Co-pen-ac2

=i
THE JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY 952 C4SG

L ]
. POPULATION INFORMATION PROGRAM
HOPKINS POPULATION CENTER 624 North Broadway, Baltimore, Maryland 21205 USA
301/955-8200 * Cable POPINFORM

July 30, 1981

MEMORANDUM

TO: Susan Robbins
Lyle Saunders
Al Bernal
James Heiby

FROM: Phyllis T. Piotrow | (I:f>fj
Director EH) 3 1 ’\bl{)

Population Information Program

RE: PIP Evaluati_a

Enclosed is our write-up of the Population Infomation Program mail suirvey
evaluation undertaken between November 1980 and June 1981. This summary
was prepared by Jacqueline Sherris, who has just joined PIP as a Research

Associate and T think it brings out the main points in the response to the
survey.

If you would like any additional information about the points raised, please
let me know. Most of you will already have seen, in full detail, the open-
ended responsas to .the questionnaires as well as questionnaire forms in which
the preliminary percentages were written down opposite each guestion.
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POPULATION INFORMATION PROGRAM

1980-81 MAIL SURVEY

I. INTRODUCTION
In November, 1980. the Population Information Program

(PIP) initiated an evaluation by a mail survey of

Population Reports and of POPLINE services. The evaluation
process involved thé development of questionnaires
appropriate to respondgnts, the selection of specific
respondents, mailing and collection of questionnaires, and
then tabulatioa and summarization of questionnaire results.
The questionnaires were in part based upon concerns

identified during analysis of previous Population Reports

evaluation activities. In addition, issues suggested by
AIID were targeted for evaluation. These concerns included

the perceived usefulness of Population Reports and of

POPLINE services, the relative effectiveness of various

Population Reports functions, the degree of awareness of

additional PIP services, the degree of utilization of
POPLINE services, and suggestions for future Population
Reports toplcs or of PIP services which should be expanded
or improved.

An cvaluation undertaken by mail in 1974 resulted i{n an
87% return of questlonnaires. A 1978 survey resulted in an
117 return of questionnaires. One of the goals of the
current evaluation actlvity was to eliclt a higher
questlonnalre return rate.  Some of the procedures which

were designed to lncrease the return rate were asking fewer



and in some cases more carcfully chosen people to complete a
questionnaire, and utilizing local AID Population Officers

to distribute and collect questionnaires.



II. PROCEDURES

Questionnaire Development

The questionnaires used in the current evaluation
ef fort were developed by Susan Robbins and Lyle Saunders,
APIIA consultants serving as evaluators, James Heiby, Office
of Population, USAID, and by Phyllis Piotrow, Population
Information Program Director. The development took place
between June and Seétember, 1980. As discussed above, the
questionnaire items were designed to address concerns
isolated from previous evaluatioq activities and concerns
voiced by AID. Two questionnaires were developed and they
will herecafter be referred to as Questionnaire A and
Questionnaire B.

Questionnaire A was written for an international group
of population professionals including representatives of the
United Nations Fund for Population Activities (UNFPA), The
Population Council, The Center for Population and Family
Health (CPFII) of Columbia University, the International
Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF), Family Planning
International Assistance (FPIA), the Ford Foundation and the
Pathfindcr Fund, stationed in developing countrias.
Questlionnaire A consisted of 8 forced cholce items and 2
open-ended {tems. The first two items of Questionnalre A
asked the questlouns:

l. Do you recelve Population Reports?
2. Do you read Population Reports regularly?
Thus, 1t was assumed that, although most of the reciplents

of this questlonnialre were Population Reports readers, some




may have been unfamiiiar with the publication. Both
questionnaires A & B are displayed in Appendix A.

Questionnaire B was written for an audience of
individuals randomly selected from the PIP mailing list,
then totalling about 70,000. The questionnalre consisted of
10 forced choice items and 3 open-ended items. As can be
seen from the copy displayed in Appendix A, questionnaire B
included questions ;uch as

1. How much of Population Reports do you read?

2. Are the Reports useful to your work?
which assumed that the respondent received Population
Reports regularly. Also questionnaire B included more
questions regarding the use of POPLINE than did
questionnaire A. Tive forced choice questions and one open
ended question were identical on the two questionnaires.

Questionnaire Distribution

Questionnaires A & B were distributed in different
ways. Questionnaire A was sent directly to 95 chosen
professionals from the population organizations listed
earlier. The specific individuals who received
questionnaire A were decided upon by Robbins, Saunders, and
Piotrow.

Questionnalre B was distributed through AID Population
Offlicers fn 43 countries. 8ix of these countrles were in
Asla, 5 in the Hlddle East, 16 in Africa, and 16 {in Latin
America. Appendix B Jdisplays the specific countrles which
recefved questionnalres and the numbers of questionnaires

sent to and returned by each country. The number of people



to receive questionnaires in a country was determined as a
proportion of the number of people on the PIP mailing list
for that country. It ranged ranged 10 to 30. Selection of
individuals involved dividing the number of questionnaires
to be sent into the number c¢f names on the mailing list for
a country. The resulting quotient was then used as a means
of randomly choosing names from the mailing list. For
instance, 1f the quotient was 500, every 500th name on the
malling list was selected tv receive a questionnaire.

In November, 1980, each of the 43 AID Population
Officers was sent an evaluation packet consisting of an
explanatory letter, questionnaires with the name and address
of each randomly selected reader for the specific country
indicated, addressed forwarding return envelopes for each
questionnaire, and a summary sheet for recording when
questionnaires weree sent and received. In addition, the
AID Population Officers were supplied with five extra
questionnaires to utllize if a few of the randomly selected
readers were not available. The oftlicers were instructed to
send questionnalires to the selected readers with return
postage included, complete a questionnalre themselves, and
record the dates of questionnaire return. One month after
local mailing of questionnatres, all returned questionnalres
were to be sent to Dr. J. Speidel at AID. The importance of
a high return rate of questlonunalres was speclfically

stressed.



Questionnaire Tabulation

Questionnaires were returned to AID from January to
July, 1981. Returned questionnaires were then analyzed by
PIP staff members. The answers on each questionnaire were
coded, placed on a data file, and then tabulated. Forced
choice items were tabul.ted according to the numbers of
individuals who sclgcted each answer choice. Open ended
items were tabulated according to the number of individuals
who responded to the items. 1In addition, PIP staff members
read all responses to open ended items and noted the types

of responses which occurred more than once.



III. QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE

The response rate for Questionnaire A was 487%.
Forty-six of the 95 population professionals to whom
questionnaire A was sent returned the questionnaire to PIP.
Because of the two stage process by which questionnaire B
was sent to randomly selected readers (PIP/AID 9 AID
Population Officers 7 readers), the response rate for
Questionnaire B must be explained in two different ways.

A total of 796 B questionnaires were sent to randomly
selected readers. Of these 796, 138 returned
questionnaires. Thus the overall response rate for randomly
selected readers was 177%. However, only 26 of the 43 AID
Population Officers to whom evaluation packets were sent
returned evaluation materials to the ALD/PIP team. In the
17 countries in which AID Population Officers did not
respond, it {5 unknown whether the randomly sclected readers
received questionnaires and/or whether completed
questionnaires were returned to the U.S. Within countries
from which AID Population Officers did respond, 131*% of 522
randonly selected readers complered questionnalre B.  Thus
the response rate within these countries was 25%. Even
thoughi 26 of the 43 AID Population Offlcers returned
evaluation packets, only 14 of the 43 completed
questlonnatres.  Thus the questionnalre B response rate for
AID Population Offlcers was only 3%, Table 1 suamirlzes
the response rate data.

*Seven questlonnalres were recelved directly from readers.



Tahle 1. Questionnaire Response Rates

Questionnaire Type of Respondent Response Rate
A Population Professionals (46,95) 487%
B Randomly-selected readers (138/796) 177
i} Randomly-sclected readers from (131/522) 257

countries with responding
AID-Population Officer

B AID-Population Officers (14/43) 337
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IV. RESULTS
The results of this evaluation survey will he described

according to items relating the various PIP services,

(Population Reports, other publications, POPLINE, etc.) and

a special section will discuss responses to open—ended
cuestions. When items appeared on both questionnaires A &
B, results will be discussed together. Results from the 14
B questionnaires received from AID Population Officers will
be discussed only briefly. 1In general, resporses from the
officers were similar to responses from the randomly
selecte! readers. Only a few exceptions to this statement
were noted. These exceptions will be discussed in the
appropriate section. The few regional differences in

responses will be discussed in a separate section.

Utilization and Perceptions of Population Reports.,

The following tabulations were made from the responses
of the 46 population professionals relating to utilization

of Population Reports.

Yes No “No Answer
Al*. Do you receive Population
Reports? 7874  20% 27
A2. Do you read Population Reports
regularly? 827 9% 9%

The following tabutations were made from the responses
of the 131 randosly selected readers relation to their use
and perception of Populatfon Reports.

*Al refers to questionnalre A, item 1.
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Summary No
All Part Only Answer
Bl. How much of each Population
Reports do you read? 417 507 57 47
Useful Not Useful No Answer
B2. Are the Reports useful to
your work? 94% 2% 47

These two sets of percentages indicate that Population
Reports is a widely read and appreclated publication among

individuals in population and related fields.
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Effectivoness of Population Reports Functions The

following tabulations were made from the combined responses
of both population professionals and randomly selected
readers (n=177) in relation to their perception of the

effectiveness of the five Population Reports functions

listed (item A3 & B3).

Very Moderately Not
Effective Effective Effective

a) conveying up-to-date news of
important deavelopments

population professionals 537 297 2%
randomly selected readers 727 26% 07

b) providing bachkoround infor—
mation for policy formula-

tion
population profescionals 38% 477 27
randoaly celected readers 43.57% ‘ 40.5% 67

c) providing Iinformation &
materials useful for
research or reference

population professionals 657% 22% 27
randoaly selected readers 667 277% 37
d) providing Information and
materials useful for
resecarch and training
population professionals 53% 297 2%
randonly selected readers 547 35% 47
e) Introducing new project or
progran ideas
population professionals 227 58% 27
randonly sclected readers 497 427, 5%

These data sugpest that population professionals and
randoaly scelected readers feel that Population Reports is
very coffectdve or noderately effective In performing ecach of
the five mijor functions.  The randoaly selocted readers
appear to percefve a hipher depree of effectiveness than the

population professtonals, especlally with respect to news of

No
Answer

167
2%

13%
107

117%
47

187%
47
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1nportant developments and introducing new ideas. For no

function Is Population Reports seen as not effective by more

than 6% of the respondents.

Awarcness and Utilization of PIP Services other than

opulatior

g

ports

e

I

The following tabulations were made from the responses
of population professionals and randomly selected readers in

relation to their awareness of the scope of PIP services.

No
Yes No Answer
A5, B6 Have you Fnova of the avail-
ability of multiple copies of
Population Reports?
T population professionals 537 38% 9%
randomly selected readers — 44% 547 2%
A7, B8 lave you known that we
Operate a POPLINE computer
service?
population professionals 60% 277 137
randonly selected readers 387 34 28%
AID Population Qfficers® 717% 7% 227

*included because of differences trom randomly selected
reader response

The followling tabulatlons were made from the responses of
population professionals and ranlomly selocted readers in
relatfon to thedv degree of utflizatlon or antlecipation of

utillzation of PIP services other than Population Reports:
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No
Yes No Answer
A6, B7 Have you in the past two
years requcsted additional
copies of Reports [for
teaching or distribution at
meetings]?
population professionals 332 56% 11%
randomly selected readers 20% 762 4%
A9, Bl1l Have you ever requested
copies of articles,
documents, or other printed
materials from us?
population professionals 33%2 54% 137%
randomly selected readers 162 79% 5%
BB8a*  Have you ever requested or
received a POPLINE scarch?
randonly selected readers 9%  86% 5%
B8c* Do you anticipate using the
POPLINE service in the
future? 727 10% 18%

*items not included on questionnaire A

The tabulations displayed in this section indicate
that, in general, one third to one half of the individuals
in population and related flelds are not aware of the scope
of PIP scrvices and 56 to 80 percent have not utilized
available services. Population professinnals appear to be
more aware of and to utllize the services more often than do
the randomly selected readers. However, the response to
ftem B3c¢ may Indlcate that, once responding Population
.Eﬂﬂﬂﬁfﬁ,ru”d”r” becone aware of a service, l.e. POPLINE,
they plan to use (U durlag futare actlvitios.

Usefulness of l’();‘i':"f_lzl o !’Ll_’_fw'i"l‘_\_'_i_\i«}_si

The following tabulations were made from the responses
of population professionals and randomly gelected readers to
speclfic posslibilities related to the f()ll()u[n,v, questlon:

A8, B10O Would ft be useful to you for us to prepare and
distribute other publications or provide other

sorvices anch o
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Not No
Useful Useful  Answer
a) an up-to-date selection of
abstracts of key articles from
other publications?

population professionals 60% 22% 18%
randomly selected readers 867% 2% 12%

b) bibliographies on subjects of
special Interest?

population professionals 517% 297 207
randomly selected readers 717% 9% 207
*AID Population Officers 36% 507 147

c) bibliographies plus abstracts
on subjects of special
interest?

population professionals 60% 207 207
randomly seleeted readers 75% 7% 18%

d) an index to items in POPLINE,
the conputerized data base?

population professionals 62% 18% 20%
randonly selected readers 59.5% 13% 27 .5%

e) wall charts or posters, or
other visual aids based on
materials appearing in
Population Reports?

population professionals 567% 297 117
raudonly selected readers 827 7% 11%

*included because of difference from randomly selected
reader response.

These data show that at least 507 of the questionnaire
respondents percerved cach of the five services listed as
useful . As compared to the population professionals, a
hipher percentage of the randonmly selected readers percetved
cach scrvice as potentially useful. The difference in
percefved usetulness between the two groups of respondents
vas partlcularly marked for Ltems 'a' (864 vs. 602) and ‘e’

(827 va. 9670).
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Effectiveness of PIP Services

The following tabulations were made from the responses
of questionnaire respondents in relation to their experience
with specific PIP services. Half of the items were present
on questionnaire A only, thus half of the items were

answered only by randcmly selected readers.

No
Yes No Answer

B5a Population Reports are published
in English, French, Spanish,
Portuguese, and Arabic. Are you
getting copics in the right
langnage?
randonly selected readers 907 5% 5%

B8b If you have received a POPLINE
search, were the materials
useful to you?

randonly selected readers

(n=12) 1002 0% 0%

A9a, Blla If you have requested
copies of articles, documents or
other printed materials from us,
did you receive them?
population professionals (n=15) 100% 0% 0%
randonly sclected readaers 76% 197 5%
(n=21)

A9b, BLl1YH Were the requested
miterials useral to you?
population professionals 937 0% 7%
randonly selected readers 814 5% 147
Responses to these four Ltems Indicate that, in general,
the PIP services requested by individuals are being recelved
and are useful to aluost all reciplents. The low nunbers of

people who responded to the 3 lreas relating to specifle

services must be constdered betfore conelustons are made fron
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these data. Also, it should be noted that even though most
appear to be satisfied with PIP services, 83% of the
randomly selected readers felt that it would be useful 1f
PIP developed links with one or more local institutions to

improve distribution of PIP services (item B12).
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Regional Diflerences

For the majority of questionnaire items, regional
differences in answer choice frequencies were very slight.
However, two important exceptions to this general finding
were noted. The first group of exceptions relate to
awareness and use of PIP services. The tabulations by
region shown below reflect responding randomly selected

readers only.

No
Yes No Answer
B6 Have vou known that multiple
copies of EBEEKQEE?“ Reports can
be provided for teacaing
purposces or Jdistribution at
meatings or conferences?
Asia (n=29) 597 347 77%
Mid East (n=19) 637 377 0%
Africa (n:34) 35% 657 0%
Latin Anerica (n=49) 357% 637 27
B7 Have vou in the past two years
requested or used additional
copics of Ponulation Reports in
this way?
Asia 287 69% 37
Mid East 427 58% 27
Africa 1872 79% 37
Latin Anerica 87  86% 67%
B8 Have you known that we operate a
POPLINE conpater service?
Asla 667 287 67
MId Bast 63% 37% 07
Africa 35% 627% 37
Latin Auerica 147 167 707
B Have you ever pequested coples
of articlics, docunents, or other
printed materfals from ug?
Asta 287 69% Py
MEd st 217% 797 pA
Arica 217 73% 67

Lat{n Anerfea 47 887 87
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These data indicate that respondents from Asia and
the Mid East are better informed on PIP services and utilize
PIP services more than do respondents from Africa and Latin

America. Latin American Population Reports readers appear

to be particularly uninformed about additional PIP services.
This may be because the additional services, such as POPLINE
and documents cited are in English rather than Spanish. The
dif ference between Asia/Mid East and Africa/Latin America 1s
especially noticeable on item B8 concerning awareness of
POPLINE. However, In response to ltem B8a, which asks: llave
you ever received a POPLINE search?, the yes answer
percentases were: Asia - 17%, Mid East - 5%, Africa - 97,
and Latin Anerica - 6%. Thus the marked difference in
awareness of POPLINE services between Asia/MidEast and
Africa/Latin America weve not maintained in terms of actual
POPLINE usage.

Reglonal differences alio were observed in perceptions

of effectiveness of varlous Population Reports functions.

The tabulations shown below display repional differences in
response to questlon B3 which as'ted readers to indicate the
degree to which Populition Reports has been ef fect ive in

cach of the functlons llsted.



a)

b)

c)

d)

c)

As

conveyling up-to-date news of
important developments

Asia

Mid East

Africa

Latin America

providing background
information for policy
formulation

Asia

Mid East

Africa

Latin Anerica

providing information and
materials useful for
research or reference

Asia

HMid East

Africa

Latia America

providing information and
miterials useful for
rescearch aand training

Asia

Aid Bast

Africa

Latin Anerica

Introducing new project or
program ideas

Asia

Mid Zast

Africa

Latin America

can be scen from these data, wore randomly

Very
Effective

6 57
687
717%
787

357
487
38%
51%

627
33%
65%
747

627
37%
597%
53%

527
424

567
457%

Moderately
Effective

35%
32%
274
18%

557%
427
417
31%

38%
32%
27%
187

35%
47%
297%
35%

457
42%
354
455

selected

Not
Effective

0%
0%
0%
0%

37
5%
9%
67

0%
10%
6%
0%

07
5%
3%
67%

0%
11%
3%
6%

readers fron Latin America appear to feel that Population

Reports 1s very ceffective In regards to the first three

No
Answer

0%
07
27
47

77
5%
127
127%

07
5%
27
8%

37
117%
9%
6%

3%
5%
67%
47
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categories than do readers from other countries. This may

reflect the fact that Population Reports 1s distributed

throughout Latin America in Spanish (r Pcriuguese). On the
other hand, fewer randomly selected readers from the Middle

East appear to feel that Population Reports 1s very

effective in the listed functions with the exception of
function b (providing background information for policy
formation).

Response to Open Ended yuestions

Both questionnaires included a question which solicited

suggestions of areas or topics which Population Reports

could include co make them more useful to the field (item A
and B4). Thirty-eipht percent of the population
professionals (17 individuals) and 497 of the randomly

7,

selected readers (64 individuals) responded to the question.
The following topics or issues were mentioned five to seven

times as suitable for inclusion in a Population Reports

issuc:

Population and/or sex education;

Current regearch on contraception;

Econonic development vs. population problems;

Population profiles of specific comtries;

Hanagenent aspeets of family planning programs.
An ftem which requested additional componts on Population
Reports was worded ditferently on cach questionnaire.  Iten
ALO siaply asied for "additional comnents” whereas Ltem B]3
asked respondents to comaent on the value of Population

Reports = focluding specifle Lasues thit wore or worn not

useful =~ and make sugpestions for faproving the sertos,
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Thirty~-three percent of the population professionals (15
individuals) and 717 of the randomly selected readers (93
individuals) responded to the items.

Nine of the A questionnaire respondents and 53 of the B
questionnaire respondents commented on the usefulness and/or

high quality of Population Reports. Representative comments

are listed below.

Rarndomly selected reader - Asia

"Excellent as an authoritative review, overview and
summaty of current topics of importance in family
planning circlas.”

Randonly selected reader - Middle East

“"Population Reports are of great value and importance
to {ho_BFXEEEEiEEHEynccologist especially to those
running family planning centers, they provide
up-to-date informations from nearly every part in the
world”

Randonly srlected reader - Latin America

"all these publications have scemed very important to
me... and have been very useful to me.”

Population professionals

"We always loot forward o recelving coples of your
Population Reports, they are the most practical and
couvenicnt reforence source.’

"an {nportant serviee to the scientific communlty as
well as to pop. prograns”

“Publications of consfstently hiph quality
conprehensive, reasonably balanced, well wreitten, pood
format, well fllustrated, an Iavaluable service to the
field”

Hlne of the additional responses on B quest lonnalrey
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related to delivery problems of Population Reports and/or to
the delay in receiving foreign language editions.

Two other open-ended questions were included in
questionnaire B only. One (B9) asked for suggestions to
improve the POPLINE services. Thirty-four individuals (26%)
responded to this item. Three people suggested that sample
POPLINE searches should be included in issues of Population
Reports. Five people suggested that POPLINE services should
be locally available and five people stated that more
practical examples and information concerning POPLINE was
neceded in order for it to bc utilized. The second open
ended B item was Bl2a which asked for suggestions of
institutions with which PIP could develop links to improve
distriburion. Seventy-nine percent of the randomly selected

readors responded to this question.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

Population Reports: Current Status

Among the individuals who responded to the evaluation

questionnaire, Population Reports is a widely read and

appreclated publication. More than 50% of the respondents
sec it as very effective in conveying up-to—-date news, in
providing research and referenc2 material and in providing
research and training material. Eighty percent or more of
the respondents felt that the Reports are moderately or very
ef fective in providing Informtion for pollcy formulation
and for introducing new projects or program ideas. Regional
differences in terms of these perceptlons of effectiveness
were not great.  However, there was a tendency for more

Latin American respondents to perceive Population Reports as

a vary eftlective publication, especially in comparison to
Mid Eastern respondents.

A clear majority of the additional comments by
respondents indicated that the Reports were very valuable to
population, health, and community workers in less developed
countries. Other comments addressed two basle areas,
suggestions for future toples and fmprovement of
distribaution procedures. The supprestions for future Reports
toples Include sone (1.0, Populating Fducotion) which are
already scheduled for publication.  Other sappestlons which
conjorm with PIP polictos are beloy constdered. A [ow
respondents conplatned of delays [n recelving Population
Reportys coples and {o recelving forelan Language edltions.

These problems are generally unavoidable due to postage
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systems and to the time involved in accurate translating of
manuscripts. However, the PIP distribution department is
working to keep the Reports mailing list current and
accurate so as to assure that readers receive issues
promptly.

Additional PIP Services: Current Status and Future

Possibilities
The evaluation questionnaire results indicated that, in

general, the Population Reports reprint service, additional

publications services, and the POPLINE services are

underutilized by nll,EZnglution<Reports readers. Less than

50% of respondents were aware of the Population Reports

repriant service and only 38% of the randomly selected
readers were familiar with the POPLINE serviees. Even lower
peraentanes of both population professionals and of randomly
selected readers had ever utilized one of the services.
This lack of knowledge and utilization of additional PIP
services was particularly marked for respondents from Mid
Eastern and Latin Amerfcan countries. 1t should be noted,
however, that POPLIND ounly becams publicly avallable and
widely promoted throupgh the Hational Library of Medicine in
Decenber 1980, Before 1980, these services were available
under the nane POPINFORYM bot were not widely promotod or
disscenminated.

Those Individuals who had vtillzed a speclfic PLP
service were gatlsfled with the sorvice and per-cived ft oas
usetul to them. Most respondents [ndicated an (nterest Ln

utfllelng the services, although [t would appear that more
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information about the services would increase the chances of
additional utilization.

In response to the list of five possible services which
PIP could provide, over 50% of the respondents indicated
that ecach of the five would be useful. Over 80% of the
randonly selected readers indlicated that two particular
services, providing an up-to-date selection of key abstracts
and providing wall charts or other Population
Reports-related visual material, would be useful.

The apparent enthusiasm with which PIP services other
than Population Reports are viewed contrasts with the
current underutilization of these services. Many comments
in response to question B9 (which asked how POPLINE could be
made more useful) indicated that the underuse of POPLINE is
mainly due to ignorance about the service., It seoms
probable that Ignorance alse contributes to underuse of
other PIP services. The PIP stafl is working to develop a
means by which POPLINE and other services can be better
described and pronoted.

Future PIP Hvaluation Bfforts

The problem of fnadequate questlonnalre return cate in
this evaluation activity was an Inportant one. The current
return rates wvore gsignificantly greater than the rates of
the 1974 and 1973 surveys,  HNevertheless, even the
relatively high questionnalre & return rate (482 15 low
enouph to pose serlous threats to the validlity of the
evaluation results. The loplstle problems which pltapue a

survey of this type make commonly accepted return rates of
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90% or greater ncarly impossible. Inefficient postal
systems, long mailing times, uncertain addresses, and
domestic instability are just some of the problems which may
prevent communication between PIP and selected readers. To
1llustrate the magnitude of this communication problem, on
July 8, 1981, PIP received a completed 1973 evaluation
questionnaire which had been mailed from Togo, West Africa,
in Deceaber of 1980. A 6~month or one~year delay 1is hardly
rare, but a four year communication delay seems notueworthy.

The usc of AID Population officers as Intermediaries in
the mailing and return of questionnaires Is not recommended
for future use. In defense of the officers, many of then
recelved the evaluation materials in December, and thus
holiday leaves were undoubtedly a factor in their low
response rate. Nevertheless, Population Officers are
extren2ly overburdened.  Asking them to mail questionnaires,
recerd miiling and return dates, and forward evaluation
packets to the United States was not successful in this
evaluation activity and it is doubtful that {t would be
successful in arother, similar aztivity. Tt is probable
that the only way to obtain return rates ysater than 507 is
throuzh repeated mailings to cach evatuatton paricfcipant.
Even then, aceording to the Population OffMfeers, there are
some countries where a retwrn rate of 507 would be estremely
unusual .

Repeated malliags have been ef feetive {n fnecreasineg the
reader response rate {n other communications between PIP and

KQEﬂLlLLQW Reports readers.  When the PIP distributlon
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departuent contacted the Tanzanlan AID Population Officer
concerning the current status of the PIP mailing list for
Tanzania, the officer, on his own initiative, wrote to the
262 names on the mailing list. He obtained a 37% return to
his initial mailing. By sending a second letter in which
recaders were told that non-response would result in removal
-of their names from the PIP mailing list, PIP was able to
prompt an additional 32% return which resulted in a total
response rate of 575, A thicd mailing night have Increased
thiv total response even more, with the result being a
respectable response rate for the type of mailing situation
encountered in less developed countries. It is suggested
that future evaluation activities fnclude at least two and
preferably three maillngs to questionnaire reciplents. 1If
possible, an Incentive of some kind (an interesting
publlication or visual aid) should be offered to respondentse
In addition, the time of year should be carefully considered
so that holidays do not lessen che chances of successfully

conmunicating with Population Peports readers.

Results tabulated by Wayne
Quillin and wrlitten up by
Jacqueltae Sherels, Ph.D.

July 28, 1981,
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QUESTIONNAIRE A

Appendix A

THE JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY

POPULATION INFORMATION PROGRAM
HOPKINS POPULATION CENTER 624 North Broadway, Baltimore, Maryland 21205 USA
3017955-8200 * Cable POPINFORM

November 20, 19280

The Population Information Program, which publishes and distributes POPULATION REPORTS
and, in cooperation with Columbia University Center for Population and Family Health,
offcr" the POPLINE information retrieval service, wants to learn how it can better
serve its cllentolc. An AID-appointed evaluaLion team has been reviewing the program
and a questionnaire has been mailed to a randonm sample of readers of REPORTS.

We spacffj?WJ]” neca comments frem population agency representatives on the usefulness
-of POPULATICN ¢ REPORTS to the field. We will appreciate it if you can take the time to

complete the few questions below and return this form to us as soon as possible,

\ -
Sinccrclv yours, -
& o N ——— J
}:an\“ :UuﬁfVU“
Phyllis T, Piotrow, Ph.D
Director
Population Information Program
1. Do you rcccive POPULATTON REPORTS? Yes No )
If you are not recciving PO”II\I}O“ REPONTS and would
like to, check here ..o..... e i e e e e
2. Do you read POPTTATION REPORTS repularly? Yes No
3. ropv VTG MEPORTS trics to serve the following functions. Please indicate tho

dce’,lu' Lo which ther have been effcective in each:
a) conveying up-to-date news of important developmentss

very eff. mod. eff, not e
b) providing backyronnd infomation for pol icy i . L
formulation: very otft. mod, eft, not orr,
¢) providing information & waterials ue "ul for . 7
receach or references very eft, mod. eff. not ofr.
d) providing intormation and materials useful for B
rescearch and training very eff. mod, ettty not ety

e) Introducing new project or prosram {deas

Vi l:' 1!! X.\‘l'- et not .I

PLEAST (1"1.!”" THE LLTTER BEFORE THE TUNCTION YOU CONSTDER MOST USorr 1o ST,

PLUAGE CHUCH BEFORE THE LETTER OF THE FURCTTON YOU CONSIDER MOST USITTL TO Y0i,
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What other areas or topics could POPULATION REPORTS include to make them more

useful to the field?

Have you known that multiple copies of POPULATION RIIOITS can be provided for teach-

ing purposes or distribution at mee etings or conflerences

Yes No
Have you in the past two years requested or used
additional copies of REPORTS in this way? Yes No -
Have you known that we operate a POPLINE (forme: Ly
POPINFOR) computer service that can provide, to those
who request them, bibliopraphics with abe.racts on
population topica? Yes No

Would it be useful to vou for us to prepare and distribute other publications or

provide othor services such as:

a) an up-to-dare selection of abstracts of }ey

articles from other publications? Useful Nol useful .
b) bibliosraphies on subjects of special interest? Useful Not useful

c) biblicuraphics plus abstracts on subjects of
special interest? Useful Not useful

d) an inder to items in POPLINE, the computerized

data base? Useful Not useful
e) wall charts or posters, or other visual aids

based on materials appearing in POPU LATTON REPORTS? Useful Not useful

(Plonsq_vx te o nmber "1 pesr ta the service vou would find most uceful, a

number "0y <»1 t Be sevond rant s service, and so oon.)

Have you cver requested copics of articles, documents,

or other printed materials from usg? You No
a) If yes, did you receive the requested materialg? Yes No
b) Vere they useful to you? Useful Not useful

Additional comaents.




POPULATION INFORMATION PROGRAM
HOPKINS POPULATION CENTER 624 North Broadway, Bualtimore, Maryland 21205 1'SA
301/935-8200 * Cable POPINFORM

QUESTIONNAIRE B

Dear

The Population Information Program, which publishes and distributes POPULATION REPORTS
and, in cooperation with Columbia University Center for Population and Family Health,
offers the POPLINE information retricval service, wants to learn how it can better serv
its clicntele. Information is being sousht from a sample of those who receive POPULATIH
REPORTS. Your name has been selected.  We will be most arateful 1f you will help us me

your needs and preferences, and those of others who receive the Renorts, by providing t!

information requested below and returning this form in the envelope provided as soon as
possible,  Auny addicional comments you may wish to make will be most welcome.

Your nuare and responses will be kept confidential.  You will not be identified in gny
report, and after the questionnaires have been analyzed, they will be destroyed.

For your conwvenicace in responding, the office of the U.S. Agency for International
Development has azreed to receive replies and forward them to us. Please return this
form in the enclosed envelope.

Sincerely yours,

Phyllis T. Piotrow, Ph.D.
Dircctor
Population Information Program

1. How much of cach POPULATION REPORTS do you read?

all of it part of it summary onls

2. Are the Reports useful for your swork? Use {ul Not useflul

3. P”PL'T,L{_T;' REDORTS tries to serve the following function;. Please indicate the
degree to which they have been of fective in each:

a) conveying up-to-date neus of important development s

very efl,  mod. eff. wnot ofr,

b) providing backoroand informat jon for policy fornu-
lation

very eff. mod. eff. wot eff,

’
c) providing information & waterialsg useful for re-
search or reference

very eff, mod. etf. not of?.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Population Information Program (PIP) is a relatively autonomous
activity of the Hopkins Population Center of the Johns Hopkins University
(HU). It is funded by a grant from the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development (USAID). Its principal concerns are the publication
and worldwide distribution--in five Tanguages--of Population Reports and
the development and maintenance of a computerized literature-search serv-
ice, POPLINE. Population Reports is a comprehensive and authoritative
review of population issues; it is produced six times a year in an attrac-
tive and rcadable loose-leaf format. POPLINE services are provided in
collaboration with the National Library of Medicine (HLM) and the Center
for Population and Family Health (CPFH) of Columbia University.

Seventy-eight Reports have been published and distributed to a
mailing list that now includes some 80,500 addresses in 125 countries.
New addresses continue to be added to the list. PIP's goal is to expand
the 1ist to at least 100,000. Seventy percent of the addresses are in
less developed countries (LDCs); slightly more than half are identified
with health or medicine. Approximately 105,000 copies of each issue were
distributed in mid-1981; 56 percent of the copies were in English.

The Reports series is comprehensive in its coverage. The articles
are highly readable, timely, and scientifically sound. The series is
highly regarded by professional people in population organizations and by
readers in all regions of the world. Issues remain in print as long as
there is a dewand for them, and bulk copies are available to training
institutions upon request.

The evaluation team could find 1ittle fault with either the topics
selected for the periodical or the method of writing, editing, and pub-
Tishing the articles., The mailing list nceds attention, however. More-
over, production staff are concerned about the length of the issues,
which now average approximately forty pages.  Some readers, especially
thoce of non-Lnglish editions, have expressed their dissatizfaction with
the Tength of time it takes Reports to reach them,

The evaluation team offered several recommendations to inprove pro-
duction and publication of Population Reports.  The recommendations are
summarizod Lelow.

o [fforts to reduce the lenqgth of the Reports should be continued,

but not to the extent that completencss of coverage or readabil-
ity is impaired.

“iii-



e More publicity should be given to the availability of back
copies and multiple copies for teaching purposes.

e Attention should be given to the problem of reducing delivery
time, perhaps by arranging for local distribution through LDC
organizations.

o A special effort should be made to increase circulation to
individuals and institutions in Africa.

e Consideration should be given to the distribution in Malaysia of
the proposed Indonesian-language edition.

e Consideration should be given to the development of better ways
to categorize the names and addresses on the mailing 1ist.

The subcontracted POPINFORM has been transferred to the NLM as a
collaborative effort of the PIP and the CPFH, and it has been renamed
POPLINE. POPLIHE now contains approximately 70,000 records; the entire
file of Population Index will be put into the system during the next six
months and will be kept up to date thereafter. Approximately 500 journals
are being examined reqularly, and neariy 700 items a month are being added.
Requests for literature searches are running between 100 and 150 per month;
75 percent of the service is being provided to LDCs.

Although POPLINE is described regularly in Reports, a survey of read-
ers indicates that many persons do not know about the service. The evalu-
ation team, therefore, recommends that steps be taken to increcase knowl-
edge of POPLINE among readers of Reports. Perhaps this could be done by
publishing a special issue of Reports that is devoted to information
sources, including POPLINE, or a brochure that describes all aspects of
the service, including its availability, and that is distribuled period
ically with the Revorts. A new activity proposed by the PIP--the monthly
distribution to caretully selected LDC addresses of 600 abstracts of im-
portant citations that have been added recently to POPLINE--shiould help
" to publicize the service, and it may lead to its increased use.

Briefings on the PIP and its services are given to the more than 260
trainecs participating in the Johns Hophins Proaram for International Edu-
cation in Gynecology and Obstetrics (JHPIEGO) who come to Baltimore cach
year and to approximately 150 other visitors. Press releases issued
through the Hopkins School of Hygiene and Public Health help also to in-
crease avwereanss of the PIP's services and materials.,

The mmaqgerent and administration of the PIP are excellent. The
relatively small staff ds remarkably productive, producing a large and
comproehensive voluwe of Reports, maintaining a library and documentation
service, keeping POPLTH up-to-date with current materials, and in-
corporating large backlogs of other materials such as Population Index.
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As part of the evaluation, a questionnaire-survey of a random sample
of readers of Reports, AID population officers, and professionals in other
population organizations was undertaken. Incomplete returns indicate that
the Reports series is read and valued widely, is highly rated by profes-

sionals in the field, and is serving the purposes for which it was intended.

The returns also reveal a substantial regional difference in knowledge
about and use of the PIP's services and a lack of knowledge about the
POPLINE service among a considerable number of readers. A detailed
account of the responses to the survey is attached as Appendix G.



Attachment 2
June 20, 1982

Mailing List Improvements
Population Information Program

In response to the comments of the Evaluation Group (Lyle Saunders and
Susan Robbins) about the PIP mailing list and the need for more attention to
the list, PIP staff has devoted considerable time and effort to correction,
climination of duplicates, and c:reful checking before any new names are added.
These efforts began in 1981 and bave intensificd during 1982, 1In July of 1981,
the mailing list fer Population Reports reached a high of over 80,000 addresses.
This was in accordance with contract requirements (Modification No. 5,, Feb. 20, 1980)
that “the contractor shall mike an organized and systematic effort to increase the
international mailing list to 80,000."

For the past 12 months, PIP has taken extensive steps to improve the quality
of the list, in addition to adding new addresses in responsc to specific requests
and continuing to make additions from lists of populatis  related organizations and
individuals.  The net result of the ef fort has been to ma itain the list at the
80,000 level, dimprove its aceuracy, increase the number of addresses in LDC's by
2,500, and bring the aumber of addresses added or corrected within the last 2! years
to 52.5% of the total.

The following 12 specific measures have been undertaken or are underway:

--Mass Mailing List Review: In February 1982, seveuteen members of the
Population Information Program staff were each assigned a sepment of
approximately 5,000 mailing list entries for review for address and coding
errors and duplication. This two-day long effort resulted in approximately
3,000 deletes of duplicate or incomplete entries and ove: 5,000 corcections
to Names/Addresses and Coding.  The computer was updated with all of these
actiouns prior to June 1.

-—Lxperimental Mailing to Senegal and Peru: To determine what the response
rate minhit be if addressees were contaeted divectly and Lo minimize rhe
expense of such a test, trial mailings were sent in March 1982 to Senceoal and
Peru.  The total nunber of addresses wias 1,265, The entire cost for envelopes,
printing, tranclation, artwork, computer, labor, and postape was $.93 por
address, AU the end of two months, 444 responses (357) had been received. The
response rate was 387 Tor Perua and 277 for senegals A follow-up mailing to

the 821 addvcicas that had not re sponded was made in June.

==LEzperimontal Sailine to Thailand:  In thia cxperiment, the Clearing-House and
Informition Section at ESCAD in dnpkolo aprecd to mail loetters to all Thai
addresses using PIP matervial, but applyving lTecal postope,  ESCAD apreed to
absorb the Tocal postape conts and handl ing. The PIP cost §s $.12 per address,
The total wailing consiated of o195 letters sent in May.e By June, 104 (8,77
replico had heon tranmitted 1o Balt Prorey and ESCAP adviced that more were
being acea alred and would be et uirned to P,

==opecial Deqeeete to Popuatat inn/!".u'i]_\' Planning Coenters:  Letters were sent
With copive of appropriate parts ol th roster Lo oa responsible person at
Seventecn locatfona, such as Che World Banky Center for Divease Control,
The Ortho Lescarvel Foundat cong Harvard, ete,, where o nueher of individualy
were receiving copies of the Reports,  The lists consisted of over 400 names,
Most were returned with correct fons, deletions, and requests for addition
of new nanes,

NN



--Requests to AID Population Officers: Country lists consisting of over
16,500 addresses were given to thirteen Latin American Population officers
on April 22, 1982 asking for their review. So far, three of these lists
have been returned with corrections and changes which are being input to
the system. A review had been requested previously (in 1980) from AID
Population officers throughout the world, and so far 15 responses, with
corrcctions and additions have been veceived,

=-Verification of Student Addresses: On June 8, 1982 letters were sent to
180 addresses that are coded as "Student" in an attempt to weed out any that
had moved or were no longer interested in Population Reports. By June 21,
35 had replied, all requesting to remain on the list.  The majority are no
longer students and supplicd information that allows the coding to be
correctod,

—~Revicw of Southeast Asian Mailing List by ESCAP Personncl: A listing
supplied to ESCAP in April has been returned with corrections or changes
obtained from comparing their recovds with P1P listings. These changes are
now being male,  Ia addition, they have supplied a currvent copy of their
Population Division mailing list. Appropriate names from this list will be
added te the PIP mailing list afcer the usual checking for duplicates.

==Check on Horocean Chicf Medical Officer List: 1In February, PIP sent letters
to 41 addresses in Moroceo receiving relatively large shipments (27 to 500
copivs) of Reports in French and Arabic,  About 403 of he addresses were
eventually removed from the list for failure to reply., Within a month following
this action, the Ministry of Public Health requested that all of the addresses
that had been deleted be reinstated and that two medical schools that had not
previously received copics be added.  This request was for copies in both
French and Arvabic,

-=Verification of Multiple Copy Addresses:  There are 836 addresses on the
mailing list receiving five or more copies of Population Reports.  Letters
have been sent to all of them to verify that the Reports are still wanted and
that the multiple copy requircments are correct.

==Corvection of Name Problems:  In the mass review of the mailing list, a large
nusder of noawes i Spanish speabiing arcas were found to be alphabetized
Incorrectly becanse the inpat clerk had assumed Che matronvmiec was the
fam by e Inoaddition, a number of Portuguese names had been entered
fncorrectly hecause of confusion about he proper use of the Portuguese
equivalent for the Enplish "Jonior.™  37% letters wore sent out on May 14
In an attempt o correet the Porturnese problem,  So far, about 100 replics
have boeon veceivied, AT of the problems with Dpanish naves have been corrected
by veboving the inforution,  This lack of consistency in alphabetizing caused
some duplicate woilings, but the duplicatos are now being deleted from the
List and procedurcs to prevent future problems are in pliace,

W
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--Revised Hondling of JHPIEGO Address Lists: PIP adds the names of all JHPILGO
trainces to the mailing list immediately after cach class is completed. PIP
had been receiving a preliminary address list that was frequently incomplete
for input to the computer. Now only the final confirmed address list will be
input. In an effort to correct past problems, PIP obtained the lists for the
last ten classes (226 names) and checked them against the list maliing correct-
ions as nceded, B

—-A mailinyg is beiny prepared for all LDC names coded Media, Journalist, Press
etc. to determine whether Povulation Reports ave being directed to the right
individuals and publications, and whether these individuals want press releases,
air mail copies, or other information in order to provide better coverage in
the mass media., About 800 names are involved in the English mailing.
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