involves

) li'stening, sensing, feeling and intuiting the substance and the context of

the communication. i .

Human dissemination techniques are appropriate h}&ﬁurwﬁﬁﬂrimfazmpiion

s - )

is immediately required, confidentiél, potentially controversial, easily

¢
misunderstood, when the message 1s tentative or when d%herstandigg is a must, ° ) 1
The face-to-face eﬁ%ment permits the kin® of interaction, fluidity of expres- i

. . |

sion,. personalization and feedback required to ensure understanding or to
— A

stimulate action.

s .

Human dissemination is also appropriate to use when the speaker does

. not have to be preeise, when it is sufficient to sketch the outlines of the L
b . ,{) PP
- L‘JIJ
o —t - .
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message. Writtén products can be used to provide supporting data. Human

. dissemination allows peféonality toﬂiifluenne the diéseminatioh process more’

rd. This means that dissemination

- 4

easily and directly than the writte

: can be helped by ce%tain personality traits: warmth, opénness, authority or .
) [l - - -« -

trust. The risk, however, is that negative ‘traits can, also influenéeAthe

way thé\message is heard or understood. ; “

.
L3

Once -information is available, it is generally easier to talk to someone

*

about it’than to write (less so the more complex the message)y and it's often

- easier on .the audience too. It requires less effort for most audiences to ;

v

L.

&

? _1i{sten to a well organized presentation than to read. Read{hg demands active 4.7

* e
- < -

’

participation--you cannot get the message until you pick up Rhe document and
B ' ¢

" iy »

work through the.words. Hearing is more passive and reactive. The aBdience -4

can be inattentive, but an effegqtive experienced speaker can note this and ;.
’ - .

- Human dissemination .can also be timé-consuming, ineffieient and in-

effective. It takes time to prepare ‘oral presentation for a ,sophisticated oo

. : - .o . :
. audience, time that might be better spent writing something for the audience to

read. Traveling around the country giving the same message to different
audiences uses time, money and other resources that might be employed in more . s

a e . . -
productive .activities. Speaking can alsogbe a quite ineffective way to trans-

-

mit *a message, particularly if it is complicated. Acqording to some éstimates,

. N

we retain between 20 and 40 percent of what we hear, making it difficult to

. . ’ :
retrieve, verify or review the information we receive from a Speaker:.(3 ). e

-

S

- Effective human dissemination ideally requf%es that the audience and the

o Speaker meet each other on a human as opposed to a role or organizational ° -

3
! 3 .
basis. P/éople, however, do not routinely open themselves up to others merely . .
. / . . .

. .

. l . -
to facilitate dissemination. The dissemination techniques described in this

i . -

+ ’ e
Ny «
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'sectiony—then, are most effective when they involve people whose relation-

“

« 7

-

ships have persisted over time (to permit the human dimension to emerge in

the communication), when the relationshtps‘a.bvide the participants with

o

social-é%&chological'as well as with substantive benefits, and when the

o

3
participants have legrned what they can and cannot reasonably expéct from

eéch other.

.
i

™
= L]

The capacity for using human dissemination techniques effectively has

. S v N .
to be built into an organization and nurtured. Once the basic mechanisms,

Ve *
2, .
relagdonships and structures are in place, the techniques can be used to

P .
alert audientes to new information, to ensure understanding, to motivate

. . ~
action .and--under some circumstances-~to affect the direction of public

. pélicy.(33) ) ) .

- &

*

L . R
- Thé people we spoke with during our survey were almost unanimous on one

pB%nt., In the words of a Washington, D.C. researcher, "If you want to make

I +

! "sure someone truly understands what you have to say, you have to talk to them;

v < ~

K -

oy%rathe phone if necessary, in person if at all possible . . . I don't know
N * - s . r -
d?qgn%,better way (to disseminate information) . .’ . than one-to-one."

1, - Lobbying

é Lgbbying is a’t;me-honored and proven method for getting information 'to
policymakers. Traditionally, 1ggislators’and their staffs use lgbbyists as

.2 primary information source, Yobbyists become more effective’as trust and

&

their reputations grow.

.

. .- e A~
- . . A few of the organizations we contacted viewed lobbying as "tbe“only

¥
L4

"

way to pake sure (policymakers) act (on the information)." One public

.
@

frfterest research firm described for us how an i?dividual,researcherhs~

Y

pergonal interest iﬁ returnable soft-drink bottlés led, sequentially, to a

IS . -

.'»- i
. . T Dan: ' >
- . . Lu.13



°

K messgge directly to policymakers.

.
> ~
L3 - . -
.
N #
* "
. .

cost-benefit analysis on the merits of returnable bottles vs. non-returnables,

to writiﬁg and‘introducing legislation, to lobbying for the bill and (when
ot p . 4
the bill was narrowly defeated) to devising strategies to ge't the bill

~

through the next session. -

L3

Executive and legislative bramnch research units at the stdte and

- '
LAY

federal'level often are involved in lobbying, some more openly than dthers.
Some orgapizatiohs are prohibited from actively 1obby{ng because of legal
or institutional constraints. Other organizations (in our survey, most) are

uninterested in trying to turn the fruifs of research into policy action. /

.

There are many consultants and a fairly substantial literature available

-~

to guide organizations that want to ‘increase their capacity for advocacy ° .

disgemination.§34) : .

2, Testimony . ; . ) N
Preéenting information at a legislative or other public heaé'ingl is a 2.

frequently.used dissemination technique designed to influence the course of g ’

S, - 2

publié policy. Although some hearings are intended more for symbolif than

- ,
substantive purposes, this forum does offer producers the chance to present

P
° . » .

Giving clear and effective testimony differs from.kriting effectiQelx,

but theré have beenm numerous hearings where the speaker ignored the dif-

)

ferences. Effective testimony is short, to the\point, and involves the con= .
cerns of the Eey members of the audience (the ones one wishe% to influence).(35) i
. . |
|
|
|
|
|
|

3.  Briefings
A Sfiefing is another common way to transmit information. A briefing
is intehded.to highlight what, an audience needs to know to understand re-

seArch or other data. It is sorf of an oral synoptic. A briefing may be
as informal as an ad hoc report by a r{xember of a study_team to a project d;irector l
L ) .
}
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. &

about work inh progress, or as formal as a multi-media prééentation to a

» 3 -~ 4

top level policymaker. Briefings may also be used to deveiop support for

(36 -~ . <

»

a particular policy_ idea.

4. Consultiné or Advising r

Individuals who provide expertise to others may use that relationship as ‘

the vehicle for disseminating new information. Consultants and advisors

«
-

(such as legisldfive staff, policy analysts or planners) are employed be-
cause they have access to information needed by policymakers, or because

. - .
they know where to get it. They frequently act as the first step in the two-

step informativn funneling process. Several organizations we contacted

described how they routinely provide relevant information to key people on /,

«

legislative staff, rather than trying ‘to get’directly to the lay make;.

[y 4 .

£
When the consultant is the person who generated information, through his .
own research for instance, consulting is dissemination.. -
5. Networks . ‘ ' . . r
A network is a persisting set of relationsﬁips among people with common
»
interests. 'Sometimes the members of a network meet frequently with each other
= . ) N ‘ R )
as a network. At other times, a network may not be called a network and its

members may mot conscfghsly bé aware that they are‘a part of it. Instead,
the members may think of others as friends, colleagues, informal contacts or

professional associates. Whether connected formally or informally, a net-

.

work is a device that transcends oxganizational, disciplinary and geographic

.

/

boundaries.
< - . ]
‘ Most, but not all, network relgtionships can be mzintained by mail er -
b
¢t ~

telephone., Howev@.. some personal contact amoné members appears to be}(
necesi?ry to get'thé relationships started or solidified. The people we spoke

with who talked about network dissemination said they usually first met

¢ &

e e a0 _ _ .ﬁA g" R,



other members at a conference, field visit or in the course of some additional

1
-,

i,

work-related activity.

4
Organizations use networks as a dissemination teiyéique primarily by

nr .,

becoming a part of the network, or secondarily by providing information to

o individﬁals who are members of the network.
. 6.‘ Teaching” ’ '
) # - People who E?éég.:;asses in graduatefor professional schools and use
*©  material based ?; their own research pfod;cts are practicing one.of the ' ¢

. ‘ : e
oldest forms of dissemination. ﬁ;ispoke with several researchers who said

- . .

’ that their graduate students were among the' first to receive new information.

» £
2

*This type of dissemination may be particularly (but not immediately) effective

! ¢

- when students.who are not already in policy-related jobs go on to these

f

positions. Organizations doing policy research which ere not presently ° .

4 A '
connected with professional policy schools, might consider creating more

)

direct information sharing rélationships with those 4§stifutions as a long

‘

term dissemination strategy.
P PN § .

7. Issue Seminars *
¥ -

w

.

These seminars or conferences are on@inized around a central policy theme,
» '

such as school finance, drinking water quality; etc.” They are sponsored by
-F N
organizations in .the public and the private sectors, and may be non-profit

making venturés., The primary informational function of these seminars 1s
to Efesenc and distuss research on current issues; typically the sponsors \)

AT are not especially concernéd with the divect utility of these seminars to

policymaking. Issue seminars may take place as a part of prpfessional
¢ -
. meetings or may be called specifically to provide information about a topical

(3

- issue. * . e ‘
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1.
S. Policy Conferences

. » -
Policy conferences are-a relatively new variation of the traditional

conference format. They differ from an issue seminar by aiming to do more

than present information. Policy’conferences are designed to generate '’

' -
potential solutions to policy problems. The U.S. Environmental Protection

* .

Agency recently gompleted a conference whose purpose was to come up with
new. drinking water standards. They brought together 80 representatives of
federal, state, local, public and private interests. The participants were
told to develop some goals and regulatory mechanisms. As qne‘of the conr

£ . .
ference organizers reported: - o~
The ided was . . . to put them all in one troom at
one time and let them yell at each other and txy to
get something constructive out of it, to see if
they could develop any.po%it&ons of consensus.(37)

4 policy conference is based on the premise that solutions to policy

\
problems must emerge from a process of conflict, cooperation and compromise.

There is no set format for a policy conference, but one common design is
» -
first to bring together representatives from.the interest groups in the issue’

area. Next, either several of the participants or a formal speaker present
- b i .
some preliminary background material on an issue: the participants present

the issue from their different points of view, or the formal speaker summarizes

each group's perSpecEive. Participants are then divided into small greups,

S
N

each group containing a mi§ of the represented interests, and given a relevant

problem to solve or task to complete. Group findings are then presented to the

i :
entire conference and discussed. ' ) §

y The preliminary presentations and the small group work appear'to be

’ ., .

especially effective ways for information from many differeng perspectives

to be shared. s One is continually surprised by the failure of groups in a

*

‘.
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¢

policy issue area even to be aware of how others see the world, let alone

E
understand those different perspectives. d o T

We surfaced little evidence that policy conferénce actually resulted

(38)

in the adoption or implementation of new solutions. The absence of follow-

. .
up procedures andfpthe difficulty of getting key policymakers to attend the

conference were cited by two conference directors as reasons why the format

is not yet as useful as it might be.;.

"Policy decisions aren't made in public,"” one director told us, 'Maybe
. %
-

the most we can expect is that (participants) will know more after ihey leave

. [

. -
!

because they're exposed to a lot of different ideas." But policy conferences
must do more than that if they are to differ from the traditional conference.

The chief potential of policy conferences is in issue areas characterized

3
by many interest groups. The conference provides a forum for negotiation and
’ e
compromise that could berve as the bdsis for future 1egislati$e or adpinistra—
: b
tive action. ,

9. Workshops and Training Sessions

These seminars are most.appropriately used when there is a spécific body
of information, skills or techniques thdt can be transmitted and assimilated

within a set period of time. The central focus of these sessions is utility.

!
A

//.

<

Participants come to learn something of direct relevance to their job responsi-

bilities. These sessions are a fBrm of continuing educatioﬂf

For-profit, and to lesser degree non-profit organizatibns are parti-

A
cularly-actiVe in this area. Some issues that have been covered in workshops

and training seminars include how to implement a new law, how to apply for

a grant, and how to imfluence the legislative procéss. el

10. Orientation Seminars

These seminars are designed to provide information to a well-defined
. RN

[

<
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8

target audience. They are one variety of the issue seminar. Legislative
C

.

/4, ‘ R . . . ‘ .
-orientation and media orientation seminars were mentioned by several organi-
zationy we spoke with as techniques they used to disseminate information.

One university provides an annual briefing to interested legislators

and their staff about .emerging issues in their state's policy arenas. (The

seminar is held on a Friday-afterﬁoon and a Saturday morning in the autumn.

«

After the Saturday session, the participants attend a football game, courtesy

1

of the seminar sponsors. "It helps increase conference attendance,'" a member

/

of ‘the university's research staff told us., Other organizations provide
background briefings to reﬁbrters from newspapers and other media about policy
issues, research findings or social trends.

These orientation sessions help the organization develop'contacts with
(-4

people who are influential in policy circles, encourage shared yiews con-

-

cerning what is known and unknown about an issue, and provide participants

a quick way to find out abouf an issue. .

11. -Speaker's Bureau ©

13 .
A public speech is another way to disseminate information. A few of the

.

organizations in our survey maintained lists of people who were available k@

talk about certain policy issues. One private company routinely sends people

to community meetings, university classes and to service organizations. The

speakers are used primarily to give the company's perspective on topical
policy matters. \\§\>

Sometimes the speaker's bureau is a much more informal activity. Some

researchers in universities, think-tanks and in government agencies make

—

speeches as ;\Eﬁfmal part of £€heir job. These speeches provide the Opp?ttunity

to convey information about their current work and, depending on the audience,

>

influence policy. .




12. Press Conference

hd .
) . .

The press conference is a way to disseminate particularly-:'newsworthy" =
~

information. These conferences/typically Begin with someone reading a pre-
. s .
pared statement about the results of a study or investigation, or announcing

A

the start of a new activity. Then reporters have the opportunity to ask
- >

‘ questions. ’

»

Reporters look for a good piece of film for @He television news or an

tnteresting story for the evening paper. The people who convene the news
P
conference are looking for publicity. Unless one has an eSpecij}}§ hot story,
one does not simply announce that there will be a news conference and then
> '

wait for reporters to appear. A successful news conference requires planning,
I3 ‘ ! g
coordination and attention to the needs of the reporters. There are useful

. . guidebooks to help someone -plan for a news conference.(39) .

L3

13. Media-liaison

. )

Organizations that have frequent dealingse with the me often find it

«

- useful to assign someone as aI}aison'between the media and the organization.
The liaison job is to know which media people would be most interested iqea
piece of information, and,alsq to answer questions from reporters; the liaison
essentially acts as a bfidge. Several of the larger organizations we spoke
with maint;in lists of reporters in the major national mewspaper and televtsion

’_markets with interests iﬁ specific policy igsues, to whom they provi&e infor-

ﬁgzlon for wider dissemination.

ra

14. Conference Participation
Earlier we described how organizations use conferences as a dissemination .
. . 7
teclinique. We also found a few organizations that send its members to
r . ‘
attend conferences, among other purposes, to present any relevant information .
1 ]

it might havé\éyout an issue, Most conferences usually provide time for

Q .
ERIC 223
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audience discussion and questions. These opportunities are used by some

. Lo
attendees to disseminate.their own information. For instance, the president
” R .

. of a bottled water company attended a conference about the quality of drinking
water and gave:a 20 minute presentation about the merits of- bottled water,
£ 1]

complete with slides.

15, Advisory Board ?articigétion ‘”i

- s
PR

Sévéral~organizations have built a dissemination component into their
. ¢
advisory boards. Board members were selected not only because of the
guidance and prestige they can provide an organization, but also because they
were information channels to another ;rgna. One community-oriented organization
&
had the president of a local television ;tation, the managing editor of the’
’ major local newspaper and th? owner of a natioynal magazine on its fiveﬁperson
. advisory board. They indicated ti:ey had no dissemination problems.
The inform?tion channel can work the other way asg well. We spcdke with
an o:ganizatioﬁ which encouragéd its employees to join advisory and other
such boards in the community. Information obtained from board meetings could

be disseminated rapidly back to the employees' organization when necessary.

Within a certain context, this might also be called spying. .
Vi

° 1
Audio, Visual and Electronic Dissemination

The phrase "audio, visual and elecf?gaic"7?KVEl\disseminatio%#is used to

mean’ any extra-Human method of transmitting informétiogf. It is extra-human
in the sense that these methods extend'a human's communication capability.
f [

Pechnically, written dissemination is also exﬁra—hdman, but theofrequency of
N L *r0 -

AN

+its use denlanded the separate discussion providéhgeﬁflier.

Audio techniques are addressed to an audience's hearing; visual techniques

[y

.. to what an audience can see, and electronjc techniques refer to a particular

oo
BRI
o]




a o
and incneagingly important method of communicating. The bulk of the tech-

*
. . hy : .
v . niques described in this séction depend in some part on electronigs. -

L

3 AVEs are appropriate to use whery the communication situation is suf-

/
ficiently important to warrant ?éin the time and resources required to

*

prepare materid¥s. AVEs can be used to direct or imfluence the percep;}on

—

of audiences, to bridge distance and time, to facilitate a standardized

presentation, to overcome audience apathy, fo provide dramatic impact, to
N

-

reinforce messages: and to provide clarity. AVEs can ‘be used by spegkers
as notes for an oral presentation, and as-a substitute for more expensive
human media (e.g., using an amplified telephone to transmit a well-known, or

3

high-priced person's speech to a local conference)#

’
l

AVEs can at times override and contradict intended messages. A graph
that is too cq?piicated to understand, a table of numbers that is added -
inco;:rectly, a harsh, grating voice on the telephone, or a hot personality .

on a cool medium can Speak'louder and more persugsively than the desired
communication. As is true for any technological device, something can always
go wrong: a bulb burn out, promised equipment undelivered, or devices
employed that are too c&mplicated to use without extensive traiping.

To.pe effective, AVE coptent needs to be clearly audible or'visible,
immediately inteiligibie, simple, and deal with something concrete. Most
AVEs are not‘apprOpriate vehicles fof transmitting complicated, detailed or
highly abstract ideas. (Even though one picture may be Yorth a thousand words,

A}

not everything that can be communicated-can beé pictured.) Additionally, at is v o

hY

¢ difficdit to use AVEs to create trust or rapport with an audience, and AVEs

tend not to entourage or permit audience feed-back.

“ ]

AVEs are a good way to provide a quick awdreness of an issue, especially




-

&

.
.
’
) . “ N
- kg
- s
.

if ,that issue can be/presented visually. They tend to be less successful in

providing understanding, provoking action, or in actually inflhencing puBlic
- ) ’ - ’
policy. Here, as elsewhere, electronics'and visuals ame ineffective substitutes

for human aé::EEB \ .

.
a3

3 ’ “
i Traditionally, AVEs have been used to suppleTght or +support oral and

-

written dissemination. There is clear evidence, however, that in the age of

video, computers and microchips, AVEs are starting to take a place as a primary
. &
mode of dis%eminating information to general audiences. The evidence with

respect to disseminating information to policy audiences ég_mueﬁfmore sug-

gestive than conclusive, but the seeds for a transformation are apparent. ‘The

G
-

effect on-publ£p policy of using AVEs as a substitute for more traditional

(40)

\

B s
techniques has yet to'be adequately assessed.

1. Telephone

'

N Ld .
The telephone is a major dissemination tool. It is fast, easy to use

and often cheaper than the price Af preparing gpd mailing a written communi-
cation. é;telephone call generally is not considéred an appropriate way to
make an initial comtact with a, potential user éf'information. Information
transmitted by telephone is cdlored by the sound, rhythms, speech patterns

and pauses of the human voice. If people don't already know each other, thei<;

a

telephone. voice can give misiea??ﬁ§~31ues about the value; purpose or

.

. accuiacy,gf the dissemination information. A phone call is an ideal way to

- N ~
- R _

}’/“r‘ = N b
transmit information among people who have had prior dealings with epch other.

o +

2. Follow-Up Telephone Call

. 1
One legislative servic orgéhizatioq in our sd%vey made it standard

&

" practice to telephone all fecipients of their -reports to make sure they

&

" received the documents, and to solicit questions and comments. They also used

the follow-up call to repeat, tﬁii?%nderscoring, the main message of theﬁreport.

&
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" Picture Phone Meeting Service in selected ﬁions. This service permits

" in their local area in or:,cfer to use the pictyre phones.

Y
£

3., Toll-Free Telephone Number -

. . -~ . ! ¢
A. few organizations provide a toIl-free "800" telephonegnumber that can
. ’ . \ ’
be used to request information or repdkts. One government agency wants to
‘e

establish a "dial-a-summary" line that would provide the caller with abstrac{"s/

o

of recently completed worlé." Orgz{nizatig'ns located in major éitiés%ji:j able

to take ad\éénta'ge of lower cost long distance services offered by MCI"Téle-

i

communications, SP Commun'ications,' International Telephone and Telegrafys or

a

other firms cqmpetilk with* the Bell. System. G.? . )

4, Conference Gall’

®

Although still in the experimental stage, the-Bell éystﬁ offers a
P -

the parfies to a conversation to seepas we% > as hear each other. Presently,

- y; . .
the SQ\{ice is used primarily by international and other large corporations.

- »

q'l'he' service is expensive to use, and callers must all go to a central station

]

7. Reference' and Refe;rral Services - “P’ .
Several.large’reseai‘ch or:'gan;i.zations provide ;1 free:of-charge, on- A
"demand,referenceﬁz service to provide clients with informat.ion within.the
r - s
org;nization'\s research scope. Informagion may be provided to users in the

"form of ' computer generated ’bibliogfaphic abstracts, specially prepared reports

«

or oral briefings (either over .the téleppone or in ‘ﬁer'son). Requé;tg for

e, -

information can be triggered by a tfele;;hone call or letter. . o {

8. The Information Contact " 4 y T

' We found two state government organizations that. agsign gpecific

individuals to be the centr\l information contact for loc governments in
[ Y . - . [

their statie. When someone/at the city or county level ha\s a question 'about
. s L) -

4 X v - ‘
* -~
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answering device. The telephone number for the answering device is listed

. answering device. .The person to whom the message'is sent listens at his or

“hakers who received the tape were able to ask ""sharper and more informed -

A3

-

a state program, he or she can call one person in the state capital, who will

either_ Provide the information or find out who has it. The contact is a bridge

-
betweeh organizations with information and potential users. &‘\\
o « N ’A s ) A -
9, / Voice Mail . ~ v

Voice mail is another technique used pré%ominantly by private sector firms\ {:

Although there are severé} variations of this system, the simplest is for an -
v -
-~

individual tdo have two telephone lines, one of which is attached to a telephone

7

separately from the other telephone. Someone who w%shes to send a memo,

¢ »

letter or other relatively short document telephones the message to the

-

her own convenience.

10. Cassette Tapes .

£y a -

’
. Cassett tapes have long been used for training purposes. We found one

organization that used tapes to disseminate evaluation reports to legis-

.

lators and legislative staff., The man responsible for this project recognized' »

-

that top-level policymakers rarely read feports. So he had synoptic summaries

¥

of five evaluation repofts taped professionally by a .public broadcasting

éﬁa\zortable tape
tlie reports while

4

station._ He then'proéided key policymakers with tape
recorders. He reportéd ‘that the policymakers listened

they exercisad or drove to work. During legislative hear-ﬁgs,’the policy-

. ~ e

<

questions' about the evaluatiéon projects than would normally have been expected.

Y"They obviously had listened to the tapes," the project director told us. One ‘

\

sidenote: the people whod oéjected the most tq using the tapes were the

analysts in the office.who preparéd the‘evaluations<i~The staff ré&isted
L

& .
e ' v




, | - °
having to prepare the broadcast scripts; they preferred to stay with writgen -

-
*

~

reports.
11 Qideo Tapes -
The use of video taping.has increased over the®last few years in buginess,
educational and other organizations., Primarily they have been used for B ‘,
training, rehearsing ptesentations, and for standardizing saiee presentations.
(41)

. They could also be used to disseminate briefings or other reports.

Although video tape equipment is available for less than $2,000, a polished -~

disseminatién product requires professional preparation and equipment (42)
12. Public-Service Announcements .
. Radio and televisign public service announcements (PSAs) are brief—-— -~

10, o 60 seconds--messages from non-profit otganizations. PSAs are typicelly
non-partisan and are related directly to the organization's work. Organizations ‘

could use this device to rgpprt research findings especially interesting to
9 ~ N
a local community. (43) ¢

13. Responses to TV or Radio Editorials . ) . 1

7

Organizations can also take advantage of the largely untapped editorial
_ ) - ) .

AY
responsé opportunitieg on radio and television to disseminate information.

This format is more appropriate than PSAs for transmitting controversial or
- - - -
.wpartisan information. ro .

14: Television Visuals

..

Because television is a medium with a practically insatiablepappetite

for pictures, organizations can provide TV statdons.with film (16 MM optical

- (4 - [y

. sound on film) or video tape (generally 2-ineh-high band)!clips to support or

reinforce PSAs editorial responses, or other storieé about the work the

—

! r organization is involved in. Except for the largest organi%gtions, the publie ‘
- L9 10 It ’ i
, [SRVEY ]
s ,
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jcomputer-drawn picture of school expenditures ,per district or health man-
M ~—

power distribution is worth more t#Han 1000 words of description. The impact

.t
ve?

is immediate and w1th a properly deslgned chart title, the conclusion that

should be drawn from the graphic is obvious.(47)
) ! : .

e +

L 19. Other Graphic Devices

T

“

. ’ Tnanspa,rencit opaque projectors, film strips, flannel and magnetic
o -

/"’“bﬁ boards *and blackboards are all common methods of presenting visual infor-

L4
‘ mation to an audience.

.
>

20. Public Affairs Shows

Local radio and television stationg produce public services or public

o e .
& ' a£fairs«programs sQEh as.talk shows,/debates, panel shows, interviews and

e >,

specmai reports Rroducers of these shows usually need people to talk about

-

their“méék especially if it is linked to a topic of current public 1nterest

® ¢
< %

y - f, Organlzations mlght also consider sponsorlng such shows. The American
» ! ‘@“ M‘
: Entegﬁ;;ﬁe Institute, perhaps the most medla-orlented policy research
’ v . ]
organazationuin t Qnation,.sponsors its own ''Public Policy Forum" television
LAY N . . .

e . . ¥

R S e )
K show8 as well as a syndicated radio program. . . , ) >
LR ’ ‘

I ‘

21. @ev1sop Fllms and Documentarles N : . .

-

g‘i cat/retty much anticipate the information 'requests‘I']fl get @

legislptors on Monday by watching 60 Winutes on Stnday,” a state legis- |

~

lativekaffairs director told us. It is part of the conventional wisdom that

~

» .t . .
. peoplg, includirg top level policymakers, get most of their information, from
- ¢ . i . o ’ E 3
« o television. (The television is ‘on aBout six hoursg pET day in the average U.S.
R .

- * . household.) The gro?lth of cable television (present stgte-of-the-art now

<

. permitsd 56 cﬂ%nnels t'o be transmitted into .2 hore), the'national television

~ , ot ) . , . . !
news station}SCNNﬁf/t;e projected g@%pansidn of local and national news pro-

.
* Y
. Lt N . . . .
. ‘. = ~ g

&- grams, the anticipated continued growth of home computer links and two-way, ,

~




<,
. p

i - . @
"talk-back" cable television all portend an increased demand for visual

|

)

| N . A s .
1 . .

|

\

|

£
w

information to su}plement a pure "talking head" approach to news and public

affairs features. _Television programs,.like local and national flewsmagazines,
. - )

+

’ are ideal opporntunities for 5 to 20 minute fea::E:\ﬁ}lms about 4 particular
. ¢ ’ :

policy issue. As ‘television increases its ability to target audiences the

€

way magazines can at present, the opportunities for organizations to trans-

~ 5

A ‘mit more sophisticated and detailed information to a weli—defined audience
\'LL -
! G

will also expand.

i
3

- - .
There are some types of "Information that telgvision cannot communicate,( ) .
b \ M ’ v Y - H

p

- and it is expensive to prepare material for and to use the medium. So its\

use will probably be restricted to the largest and ?rlost econofhica iy well-

x

off organizaticns, with a few smaller but innovative firms participating as R
well. Since large organizations in this country have remarkably similar '
world views, whether nominally members oﬁ the left or right] there is a

danger that economics will constrain the range of views included in tele- . )
vision policy material\ even more‘tk;an such-views are restricted presently b§

economic; #Meological and other barriers. ‘Today, however, television remains

'

a 1a’rge1y unexplored source for the purpgsive dissemination of public policy
information. (49) v ‘ : ~

!
Py S 22, Computers and Computer Networks

The smaller gpmputer promises to be the next major advance/in dissemi-

pation techniques. In the office of the -future, each-person will have a '
4 .
video terminal at his or her desk and will be connected to several different
a

computer netwWorks. (50 . « . .

. *- .
There are more than 800,000 computers in the world; 400,000 in the United ]

. .
-~ States; 16,000 -used by the federal government.(sn Every U.S. senator and .
. il R ' T s

B -~

-
w

a
&~
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« .
half the members of the House of Representatives have a terminal in their .
offices. Executive branch agencies—--the Executive Office of the President,

Defense, Health and Human Sgiyices for instance--are ug{ng computers with
—

increasing frequency.’ Today the computer is used mostly for fairly routine -

information processing tasks, such as literature searches, billing and

- ”

. e
mailing, and xecord keeping. 1Its promise to

change our lives more than any technological device since the automobile has

yet to be kept. When computers become as easy to use as the telephone,, they

can offer information producers a dissemination technique that can provide
instant written, visual and personal communication to policymakers.

The most advanced computer netwqrks are used by large corporations

(such as Xerox and. Citibank) and government agencies (such as the D&fense
Department and the Departmnet of Energy). Access to most of these networks

1s limited to a small population of users, but thgse are the networks in

. . 2
which most of the significant technological innovations occur.,(5 )

.

None of the organizations in our survey é;é presently using computers

for more than routine information tasks. But §everal of those whom#&e spoke

about the future dissemination possibilities of computer terminals.

.

with talkeé

One person wants each of the analysts in his offiee to work at home and

’

to communicate with colleagues via computer. ‘- Another wants his office to be

E

able to provide same-day research services to clients throughout the state

using computer networks.

The hardware is available, and the costs are com%zf.down.‘ But the

availability of‘ftware and the problem of computer illi}eracy are two
‘ P

major barriers to an expanded use of computers for interdﬁgive communi-

cations.(53) . ) h

233

.

replace the printed page and to @*

-




- . 4

~

SECTION }:} SUMMARYJ OF MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIQNS
e identif#ed a number of factors that, when combined in ag/6rganizatfbﬁ's

dissemination grogram, virtually guarantee ineffectiveness. These Rules for
“
Ineffective Dissemination fnclude: ° . 4

Rule 1. Don't try to influence public policy. An organization th;t does
14 ’

o |

~

<
not expect to influence public policy probably won't.

‘Rule 2. Make sure your information is communicated poorly. Do not make

~
an effort to translate policy research into a policy relevant form.

~

Rule 3. Maké sure the people who are doing the research don't care
14

about the policy implications of their work. Bettér'yet, make
w {
11
sure the researchers don't understand the public policy process.

¢ /
Rule 4. Have no idea who should receive or who can benefit from youf

»

information. ‘

Rule 5. Work on policy issues that are hedvily political, extremely

‘complex and where there is a great aﬂyunt of information already

7

o available. . /
4 . y

o

Rule 6. Make sure your organizatibn alldcates practically no resources
i v .

(1ike people and money) to dissemination activities.
. - ]
One might be tempted to argue that we ought not to expect too much “from

' v. .
dissemination. The world of public policy is too complex, too irrational and

> -

too overloaded with information to expect that purposive disseminatiom will

have much of an'impact. But our findinés suggest that a great many -information

e’
producers are not colleéting the kinds of information that pqliéy makers need

or want, or if they are, that the information is not being disseminated in a

e

format that poticymakers can use. The reasons for this are many: inappro-

priately conceived research, ignorance of policymakérs' information nqus,
. . } ‘_" .

. L}
reliance on written material in an increasingly electronic and visual world,

.

T am—
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sector rarely uses television visuals; they are generally expensive to \
prepare and require professional equipm;nt and staff (44) ’

. ¢ .
~s} 15, Slides . . N

\ .
I3 e A T~ .

Slides a;e'a proven communication device. Although the initial invest-.-
me;trfor well-prepared slides can be substantial, the investment pays off
if the presentation is.important, if it's given several times at different
locations, or if appearance iila critical factor. Slides are easy to trans-

-

port and provides,a clear image. Practically no training is needed to learn

how to use a slide projector.(as) : )
. - .
16. Flip Charts Y
¢-_-_-—_ ‘ t
~ Flip charts are another: commonly used visual device for disseminating

-
information. These charts are mounted on a table-sized or free st%Qding

Ed

‘ easel, and offer more flexibility than slides. With flip charts, it i3 -

-

hd >

relatively easy for a presenter to write on the charts during the presentation,

. shift the order of the chafts, and move bac&ward or forward ro emphasize.

. 4

‘points as needed. Charts are awkward to transport.( 6)
- +

17. Conference Displays =

Some organizations use visual displays (charts, graphs, video—tabes,
)

eté;) at professional or trade conferénces to bring attention to their products.
Altho;gh this device 1is used primarily by firms with something to sell, it
could also be used to bring research findings to the attemtion of conference'_:
participants or to stimulate interest iﬁ the organizétion's work;

~—

18. Computer Graphics A p!

Computer graphics is one- of the fastest growing areas of applied computer

technology. It offers a great deal of promise as a partial remedy to infor-

.

mation overload and pollution, and & way to help sort out meaningful infor-

. &
. mation from among massive:amounts of data. To see a threk dimensional, :

24 ,,
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. . . ~ \ .
. - ..
’ ' ’ ‘

lack of concern for dissemination, insufficient resourceé, inadequate manage-

\\
~
ment, and an a@sence of strong incentives to disseminate effectivelys o
-~ ’ Ly . - - P . . .
~ o - & — [ S - ~ . - - -

; .
Some students of dissemination maintain that dissemination can have its

;

greatest impact in "information poor' jurtadictions and in new policy issue

(54)

a;eas. But poliéy makers active in other jurisdictions and in other issue
areaslglso need ﬁelp ig treating the omnipresent.uncertainty thét'charaqserizg§
pfact callyfeveff proposed policy action. If researchers get their rewards

for fipding interesting insights agﬁ policymakers get theirs for finding i
solutions, we need to find a way to reward peoplg who can bridge the gap
betweep the two wo?lds. At present there are practically no extrinsic re-’

wards for serving téii function. Professional policy analysts are likely A

candidates for_this bridging role since that is what they are trained to do,

at lé‘?st.in part. But disseminators also need to i'ecognize that tk}eir role ‘
is as much to act as a "kidney" in the policy world--removing information
waste products from'the system--as it is to serve as the derve system that
channels information where it ought to go.

But still we have to return to the theme that a dissemination program
is unlikely to be effective'in the absence of a desire to do more than produce
informa;ion: Lobbyists and special interest associations active in policy-
making have an incentivet*ljmke sure their information is used to facilitate
or prevent the adoption‘of specific policies. Other organizations typically
stand to losg little if their information is ignored by pol%cymakers. Al- -
though there is social and cultural justification for why tax money ought to B
be used to support the produétion of information——e.g.,"we may hft upon
another polio!vaeciﬂe, we can't always tell immediately about the importance

. s

or possible use of a new idea--the econ:sic and political climate in this . . :
\-

country is_clearly-E; a state of flux.*™As the country retools, gﬁd as

)]

44
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- as efforts are made to redpce‘government expenditures, ﬁunds for research

1 > - > T =
© . LR A P ‘

with 1ittie apparent utilifarian impact will make a ripe farget for budget
- cutters. One way for organizations to counter this trend is to pay more

attention to "effective dissemination''-~even if effectiveness is defined

=

by "awareness" or "underscandingn" The five point program described in

gpis report--knowledge of audience, understanding the communications process,

intelligible information, effective dissemination management and appropriate
4

timing--is one way research organizations can become more relevant to policy-

-

<
makers, and thus incl%ase'the odds of their survival. N
Although there are many techmiques used to disseminate information (we

3
iden&ified over 60), creaﬁivity in the dissemination of policy information
/ ' . )
appé%rs fo be quite rare. We have attributed this to the absence of in-

'. centives for dissemination, and to all that contributes to and follows from
. I »
that. When incefftives are present, creativity is encouraged: recall the
. \ -~
bl
. university think-tank thak wanted to build a reputation with state lezis-

latoxs--it tied together a conference with a football game to emncourage

attendance; or the analyst who put what he considered to be important evalu-

’ !' ations on cassettes for busy legislative officials. Creativity also requires

>
-

a discontent with existing routines, support and time for experimentatidm,

and the ability to escape<from habdit. - But a precondition to all of thisis
. : 4

a concern for dissemination,

. . We indicated in the introduction that our survey raised more questions
i ’ - ) ’ v i -
than it answered. In addition to the issues raised earlier, there are a
. {

number of topics that could be the subject for additional -research, such as:

1. The relationship among types of information, dissemination strategies

. and impacts.

2. The limits of dissemination: what realistically can we expegt
O
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.

dissemination to accomplish,- and under-‘what conditions. ,

3. The costs.;f usin; different dissemination techniques--to both the
praducer énd thé user--and wpat can ﬁe done to modify or redirect
thpse costs. -

4, The ethical implications'of purposive!dis;emination in public
policy.
5., Strategies to encourage experiment;i dissemination efforts.

.

6. Organizational rewards or penalities for effective or ineffective

-
-

dissemination. . &
We live in an age of %pcreasing urdcertainty, of complexity and of

information.overload. Effective dissemination offers a promise of regaining

% ©
-

-, control over the morass of information that engulfs the policy arena, so
that information can be used to untangle complexity and to calm uncertainty.
Today ti@rt promise appears to be more of a longing than.én expectancy, and

" that condition needs to be turned around. Policy research organizations

could be in the forefront of such a movement.

SECTION VI: A CHECKLIST FOR INFORMATION DISSEMINATORS

< This checklist is designed to be used by information producers to

o

stimulate thinking about dissemination strategiés. We assume here that the

)

"information" (i.e., material™~§o be disseminated) is already available.

Even though the literature suggests that the best time to plan for dissemination

is during the initiation of a study-or other information-producing activity,

that is often not possible: Checklists are available to guide producers who

(55)

wish to incorporate dissemination concerns into research plans.

'

A. Thinking About Your Dissemination Goals
A

1. What do you want to disseminate?

1)

a. Specify categories of information (e.g., concepts, formulae,



problems, solutions,- etc.)
b. Write a one sgnteﬁpe description of the information you
want to disseminate. '. )
2. What do you hoég to acc;mpiishe (Consider both long-run and

short-run objectives.)

N a. Awareness +
) 4
b. Understanding ~
c¢. Action .

d. Policy impact
- e. Other y)
3. How will you measure your accomplishments?
4, How will your organization (client, éonstituency, etc.) be helped
' or harmed by dissemination? - o
‘ 5. How does this dissemination contribute to your Q?ganization's mission?

6. What else §hou1d you think about under this category?
-

-

7 X

. ‘ ) v
N B. Thinking About Your- Audience
. ‘ 1%, VWho are the most apprgpriate users of this information? %
’ a. Primary audience ) | )
b.‘»Secondér§ audience ) E
. ;
2. For each different audience (primary and secondary) what infor%ation
- - is most relevant to them? Why? ! R
3. Does the audien;e know you h;ve the informaéion? ) !
4, Do you have information channels to the uéers? What are they? ’
‘ . 5. Do you have an established ggpﬁtation with your audience? .




C.

-

C "

a. How can you take advantage of a good reputation?
b. How can you overcome a bad reputation? .

c. How can you use this dissemination to create a good reputation?
. ".,/':6

6. How do the different audiences pfefer to receive information?

7. When is the best time to disseminate-to, your audience?

~

8. What don't you know about your audience that’'you ought to know?fJ .

1

9. How can you find out more about your audience? J

10, Is the information easy for your audience to obtain?

A » -
11. How can the audience benefit from the information (or be harmed by 1it)? \&

12, What costs will the audience incur receiving your information?
How can those costs be reduced or shifted? -

13. What else should you think about hnder‘this category?

~

< &
" 2
Thinking About the Information to Be Disseminated

1. What is the sourgé of the information?

2. Was the information produced to be disséminated, or is dissemination

-
.

a second prioriFy?
3. 1Is tbere something about the nature of the information thag will
restrict or facilitate dlssemina;ion? '
4, Is the importance of the information, inéluding action‘?ptions,
apparent?'. - o i/
5. Are recommendations feasible and realistic?
6. What is the technical quality of the information?l

[y -

7. Is the information sensitive to political, legal, economic and other .

social factors? .

8. Are significant opposing arguments and interpretations included?

245 . N
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.

9.

D. Thin

1.

2.

. _Js the infermation well-organized?

- L

9 -
——— . S— ‘ /
4 ~; * :
.What else should you think abqut under this category?
i - S |
- T , ° - ;
\_\\ = {,‘1
~ * . . |
N\ L ’ N ) E
king About Presentation . “ |
- |
: . |
Is the information presented in language the audience can understand? .
Are visuals clear and understandable? 4 ’ <
3 o i
Is there an abstract or summary of the key points?
Is the information presented in an attractive manner? o

1

”~

[

6. Is the information easy to understand?
7. 1Is the information presented with an appropriate level of . . ,
sophistication, objectivity and scholarship?
8. Is the information presented with an apprdpriate amount of detail?
9 . Is back-up documentation or material available?
1£T~ What special materials, skills or peopie will you need to present
" the information? . ’ ' ) {
11. What else should ybu think about under this category? ’
. 1
V. . ]
. .
) . - |
A 4 4
. ] . § |
E. Thinking About Disseminatibn Strategies .
) , 1
1. What specific dissemination 7é;hniques will you use? |
a. Written i ]
« \ ]
b. Human . X ) ‘1
c. Audio-visﬁal—eleccr%nic o : :
« ‘ | S
d. Other ’ . . - . .
\ . }
2., How are the techniques s%lected appropriate for the target audiences?

|
‘ c‘ . .
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~ ;- * N
. & .
B .
’ . - ’
. . : Y . . * -
. . Are you using different&i@i‘nation techniques for diffgrent
e ' -udiences? * A ] ‘
‘ 4.. Are you dsinzg multﬁple dissemination chénnefs for an audience? \ .
P Duplication? . Redundancy? !
= - ’ ,
. 5. Are you taking advantage of informal as well as formalsopportunities
& for®dissemination? < X . R '
‘ 6. Does the addience have the ogportunit& to provide feedback?

7. Is the audience encouragel to provide feedback? ’ D

8. What kind of feedback do ygu want te get? What will you) ith 1t? ‘

‘

) ' ’ v . . . # ¥
onitor the effectiveness of your dissemination strategies?

* - »

9. How will ‘you

: 10. .Are you experimenting with new dissemination techniqués? Why? . )
e . . . \ ‘ L ! :
’ | 11.+ VWhat else should you think about urder this category?
. . & . . /
3 7 : - - .
v | : . ]
. . v "
. F. Tfunking About Dissetﬂination%nﬁgement , :
’ N

1. What resourceg do you need for dissemmatlon"

'
N ) 5 3
¢ . '3

- P Ve *»‘
’ﬁ} v %

) ] A’Gailable(?\
B, =ga seatt : . C A

3 ‘ L ) . @
%. Time . ) .- T
[ 3 4 ‘ . R -
v c. Momey” - T £ ]
- . . L . ) N e
: d. Spate " .
< ' . » - . K . )
° . e, Materialls ,
: . . - ‘ . ]
: f, Other < <. \
° Y - - ~
2. Who ig‘responsible for ’lanni’;llg and managing dié’semination act}vities"
. - ‘ i
-, ‘;g - - . e .Task ' ’

. Respons im
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-

:
.
.
.
s .
. & N -
’

How gﬁi} the infermation be transLated into a pollcy relevant format°

<
Whgf will do it? )
~ . ! e ]
- L3
a, Written material ’ -
\@' - R . © . ‘
b. Oral presentations . :
! : .
] , c. Audio-visual-electronic ! - ) '
. . - L
d. Other . -, . . !
< N 4, What else should you think about-under tﬁ%s category?
\u/&--\_.//)-L 5 ‘ .,
" P, - — [P B L S I S '
<
G. J%hat Cafi Go Wrong? ) toeT
e o ’ . b
I ’ * -
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- » ®
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“@TNOTES : , -

1}

(1) The organizations mentfoned most o%%sn were: American Enterprise
Institute, Brgokings, Rand, Urban stitute, Congressional Budget .
Office and the National Council of State Legislators' Council of -

State Government. . :

2) This list of six categories was drawn from a review of the dissemination
literature; we relied specifically on the articles in L. E. Lynn (Ed ):
Knowledge and Policy: The Uncértain Connection, Washington, D. C, ©

National Academy of Science, 1978; and Mitchell, Social .Science Impact ‘ : Q?

- _Qptepislative Policy:  Theory and Research, Washington, D.C.: National
Institute of Education, December 1977, (NIE-G-76-0104).

(3) Weiss, Carol H. "Improv1hg the Linkage Between Social Research and
Public Bolicy," in Lynn, Knowledge and Policy, p. 69. .

(4). Davis, H. and S. E. Salasin. "Strengthening the Contribution of Social
R & D to Policy Making," in Lynn, Knowledge aund Policy, p. 9%,

v

(5) Sundquist, J. L. ''Research Brokerage: The1Weak Link," in Lynn, Knowledge
and Policy, p. 126ff. . . .

(5a) For a discussion of this perspective see J. Knott aM Wildausky.’ - ‘ -
"If Dissemination is the Solution, what is the Problem?" Knowledge, .

Vol. 1, #4, June 1980.

(6) See the studies accompanying this report py Wilson, -Kirst, Bardach and .
£~ Meltsner for more information on this point., ' S

s
-

(7) Robinson, J. “'The Changing Reading Habits of the American Public,
' Journal—8f Communications, 30:1, Winter 1980 Kobert, N: Wanaging
&) - Time, New York: Boardroom Books, 1980, p. 63. '

s

(8) For an example, see Schultze, C. L. The Public Use of the Private
' Intevest (Brookings, 1977). i . ! . '
o

(9) For an example, see Duignam, P. and A, Rabushna. The United States
in the 1980's (Hopver Institution, 1980).. .

~

(10) TFor examples, see one of the Policy Studies ‘Review’ Annuals, published

by Sage. i} . ¢
A (11) See Current Contents: Social & Behavioral Sciemges; Institute for

‘ Scientific Information; Philadelphia, PA. S i .

(12) 1Two interesting discussion of writing tecnn{B;}freports are contained ‘
«in Ehrlich, E. and D. Murphy; The Art of Teeffnical Wwriting, New York:
Cornell Company, 1964 and Morris, L. L. and C, T. Fitz-Bibbon: How to .
Present an Evaluatién Report, Beverly Hills: - Sage Publications, 1978. S ‘
See also Meltsner, A. J.: Policy Analysts in the Bureaucracy, Berkeley, §%§;;

University of. California Press, 1976, p. 233-240. , -

! . -
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(13),

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

20)
(20a)\

(21)

(22)

23
(26)
(2%)
(26)

(27)

.
[
-
-

-
I3

-
™

* , , . . - !
Handbook ‘for Authors of Comissioned Papefs, Institute of Governmental
Studies, U..C. Berkeley, 1979-1980, p. 2-3. - . !

For a discussion'o ssue Paper contents; see Quade, E. S. Analzsis fot/‘ .
Public Decisons, New York: -Elsevier, 1975, p 68-74. :

[ 4

See "The Future Survey,'" issued by the World Future Society; Thé&
Wilson Quarterly, published by the floodrow Wilson Thternational Center
for Scholars, or- Medical Care Review, issued by the Michigan School of
Public Health. - . : )

Capltal Systems Group, Inc. Improv1ng the D1ssem1nat10n of Scientific
and Technical Information, Washington, D. C.: U.8. Department of -

Commerce, 1975, p. II. 1. la ff.

P

Wall Street Journal, '12/24/79 p. 1. S
,Fog/example, McGraw-Hlll s weekly Washangton Report on M’ed1c1ne and
Health.
For some examples, see "Monthly List of GAO Reports,' U.S. General
_ Accounting Office; "Recent Research Results,” U.S. Department of
Housing ahd Urban Development, Offiée of Policy Development and
Research; "Pollcy Research Report," The Urban Institute: "The MPR
Policy Vewsletter, Mathematica Policy Research; and "Public Affairs
. Report,". University of California, Institute of Government Studies.
"Abt: Books,"™ Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates.
Harvard Medical School Newsletter, April, 1980, p. 3.
. ~ -
Capital Systems Group, Inc. Improving .. .uDissemination,'1h. L.7.8.1,' .

Haydon, W. ''How Congress Computers Con the Public,". and Green, M. and
A, uchsbaum, "How ther Chamber'$ Compufers Con Congress,' both in “the
Washingtén Monthly, Volume 12 #3,.May 1980, p. 43-50.

. Kadec, J. T. aad R. Mancher, "On Line Services in the Executive Office

Kie¢hel, W. "Everything You Always Wanted to;Know May Soan Be On~Line

Fortune, May 5, 1980. - : -

- N &
Gregory, N, "The U.S. Congress-—On Line Users as Policymakers;'

" and

of the President;" both articles in On Line Review: Vol. 3, #4, 1979:

Pavis anfl Salasin, "St¥engthening the Contributxon of Social i3 to
Policy Making,"’ in Lynn,® Knowledge and Pof&cy, p. 120-121. -

,

Ibid.

]
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