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PREFACE 

This study of research use involved justice agencies as well 

as other service agencies that handle problems of violence in 

Alaska . It is the first of its kind in the state. The primary 

focus of the research was on how research filters into the 

decision-making process . Moreover, we examined conditions which 

may stimulate more effective use of research information in com

bating violence . This inquiry has led to recommendations that 

state and local governments establish a research production and 

diffusion agenda for the 1980's. 

Several products highlight the significance of the study. 

During the time in which the data were being analyzed, the 

Justice Center of the School of Justice at the University of 

Alaska, Anchorage produced two major interim products . In 

October of 1982, a statewide conference on violence was held and 

in June, 1983, proceedings for the conference were published . 

One of the central themes of the conference, which some 300 par

ticipants attended, was the connection between research and 

public pol icy. At this conference, preliminary results from the 

research use study were presented. This paper was finalized and 

included as one of the 25 articles published in the proceedings . 

The published proceedings have been disseminated to all con

ference participants. Two papers have also been presented in the 

Lower 48 which drew upon preliminary results of this study; one 

was presented at the 1981 American Society of Criminology meeting 

in Washington, D . C .  and the other at the 1982 Evaluation Society 

annual meeting in Baltimore, Maryland . 



Two additional products of the study are this executive sum

mary and the final report . The executive summary highlights the 

study findings while the final report presents the details. 

Because of the complexity of the study, rigorous statistical pro

cedures were employed to ensure that the findings were scien

tifical ly val id . We have reported many of these procedures in 

footnotes or appendices of the final report . 

Readers who are interested in less technical discussions of 

the final report may find Sections I and IV and the summaries of 

Sections II through IV sufficient. Readers who are only 

interested in the results will find that the Executive Summary 

will suffice. 

There are a number of individuals who deserve special recog-

nition for their contribution to this research .  The key to the 

success of the study was Sharon Rafferty who managed the data 

collection and processing stages . She was truly outstanding in 

organizing the project and in supervising the interviewers and 

coders . The team who assumed responsibility for coll ecting and 

coding the data is also commended for their efforts . The prin

cipal members included Denise Wike, Beth Crow, Stephanie Nichols, 

and Mike Irwin . Deirdre Ford and Darline Creen of the Justice 

Center staff assisted in interviewing outside of Anchorage . We 

also appreciate the cooperation of Russ Meekins, former 

Chairperson of the Alaska House of Representative's Task Force 

on Violence . As in the case of all  final productions of this 

author, a special thank you is extended to Phyl Booth who is 

responsible for research production in the School of Justice. In 



addition to demanding perfection, she was extremely patient 

during the stages of the project when many revisions had to be 

made in the research instruments. 

interviewer . 

She also participated as an 

This study could not have been made possible without the 

financial support from the School of Justice and computer support 

from the University of Alaska's computer network. An acknowledg

ment is also in order for the editorial assistance provided by 

Jill McKelvy, Acting Director, Center for Alcohol and Addiction 

Studies; Michelle Bell, Seattle consultant; John Angell, Dean, 

School of Justice; and Steve Edwards, Assistant Professor, School 

of Justice . Finally, appreciation is extended to the administra

tors of the 268  human service agencies who who made this study 

possible. I hope that the results will significantly stimulate 

the production, dissemination and use of violence-related 

research in the 1980's. 

Knowlton Johnson, Ph . D. 

October 1983 



Introduction 

In recent years researchers have frequently reported that 

policymakers are not responsive to research knowledge . The com

mon complaint has been that decision-makers do not read, discuss 

or use research products . This may be the case, but perhaps the 

problem is being overstated . Some authorities on the subject 

propose that research information is far more influential than is 

thought, but that producers tend not to recognize this influence . 

The extent and kind of knowledge used and its impact on citizens, 

organizations and organizational networks is not well documented. 

This study of research diffusion and use in Alaska was a 

major effort to generate empirical information about the connec

tion between research and policymaking relating to the critical 

problem of violence, a problem which threatens the quality of 

l ife for Alaskans . It was sponsored by the Justice Center of the 

School of Justice, University of Alaska, Anchorage . Policy 

questions of interest centered on: ( l) describing the research 

diffusion process in connection with human service agencies that 

deal with problems of violent behavior; (2) determining how 

research influences decisions about violence reduction policy and 

programming; and (3) discovering what facilitates or inhibits the 

use of research in making decisions about combating violence . 

This inquiry involved the collection of interview data from 

administrators of 268 agencies in 2 4  Alaska population centers . 

Types of agencies that were involved in the study included 
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police, Department of Law, Public Defender, Courts, Corrections, 

Social Services, Mental Health, hospitals, fire departments, 

alcohol treatment programs and domestic violence programs and the 

l ike. Figure 1 presents the numbers and locations of the agen

cies participating in the study . 

Description of Violence-Related Services 

This study focused on research use in a network of justice 

agencies including other service agencies that had taken action 

to combat violence. Chart 1 presents an illustrative list of 

violence-related services being offered in Alaska. 

Foremost, unlike the 

murder, robbery, etc. , we 

action to combat domestic 

national emphasis on violent crime, 

found Alaskan agencies emphasizing 

violence and sexual assault. For 

example, sheltered services were available in many of the 

communities. Almost al l of the police agencies indicated estab

l is hing special procedures for handling domestic violence cases . 

State and municipal prosecutor offices were found giving 

increasing attention to sexual assault cases. Hospitals were 

concentrating on setting procedures for handling rape cases . 

Further, a number of agencies were establishing new services for 

combating incest .  

One of the driving forces behind the amount of action being 

taken to combat these types of violence in Alaska was the Council 

on Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault. Agencies receiving 

Council funds were found providing an array of services in the 

areas of treatment of victims, treatment of abusers, and preven-

-2-



I 
w 
I 

The 24 Major Com�uniccticn 
Centers (the number indicate 
the number of agencys inter-
viewed 
I. Anchorage
2. Barrow
3. Bethel
4. Cordova
5. Dillingh.1m
6. Fairbanks
7. Ft. Richardson
8. Ft. Wainwright
9. Homer

10. Juneau
11. Kenai
12. Ketchikan
13. Kodial�
14. Kotzebue
15. Mctlnkatla
lG. Nome 
17. Palmer
18. Petersburg
19. Seward
20. Sitku
21. Soldotna
22. Valdez
23. Wasilla

24. Wrangell

( ,5") 
( 6) 

(16) 
( 2) 

( 3) 
( 3 B) 

( 2) 
( 3) 
( 3) 
(37) 

( 4) 

( B) 
(13) 
( G) 

( 6) 

( 7) 
( 4) 

{ 4) ',:I .... 
( 2) �
( 16) . .,

( 3-, II) 

( 4) ,...
( 2) 
( SJ 



Chart 1: Illustrative Violence Reduction Action of 

Human Service Agencies in Alaska 

I. Treatment and Support for Victims of Violence 

- shelter service for battered women and children 

- protective custody service 

- therapy and counseling for victims of domestic violence and sexual 

assault 

- advocacy services for victims 

- support group services 

crisis intervention programming 

- hotlines 

victim compensation services 

- referral programming 

- policy for providing assistance to victims of violence 

- special staff assigned to work with victims of violence 

II. Treatment and Control of Violent Behavior 

- therapy and counseling for violent offenders and sexual abusers 

- treatment of problems of alcohol among violent offenders 

- policy for investigating and prosecuting sexual abusers 

- contingency planning for handling organized violence 

- close surveillance and supervision of defendants and violent offend-

ers 

- special staff assigned to cases involving domestic violence or sexual 

assault 

- parent skill training 

- special training and workshops for personnel who have to handle prob-

lems of violence 

- interagency team approach to responding to crisis situations 

involving violent behavior 

III. Prevention of Violence 

- community awareness presentations in high schools and in the com-

munity 

- media campaign, e.g., movies on rape prevention, radio and TV shows 

- special workshops for identifying potential abusers 

- booklet on child abuse and neglect 

- security services 
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tion of violence. In addition, the 1979 Alaska Domestic Violence 

Act seems to be another reason why family violence and sexual 

assault has received increased attention in the Justice area. We 

found in most communities that criminal justice agencies men

tioned the Act in connection with particular violence reduction 

action being taken. 

The most common actions to combat violence are crisis inter

vention, shelter services for battered women, procedures for pro

cessing violence-related cases, and community awareness 

presentations. Additionally, we found a number of agencies 

emphasizing training of personnel to handle violent situations. 

Some agencies were providing an advocacy service for assisting 

the victim in the legal and criminal justice system. 

In regard to treatment service for victims and abusers, the 

most common treatment modality was counseling. Agencies indi-

cated using group counseling more than individual or family coun

seling, but a number of agencies were increasingly placing more 

emphasis on family involvement in the treatment process. We also 

found support groups (i.e., self-help modality) being emphasized 

by a few agencies. 

Finally, in several communities there were some agencies 

collaborating to combat violence. For example, in one community 

the pol ice and a support agency were experimenting with a team 

approach where an officer and support agency staff member would 

respond together to domestic violence calls. In other com

munities, interagency referral programs were formalized and 
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several interagency planning groups had been established. 

Dynamics of Research Diffusion 

A research diffusion use study in Alaska is unique in that 

this state, which is larger geographically  than many countries, 

has established bureaucracies similar to mainland U. S. A. , but, 

because of its vastness, the state human services delivery system 

is similar to many of the developing countries. While not every 

facet of research diffusion is addressed, we have generated 

descriptive facts about selected areas that we think are impor

tant in creating conditions for research to be utilized. 

The results show that administrators are exposed to different 

types of violence-related research, crime statistics being most 

frequently mentioned . We found the nature of this research to be 

characterized by distinct attributes related to the utility of 

the research. Administrators made a distinction between research 

which createa conflict, generated collaboration, or was policy 

relevant. The various types of research were disseminated by a 

variety of media with printed media most frequently utilized. In 

contrast, the least frequently used media was informal person-to

person within agencies. This limited sharing or diffusion of 

research information was attributed, in part, to the lack of a 

specific person in an agency who was responsible for screening 

information for the chief administrator, i.e. , an information 

broker. 

In regard to research production, it was found that violence

related statistics were being produced internally while evalua-
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tion and social science research studies were produced 

externally. One reason for limited formal research studies being 

produced by direct service agencies was posited to be associated 

with the limited research capacity which was found in most agen

cies under study. It was also found that less than a majority of 

the agencies had established interagency contacts for research 

services� of those that had linkages, requests for research 

material were from other direct service agencies rather than from 

research dissemination or research-producing agencies. 

Finally, we found that approximately one-third of the admin

istrators had one or more negative experiences with researchers. 

Respondents reported concerns such as "no confidence in how data 

were collected, " or "the wrong data sources were used." It was 

also reported that attempts had been made to violate subject con

fidentiality and that researchers had admitted errors in the 

analysis of the data, but never corrected the errors. One admin

istrator expressed concern about a study in which an eighty-page 

report was based on data collected in one day. Examples of 

responses denoting a lack of policy relevance included concerns 

about the research results being far from reality, not being 

relevant to Alaska, or never having seen the results. Reports of 

negative experiences with researchers were, for example, "no pro

fessional courtesy, " "didn't fulfill obligations, " "researcher 

was disgusting, " "researchers were presumptuous," and "enamored 

with themselves. " Of critical importance is that a majority of 

the negative experiences reported were with Alaskan-based 

researchers. This finding is consistent with the known limited 
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policy research expertise present in the state . 

Use of Research in Improving Violence-Focused Services 

In Alaska the problem of violence began receiving statewide 

attention with the passage of the 1979 Alaska Domestic Violence 

Act and the establishment of the 1981 State House of 

Representatives Task Force on Violence. The Domestic Violence 

Act has remained in the spotlight. Unfortunately, however, the 

work of the Task Force on Violence was not continued in the 198 2  

and 1983 legislative sessions . 

While these two actions illustrate leg isl a ti ve efforts to 

improve services for combating violence, what changes are human 

service agencies making to improve violence-related services? 

Further, what role does research play in decisions regarding 

violence reduction action? In answering these questions we asked 

policymakers to indicate changes that had been made in their 

agency over the past year-and-a-half ( January 1980 to June 198 1). 

Two categories of changes are 

policy action and those that 

worth noting: changes reflecting 

depict preparatory action . The 

programmatic changes included service modification, new service 

development, training modification, policy/regulation revisions 

and personnel increases. Preparatory action consisted of sending 

personnel to special schools, and engaging in planning, eval

uation and research activities . 

Our survey showed that administrators in Alaska are initiat

ing changes which can potentially improve services designed to 

combat violence. Program modification was the most prevalent 
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policy action followed by development of new programs, modifying 

training, revising regulations and adding staff. The most preva

lent preparatory action was sending personnel to special schools 

on violence, followed by initiation of planning, monitoring/ 

evaluation and research activities. Notably, evaluation activi

ties consisted primarily of self-evaluation focusing on 

statistics rather than structured evaluation studies. 

It was found that research and statistics played a signifi

cant role in administrative decisions. Program modification and 

planning were more influenced by research than other types of 

decisions. In regard to the most useful type of research, sta

tistics tended to be most influential in making policy decisions 

and statistics in combination with other types of research seemed 

to influence preparatory decisions. 

Of all nonresearch influences, legal/administrative require

ments and personal assessment were the most consistent influences 

among the different types of program/policy actions. Preparatory 

actions, however, were influenced more by personal assessment and 

interpersonal contacts. A noticeable exception was that the 

availability of funds influenced sending personnel to special 

schools concerning violence. 

In total, research appears to be used in decisions concerning 

policy as well as decisions relating to preparatory actions to 

combat violence. Nonresearch influence was more prevalent than 

research influence, but the research influence was significantly 

higher than reported in other states. 
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Important Factors in Stimulating Research Use 

In an effort to gain more knowledge about organizational 

arrangements and impact on decision-making when combating 

violence, we first conducted an analysis which examined organiza

tional and administrative characteristics. Some were directly 

connected with information diffusion in human service agencies 

and others were descriptive of the general agency arrangements. 

In this analysis, particular attention was given to why decision

makers may or may not use research in the policymaking process. 

Second, we turned our attention to the importance of the readi

ness or capacity of organizations in deciding whether or not to 

engage in research use . 

Organizational and Administrative Determinants 

In regard to the importance of organizational and individual 

characteristics, three variables were found to be common to agen

cies that used research in decisions regarding violence-related 

policy actions, i. e. , program and service modifications, and in 

decisions regarding special training, research and planning. 

Research exposure and interagency research source linkages were 

facilitators and autocratic management style was an inhibitor of 

research use. The presence of information brokers ( i . e. ,  

screeners of information) appeared to influence the use of 

research in making decisions to take direct policy action; 

however, in the case of decisions to take preparatory action, 

brokers facilitated action regardless of the use of research. 

It is also significant that research use in connection with 

violence-related policy action appears to be inhibited within 
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state agencies and by research produced in Alaska . In contrast, 

research use relating to preparatory action was inhibited by 

the longer tenure of the chief administrator in the agency and by 

administrators who are lawyers . Agencies providing prevention 

services were found to use research more in connection with spe

cial training, research and planning than other types of 

agencies . 

Two factors were found that appear to inhibit both policy and 

preparatory action, regardless of the type of influence . These 

were increased tenure in current administrative positions and 

minimal negative research experiences . The literature is rela

tively clear about the inhibitors of change which are associated 

with organizational roles . It is not clear, however, why we 

found negative research experiences to be more common to adminis

trators who reported engaging in policy action to combat violence 

than those who did not act . Possibly, negative research experi

ence is nothing more than a proxy measure for involvement in 

research. Regardless of whether we measured what was intended, 

it is significant that negative research experiences did not seem 

to deter administrators from deciding to take policy action to 

combat violence . 

Another difficult finding to interpret was that the presence 

of information brokers, unlike its connection with research use 

in policy actions, facilitated preparatory action, regardless of 

the type of influence to act . As in the case of negative 

experiences, it is possible that a third variable, e . g . ,  educa

tion and research training of information brokers, could provide 
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clarity to the relationship between presence of brokers and deci

sions to take policy actions . It seems reasonable that while 

prior research experience of information brokers may not be a 

requisite for research use in pol icy action, those with strong 

research and planning backgrounds would be more likely to filter 

research into the decision-making process concerning special 

training, research production and planning . 

As in the case of influences on research use, we found 

several statistically significant factors that appear to be 

unique to whether or not agencies engaged in any action, 

regardless of the type of influence. First, agencies with no 

specific violence reduction services were more likely not to have 

taken any policy action . Second, distinctions were found among 

agencies offering specific violence services . Agencies providing 

domestic violence treatment services were more likely to engage 

in policy action than other agencies. 

Interestingly, when we focused on decision-making in 

reference to special training and research planning, it was found 

that agencies providing victim services, not treatment services, 

were more likely to take this type of action . Moreover, agencies 

that had to handle primarily assaultive behavior and violent 

crime or had administrators who were lawyers tended not to be as 

interested in taking actions concerning special violence 

training, research and planning as other agencies. 
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Organizational Readiness Determinants 

The second part of our analysis centered on the importance of 

organizational readiness in policy decisions about violence. 

These results added to our knowledge of why some agencies engaged 

in research use or action regardless of research and others did 

not. 

Measurement of the readiness of agencies to combat violence 

stemmed from the work of Howard Davis of the Mental Health 

Branch, NIMH. He has proposed the acronym A VICTORY as a way for 

encompassing eight factors considered to adequately explain orga-

nizational behavior relating to change. �hese factors are 

Ability, Values, Information, Circumstances, Timing, Obligation, 

Resistance and Yield. Table 1 presents the definitions of the 13 

variables associated with these factors . We measured the 

variables with a short questionnaire which was completed by 5 21 

decision-makers from 189 agencies of our study . 

In summarizing these findings, the most significant result 

was that there are specific perceptions about the organizational 

environment that are important only to research use and other 

perceptions that facilitate or inhibit action of any sort . While 

the A VICTORY model did not provide necessary and sufficient 

explanations, there were four of thirteen variables which were 

found to be statistically significant even when analyzed in con

junction with the significant organizational characteristics . 

Organizational readiness was found to be more important in 

decisions to take action, regardless of the type of influence, 
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TABLE .1: A VICTORY Dimensions for Assessment of 

Organizational Readiness to Combat Violence 

ABILITY 

Category 1: 

Category 2: 

VALUES 

Category 3: 

Category 4: 

Category 5: 

INFORMATION 

Category 6: 

CIRCUMSTANCES 

Category 7: 

Category 8: 

Category 9: 

TIMING 

Category 10: 

OBLIGATION 

Category 11: 

RESISTANCE 

Category 12: 

YIELD 

Category 13: 

Willingness and ability to commit resources to 

violence-related matters. 

Present availability, knowledge and skill level of 

manpower to handle violence-related matters. 

Attitudes and beliefs of those involved toward 

accepting violence as a priority problem. 

Organization's history of change and history of 

support of change. 

Work relations; supervisory relations; interper

sonal relations. 

Availability of information bearing on violence. 

Availability and use of procedures and channels for 

recording and communicating information. 

Aspects of the organization relating to procedures, 

job duties, job requirements and job expectations. 

Quality of interagency relations in connection with 

violence-related matters. 

Quality of relationships between citizens and agen

cies that deal with violence. 

Timing in connection with organizational involve

ment in additional violence-related activities. 

Felt need to "do something," to take action in 

regard to violence-related matters. 

Expected or feared negative consequences resulting 

from increasing attention on violence. 

Payoff or rewards thought to result from responses 

to violence. 
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than in decisions to use research . We found that administrators 

who tended to be unwilling to commit resources and those who per

ceived violence as a low priority problem were less likely to 

take policy action . The perception of violence as a low priority 

was also common among administrators who reported having taken no 

preparatory actions . 

Administrators who used research in deciding to engage in 

policy actions were less likely than others to characterize their 

agency as having poor work relations. Those who were influenced 

by research to take preparatory action were more likely to work 

in agencies which they perceive as having good communication and 

personnel systems . We surmised that research which was useful 

for policy action tended to be facilitated by informal, people

related aspects of the organization, while research which was 

useful in deciding about special training, research and planning 

was facilitated by structural arrangements. 

Policy Implications 

The results of this study demonstrate a particular need for a 

violence-focused research and development agenda which focuses on 

the dissemination and use of Alaska-produced research at two 

levels. First, there is a need to develop agency specific 

research, development and diffusion programs ( R,D & D) and second, 

municipal and state governments should design R,D & D support 

programs. 

I 

Within justice as well as other service agencies, a dissemi-

nation ( R,D & D) program should be developed which is intended to 
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produce data for combating violence . Research might be produced 

in connection with the agency's primary service population, man

agement operation, personnel and training, policy analysis and 

the like . Attention should also focus on developing and val i

dating a viable evaluation system which can provide current data 

f or decision-making . We found some agencies conducting self

evaluations, but there were few instances where formal systems 

were in operation . Because of the expense of developing an eva

luation system, agencies could develop a multi functional system 

that considers the control and prevention of violence as a major 

function . 

An additional facet of the proposed agency based R, D & D 

should include formal linkages with other agencies that can 

provide additional information about the control and preven-

tion of violence. Also, chief administrators need assist-

ance in screening the voluminous amounts of information 

which are produced and retrieved; information brokers are impera

tive. Both interagency linkages with a variety of research 

sources and the presence of information brokers were found in our 

study to be correlated with research use. 

Municipal and state government should provide a R, D & D 

program for smaller agencies that they fund and supplemental 

funds to larger agencies . The research needs of smaller agencies 

are similar to the needs of larger agencies; however, instead of 

a single research program for a large multi-level agency, this 

research program could be interagency focused for agencies with 

similar functions . 
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In addition to an agency based R, D & D program, a state 

operated R, D & D program should be created which would provide a 

variety of funds and services for producing, disseminating and 

utilizing research to combat violence. First and foremost, funds 

should be appropriated for research grants. We found that most 

agency administrators were receptive to research being conducted 

in their agency; however, in most cases there were no funds 

available for hiring an outside consultant to do research. In 

order to effectively administer these funds, a rigorous review 

process should be implemented with the intent of generating 

reliable and valid study results for use in controlling and pre

venting violence. 

A third service that this state operated R, D & D program 

could provide is training for administering local agency research 

programs or for using research results. It is common knowledge 

that producing valid research results or putting research to 

effective use is no easy accomplishment. Overcoming misuse of 

research is particularly important. We found evidence that 

research was being misused in a variety of ways. For example, it 

was reported that some programmatic changes had been influenced 

by research that was later found to have serious methodological 

flaws. Misuse of agency based research could be minimized by 

training personnel to conduct reliability and val id i ty checks. 

Additionally, agency staff can be trained to identify reliable 

and valid results that are produced by other researchers. 

In conclusion, there is no question about the willingness of 

human services components of Alaskan agencies to improve services 

-17-· 



targeted to combat violence. This study revealed frequent and 

pervasive changes in many agencies, particularly agencies pro

viding domestic violence services . Moreover, we found human 

service administrators in Alaska make use of available research 

more often than agencies in many other states. The question may 

not be how to stimulate change or research use, but rather how to 

slow change so that research can be more effectively used. It is 

hoped that the results of this study provide the impetus for the 

development of a systematic and rational approach to the use of 

research in improving violence-related services at the state 

level. 
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