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T The central issue in the analysis of the data in this
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In a society/yhere'socia1 change is inevitable and indeed nefessaky

. and fn which expertTSe and merftocracy is demanded in the pro]iferetion of
. ; . . , / A
increasingly specialized knowledge areas, there must be centers where new

Yot

knowiedge is bene;;ted,and digseminateﬁ to segments of the society and persons

ED117997

A
that can and indeed must use it. Fo]k know1edge is hard]y suff1p1en¢ for
|
rany know13dge areas any more and a]most for noth1ng can the deve]opment of
hew information and innovations be'left to indi'vidual initiative.. There

" are a]ways areas whereAthe’need'for/Specialty information is too crucial to

’

S be left to chance. A society %ustfaccording1y become organized tg meet
W D) 4 ' ’, ,
these spec1a1 1hformat1ona1 needs.  This .the authors maintain can often best ~

be done in funct1ona11y d1ff£rent1ated and organizationa]]y art1culated
¥

ﬂ“ _ mecqanismg c&peb]e of extending the frohtiers??f scientific knowledge while
at the same time ‘reformulating a pare of it 1ngo innovative ideas end
pract;ges which in turn gre é&ffic?ent]y validated for local uSer clienteles
outside of academia. Q%oc1a1'systems of this type were perfected ‘in,"so-
hj ca]]ed" 1a;d grant universities, perhaps first in‘agrﬂcﬁ1ture and 1n6tdrn
> diffueed and adapted with orgén}z ional variations to the development and -
:; d1§seminat$%n-Qflinfo¥matiqh in specia]ty fields in ihdustyy and public -
' ;g services wherefg;continqqus updated ~Supply ef>sc1entific {qformation is ;eeded.'
~ . - .
t%%?f‘“ *'On ehe Etafi of the Department of General and Rural Soc1o1ogy at the
’ University of Missouri, Columbia, MO. Shih Tung Lin is on the staff of

the Joint Commission of Rural Reconstruct1on Taipei,, Tagw
Paper prepdred for the annual meetings of the Rura] Soc1 og1ca1 Society,

San Francisco, August 1975.
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A1though speciaixaes in industry have deponstrated an inordinate capacity"

a

to develop in(:vations derived very heavily from the'basic sciences -- while

at the same tiwme contributing<somewhat to basic science knowledge -- and in

?
i . 9
disseminatring it mostly in the form of products sold to users, there are

still matters of broad generaT cencern, including the exten51on of basic

science knowledge to which some co]]ective public effortznmst be directed
. ¢

iy )
’

In a society dedicated to c0mpetitive deveiopment of private interests \
where else than in a public universit&\san the broad societal needs best
be addressed (Sauer, 1962)7? Land grant universities: +hrough their research
and deveiotment have/become knowiedge c\\ters with a capacity for extending

[ g

L’he frontiers of basic science knowiedge from which app]icab]e ideas and

innovations increasingly emeﬁ?e This is done through a series of act1v1t1es
‘ranging from ba51c science research to actual practice These include:
Doing basic research, - ‘ ‘ | ‘
b. Doing aupiied research /,
C. .Deveioping innovations potential]y useful for non-scientist users,

. .d. Testing innovations under local conditions for determining their
adequacies or inadequacies for local usey

e. And f?nal]y,QgEtting the information disseminated to potential
users and integrated into their 1ife§sty1es

Thg'functiona] requisites essentiai for the achievement of these objec-
“tives include %esearch and deve]dpment, information dissemination and inte-
grytion of the new elements into the 11fe patterns of local usérs;(see Y
Fig re‘i).] The research'and development and infprmation disseminationﬁ
functions are‘c]eariy lodged within the universities as they have ideal

typically develaped while integration is" and sure1y w111 continue to remain

the primary responsibility of user groups.. This is not to suggest that the .
. ‘ e | o
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'“ ' uniQersity cannot also contribute ta this end Thus, organizationai arrange- \'
r ments capabie of extending frontiers of social science knowiedge and trans- j 0
¢ 1ating,it into usabib practice is a social invention’ that.is capadie of . *
" Zeveloping and supplying specialty information in any field where it is T
co needed. It hds greatly accelerated the-rate at whichitheory and principles
.on the frontiers of academic knpniedge ang built into the utiiitarian con-
cerns of nankind and the effectiveness witn which it is doné. -
N Although so-caiied 1and grant universities achieved a substantial
degree of perfection n their agricuiturai sectors, other coiieges represent-
.iﬁﬁpmore’generai_societai 1nterests,_of which th; socidi sciences are of
spetial concern in this papér, hdve not done so‘weii. Indeed, efforts to
translate their theoretical knowledge irto usable bractice is often,defigient.
This may be even more likely in situations where universities haveAnO‘exten-
sion obligations. _

2. Purpose and Scope of this Paper

+

. Definition of the Problem ~ u ¢

.Qhéstions éddressed in this paper are to determine: " (1) the extent to
which the efforts df the social scientists in pné United States and two
Taiwan public universities operate dt dll activity levels from theory to
practice; and (2) thg'perceptuai and organizationéi constraints that hindek
them from functionind effectively at each.

General hypotneses posed are that communicatidn will be:

a.” More directed to academic than to extension audiences;

b. Within extension more to profE551onais than to the pubiic, and
that

C. Contributions will be more universally distributed in the academic
than in the extension content of communication. v

Al




- The rationale for these generaT hypothesesderivefrom documented
deference of academics to academia (Haue]ock 1972,3-14, Reiff, 1961 and own work -
invoiving the “social science faculty in" the universities under ‘consideration
here (Reddy and Lionberger, 1975a and Lionberger and Reddy, 1975b). FThis
provide; the bases for hypotheses "a" and "c." For "b" the reasoning is

that deference to professionals is more acceptab1e4to‘aCademics,'and thus the

facu]ty; than deference.to the public. The further reasoning isMthat this'kﬂndhof

deference will place a constraint on‘the faculty in regard to audiences to which
their written and oral cofmunication will be directed.

The Universities Studied

The study was centdred in three pub]ic univer51t1es -one, the Columbia
Campus of the University of Missouri -- of the 1and grant (peop]e s un1ver51ty)

type -- (Ke]]ogg and Knapp, 1966), and two in Taiwan, the National Taiwan

'University and Chunghsing Univer51ty

Although the facu]ty in the last may have been cognizant of 1and grant
university concepts having to do withrinformation system and peopfe orienta—
tion which would incline 'them to communicate to publics outside of the univer-
sity, they may also do so for other reasons, namely, their expected roles in
a society committed to social and economic planning.

The University of Missouri Coiumbia Campus (United States University)
was one of the first land grant universities to achieve a (dnctionai
capacity to do research and engage in agricuiturai extension.

The Hatch Act (1887) provided for research and the Smith Liver Act (1914)
for extension (Longwell, 1970). 1In-1962 the University of Missouri adminis-
tration,decreed that the extension function should also be extended.to\aii

colleges and academic disciplines in the %ﬂiversity. With research an

-




3

. £y . oo . .
already accepted activity, the way was cleared for social scientists in the

9 '

Yarious‘departments and divisions to officially join in extending the knowledgg

~of their disc1p11nes to potential user c]iénteies.odtside of their own aca-" .

dem1c d1sp1p11nes ‘ s . A
1 / » &
The Nat10na1 Ta1wan Un1vers?ty, which stands at the apex of h1gher educa-

v

tion in Ta1wan was initially esfab]ished in 1928 by ‘the Japanese as Tavhoku
Un1versity.' A1though no formal provision is made for extension work, faculty
members have many contacts with puBﬁic agencies,Et home and abroad; e]so,'
some have toluntari]y provided ch11d welfare dnd -youth counseling services
on informa] end formd] bases. ’ ' N

\~Chﬁnghsing University, established 1h 1961 with the herger‘of th pro-
vincial colleges and the addition of a new one, has somewhat more of ‘an ,
applied orientation. /In 1966 an extension service, quite in1accord witﬁ the
land grant university pattern was added to the Co]Tege‘of Ag‘icu1ture.
Faedity-1n the various-.departments including Agricultural Economics were
designated td provide Spec1a1ty advisory'serv1ces to the pubiic.

{
The Facu]ty Interviewed ’ !

The intent was to interview all regu]ar]y appointed socia] science facu]ty
members on all of the three campuses. This was approximated in all cases
with 125 from the Columbia Campus and 103Vtrom the two Taiwsn universities.
Diyis1ons-on the Columbia Campus 1nc1dded&the Colleges of Arts and Scienee,
Agnicu]ture, Home Economics; and Departments of Agrtcu]tyha] Economics,
Ecohbmics, Political Science, Regiona! and Commdnity Affairs, General and
Rura? Sociology, Psychology, and Anthropo]ogy: dn the Taiwan campuses
social scientists from the Departmehts of Agricultural gxteﬁsion, Agricultural

Economics, Sociology, Economics, Political Science, Public Health, Anthro-

pology, Bsychology, Agr1cu1tura1'Eduqat10n in the various divisions were included.
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. 3. Methods and'Procedure

. -
Data Co11ect10n . BN

: ~ ; . '
Facu]ty members in the two universities were interviewed by staﬂg_members
~

,from the. Department of Genera] and Rural Soc101ogy of the Un1vers1ty of

Missouri, Co]umbia Campus. Each was asked about their own un1vers1ty status,

the organizationa] constraints under which they work and ‘their own perception

A

of How much they think a public university should be 1nvo1ved in a variety of'

4

-‘teaching, regearch, and service activities. They:wefe also askedvquesttghs

designed to elicit information about cemmuhicative output -- books, journal

;artic]es: research”repdrts (extension and otherwise), conference proceedings,

g

special papers, symposia, sem1nahs, short-courses, wdrksheﬁs, speeches, and
consultations, radio talks, television appearances. mass media releases, and
answers to letters of inquiry and the chief audiencesto which each communica-

tion was primarily directed -- basic scientists, applied scientists, inter-
i . .

»

mediaries (professionals), or the public. " :

. ~
The Measure of Communicative Output

A suitable measure in this study had to take into account all of the

'communicat1ve devices oh activities hab1tua11y used‘hy the faculty to com-

municate to own kind profeSsiona]s (1ntermediaries) and the pub]it' -These,”
of course var1ed great]y by the academ1c=§Pp11ed or1entat10n of the faculty
member and his target - audibnces '
~ Essentially laying aside contrOversia1 qualitative vs. quantitative
issues (C1ark 1957; Dennis, 1954 Me]zer 1949), the authors chose a measure
based str1ctTy 6n estimated t1me spent in preparing for and cqmplet1ng |

communicative act1v1t1es. A judgmental time standard for each act1v1ty

| supplied by well informed and experienced peers on each campus was applied

to the communicative activities reported by each faculty member., The ﬁan-days

N~ ‘
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assigned to each activity was an average of egﬁdmates'made by the sub-sample

N\ . L]

N . ) -
«of faculty members who had broad experience with the communication activities

rated. ' The score for an individual was the total of the man-day estimates

applied to the communicative activities reported in each'case.' Co

* A1l estimates were in terms of an eight -hour day, 40 hour wegk, probably

far{beloy that actué]]y spent by most(facu1ty members.. Although not ‘without
fault, indirect and strictly quantitative, the authors fee]»}hat*ffxprovided
a satisfactory measure for comparing volume of éommqnicafqoh outpuﬁf ' '

) Data Processing

Tests of hypotheses "a" and "c" were provided by simply: .
-a. Adding all communication output (in man-day units) that all social
s¢ience faculty members on each campus directed to audiencés along
‘the theory to practice continuum -- basjc scientists, applied ..
scientists, professionals, and the publ¥c. Communication diretted
 to the basic and applied scientists was labeled as academic and
that to professionald and the public as extension. -

b. ﬂComputiﬁg what percent of the total was primarily directed to which
level. .

A test of the second "hypothesis b" required examination of a.contingeq;y"
tab]e showing #hé\1eve1 at which each faculty member produced for academia
and extension audiemces. Categories of output were stated ‘in terms of journal

equiQa]ents or multiples thereof for more meaningfu]_ass@sémenﬁ.

Thquh exp]anag}on of commuﬁication'outputla1ong the theory to practice
continuum using positional, peroepfha],ésituationa1. and_systen&c reward” .
vériab]es of demonstrated explanatory power will be the éubject of our sub-
sequent_an;1ysis, our concern 1n.th1s paper is only with perceptual vigws |
about the extent to which the faculty feels a public un{versity should: be
involved 1n‘vdr10ué teaching, resed}ch; and extension activities aligned on
the iheofi’to practice continuum. For this only simple éontingency tables
for. the three campuses is required and then only for descriptive burposés.

4

9




4. The Research F'lnd'lngs -
The centra] issue fn the ana]ysis of the data in th1s study is the
ab111ty of the social sc1eﬁte facu]ty to contribute to the operat1on of
the un1versity as an information system. This méans a contr1but1on\at
“"all levels from basic sc1ence research to work1ng with the pub11c one
..”han1festat10n.of¢which is to be, found in the communication or1entat13:.r
and output;of the faculty. Communication can be d1rected to at least

four pos1t10ns-along a continuum from theory to practice, namely, to basic
sc1ent15ts, app]ied sc1entists, professionals, or to the pub]ic. Comﬁhni-
- cation d1rected to the first ‘two 1s of course, basically. academ1c wh1]e
that d1rected to, profess1onals and the public, both outs1de of academ1a,

’

is operationally defined as extension communication. Of course, communi-
cation-at any level can be eitn?p'writtenlor oral in actual or psuedo
.face-to-fate situations e.g., in 1arge groups.’ ‘

In a sense communication d1rected to. academ1a presupposes a research
base from which to draw and one in which the pommunicator h1mse1f may
part1c1pate in creating. On the other .hand, extension commun1cat1on may
. well draw upon knowledge in the discipline qu1te aside from~who was
responsib]e for creating ,it.

Faculty activities conducive to the university operating at a]f
levels of knowledge, development and disseminatipnare, of course, quite
aside from the more traditional teathtng act1!jty still regardedvby many
of the faculty as central to what_a public university 1s°most1y aboutafe
even though this is not a major source of stdtus achievement.

The inclination of peop]e‘who regard themselves as besic and applied

scientists to defer to academia in their writing has already been noted

(Havelock, 1971, Chapter 3). He accordingly bypothesized that most of the

.
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communication of the faculty directed- to the extension audiences/wouid -
- be mostly to professionals becausé they are cldsest/to academia“and thus
presumabTy better able to "appreciate” scholarly work than the "ordinary
N -, ! I * . ) . . : . ‘ﬂ
citizen." Deference to professionals, particularly writing for:them, is ’ .
. ‘ : e . ‘
e an extension role recommended by Hobbs and Vaughan (1974) ds the one-

‘extension activity, and essentially the only ono, Tikely to be'acceptabie

" to social séience'departments strongly oriented td high academic achieve-'

ment. Their reasoning, of course, is that performing'in this manner is
~ Tikely to ‘be most usetui_in,the applieation of sociological knowiedge . "“' K

v

to practicai concerns of society. )
] B What then do our data show? Pneciseiy what we stated in hypotheses one
. and two (see Tabie 1), and partiy what was hypothesized in number three.
Neariy two thirds of the total communication of the Coiumbia Campus social
science faculty and three-fourths ‘of that of the Taiwan faculty was directed
to academic audiences 1- basic and appiied scientisgs This was strongly ,
in support of the first hypothesis. With 70 percent of the extension communi-
cation of the social science faculty on the Columbia Campus directed to pro- .

fes§ionals and some 30 percent to the public, and 78 and 22 percent, respec-

tively on the ‘Tajwan Campuses support for the second hypothesis was strongly

#ie third hypothesis held that communication to academic audiences ®

would be more universal than to extension audiences. The reasoning was that
defereﬁce to ioutsiders" who require modtfied versions of output regarded.

as "academicaiiy unsound,” wouid be less rewarding. Accordingly, more of .‘ "\
v the facuity would produce at least something for academia than ior extension..
Support for this hypothesis was found on' the Taiwan but not on the Coi&m&l':E

1

d . Campus. /Aimost a third produced nothing for academia ‘compared to 18 4 percent who

\ e
]
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- TABLE 1. ¥ A
. i M - v . ) . L - . .
\ . PERCENT OF THE TOTAL MAN-DAY COMMUNICATION OUTPUT OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCE BACULTY
* ON THE COLUMBIA AND TAIWAN CAMPUSES DIRECTED TG-BASIC AND APPLIED,

SCIENTISTS AND TO PROFESSIONALS AND THE PUBLIC .

- ]

- -

LIRS

Audiences - from theory to practice

Gountry - Y. Academic . Extéhsiqh
Campus . - ‘
Basic @ Applied . . ' o
. Total Scientists Scientists Professionals’ Public
N (%) (%) (%) (%)~ (%)

Columbia Campus (125) © 100.0  39.0 . 28.0 23.9 . 9.8-

(U. of MO) S S _ '
f . 3 ’ *

Taiwan - (103) - 100.0 33.5 835 18.0 5.0
National Taiwan ( 78) 100.0 40.3 39.0 - 16.0 4.7
University . ‘ : P ,
Chunghsing ( 29) 100.0 -, 16.1 . 55.4 22.9 5.6
University ) T '

. > 15 B - ] ¥ .
. N\
. ‘ ( :
' 2 | | : \ ‘
h - ’ . : ’
- 4
\
- 3' 8 @ ’ " ¢ e . {
) @“ be
\. & - i .
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' produced hothing for e&ten51on In contrast ‘Tess than‘two percent of: "

o~ the-Taiﬁmn sopiaixicience facu]ty produced nothing for. academia and 13.6
P nothing for extension Thus, the facu]ty partici?ated quite gené(aiiy 1n-

i ¥ L4 N, &
S exten51on communication/at the one and two Journa1 artic1e Tevei of equiva-

8
1ency—TT3to 239 man=- days) Producti%n at higher 1eveis (the approximate
ST
- equiva}ent of three or more Journai articies) was more to academia than to

"\a— ~

extenSion Lprofess10na1s and the pub]ic) (See Table ‘2. )

>
>

»

‘ Another apparent condition, not re]ated to the hypotheses formuia""é’a*&r
Y .‘t—;—. : \
T 'Jand contrary to what the authors expected was that the Taiwan soc1a1

»

’

sc1entists were commﬁhicativeiy more productive at all levels" acress. the, -
> <V,J- : N
theory to practice continUum than the soc1a1 science aacuity on the

¢ d
‘e

'~ Co]umﬂha*€énpus This posed an additional question 1n need_of expianation.

K

. 7 Possible Explanation of'the'Variations in Communication Orientation

Tru]y defithive answers, as. to why the faculty directed their communi-
cation to specific\audiences wou]d have to be obtained by re]ating the
communJcativefoutput of edch facu]ty member to perceptua] prior soc1aiizing

. iﬁiluences, socio- economic reference group inf]uence organizationa1

" contraint, perceivgﬁ WéWard and other variabies (11ke1y to condition their

-

. communicative productiv1ty and the“chief audiences to which it is directed). - .
This is being done as a1other part of the current study In this paper
%e on]y look-at a£§gh of the variables from se]ected categories that we },
think wili prov1de some insight into why communication output was so ’ 5\
:heayiiy skewed'toward academia and why .the Taiwan social scientists : . -

-~ apparently were communicately more productive than those an the Columbia °

Campus. - , " , . | ‘

. N ) . ’ .
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/ . . D . TABLE 2 . - » o

PERC«ENT OF, THE SOCIAL SCIENCE FACULTY ON THE COLUMB’IAJ\ND‘ TATWAN CAMPUSES o
e -CLASSIFIED BY AMOUNT OF ACADEMIC AND EXTENSION -COMMUNICATION '

’ . . ) . Q \ ’ ) \, ’ ¢ .

” - ‘/‘,‘t - — _ . — ~ S . C
o - . Commdnigption Leve]u(Man—day:equivé]gnts)
Lo , . ‘ o . . — —t = . e

"« Campis . " Total MNone 1-119 120 240- -360- "~ 720 & -

. Kind of Communication . (%) (%) 239'% 359 719  over-
O - A%y - @y (B (% (%)
e % i _ ‘
“Columbia Campus oy . '

X Total . .-100.0 '0.0--13.6 '12.8 14.4 32.0 ,27.2
Academic Joo.o 2.4 28.0  15.2 16.0 23.2 15.2
Extension s 100. (L 18.4 36.0 21.6 5.6 1‘0.4 8.1

7 Taiwan Campuses . o . .

4 Total . 100.0 /0 1 5.8 5.8° 12.6 35.9 %39.8 ’

"~ Academic » 100.0 0.9 11.7 > 9.7 21.4 29.1 .27.2
Extension 100.0 136 46.6 15.5 8.7 9:7 5-8
» &
. / .
: ' v
/ ' By
. @ s s
£ - “
-
*’m
4 /
b
. - .
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. The vériab]es'se]ected include: (1} how much the faculty fe]t a univer-
%is1ty shou]d be involved in researcﬁ Service communication act1v1t1es along |
" the Ttheory to use cont1nuum (see Figure 4), namely, those necessary to make
the system work as an. agent for the«ﬁevelopment anq transformat1on of ;
sc1ent1f1c informati on into oractice; (2) the dénree to which they th1nkA
that reference groups, 1nside and'outside of academia, 1nfluence the1r work;
'ahd (3) what they see as the chief organ1zat1ona] constra1nt for da1ng
applied research, an act1v1ty«1n'wh1ch over fhree-fourths of-the faculty

- B

on the Columbia.Campus and almost 50 perceht of those on the Taiwan Campuses
were interested. E | \ ‘
'Pe(ceived\referenqe group influence is likehy'releted to both

. (a) the amount and direction of communication output of tﬁe fatulty, and
(b) the activities in which they thjek)a university should be-heavi]y
engaéed.; ﬁith outside (of academia) reference groups already demonstrated _

to te a very s%rpng posttive influence on extension comqenication (Lionberger

and Reddy, 1974) and academia generally negative on tﬁe to]umbia Campus

the authors‘wereAfjfst inc]ined to take note of the amount of iﬁf1uehce

on'own werk that theifacuTty thought selected reference groups inside

. and outside of acédemia had on their ewn work (see Tables 3and4 ). From

these it can be read seen that the faculty on- the Columbia Campus were
heavily 1nf1uehced byha ademia. Colleagues in own academic discipline
“and those in own depaftm ere strong and vied stroeg]y for the first
posit1on.' With strong 1nf1uence-a1so‘frem graduate aﬁdcundergradgete
students (both academic),/the'perceived influence from the'academic wer1d
was indeed very strong. Strong ipflyence froﬁ "outside" reference groups

was scattered,and very small by comparison to the perceived influence from

"
. ) ’
4 -
” 7

e

those_within academia.




o ‘ TABLE 3 |
‘PERCENT OF SOCIAL SCIENCE FACULTY ON THE COLUMBIA. CANPUS CLASSIFIED BY
AMOUNT OF IMi:gENCE THEY THOUGHT DESIGNATED REFERENCE GROUPS HAD ON THEIR dORK

S -v
T .

. A/ o o ’”%; ‘v.;." ) - K R
' Reference Group Amount.of Perceived Infiuence
A - 0o~ 1 ' 2 3 4 e
v » . None - Little Some Much Very Much . MD
o _ | B E R ) B N ¢S R € ) ,
‘ Colleagues in own Department - 0.8 . 0.8 6.4 39.2 41.6 1.2 . 2.5 '
. University Colleagues 0.0 4.8 30.4 512 120 1.6 18
Colleagyes in Government, . 1.6 13.6 32.0- 41.6 9.6 1.6 1.5
Industry & Outside Agencies . . '
$ Undergraduate Students -10.4 )6.4 24,0 . 36.0 21.6 1.6 1.7
~ Graduate Students - 7.2 0.8 12.8 - 42.4 A2~ 58 2.2
Professionals and Agencies /5.6 15.2 23.2 .40.0 13.6 2.4 1.7
+ Concerned with People Problems ) ' . '
. University Adminigtration 0.8 20.0 30.4 . 30.4 12.8 56 1.5
. Funding Adbncies o *2.4 16.8 40.0 27.2  11.2 N 2.4 ‘1£;y
Gdneral Public . 8.0 17.6 33.6  32.8 5. 6 T4 1.3 .
Colleagues in Academic 1.2 1.6 12.8  23.2 40.0- 1.2 2.5
Discipline .
1]
| Rowg not .adding to 100'pergent resulted from a small number who did not ansyer.
N T
$ ’
(
‘ 3 ,
‘ "
-~ 16 ) -
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\ﬂ . \ © TABLE 4 . .o

\ . -

3CENT OF SQCIAL SCIENCE FACULTY ON THE TAIWAN CAMPUSES CLASSIFIED 8Y
AMOUNT OF INFLUENCE THEY THOUGHT DESIGNATED REFERENCE GROUPS HAD ON THEIR WOR

-

- ¢

. Amount of Perceived Influence .

N Referensg Groub - R > 3 . 4
o T . None Little Some  Much Very much NA
’ R U O IR O (%)\\" (%) /Qh

3

‘Colleagues in own Bepartment. 1.7 4.1 12.4 T 33,9 37.2 10.7

University Co]Ieaguif o 1.3 357 2%13 80 M9 25
Colleagues in Government, 2.517.4 19.0 38.8 18.2 4.1

- Industry and Outside Agencies ~ n o -

 Undergraduate Students . 6.611.6 20.7 '24.0 29.8 6.6 .8

" Graduate Students 26.4 8.3 16.5  23.1 \22;3 " 3.3

Prbfessiona]s\and Aéencies ‘ 28.9 19.8 13.2 14.9 17.4 . 5.8
Concemned with People Problems : 1
University Administratioh. < 8.316.5 28.9 25.6 . 18.2 2.5

. Funding Agencies ° 6.6 99 107 223 3.5 14.9
General Public. 4075 33.1. 10,7 6.6 7.4 7 17 :
Colleagues 1n Academic 20.018.2 1.6 22.3  19.8 , 4.1 © 0.6

Discipline

f

| Rows not adding to 100 percent resulted from a small numbeF who did not answer.

/
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For the"social scigpce faculty in Taiwan perceived influence from own
. : {

departmenta] coT]eagues was a1so strong This had moderate support alsol
from undergraduate and graduate .students. But beyond th1s, 1nf1uence from

academ1a had very stropg compet1t10n from a number of reference groups '
/
from outside of academia particularly fund‘rg agenc1es Perceived

»

strong 1nf1uence from the Tast is quite understandab]e for a facu]ty with

.a near un1versa1-des1re expressed to become involved in applied research }i

. ahd the chief deterenthseen as.ag1ack‘of'funds for.being able to_do SO .

Next we turn to how much the faculty on the three campuses thought o
,’h-unive{s1ty should be involved in act1V1ties across'the theory to practice
,cont1nuum (seebTab1e 5 and 6). Also as we do so :hd note that,for all of

-~

| these aqt1v1t1es, bas1ca11y necessary for a un1versity to operate as an .
1nformat1on system, the Ta1wan facu1ty was much more strong]y comm1tted ’
than those on the Columbia Campus He should a1so recall the high influenc
that the Columbia Campus soc1a1,sc1entists,attr1buted to stydents as
referencevgroups in contrast to those outside of academia. This:strongly
‘suggests that they see a public un1versity much more as a teaching facility
than one for extending the&?rontiers of’basic science know]edge and trans-
.1at1ng it 1nto usab1e.pract1ce.‘ The first is basically a traditional |
view ot the appropriate ro]e‘and function of avpub11c university, ‘althqugh
adm1tted1y still regdrded as one of central 1mbortance. E1ements and -

_activities that render a university capable of operating across the theory

l

to practice continuum as an information system is relatively new by com-

" parison.
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- straint, persennel support finance, colleague re1ationship, own skill, and .

Finaiiy, in response to how much they thought 17 organizational éon-

{

ﬂ' professional norm variables operated as barriers to doing~app1ied research,

" a very subs;antiai margin. The seriousness’ with which the faculty on each =

T

only two were mentioned as very -serious
of fhe respondents in either university setting.-- Lack of operational funds
wds regarded by’ the Taiwan facuity as far the most serious “For, the

facuity on the Columbia Campus* "other demands on time" headed- the 1ist by

of the Taiwan and Columbia Campuses viewed these bar:?ers is indicated 1h
figures 2 and 3. From these both the contrast betwee: the two settings and
the seriousness with which they were regarded is apparent _ . -
Aii of this is not to suggest that perceived barriers to doing applied
research is 1ikely to be that simple. Once the money is avaJiabie,iack_of

support.qﬁaff or of computer facilities might come to the fore as they

- might also if the time pressures on the Columbia Campus faculty were to be

removed. What can be said 1s that - these twp barriers are seen by the

faculty as being most salient. ' ¥ .

by as many as 16 percent :




Fave
—
-~

i )
D ) k S

. Percent ) - .
" T, 75 — : , M
- ‘ . < ' : LEGEND
. ' .Ta1wan Campuses
C T gdam]umbia Campus
50 — '
! ) +

~ 25
) :. a
None Little Some -  Much .Very Much
} L " Seriousness of Deterrence ’ :
B T ' ' ' FIGURE 2

" RELATIVE- SERIQUSNESS WITH WHICH THE SOCIAL SCIENCE FAGULTY ON THE. TWO CAMPUSES
INTERESTED IN DOING APPLIED RESEARCH REGARDED SHORTAGE OF OPERATIONAL FUNDS AS
A DETERRENT POR DOING APPLIED RESEARCH - the constraint seen as
most important by the Taiwan university faculty

: Percent
= N 75
50 S 4
25 o
. .
. EEEJIII | | l‘ ‘
: .. o . «
. -n_;y‘-' ‘ —-0‘
None Little Some ' Much Very Much

. Seriousness ovaetqrrence
FIGURE 3 | o ' _

RELATIVE SERIOUSNESS WITH WHICH THE,SOCIAL'SCIENCE FACULTY ON THE TWO CAMPUSES
INTERESTED IN DOING APPLIED RESEARCH REGARDED LACK OF TIME AS A DETERRENT
FOR DOING APPLIED RESEARCH - the constraint seen as
most important by the: Columbia campus faculty N

Rlc | | 22
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‘ Imphications for the Operation of thggyniversity.as an Information System

' 'Perhaps - for® a un1veﬁ§1ty to operate at ‘maximum capacity as an, 1nstrument
J o for putting to use knowledge deve]oped within, the system, communicat1on
'would . . { need to be ddsproportigpately directed to extension aud1ences
But we note that the situat1on was dist1nct1y the reverse on‘both campuses:
This, of course is not to deny the need for communication within academ1a
as a means of 1nformat1on exchange and even status ach1evement a]] require-

. {_ N / (W}
ments for gi eatcr productivity at this 1eve1 To be sure th1s is necessary

,‘for the system to maintain an ever enngghed basic science body of knowledge
3 ,upon which to draw for the more practital.concerns of society. If<th1s

1 ‘does'not‘continua11y_happen the system eventually will run out of something
} new to abp]y. %ut[a]] th1ngs’COns1dered, EOmparat1ve1y more eommunication
to' extension aud1ences than to academics is probably needed to make the
system work we11’from'a public service point of view. ‘

In regard to the Columbia Camgys VS. Ta1wan Campuses it seems ‘a b1t )
paradoxical that extension communication by a social science facu]ty in 8
universities quite removed from a 1and grant un1versity philosophy and - ‘
tradition would communicate re]ative]y more to extension audiences tﬁaﬁ“*n ”
a university founded.upon a philosophy of service to society and a-know]edge
base presumably dedicated to public need. |

One exb]anation might be that the social science faculty on the Columbia
Campus be1ng greatly influenced by academ1c traditions are indeed Taggards
(Rogers and Shoemaker, 1968, pp. 185 ). in adopting concepts and ideas that -
would make the system work as an information system in contrast to tne more
traditiona1 teaching of on=campus students. This indeed might be the case.

Academia is hardly noted for its 1nnovat}veness or for its ability to reward

. deviants (innovators) from the hard academic Tine (Havelock,-1971, pp. 3-14).

23
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‘activity continhhm_WEre more favored .than those tending to the "use" end

‘scientists rate writing for professionals in comparison to other extension

U " 15

. Yy _
Why should the Taiwan Campuses faculty be more innovativé in assuming

sérvice roles more in line with the }and ghant university position? Theo“

1

authors suggest that the answer‘might at least partially reside in béﬁng a | S

part of a society dedicated to natioﬂg]-plans and planning with an’expec-

‘tagion that public agencies including universities andlfhéif faculty will //'_
" contribute to the achievement of national goals and objectives. Although

" -academic endeavors tending to.the theory end of the theory to practice

(see‘Figuré 4) the Taiwan social science faculty were much more committed

- (4 . : . - ]
than, the Columbia Campus_faculty to high university 1nv6]vement and.all
act1v1t1%s having to do with translating 1nfqrmatiop into usab]é'practice

and getting it disseminated to potentid] user clienteles. More of the Taiwan

social science faculty Qere interested in doing applied reséarch. They were

~1ikewise more influenced by reference gr0ups‘outside of academia, the }ast

being generally negative to bécoming involved in applied concerns, particularly
those involving oral rather than written communication. -
If we move a 1ittle closer to the theor& end of‘tﬁé_continuum, namely, -

communicating with professionals rather than to the public, we see that

" this is more acceptable, particularly if communication is via publication *

rather than face-to-face or in group meetings. Writing for professionals .

would seem to be reasonably dcceptable to academia as we have already

~ noted and as suggested in Figure 4 by the way the Columbia- Campus socia]

related activities. Although no cause and effect relationship can right-
fully be attributed,~the social science faculty on the Taiwan Campuses )

reported more influence from cutside (of académia) reference.groups on

oim work. * Which comes first, deference to outside reference groups or

communication that eltcits rgﬁards from such groups cannot be estab]1shed

24
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. - B I - Columbia Campus -
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« R B r ’ ) Fo. ¢ - . . : !
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7 .

- 60 N
40
~ 20
_ Theory ‘to Pracfice ‘Activities ,
, 1. Do basic research 4 ﬁrepare'pub11cat10n§’for

outsiders (professionals)’
2. Do applied research N
, 5. Test innovations for .local
Teach students outside = . adaptability -
own discipline. : ‘

W

6. Work with off-campus people
~ to improve 1living conditions

N

FIGURE *4

& .- 5 " g ’ '
PERCENT OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCE FACULTY ON THE TAIWAN AND COLUMBIA CAMPUSES
WHO THOUGHT THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD BE. INVOLVED MUCH OR VERY MUCH ’

IN DESIGNATED- THEORY TO PRACTICE ACTIVITIES .
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from this study But it is Tikely that the gxistence,of outside refeFEﬁEez

'greup infiuences is a necessary condition fbr obtaining high extension
Q-

communication. There is some evidence to nggest (Hoffsommer and Dobey, 1961)

. the potentiai for sbch reference group formation may exist well before S l :

1t materializes and that,the emergence of suoh influence might we11 be )
v U .
speeded up by appropriate action Perhaps the ear]y practice of requiring

. ’
the faculty of land grantyuniversities to Spend somie time-in the field

(with the pub]ic) each year might help, an idea still in vogue in the .

Peoples’ Repubiic of China
Q‘ : ‘ ) . ) ) . . s
As we move back stil1l. further on the;theory to practice continuum -- to

doing appiied research or even adaptive testing -- many of the faculty
appear to be'wiliing to be personaliyainvolved.but'relativeiy few'on the
Columbia Campus think that a uniVersity shouldibe muchtor very:much invoived
in such activities One reason previous1y suggested was that the socia1~\
science faculty on the Columbia Campus stil1 see:the university primariiy as
a teaching institution quite aside from their own personal willingness-to
become somewhat involved in the éppiied research actiéity. B

Chtef constraints for those who are so'invoivéd.df woyld be'wiliing to

: : . _ S '
become ‘{nvolved, as seen on the Columbia Campus, are time demands from

4 ~ » B} .
other things that the faculty are expected to do. O the Taiwan Campuses

1ack of financial resources is seen as the chief barrier. Amoelerative
action that might be taken in both cases wou]d seem to be Quite clear.:
Why the facuity on the Co]umbia Campus share more universai]y in

extension than academica communication in contrast to those on the Taiwan

Campuses 1s difficult to say. But with institutionaiized communication

outlets and requests from the extension services' for information help ip

r

the form of conferencéd or short courses frequent, opportuynity for extension

e
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'cOmmuntcattonﬁyould ihdéed be very{high on the Columbia C mpu;; perhaps
‘evéﬁ diff1du1t to escape. Also, the acad;m1a re&u1rement:i:mposed
throqgh'c;fefully\referéed‘syStem.of manﬁscript réview and re]at1vq¢7ack

of oral channéls fnvo]ving only participation'1n a conference Br short

' coursp would make Q}tens1on commun1cat1on eas1er A]] of this may well N

gounter act the greater 1ncentive to produce for‘bcadem1a ‘
In cqgc]usion it 1s aﬁparent that univers1t1es 1n both set%%hgs have
a capab111ty and a 1atent w1llingness to work»across the theory to practice
continuum and that many in fact do so de5p1te conditions which
tend‘to make commun1cat1on at the h1gher 1eve]s of abstraction more attrac-
‘tive. Yet, more 1ncent1ves\and removal of organizationa] constraints afe

. needed to encourage more applied research and extension activity as a

e
supplier of specialty information to the consuming public. .
! )
k- -~ .
E -
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- e FOOTNOTES ™ | S
,\.: N % . 3 - . » o - v b

1. " This model assumes  that most\new information and innovations suited to
- "~ - use of adopter clienteles is jltimately derived from basic science
' = knowledge: through theory to pfactice transformation process. This
. -requires basic science research, applied research, innovation (sometimes
v referred to as development) testing of innovations for local adaptability,
and finally re-specifying them.in a manner usable for adopters in their
- own social systems. 5 ) v ~
In order to do this, three functionsgmust be performed, namely, innovation
(research and development), dissemination (getting the new information. and
. innovations disseminated to user clienteles, Havelock, 1971, Chapter 3; s
“Coughenour, 1967), .and finally integration which require treating the new
information or technology into Iocai*USer social systems. These.functions .
are noted across .the top of Figure 1 and the activities from theory to = ’
S "~ practice vertically on the left hand side of the model. The first two
- functions tend to become institutionalized activities of specialized social
systems as in land grant universities (Havelock, Kellogg, and Knapp, 1966)
or in industry while performance of the last -- jntegration -- remains
basically a problem that the user has to solve in his local social subsystem.

.

2. The estimated man-days required to complete a journal artic}e;_re§earch‘
- 1included,were 120 by the faculty on the Columbia Campus andl20 man-days
by those on’the Taiwan Campuses.

>




. 'REFERENCES' .

Clark, K. E.
1957  America's Psychologists: A Survey of a Growing Profession.
Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Association, Chapter 3.

Coughenour, C. Milton ,
, 1967 "Some General Problems in Diffusion from the Perspective of the '
. Theory of Social Action," Diffusion Research Needs, Columbia,
Missouri: Missouri Agricultural Experiment Station, North Central
Regional Subcommittee for the Study of Diffusion of Farm Pr ctices,
North Central Regional Research Bulletin 186, pp. 5-21.

Dennis, W. ' '
1954  "The Bibliographies of Eminant Scientists," Scientific Monthly 79,
pp. 180-183. '

. : ( , ' 2
Havelock, Ronald G. :

1971 Planning for Innovation thraygh Dissemination and Utilization of
¥nowledge. Ann Arbar, Michigan: Institute for Social Research, .
final report to the United States Department of Health, Education,

. and Welfare. - | -

Hobbs, Daryl and C. Edwin Vaughan :
1975 "The Sociologist in Extension as Applied Social Scientist,"
Columbia, Missouri:~ Department of General and Rural Sociology, :
_ University of Missouri, April, (mimeographed).- '

Hoffsommer, Harold and D. C. Dubey 3
p 1961 A Sociological Study of Panchayati Raj in Rajasthan and Andhra
. Pradesh. Mussoorie, U.P., india: Central Institute of Study and
Research 1an Community Deveiopment, pp. 5-12. .

[y ) /
Kellogg, Charles E..and David C. Knapp .
1966 The College of Agriculture: Science in the Public Service.
New York: MeGraw-HiT1l.

% . .
‘Lionberger, Herbert F. and B. Anji Reddy ‘
1975  “Reference Group Influence on Extension Communication of the Social
Science Faculty in a Midwestern Public University," Missouri
Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Missoyri-Columbia.

. Longwell, John H. o :
1970 * The Centennial Report 1870-1970 of the College of Agriculture.
CoTumbia, Missouri; College of Agriculture, University of Missouri- '

Columbia. : ‘
A

Meltzer, B.: - )
1949 "The Productivity of Social Scientists," American Journal of -

Sociology 55, pp. 25-29.




N

Reddy, B. Anji and Herbert %. Lionberger
19757’ "Adoption of University Concepts by a Midwestern University Commun1ty,“
\Rape; gre?ented at the Midwest Sociological bociety Meetings, Ch1cago,
pri¥ 10-12 :

Reiff, R. . '
1961 "The Competitive World of the Pure Scient1sts," Science Vol. 134
No. 3494, (December): 1957-1962. ' \
Rogers, Everett.M. and Floyd Shoemaker .
1971 Communication of Innovations. New York: The Free Press.

-

Sowers, Chr1stopher >
1962 "The Land Grant Un1versity 'Development Organizat1on 1n Transft1on
The Case of the Cooperative Extension Service," in Directing the
Cooperative Extension Service, selected papers.presented at the -
Seventh National Cooperative Extension Administrative Sem1nu.,
Madison, Wisconsin, (April 30 - May 4).

| | e
FEREY 1
¥ L

30 ‘




