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Title IV rural development funds have been ‘channeled to rural sééiéjégiéié in

. | numerous. states; notably Illinois, Pennsylvania, Kentucky,.Florida_and Washington .

for' the purpose of studying community problems and other policy issues facing state

. and-local _governments. The results from these statewide surveys have -provided a

. picture of how the general adult population Fanks the major problems facing their
| - states. Typically; the issues of housing, government-citizen relations and local
\ Job_opportunities have emerged as.important concerns. In-addition; such areas -

| as tax increases;. program allocations; energy and the environment, land use; and
\“consumer issues have been identified. o ‘ N

' The intent of these investigations has been to\brovidé public decision-makers
‘with. information they need to make informed degisions about new programs and the s
-modifications of old ones in their states. To learn the extent to which the

" I11inois ‘'study met that goal, investigators from the. .University of I1linois included

:.in _their study a-follow-up assessment to evaluate the impact of survey information

upon public decision-makers. More specifically, they wanted to know in what ways,

I1f any, . did the information influence their decision-making process.

-,f* Data for this paper were- collected from 60 in-depth personal interviews ran-

domly - selected to include Cooperative Extension area and county advisers and .admin-

Vjstratorslfstateflggjslators and legislative research. staff members, and-state \3§
_agen;z persons in management positions. Interview ‘topics included respondent -

-interpretations of public opinion information, - utilizatiog of public opinion data

in_policy decision and in day-to-day operations, dissemination processes, and

e s P il o AN e =MD IVIIVY hsgnadybiginflly e ye= T 77

respondents' perteptions of the relevance of the IllinoisfAIodayeandAIomorrow infor- é

mation to. their work situations,

The results of the follow-up study suggest that sociological researcﬁ is used

ﬂy public decision-makers when: (1) the research information is perceived as the

. best data available; (2)e#he information confirms an already held position; and .
(3)-the research information fits with job related informational needs: The results

- Fso suggest that timing; ditseminatian techniques, and intial involvement in

- plannind for the study aEe factors which affect utilization of information on

puBlic opinion N S | | o
- \,n c ". . £ ‘_;-' - ,.f‘- __.,;4"': . 7 s | 7

LN




P i " [
C . ; .-

‘s b i s - R : ' Lo

-~ . . =1

U “PUBLIC DECISION HAKERS ano Rcsnxacﬁ. TBE “INFLUENCE OF
LT f_:?. HHUN21Y~PRBBL£H 1_STUDIES-UPON acc;snnroBS; STATE OFFIGE G e
IR . ) ) eoopcnarzvt EXTENSION snRVIcz STAFF ™ - & ..

JREEE ‘f PRGN _

"h"“ L gt et e B e
AT T . — o ,{

PO e e
NG . A _ _ oy
ot B : . . »
o .

"+ Poll taking has been used by sociologists as 2 technique to reéflect societal '

I
I
|
|

. ‘~ attitudes and perceptions since the '30'5. However, :ﬁ-interest in the use of‘thé
results gathered froﬁ these poll is a more current pheno:vyion and One that has -

" been limited to politically sensitive issues such as the Equal Rights ﬂmendment*

the employment status of Black Americans, and environmental degradation en fhese -
lssues, public opinion has been sought and used to affect changes within the societyz ,

makers who must feal with planning issues‘such as health, education, . taxes, ads,

and sewage, amon' others The result has been community problem iientification

based on ”needsta sessment studes” which,'to date, have been completed'dn washington."

Florida. Hichigfn lndiana, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Kentucky, Arizona, and -0
Illinois. Based #n sample sizes that run to 25 600, these asses!ments provide )

state and county decision-makers with accurate information about what peop]e see"
as problems {nd cdncerns on a state, county, and community level . '
'\f The dat gathering technique developed for these needs assessment studies was
'modi¥ied, te tFp,’and continually improved by a collection of rural SOClO]OQlStS’
3 Their Eechni ue included use ‘of a mail questionnaire w1th follow-up replacements
and reminder both by mail and phone (Dillman et al., l§i4, ailjman, 1977; Warner,
.Hoffman and urdge, 1944). T

to’ this initiative == gathering public input on social problems -- has

hort of phenomenal The files of the prtncipal investigators are
_wspaper and televiSion cftations, requests for publications and letters

*n (Burdge and Narner, l977).
oo S . ] - i ‘:7 )
rpode of this paper ‘is to redress that imbalance by reporting how state -
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agency personn legislators add Cooperative Extension personnel in one state

actua]ly,used the needs,assessment. _ einfonnation on community problems developed

_i_ from survey research in decision-making-and program deveVOpMEnt
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Backaround

et,al;; l978) To identify the maJor issues facing the state, the research team

met with representatives of state agencies, legislative staffs, regional-planning

organizations, the G

and interest grou

. ~

Voters, and the illinois Farm Bureau. Persons1contacted were given a preliminary

'H; list of issues including questions on energy. Each was asked to circulate the list

‘e

44
5

within hisfher organization for further staff connpnt From these inputs (about

-

lOO représentatives of the aBOVe organizations and agenci took part), the ?T,,”

b

research QEam drafted a questionnaire that was mailed to a pre-test sample of the

generaf‘pOpulation selected from Peoria, Chicago, and rural Champaign County. In

addition, telephone and personal interviews were . conducted with a selected sampTe o

fromgse Champaign-Urbana area. Based on tﬁe above procedures, a l2-page printed

Y mail questionnaire was developed: o B Y ; ,ii

From the list of ' 1icensed drivers,xa-statewide sample of l5 000 persons was °

selected to represent all adults in Illinois The oample size was qhosen to ensure

the return of approximately 8, 000 usable questionnaires (about one questdonnaire :

[‘ for every 1, 000 adults in the state) The actual return was one questionnaire for

every 9l4 adults; The sample was . proportioned by county and by sex and age (those

l% to 64 years of age and those 65 and: older) The contributions to the sample

from each county were proportioned to that county § share of the state population

In addftion to the ; ,000 pepple chosen for the statewide sample, another 2 sée
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"people were selected for data analysis on a county and regtonal basis thotal of 7

Qﬂ{ﬂ,9 900 usable responses Was receiyed for a: response Fate of 68 8 percent. The rep-i :
| resentative stateﬁide sample included 8, 268 usable questionnaires. COmparisons .-;f~’

. with the l970 Census and l975 population estimates show that the'sample adequately 'j
‘reflects the Illinois adult population in relation fo sex, age,irace, and maritali
o ~ TP TN

'status (see ﬁurdge gi; ik., 1973) . kg-,' N ‘f

Major findings from tﬁe study were puBlished in a l6-page,newspaper taBloid
xand in soft cover bulletins detailing such topics as tax is%Ees and new tax programs,
. energy~use, consumer complaints and issues, and urban and regional land use plannin@

. Also included were an ordering of community problems for each region in the state

'pansion of nuclear power.

Dissemination of the findings was handled by ma "’*iling of the tabloid to

all legislators/legislative staffs, state agencies. university faculty, Cooperative

','Extension personnel, local elected officials, planning agencies, private»business,

| "lobbying organizations, and respondents who requested a copy by placing their names D

.on .the back of the purvey questionnaire s return envelope. A total of 30, 000

taBloid§ were mailed In addition, workshops on interpretation and use of the

findingsmwere conducted for state agencies, Gooperative Extension administrators

;and ‘Hvisors (county agents). planning organizations and interested citizen groups k;

In-depth.interviews were held with both the print and electronic media on selected .
tepical(areas of the findiqgs; Finally, detailed analyses of topical issues have
. been prepared at the reghest'of twelve.state agencies. - L \*g

*




4 . IMPACT STUDY

S, — _ N

, Development . . .

Hhile mos% research ends WTth the first report, this research continued by

‘assessing impact in terms of if, and to what extent,vpublic decision-makers and

'.planners utilized the I TT findings. By'impact is meant the actual and perceived
pnogram and decision changes resulting from the I: 1L} study as verbalized by

. decision-makers and planners. iy . o . N

:\f“‘ - To focus the study'of impact. the following research question was posed

What is the relationship between work related prdblems faced by
Cooperative Extension . persannel ; -state agency planners; and.’
legislator/legislative staff (all examples of :decision-makers-
"planners) .and the use of the needs assessmentlcommunity problems
o survey data (I TT study findings)? 4 .
Job related informational needs were chosen as variahles because the:i-l? staff
-deliberately keyed the items on the questionnaire to the informational needs of -~
the decision-makers contacted during the development of the 1:TT questionnaire.
'Their informational needs were framed into questions and the responses. to the

I questions were analyzed

Bata to assess impﬁct were collected by meéﬁg,ar éu'ianépth 5&?56&51 inter-
' views that included 21 Eoopérati‘e Extension administrators and advisors (county
- agents), lQ state agency supervisors and assistants (from transportation, puBlic

aid etc. ), and lﬁilegislators and legislative staff Twenty-four of those

selected for interview had been initially involved in develgpment of the I TT
. questionnaire._ The other 36 were random)y chosen from lists of 1 persons that hadl
:requested-the study findings or additional infbrmation after pUblication of the -




had . . . . - ,
B . . - S

the findings from the I:TT study Two of ‘the respondents were associated with two
major "futures" planning effbrts in the state:. The third respondept represented

one of. the sti§e s regional health assqciations whilg the fourth worked for a

lobbying organization The small size of this “special interest" group precludes

-comparison. Therefore. while al] tables will repg{t statistical findings of the -
i

, specigl interest group. the discussion will focus entdrely on the three major 7

groups Thus. included in the ass ssment of impact were those who were initially '

v involved or who_expressed interes t in the I TT study findings

- . i . ;'-,,.

'Development of the IntervieweeuideeandfAnalysis of Data QEE;

\to aiiow responaeiits to

_An elite and specialized interview guide was develow

The interview guide included questions concerning utilization. influence and
process factors surrounding utilization (or lack of it). FESpondent s perceptions

of needs aSSessment/community problem data. and their job related informationaT
‘needs: . | - - o

-\' - The data were analyzed 1nduct1vely by using the modified grounded theory . . -

*app?aaéﬁ (Dubin. l969) In using this approach the researcher starts with an ad hoc

-

'hypothesis and tests 1t em| irically' The questions developed ﬁof the interView ,'

guide reflect those hypothe . One example can be : found in the question
" Once the study was completed, were you told by the ITIinois Today

_and: Tommorbwfstaff how the study results might be use37>

The ad hoc hypothesis %hat forms the basis for asking this;question is ?hat those
. 3.
‘ respondents who were shown how to use the I TT study findings were more l§kely to

uuse them than were respondents who were not shown how to.use the findings
To examine responses to each question. a content and thematic analysi

2
- B - ) . -

P . .
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" undertaken (Merton, l965) ThlS allowed for recurrent themes in-the data to

‘§/

et

; Ll L

Become identifiable In addition, influence, process and outcome variables were

identified (Farmer and Knox, l977) An influence variable is one that surfaced as,'f

variable identifies the activities involved in using the study findings while an fgiu
i ;

_outcome variable is an actual example of . utilization Analysis was«restricted to Wi ‘

t'_cross tabulations as sample sizes in many cells were very small. The samplerwas

Y

. &
.

:_not intended to_represent any larger population.

.l978 Rich, l975) The development of the railroad crossing safety program in the ]

. g L " — - , -
< R ,FINBINGS

:.; : k ’ ‘ ’ .
Out of total‘bf 60 respobdents, 49 used the I L study fiﬁdings in an instru-

R B

¢

,mental or conceptual manner ' Instrumental refers to a direct identifiable action

7that was taken at least in part as a result of the I TT study findings (Berg, et al

,b

in the rehabilitation of intoxicated drivers are examples of instrumental utiliza-

tion Conceptual fEfers to usage that’lsﬂingrmational or provides a background
| pérspéctive on issues of concern to the reSpondent GBErg, et al l978) Examples

vof §pnceptual ut?lization include the process of disseminating the I: TT findings, :

discussing and/or présenting the findings to other persons. and using the findings ®

“,to help to develop new programs _'7" SRl *}' - ';',‘~ ) 2,f_; ':~;é?'iﬂ"

%
Andtﬁér form of utii&zafion, symbolic was also identified (Knorr, 1977)
Symbolie usage includes tﬁe intention of respondents to use the study find)pgs in

(h.

"the future  In addition to the 46 respondents previously mentioned seven respon- -

o

'~'gdents stated future intentions of using the findings The symbolic category is

.-(.' S



g Respondént Position and Utilization of Findings o v_:.x R .f;

N

In ‘terms’ of instrumental usage, 600perative Extension administrators and ad-

.visors tended to use the findings for developing and carrying out programs, State

f774a,

' "._office supervis0rs and assistants used the I TT study findings to develop reports:

"fﬁwhich demonstrated or justified planning relative to their agencies Leqislators
» ~and legislative staff persons used the findings to help change legislation and create
; tmedia support for their favored legislation (See T 1le 15 page 8)

, The conceptual use of findings took different fo’f”, Extension administrators

'.tended to use the findidgs as part of a process for devel”'ing programs while

, ‘Extension advisors located in the counties were more likely i” play a faeilitator “fv'}
role by passing the findings\gz to people in their communities

‘ presentations State office s pervisors and- assistants were also'likely to pass on

_nd making public .

‘ the findings to others and;’ to a\iesser extent, to use the findings Yor developing;
programs Legislators and legislative staff persons tended. to use the'{indings in5

discussionsswith other office people and as a referéhce source (See Tabljb2,;Pagep9).
: - \ .;\-,7 . s

N

. €

LJ°b Related \U’onnati;shai Needs and the I\TT andjngs '\'\ | ;, |
- The I ™ study was_ seen by its researchers as a first step in decision-ma *ﬁg;

.’fg sThey were providing 'to decision-makers high quality research information on ' percep-.

, ,'_tions of community problems from a statewide sample | Extension staff required SN 3

B \ \ .
- identification of conmunity problems on a regional and county basis tegislators LR
_i~required both specific information on the perceived pr:flems facing their districts : }

:tf{”and more general 1nformation on statewide problEms. te offiEe personnel

t:;required problem identification information for the development of comprehensive f;';%l'

-~:H,agency)plans based on: their administrative areas ‘ 5?J, “;7;“1f5;? - \\1;'

'.17;§_ Even though needs differed respondents perception of the fit between the I TT
“istudy sﬁa ther Job related’ 1nformation needs was generalJy positive with thesrﬁxfm
: 'exception of state office supervisors and leg;slative staff Out of l2 state supen\‘zg-

'-visors, 5 stated that the I:TT study did not fit their_job €

~ PR R . - ot . . ,\...
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TABLE 1

i TYPES eF INSTRUMENTAL UTILIZATION OF THE 1: TT | b? FINDINGS
ACCORDING T0 *POSITION ' - |

- Position

“Coop . Coop S;gtg,' state- . Special
. Ext- ,.Eit:”e;, Office Office Legis Legis .Interest
. Admin .  Advisor : . Ass't_ lator Staff . ‘Grou
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*Resﬁbhdents were permﬂtted more tﬁqn one responséajg; J}J" :?5,‘1 N
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TABLE 2

PR TYPES OF CONCEPTUAL UTILIZATIQN OF IEE ‘1: TT STUBY F!NBINGS : SO
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”?Jzaddqgssed their job related needs (See Table 3

‘. :,.:;,;;,;,,,' o Tl fFa—cto——rg o » -. ! . 3 \

_ quotes from respondents } C B

N o !‘\

‘legislative staff 4 respondents stated either "no",."don'& know"; or that the fit .

\‘/

" was "minimal" The maaority, if‘not all, of the Gooperativ%\Extension adﬁinistrators;

. a&a%s é; state offic ‘assi tants and legislators stated tﬁa' ‘the 1:TT séﬁay findings
€t

\

‘ Inlth early portion of the interview. ll Y §pondents who cited -some example
of uiilii&i’ﬁ were asked: S R
;ﬁ& ?h at factOrs encouraged you to Juse the information fiqg fhe ,
T study? s u SR N3 _
* The positive influence factors most often cited were: .
7 (l& the study had credence, 73’* ' -,'5*;'; P
. (2) the studywconfirmed already hel&.beliefs ’ ;,\" v
o Thesefacteé; gttt -

legislators" l SO cited the two main positive factors while legislative staff persons

~cited the credence aai value factors (See Table 4* page l2). The following are"

- . . Y

1

.interest group pollfi;

o wide range of siubjéect! ,iJ«a-group having no pre-set goals

The study supported a position we had already taken and added

i credibility
Itfsupported my own view and Iifelt it was an unbiased study that
had respondents state-wide " -
...1t supported things we' thought before ' (
N_és fi i ::L;;:; [ ‘ s

Bespondents were asked:

Hhat factors discouraged you from using the I:TT study information?

" Most often cited as factors limitdng utilization were:

(l) study did not fit job related needs,

{

13

{d"l}"ﬂ.
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e e L | TABLE 4 , IR
o Eed ,;ﬁgn,; Pesxrrvs INFLUENCE FACTORS CITED BY *RESPONDENTS |

" Coop . Coop - - State . State - . - Special”

' ,1,, i ;_‘ .’;:* Ext- - Ext.__ ' ~Office Office -Legis Legis Interest |
- - Admin *_ Advisor _(s%grﬁt_f Ass't hton - Staff Gm% . \Jotal
%nf1uenee R L L T T

actors ' ' ' ’

Study Had ’{' L P S ST
Credece . " 5 6 5 - 3 5 -3 T2z @

. Study Confirmed . L . e T :
Already Held . o2 S Lo e E P
Belfefs .2 & EORE O

Study,Provided S L

Infofhiiion -2 D A T T L T S | I

o
]
N
)
o
-
3

Study Was ' - I N R O
“Valuable - - 3} [V 6 2 0 o L2001

T§§19!d s

Hasﬁood - '-:'l_ -2 B < - ‘2.- ‘ T . 1 '_'IO'.,,

Ll
N
-t
N

- to Hsng o . o e L : R o :
Study Pata. - 1 - 2 . 4. - L I
Hmingof ~ .~ .
Study Was ' - o

N
[]

—
t
(-]

" Respondents = | | | :
“Net _ - . s oo e I R
- Answering:” S N (2 () (3) (3)
N | 'fétii Number of Instances of Positive Cites = 104

an

Total: Number of Respondents éiting Positive Factors = 49

*Respondents were penmitted to have mu]tipi ’sWer

b
94 28
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" (2) the, findings were too general, »

(3) ’the study's _topical categoriés ‘were lnadequate, such as the
o COmbining of business ‘with sndustry 3 . :

' ieu;'State office supervisors most often complained that the timing of the study was .

poor relative to agency needs and that these respondents wegg\not involved in~the L

' inﬁtial planning.- Poor timing generally referred to changes happening within the o

'fagency external to the 1 TT study or budget preparation that preoCcupied the agency
'tegislative staff persons also cited timing of the study as poor and complained .
rwthat the study findings did ndt fit their Job related informational needs and were

- to0 general. Gooperative Extension administrators cited two main problems- (1) the

;v:three major negative factors and the unsuitability of the tabloid format as a

1 TT staff's presentation of the findings was. inadequate, (2) their staffs lacked

the expertise to faeilitate the utilization of community problem information Ei;

" tension advisors also cited their own lack of expertise in dealing with community

problems as a factor hampering utilization State office assistants were largely j'.?

-

_ vehicle for disseminating community problem information tegislators also com- /////

- plained that the study did not provide answers to specific questions they needed

3

= '

f6r voting (See Table 5, page 14), ‘ R
' Thus, it appears that for étate office supervisors, problems with the fit .

between the I ™ study findings and their job related needs rested in part with the
timing of the I: TT study and their perceived lack of-involvement in the planning _

}stages of the study (Table 5). State»office supervisors‘~perception of their

initial involvement with the I e study is curious Put of l2 state office supér-'

visors who were interviewed lH had been initially involved in the planning stages:

(Table 6) psychology of forgetfutness is not in the purview of this paper.

However. it can be said that for whatever reasons. several of the state office
supervisors did not remember their involvement in the planning stages. which is

documented Whether the forgetfulness was due to peeuliaritie' of the ind*Vidual

.
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* : Coop \Coop State  state ,.',.5;7 _ Special
v T Ext  Ext Office Office Legis Legis Interest R
PR . Admm ﬁaV'IS Super 'ASS t Jator . Staff Grour . Jotal -
Negative - N=6] TWETE). N=T2) {N=7) TN=9) T(N=7 (N—E; (60)
Influence ' . N PR T - o
EQEEQEi__ R ¢ B N : S s
Study Did Not = o ’\1 o I :
Fit Job Needs - - . 2~ 1 1 = 10 -
Findings Too , L . : -
~ General E -\ 3 1 RO 10
- Did Not Like - ' v “
Study's Topical : < L _ -
Categories - - 2 1 1 1 1 9
~ Not Told How to =~ - ; — .
'USé Findings ' o= 3 1 1 - 1 8
Study's T'lming . L S
Poor for - S o . , 3 S
- Agency Needs .;1_ . 1 | 7 - - 2 - _ 8
Dis)ked O L
Workshop ~ - N R R R ; S -
. Presentation '3 2 e - -
Survey Questions L g e
Not Specific to = . o o _ oo B
Agency Needs - R R - S B 6
. CL o L 5. )
Tabloia Format ' O L
‘Not Suitable f - 2 - 2 1 - 6
 Eack Expertise . oL B = e
in.Using - - ORI | . - o
Community Prob- B ) - : o L
. lem Information - =~ 3 -3 - - = - - 6
No Prior = | ) |
‘Involvement : e ' 7 ~ )
~in Study , Bl -4 s ] - E 6
Respondents - - T o 7 L
Not Answering: (1) (s) - (3) (3 . (2) - (14)
| Total' Nufiber of Jnstances of Negative Cites = 77" ;‘gi |
Total: Number of Respondents Citing Negative Factors = 46
*ReSpondents Were permitted multiple answers. . _ . ;
*Ihose negative comments cited less than 6 times were e;?tted
, e 17
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:‘,
is. time.

. § .
between:

- the I: TT-study f1nd1ngs and their*‘ob related infbrmational needs, also FépaFféa

K
that the findings were too general icd the study poorly timed The following are :

¢4  quotes from respondents o ,\ SRR R o Coe

".Certain points were off target,and missed the gutsy part of the ‘
_problems in_terms-of the children and youth. - There was no sub-

: stantiaJ infonmation'that would: help give guidance in any direction.,"‘

I:TT established business leaving downtown as a fact. I told them

about this.... Jt ‘made me- wonder where the questions came from, . -

& The Estudy] information was not specifiE and could not be used in
a direct manner. . .

study. The imp”ct study ihdicates tﬂat USe of the 1 TT study ?indings was made by

negative influence as Well as positive influence factors ' This’

e

suggests that other iactors mayrhave been more important 1n influencing utilization.;

~ Two factors that will ﬁe examiged are initial involvement and explanation on. the

\\7'use of study findings S S | L | - e

e UTILIZATION _

/

As previously mentioned the I:TT research team attempted to:involvelpotential
users of the study in questionhaire development in hopes that the l’ identification
: Eacﬁ respdndent was categorized as either "initially involved" or "non involved" in-
the development of the study. depending upon whether or not they had participated

in questionnaire development S = ?
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' Twenty-four respondents were initially involved through participation in gen-
erating questions and reviewing drafts of the qu;s%ionnaire The remaining thirty-six
. ;.respondents were not initially invqgved byt had reﬁuested materials on the findings:

" The comparison among categories is. shoﬁn in Table 6, below

1N

o vEf R TABLE 6

_ _ . w .
B | RESPONDENT s INVOLVEMENT IN THE PLANNING OF fHE i 7T STUDY )
) . imian"”*‘y;t;;voivea- Totals
Position | - : o ggé : Eé{ B '
Coop Ext Admin ’ R '2‘ ':‘ 8 | 6
Coop' Ext Advis :; ;;"-, & 9 15
State Office Super o ‘ R 16 2 12
o State Office Ass't o 7 - 7
tegisiator ' | ‘ ' - 9 9 .
Legis staff - . o 5 2 7
. special Interest Group ' 1. 3. s
L e otals:. 28 3 60
: . o
ﬂ? ¥ | | - A - N

';f 7Tab1e 6 indicates that state office supervisors and legislative staff persons were
j; ‘more heavily involved than were Eooperative Extension personnDl | Legislators‘and '
g-,e-state office assistants were not contacted during the injtiai planning stages;
| 'v Table 7 (page 17) and Table 8 (page 18) show the level of instrumental and
concéptual uttﬂization amonq those initially and not initially involved As indi-
,'cated in Taple 7, equal ‘numbers of both categories conducted, programs while a slightly
.higher number of thost(initially involved used the data for report writing Only

. those initially invol ed used the I: TT findings to change legislation
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; TABI;E 7°

INSTRUMENTAL UTILIZATIDN OF IAIT EINBINGS BY *RESPGNBENTS
- BOTH}INITIALLY _INVOLVED AND NOTF-INVOLVED IN THE =~ .

’ DEVELOPMENT BF THE I:TT STUDY- c
) s
Lol T e o ; o : Respondents ‘
wwo - - i Respondents: ' Not - - i ;
R Involved ~ .  Involved Total .
Typesof .. - N=2d) - . [N=36) 160y = . N
- Instrumental N e B L
Utildzation. -~ = -~ = . Co o : R
o Bevelopment © 5 5 10
3 'Pteparation : T ;
’ of Agency T 7 ; L
‘Beports i 4 6 BRI || S
[
‘ Increase ' . o
~Resources 3 2 5
T 4 . ’
Change S - -~
Law = | 3 - - 3
Teaching - - S
Create News | cE - -
‘Reports = . A .- 20 ] 3
dentify, - . T )
. Resources = = LI 1 -2 B iﬁ
 Obtain. S -
,.\,Funding : 1 - 1 2
:1Use I,II Qgta | ' '
In ‘Place of . , o - v -
Own Study ‘ 1 ‘ S Aj;'
‘Total: 14 B T

Totals: Respondents involved and not utilizlng, instrumentally =10
kRespondents not 1nvolved and not utidizing 1nstrumenta11y¢§ 24

.:-,

. ‘\ .
] TS
. LA

*Respondents were permitted multipIe answers.

Instances of instrumental utilization.
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" TABLE 8 -

e

fataiS?* Resﬁénéents involved not uti;i?ing conceptually =9

Respondents not involved and not utilizing conceptually = 12

' *Respondents were permitted multiple answers

2

A

Thus. utilization occurred among‘beth groups with higher instances of conceptual

futilization amo&b those not initially invo]ved

gaged in instruﬁzntal utilization

oA
LA
|

- (8
X 4

~Agoh L ’ - —

e E : . S
. o . ! l Tt
.. . . LU .
N ’ - T

e

- . " CONCEPTUAL UTILIZATION OF I:TT Flnniﬁés EV;ERESPONDEnTs - ‘.?;
BOTH INITIALLY, INVOLVED AND NOT INVOLVED IN THE DEVELOPMENT or THE I:TT STUDY
Résﬁén&éﬁts . Respénden'ts, L L
. Involved - Not Involved :- ‘Total. : ~
o - (N=28) (N=36)  (69) I /\)\
Types of - S S e R T
Conceptual - : , o S : : )
Utilization, =~ - = ¢ T
ot __57 emination - 6 12 - 18 (f)L H

De]ivered T o T
Presentation 5 ) 9 14 '
In. Process of 'j v o
Developing o _ NS o

N rogram i . 7 . 6 13

.. To Gain B A
5 g Entrance )

- Into Dther : . _- C

' Organizations S I A -8
Discussion 2 | 5 7.
Rei’éFéﬁée S 2 j_ B

""" C Total 15 ¢ a4 ‘e



-Utilization, then, seems to be less dependent upon initial involvement than o

;3' upon other factors. One such factor is position The I: TT staff identified w1th1n ~-.?

:state agencies those persons involved in future planning or a particular agency

Also identified were those persons on the legislative staffs who were intérested
~in issues’ the legislators may face in the ﬁé"a’g future as legislative staffs must-

"continually provide legislators with data on specific {ssues. 'Thus;'the I:7T re-

' searchers identified hy position those persons who were most. likely to benefit from
‘the study findings and included these :Lme peophe in the i i i'l planning stages ' ;§'“
o of the I:TT study o

For purposes of studying impact, an assumption was made that those who were :
"initially ‘{nvolved in the L:TT study wuuld tend to make greater usage of the = ;:
findings than those not initially involved fparticularly if the respondents were

concerned With planning and. future needs of their organizations Thisfassumptjon

'appears not to have held . ; ' ;' L | - . o 'a;f

-

.
Althpugh five out of ‘seven legislative staff persons interviewed were initially
involved (Table 6, page 16), their utili;ation as ‘-group was not as high as

assuméd (Tahlé 1, page 8 ‘and Table: 2 page 9). On the other hand, Cooperative Ex-

tension persennel used the findings even though well under half of these respondents B

were initially involved - A majority of sfate office supervisars were initially
- involved Yet,- their utilization level does not represent their level of involve- ,

- ment, (This may indicate that the question is not "3 f" someone . were initially in-

I

~ are the only group to support the assumption that with no initial involvement comes
lpw utilization Thus, 1t appears that factors other than or in addition to initial
i invoivement are associated with utilization of the I:TT study findings.

ALY




- ¥ & o ’ .. ':.«':J ) :l‘ : ,’20 - E
o RECEIPT BY RESPONDENTS OF AN EXPLANATION;t : . -
ON wa To us‘e THE swov FiNBINGs o
‘ . _ & . S ) . : . r ‘ ;', ‘.:(. ‘ . .5 ‘-_
oy ’pondents were asked S A ?;h ':7,{ _ ;" ‘ f,
o B o Once the' study was completed were you ton By the I TT staff - D
Y . how the study results might be used?” - .. o _ ’f 5 Al
Noqe of the state office assistants, legislators or legislative stafF persons o
?)reported attending such a presentation, although two general worEshop sessions were
T given in Springfield Illinois, the state capitol, and private workshops were given

,to major state agencies Almost all Cooperative Extension personnel received an
-fexplanation as a series of ten worksﬁops were conducted around the state with:

7attendance requir 7:6? alt county level Extension personnel

R S ocvees T o
" - COMPARISON BETWEEN POSTTION CATEGORY ————— — - -
: ",4‘ ANB EXPEANATION OF I: TT FINDINGS ‘ : ‘
‘ "—.,Received Explanation
. P y . . ngit . "0
jL__ . No - Recall . Answer Iotal
5.1 = o g
13 1 - 15 -
oz .z § ‘Z -
3 . 8 1 - 12
 State Office Ass't :_ e 6 1 - 8"
Legislator = . .. = .5 - 4 9
‘Legls Staff = R S X 1 7
Special Interest Group 4 2 2 = .= 4
- Total' 23,§r§¢'27 5 5 - 60

Of the 23 persons who had réceived-an eiplanation‘of how the findings might be used,

‘ 2? respondents who did not receive an explanation, 17 utilized the finrings while

21 respondents utilfzed the findings efther’ instrumentally or concept’ 11y. Of the

|}



' “"lo-did not.. Five respondents did not regali if they had received an explagation on ;ﬁf

_-.\;

»f*f the,ﬁse of the findfhgs. It appe*rs;that receipt of an. expianation'on t&, use of

. *f-receiving an explanation id not,use the findings. Alsq, over one:third of the~27

D~

R respondents who did not receive an. exp]anation did not\:se the findings instrumentally :

- ~ "“’-',,

na ) A

or conceptualiy (See Table 10 page 22) - B h ’_ --f_i .

'on1y two used the findings ever, upon examinatign of the other two groups not

. receiving;an expianation (state office assistants and iegislative staff persons).

. ‘,we find aimost an even split between those who:utiiized the find;ngs and those who

- "staff persons, 3 used the findings (See Table 11* page 22) This finding casts
some doubt over the strength of the variabie "receipt by respondents of an expiana-}_

tion on the)use of the study findings" Gne question that ougﬁt to Be raised isi

told how the findings may be used?" While evidence in the data is sketchy, it

'appears that some reSpondents were not aiways clear about whether they were toid

- how the findings might be used.’ The foliowing are respondent guotes

more anaiysis.
I don't remember getting a briefing on how to use the study..
o .it asma have taken s. conference ... to pound home the

N
Yet, Table iﬂ suggests that whatever expianation was given, it, in part. may have

'.stimulatad reSpondents to use the study findings. o P/—J ' K

T
-
e .

.,§ummarz

to affect utiiization impact study data indicate t t initial invoivement By itseif

.
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quiVOcal Tn that utiTization was drama

th utilization occurs has been examined in light of positﬂve influences, = f

it

negative influences,»and additional variables such as prior involvement, position. ;f
o and receipt of an explanation on the use of study find%ngs._ While assessing these,

three additionai factors sur?aced to help explain the varied patterns of utiliza-___

| tion. These are- . R ,;;.5;' AR ' S »’v‘_, ' ’\\ SR
. oo LA - - --., PR . !
1) coeperative E:tension as’an organization that plans and presents_‘»

_ . ; educationgl programs responding to community needs can’ easily '
Cws - facilitate utilization of research information, ’ .7@

L '2) Pubiic decision-makers and planners need public opinion information ’ ;*¥;
- : -of & widedspectrum that is collected through scientific method- : N
ology; an T | = -

' T 3) The I11inods: Toda} and Tomorrow‘study represented ‘a seurce pf
- . {nput-on Tocal ar state perceptions that is not norma][y available
"~ to- decision-makers. . : 7 R

NRAE

That al} respondents from this organizatTOn utilized the findings comes as'no,:

surprise Ihé focus. of the Cooperative Extension service is to provide educatidnal'

"pfagianniﬁg on the county level. WOrking with leaders in the counties};county




-

a a.he utilization of that informatfon. R ,

';7programs on agrieultural research where application is very specific.r The agents ’L,

'were not comfortéble with public opinion survey research which does not necessarily '

lend itself to clear-cut applieation This;*roblem may have interfered with more
Lﬂ;;active utilization by some county agents Still, instances of usage among Gooper- |

. L : '

-*gative Extension personnel were very high

— - - o o -

‘ PubliceDecisioanakersgand Planners < )
';;j7 The I: 1T study findings which contained public perception of issues and prob-

: ;lems facing Illinois communities provided the public decision-maker and planner

. with needed information upon ‘which to base decisions : Respondents interviewed in

E the impact study often stdied the need for survey information that has been scien-.

' tifically collected. L R ii | 3

"-77:ionly public opinion dataig ve;seen that was conducted
- {n a sc! ntifically valid way The sample was big enough and
appropriate :

. CI'm always looking for an unBiased opinion survey., I really L
- feel_more- confident in this [1:1T] survey than in ‘some poll. ik

éf: In addition, many of the issues articulated in the I TT study will eontinue to

f;_d ”'nd attention. The I TT study information is relevant for future planning as |
N ll s for current concerns (environmental issues. consumer problems, nuclear power,
: etc ) Having thes is es spelled out and prioritizeafallowed decision-makers and
i 'planners to a es ¢ eir perceptions against thosq.of the general public. |
Most important. therscdpe?of*the I;f%*studggwas far greater thana;ny study
'.that could have been conducted by a single legislator or state official. Thus, the '
. needs of decision-makers and planners and the availability of a credible study : :

fprovided the fit that led to widespread utilization of the study findings




N VISR & T Lt I I

e
'

The I TT study had a major advantage it was the on]y study of its Eind done in

"_‘Iilinois. ‘While timing,may,not have been go d,for specific organizations, the,vast”

ipto be, as the scope of the I: TT study includes probiems and issues requiring con-'
"tinued attention. That the study was seegias objective and having credence was ‘

'important in its utilization Thus, it was perceived as’ credib]e and it was the d

:,fonly study that contained comprehensive I11inois- specific information. Essentia]ly,'

. it was the best and the only game in town i “}; R L

. IMPLEGATIGNS FBR PRAGTIGE

s To<insure better utilization, researchers might want to.consider the foliowing'"

Ihe,survey should be conceptua]ized as a continuum of
research dissemination-utiiization. :

’Research

Potential users of research information need to be asked what format is best

c.for them to receive research findings.g The desired format wili\vary among agencies
, and organizations and may require some sort of compromise for the researcher.,

Methods of dissemination ought to be chosen that wili al]ow for varied audiences to'
L N

| become fami'liar with‘ the research 1 findings: . A mu]ti faceted approach may include i

. 'media coverage, personal contacts, presentations, written information, research .
.l pubiicatfbns, and meetings to discuss the findings ' _ | o |
o Intended iay and: professionai audiences will not automatica]ly know how to
utiiize research findings; This was evident in the negative infiuence factor "not,‘

told how to use findingsﬁ. During the research planning stage, the researcher ’

i —

' does weil to begin expioring how ‘the findings might be used .ﬂnce the findings are




E disseminated. presentations that demonstrate utilization for specific audiences B
-

should be developed Sometimes a two-day workshop is appropriate while only an -

———zafterhoou_sesston may be adequate for'persqgs familiar_with social science research,

Explanations of how research findings may be used is only a first step

Follow-up activities ought to include working with a target group: Sharing docue '

B mentation on how others used research information~mayﬁstimulate some to explore
different forms of utilization. Found in the impact study were respondents who |
felt they needed to hear a presentation on how. to use the I: TT study findings more
than once. This makes follow=up, crucial : o ;
SN It is naturally hoped th%t‘research will be expanded to. include dissemination.f
and utilization as part ‘of jts process This expansion may create a rerouting of

' applied research from its entry as an obscure Journal article to the working plaée'

wﬁere it can affect those for whom it was intended

4
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