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Abstract

This paper presents avision of IR for the beginning of the 21 century in which ingtitutional
researches learn to see themsalves as the critical knowledge workersin the higher education
industry. To take on thisrole, IR needsto: (1) understand the concepts of knowledge
management (KM); (2) use new tools and the web to meet the ondaught of information
demands; (3) understand changes in mandated reporting; (4) take advantage of unprecedented
access to data; (5) view networking & participating in the IR community asaway of life; (6)
learn to manage the politics of data; and (7) take risks and become data entrepreneurs.
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I ntroduction

This paper sharesavision of the future of ingtitutional research (IR) for the 21% century,
in which indtitutiona researchers learn to see themselves as the critical knowledge workersin the
higher education industry. To take on thisrole, IR needsto: (1) understand the concepts of
knowledge management (KM); (2) use new tools and the web to meet the ondaught of
information demands; (3) understand changes in mandated reporting; (4) take advantage of
unprecedented access to data; (5) view networking & participating in the IR community as away
of life; (6) learn to manage the politics of data; and (7) take risks and become data entrepreneurs.

Under standing K nowledge M anagement

The emerging study of Knowledge Management (or KM) has much to offer indtitutiond
research. KM principles recognize that it isimportant for organizations to “know what they
know.” Thisknowledge:

resides in many different places such as: databases, knowledge bases, filing cabinets and
peoples heads and are distributed right across the enterprise. All too often one part of an
enterprise repeats work of another part simply because it isimpossible to keep track of,
and make use of, knowledge in other parts. Enterprises need to know: what their
knowledge assets are; how to manage and make use of these assets to get maximum
return (AlAI, 1999, http://www.aiai.ed.ac.uk/~alm/kamlnks.html).

KM projects are not dways caled KM. “Knowledge management done well is good
business, regardless of what it iscdled” (Kay, 2000, p. 8). Knowledge assets within an
organization are not measured by individua employee’ s skills, knowledge, education, and
experience, but by their “capitalization as members of an organization” (Strassman, 1999, p. 14).
It isthis “organized complexity” of collaborative work to share and use information across dl
agpects of an indtitution which marks the effective use of knowledge and which KM triesto
promote.

All inditutions inherently store, access, and ddiver knowledge in some manner. They
could not exist without it in the marketplace. The question iswhat vaue is added to the products
and sarvices they deliver by the effective use of that knowledge capitd. Two organizations with
identicad numbers of employees and financid assets may vary widdly in how successful they are
inthe sameindudry. The differenceis often intangible vaue that is added by effective
knowledge management. Peter Drucker explains that “ Knowledge has become the key economic
resource and the dominant - and perhaps even the only source of competitive advantage” (1999).

Companies with afocus on KM pay close attention to issues of collaboration,
organizationa learning, best practices, workflow, intelectua property management, document
management; customer-centric focus, and usng data effectively. KM initiatives include portals
that use the web to span communication across an entire enterprise and to promote business to



business relationships (Roberts-Witt, 1999; Ruber, 2000). The Internet is also used intensely for
team collaboration and groupware; natura language queries of data; sharing information on best
practices, and anytime/anywhere online learning (Delio, 1999; Sherman, 2000).

Data warehouses, data mining, and virtud redlity modeling are used as new waysto
visualize and transcend extraordinarily complex, transactionbased data (Knowledge Integrity,
2000; Nylund, 2000). The concept of Executive Information System is taken much further with
the use of digital dashboards for monitoring critical processes and performance measures
(Angus, 1999 Karlenzig, 1999). Attention management tools address the problem of
information overload and help executives focus with persondized web portas to monitor their
unique priorities and misson.

The Knowledge Worker Initigtive a Xerox is an example of how companies are
embracing KM , recognizing that “knowledgeis our lifeblood” (Barth, 2000, p. 33). This
Initiative identified ten domains in which organizations can leverage knowledge concepts.

Sharing knowledge and best practices

Indtilling responghility for sharing knowledge

Capturing and reusing best practices

Embedding knowledge in products, services and processes
Producing knowledge as a product

Driving knowledge generation for innovetion

Mapping networks of experts

Building and mining customer knowledge bases
Understanding and measuring the vaue of knowledge
Leveraging intellectud assets

By leveraging knowledge capita, the nature of organizations changes as they become
more effective. A hew dynamic of information versus data comesinto play. Thisispossblein
even the mogt traditiona and hierarchical of indtitutions, as describes Richard Danzig, Secretary
of the Navy:

One of the attractions of the information revolution is that it moves us away from a top-
heavy structure... Information acts like a force of gravity that pulls the decision-making
power lower into the organization, so it has more freedom, flexibility and vibrancy. The
gravitational pull istoward greater freedom and flexibility for junior personnel, and |
think that's very healthy (Delio, 2000, p. 50).

In her andyss of grassrootsinitiaives for KM, Delio found that even when thereis
support in top management for a project, the KM leader is“not atop dog in the organization.”
Of 3,500 IT executives surveyed, only asmdl fraction (7%) had CEOs who support KM. Most
of the companiesimplementing KM do it a agrassroots leve, with only 8% driven from the top
(Ddlio, 2000).



Of those companies that adopt KM, the top reasons are to:

Increase profits or revenues

Retain key tdent and expertise

Improve customer retention and/or satisfaction
Defend market share againgt new entrants
Accelerate time to market with products
Penetrate new market segments

Reduce costs

Develop new products and services

In her article“KM Pays Off,” Ddio explains that while “knowledge does not result in a
physica product... it can yield demonstrable results’ (2000b, p. 36). Theseinclude increased
speed of processes, improved qudlity, better customer service, and rapid innovation. Using new
types of metrics to measure the impact of KM, former MIT/Soan professor John Vardon argues
that “ Enterprises have the proof that these new technologies are improving their bottom ling’
Delio, 2000b, p. 38).

One of the most widdy cited examples of KM in busnessis Cisco Systems, sustaining
double digit growth for years by “extending knowledge- sharing beyond the enterprise to
customers, partners and suppliers’ (Sherman, 2000, p. 42). “While other companies talk about
knowledge management, Cisco has turned theory into practice without adopting KM jargon. Its
success speaks volumes about the importance of knowledge initiatives to a company’ s bottom

ling” (p. 47).

As public, private, and for-profit higher education inditutions aike respond to the
phenomend growth of online courses, cybercolleges, and virtud universties, these same reasons
to adopt KM apply. Itisin the application of KM principles that colleges will be better able to
increase student retention and graduation rates; retain a technology workforce in the face of
severe employee shortages, expand new web-based offerings, work to anayze the cost effective
use of technology to meet more enrollment; transform existing transactionbased systemsto
provide information, not just data, for management; and compete in an environment where
ingtitutions cross sate and nationd borders to meet sudent needs anytime/anywhere.

Many of the roles, responsihilities, and tools of KM arethose of IR.  Ingtitutiona
research is found everywhere in the higher education enterprise, from student affairs to parking.
It isamindset about data, regardiess of thetopic. Indtitutiona researchers are the knowledge
workers that KM leadersin business and industry are talking about. IR professonds are tasked
to respond to any and al information needs; collecting, extracting, editing, anayzing, and
presenting enrollment, finance, course, admissions, facilities, human resource, assessment, and
other types of complex historica and current data for management decisonmaking.

However, inditutional researchers cannot sit waiting for top down leadership that will
vauethe IR function becauseit is at the heart of organizational knowledge. IR has dways been
somewhat at odds in the power hierarchy, regardless of reporting relationships. Since most KM
initiatives do not dart at the top anyway, IR professonas are uniquely positioned to be



grassroots leadersin KM. While other mid-level managers are bogged down in operations and
day to day crises, indtitutional researchers should see themsdlves as having the experience,
knowledge, and vison to help transform their ingtitutions through KM.

Using New Toolsto Meet the Onslaught of Requests

It isimpossible to keep up with the ondaught of data requests and needs by doing things
the same old way. The number of admissions guides, Sate and federaly mandated reports, and
ad hoc queries which IR offices must repond to is & an dl time high and this reporting burden
will not diminish, only grow larger.

This problem is described in KM as* quaquaversdity.” Quaguaversa motion occurs
“when matter radiates out in dl directions smultaneoudy,” such aswhat occurred in the “Big
Bang” theory of how the universe was started. Angus expects that this “coming-apart-in-dl-
directionsforceis certain to grow more extreme” in organizations (1999b, p. 17). Too often, the
work of IR feds asif requests and demands are coming from al directions at once.

While the typicd response to overload is to request more staff, resources, software, and
training — these solutions will never be enough because they do not address the fundamental
nature of the problem — information processing and the need for better knowledge management.

What do IR professionals need to do instead? They need to think about the entire IR
function as an example of KM.

Questioning Assumptions

Many will argue that their offices do not have the luxury of taking on ancther task, even
onethat is expected to work at such ahigh leve to transform the organization. It is at this point
that indtitutiond researchers must question their most fundamenta assumptions about whet is
importart and begin to look at new tools as away to redistribute work. What business are we in?
Isit completing surveys for admisson guide vendors to make money with new publications or
helping to improve and guide our inditutions?

If it isimpossible to respond to al admission guides and ad hoc queries, an dternativeis
to complete the Common Data Set (CDS) and puit this on the web. When someone calls for
information, give them the URL. If they are unable to get access to the web, offer to print it out
and have them come pick it up. Consider the option of not providing any additiona datato
vendors unless the publication they produce is somehow critica to the mission of your
indtitution.

If the cycle of annua factbook production istaking longer and longer, consider making
the factbook a database-driven web product. With clean extracts of unit record reports and
relatively free web database software such as ColdFusion and ASP, it is possible to dynamically
generate factbook tables and charts on the web when new data become available (Milam, 1999).
Use the cost savings of not printing a factbook to purchase aweb server.



If anew round of assessment surveys are needed to address some issue facing the
ingtitution, such as freshmen retention, consder collecting these online. Web database
gpplications may be created to collect, clear/edit, analyze, and display survey responses as they
are completed.

If the detaintegrity of extractsis a problem, consder rebuilding the information
landscape of the inditution with an online data dictionary from your office' s perspective. This
web gpplication could alow usersto post notes and even code to explain problems and changes
in data entry, vaue labdls, editing, lookup codes, and table entity relationships.

The tools of IR have never been more plentiful or chegper. Cross-tabs originaly done
with SPSS or SAS may now be done as Excel pivot tables that alow usersto “paint” areport by
playing with different fields in columns and rows and different levels of aggregeation, grouping,
and sorting.  Access, with its built-in structured query language (SQL.) feature alows for
complex reporting with merges between tables, recodes, and referentid integrity between fields
maintained in different tables.

Many IR offices have moved beyond static HTML pages for factbooks and online
versions of reports to dynamically creating pages “ on-the-fly” with web database tools. An
excdlent example of this gpproach is now open to the public at George Mason University (see
https.//data.gmu.edu/cfm/openinfo.cfm).

It is possible to webify dmost everything that an IR office does with inexpensve and
user-friendly solutions such as Internet Information Server and Microsoft Office 2000. Paper
and pencil ingruments are no longer needed as the collection, analysis, and distribution of data
on the web becomes standard. Offices that till maintain alarge code base are able to use open
database connectivity (ODBC) and OLE driversto go against Access, Excel, and SQL Server
databases with SAS and SPSS to have the best of both programming worlds.

Similarly, the advent of the web has provided unprecedented access to every dtate,
nationa, public, and private entity with which an ingtitution interacts. Ingtitutional research,
budget, assessment, student affairs, and state higher education executive (SHEEO) offices on the
web provide invaluable models for sharing data and for collecting peer comparison information
and ideas for best practices. The ERIC Clearinghouses for Higher Education; Assessment and
Evauation; Community Colleges, Adult, Career, and VVocationd Education; Counsding and
Student Services, and Information & Technology are invaluable online resources that now
contain much more than bibliographic information.

IR has access with the cost of a subscription to the full-text, full-search site of the
Chronicle of Higher Education, invaugbleif only for its data dmanac and job listings. The
Association for Indtitutiona Research (AIR), Society for College and University Planning
(SCUP), National Center for Education Statistics, IPEDS, and Nationa Science Foundation sites
have never been more integra or accessible to the knowledge management of higher education.
These dtes provide numerous web gpplications, such as membership directories for networking,
full-text documents, data anadysis systems (DAS), and peer andysstools. The members only



services of association sites, especidly that of AIR, are well worth it just for the online
resources.

Changesin Mandated Reporting

One reason that reporting burden is &t its highest leve isthat there are unprecedented
changesin mandated reporting at the federd level. Ingtitutiona researchers need to be prepared
to undergtand the effect of these changes on the nature of their work and on their ingtitutions.
They need to assess, long before anew report is due, whether they are prepared to collect, edit,
aggregate, and analyze the necessary data. If new systems of data collection are required or new
programs must be written to obtain extracts, IR must anticipate thisin time to fight for this need
in the competing priorities placed on centra computing or their own staffs.

New coding schemes for existing data

These changes in reporting include new race/ethnicity codes. While thereis il
discussion and contention between federal agencies about the implementation of the new U.S.
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) standard for collecting data on race and ethnicity, this
new coding schemawas implemented in the 2000 U.S. Census. Using a two-question format to
encourage accurate reporting on multiple combinations of race and ethnicity, NCES has
recommended that 16 possible categories be created for surveys. These would alow for the
caculation of ranges of the minimum and maximum number of individuasin a category.

The U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Civil Rights, the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, NCES, NPEC, and NSF are still meeting to reach resolution about
postsecondary data reporting, which will be required in 2003. NSF has dready begun collecting
data using the two question format. Numerous issues will arise about the comparability of data
collected with new and old methods in the same survey and across surveys. It is expected that
ingtitutiona researchers will encounter many problemsin upgrading their systems and reports to
mest this mandate.

Schoolswill need to survey their entire student body to meet reporting requirements and
modify their data entry forms accordingly. It isvery possble that schoolswill no longer know
the exact number of studentsin certain combinations of race/ethnicity that they are used to
andyzing for interna reports. Many trendsin affirmative action satistics will need to be
rethought in the light of these new data (NCES, 2000d; Westat, 2000).

New classfication of ingructiond program or CIP codes are a so being implemented.
CIP 2000 is necessary to account for changesin the structure and nature of academic disciplines
and programs which have taken place since the previous 1990 release of a classification manud.
Crosswa ks and taxonomies have been cregated to dlow historical andysis of data by discipline
and awebdte with trandation between old and new codesis available. Some CIP codes are no
longer used, especidly if they are reported by only afew indtitutions. Canadian and U.S. CIP
codes are merged into a single system so that there will now be greater comparability across
countries. However, trends and analysis of enrollment patterns and degree productivity by
discipline could be effected by this change and IR needs to anticipate how these will impact
exigting studies such as peer comparison (Morgan and Hunt, 2000).



Deletion of data collection

Dueto acut in appropriations for the U.S. Department of Education last year, NCES
stopped the collection of two critica surveys— the IPEDS Faculty Sdary Survey (SA) and the
IPEDS Fal Staff Survey (S). Other survey data such as IPEDS Finance have been greetly
curtailed aswell. While some criticd data elements from these surveys are included in the two
web- based surveys that began in academic year 2000-01, thiswill have amagor impact on
indtitutiona researchers who study faculty and gaff.

Ironicaly, amulti-year effort was initiated by NCES through the National Postsecondary
Education Cooperative (NPEC) to redesign the IPEDS surveys, with extensive focuson the S
and SA. Despite recommendations to gather more data and improve current definitions and
instruments, the S and SA have Hill been cut. NCES expects researchersto rely on AAUP for
faculty sdary data. However, Ernest Benjamin of AAUP reports that less than half of AAUP
submissions come through its own instrument, the rest through shared submissions of the SA.
Also, NCES is expecting the EEOC to callect the S, which it formaly conducted until 1993 as
the EEO-6 report.

New data for collection

The IPEDS Redesign effort recommended new data collection features for the S and SA,
including detailed breakouts about faculty by type. NCES 4till intends to phase these new data
tables into its web collections over time, with additiond funding. These three critica cross-tabs
of datawill provide new insghts into who teaches and into the make-up of the faculty
population. Other sample surveys such asthe National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF)
have been hampered by inadequate weighting and dratification techniques due to this lack of
detalled faculty data. For many schools, it will be difficult to complete the new data tables for
ingructiond, research, and service faculty by rank, tenure, teaching, and clinical status without
surveying the existing workforce (NPEC. 1999; NPEC, 2000; Peng, 1999; Phillips, 1999; Sapp,
2000).

New methods for collection

Both NCES and NSF have implemented web-based data collections. After years of
reliance on paper forms, NCES required that its August, 1999 IPSFA data collection be
submitted via the web (Forgione, 1999). Edit checks and data cleanup/verification are also
documented in this manner. This changed the state SHEEO role in review and andysis of data
before submission to NCES. Beginning in Fal 2000, dl surveys are being collected in two web-
based collections, one in the Fall and the second in the Spring (NCES, 2000a; NCES, March 6,
2000; NCES, April 7, 2000).

The Fal 2000 collection did not go as planned, though, with mgor problemsin the SQL
Server and ASP web database programming that caused long processing delays on both ends.
IPEDS is addressing these computing issues and states that the Spring 2001 collection will run
more smoothly. A massive effort was undertaken in the Summer of 2000 by NCESin
conjunction with AIR and regiond and state groups to prepare IPEDS trainers who would then



go out and train cadres of IR gaff in completing the new web collections and using the Peer
Andyds Sysem.

The Common Data Set (CDS), which is promoted by the four mgor admissions guide
vendors, aso continues to undergo yearly changes and additions. It gppearsthat U.S. News will
begin collecting its verson of the CDS online & the end of thisyear. The other vendors,
including the College Board, Petersons's, and Wintergreen/Orchard House, have not decided
how they will respond. U.S. News will not share its CDS collection with anyone e se, according
to Bob Morse (2000). One possibility is that the other three vendors will allow the new VIOLIN
project of NCES and AIR to become arepository for these data.

NCES and NSF funded through the Association for Ingtitutional Research (AIR) grant
program apilot project caled VIOLIN (Voluntary Ingtitutional On-Line Information Network.
VIOLIN emerged out of the recognition that IPEDS is inadequate for kegping up with the
demands for policy data. Rather than continue to improve and expand IPEDS with limited
funding, NCES plansto use VIOLIN for one-time and ongoing exchanges of data at the
inditutiond level. Twenty-four pilot schools participated in the 1999-2000 pilot year, submitting
datafor aCDS repository. While funding was not available for 2000-01 implementation due to
the across-the-board cuts, VIOLIN isin the NCES budget for the future. Numerous associations
in the Council of Higher Education Management Associations (CHEMA) group and other
policy-related associations such as the American Council on Education (ACE) areinvolved in
promoting VIOLIN as an aternative to an ever-expanding IPEDS. One possibility which has
been discussed recently isfor VIOLIN to become a project of the National Postsecondary
Education Cooperative (NPEC).

Unprecedented Accessto Data

The web dso provides multiple, new ways for ingtitutional researchers to get accessto
data and information. 'Y et as unprecedented access to data moves forward, some of the old ways
which IR gaff rely on for peer comparisons are no longer offered.

Cutting old methods for dissemination

In the past, NCES provided data in compressed (zip) files for download viafile transfer
protocol (FTP) on itswebsite. These files contain severd different file formats and the record
layout. Whilethe historical FTP files are il available, NCES is releasing new dataonly
through its new Peer Analysis System (PAS). For example, the Institutional Price and Student
Financid Aid (IPSFA) dataare only available through the PAS and IPEDS College
Opportunities On-Line (COOL). Some files that were more recently collected, such asthe find
release of the IPEDS Fall Staff Survey for 1997, are made available asa zip file on the old
website.

The zip filesinclude record layouts in Excel and text format; documentation of vaue
labelsfor critica indtitutiond characteristics; SAS code and AASCII text files needed to import
the datainto SAS; an Access database structure and importing macro, and raw data files for
importing. Now only comma delimited CSV file format datawill be made available. These data
are broken out into specific tables within asurvey. All andysts and researchers who use the raw,



electronic IPEDS datawill need to create new programs to access the data. Users must
download, import, and merge these files to obtain datain aformat comparable to what they are
used to using, with conversion of existing SAS and SPSS programs to accommodate the changes
in record layout.

New methods for dissemination

NCES and NSF have both moved to primarily releasing data and publications on the web.

NSF has since 1990 offered its CASPAR product with merged files suitable for many levels of
analyss, most of them at the ingtitutiona level. An online WebCASPAR product alows
higtoricd andysis of datafrom NSF, NRC, IPEDS, and other survey sourcesin auseful and
user-friendly format. The results may be displayed in HTML, Excd, Lotus, and SAS read
formats (NSF, 2000).

The NCES Peer Analyss System accomplishes similar ams, making IPEDS data
available onlinein amuch more timely manner. Though the PAS and WebCASPAR systems are
very different, they both allow users to salect one or more indtitutions and to build an andyssor
data file with elements and value |abels from different surveys. Users do not need to understand
the data dictionary of each survey or be concerned about unique identifiers for merging surveys
and higtorical data. Researchers are well served with these tools, which continue to evolve and
include new datasets when available.

A new version of the PAS is expected to be released in November, 2000. Unlike
WebCASPAR, the PAS alows users to create caculated variables from different tables of deata.
While WebCASPAR dlows various levels of aggregation in creating reports such as region or
academic discipline, the basic approach of the PASis a the indtitution leve.

The most unique feature of the PAS isthe availability of current deta. After data
submitted in the web collections have passed edits and been “locked” by the indtitution any
SHEEO, NCES migrates the data to the PAS. This means that rather than waiting severa years
for current IPEDS deta, ingtitutions will, once they submit their own data, have accessto dll
other current data. For peer comparisons, thisis an unprecedented and much desired feature of
the new IPEDS.

Finding the ANSWERS

Authorized by Congressin 1994, NPEC was established by NCES to promote “ Better
Decisons through Better Data” NPEC's*Accessing Survey Resources’ project was begun in
1999-2000 to provide survey developers, policy analysts, and researchers with an online
resource that identifies questions, best practices, and definitions from existing nationd surveys
on subjects or and topics of interest. A website called ANSWERS (Accessing Naiona Surveys
With Electronic Resource Sources) has been developed with various web-based products to
facilitate better understanding and greater use of the national datasets. The URL is.
http://nces.ed.gov/npec/answers.
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The purpose of the ANSWERS websiteisto:

Describe and andlyze information on frequently used surveys of higher education
inditutions

Promote better use of the national datasets

Provide a compendium of definitions and questions to promote best practicesin
survey development

Reduce data collection burden on ingtitutions

Improve the comparability of data across surveys by promoting de facto standards
Suggest data needs for possible incluson in the NCES VIOLIN project, a new web-
based voluntary data exchange designed to supplement IPEDS

ANSWERS includes awide variety of online toolsto help different types of usersor
audiences find the data and developer resources they need. These audience pages offer
suggestions of how different types of users might find the data they're looking for. For example,
survey developers may be interested in potentia questions to use in an inditutiona
questionnaire, using the Question Bank. Policy andysts may want to quickly locate exigting data
to respond to arequest on a hot topic by using the Matrix of Data Elements. Search engines are
aso provided with each type of resource. A specia audience pageis provided for IR and
Panning.

NCES has developed severd other new toolsfor IR. Electronic Codebooks are available
for IPEDS for the sample surveys such as the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty. The
College Opportunities On+Line (IPEDS COOL) websteis geared to the mainstream public, with
three years of tuition and fees and financia aid data provided in response to Congressona
mandate. Also, HTML/PDF versons of dl current and many historical NCES publications are
made available online (NCES, 200b). Other important publications such as The Condition of
Education and Education Digest are available in multiple formats with full-text searching.

In addition to WebCASPAR, NSF offers an online tool that alows accessto its three
higher education sample surveys. The NSF SESTAT website offers the Survey of Doctorate
Recipients, the Nationa Survey of College Graduates (NSCG), and the Nationa Survey of
Recent College Graduates (NSRCG). See http://srsstats.she.nsf.gov/ for more information.
Higtorical datafrom the two NSF Surveys at the indtitution level, the Graduate Student Survey
(GSS) and the Academic Research and Development Survey (R&D), are presented in up-to-date
“Academic Indtitutiona Profiles” adong with other data such as federa obligations by agency
and discipline. These datasets (especidly the GSS) are available dectronicdly for further
andysisat theinditution level (NSF, 1999; NSF, 2000).

Networking asa Way of Life

By nature of being part of academic indtitutions, IR has had access to some of the
Internet’s most cutting edge tools. Email and listservs transformed networking years ago. Y et
these tools are till growing in use, with an average of 10 billion emails per day in 2000,

11



expected to rise to 35 billion by 2005 (Levitt, 2000). Ingitutiond researchers must teke
advantage of the web for everything they do. Other free, ubiquitous Internet tools such as chat
rooms, threaded discussion groups, newsgroups, FTP, and instant messaging should not be
ignored, but experimented with for avariety of dailly communication purposes.

IR professionas need to keep up with changes on the NCES, NSF, SHEEO, and peer
websites and there are dozens of free web toolsto help them do this. In an age of shrinking
travel budgets, there is no reason why IR cannot take advantage of the many virtua conference
offeringswhich are available. Usng RedPlayer and other media software, anytime/anywhere
access is aredity with gpeeches and presentations on amyriad of topics of interest to IR, from
learning to use adatistica technique to learning to run aweb server. If anationd association
does not offer its conference proceedings online, be sure to check regiond and state mestings.
Asinditutiona researchersfind Stesthat are useful to their work, such as are listed in Internet
Resources for Indtitutional Research, they should promote them and encourage others to make
effective use of them. The capacity to stay in touch with colleagues, professonds, and
organizations is expanding amost exponentidly.

Back on campus, IR professonds need to force themsalves to build the same kinds of
networking relationships. It isimportant to befriend anyone who understands the data dictionary
your office relies on, from fellow data users to the data entry managers who stand at thefirdt line
of cleanup and editing. The web has facilitated a mindset about sharing knowledge which
crosses organizationa boundaries and breaks apart hierarchical reporting. If you have questions
about anew report or study conduced by aresearcher at another university, send the person an
email. Smilarly, if centrd computing doesn't want to support your using aweb server to serve
databases, create an informa support or users group with severa offices to help yoursaves work
through problems together. Long after AIR workshops and presentations are over, participants
continue to email facilitators with questions and ideas. There is no reason to fed isolated or
adonein facing awork problem when there are so many competent professonds a the end of an
email or phone cal who are glad to help. Use the nationd, regiond, and state membership
directories to find them or go to the indtitution’ s website and use the people lookup feature.

The threaded discusson groups which are available on the AIR, SAIR, and other
association webgtes are, like many listservs and newsgroups, much underutilized. Yet this
sarvice isfree, immediate, and works extremely well in some contexts. The key to successisthe
presence of asmal group of indtitutiond researchers who are committed to using technology for
networking. Use these tools, promote their use at conferences, and you will be amazed a how
much they can offer. Comparable arrangements arein place for sets of peer inditutions such as
Urban Universities, the AAU Data Exchange, and the Southern University Group for
communicating about data issues and responding to ad hoc requests.

Managing the Palitics of Data

AsIR learnsto facilitate KM in higher education, theided of “better data for better
decisons’ may, unfortunately, not meet the redlity of the decison-making process. Too often, it
is the palitics of resource dlocation and not the wdl-written analys's of an issue which guides
maor administrators.



Whileit isimportant to try anyway, the recommendetion of this author isthat IR
professionals not be too idedlistic about the gppearance of rationdity. Thereis much to be said
for the organizationa theories of ambiguous leadership, loosely coupled systems and
sensemaking (Cohen and March, 1974; Weick, 1979). Rather than be discouraged that one's
white papers and factbooks are not better used, try sensemaking ingtead. Tell Sorieswith data
that people want told. An example is freshmen retention, with a report that interweaves first
person, quditative narratives with tables and charts to dramaticdly tell the cost of attrition to an
individud and to the inditution.

In congdering the palitics of data, too often thereisa“kill the messenger” syndrome a
work inwhich IR is blamed for providing data about a problem. Theissueisnot that IR has
uncovered a problem that the inditution and adminigtratorsis concerned about, but that the data
are somehow incorrect or inadequate for explaining the Situation. No one likes to hear bad news
and IR is somehow blamed asif it isitsfault. The key is pushing data to executives so that they
are enabled by tools such as digital dashboards and executive information systems to monitor
critica performance indicators before they become a problem.

AsIR professonas move to promote knowledge management, there isa subtle
restructuring of hierarchies. Informetion has the potentia to completely change the power
dynamicsin an organization. Don't expect everyone to be pleased about this phenomenon,
especidly those who seem to currently wield the most power with data

There are three ways to combat these problems of “kill the messenger” and
organizationd dynamics. Thefirg isto move out of therole of “manager” into that of
“knowledge worker.” Managers will dways be blamed when data do not work out the way other
people intended them to, either because of missed deadlines or inadequate time to prepare
complex andlyses. Thetrick isfor IR professonas to see themsalves as knowledge workers who
are valued because of the intellectud capital or knowledge assets they contribute to the
inditution. One must be involved in andyzing and presenting data to do this. It isnot enough to
supervise gaff who do this function. Everyone must have unique skill sets, competencies, and
topical areas in which they uniquey contribute to knowledge management.

A second way to combat these problems isto promote the use of teams. Very few
organi zations encourage teams, at least as more than an occasiond exercise in braingorming.
Y et teams and collaborative arrangements are very successful in business and industry. What
few people redize isthat teams are very messy. Thereisagreat investment required in
promoting the kind of group process and work that will encourage true collaboration acrosstitles
and roles and position descriptions. Groupware software has much to offer in fadlitating virtud
teams, but requires the same type of commitment, sharing, openness, and built-in reward
sructure for participation and sdlf-management.

Findly, IR professonas need to redize that there are fundamenta political tensons
inherent in getting access to data and sharing information. There are the obvious tensons—
internd use versus externd scrutiny and |egidative accountability versus academic freedom and
governance. Thered issuesinvolve power and sensemaking and tdlling the stories of the
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indtitution. It isimportant not to get too attached to whether ingtitutional research data appear to
be used by mgor administratorsin decison-making. There is acumulétive process a work.
Deflect this traditional modd with the concepts of knowledge management. Find waysto
illustrate how ingtitutions could better compete and address critical problems such as student
retention and technology worker shortages by focusing on KM principles.

Taking Risks and Being a Data Entrepreneur

There is S0 much to balance in juggling competing priorities, moving forward with aKM
gpproach, and learning to see the larger patternsin how an inditution uses data and information.
IR will not be able to take up these chalenges if it remainsin the box of existing expectations.

It isimportant to takerisks. Our work lives aren’t usually that comfortable or settled anyway,
with competing tensons and demands on time, saff turnover, and changing reporting
relationships.

If you gtick to your job description, it is only the lowest common denominator for
performance. It isaso probably wrong, written by people who barely understand what your
predecessor or you actudly do during the course of aday. IR must chalenge al assumptions
about the nature of the businessitisin. What should you redlly be doing to serve the inditution?

One way to look at this new inditutiond role is through the KM buzzword
“infomediaries” The pardlelsto IR are cbvious

This demand for immediate access to relevant knowledge has given rise to a new business
role: theinternal infomediary, who creates or manages systems to connect employees
with the knowledge they need. Infomediaries may bear any of a range of titles and may
not be designated on the org chart as knowledge controllers; what matters is what they
do. “ Their responsibility isto keep their finger on the pulse of the knowledge flowing
around the organization...” (Costello, 2000, p. 33).

During times of information overload, the last thing many professonas want to hear is
that it istime for them to learn and implement something entirely new such as aweb-based data
mart or online surveys. Y et the web is transforming higher education and indtitutiona research.
Rather than be seen as one moreitem for the IR to-do lig, effective leveraging of technology
such asthe web isthe only way to keep up.  The technology is so much chegper and easier than
most peoplethink it is.

Businesses are learning that the next step in leveraging technology for KM is the use of
internal infomediaries. “Anyone who can teke and analyze, evauate, package and disseminate
information in this useful fashion is going to give somebody a business advantage’ (Cogtdlo,
2000, p. 41). Institutional research professionas are dready doing this.

What is needed for IR to take the next step into the 21% century isvision - the vison to
explore and use the plethora of new and exciting tools; the vison to embrace knowledge
management as away to rethink what higher education organizations are dl about; and the
vision to accept change with al of the dissonance and rewards that it brings.

14



Refer ences

AlAL. (1999). “Knowledge Management.” Available online at http://www.aiai.ed.ac.uk/~alm/kamlnks.html .

Angus, Jeff. (1999a). “Beyond Digital Dashboard.” Knowledge Management, (2):12. p. 16. December, 1999.
Available online at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm_km_article.asp?id=156

Angus, Jeff. (1999b). “Challenging Quaquaversality.” Knowledge Management, (2):11. pp. 18-19. November,
1999. Available online at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/derm km_article.asp?id=146

Barth, Steve. (2000). “Knowledge as a Function of X.” Knowledge Management, (3):2. pp. 31-38. February, 2000.
Available online at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm_km_article.asp?id=163

Cohen, Michael D. and James G. March. (1974). Leadership and Ambiguity: The American College President.
Hightstown, NJ: McGraw Hill.

Costello, Daniel. (2000). “For Knowledge, L ook Within: Businesses are discovering the value of internal
infomediaries. “ Knowledge Management, (3):9. pp. 33, 39-41. Available online at:
http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm _km _article.asp?d=404

Delio, Michelle. (2000). “Grass Roots Are Greener: Knowledge initiatives advance from bottomup successes, not
by executivefiat.” Knowledge Management, (3):2. pp. 47-50. February, 2000. Available online at:
http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm_km_article.asp?d=170

Delio, Michelle. (2000b). “Proving We' re Productive.” Knowledge Management, (3): 7. pp. 33-38. Available online
at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm_km_article.asp?d=347

Drucker, Peter F. (1999). Management Challenges for the 21% Century. New Y ork: Harperbusiness.

Forgione, Pascal D., Jr. (1999). “March 31st Letter to Institutions Announcing Intent to Collect IPEDS Data
through Web-Based Surveys.” U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Available
online at: http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/pdf/ceoweb.pdf.

Karlenzig, Warren. (1999). “Behind Microsoft’ s Digital Dashboard.” Knowledge Management, (2):12. p. 84.
December, 1999. Available online at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/derm_km_article.asp?id=156

Kay, Alan. (2000). “By Any Other Name.” Knowledge Management, (3):7. p. 8. July, 2000. Available online at:
http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm_km_article.asp?d=336

Knowledge Integrity, Inc. (2000). “Collecting Quality Customer Data.” Knowledge Management, (3):2. pp. 78-80.
Available online at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/derm_km_article.asp?d=226

Levitt, Mark. (2000). Email Usage Forecast and Analysis, 2000-2005.” Report #\W23011 - September 2000.
International Data (IDC). Availablefor order online at:
http://www.itresearch.com/alfatst4.nsf/UNITABSX/W23011?0penDocument.

Milam, John. (1999). “The Data Warehouse Revolution on the Web.” On The Horizon, (7)1. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Morgan, Robert L., and E. Stephen Hunt. (2000). Classification of Instructional Programs— 2000: Public Comment
Draft. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement.
Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/npec/papers/PDFE/cip.pdf

Morse, Robert. Personal communication. June, 2000.

15



NCES. (2000q). “1999-2000 |PEDS Processing Cycle.” Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, Office
of Educational Research and Improvement. Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/schd1999.html

NCES. (2000b). “College Opportunities On-Line”. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement. Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/cool/

NCES. (April 7,2000). “Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 2000-2001 Data Collection Plan—
Revised.” Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Available
online at: http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/pdf/redesign/ip2000de. pdf

NCES. (March 6, 2000). “IPEDS Web-Based Data Collection 2000-2001.” Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/i peds/webbase.html

NCES. (2000c). “Welcometo the IPEDS Peer Anaysis System.” Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/i pedspas/

NCES. (2000d). “What's New in Racial/Ethnic Reporting for IPEDS.” (2000). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department
of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Available onlineat:
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/newracereport.html .

NPEC. (1999). “NPEC/IPEDS Faculty Focus.” National Postsecondary Education Cooperative, National Center for
Education Statistics. Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/facstaff/facstaff.html

NPEC. (2000). “NPEC/IPEDS Recommendations.” Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics. Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/npec/i peds-recommendations.html

NSF. (1999). Graduate Student Survey: Fall 1998. Arlington, VA: National Science Foundation, Division of
Science Resources Studies. Available online at: http://www.nsf.gov/sbe/srs/sgss/method98/start.htm

NSF. (2000). “WebCASPAR: Your Virtual Bookshelf of Statistics on Academic Science & Engineering.”
Arlington, VA: National Science Foundation, Division of Science Resources Studies. Available online at:
http://caspar.nsf.gov/

Nylund, Andrea L. (2000). “Finding Patternsin a Deluge of Data.” Knowledge Management, (3):2. pp. 69-71.
February, 2000. Available online at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm km_article.asp?d=189.

Peng, Samuel S, et al. (1999). Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): An improved system.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. [Accessed April 30,
2000]. Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/pdf/redesi gn/redesign.pdf

Phillips, Gary W. (October 28, 1999). “Recommendations for the Redesign of the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System.” Memorandum. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics. Available online at:
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/pdf/redesign/recommnd. pdf

Roberts-Witt, Sarah. (1999). “Making Sense of Portal Pandemonium.” Knowledge Management, (2):7. pp. 36-48.
July, 1999.

Ruber, Peter. (2000). “Portalson aMission.” Knowledge Management, (3):4. pp. 34-44. April, 2000. Available
online at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm _km_article.asp?d=252

Sapp, Mary. (2000). “Redesign of IPEDS Surveys— Update #9.” AIR Alerts #9 (February 2000). Tallahassee:
Association for Institutional Research.” Available online at: http://www.fsu.edu/~air/Alert9u9.htm

16



Sherman, Lee. (2000). “Workgroups Meet on the Web.” Knowledge Management, (3):7. p. 78. July, 2000.
Available online at: http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm_km_article.asp?id=352

Strassman, Paul A. (1999). “What’ s the Worth of an Employee? Knowledge capital is an attribute of organizations,
not a characteristic of individuals.” Knowledge Management, (2):12. p. 14. December, 1999. Available online at:
http://www.destinationcrm.com/km/dcrm_km_article.asp?id=155

Weick, Karl E. (1979). The Social Psychology of Organizing. Second Edition. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Company.

Westat. (April 2,1999). “Recommendations of the Policy Panel on Racial/Ethnic Data Collection.” Sponsored by
the National Postsecondary Education Cooperative, National Center for Education Statistics, and National Science
Foundation. Rockville, M.D.: Westat. Available online at: http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/pdf/final racerec.pdf

17



John H. Milam, Jr., Ph.D.

Research Associate Professor

Education Leadership, Policy, & Foundations
Curry School of Education

University of Virginia

405 Emmet St. South

PO Box 400265

Charlottesville, VA 22903-2495

Phone: (804) 243-8746
Fax: (804) 924-3866
Emall: jmilam@virginiaedu

Internet Resources for Institutional Research
http://airweb.org/links

NPEC ANSWERS Project
http://nces.ed.gov/npec/answers

18



