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PREFACE -

.
.

While there have, on occasion, been examples of no:able success 1n :he
publica:ion of products ensuing from educational research and developmen: by'
and large, the pursuit of sound systematic research and developmen: practices
wo not, in and of themselves, assure wide-spread publisher interest®in the
resultant material. Indeed, eventual commercial publication is the exception
rather than the rule. ’ -

a

.
a

Why this should be the case is, of cou:se, subjeéi to broad speculation.
One factor that may contribute to the paucity of R&D prod;c:s ever reaching
commercial publication may be a poor understanding of the nature of developer/-
' bub}isher/consume; relations. Aho:her mayﬂie a poor understanding of pub-
lishers' decision proéesses. It may be that the nature of these rela:ionships
is (too complex and the nature of publisher decision processes so varied across
publishers as :o defy/generaliza:ion. e’ may also be that :he bulk of feder-
ally funded produc: developmen: activity is directed to those high risk, o
innovative efforbs :ﬁa: are the least a::rac:ive to commercial venture., Com-
mercial en:erpriée is, almos: by definition directed to an extant mass ‘market,

v

not to the speculgtive, or potentially shor:-:etm educational venture.
- v e
/ : . -

The “purpose, of this monograph is to report on initial exploration of one

facet of the deéeloper/publisher relationship, the.very first aspect of that
rela:ionshipdﬁ:he publisher solicitation process. This monograph will devefop
a8 brief martix typology for tHe conceptual classification of varipus publisher
solicitation models, or strategies, according to :he'mos: frquentl; cited --

‘. dimens¥ons of presumed relevange to successful,publiéher procuremgnt, and

illugtrate the use of those models i the various publisher solicita:{on activ-

itjes undertaken in a major curriculum development project. After that, the
graph will summarize observa:ions, suggestions, and recommendations
resulting from :hose publisher solicitation efforts. /
. o * . .

James A. Ddnn -
Principal Invegtigagfor and
Senior Project Divector
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A MODEL” FOR TYPES OF PUBLISHER SOLICITATION -
.

The implic.i: hope of all educational ’produc: developers is to see their
produc:i used widely by the audience for which they were designed. To achieve \
:his goal, some form of cost effec:ive publi.ca:ion is usually required. Unfor-

:una:ely, the files of developers are full, of rejection letters from publisiters,
which commonly include such dtatements as: .

" e "If we had only known of your product a year or two ago . . mjl .7

We have jus: signed a contract to publish a product very sii
\ to yours." . .

]
- 1

B ~

<
e "It would take us at least two to :hree years s"tb develop a market-
ing plan, move your product into production, and begin effective !

-

dissemination. By that time . . ." ’

/

e . "The nature of youi‘ product doesn't fit Sur current pig&;c‘ line.f’

e "If only you had coLsul:qd us before you comple:ed the developmen: . .
of your product, we might have been able to . . ."

-
~

? . e "Yout produc: is very a::rac:ivl from a teacher's point of view,
but . .." ‘

e "Your bidding timeline was too short for us to respond,"

- 1
e "We were umsure how much leeway you and/or the government would -
allow us_to take with the product; consequently, we’did not . . " \

] W
»

. If a conten:’ analysis of these and similar types of statements is undertaken,
ore can identify three areas of concerd most|frequentl citeda Fl;ey are 1). the
limited amount of lead time typically available; 2) the degree to which the pro- N
duct can or cannot be modified to mee: speci:.Spublisher requirements; and - .
3) the nature of :he bidding pProcéss. ° ‘ ’

-
- .

N

Given these three areas of major cm:em to publishers, a model for the
description df ;ublisher solicitation activity can be genei:a:ed. The three dimen-
sions of the model are amount of lead time, degree of product engineering, and
the ,x'za:ure of the bidding process. A fourth arda of concern is the size of capital

;nvéstmén: the publisher must make, but.that.can be accomoda:éd, in part,_under .

—
. = .
N ! O/ . .
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considerations of produc: design. The remaindér then is the more mercantile
N .

considera:ion of dagree of invest}:r risk and po:ential profit gain.
s .

v
.

MODEL DIMENSIONS . _ .

Figure 1 illustrates the three dimensions of .the model. The dimensions
. may be considered as nominal or, at best, ordinal scales and may bé subjec:
to semantic dis:ortion at times.

~ )
. .

. ‘ Figure 1
‘ PRODUCT DESIGN
a ‘\ - . s ¢
. N\ Publishers and conSumers Coa
. SNt consulted in product design ' .
. N .
. Pl .
a b “ BIDDING PROCESS °
‘ Adequate time and infor- -
LEAD TIME “}.. , mation for a publisher.to
. Ample lead time to permit , become konowledgeable about -
publisher scheduling, plan= . the product and to prepaye
. ning, production, promotion, a realistic matket analysis
. and marketing . prior tg bidding

. . o .
. Lead-Timef The’ general implica:ion is that the longer the lead time °the
better., Major texthook publishers® Erequen:].y point out that 23 states have s:a-:e-v

<+ wide adpption programs that average six years in length, Consequently, the pro-
curement, activities of the plblishers most active in those states focus on those
products \they hopa to introduce three {o four to’ give years hence. Of:en the
. products :hey begin promo:ing have not even en:ared production and in many cases
may not even have been fully specified. Thus, from a large publfsher s point of

- view, marke:ing specifies its needs for produc:s over a fairly long :ime span.
The ac:ual procuremén: and production of those products, however, may be one to

. *two years subsequen: to target identification but reliability of production of

., those products i$ essential. : Consaqu&ntly, much major :extbook series devalop-
ment is under the comtrol of the publisher itself, ei:her ,as an inhouse ac:ivi:}
or through a tighgly controlled system of suppliers. Wich publishers such as -,

X
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these, the 'R&D produc: developer may be whipsawed be

.

a

en-long-range and often
internal publisher acquisition policies and school :rends, and the "innovative"
programs that governmental agenc‘ies‘:ypically sponsor.

. - S .

The 12553 time issue is further confounded in that the provision of, long
Yead time is ancithetical to ‘ex:emql author submission of manuscripts for review.
In the' é:ase of externally developed products, publishers like to see the “
entire produc::: s0 rhe; can submit ‘the materials to detailed analysis.and, review.
There is an ifiverse relationship between the amount of lesd time :ha: can be pro-
vided however, and the number of produc:s that can be submitted for review.

'S

ﬂli«:)\ most publishers :his problem is resolved by the .simple fact that with
most: elaborate, ;:Omplex, or large-scale products such as :ex:book series,” compre-
hensive instrugqtional programs, etc. (whicl} by definition in‘volve the greatest '

control over the product configuration), lead time is a function of corpora:e.

Pplanning and development and of the long-range commitment of corporate resources.

Products accepted from external sources end :o be much. sforter, less risky,

developmen:.' In the latter case the original developers often serve as consul-
tants, technical editors, or series edi:ors for the balance of :he m:erials to
be developed by the ‘jpublisher.

. * -
3

¢

Thus, :hereinay‘he an inverse rela:ionship (or nore likely an irrver:ed
U-rela:ionship) between the size of an ex:ernally developed product and the like-

\
1ihood of commercial publication of that product. i , ! .

Product Design. I!is generalli held that a/well-designed product, engi-
neered with an eye toward classroom acceptability and economic market viabili:y,
is de3irable. How thfs is bde: achieved is Bnother question. . .

. e ¢
- <4
’ . . - . .
.

Publishers are cutspoken regarding the need for developers to work closely
Vith publishers so that "realistic cons:rain:s" ‘from production, marketing, and
cgs: paints of view .can be applied :o the ma:er$als. This makes great sense, in
theory. Sufficient variance in' publisher practice, however, raises some ques:ion .
regarding :he degree to which .early consul:a:ion assures publication. If apything

ve

* and are either stand-alone items or.prototypes for addi:ional subsequent in:emal B

1
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+ sSeems to charac:erize the puhlishing industry, it is the wide variance in assump-fi

. production, marKeting, and distribution procedures.

.the most unus

. e ‘e

e

vy -~
°

e

tions regarding marke:ing and production held by various kinds of publishers.

L4 , /.

Different puﬁiishing houses concentrate on different markets, and produce o

products accordingly. They then find it difficult to compete in o:her producg/ 7/

v

market. areas. One publisher, for example, may specialize in high-cost, noncon-
sumable clasgsroom resource or reference kir;. Another publisher may congen:ra:e‘
on low-cost, high-volume consumable paper products. A third:publisher may decide
dha: with the wide availability of copy machines, the prodﬁc:ion of Eovbcos: UQ;
s:uden: consumable enrichment materials is no longer a viable option aqd eleét
ingtead to concen:ra:e on teach&r instructional 3uides and reproduc:ion mas:ers
Ang so it goes. S )

- . -

» -

Regardle:j of a publisher's market appraisal, it is clear that, except
1l circumstances, for a produc% to be picked up by a publisher,
it must fit the publisher}s product line--that is, ig must be engineered to
specific market :he publisher is trying to address and :o the publishe; s no

Bidding Procegs. Materials may be made available to publishers on |
variegy of bases, ranging. from a glind competitive bid system based on public’

‘announcemen:,_as with the Publighers Alert Service through negotiated or brokered

placement, to the use of paid author's agents, or even to the use of the s&ksidized,

hd ~

The method Qg‘produc: brokerage, or sustained advncacy, may be a mare impor- .

or vanity, press.

}an:‘one than has generally been assumed :o"dat;e.f The great variability among

putrlishers, the tyPically long decision times involved, and puﬁlishers reluc:ance
to publien products frum external sources without a thorough review and analysis
of the comple:ed produdt, all suggest that theé importance of product brokering

has been seriously underéstimated in governmental and educational R&D circles.

] ~
.
« -

OIn literary sircles the gﬁe of author's agents is a .practice of long. stand-

ing; and a racent issue of the Chronicle Jf Higher Education reports on the rapid

grow:h in subsidized publishing in the last decade. While it would be premature
to suggest paid placeg;n: agen:s for educational products, or even subsidized

Vs -, \

-~
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.publication (although there are récent examples), it may be necessary to develop

a sustained advocacy éys:em for federally funded "high risk" educational products

if one wants to magnify the likglihood of their being picked up by commercial

publishers. ‘Indeed, it is likely that the larger or more ;isky the product, the

1ongef :he‘period of advocacy required. Even if one questions the appropriateness
. of vigorous direct advocacy, some'éﬁs:ainéé personal commitment to the product

would be.necessary in order to maintain simble publisher accessability to the |

produC§ and to respoﬁd to inquiries that in:eres:éd publisgers might eGen:ually

have. .. . . z

*
The solicitation of p;blisher interest and the nurtorance of that interest

-

to ‘the point of a:firm oifer to publish may involve a number of steps, ranging
from an invitation to bid; the provision of speci}ié information regarding the
nature of the product, its history, oriéin, éevelopmen:, rationale; the préf-
fering of special services such as technical consultation; continued availability
of the developmental staff for second ed;&ion revisions;;:he development of spe-
_ cial descriptive materials; the promotion of the professional visibility of the
materials through continued exposure of the product at national conferences and
conventions; to some assurance of the continued accessability of &e§ stafi for

subsequent publisher activity, ipservice training, and the like.

. .

Thesé,g:hen,'are a few considerations regaxding each of the three model
L)

dimensioms. N

THE MODEL !

If a schematic is developed with values for eacg dimension, as in Figure 2,
. publisher prospects can be considered for each cell‘and solicitation strategies
generated accordingly. £
€e}l 1 in the schema:ic'represen:; that set of conditions where thepublisher
is asked to bid competitively on a product not yet fully developed and designed *
without any opportunity for publisher input. Wh};e such publication arrangements
. do occur,’ they are quite raré. They afe most cdmmdnly -associated with the publi-

cation of personal memoirs or record§ of notable personages and/or heads of state.

& . . - 4 5 o ‘ . .
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The publica:ion of\materials under the condi:ions of Cell 2 occurs more
frequen:ly than under Cell, 1 but is by no means common.. Under this set of condi-
:ions the publisher can exercise some con:rol :hrough direct consultation with
the author during the developnen: period. Here tgo, :he types of materials
gypically published under these condi:ions are in the literary areas. -

v
-—

~

The condi:ion; for Cell 3 are those under- which much educational research
and development has opera:ed. Generally in the past, developers developed pro-
, ducts completely and then submi::ed them for competitive blind bid via the Publisher
Aler: Service. This system has n?: proven a very effective means for procuring
publishers for R&D products, however. Whether this was because the system was
o "poorly :uned to the reglities of the publication market place, or the products
were of inferior quality, or some other set of circumstances is unknowa. In light
og :he various comments offered by publishers with regard to the impor:ance of
lead time, :he opportunity to influence the produc:, and the need to interact
in order to dev@lop a responsive bid, one can only assume that while the Publishers
Alert Service was a useful mechanism for alerting publishers to the avgilabiii:y
of produc:s, it was not an efgec:ive me;ns for promoying product publﬁsa:ion.'

A

. The early history of the Comprehensive Career Education Model (CCEM) effor:iﬁ
provides one example of publisher ptocurement efforts of the :ype subsumed under
Cell 4. In the development of.its School-Based Caree; Education Moﬁel, the '

q@encer for Voca:ional Education (CVE) gought early consultatidn with a pubiisher

N

i

S N .

- . regarging product deslgn-—a relatiyely large ci:sgz educaticn publisher held a
subcontract with CVE for the review dnd critique of CVE-developed material. CVE .
:hen-proceded to develop products and eventually solicited blind competitive bids

5

' for those products.

(~~<.~ SR \. C
The procurement was not 'sugcessful, however. Consequéntly, the process of
subsequen:\materials development was materially éhanged':o approxiﬁate the con- '
itions of Cell 2. Immediate consnltation was undertaken wi:h puklishers for
Zhe purpose of redesigning the products so as to have' maximal applicablility te
in:eres:ed publishers and to initiate contact wi:h publishers whoqhigh: even-
tuaily be interested in bidding competitively on ghe redeveloped produc:s. .
During this early period, no finished products were available for dis:ribu:ion v

to’publishers. As the project progressed,‘ however, AIR gradually moved from the

ERI
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.conditions of Cedl 2 o Cell b-toﬂéell é, conditions under which. products are
developed in consultation with publishers, are complete when qffered, and whara
interaction and asais:ance is offered to any publisher who requests it :o Jssis:
them iq the prepdrneton oﬂ a bid beliéved to be in the best in:eres:s of the ° °

. >

product and the government. - ’

- ~
. >
) - .
¢

~

3 « v _
. In conclusion, in Figure 2 produc: angineering {'s described only in terms

"of degrae of publisher consaltation inasmuch +as :he initial impecus for this h

analysis derives from experiencte with publishers and :hetr typical remark that
. they vere not consulred early enoygh. In poin: of fac:, :he concept of product

edgineering imglies rhe configuraridn ‘of a product on rhe basisvof inputs from ‘.
voa varié@y of sources, including users (reachers) nonsumsrs (pupils), purchasers

(various nonclassroom school dis:ric: personnel), and ' erts" (profe;sioual

.

leadars) Furrher, data con:ribu:ing to. produc: engineering include not only v

consulth:ion, per se, buc empirical data regarding sucb concerns as producr

- k)

affuctiveness and production costs. ° S : <, et
»./ « O

. B
' . ¢ Y .

» ’

- ’Inasmuch as the purpose of this monograph i8 o explore var‘ous aspec:s of
publisher solici:a:idn rather tlian product design, and inasnuch ag a grea:'deal '
has been written regarding sys:ema:ic educa:ibnal Qroduc: design and development,
the dascrip:ion of _the mgdel for, simplici:y of presentation, reflects only a °*
"consultatfon with puplishers."'"Rarhcr
than the cells in :he bottoh layar of the model‘(rhe dagree of product' engineering),

primitiva notion of producc design, i. a-’

of gnearer d:geres: to thi monograph‘ara :he cells to ﬁhe righ:/pf the midline,

i.e., rhe right slice, el. These are the various co&f/gura:ions of -

ry
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NEGOTIATED PUBLISHER SOLICITATION: ‘ -

. - \__\mz BROKERED PRODUCT J ' “
-~ ' > . . o

As the condi:ions surrounding the search for a products publisher approach
the condi:ions of&he “ight slige pf- :he nodel, publisher solici:a:ion becomes
more!andfmo‘re a nego:ia:ed solicitation. As such, the developer begins :o serve
as :he- product 8 brok
for all-but the mo .excep:ional authors in most areas of professional writing.

N > o .
- v

The brok\iek 'process* however requires not only intimate knowledge of the .
product but also of che publisher with whom one is trying :o broker. The process
of brokerage is the process of fitting together :he needs of two differen: parties g .
so that an effective union can be realized.

as well as the product's developer——a role quite common

.

.

To do* :his, the product developer

° » '
must have a zuch grea:er awareness of the complexi:ies of the publishing business,
‘d better understanding of the major dimensions along which publishers vary, and

hw the publishing world is organized. R . oo

s ..
- B
-~ coe .

DIMERSIONS OF PUBLISHER VARIATION . ) ‘

Publishers may be consi}d'erad according to Aa number of c’haraeeerizing dimen-.

sions. At leas_t eight different characteristics seem to be a minimal number to

_ consider in attempting to understand the poren:ia]; relationship of a product

developer. with ’a"ipéssible p‘ubiisher.

. .
s . e ¢

Yolume. 'l'he most obvious dinension, and the one used most frequently, is

company size, i. e., volume of sales. Based on wolume of sales, approxima:ely two

. dozen publishers domina:e the vast majori:y of educa:ional materials.

ERIC
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- Produc: Me. Closely related to sales volume is prbduc: type. Publishers
produce agg%xg.ety of types of products. Some by their very natyre involve a much

larger volume of sales than others.” Publishers tend to specialize in specific

types of produc:s. Examples of produc: types and puhlisgers often a,ssocia:ed with o -
such produc: types’ are presented in the following list: : T
bl A 4
< ¢ ! ‘ -9- ! . ’ -
., 13 : o
R .. ’ .
s * ‘




. Product L Publisher/Product
g,_——-/

Textbooks . Scott Foresman

Student consumable materials Behavioral Research Labs
Classroom'rlesource' kits | ° Science;Research Associates
Instructional support materials American Guidance Servige
Subsoription material ’ My Weekly Reader (Ginn-Xerox)
Professioﬁa} books McCutchan Press
Newsletters ' Changing Times
Magazines and jourmals Learning Today
Pres:ige. A ¢hird dimension of publisher variation is degree of prestige
= ‘agsociated with the company name. This is often égsc;cia:ed with size. Major
publiéhers invest heavily; in corporate image buildi;g and make every effort to
.cul:ivz;:e a strong positive image. Image is not necessarily,a function of size,
- however. ‘ §ome 1elser§32;{}§na f:ompanies'may' still mai:n:ain positions of prestige
* within their specificmt‘:ketlareas. Alfred Knopf, for emple,‘is.‘ girelati\rely,
small publisher;bu: i; generally considered to bé a prestige house. .Similarly,
Olympus Press, whi /publishes nothing but career education materials, has a
very respectable reputation .wi:hi'n' the area of career feducation.

i .

* .
Origin. The prestige ofgb‘ company fhy ofsen be related to the orz'ig'in» of
the company. '?ublishing' comp;;kht‘s may derive from ‘a vai‘ieg‘y of antecedent back- -

grounds. In some instances, concerted efforts are made ':o"c‘api:alize on the
° . prestige of the antecedent, or parent, ‘organtzation., Some compa;xieg are mjor 7
independent publishers. These are the olde?,‘ mote solidly es:ébl.isheﬁi organi-'
zations. In many instances they may have been sub“jec:e>d to corporate takeovers
butzin spite of their affiliation with a-larger industrial éim:, they maintain
their own corporate iy:egr{:y and visibilicy. Cha}lgs E. M‘erriLI’Publishing
. Company, for example, is a component vf Bell and Howell, and ‘SRA is a subsidiary

of IBM. . -~ !

.
. - M
t

-
. . R

. ) ‘ ) J
/‘\O:her publishers are spin-offs of major independent publishers. Typically,
these organizations maintain an identity affiliatisn'wi‘gh their parenfl organiza-

tion. For exampl®, Prentice~Hall Ledrning Systems is a very small orgamization, ° )

’ ; - B - ' L »
involving only a small number of empipyeeq. It is a-epin-off of a major pubﬂ'st}-
ing house and carefully maintains its obvious membership in the Prentice~Hall f‘an;ily.

4 ‘. ) e o ¥
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. A :hird type of publishing company is a spin-off of a major industrial
concern. 1In this instance, as in the preceding, the new publishing house is
apt'to be relatively small and inexperienced,eye: it derives from an industrial
gian: and derives pres:ige from a clear affilia:ion with its parent sponsor.
Examples of such publishers are Westinghouse Learning Press and Xerox Learning

Systems. L :

»
-& fourth type of educdtion materials pub%hex’ is a spin-off of nonschool-
reZated pubZishing activities. These are often instructional materials publisher;
‘that spin off from magazine or news service publication effor:s. \Changing Time’
Educa:ional Service ‘and Capitol Publications Books Division are examples of this

type of publisher. .

¥

. - A T 7 )
\\ Small publishers deriving from prestige companies often tend to be associated

7 with :hé major market sector regardless of :heir sales volume. Thus, Westinghouse

Leaming Press or Prentice-Hall Learning Sys:ems can easily be considered major
publishers even though their portion of the publica:ion market might actually be
quite small, while spme publishers with a much larger volume of business but not
the prestige or visibility associated with the major pub-lishex‘ or major indus:ry

spin—off.are considered thin-market publishers.

’ . v . N
. s B .

Obvidusly, the prestige of the company in part derives from its origin, and
,companies often at,:eljnp: to maximize the prestige of their corporate image by
either emphasizing or disguising their early origins. ;

-

- f ‘ .

Y

v Product Image. Also associated with prestige or publisher image is the degree

to which the publisher a:temp:s to’ manage product impression. Such impression i\
the

Y

directly related to t:he amoun: of money available for front~end investment and
t:ype of product being produced Otzvipusly, companies having large sales volumes or
producing produc:s tha: yield higjer mrgins of profi:, and companics with major

‘v prestige investments to maintain will and can inves: conside‘rlgly more in the
physical ;ppearance of the product than some of :heir competitors. 'rhis dimension
18 often referred to as "product quality,” but in actuality it is the quality of
the image of :he pr‘bduc: rather than the ins:ruc:ional efficacy of the product.

" A tore appropriate ternm would be "image control" rather than "quality control."

o . Slick products graphially illustrated and'with attractive packaging are well

R o - . .
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/
known in educational circles. This :fpe of product, as suggested, is often/
associated with "major" publishers. There is, however, very frequently, as
Komoski has pointed out, a large number pf products :har are attractiyely pack-
' aged but of shaliow substance. Unfortune:ely, Ehe opposite is often true for
products developed under federal{z/sponsored research and deveiopmen: programs.
, .. Eypically, products- developed systematically through R&D activities may be ) .
more substantial as instructional materials :hén their physiognomy warran;é.
Often thin-market publishers aye forced to publish with minimal front-end invest-

ment in_:ypese::ing,_paper, artwork, multicolor presentatiom, or packaging.

~ N

- B N g . k .
Speed of Decision Making. These five dimensions are perhaps the, mosc commonly

- \ considered dimensions of: publisher capability. A sixth and perhaps equally impor-
t publisher characteristic fr;m a developer’ 8 point Of view has do do with the
— pabldgher’s speed of decision making, i.e., the swiftness with which decisioms can

' . be made aﬁg production under:aken. Speed in the decision to move in new directions,
speed in, tha decision to cbmmi: to the publication of a new product, and speed in

the impleqen:a:ioﬁ of product production are important concerns from a federal R&D

point of view. Speed in these aisas seﬁg:;ﬁf:ff:jifpnctinn of centralized author- -
ity within the organization and :he acce 11ty of that au:hori:y to the developer.
The accessibili:y and cen:ralgzation of au:hority in a publisher seem to be
inversely’rela:ed to size of the company. Hawever, this does no ays hold true;
* in the case of cou:panies that arg spin-offs of other larger pareﬁganizationsr
‘4/ the spin-off ° company may be qui:e small iu terms of the number of individuals
involved in :he ,operation of the company, bu: wajor dgcision making may be deferred

s " to tha Board.of Direc:ors who are printipals in the parent organiza:ion. " Thus,
there is cen:ralized authority for operation but aoty for decision making .
R . , ~ .
1 ) - - LS
. Locus of Production. 4 seventh dimension related to centralization of author-

ity and corpora:e size is locus of production. Those‘organizdtions that are not
committed to :he utilization of in:ernal :ypese::ing, production prin:ing, etc.,
can often respond faster. This is typically a charac:eristic of smaller coppanies.

Ic is only :ué larger companies, or spin-offs from larger companLes, that are

committed to using :he resources of :he “larger corpora:e%family.

Marketin \S: le. Finally, the eight dimension that might be considered charac-
teristic 7f publishers is marketing style. Publ hers J%ty widely in :he‘degree to ,

h -«
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which they,maintain, chei*r‘ pwn sales force, sell via sales representatives, or
3
sell via the %ils. Di}:ec: med.l sales, of course, ®re the most economical way
to market materials, but a” direc: sales force provides aggressive promotion of

~

the product. 4 . . R
3 . hS
- . In considering the selec:}on of a publisher, :hen, differen: publishers

offer different ccmbina:ions of a::nibu:e&, some of which may be to the advan- .
tage of the government, some of whi_Ch may be to the disadvantage of the govern-

N ‘men:. The product developer kno::s;.:he kind of impact the government would like
to make w'i:h the R&D product; the task is :e_choose -a course of action in publisher
,8olicitation that will tend to maximize Eh? likelihood o{ procuring a publisher /:

of the -appropriate type. This, of course, implies an open and explicit partmer- ¢

-\ . ship between the product deVeloper and tHe product sponsor. The project monitor -
. must be able.to reflect adequately the wishes of his or her sponsoring agency C . ’
‘f "and join wi:h the project developer in :he deci’sion naking necessary to gelect
/ the type of puMlisher with which to "broker™ "place" the product. - /
PUBLISHER CLASSIFICAT&ONS . ' / -

. . ¥
In the late 1960s, shbrtly af:er ‘0E publication g’uideiines were revised to .
permit product developers to copyrigh: and publish ingtructional materials devel-
- oped under federal support, the prevalent notign of :he publishing process was
one in which the developer would simply make the products available to publishers
on an equitable basis, i. e., Cedl 1. This view of educational publish;ng was ,
esgentially undifferen:ia:ed It was assumed publishers would b:i.d, pick up the
products, and move tlem into the commercial market. The early efforts at :he.
¢public dissemini:ien of federally funded R&D products, however, was not altogether
’ promising.tr This resulted in an increasing ywareness on the part of educational-.-
R&D wo,rkers' of the distinction between "mafor" publishing groups and so-called R
"“thin-market" publishers. ) ’

—

2

. s
¢ . -

Major and Th:Ln-Marke: Publishers. Major publishers were comcerned .with sales . '
in r.he hundreds of thousands. 'rhin-marke: publishers were concermed with sales in

the thousands or tens of thousands. Thi8 was a convenient differentiation and
- allowed developers to look beyond the 30 or 40 "name" publishing houses to the -
se&veral hindred ancillary publishers that also had national scope but not volume * ,

of business.- . . .
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R It was %a: long, however, before major publishers were differen:ié.:ed into ’ )
textbook publwhers, such as Scott Foresman and McGraw-H11l, and resource oY. . " “

reference kit publvshers, such as SRA. : , : ,

’ N Thin-market publishers were still seen simply aspsmaller versions of these A ‘h '
J types, i.e., companies somewhat smaller in total volume of sales but which never-—
- theless produced either textbook or resource materials. . ) '

s o

. s [} . 3 ’
A second dategory was often considered to he a component 9f the thin-market ‘
' publisher——the :echnical, or tradsbooks section. College textBooks and professional

books certainly did not hdve the-sales volume of elementary and high school text-

L. . Booke. Whereas :echnical books were frequently carried as a service item by major .
* , pul":lishhfs, they were often the basic s:ocl_c-in-r,rade of smaller publishers.
* . Fearon and Wiley & Sons are examples.’ . v

A .
In r.he 1960s a néw type of ''name" publisher began to emerge—-typically sub- |
. sidiaties of major corporations making,an ini:ial entry into ducational “publish-
ing. They might be consiaered :hin-marke: publishers in terms of their experience .

i
7 Wu: major publishers in tems of their relatiounship with parent corpo- \

. rations. Xerox -Le!f.tning Systems is a good cage .in point, an educational products . "
.- epin-off of the Xerox Corporation. wee:inghouse I.elrning Press, a subsidiary of . -

westinghouse Leaming Corporation, which was i:self a new company formed in l9§7
. asa subridiary of wes:inghouge Broadcasting Corporation, is ano:her example.

1. .
\
Whe:her Wes:inghouse Learning Bress is z{major, publisher and Mcl(nigh: Publish;- -
‘ ts, ) Lpg Company (a tradebook publisher) a thin-market publisher is a moot poin: The \
- AR Y

boundaries betwee publishers in terms of their mrke:s, in:e?e\s:s, or origin are '
extremely diffuse at best.® The field is marked by ex:reme he:erogenei:y/ Pten:ice—
. Hall Learning Sys:ams, for example, is an extremely small compa,ny (some. five or,
persons), operating as a specialized subsidiary of one of "the twenty or so -
Prentice-Hail publishing companies,»eachoof which is relatively independen: in
acquisitions and urkesing.,‘ : , ..

i

Thin-market publishers mi might be_ classified as- smaller "general publishers"
such as HcKn:tgh:, ‘Creative Publica:ione, Guidance, Associa:es, or TimeShare,
"gpectalized .publ“ishere“ such aa Olympus; newsletter publishers’ such

3
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as Changing Times or Capi:ol Publications,,or "distributor-publishers," i.e.,
instrudtional materials dls:ribu:ing companies that act as manufac:urers'
representatives for a variety of products bu: that have found it more profitable

to gfgin publishing their own line of materials, such as Melton Book Company.

d .

* . .

. Miérogublisher - ,There is‘\another extremely large segment of publishers that

» LS
have neither national reputation nor major, or even modest, "thin-magket” volume.

Many, however, are publishers #f some substance and have some market penetration in
their respective areas. They might be termed micropublishers. This is a group

of very small publishers, numberiqg around several- thousand. They are smalI’h
orﬁaniza:ions typically consisting of on%y a few employees. They repregent the
en:i@preneurs who are entering the publishing business. Many started 4n the
1950s -and 1960s in much the same way that Alfred Knopf started

borrowed money after World War'I. Olympus Press is one such publisher that has

Press on

gained a golid reputation in the field of career educa:ioﬂ and is now considerad .
a significan: thin=market publisher in that area but is quite unknown in almost
any qther circle. Career Research Associates, Impact Publishers, California
Learning Simulations, Bduculture, Instructional Media, Inmc., Learning @cepts,
Inc., Education Achievement Corporation, and Accelerated Development, Inc., are

a few other examples.

Micropublishers may be ven:urf capitalists who felt the instructional mate-
rials field was a p?:en:ially 1ufrative one—inscruccional ma:eriali Jobbers who
found a larger pargin of profit in selling their own products, printers who
expandedéthiir elds of operation, or experienced bookmen who tired of working -

for a "large Mbuse” and wanted to do their own thimg. - ,

The micropublisher field is a difficult®onme to comtact, however, inasmuch
as the individual publishers have nei:her national visibility nor, as is often
:he case, affiliation with organized publication groups such as the Nationgl
Aasociation of Textbook Publishers. ﬁicropublishers are often under-capi:alized
and OVer-extonded and conduct much of their marketing through either direct mail

. .
or nanufac:urers' representatives. . . /

Micropublishers do offer certain advantages,'however. They are, almost by
definition, the high-risk pakers in educational publishing. They deriwe their _
. \ Lo -

’ ‘; .
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* éomﬁeciciveaedgg by being able to move ;ﬂ;o an area faster than the larger

’ﬁublishersé‘and bécausé they of:en have & more targeted audience with which they
deal and which they typically know be::er in some iays than major publishers.
Whil& their per uni: cost is typically higher than larger volume publishers,

- their capabili:y ‘for making decisions regarding new product acqufsi:ious is
considerably ‘faster. “In addi:ion,ftheir :ypically low overhead for marketing,
allows them fo-keep retail costs quite low.

02 e -
. . , «

’ R Becﬁ:se of the extremely varied nature of micropublgEhers however, the
pdblisher seatch effort mus: be much more in:ensive ‘and may take much more time
and effort thah has :ypically beerd assumed in Jhe past. It also implies the
nged for considerable flexibility on the part”of a project developer to negotiate
wi:h potefitially irdterested micropublishers. This also impliés more freedom on

. the pﬂr: of a projec: developer to reconfigurg, condense, expand, partition, or °

. modify the produc:s under development, and in sugges:ing possible options to

po:en:ially interested publishers. Possible arrangemen:s for the mutual sharing
of early imvestment costs, perhaps :hrough spbcial buy~back artangenen:s, and
long~term au:hor/publisher liaisons may also be significant micropublisher

. .
inducements. i

* . e { o
Public Servicé Publishers. Finally, the last category of publisher is the .
public service publisher, i.e., a publid 'service agency that publishes public

domain materials at cost in order to make them available for scho%l use, ' Two *
examples of this type are the Florida Curriculum Cen:eg and the Na:ionQI Curricu~ ‘
lum Coordinating Centers for Vocational and Technical Education.” Other examples

are university presses and publishing groups affiliated wi:h‘sﬁbcif@g research )
and deyelopment centers and regional research laboratories. . -

S - ‘

" Givéng then, :ha:(a more flexible pos:&ré with regard Eo‘puglisher solicité-
tion,is necessaxy, more extensive prodﬁé: planning will be required so Eha: the ’
product ¢an be engineered to have maximum publica:ion/producfion flexibili:y.' .

Early dialogue with publishers regarding the design of produc:s, early relations

with publishers to support theig {mmediate involvement and commi:men: to :he pro-

duct, and negotiated targeted publisher solicitation rather than blind, competitive

bidding procedures suggest that in the fﬁure publisher solicitation’ activity will
. I3
more likely be of the type representéd irf Cell 7 or in Cell 8 rather than in
other gells of the classification model. * - , s
-16~
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. > MICROPUBLISHER mmxncanon . : .. : - v

N In order to broker a produc: wi:h a publisher it is, of coyrse, , necessary M

to identify an adequ’a:e set ‘of po:en:ially in:ere'h:ed publisher . Because of |

+o- of variouds -types of major publishers\ This is also :rue, bé: to.a somewha:
lesser degree, for’ thin-marke: publishers The grea:es: po:¥ntial for rapid
publication of innorvacive educa:iona.l produc:s however, rescs with micropub:— .
least visibili:y. Therefore, the 4ddentification of po:en:ial aicropublishers
posés special problems. ,0ne must not only iﬁgen:ify potentially in:eres‘:ed ST
cotipanies,. but companies that also, have sufficient resources to handle the -

) ‘proﬂuc:, and who «can l;e comi‘::ed eavly enough in the process so that coopera- ,
tive working relations can be established, or at least main:aiged for a reason-

- able period of time after the qévelgpme:i: of the' products is completed. .

) ! . o,

iln this regard, two jepa’ra:e approaches might be used: one,)a "convention
solicitation" method; the other, a "prolonged staff involvement' gtrategy.
Y .

.‘ - :
'rhe obvious gpproach to major publisher solicitation is to compile atlist
of publishers wi:}x which one is already familiar, obtain their addresses, and

contact them directly. . The second alternative is to make contact through ones of

’ ' ) _.1' . >~/

‘their sales pexsonnel, field agen:s, or representatives, A third.approach dis to ,
look up publiskers in the yellow pages of the telephone" direcuory, quto Jidentify
possible publighers through a review of .instructional materials commonly available
in school libraries and classroéﬁs ‘All of these procedures tend to maximize

‘the 1ikelihood of identifying the larger or more, highly*visible publishers v

However, fone of :hese procedures isfparticularly suited to the iden:ifica:ion ‘
of thac large con:ingen: of publishers comprising the micropublisher gtoup. A
. ’ N . p , Y
o ‘Because of the low visibility of the micropublisher, thé developer oust. ,
depcnd, to a certain extent, on serendipity The potential occurrence of the ' . s
5 serendipitoug event can be maximized. Be&use micropublishers have exceedingly -

.small, or fn most instances, nonexistent sales forces, they -must maximize their
potential client contact. They typically dp this ,through booths at :rqde fairs
and professional conventions and :hrough ditect mass mailings. - ..

r
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- their size, and visikility in the field,.i; is rélatively easy t genera:e lis:s. \

lishers. These are bhe publishers that exist in greatest numbé:s byt l{&ve ) Wt (

A
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Convention Jolicitation.  The most obvious strategy for a developer, them,

N, .
is to use-trade fairs ‘and pro@%ionel conven:ions as the principal-forup for . .
ini:ia:ing contact with micropublishers. Indeed, the process is to the deciged® © ) b
advantage of the developer. . = . . ’ * A

N o . i o * . “

i

At professional associatidn conventions, such as the American’ Educa:aiona'l
Assoéia:ion, the Assqcia:ion for Supervision in Curriculum Development, - >

Resear.c

‘ 4
the Ame e National Education Asso- ! -
ciation, a developer may comtact 100 or more thin-market publishers in the space - »

1f the developer is armed with a printed product descrip:ion and

ican Personnel and Guidance Associa:ion, and

o Of a si;}gle day.

~

is prepared to conduct his own materials display, perhaps in his otm hotel room, .
an effective prescreening of a Iarge number of m:l.cropublishers can be effected.c
From that point, further mail and/or Eﬁlephone correspondence can be- arranged. ,
In this si:ua:im{ :hen, the developer "works :he conven:ion hall" just like any

-~ . .

other produc: agent. . b -t
- > - N *
Since the economic resources of most m:l.cropublishers are "limited, their par~ -
' ticipation-at trade fairs amd conven:ions often tends to be geogrnphically .
determined. Hence the product developer should expect to attend a varie:y of '
such conferences in a “variety of locations. .- v , N

"'Prolonged sfaff Involvement. The,second strategy the developer can use is

much lnsl. efficien: and even more dependent upon setendipi:y, hence prolonged - .
staff imvolv,emen: is of:en necessary. Ipasmuch as ‘the second mjomrke:ing .
. effort of m:l.cropublishers is direct mail adver:ising, the developer can syst:em—’*a .
atically collect from colleagues, especially public school adm{.nis:ra:ors, t}ze
unso ci:ed "Junk mail" advertisements for educa:fonal produc:sa that bombard . %
These direct mail advertisements can then be( '

schogl personnel a.lmos: daily.
, scregned, cn:alogued and followed up wa.:h a direc: mail camQaign in reverse. .o o7
Dev. pers can routinely dis:ribu:e form letters fo such adver:isers, inquiring *
abou: :heir potential in:eres:s agd offe‘ing :o disCuss po:ent'.,ial Availaf»ilix:y .
This- . -
e'ffec:ively screens :ile casual inquiry and allows the developer :o be soi:ewhe: ’5
This step is highly desirable inasumch as :he Jevel- ° ;:,, ‘ " -

oper needs some procedure for prioritizing his response ac ivi:ies. : o ’ .

of their products wvia the :elep}xone 1£* the in:erested Jparty would call.

s eo:ive in his response.

3
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A CASE HISTORY OF

" SEQUENTIAL: PUBLISHER SOLICITATION

EARLY EXPERIENCES IN. THE CCEM PROJECT

I

The earliest efforts to obtain a publisher for the Comprehensive Career

-Education Materials developed at Ohio State University reflected the traditional
To understand ,this
early effort it is useful to review briefly the status of :he’(':cm project as
.of o\t;;: State University's complet__i_.on of the first contingent of CCEM units.

approach to publigher procurement followed at that time.

> In l97l the U. S. office of Education™funded the development of four major
career educition programs One of those programs was the school-based model, .
which vas to provide a thorough progrsm of career education for grades K-12.
This program came to’be designated’the Comprehensive Careep-Education Model, or

N CCEM which was under the genéral directorship of the Center for Vocational

Education at Ohio State University In .the early. stages of the development of

.:';he ccéM ptogrsm, CVE canvassed the nation to find candidate schopl’ districts

in which thﬂ’-‘new approach to educational prect:ice could be developed and imple-
mented. Six school districts spaoning the United States were eventua.lly selected.
b - s
Originally ghe task of thege six school districts was to asgemble the appro-
priate msuctidml materials and organize a comprehensive program based on
those materials. The program was to. be infuged into subject matter areas_ such
as English, social studies, msthematics, and science W

“
- " . < .

The concept of the program found wide public su;port but ..there" was a lsck
of available instructional materials. fAccording to public response, career
education was wanted and needed; but: dxe materials necessery for the program
Consequen‘tly, a major CCEM development effort’

wss—undertaken, the results of° which vould Presumably be” maje available through

did ‘not appear to be avaiIable.

. comnercial publisl;ers td school districts throughout the United States.
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By July l§7A, CVE and public school szaff had developed, field tested, and
,revised 45 instructional units representing a sampling of units Spanning grades
K~12. At that timé the availability of the 45 units for publica:ion was o

announced through the Publishers Alert Service, and publica:ion bids were invi:ed.
RFPs were distributed to 39 publishers and a cwo-day bidders conference was held
for those interested. No publisher chose to submit a proposal for the phblicacion
of the units, howe‘hr. Their responses generally fell info the following three
categorjes: (1) they wanted student consumable materials, not just student guides;
(g) they preferred to market a complete, unified career education program ra:her
than 45 loosely connec:ed; disparate units; and (3) they wanégd’ﬁh:e:ials':ha:
Augménted and homplemen:ed their own line of products, not materidls that made ’

extensive ugse of competitors' products. LN e

~
°

.
.

&n June of 1974 the American Institutes for Research was assigned-the task
of field testing and revising an additional 61 CVE developed units in accordance
with- the specifica:ions to be provided by the publisher who was to market the
first 45 units? ‘ * .

When no commercial publisher for the first contingent of ins:ruc:ional
materials was fqr:hcoming, it became necessary ‘for NIE and.AIR to effectpmajor
* chahges in the focus of the AIR projec: to address publishers concerns with
che initial set’ of ma:erials. "As a result, a six-month preliminary design
period s added to the project to permit major redesign and re-engineering of
Ehe products to enhance their prospects for possible publication.

.

. - bl

cvEls initial ac:ivi:iezkgﬁﬁolved (l) eventual consumers in :he design and

development of the products; (2) a de fac:o market needs analysis :haq concluded

that there was a major gap in commercially available materials suitable for the
introduction of career education into‘the school's; and (3) a major commercial
publisher for assistance in the review of instructional materials and a critique
of producf“design. In terms of the typdlogy model suggested in Chapter 1, there
was early consul:a:ion, bu: eventual prodaction was solely determined by CVE and,
school staff., Fur:her, publishers were well aware of, or should have been wall
aware of, CVE's: developmen: work in the area, so there should have been ample
lead time for publfshers considering the in:roduscion of“career education to
consider how the CVE products. might fit in:élfheir product lines.

R4 .
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CVE, however‘. apparently did not actively involve a variety of publighdrs
in the early design of products, and :he{ apparen:ly. did not try to establish’ -
and maintaip early and ongoing dialvgue with a variety of commercial publishers.

They generally did not share éxamples of _prototype or gpecimen units for public

and publisher review. “In view of Loncern for the possible coupromise of their
project,*however, and the need not to "over promise Op such an ambitious

¥ *

.undertaking, such a position wmas, and still is, qui:e understandable.

€

. o N , v
~y 4

: While CVE paid considerable attention to exnressions «wf consumer needs, =

’

relatively little attention appears to have been pa:i.d'= td ques:ions of com—
mercial viability (ile., the production and marke'ting "an‘al?gis congiderations).
The product was essentiilly determined by classroom practitioners and‘-was not

edsily amenable to pyblisher wodification. '

. . s
' .
!

-

Finally, the even:ual bidding process _did not al;l.ov very extensive lead
time for publisher consideration of the produc:s and, as was the standard
Publishers' Alert Service procedure aE ‘that time, made no® provision, for inter- .
action with® publishers in «the preparation of :hei.r bids.

" In"other words, the model employed was essen:ially that of Cen 3, :he

* model of publisher procurement in which the produc:']is desifwed wi:h input from

a variety of- sources but is completed, relatively iﬁflexibly defined, and with
itele publisheér decision lead time. : , ' v

’

Because of the recogni:ion of the probl inhlteni in this approach, the ‘
initial action of AIR, upon modj.fica:ibn of its contract with NIE, was to begin
imedia:e explora:ion and implementatjion of :Tsomewha: more flad.ble bidding -
model; the models reflected in Cells 6 and 8, \ ¢h [conjointly migh: be considered

engineered produc:“ modelgs where the product is tailored to :he needs of ug\gs
adminis:u:ors, and publishers, and where there is oppor:uni:y for nego:iation
and” 1onger considera:ion lead time.

N
1
}
|

s
>
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The product, however, was, seill to be engineetad, laxf'gely, in such a way es
to have @ppeal to a variety of potential publishers rather than to be :ailore,d

) expressly for a paracular publisher sing]éd—ou:win advance. . .0
TATER EXPERIENCES IN THE CCEM Pgorr:cw LA S Ve

’

Publis’s represen: :he primary ayenue for :he,dnissemina:ion and ul:ima:e .
inrpgc:_ of educagional prod_ue:s. As, such, publ:bshers‘ area basic‘mechanism for
the introduction of chang/e into America's schools. Publigation con;panies are

- commercial businesses, hoqever not ins:icu:ions .of e;luca:ional reform. The oA -~
publiea:ion of major new produc:s en:ails k-4 signi:fic%n: ou:lay of capi:al and
corresponding e.conon\:.ic risk The assurance of timkly, sound, and con:inued
mtke:aﬁility is paramoun: in any publisher s considera’tion of a new produc:.

‘

i b ¢ . ! " J r-\ - Pad

- The Cel]r 6 approaeh’ then, was Rexpose the CCEM ma:erials to a wide
variety of represen:a:i(fes of the publishing indl}'s:ry and to communicate all the
evideace : t couid be assemblid, concerning the need for ‘and the po:en:ial
~ ' marke:abil ey st @ose materials. . _ :

> .

. : .
. .

7 ’, . - . . . .

Four steps were fpllowed. Thd First was a survey.of school .aamin(is:ra:ors .

. and teachers to 3s :he" accep:abiiiéy of the f;iés to po:en:ial.,consm and 3
R to obtain initial indicacions of how the units could p& improvad ese surye 1

served to expose fhe ma:erials to scho‘o‘f pe;sonnel ‘across the country who

edycation and, thus, the potential market demand for the even:ua}«m:eria . b
- [ . s ‘ ~ R
. N = * ” . | b . r/ .
¢ .
3 . The setond step was to” “assess tt aceep:}bil‘l.y of the dra%: CCEM uynits to

; Sur;lishers. Thi‘s"s:ep .enabled AIR tpVinitiate dialogue with potential publishers:
of the material. It also,allowed project staff to learn the cofis€raints on publishers,
wha: publishers required of the ma:eriais‘ they had already publis ed, and, in

general how they viewed the future of career education. K 3 ”
‘ . < . .. - . ) N
’ B mé third ;t'.ep was to b in-:he dev_elopment Bf a=market through the imple-
- men:aéi&x of a systematic prog of Mma:ig\z; dissemination,' Thf involved- °

presentations a: professional mee:ings, the distribution of projject iﬁformh‘:ipn
to several :housand state and 10@cation leaderk oiec: Career

. - - M . ) - . A
) . ) ) R . -22-. &f - ., . » .
{ . .
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Education Newsletter, and other dissemination activities to keep the professional
congmmity informed abour the project. Thgs step was relevant to publisher dialogue

<

because i: provided additional ingu: on the acceptability of the units :o the 4
professional practitioner.

. .
- L .
» «

The fourth step was to seek actively and encourage publishers, first via
the Publishers Alert Service and subsequen:ly via pérsonal’dialogue, with the
ul:ima:e goal of signing a con:rac: vi:h a publisher to produce and market the
units. ‘ ) -
4 . .

N

. ‘ '4
. - Step l—Surveys of Consumers. The survey, of school administrators covered
a .5% random sample of U.S. schools plus the ten largest school dis:%s in the

ten largest cities of the country. In all, 67 school dis:ric:s were surveyed.
Each was sent three repr'e'sen:a:ive draft CCEM units to inspec: and evaluate.
Data were obtained from 60 of the 67 districts. - N

-
.
,

) The teacher survey was more ingensi?ve but involved fewer persons. Two work—
shops were conducted, each two days in duratiom. m’ first was for elementary
teachers ax‘x’d\:he second for secondary ;eachers.- In :he workshop setting, all 61
)draf: units were examined Az‘md evgluated by experienced prac:icin§ teachers.

. > < »

4
~

The results of :hese surveys are- repor:ed in detail in AIR 47900 In:erim
*Report No. 1, November 1974. . . «

. - “ 4 - .

Step 2—Survey of Publishers. The publisher survey is reported here in
* detail because it wag an integral part of the AIR dialogue with publishers.

‘

The first: step of the survey was to identify those publishers who migh: be
expec:ed to show maximum interest 4n publishing the revised CCEM materials. These
were believed ta be (1) publishers who had requested the RFP for the 45 CCEM units . ’
that vere revised and field tested by CVE; (2) publishers outside the CCEM RFP .
pool who already publisk career education materials and (3) publishers of other 7
experimental-based ma:erials. The first two groups were broken do'wna into finer -
categorfes. The publishers who had requested the ccEM ma:erials RFP_were identi~—--—--— —--

- .

fied as (a) ‘iaior Educational PubiishersTand ) Lesser and Thin-Market Publishers. .
. '_ _ _-The pubTishers ou:side the CCEM RFP pool were identified as (c) Publishers of |
. b , ' Ead
s . =-23- .
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Student Materials in.Career Educaéion and ) Pub.]'.ishers of Teagher Ms:eriéis
(only) in Career Education. : :

CVE provided the 1isclof publishers who had requested the CCEM Materials RFP.
Px%ijec: staff compiled the o:her two lists from a study of EL~HI Textbo

.

Print: 1976 and of “career education trade journals.
sisted of 66 publishers The number of publishers by category is shown in Table 1.

§

t, Table 1

GROUPS QF PUBLISHERS IN THE FINAL CONTACT LIST

~
+

Publishers Requesting the CCEM Materials RFP

a, Major Educatidnal Publishers

b. Lesser and Thin-Market Publishers

Publishers Qutside the CCEM RFP Pool

c. Publishers of S:ud Materials kin Career
) Education

‘d. Publishevs of Teacher Materials (only) inm,
 Career Education .

»
e

(3) Publishers of Other Experimental-Based Materials | 4

.

N

Projecﬁﬁgaff made contact with 31 publishers selected from the master 113:
Those publishers included 21 (or all) Major Educational Publishers; 5 Lesser
and Thin-Market Publishers; 1 Publdsher of Student Materials in Career Education;
1 Publisher of Tescher Materials in Car;er Education; and 3 Publishers of Other
Experi.man:al—Bued Materials. Because they had shown interest in the CCEM mate-
'rials dad also becauge :hey represented major ‘educational publishers in :he Uni:ed

St.a:es, :he majority of publishers selected for contact was from the CCEH pool.

.
4
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‘ An introductory. :elephoﬁe call was made to each of the selected publishers.v

. Iq_:he conversation, the cailer’ delineated the background of the prgjec:; ]

described the 61 units, particularly with regard to their distribution across .
grade ranges and suybject areas; explained AIR's mission to revise and field tes:
these m:.eria];s J:

involve a publisher at the outset of the projec: The publishers were aslled .
about :hei: familiarity with NIE's CCEM effort; about their involvemen; in the
career education market; and about their in:ereu in learning more ~about the

CCElf project through discussions with key project s:aff

o -

reparation for publication; and emphasized AIR's concern fo -

. Of; the 31 publishers cm:aé:ed, 7 expressed n; interest in discussing the
CCEM project, stating that their publishing.schedules could not dccomo@a:e any
new products, or comsideration of any new -produc:k,‘ﬂ); the next two or three -
years. None of the publishers c.oncac:‘ed had adverse reactions to the CCEM mate-
.rials. In fact, Qnly a few recalled the CCEM RFP, even :hough 1: had been issued
only a few months earlier. . %

-

P -

The reactions in this xg.t:ial publisher survey indicated that'.a wide range

of publishers saw a potent market in career education and also was interested

inﬂlclarning about new career education projects. /7 .

‘Based on the tenor of :he 1ni:ia1 :elephone conversations, the 15 publis)mrs
who had exprcssed the highest level of incterest in the project vere selected fow

and discuss the project. ‘

'

- r

ip~depth interviews in wh;h(s:aff could personally display prototype materials

Appoi;xtments for-interviews yere established in sixbsequen: _:elephone conver-
sations. -The caller-made appointments direc:ly with the 1n:erviewees, who were
either executive office:s’ in the publishing house or managerial personnel respop- .
sible for publicn:ions in career educa:ion or comparable innovative materials.

- &

k]

The caller specified that the appointment would be frox_l; one to two hours in
duration. The caller also delineated- the Jpurposes of  the gn:ewiew:: (1) to

\ descr:t.be the CCEM project; {2) to display sample CCEM materials (three unit .
samp‘lers, :he curriculum scope and sequence, and the projec: brochure); and (3) to

- discuss the .possibility of publishing the revised ccm materials in :o:o or in part.

.

-x' .:25-
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The meetings varied in length from 1 to 2 1/2 hours. Much of the time was

devoted to discussion of the possibility of establ hing early cooperative arrange-
ments between AIR and the eventually selected publisher~for the purpose of joint

A Y .
input on the design and the revision of the maPerials. The discussion was hypo~

thetical at that point; of course, since .no commitments couldé;biﬁ made either way.
\

Tple ;nee:mgé could all be described as frank and warm. The publishers ﬁwex"e
generally very receptive and interested in the presentations. The extent of their
prior knowledge of the: CCEM materials varied.

quite detailed knowledge of CCEM efforts.

Some publishers gave evidence. of ‘
More generally, however, knowledge was’
limited to the CCEM project rather than to the md::erials. There were also pub-

1ishérs who knew nothing of CCEM. . ’ ?

Amonig the publishers contacted were those representing various positioms -
regarding career educ_at:ion. There were :'hose who wererquite heavily involved in
career education. There were those who were due to publish significant new mate-
rials imiinen‘:‘ly.. There was one company that was scheduled ta publ;.sh a new
series within a year; it represented a §1,000,000 dévelopﬁén:al effort (the
largest single developmental effort ever undertaken :by that company). Finally, .

there were those who were not seriously involved dn career education but who were

< I{,:L

considering a move into the- fiald.

-

s

v

The view of the market for career education materials varied from‘publisher
to publisher\. For example, at one end was the view that career education 1is here
to stay. At the other end was the view that career education may not be a viable

fiel;i. There was also'-disagreemen: on the grade levels at which career education.

materials could be sold. One company saw tle potential market at the K-6 grade .

_level, while another saw the market at the 7-12 gg"gde level. Some-.publishers
were convinced that élassroom kits of student materials are the only viable means

of packaging career education materials, while others did not have an opinion on

this matter. N

2 .
Al 2 R .

-

At the time of the survey, oniy one Publisher had material in the format of
. 4
the CCEM units. Those materials inLludedv three volumes of teacher's guides with
* accompanying preprinted ,duplicating masters for reproducing s:uden:‘@-:erials.

v ) v

~ .
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Step 3—~Notice of Availability. When sufficien: materials haa been developed

to warrant public announcement of the availability of the CCEM materials for publi-

cation, the appropriate announcement was made via the Publishers Alert Service.
This announcement, sent by NIE to about 400 pubdishers, represented the second R
major contact with publishers concerﬁiﬁg the CCEM units being revgsed by AIR. The
pa¥ticular announcement for these CCEM units, however, deviated in two respects
from the usual procedures. Fgrst it was made before :he units had-been revised
and field tested. - Second, it encouraged open discussioy between AIR and interested
publishers during the period of bidding.

b N '

Thirty-five publishers requested RFPs. The cover letter that went out with

the RFP rejterated AIR interest in, and willingness for, dialogue. It stated,
The 61 unrevised units are available at AIR for your inspection. We
.encourage you to contact and/or visit us. A visit would presén: the

: added advantage of your meeting our staff and discussing issues in
depth; however, we are always available to respond to any questions
by letter and to discuss any aspect by telephone.

AIR's.approach was to remain open and'responsive to any expression of interest
‘ from dny publisher.
- during the period between thé issuance of the RFP and the due date for proposals.

- This was in keeping with the spirit of the Publihhers Alert Service in which no

AIR did not, hdwever, initiate dialogue with any company’

publisher was to be given an advantage or favored status relative to any other
T publisher.

.
~ >

It was anticipited that publishers who were interested in bidding would want
to acquire fairly detailed knowledge of :he project and would want to become

acquainted with staff members. For this reasor, a' considerable amount of infor-

-~

, mation about the project was sent:to all publishers who reques:ed the REP.

- ~ -
2%

The“ﬁctual jialogue with publishers was minimal. Ihirtee; requests for the
RFP were made by\le::er, two were by”:elephone,lgnd one entailed a personal visit
from a western regional sales manager. One of the letters asked if.the entire
project must be contracted to one publisher or if sections pigh% ¥e awarded to
Another asked if AIR anticipated holding a

~ Preproposal bidders conference. . i

producers with particular expertise.

¢

. - =-27-
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- The cover letger to each publishef, in addition to answering their specific

: Six publishers did request and were sent those sample uni:s The 15 publishers
in the e&i&}et survef of course, had already received :hose sample draft units.

N

.tunities for dialogue did arise. The Publisher for Career Educatiom in the Gregg

and Communi:y College Division.of McGraw-Hill visited AIR for half a day abou: one

week after the Publishers Alart Service announcement was issued. AIR staff

membdrs met with representatives of two publishers at the Career Education National

Forum held ab Center for Voca:iogal Education in Columbus, Oh ere was a
four-hour meeting with the Managing Editor of Social Studies and :he Vice~}

d Director of Charles E, Merrill Publishig; Company. At the same forum, briefer

mae:iﬁgs were held with the Edi:or-in-Chief for Career Edtcation and Guidance of
Hough:on Mifflin Company. Finally, following telephone conversations in which a

strong interest was expressed and & visit was requested, Dr. Dunn visited the

. In all face~to~face in:erac:ions and dialogue occurred with repreken:a:ives of
five publishing companies.
C

. .

Discussions with other publishers occurred over the telephone but these, of
: course, waré not as extensive as were the personal eacounters. Some of the tele-

- phone calls were. initiated by AIR staff during the last tWo weeks in Aprilc One

publisher expressad concern that the revised materials would be distributed free ‘

distribution would dilute the market. It was decided that project staff would
quickly, canvass the publishers who had received the RFP to ob:ain their views .on
the question. Only those compan{es were contacted in which the person who had
received the RFP could be reaghed in-one or two phone calls Six:een of the 35
persons were reached and none corroLora:ed the concern of the one publisher about
distributing free wodules as part of the pational field':éqt. *

N .« . " t 7 *
As the due date of propbsals JDeared, thrke publishers contacted AIR and

{ndicated that they would have difficulty meeting the déadline but that they were

& ' very seriously considering whether to submit a proposal. As a result, the due .
date for proposals was extended one month for all publishers, and all publishers
. 'were so notified. ' . - ‘
7‘\‘ ’ . -28~ .
- . 2 . A' .
Q i ™~ ~3 <

ERIC - e

PAruntext provided by eric v

questions, Q:a:ed tha: a sample set of unrevised uni:s would be sent upon request.

.
Subsequent to the initial period of requessi for the RFP, several other opper-

,. facilities of Educational Properties Incorporated and Hoffman Information Systems.

I to schools across the country durgpg gpe'na:ionap field test. BHe feared that such

oy 73’2;-
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Where Mue did ogeur, ic eoncerned-:he kinds‘of career education products

that thé pu isheféds marke:ing and how" :he CCEJ units might augment the company's
curren: line. . Thé ere also some :echnical and logis:ical issues that were
raised such as whe:her AIR would prepare camera-ready copy for the publisher.

In some instances, the question'was asked how much weight would be placed on the
ambunt of royalties in selecting a'publisher. Publishers could generally be
described as reserqu in their discussions. None of them was’ very detailed or
fprobing in their questions or very open ebneerning their own discussiolg about

the materfal. \

"

[ . ~
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In the end, one formal bid was submitted.® It was submitted by a publisher
. N N » - N . P ‘

(1) with whom extensive face-to-face dialbéue had transpired,;

>

1,
(2) who already had a commitment to career education but who:did not
have a "complete" produc: line, . ;

(3) who had asked for a time extension in order to .make the necessary
internal decisions, and

a

(4) who was a sgall cowpany with a highly eentralized corporate
decision process involving‘only three petrsons, but who relied
on external consultation to augment its judgment base..

Subsequent to :he negotiation of all details of publication and approval by
NIE, but prior to the ini:ia:ion of materials produc:ion, the chief executive
officer, and senior shareholder, of the publishing company suffered severe health
reversals, necessi:a:ing a moratorium on all new project, starts and :he eventual

‘liquidation of all business acgounts. s

.
.

.

!
Since ‘one of the terms of the publication agreement was the production of

ma:erials for use in the national field tesy (because of the need for assured
produc:ion of the materials on 8 timely basis), AIR resumed responsibili:y for
the ini:ial quan:i:y production of the units. Sueh a move, while in the best

interests :ﬁ? the project, resulted in :he loss of a major inducemen: for thin~

market publishers, namely early par:ial covery of initial production costs
through assured buy~back of field test material., ‘
?
As a result of :he loss'of time associated with -these even:s and :he 1oss of
one major publisher inducemen: at the early s:age of product developmen:

f
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subsequent publisher solicitation was predicatkd on soméwhat different condi:ione.
The procurement process began to approdch more nearly the conditions of Cell 8.
Instead of emphasizing the joint dev'elopmen: opportunities that Cell 6 implies,
publisher solicitation activities subsumed under Cell 8 imply greater need i:o

. show publishers how the products can be modified and tailored to fit their extant

preduct line, and how materials might be packaged and/or portioned for alternative

markets and target groups.

CONCLUDING EXPERIENCES IN THE CCEM PROJECT ‘
. , ,

"  With completion of the ‘GCHilunj-.:s and the fulfillment of all requiremen:l -
for making materials -available to any‘po:en:ﬁlly interested bidder, the con ed
search for a publisher for :ha materials moved further toward the brokered produc:

wodel. ‘rhis became especially clear as .the advice from a variety of publishers

began to reflect consis:en: comments « _First, while publishers need to marke:
programs that are cohesive, ar:icula:ed programs spapning multiple grades, no
publisher encoun:ered during .the project had experience with producing and market-
ing a program Spanning 13 grades. Furthermore, an instruc:ional system that migh:
consist of as many as 400 elemen:s (:eacher guldes, student workbooks, and module
tests) was intimidating. Reading programg, for example, :ypically sxan only :hree

. or perhaps four grades, and mathematics textbooks :ypically span only five or six’

grades. Even rela:ively complica:ed systeas such as :he Sullivan Reading Serie,s
:ypically involve compara:iVely few discrete componen:s. \

\
While AIR was sensitive to the po:e'n:ial complexity of the CCEM sys:en; and
its broad grade configuration, careful consic:lergrion was given to packaging al:e:—
natives .that would allow considerable parsigw&y in production, inventory, and
distribution. The prog'r"am, nevertheless, was a K-12 program, and no publisher
had experience with the production and marketing of a produc: that spmed that

<

many grade levels. ' “ .
. ¢
When it was ‘poin:ed out that no publisher needed to publish all components,.
i.e., one‘ publisher could publish the elemen:a‘ry materials ‘'while'a second pub-
lisher could publish secondary materials, the response was, '"Yes, but then we
wouldn’ t ave a cgmpbg.{:e program.” Thus, one serious error in the early, concep-
tualization of the Model I CCEM project may have been the original defini:ion of

7

the system as a coggrehensive career educa:/{on program.

. *-30-"-" . .
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In the summer of 1976, a decision was made to approach an entirely different, ol

type of publisher-~the micropublisher. One.major reason for this decision, as

was pointed out in Chapter 2, was 'Eha: these publighers are typically more fisk-

oriented than larger publishers an(} :h'ey are much more experienced in handling N
atypical products. . . ~

'

.
-

In October the decision was made to explox"e the convention solicitation

e

model described in Chapter 2. The Commissioner's Conference on Career Educ'a‘tion S

v

" seemed to be the logical place to start, and the search procedure resulted in ;;}

P

direct con with approximately 50 ,publishers. These 50 were screened to 26 " -
po:entially app opria:e publishers, 12 reques:ing materials for review. S:rong

interest was expressed on the part of half a dozen, and three publishers were &-‘
sufficdiently attracted to the produc:s to carry out careful production cosceanalyses.\ .
While fione of the interested publishers elected to bid on the materials, Hhe. )
strength of micropublishei' interest reinfo;:ced':he wisdom of’:‘!u.s method of pub-

lisher solicitation. ' St

~

‘" )
In retrospect, it was realized:that publishers maintaining booths at a e,
‘career education conference are publishers who already have career educa:ion c .o

products they are trying to sell 4nd, thus, may be less eager to acquite new

T

fareer education products than other micropublishers. In view qf, this simple - 8
but unanticipated cqnc&usion, it was decided that atténdance at major edu—c?tiot_ml R S

©

A L P \
conferences, such as NEA or ASCD would be more appropriate in :hzr:here would be -

a larger number of micropublishers attending who would not hawe eer education

products and hence might be more keenly in:eres:ed in developing a new product . \
lihe, ) . . ' . a .

& .
- .

- . . . » ¢
To facilitate this type of future publisher solicitation and also,.to make

staff time available for the’ extended product brokering necessary, an extension
L] .

.
’

of the CCEM project was negotia:ed and carried out. _ ‘.

P . & . ¢ - AN
In conclusion, experieace on the CCEM project, ranging from Cell 1 to Cell 8. *
of the typology model, has generated keener insight into the nature and process . , o

.

~of product placemen: and sugges:s a variety of al:erna:ives that funding agencies '

ERIC
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and product developers might wish to consider in future product development

ventures. o . N L.
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RECOMMENDATIONS \‘r
Based on experiences in the €CEM project and the analysis df publisher
. °characteristics and the procurement process, a series of comments and recom-
mendations might be made. K * ¢ . .

\ ‘ -

First, and most importantly, start the publisher searoh as early as possible.,
Indeed, the proposal on which the project is based should include ¢lear-cut pro-
visions for, and budgeting of, time and money for pubflisher search and product
brokering. Furthermore, this' should.be consider® as important an undertaking

of the project as product testing and prodyct revision. “It{ should be the
Tesponsibility of a senior member of the project staff, one who can speak with

authority regarding the project and influence the characteristics of the product.
Irmediately upon cward, of the project, the developer_s should begin compiiinx ‘
publisher dosiers.” Among other things, these dosiers might "include publisher !
catalogues, which serve to familiarize the developer with a varietS’ of publishers'’
products.\ In addition, senior staff should_mke frequent visits to pubiisher
displays at trade fairs, conventions, and conferences. At these displays,. project
staff should talk to salesmen, Jearn more about the administrative organization
of their respective publishers,\ their preferred marketg, their production methods,
and their general product 1ines. E{nally, sénior pro‘ject staff should write
personal letters to senior members of various selected publishing houses to
acquaint those organizations with the project and the forthcoming products.

Q
.
~ - .

4 Second, project staff shoyld develop a series of.special amteriils' to assist’
in placing the product. Ic is important to have a good profect brochure- a
product description booklet that outlines the pr. duct chsrsc'teristids snd describes -
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] Third, project staff should ‘p;.an their marke::ing campaign starting with an
analysis of what stage, or "tell," of the ;olic tation model- they might be in
and then modify their markating campaign as :he’rojec: moves through various '
cell stages. In this regard, it is wise to invite publisher corx;e:ultation asy,
early as pogsible, keep publfs\hers’perioaically infomed'.regarding progres's in
th;é development of .the product, and in general ie: them lcnow that the dev‘eloper

is ‘flexible and open to negotiation.” It is essential that the .product devedoper

not be too rigid i the conceptualization of the form of the product as this will

materially reduce publishe.r options.

. \ ? ;
E Fourth, the prcduc-: developer. should be prepared for repeated inquiries and
foryinquiries from ?ifferen:‘levelb'within the same organization. The product
developer should not expect relizable. communication within companies. The devel-
o;’er must persevere; the decision px:ocess is time consuming and cannot be rushed.
In AIR's experience, it was not uncommon for a single sefiIdr member of z{major ’
publishing house to contact staff four “or "five different times fduring the course
of the project. In one instance, a publisher had four face-to-fgce visi‘:s-or.xe
in the publisher's ‘office, two in“the pgojec: office,. and one at a mutually
convenient locatign, with materials "submitted for review" on three separate
occasions,, Similariy, it was not uncommon to be in én-going written communication
with one individual in a company, submit products for review to a second lndividual
in that company, and have a third indivi;iual in thé same company "discover” the
availability of the product through so’ﬁe other channel at some la:erx!a:e and
request ;u:e.rials for review after éhey had been rejec:e;i by a different depart-
ment. Pub.l"ishing groups, like other lgrge organjzations, often have difficulty
keeping communication ch'annels opén and used.~ As a result, it is esgsential not
to. expect a single communication with a company to be sufficient to establish

’
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xhag company's interest in the product. Be prepared for multiple inquiries,

multiple submissions, resubmissions to %ifferen: people, repeated expressions

of interest, gnd prolonged product review and conside;ation periods., Also be 3

pE,epared to inwge publishers and/or pyblisher representatives to visit :he&/
{

- project, be prepArgd to visit publishers, and be prepared to "lobby" for the

product at those activities and in those places where a concentration of pub-

- lishers can reasonably be expected, such as at conventions and tradé fairs.
r . .

So much, then, for advice to project directors. Now what §h5u}d a sgons;r
expect to do to help with the placement of a product? )
« 3 -
7’ First of all, be patient. It takes time, far longer :han one miéh: expect.
P The larger the product, the more difficult it is to place.- Some authors try for,
several years to get :heir_ma?uscrip:s published. Single volumes, whether they -

are novels, autobiographies, or textbooks, do not require extensive publisher

. 1pvestmen: in pither production or marke:ing Educational product produc:iqp
and marke:in the other hand, require proportionally greater investmen:s.

- on the part of ishers. As a result, they are extremely cautious in such
Emder:akinis. Consequently, it is reasonable to expect the product placement
activity to require a great deal of time, energy, and effort, and to involve a

. : great many false s:aré;u ! ’ ) *

Second, do not let preference for a "big namg" publisher bias judgmens. °
A "name" publisher may not be the best or even the most desirable publisﬁer of .
innng:ivg educational produtts, at least from the point of view of maintenance \ ) *
of product integrity, rapid public availability, and wa consumer cost. Big \'
name publisherg, however, may proQ&de greater ﬁblgtical recognition for the

. project, and probably greater publicity for the product, but production time
. may be doubled or even .tripled., Thus, the sponsor should give special a::en:ion

H to :he iden:ifica:ion and prioritization of the real goals regarding®a produc:a

N
,

Third, be prepared éo agssist in the brokering process. Sponso}s are often
iﬁ par:iculafly helpful positions in that they may frequently refer publishers to
a product without appegring to be unduly partial. In :he.process of monitoring
a variety of projects, it is ofgen poésib}e for technical monitors to become
familiar with micropubl{shers who m;y be publishing products qf related projects,

- . N
s - N
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: and who could easily.axpand their’ produc: lines by picking up a related se: . -
of materials. . e vy

4 e Flnally, it is important for’ the sponsor to realize that altBough plans can

be made and schedules outlined for the solicitation Bf p@blishersl brokering a
product is a dynamic process that, once initiated, is oftem sporadic, quixotic’

in naturg, and heavily d'ependen: on serendipity and chance. The difference & .
between success and failure in placing a product with a publisher may often be X
“the degree to which a product déveloper has the time and spomsor support to -
respond flexibly :o those unexpected opportunities :ha: emerge during :he life
of the project and, indeed, in the months :hereif:er.

. . * B
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