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Abstrad

Introdudion: The pge explores theoretica and methodobgica trendsin information
behavior research.

Method: Conent analysis of accepted pgoas in ISIC 1996 and ISIC 2008
conferences. Conpaisons of distributons of eight variables representing magor
theoretical and methodobgical cha acteristics of pge'sin boh years.

Results: In information behavior research there is a congdeable trend towards
descriptive, quditative studies using individud leve variables and looe theoretica
frames. The variety of topics and research techniques within quditative methodshas
inaressed.

Condusons The honogenization of research gpproahes in information behavior
research chadlenges scholars to puraue more varied theordical approaches. Some
suggestionsfor futuredirectionsare given.

I ntr oduction

In my conduding speech of thefirst ISIC in Tampere, | sketched with bright colors
the landscape of information need and use studies seen from the paspective of the
conference (Vakkari 1997). The conference contributed to my mind bah sodaly and
cogntivey to thedeveopment of thefield.

The sodal contibuion condsted of orgaiizing a pemanent medium of
communication and exchange of ideas to thos researchas who were and are
interested in information behavior studies. The confaence was the first of its kind
with its orientation. Participants were ingpired about the opportunity to exchange
idess with colleagues around the world with paallel research interests. Due to its
enthugastic reception, the confaence in Tampere generated a coninuing series of
biannuad ISIC confaences, the one held hae in Vilnius bang the 7" 1SIC. The
conference has grown as an imporiant means for advanang information behavior
research by regularly bringing together researchers to present and discuss thar
findingsand ideas. It has created a sense of community among he resear ches.

A sign of the growth in imporiance of this research fidd is the recent founding of
conferences with tangible interests like 1li X (Information interaction in context) and
i3 (informetion: interaction and impact). The former ams at connecting studies on
interactive IR induding web searching with broade studies of information seeking.
The latter focuses more on broade issues of impact of and interaction with
informetion. Thus we are acting in thefied of research, which is attracting agrowing
nunbe of scholars with varying research interests from information retrieval and
digital libraries to theimpact and us of information.



| assessed the cognitive contribution of thefirst ISIC confaence by rdating he trends
emerging from the pgoeas to some of the key reviews of the field such as those by
Dervin & Nilan (1986)or Wilson & Wash (1996). The cognitive contribution of the
conference in Tampeae congsted of nine trends which brightened to my mind the
horizon of nformation behavior sudies (Vakkari 1997).

e A shift in metatheory from pesoncentered approah to peason in

context/situation oriented gpproah

* Morevaied and hdistic theoreticd gpproahes

* Growing embeddealness of information neads and seeking in the phenomena
they are part of
More proass orientation
Morelongtudind studies
Intensive use of theoretical and methodobgical ideas from other disciplines
Increased vaiety of methodsand us of multiple methods
Quditative methodshave ganed aleading postion
Research has professiondized in terms of academic norns (maturity)

My impression was tha many of the meta-theoreticd ideas for information behavior
research putforward in thearticle by Dervin & Nilan (1986)pubished ten years prior
to the conference in Tampere, were to a great extent adopted by the members of our
research community. This condusion was based on the presentations and discussions
at the confarence.

| saw also some dak cloudsin the sky of our research field. They congsted of six
shortcomings which were (Vakkari 1997):

* Lack of theoretical growth

*  Wesk specificaion of metatheories to unit (subdantive) theories

* Ungpetific ddinitionsof basic concepts and thdr relations

*  Wesk conceptud relationship o earlier studies

* Conantration on ndividud leve variables, group or orgaizationd or societd
level usualy missing in the studies
Information use is asddomstudied aea

It seems to me now tha the way our object of research was typicdly conceptudized
and observed had changed compared to studies in the 1970sand 1980s People were
conaptualized more as actors with tasks and interests, information beng one means
for coping with them. Human information behavior was observed by more versétile
research approaches and techniques than earlier. Although the new paadigmatic
gpproah had establishad itsdlf, theway it was applied was not aways theordically
soundto me. The conceptua frames used were ungecific, some times unexplicated
and withoutproper connections to conceptualizationsor findings in earlier studies. As
an implication the central concepts used were often insufficiently defined. This was to
my mind the major reason for spase theordical growth. (Wagne& Berge 1985;
Vakkari 1998)

Theoreical growth refers hee to the growth of unit (subdantial) theories. A unit
theory congsts of a set of conapts and a set of rdations interconnecting those
conapts in an account of some phenomenon. Growth can be assessed by obsrving
the empirical supportganed by the theories and by andyzing the conceeptud growth



of the theories. Conaceptud growth means tha the new theory is conceptually more
specific, moregeneral or more comprenensve than its earlier variants. Thisimplies a
similar conceptud frame. Coneptud growth can aso occur by introdudng in the
problem area a differing, competing conagptud machinay, which is then suppored
empiricaly. Thus in addition to empirical support theordica growth congsts of
differentiating the concepts of current theory or introducing new conapts in the
existing frame or introduéng a competing conaeptudization.

Althoughl noticed problems in the theoretical progress in our fied, there were aso
fruitful examples like studies by BystrSm or Kuhlthau. Both had a clear conceptua
strucure with sufficient definitions My later studies have shown tha frames in both
studies have been enriched by nev concepts and inareasing enpiricad support

| conduded my summing up in Tampere in the following way (Vakkari 1997): G\
persor-in-situaion nmetatheory has replaced theold system-centered one. Information
behavior is more and more undestood as a proaess of which it is a pat. Information
is seen as a socid condruct created in the interaction of people and messages. The
research object is conceptualized more frequently as a sodd phenomenon leading to
the use of variables from the organizationd and grouplevd. An encouraging feature
is dso theimporting of ideas from other disciplines to information behavior studies.
The results of the ISIC conference are opening a promising and chdlenging horizon
of expectation for our idd of research.O

The continuing series of ISIC conferences has indeed advenced the sodd
ingtitutiondization of our fied. Onewould also expect that the growing interaction
and the exchange of ideas among researchers would enhance the cognitive growth of
this field. To anadyze the cognitive trends of ISIC confeences and pehgys more
genagdly in thefield of information behavior studies, | compared the accepted pgpe's
in ISIC 1996and 2008in terms of thdr theoretica and methodica goproaches. What
kind of changes can oneobsrve in the central € ements of research from the first to
the current conference.

| selected eight central variables indicating theoreticd and methodica trends in the
articles. | categorized the variables and codel each of the articles in the gpproprate
category of dl the sdected variables. Only one vadue pea vaiable was codedl.
Caegorizations were a mix of data and theory driven gpproaches. There was in 1996
25 and in 2008 34 ecepted presentations

Theemerging rendssurprised me somewhat. They were thefollowing:

* Increasing variety of topics: from the information bénavior of professionds to
the every-day-lif e information seeking

* Conentration of research approaches. more empirica, less theoreticd and

methodobgical studies

Decrease in explanatory and increase in descriptive research

Less andytical and nore quditative studies

Individud level research in the expenses of group kbvel research

Foaus on information seeking ingtead of the whole information behavior

proaess

* Loosning theoreticd framing



* Decreasein theexplicated contribution of results
* Importof ideas from other fields continues

Theovedl conduson fromall these trendsis rathe alarming. Reearch is becoming
more descriptive, not aming a modd building or explanations The versatility of
gpproaxhes and methodsis decreasing. This dl is athrest to thequdity of research in
our fidd. On the postive side is the versatility of topics and many-sided research
techniques within quditative methods

Before the find condusion, letOsandyze the results in more detail, varigble by
variable.

Versatility of topics

It has been a common clam for along time that studies on the information behavior
of professionds are overepresented compaed to studies of ordinary citizensO
information seeking. That was dso the case in the first ISIC conference (Table 1).
Although professionds still interest researche's in our field, studies on information
behavior in theevery-day life of citizens have gained morefooting.

Table 1. Topics of pgersin ISIC 1996 ad ISC 2008

Topics 1996 2008
Professionds 12 11
Every day life 4 10
Students 3 3
Rdevance 0 2
Web searching 0 4
Sdf-andysis 0 2
Other 6 2
Totd 25 34

Studies relaed to information retrieval, i.e web searching and relevance, have aso
become slighty more common. Information is increasingly soughttrough Internet,
extranets and a myriad of information systems. Ther role in acquiring al kinds of
information for u® in vaious tasks and for vaiousinterests has grown remendougy.
Theefore, ignoring these central means of information seeking in studies on
information behavior may margindize our field of research. A fidd of sunst nathe
lures new geneations of researchers nor new financing sourcees. These images of
thrests and opportunities were aso discussed in the keynote addresses by J3vdin
(2004) aad Kuhithau (2005) n thelSIC 2004 n Dublin.

There is genuine need to understand information retrieval and searching processes
from a more genera context than computer science typicadly presents. Our research
tradition includes vauable conapts and tools for better understanding information
searching in dgital environments. This is an opporunity for our research community.
However, the opportnity is not as great as it was some years ago dueto the new
competing conferences providing a platform for those who wish to sudy informeation
retrieva in abroaler context of information seeking.



The class rtherOincludes in 1996 mosgtly theoreticd and methodobgica studies,
which do noffit with other categories.

Concentration on empirical studies

There is a trend to focus on empirica research problems (Table 2). Almog dl the
papes in this yearOsconference dedl with empirica research questions The number
of theoreical and methodobgicd studies has decreased. Theordica papeas were
typically written from a metatheoreticd pespective. They compaed vaious
aoproxhes and proposd fresh theoretical approahes to conceptualize mgor
problems in our field of research. The theoretica approaches suggested in 1996 were
sodd condructivism and phenomenology, groundel theory, nauralistic paadigm
and discourse andysis (Vakkari 1997).Does the current theordicd silence mean that
the propo®d approahes have established thanselves in our field of research? That is
a least in pat the reason as the furtha andysis confirms. This would explain that
thereis notso much need for meta-theoretica debating.

Table 2. Research approahes of pgeasin ISIC 1996 ad 1ISC 2008

Approades 1996 2008
Empirical 18 31
Theoretical 5 2
M ethodobgica 2 1
Totd 25 34

Foaus on description

The descriptive approach aims at describing the central features or factors of a
phenomenon. Conparative research design aims at compaing the object of study in
its subgroupsor look for connestions beween various factors. Theideais to observe
whethe the phenomenon of interest varies between the subgroups Conparative
studies resemble to a certain extent explanaory ones. They may seek to explain
variation beween the subgroups Explanatory design seeks to explain the variation of
a dependent factor by the variation of certain indegpendent factors. There are severd
more specific research designs and gpproaches to gpply for redizing these basic
designs Both quditative and quantitative resear ch methodscan be utilized in al of
the three designs However, quantitative apprceches are more common in the
explanatory end of designs and quditéaive ones in the descriptive end of the
coniinuum | have adso classified some qudlitative studies as explanatory when they
have atempted to show an assodation beween two or more factors and tried to
excludesome factors which oould bias the assodation.

Descriptive research design ha increased in popuérity from aboutahalf to two thirds
(Table 3). Descriptive studies typically thematize or categorize the research object
into its mgor components, not relating the components emerged in the data to each
othe. These studies do notseek to undestand the phenomenon of interest in thesense



of co-variation of the factors found. Please note that dso in quditative studies it is
possible to andyze how factors or categories are related to each other, i.e. to andyze
co-variation of he d ements unde study.

Table 3. Research designsof pgeasin ISIC 1996 ad ISC 2008

Type of research 1996 2008
Descriptive 12 23
Conpadtive 3 1
Explanatory 8 10
Not goplicable 2 0
Totd 25 34

The proporton of explanatory and comparative studies has decreased somewha. |
have to say that | gpplied the criteria for explanaory studies rathe loosly. Some of
them could have dso been placed in the category of @omparative studiesO | also got
the impression that there is theoretical and explanatory potential in some studies, but
for some reason the potential was not redlized in the empirica anaysis. Anyway, the
finding suggests tha our interest in undestanding information benavior more deeply
has decreased. This trend aso contradicts with oneof the core a ms of science, which
isto ry to undestand ph@omenain the sense of seeking their source of variation.

Conpaative and explanatory studies aim at reveding connetions beween certain
factors. Without knowledge about those kind of assodations it is e.g. difficult to say
anything about how information behavior is reated to some features of systems or
services amed at supportng information seeking and use. Those kind of practica
recommenddions for action require tha we have created results, which connect
certain features of information behavior to certain features of systems or srvices.

The proportond decrease of explanatory studies seems to hint that we are becoming
less able to undestand humen information behavior more deeply and therefore less
able to suggest practica gpplication of our results. The latter threat depends naturally
aso to which degree we include system or service features in our research designs
Without information about those features, it is difficult to make suggestions about
prectica actionsbased on our fndings

Trend towards qualitative methods

Quditative methodshare continued their triumphd march (cf. McKehnie & d. 2002).
Thar propottion has inareassed from about one third to little over half of al studies
(Table 4). The interest in using quantitative methodshas somewhat decreased. Also
the numbe of andytical studies has decreased reflecting the diminished nunber of
theoretical studies. They goply this design.

A genad trend in the studies was to combine several research techniques. It was
typical in quditative studies to apply two or three different daa gatheing and
andyses techniques. This naturally makes it possible for a resear cher to aeate amore
accurate and vaid account of the research object. It is paradoxicd, tha a the same
time when researchers with more varied methodical tools aim a more accurate and



vaid descriptive accouns of their research object, they are not interested in
explanatory research designs My impression is tha equipped with sudh tools
researche's have a great potentid for a degper undestanding of the mechanisms of
informetion bénavior.

Table 4. Methods used in pgesin ISIC 1996 ad ISC 2008

Methods 1996 2008
Quditative 9 18
Quantitative 3 7
Mixed Qud & Quant 6 7
Andytica 7 2
Tota 25 34

Explanatory design wes reatively more common in studies combining quaéitative and
guantitative research methods It was typical tha factors and thar categories were
created by using quditative analysis. These variables were then quantified, which
enabled theuse of Hatisticd andysis.

Foaus on individual levd variables

In my speech at ISIC in Tampee | fet tha oneof the weaknesses in the studies on
information behavior was a too strong concentration on individud leve variables
(Vakkari 1997). IndividudsO behavior and actions were typically described and
explained by individud levd characteristics. Theefore | cdled for more studies
combining individud level variables with variables from organizationd levels. The
latter describe features of organizations or groups thus bringing organizationa
context to the studies. One of the major presuppostions of the organizers of thefirst
ISIC was tha in studies of information behavior it is necessary to take into account
the soda context of individuds. We believed and still believe tha these factors
centrally frame the information behavior of individuals.

Table5. Socid level of vaiables in papasin ISIC 1996 ad ISC 2008

Leve of variables 1996 2008
Individud 10 28
Group (Oganizational) 9 4
Sodetal 1 0
Not goplicable 5 2
Totd 25 34

In the current ISIC pgpeas thae are notbly few studies that take group or
organization level variables into account In thefirst ISIC the share of individud leve
variables compared to grouplevd variables was abouteven (Table 5). Currently, the
researchers seem to focus d most obsessively onindividua level variables. This refers
to information seeking out of context, at | east out of sodal context. In some studies
theorganizationd or groupdimension was mentioned and discussed somewhat, butit
was not daborated enoughso tha it would have broughtothe than individud leve



factors into andysis. This indirect interest in the broade context hints that the
situaion may notbe so honmogenousthan my analysis indicates.

Focaus on seeking rather than on the whole process

Anothe core pramise of the organizers of thefirst ISIC was tha information seeking
is a process. It was reflected in the name of the conference, which differentiated
between information neds, seeking and use. Our am was to encourage submission of
papeas deding with this whole spectrum of information behavior. Naturdly, this
premise was rooted in the conagption of information behavior as an activity generated
by tasks or interest, for which information was used. It was theoretically motivated to
cove thewhole proaess from needsto use.

Table 6 indicates which phases of the information benavior proaess the studies cover.
In general there is a clear shift of focus from a process goproah to sudying onl one
phase of the proasss, especidly information seeking. In 1996 nine out of 25 studies
focused on ony oneof the phases of the process, whereas the corresponding figurein
2008 was 18 out of 34 pgpers. Especidly the nunbe of studies deding with the
whole proaess has decreased from eight to three. This is reflected aso in the decrease
of longtudind studies from five to two. Thus it seems that information behavior is
notconaeptudized as strongly as earlier as aproaess.

Table 6. Fhase of information bdnavior proaess in pgeasin ISIC 1996 ad ISC 2008

Phase of the process 1996 2008
Needs 2 0
Seeking 3 14
Needs- Seeking 5 6
Use 4 4
Seeking - Use 1 5
Needs b Seeking - Use 8 3
Not goplicable 1 2
Totd 25 34

In my speech in Tampere, | fet that thee was a shortage of studies on information
use | suggested tha we should devote more interest to those studies (Vakkari 1997).
Thefigures show that thereis adearly declining trend in studying information us. In
1996 13 oubf 25 qudies dedt with use, whaeas in 2008thefigurewas 12 ou of 34.
Thus theeis still roomfor sudies with more focus on hieuse of information.

Loosening of mnceptual frames

| was aso curious to know how the theoreical framework of the studies were
connected to earlier studies and how thdr contibution, i.e theoreticd or empirica
findings were related to the existing body of knowledge | anadyzed to which extent
thetheoretical framework and the findingsof the study were explicated and rd ated to
the empirical and theoreticad results of earlier rdevant studies. | developal a
dassification condsting of three categories. Q.oox connetionOrefers to generd



remarks concerning earlier empirical or theoretical findingsin relation to the actud

study. No speific results or modes were dearly explicated. (strong connectionO
refers to versatile, detailed and ecifi ed discussion of earlier results in relation of the
study. Vledium connectionOrefers to relatively specific, but brief discussion of the
study in rdation of rdated findings

It seems that studies in thefirst ISIC represent a greater theoretical and empirica
contnuity then dudies in the current conference (Table 7). Thestudies in the previous
onehave more explicated rdationsto earlier research than in the latter one None of
the articles in 1996 have loos theoretica framework. Most of them are built on a
solid frame connecting the study to the existing body of knowledge Naturdly, the
differences in the connections of the framework to earlier studies are reflected in the
way theresults are related to the research literaturein both years. If onehas built a
frame connecting the study firmly to related studies, it is easy to indicate the
contibution of onegswork by just applying the frame. Surprisingly many studies in
2008 are left withou explicated connestions to earlier studies or have only loose
reations to the existing research tradition. | would like to emphasize that vague
connectionsto related studies does not refl ect the uniqueness of those studies, which
would reduae the nunbe of posible rd ated dudies.

Table 7. Explication of heoretica frame and wntibuion in ISIC 1996 ad 2008

Theoretical frame 1996 2008
Loose connestions 0 10
Medium connections 10 14
Strong ®nnestions 15 10
Contribution

No cmonnetions 2 9
Loose connestions 9 12
Medium connections 10 7
Strong ®nnetions 4 6

| was aso interested to know in which way the studies contibuted to the existing
body of knowledge | classified the explicated contibution in the papeas into five
categories. GEmpirical suppor©Omeans tha the findingsof the study typically confirm
or in some cases refute earlier empirica findings or theories. ONew categories or
conaptsOmeans tha the study introduced new categories within a known conaept or
introduced a new concept either as a result of empiricd analysis or more seldomas a
theoretical condrud to betested empirically. Revision of moddOrefers to changing
modéd in some respect. ONew methoddogica approachOtypicaly means introducing
a fresh meta-theoretical stand with some methoddogical recommendaions ONothing
specid Omeans tha the contribution is expressed in such general terms, that it is not
possible to d assify it in the previous categories.

Wha strikes most is the propottiondly great share of pgpers not explicaing specia
contribution. Thar proporion has grown during the years from 40 % to 56 % (Table
8). Itis evident that this is an implication of heloos theoreticd framing. Without an
explicated frame it is diff icult to show how onecontributes to the existing knowedge



Table 8. Typeof contribution in pgersin ISIC 1996 ad ISC 2008

Contribution 1996 2008
Empirica support 9 11
New categories or mnapts 3 3
Revision of amode 0 1
New methodobgica approah 3 0
Nothing special 10 19
Totd 25 34

1C

In othe respects there ae not many diff erences. Empirica supporthas been the most
typical contribution in both years. Only about one study out of ten has created new
conaepts or categorizations One could have expected that the studies providing new
conapts or categories would have inaeased in the pace of descriptive quditative
studies applying multiple research techniques. A typica am of a quditative study
especially in the tradition of groundel theory is to reved and create new
categorizations Moreove, it seems that the calming meta-theoretical discussion has
as its naural consequence reduced the nunbe of new methoddogica gpproaches.

In dl, it seems tha research in information behavior is moving towards the future on
a shaking bridge with weak ties to research tradition. Also the somewhat declining
trend © import ideas from othe fields seems to reflect that. The propottion of studies
borrowing ideas from othe fields has decreased from 60 % to 40 %. Loosening
connetionsto research tradition is a threat in many respects. It implies most of the
shortcomings mentioned earlier: vague conagptudization of research object, undear
idea of ongDsown contibuton and therefore, lack of theoretical or even empirica
growth. In helong run t means tha the qudity of research is decreasing.

Li mitations

My andysis is based on fnd papes of thefirst ISIC, and on acepted but notrevised
papas of this ISIC. The revision of papers according to reviewersOcomments
typically improves pape's. Thaefore, the accepted, but not revised pgpeas may give a
somewha biased and gloomier picture of the research landscape than the finished
versions presented at the confaence. If we suppo%, that the authors have modified
thar pgpers, how may this influence my findingsand @ondusons?

It seems that the changes in the papers donOtpply to their topics, research gpproaches
and designs research methods level of variables and the phase of information
behavior process. The revisions would not change these basic solutions Thus
changes may concern only the explication of theoreticd frame and the type of
contribution. 1t may bethat in therevised vasionsthe authorshave explained norein
deail how their study is rdated to the rd evant literature Thaefore, it may bethat the
explicated theordical and empirical continuity beween research tradition and the
presented studies is stronge than the accepted papeas indicate. Perhgps the bridge
between the existing body of knowledge and the current studies is more firmly

foundel that the papers lead us to suppo=. In other respects, | would claim, the
revisionsdonOthange my results and ondusons
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Conclusions

My andysis has reved ed more gloomthan bright sights to our research community.
On the bright side thee is the growing versatility of research topics. Not only
professiondsO information behavior but dso citizensO every-day-life information
seeking is interesting researches more. Web searching and relevance is gaining
footing among the research topics. Theinaeasing interest to dso study information
behavior in thedigital environment is apostive sign.

Anothe posdtive sign is an inaeasing conceptudi zation of informetion behavior as a
pat of alarger activity that generates it. Information bénavior is not seen as a sepaate
phenomenon on ts own, butas an activity serving vaioustasks and interests.

On thedaker side ae some features, which seem to ref lect the honmogenization of our
fied of research. Researchas focus increasingly and amost solely on empirica
studies. Ther interest in descriptive designsingtead of explanaory designshas grown.
There is a growing trend towards quditative studies. However, the use of severd
research techniques within geneal research designshas become more popubr, which
poentidly inaeases the vaidity of the findings Thee is strong concentration on
individud leve variables, which leaves the soda context of the information bénavior
unbuded. Anothe restriction of the studies is the relatively weak interest in
informetion behavior as a proaess. Studies on one phase of this proaess, especidly
information seeking, have ganed more footing. Also the interest in information use
has decreased somewha.

Conpaed to studies in 1996 the studies in 2008 seem to congrud weaker ties to the
earlier rdevant research in the sense of building a conagptud frame or explicating
propely how theresults contribute to the existing body of knowedge There seems to
beatrend of loosening mnceptud frames in our field of research.

All these features may narow the theoreticad and nmethodica tools of our research and
consgquently, the richness and versdility of our findings especidly theoretica
growth.

Severd of these problematic features of research are intertwined. In some way loose
theoretical conceptualization is assodated with the descriptive research design, the
use of quditative methodsand pehgps also thefocus on ndividuds.

Conpaed to an explanatory or a compa ative research design, adescriptive one does
notrequire as cohe ent conceptud framing. In orcer to be able to compare or explan,
one has to relate conaepts, i.e factors in some way. This makes some kind of
conceptud framing necessary. In the same way, if oneincludes factors from other
then individud level in the research design, oneis typicadly andyzing thereationsof
variables from individud and eg. group leve. It dso requires explication of
conaptud relationsbaween the central factors.

Although quhtative methodscould beapplied baoth for descriptionsand explanations
they are mostly used for descriptions Most of the studies also induding aquantitative
componant aimed at explanations had a decent conceptud frame. It seems that the
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trend of usng quditative methods for descriptions has intendfied the tendency of
building loose conceptud frames and of focusng on individud behavior ignoring
soda context. Could it be that this development reflects biased application of
groundel theory gpproah? One of its basic premises is tha researchers have to
gpproah research object without presuppostions letting its conceptualizations steer
theresearch proess and interpretations (Strauss & Corbin 1998). $meti mes this may
be undestood as a cdl for not familiarizing oneself with earlier research findings
This may explain a least to a certain extent the loose framing of research.

Towards future studies

It is diffi cult to forecast the future of our field of research. The trendswe are able to
distill from the earlier research may not necessarily coninue in the future Some of
the trends | unovered in the studies tweve years ago do not coninue today. This
does notencouragethe making of future predictions Some progects, however, seem
evident. If we do not connet our studies more strongly with the existing body of
knowledge and show dlearly the contibutionsthey make, we cannot expect progress
in our field. Almost by definition ties with the existing tradition is a necessary
condtion for progress. If we do not know the tradition, we do nd know agans wha
we rebd and how we can changeit. Moreove, if we focus mainly on descriptive
studies instead of explanaory ones, we cannot expect inaeasing undestanding of
information bénavior in relation to factors tha generate it or in relation D its context.
My guess is tha if we continue the trendsmy andysis has uncovered, thesignificance
of our field of research is likely to diminish.

Instead of additiond predictions| will now describewhat kind of studies | would like
to seein our fied.

* Moreexplanatory sudies

e (Case studies on mechanisms tha connect information behavior with the
activities generating it and with the use of tools for supporing hat behavior

* Incluson of features of systems and services into research designs

Without an undestanding of the assodations beween central factors our research
object congsts of, we represent it only patially. If our am is to study information
needs, seeking and us in context, it is not enoughtha we categorize various types of
information neads, seeking and use in addition of categorizing types of contexts or
thar elements. This naurdly adds to our knowledge what kind of dements the
phenomenon of interest condgsts of, but it does not tell us how these various eements
are related. Caegorizations are a naturd point of departure for further research, but
not the sole research. Studies explaining how information behavior is related to
varying actions and coniexts generding it, or how the use of varioustools or srvices
is related to information behavior are necessary and can build on the categorizations
mentioned. Both types of studies are needed.

It is commonplace to date that information bdnavior is rooed in the broale activities
and interests it is a pat of. This conceptualization has also ganead footing in the
studies. It is typicd tha the activities tha generate information behavior are studied
as a whole. E.g. studies on information behavior of professionds frequently
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conaptuadlize a profession as a black box. By this | mean tha they do not andyze in
moredetal | what kind of tasks the work of the profession wngsts of. They just study
the information behavior of tha profession in generd, ther information needs, the
types of channds and sources utilized. This gpplies mutatis mutandis aso to every-
day-life information seking. These kinds of studies are notvery fertile, because there
is convindng evidence that the information needed varies according to the tasks and
even according to the phase of task peaformance, as the consquent use of the
information channds and souraes do as well (BystrSm 1999; Garvey 1978;Kuhlthau
2004; Vakkari 2003). Thee are also frameworks, which provide a sound point of
depature for andyzing professiond work and interests in more detail and connesting
them to information behavior (Bystrsm 1999; Ingwersen & JSvelin 2005; Kuhlthau
2004;Leckie & d. 1996;Vakkari 2001;Xie 2008).

Thus | would like to see more case studies of professionds or citizens taking their
work or broade every-day activities as a point of depature Work or the broaler
every-day activity should be differentiated into the mgor tasks it congsts of. These
tasks should be linked to the type of information needed and used for fulfilling them
and b the information channes and souraes used. Some studies should focus only on
some of the mgor work tasks andyzing thar paformance process and how it is
conneeted to information behavior and use of tools for supporing task peformance,
information ols, in particular. These kinds of studies would provide uswith amore
specific account of the phenomena we are interested in. Opening the black box of
work or every-day life would also generate progress in our fi eld by introducing nev
conaepts and categories, i. e. enriched theories caling for enpiricd testing.

In the foreword of the proaedings of thefirst ISIC BrendaDervin, Rajo Savolainen
and | arguel, tha without understanding humen information behavior, meaningful
design of information systems or reasonale utilization of information in our sod ety
is notpossible. However, our béief has notkindled mudh research in our community.
Studies dealing with features of information systems or services are rare. However,
there is agrowing interest in relating the use of information systems to information
behavior and activities generating it in the field of informetion retrieval and digita
libraies. | bdieve, that by introduagng factors refl ecting the festures of information
systems and services to our research designs we could create results, which would
aso be of interest outside our field of research. They could aso provide designes
with information on how to improve systems and services to beter match with human
information behavior and related tasks. It would increase the applicability of our
research results.

As | mentionad earlier, predicting the future by projecting current trends is
problematic. It is likely that the predictionswill fal. In addition b some encouraging
trends | found some gloomer tendencies in our field of research. However, those
tendencies are not deaermined. They can be changel like dl human activities. The
way we do research is not predestined. By changing some features of research
prectices we ae ableto break the existing rends | believe, that our coll ective actions
towards more coheent framing of research, towards more explanaory studies, which
connet humen activities with information behavior and with information tools will
brighten the future of our fied.
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