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Executive Summary

The main purposes of the external mid-term evaluation of the
Basic Research and Implementation in Developing Education
Systems Project (BRIDGES) are to describe and assess the
effectiveness of Project design and assumptions, research
activities, modeling efforts, dissemination and utilization,
organization and management, and sustainability. The overall
assessment by the evaluation team of the BRIDGES
accomplishments during the first four years of operation is
strongly positive. Important new research-based knowledge was
generated related to fundamental educational problems in
developing countries and high quality technical and research
assistance was made available to USAID missions and host
countries. The Project has decisively impacted on research
capabilities and educational policy decisions in several
countries.

Project Structure and Design

BRIDGES is a $10 million, five year AID project extending
from September 30, 1585 until September 30, 1990. The funding
of the Project is implemented under a Cooperative Agreement
between Harvard University (as prime contractor), the
Institute for International Research, Michigan State
University, Research Triangle Institute and Texas Southern
University. As the project evolved activities were
concentrated in the countries of Burundi, Egypt, Indonesia,
Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Thailand.

The basic assumptions of BRIDGES are that the
continuously growing demand for basic education in developing
countries and the persistence of limited resources require
newvw, more cost-effective approaches to educational
development. The Project's purpose is to develop compre-
hensive strategies for future education sector policies. The
four main project components are:

1. synthesis of existing research information;

2. completion of new research to fill the gaps of
existing knowledge;

3. developnent of micro-computer based planning and
simulation models;

4. dissenination of results by publications and
applications of models to developing countries.

Research results are seen as informing major decisions
in the policy making, planning and managing of education. The
sinulation models are expected to integrate new knowledge and
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facilitate policy daialogue. The ecicational variables
examined in the project strategy are school facilities,
instructional materials, teachers and learning techneclogies.
These are considered key inputs in improving educational
efficiency and quality, and are vieved as controllable through
educational policy.

Throughout the project BRIDGES leadership has been faced
with a number of difficult choices or trade-offs: to focus
activities at the country or cross national 1levels; to
interact in host countries with researchers or with policy
makers; to concentrate efforts in the central organizations
or in grass roots organizations; to maximize collaboration or
to increase volume cf output; and to maintain international
professional standards or to meet demand for immediate
solutions to pressing educational problems.

Evaluation Process and Limitations

This mid-term evaluation of BRIDGES was undertaken by a
three member team between September 15, 1989 and March 15,
1990. Resources did not permit the team to travel overseas
to observe field activities and discuss the project directly
with USAID and host country personnel. The data and
information providing the basis for the evaluation report were
primarily obtained from project documents, interviews with AID
and BRIDGES personnel in the U.S. and by means of
questionnaires and telephone conversations with knowledgeable
people in the host countries.

Accomplishments and Probleams

In its conceptualization BRIDGES is primarily a research
project. For the period of this assesament a total of six
research reports, for development discusaion papers and
seventy five casual papers vere produced. Additionally, six
computer-based simulation models were developed, dozens of
short-teram training and demonstration programs were carried
out and significant contributions vere made in improvement of
educaticn information systems in at least two countries.

BRIDGES is an important, creative approach to an inter-
national educational problem of immense proportions. There
are hovever, a number unfulfilled expectations and persistent
difficulties in Project operation. The main obstacles to the
full realization of purposes and objectives of BRIDGES stem
from the Projects ambitious scope, complexity and limited
resources of time and money. Problems associated with
educational development and change resist coxplete
understanding and educational research does not easily or
often result in clear, non-controversial directions for educa-
tional policy. Reviewing and interpretive existing research,
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successfully carrying out crucial new research, building
useful computer-based models, dissemination of new knowledge
and ekills, and linking these activities to educational
policies are exceedingly difficult and time consuming
processes. Attempting to generalize about the acquired in-
sights across countries compounds the difficulty.

There is a direct link between the Project's ambitious
scope and complexity and the constraints of human and fiscal
resources. Initial expectations regarding the necessary time
to collaboratively design and carry out research, develop-
mentzl and tasks were often underestimated. Discrepancies
between expected budgets and the lower budgets realized
required sub-projects to be redesigned and rescheduled. 1In
spite of creative management, target dates could not always
be met.

Recommendations

The evaluation team believes that BRIDGES has made
important contributions to educational strategies in
developing countries and will continue to do so without
adjustments or modifications. The following recommendations
are viewed as significant for realization of the full
potential of the Project.

Recommendation 1:

The BRIDGES Project should be extended. The BRIDGES
consortium should continue to be supported at some minimum
level by S&T/ED and should be permitted to seek buy-ins from
interested USAID missions. The evaluation team believas that
this action is a good investment for AID for it will allow
extension of selected research, training, and development
activities. Priorities should be give to: (1) validation amd
cross national comparisons of research findings, (2) further
identification of implications of ongoing or completed
research for educational practice, (3) intensification of
policy modeling, policy dialogue and the building of knowledge
networks, and (4) the continuation of relevant skills
developnent.

Recommendation 2:

S8&T/ED should make an intense effort to coordinate
BRIDGES, IEES and ABEL in order to maximize their collective
impact. Ccordination and collaboration among these projects
should include: joint training efforts; joint production of
training products; joint knowledge networking, including
intensive regional networking among host countries, use of
common but adapted software packages; and further
dissemination of BRIDGES research and products.
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Recommendation 3:

BRIDGES in its dissemination planning should develop
specific strategies and work plans based on: (a) using a
variety of information, research and professional networks,
e.g., SERRAG, REDUC, and international agencies, (b) targeting
products to specific but overlapping audiences, e.g., research
reports to host country and international researchers,
sinmulation models to selected national and international
training, planning bodies. Current development work on a
computerized policy and planning data base which relates
international research findings to policy domains and policy
gquestions (SHARE) can contribute to this process. The roles
of USAID missions, host country institutions, and other S&T/ED
projects should be identified in the planning strategies.

Recommendation 4:

Dissemination of BRIDGES findings should include attempts
to strengthen the awareness of appropriate American audiences.
consideration should be given to targeting research findings
and other products to U.S. politicians, bureaucrats as well
as academics. Particular attention should be focussed on
achieving a higher visibility of the activities of BRIDGES and
other S&T/ED products within the legislative and executive
branches of the federal government.

Recommendation 5:

To further the impact of BRIDGES AID/W should 1)
encourage missions to utilize BRIDGES personnel as advisors
and consultants in relevant AID supported projects; 2)
consider institutions affiliated with BRIDGES as sites for the
training of host country personnel in educational research and
EMIS development.
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1.0 Introduction

This document is the final report of the external,
midterm evaluation of the Basic Research and Implementation
in Developing Education Systems (BRIDGES) Project. The
evaluation team preparing this report is comprised of three
members who carried out their work between September 15, 1989
and March 1, 1990. In the Scope of Work the evaluation team
was charged with describing and assessing the effectiveness
of Project design and assumptions, research activities,
modeling efforts, dissemination and utilization, organization
and management, and sustainability.

In general the assessment of the design and accomplish-
ments of the Project during the first four years of operation
is strongly positive. BRIDGES has contributed significantly
¢o the body of knowledge on educational development in third
world countries. It has provided high quality researchers
for USAID missions and host countries in addressing
fundamental educational problems. A number of cases can be
documented of BRIDGES research influencing educational policy
and change. In addition to such expected consequences there
were also favorable unexpected results in some host
countries, e.g., contributions to the development of
education management information systems. There were,
however, some unfulfilled expectations in Project objectives
and a few persistent difficulties in Project operations and
communication.

Data and information were acquired from extensive
meetings with AID/Washington officials,from Project docu-
ments, through interviews with Project personnel, and by
means of questionnaires and telephone interviews with know-
ledgeable persons in the host countries. Visits were made to
Harvard University, Michigan State University, Research
Triangle Institute and the International Institute for
Research. A telephona interview was conducted with Dean
Joseph Jones at Texas Southern University. Resources did not
permit overseas travel; however, one member of the evaluation
tean traveling in Pakistan for other purposes was able to
interview Project participants and USAID mission personnel in
a face to face setting.

Four survey instruments were developed to assist in the
evaluation (see Appendix A, B, C, D). A questionnaire was
sent to USAID missions that had human resource officers but
had no BRIDGES contracts. A second scot of questions was
faxed to USAID missions with BRIDGES activities (Burundi,
Egypt, Indonesia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Thailand). These were
followed up in depth through telephone discussions. A third
instrument was forwarded to each host country and distributed
to host country administrators, policy makers and researchers
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who were knowledgeable about or who had participated in
BRIDGES activities. An interview guide also was developed
and used in U.S. interviews with BRIDGES personnel.

The inability to visit the host countries constituted a
severe constraint on the validity of the evaluation. A
significant amount of information was received from host
countries via questionnaires and telephone conversations but
these procedures could not provide the rich insights that
would be expected from field visitations. Other constraints
included the lack of continuity within the evaluation teanm,
limited funds for U.S. travel and the restrictive number of
consulting days.

The body of the evaluation is organized into six
sections. This section summarizes the scope of work of the
evaluation team and describes the evaluation process.
Section 2.0 briefly identifies the design of the Project, its
goals, objectives, assumptions and administrative structure.
Section 3.0 reviews the major activities and accomplishments
of BRIDGES. Section 4.0 examines the organization and
management of the Project. Section 5.0 considers the
questions and difficulties in clearly demonstrating utiliza-
tion and impact of the Project on participating institutions
in the U.S. and host countries. Section 6.0 discusses the
sustainability of the impact of BRIDGES. Six Appendices are
included.



2.0 Project Design, Purpose and Assumptions

The BRIDGES Project is a $10 million, five-year project
running from September 30, 1985 until September 30, 1990.
BRIDGES is funded through a cooperative agreement between AID
S&T/ED and the Harvard Institute for International
Development (HIID). Project professional staff are rovided
by HIID and the Harvard Graduate School of Education, and
through subcontracts with the Institute for International
Research, Michigan State University, the Research Triangle
Institute, and Texas Southern University. Funding for
BRIDGES by S&T/ED is supplemented by buy-ins from USAID
missions which have requested BRIDGES services.

The Project Paper (PP) for BRIDGES in explaining the
Project rationale observes that from 1960 to 1979 the percent
of GNP allocated to education in developing countries
increased from 2.3% to 4.0%. Yet despite this magnitude of
effort, in the mid-1980s nearly 3/4 of a billion children in
the less developed countries were not receiving a basic
education. Over 25% of the relevant age cohort wera not
enrolled in primary school. Without much larger allocation
of resources or the attainment of greater efficiencies, the
widely-held goal of universal primary education remains out
of reach in this century for the lower income countries.

Qualitative problems also plague basic education efforts
in less developed countries. The expanding enrollments have
increased the percentage of unqualified teachers, revised
pupil/teacher ratios upward and reduced the amount of funds
spent on instructional materials. Given 1little hope of
radically increasing funds allocated for basic education, the
question becomes "How can we increase the quantity and
improve the quality of schooling within currently available
levels of educational investment?"

The basic rationale of BRIDGES is essentially that given
1imited resources, mors effective strategies and cost affec-
tive policies are needed to meet the large-scale educational
needs of LDCs. The Project Paper argues that the educational
innovations in LDCs generally have not resulted in increased
efficiencies and improved quality because their effects have
not been sufficiently widespread and their magnitude has not
brought about the "quantum changes" necessary in 11DC
education systems. The PP emphasizes the need for a "break-
through with wide applications similar to agriculture's green
revolution.® The BRIDGES Project is thus seen as a major
effort to develop educational strategies and workable
solutions of wide applicability in LDCs.



2.1 Project Design and Purpose

As stated in the Project Paper, the goal of the BRIDGES
Project is to "increase the efficiency and equity of educa-
tional systems by enhancing the quality of learning oppor-
tunities open to third world children and by strengthening
the quality of those experiences.” In the same document the
stated purpose or objective of the Project is "to develop
comprehensive strategies for future education sector initia-
tives and to provide technical and planning assistance to
host countries for formulation of educational models for
educational development.® The Cooperative Agreement (CA)
also notes the need to develop "the research and technical
assistance capabilities" of the U.S. institutions associated
with BRIDGES.

The Project LOGFRAM identifies the following Project
outputs: six cross-national studies conducted, research
report series produced and disseminated, research networks
strengthened, in-service training conducted, simulation
models developed and a functioning research center created.

The language of the BRIDGES documents is generally
consistent in its discussion of Project goal and purposes.
Howvever, there appear to be some distinct differences in the
statements concerning the role of microcomputer-based
simulation models. The PP conceptualizes the models as
performing an integrative function for the knowledge building
exercises, and an interfacing function with planners and
policy makers in host countries and international assistance
agencies. In the Technical Application (TA) of HIID one
finds: "The outcome of this project will be increased use by
planners and policy makers in the LDCs of micro-computer-
based simulation models for the review and choice among
alternative modes for the organization and delivery of
educational services." The section of the TA titled
"Objectives and Purpose of the Project" is almost completely
devoted to discussion of the sinulation models. Further
within the TA, under the discussion of Project strategy, the
following statement is found: "The end objective of this
project is to develop a set of computer simulation models
that are both 'user friendly' and allow the user to resolve
some of the major policy and planning problems that s/he
faces."™ The TA is expected to reflect the preferences of the
project bidder and does not necessarily have to be consonant
with the PP or the RFP.

Elsevhere, the PP, the CA and other documents, including
the yearly work plans, treat the models as one of several
outputs of the project of coequal value with research reports
or training sessions. For example, the CA refers to develop-
ment of “comprehensive" strategies for future "“education
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initiatives® and providing technical assistance in
formulation of forecasting models. These models, the CA
asserts, "should permit planners to estimate educational
demand with unprecedented accuracy."

Interviews with AID personnel and with the BRIDGES group
tend to emphasize an important but not exclusively
signiticant role for the simulation models. The four main
Project components chosen to achieve the Project purposes as
jdentified in the Cooperative Agreement (three are identified
in the PP) include:

1) Synthesis of existing research information:
2) New research to fill the gaps of existing knowledge;

3) Development of micro-computer based simulation
models; and

, 4) Dissenination of results by publication and applica-
tion of models to LDCs.

Research results are seen as informing major decisions
in the policy making, planning and managing of education.
The educational variables examined in the Project strategy
are school facilities, instructional materials, teachers and
learning technologies. These are considered key inputs in
improving educational efficiency and quality, and are viewed
as being controllable through educational policy.

The activities suggested by these components are planned
to proceed sequentially, with the research reviews being
largely accomplished during the first three years, the
original research spanning years 1986 through 1989 and the
bulk of the dissemination activities taking place in the last
year of the Project.

2.2 Project Assumptions

A number c¢f important assumptions are found in the
Project Paper, Tnchnical Application and Cooperative Agree-
ment. The major implicit and explicit assumptions are
identified below.

1. An educational knowledge base can be built in
selected developing countries sufficient to show causal
relationships between major educational inputs and outputs.
(In identifying the expectations for BRIDGES the PP refers to
the need to create "a systematic breakthrough with wide
application similar to agriculture's green revolution.")

This clearly is an assumption of crucial importance.



Taken literally the implication is that existing research
coupled with new, original research (undertaken within the
constraints of time and resources of the Prcject) will allow
the development of general theories of the educational
process and of educational system change. The black box of
education is opened, the explanatory varjables are identified
and the interrelations of variables are measured.

2. Comparative research across appropriate groupings
of nations will yield generalizable knowledge.

The PP calls for a selection of countries based on such
criteria as: level of development, presence of sub popula-
tions with relatively low school attendance rates, level of
internal efficiency and level of acceptance of innovations.
Clusters of countries meeting these criteria are assumed to
require similar policies for educational reform.

3. The new or synthesized knowledge can be integrated
into a series of computer based models. Early Project
thinking as reflected in basic Project documents focused on
the potential for creating models useful across countries
either in policy and planning simulations or directly in
educational decision making.

4. The scholars and policy makers in developing
countries are not sufficiently familiar with research based
knowledge in education but are interested in learning and
using such knowledge. A corollary of this assumption is that
in the past new knowledge and technology often have not been
disseminated because they have not been marketed properly.

5. The models and the new knowledge base will be
utilized in development of more effective educational
policies in LDCs. The implications here are (a) the models
and knowledge base at minimum illuminate choices in designing
efficient and effective schooling and (b) these insights can
become part of the policy agenda and be influential in policy
formulation. The PP and CA appear at times to go a step
further and suggest implementation of policies will result.

These initial assumptions imply Project results which
appear to the evaluation team to be overly ambitious. The
state of the art of educational research and the potential
for generalizing educational insights are overestimated and
the constraints of time and fiscal resources are
underestinmated. In several, if not all, cases counter
assunptions could be as easily defended. By way of example:

1. The complexity of education as a process or system
is so profound and the current explanatory theory so little
developed that research resulting in major generalizations
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about the functioning of educational systems (much less a
breakthrough similar to agriculture's green revolution)
ghiould not be expected in a five-year project.

2. The meaning of comparative research is not clear
and the history of attempts at "“comparing” education
processes across nations and cultures offers few specific or
definitive insights for addressing many educational problens
in any particular country.

3. Extant knowledge about education, as about other
social institutions and processes, although useful in
informing policy dialogue, is an inadequate base upon which
to build computer based models to facilitate policy choices
directly.

4. Major educational policies typically evolve within
the idiosyncratic political and cultural processes of a given
country. The relation between the amount of research-based
knowledge avajlable to policy makers and the choice of policy
18 neither direct nor predictable.

2.3 Changing Directions in the Development of the Project

Although the basic goal and purposes remained the same,
a number of changes in the direction and emphasis of the
Project took place during its first two years. These changes
imply modifications in several of the original assumptions.

1. The importance of Education Management Information
System (EMIS) development in host countries emerged after the
project was well under way. Although not an original Project
objective, attention to improvement of host country
information systems could be seen as a logical supporting
action to research and model building. EMIS planning has
been encouraged by a high level of demand from some host
countries and USAID missions and facilitated by a supply of
MIS specialists within the BRIDGES consortium. The strong
potential linkage between EMIS capabilities and the research
activities is still evolving.

2. The idea of comparative research leading to policies
with multi-country validity became less important to BRIDGES
researchers as the Project proceeded. 1In like manner the
development of computer software focussed increasingly on
country-specific conditions. To overstate slightly the
dilemma: in order to meet the needs of host country institu-
tions, research and models need to be highly focused and
responsive to local characteristics: however, in making such
adaptations the cross national validity of those products and
activities is reduced. This choice reflects one of several
difficult tradeoffs with which BRIDGES has been confronted.
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3. In the early stages of the Project, some members of
the consortium pursued the idea of development of a general,
computer based model valid for educational planning and
policy decisions across all developing countries. More
recently, faith in a general, deterministic model has been
replaced by models adaptive to the needs of particular
countries.

4. In the early operational stages of BRIDGES one
computer based model (PETS, later designated STEP) was seen
as a tool to be used directly in the technical decisions of
planning and policy making. Attention to this function
continues but the more recent prevailing view is that the
educational software being developed is:

a. Useful in introducing policy makers to the process
of policy making and making policy choices: that
is, the models are seen as instructional devices.

b. Useful in developing an interest in use of
computers and giving an aura of science to policy
analysis.

Some AID/Washington officials have expressed concern
over the shifts in Project emphasis and focus. Questions
vere raised about the "disintegration" and "fragmentation" of
BRIDGES intu a series of discrete, country-based activities.
The core value of BRIDGES was seen to lie in its ability to
produce generalizable results and offer AID policy analysts
educational strategies valid across developing countries.
The evaluation team understands the importance of this
concern but tends to take a positive view of Project changes.
These modifications and adjustments in Project expectations
reflect the ability of competent professionals to reflect
upon experience and to redesign the scope and focus of their
vork. The evaluation team believes the evolving
conceptualization will increase the probability of Project
influence and impact. Further, the evaluation team sees the
possibility of some future Project reintegration, particular-
ly if BRIDGES is extended.

2.4 Expectations of Host Countries and USAID Missions

Questionnaires sent to host countries asked participants to
identify personal expectations and governmental or institu-
tional expectations. The responses suggest a somewhat
narrowver view of the Project purpose and objectives than do
the initial Project documents. The responses fall into four
basic categories: training, research, the provision of a
broader understanding of education, and institutional
development. Softwvare development was mentioned as an
objective only by respondents from Egypt. The personal
expectation mentioned the most <“requently was training,



particularly training in research methods and policy related
research. The comment of one Thai respondent, while more
specific than most, emphasizes a theme common across
countries: "BRIDGES will train me how to do basic research to
generate policy options:

1) how to generate research questions;
2) how to design a study:

3) how to write a research report; and
4) how to disseminate the findings."

The comments received from host country respondents
regarding institutional expectations were somewhat similar to
those received on individual expectations. Again there was
an emphasis on training, research and to some extent MIS
development. Egypt's expectations focused exclusively on MIS
developrent. Thailand and Sri Lanka gave a heavy emphasis to
policy-relevant research and information. Responses from
Pakistan identified both contributions to educational sector
development and to improvements in the Academy for
Educational Planning and Management (AEPAM}. Comments from
Burundi focussed on evaluation and reform of basic education.

The expectations of USAID missions focussed on policy
related research. Although the more global concerns of
BRIDGES were recognized, assescment of the value of the
Project was measured by its relevance to the mission's
development agenda. Three of the missions with whonm
telephone conversations were conducted i.e., Burundi, Sri
Lanka and Thailand, did not have education portfolios. Yet
each concluded that BRIDGES has made an important impact.

Recommendation:

The final stage of the BRIDGES Project, whether it is
terminated as schedulad or extended, should include S&T/ED
support for efforts at reintegration and cross country
comparison of acquired knowledge and insights (see
Recommendations under 6.0). For example, the research on
effective school practices carried out in Thailand, Sri lanka
and Burundi has much in common in its design. Also there are
strong possibilities for meaningful cross country comparisons
in a number of BRIDGES research efforts in Pakistan and
Thailand. Interchanges through multi-country conferences or
by other means should be fostered to analyze similarities and
differences in research findings and consider policy implica-
tions. Similarly general insights from modeling, training
and EMIS efforts should be sought and captured in brief
publications to BRIDGES clients. Such collaboration and
networking should not be restricted to countries whose USAID
missions have education portfolios.



The greatest research challenge to BRIDGES in attempts
at Project reintegration is to go beyond identification of
the input variables which generate significant educational
output effects to learn how the combination of input and
process variables changes by country or context. The key
question is: What are the conditions which give rise to the
particular combination of influential inputs?
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3.0 Project Activities and Accomplishaents

The PP identified three Project actions: 1) study
existing information, 2) f£ill in knowledge gaps and 3)
develop planning models. Most of the Project literature
refers to four sets of activities or types of outputs: 1)
synthesis of existing information, 2) research activities, 3)
computer simulation models, 4) dissemination. In some
documents training is also discussed as a major activity,
The major products of the Project are research papers and
reports (reviews or original) and computer based planning and
policy models. The CA identifies nine "research and task
performance reports".

The evaluation team did not undertake a detailed assess-
ment of the many publications and several software packages
produced by BRIDGES. The team had neither the range of
specialization nor the time to undertake such a task
seriously. The team members were, however, able to review
many of the reports, casual papers and some of the software.
One member of the team used MIN-PROJ and OPES in a graduate
class of international and American students studying
educational policy. The team believes it has credible, if
incomplete, evidence of the quality of BRIDGES products.
Insights have been acquired from the frank and open
discussions with BRIDGES professionals involved in designing
or carrying out sub-projects. Other important information
for the teanm came from AID officials in Washington and in the
field, and from host country personnel knowledgeable about

BRIDGES.
3.1 Activities Planned and Accomplished

In order to better understand the flow of the Project
the evaluation team made an attempt to 1link planned
activities and accomplishments as identified in the annual
work plans. This proved a difficult task. The organization
of work plans varied from year to year as did the terminology
used to identify particular activities, sometimes making the
determination of the status of a particular research
development or training activity subject to interpretation.

Annual work plans and interviews reveal that research
reviews and original field research frequently did not
proceed as scheduled. The evaluation team interprets these
®*discrepancies" as reflecting at 1least two conditions.
First, the original documents (PP, TA, CA) significantly
under-estimated the time necessary to prepare research
reports and to initiate and bring to fruition collaborative
research and development projects. Second, changes in
deadlines and adaptations of activities reflect new insights
and new opportunities acquired as the Project evolved and as
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such indicate the increased sophistication of Project
personnel and leadership.

These characteristics of the Project are identified
primarily to illustrate the difficulties in any straight
forward evaluation of the relationship between specific
original objectives and nid-ternm accomplishments. The
continuously evolving nature of BRIDGES also complicates
expectations for and analyses of dissemination.

3.11 Research Activities

In its conception and in its design BRIDGES is primarily
a research project. As of the writing of this report a total
of 6 research reports, 4 development discussion papers and 75
casual papers had been produced. The ongoing research in 6
countries is expected to produce several more research
products.

Even without an assessment of individual research
undertakings, the data, documents, interviews and
questionnaire responses do permit the team a few tentative
conclusions. First, there appears to be nearly unanimous
agreement among USAID missions and host country participants
that BRIDGES researchers in the field were of high quality.
Telephone conversations with six USAID missions with BRIDGES
buy-ins strongly support this view.

Some questions regarding the quality of the research
report series were raised by a few AID/Washington officials
in interviews. There appeared, however, to be contrasting
positions represented among those who were concerned with
this issue. Some thought that the quality was too high, that
is, the analyses and language of the research vas pitched at
too sophisticated a level. Others questioned vhether the
research (in particular the state-of-the-art research
reviews) were produced by available graduate students and
faculty and not necessarily by the leading scholars of the
field. Neither view, however, was widely held among those
interviewed, and questionnaire responses from host country
participants give high evaluations of the technical quality
of research activities and products. Based on its own
limited review of research papers and reports, the evaluation
team supports this favorable assessment.

The limited criticism received with respect to research
activities tended to focus not on technical quality but on
practical application and relevance to host country
educational problens. USAID mnissions in countries with
BRIDGES projects were unanimous in the demand for "practical®
educational assistance, and BRIDGES research was seen as
usually, but not always, meeting this need. The precise
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meaning of practical is not fully clear but would seem to be
closely associated with 1localization and immediacy of

concern.

officials from USAID missions associated with BRIDGES
pointed out that the concern with developing broad
educational strategies and generalizable research did not
alvays mesh with local USAID priorities. This problem of
trying to respond to multiple agendas, i.e., those of S&T/ED,
USAID missions, and host countries clearly could not be
solved in every case to the satisfaction of all parties. The
concern for relevance was also voiced by host country
participants in their statements of Project expectations,
e.g., improvement of local education policies and conditions,
and their call for increased training in methods of research
and planning. The importance of relevance is highlighted
most strongly in the evaluations by host country participants
of the various BRIDGES activities. Not surprisingly, in-
country research was seen as RoOre nearly achieving the
individual and institutional expectations and as being more
responsive to changing national needs than other research
activities. In-country training, 1likewise, tended to be
viewed as more important than international training in
satisfying needs and e:pectations.

In general, the responses from host country participants
and USAID missions were positive regarding the achievements
of all research activities. Although in-country research was
usually seen as fulfilling expectations and having the
highest level of participation in host countries, respondents
from Egypt tended to give it somewhat lower ratings. This
may be explained by the changes over the last few years in
the organization and senior management of the Egyptian
Ministry of Education which have inhibited the planning of
collaborative research. Moreover the focus of much of
BRIDGES activity in Egypt has been on EMIS development.

Some criticism from host country participants was
focused on the collaborative process of research. Relatively
few criticisms were made regarding the level of involvement
in choice of research problems or in research design. A
moderate to high level of involvement was also reported,
particularly by respondents from Burundi, Sri Lanka and
Thailand in all stages of in-country research. However,
several host country participants, mostly but not exclusively
from Pakistan, believed that there should have been more
involvement of host country researchers in the analysis of
research findings. More involvement in analysis is seen as
increasing the technical skills of researchers and building
a sense of ownership of the research results.
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Recommendation:

Collaboration between host country and U.S. researchers
should include the entire process of research from design to
analysis. It can not be assumed that in every case all
necessary conditions of time, facilities and personnel are
available to undertake analysis of research findings in host
countries. The maximur benefits of involvement, however,
require shared responsibilities in research design, data
collection, analysis, interpretation and dissenmination.

3.12 Computer MNodels

BRIDGES documents, including the PP, TA and CA, describe
the development of computerized planning and policy models as
a means of integrating research results (see 2.0). Thus the
models were seer as following research and being a key mode
for dissemination of research findings in order to impact on
educational planning and policy decisions. Although BRIDGES
research has to some extent informed model building, the
amount of influence initially expected and the sequence of
relationships have not been realized. 1Initial work on STEP,
for example, was undertaken in response to buy-ins from USAID
missions before BRIDGES research efforts were well underway.
Moreover, as the Project evolved, the models were
increasingly viewed as only one avenue for dissemination.

The computer based models prepared during the first four
years of BRIDGES included: The System for Tracking
Educational Progress (STEP), the Gender Education and
Reporting Systen (GENDER) , optimizing Policies for
Educational Systems (OPES), the Transition Rate Estimator
(TREST), the Educational TYmpacts Model (EIM), Enrollment
Projections Package (MIN PROJ), the Education Planning and
Policy Game (EPIC). (Neither STEP nor GENDER was prepared
specifically for BRIDGES.) These models are all operational;
howvever, work continues on STEP, OPES, and EIM. A recent
development has been an attempt to build a computerized
policy and planning data base which relates international
research findings to policy domains and policy questions.
This activity (currently called SHARE) when developed could
produce knowledge useful in making policy choices and could
be linked to OPES and other simulation models.

The clients of these models include educational planners
and policy makers in ministries of education and ministries
of planning, USAID missions, international agencies, and
possibly international and national non-profit research
groups. Several demonstrations and training sessions have
been held with these clients (except for the non-profit
research groups) in each host country.
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The development of these models has primarily involved
Research Triangle Institute (RTI) taking the leadership in
softwvare preparation with conceptual inputs from individual
menmbers of the consortium, especially Harvard University.

Information from both host country participants and
USAID missions suggest that the mcdels are neither widely
known nor widely used. Those associated with BRIDGES in the
field are more familiar with STEP than other models, but its
utility in its present form generally does not receive high
marks. However, STEP and GENDER in modified versions have
been used successfully by USAID missions and a number of
international agencies. The simulation models such as OPES,
seen by RTI as representing an important trend, are not wvell
known at this time. Moreover, the computer models were rated
lover than research activities by host country respondents in
the fulfillment of personal and institutional expectations.

In sum, host country respondents generally lack
familiarity with the computer models and claim little or no
involvement in the design or development of the models.
Respondents from Egypt were most familiar with STEP; however,
they gave it low marks in its fulfillment of expectations.

Discussions with RTI personnel suggest that a number of
important learnings have evolved in the process of
development and dissemination of computerized planning and
policy models. At the risk of oversimplification the
following lessons are worthy of consideration:

1) A major purpose (often the major purpose) of models
is to educate rather than to solve problems or specifty
optimal decisions. 1In light of this insight, models such as
OPES and EIM which facilitate policy dialogue become "the
wave of the future."

2) TFor many developing countries, models that operate
from rudimentary data bases are required.

3 Those persons most receptive to use of computerized
models may be found in planning and policy offices outside
the education ministries. Activities in model development
and training should include chose ministries and departments
most responsive to the new tachnology.

4) Software cannot be disseminated. To maxinize the
dissemination and utilization of models, host country
personnel need to be deeply involved in the design of the
models and not merely be viewed as consumers. Yet this
approach may place exceedingly high demands on the time of
technical advisors.
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5) To maximize their practical value, computer models
must be adapted to each country in which they will be used.
However, the building of more generic models contributes to
education theory building and may lay the foundation for
development of applied models.

6) The extent of use of the models by planners and
policy makers is in direct proportion to their simplicity of
use. When feasible, a goal should be the elimination of the
necessity for technical manuals to guide operations.

7) Train, Train, Train! All development and applica-
tions of softwars should include extensive periods of
training for potential host country users. The extensive and
continuous training requirement means that more time must be
spent in a country by those providing technical leadership.

Recommendation:

BRIDGES should continue to refine the computer models
and games, emphasizing their utility as tools for policy
dialogue in specific countries. RTI personnel should be
included with other institutional members of BRIDGES in
discussions to further conceptualize and operationalize
linkages between research, EMIS and modeling activities. To
some extent this recommendation implies a shift in the
enphasis of RTI's work from programming to conceptualization.

Recommendation:

The development of SHARE should continue and its linkage
to policy simulation models such as OPES should be explored.
This software makes use of the numerous research reports and
papers generated by BRIDGES and, when fully developed, will
allow the user to review quickly extant research related to
any of several basic policy areas in education. A long term
plan for the financial support, continued development, and
internationalization of BSHARE's data base should be
encouraged by S&T/ED.

3.13 EMIS Development

The original design of BRIDGES, while recognizing
information needs of third world countries, gave 1little
attention to Educational Management Information System
development. The discussion of the research component did
not directly consider EMIS, and the initial objectives of
computer related activities focused on the development of
planning models and data base applications and provision of
associated training needs. Research and model building
efforts continue to be major thrusts of BRIDGES. However,
BRIDGES has also begun, particularly in Egypt and Pakistan,
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to respond to requests for assistance in building a
comprehensive EMIS.

Attention to FMIS development can easily be seen as
congruent with BRIDGES objectives to improve the data and
information base of planning and policy making. The limited
feedback from BRIDGES MIS involvements received by the
evaluation team is positive. In the Egypt case significant
progress has already been reported in adjusting data
collection to enrich policy dialogue. However, attempts to
respond to demands from host countries and USAID missions for
assistance in EMIS development introduces the need for
serious additional fiscal and human resources. If the
BRIDGES project is continued, the following recommendation is
offered for consideration.

Recommendation:

An attempt should be made to build closer 1linkages
between work in EMIS, research, and model building (see
recommendations under 3.12 and 6.0). The contributions of
existing BRIDGES research to the definition of useful
educational information should be explored and the ways in
which EMIS can respond to researchers as clients should be
identified. Additionally, the need for periodic policy
related research as a supplement to regularly collected data
by the EMIS needs recognition, and the planning of such
research should be coordinated with EMIS development. A data
base for cost analysis is crucial to the utility of EMIS.
The objective in further information systems development
should be to design an active EMIS to serve a variety of
clients and purposes. Computer based simulation models can
contribute to the dynamism of this coordinated effort by
utilizing outputs of EMIS and research activities and in turn
enriching the policy dialogue by demonstrating implications
of policy alternatives.

3.14 Training

Training has become an increasing concern in the evolve-
ment of BRIDGES. The Project recognized early that training
should bc associated with any research activity and with
dissemination of research findings and computer models.
However, in the initial documents, e.g., PP and CA, there
appears to have been an underestimation of the time,
resources and effort necessary to devote to training to make
host country participants full partners in undertaking
collaborative research and utilizing computer software for
planning and policy analyses.

The evaluation teanm does not have sufficient evidence to
make a blanket assessment of the wide variety of formal and
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informal training which has taken place under BRIDGES.
Responses fron questionnaires to host country participants
and telephone conversations to USAID miesior.s generally have
been positive as to the quality of workshops and training
seminars. criticisms from host countries have tended to
focus on the need for more training and skill development in
research techniques and computer use.

BRIDGES conducted evaluations of its 1987 and 1988
summer workshops at Harvard University. The content of these
workshops focussed on educational planning and policy making
and drew participants from all host countries. The workshops
ran for four veeks each and served a total of 40 partici-
pants. Since the content of the two workshops varied
somewhat and the evaluations undertaken by the sponsors used
different formats, qualitative comparison between the two
training efforts is not possible.

An overvhelming majority of participants in both
workshops believed that the pace and clarity of the workshops
were "just right" and that the level of complexity was not
too high. The interpretations and analyses of the
participants appear to reinforce other insights acquired by
the evaluation team regarding preferences and needs of host
country participants for practical skills and kxnowledge. For
axample:

1) both in 1987 and 1988 there was a stated preference
for more instructional time allotted to hands-on activities
and demonstrations;

2) the 1987 workshop participants chose R-Base and
Lotus software packages ahead of HOST-STEP in terms of
usefulness in their countries; and

3) while virtually all the instructional paterials
(discussions of educational planning and goals/strategies/
policies, algorithmic modeling, heuristic model ing,
population forecasting, enrolment forecasting and manpower
planning) were seen as relevant, the participants ranked
their own understanding of the algorithmic and heuristic
models as incomplete and less than their understanding of the
other materials.

Information received from host countries suggest that
both international and in-country training are well received.
Although international training is generally welcomed (how-
ever, respondents from Egypt indicated low satisfaction), in-
country training also received highest evaluations by host
country persons knowledgeable about BRIDGES. A belief in the
importance of in-country training is shared by all of those
involved in BRIDGES. Moreover, host country participants
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describe a moderate to high level of involvement in the
design and operation of in-country training with somewhat
lower level of involvement in international training.

Recommendation:

If BRIDGES is extended beyond its scheduled termination,
a training plan should be developed which 1links, on a
priority basis, training needs to the current status of in-
country research and modeling efforts. In some cases
additional training may be the key to successful utilization
of BRIDGES outputs and sustainability of policy impact. 1If
funding is available training should include the
opportunities for host country staff to visit and participate
in training experiences in other countries with successful
BRIDGES activities.

Taking a long-term view of training, <consideration
should be given by AID to facilitating the institutionaliza-
tion of research training in education for host country
personnel through multi-year contracts with selected U.S.
institutions. For example, Harvard University and Michigan
State University now have the staff and resources to conduct
such training on their campuses or in the field.

Recommendation:

BRIDGES should collect, refine as necessary and
disseminate to S&T/ED, IEES and ABEL the various training
products it has developed for workshops and other training
purposes. These along with complementary and supplementary
materials produced by IEES, ABEL and other projects should
give USAID missions and host countries many potentially
valuable tools for the training of planners and researchers.
It should be recognized that, fundamentally, professional
training is a participatory, interactive process. Training
monographs, technical summaries, etc. acquire full meaning
only within such context.

Recommendation:

Training in educational research, policy and planning is
an area worthy of further exploration between S&T/ED and all
USAID missions. Although the missions may not want to invest
significantly in the education sector, they might support
basic education training as important to the sustainability
of changes in other sectors.

3.2 Strategies for Dissemination

The idea of dissemination appears to be conceptualized
in a variety of ways in the social sciences. A weak version
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of dissemination associates the process only with informing.
A stronger version includes utilization as part of the
process. The Technical Application proposes to 1ink dissemin-~
ation activities to existing international networks of
"research communication, discussion and application.” In
addition, a variety of publications, participant exchanges,
conferences, workshops and seminars are proposed. The
dissemination of models is treated in some length, emphasizes
collaboration with clients and includes a variety of seminars,
demonstrations and briefings. A data base and documentation
center is proposed for Harvard University.

The PP says little direcciy about expectations for
dissemination. It does note that "the simulation models will
be demonstrated at the Ministry level to all AID countries
interested in its application." The work plans, although not
fully consistent, appear to include utilization as part of
dissemination.

A general picture of the level of dissemination activity
may be obtained from a review of successive annual work plans.
However, in these documents distinctions between types of
activity e.g., conferences, meetings and seminars are not
always clear. Table 1 (Appendix E), prepared by the
evaluation team, represents an attempt to capture the flow of
dissemination activities.

Accepting the possibility of considerable inaccuracy,
Table 1 suggests discrepancies between planned and
accomplished dissemination activities. There were activities
that were not planned (that is, did not appear in a work plan
as a future action) which were accomplished. There were
activities which were planned (that is, appeared in a work
plan as forthcoming) which were not accomplished. From Table
1 the conclusion can also be drawn that dissemination has been
a serious consideration of BRIDGES since its initiation.

The work plan for fiscal year 1990 detailed a five step
dissemination plan for the Project. This plan, adjusted as
requested by S&T/ED for a budget reduction, was submitted to
AID in August 1989. As of 1 March, 1990 no formal response
from S&T/ED had been forthcoming. The dissemination plan
includes:

1. Publications
This strategy calls for continuation of the BRIDGES

Research Report series, the Development Discussion
‘Papers and the Forum.
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A Nevw Version of the PForum

To reach a "select audience of educational policy
makers and administrators" there is a plan to
produce the Forum in non-technical English. Each
issue of the new Forum will focus on a policy
research domain e.g., instructional materials,
teacher training, and will present arguments for
and against adapting policy options which had been
identified by BRIDGES researchers. Under
consideration is an extension of the present level
of production from 150 copies to 2,000 copies.

Computer Software and Model Training and Dissemina-
tion

Software training workshops for USAID mission
Education Officers and host country planners will
be carried out in Thailand, Sri Lanka and Indonesia
on the use of STEP, GENDER, OPES and EIM.

Regional Seminars/Workshops

A series of regional workshops for "policy makers
and senior managers" is being collaboratively
planned with USAID missions in LAC, AFRICA and the
MIDEAST. The objectives of the workshops include:
dissemination of findings and products of BRIDGES;
information presentations to educational policy
makers of the resources available to assist in
making education decisions, demonstrations of the
use of BRIDGES software and publications in solving
educational problems and informing USAID HRD
officers as to the skills and experience available
to them through the various 6&T/EA education
sponsored projects.

Other International Workshops and Meetings

At least five additional workshops and conference
participations are planned. These will include
presentations at annual meetings of appropriate
international conferences and seninars at universi-
ties and research institutions which have strong
international involvements in education.

By design much of the attention to dissemination was

scheduled for the final year of the Project. 8ince many of
the dissemination activitias are scheduled for FY 90, evalua-
tion at this time is somevhat premature. Nevertheless the
evaluation team believes that some useful analysis and
recommendations can be offered.
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As BRIDGES personnel have recognized, concern for
dissemination should begin with the project design. This
concern is relevant in two areas: provision of information
about the Project to missions which may choose to buy in and
the influence of the choice of research problems and process
on dissemination of the finished product.

In an attempt to identify the relevance or potential
relevance of BRIDGES to developing countries outside the
Project, brief questionnaires were djistributed by S&T/ED on
behalf of the evaluation team to 14 USAID missions with
education sections but with no BRIDGES buy-ins. (See Appendix
A). Responses were received from eight missions. Of these
eight, only four reported having any familiarity with
BRIDGES. The response rate and level of familiarity suggest
that rapid turn-over of staff in USAID missions reduces the
effectiveness of communication from S&T/ED. Although every
BRIDGES publication series is forwarded to all USAID
missions, S&T/ED apparently needs to be more aggressive in
monitoring the dissemination process. Given that buy-ins
were critical to the successful implemertation of the
project, it would seem that leadership in the missions would
at least have had some knowledge of the existence of the
Project; one respondent reported not being familiar with
services through buy-ins.

Among the four missions with some familiarity of the
Project, BRIDGES was best known through the software STEP and
GENDER; one respondent knew of the Project through Forum.
Suggestions offered by missions for future BRIDGES
activities, which would either enhance the possibility of
buy-ins or bene-fit the efforts of the missions generally,
focused primarily on provision of information about the
Project through news-letters and research reports, with
attention given to its relevance to geographic areas outside
the current BRIDGES network.

The most visible success in dissemination of BRIDGES
research, and possibly also of models, thus far, has been
within the international academic and professional community
concerned with education in developing countries. BRIDGES
personnel have participated in a number of academic confer-
ences, offered dozens of demonstrations and published
research findings and modeling analyses in several prominent
inter-national journals. The long tern effects of such
effort could be considerable.

Reaching other audiences, particularly those involved in
educational policy making and management is of course crucial
to the achievement of BRIDGES objectives. At this stage the
success of dissemination within host countries and throughout
AID is less clear. The culminating implementation plan is
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not yet fully underway. Information received from host
country respondents offers few insights as to ways of improv-
ing dissemination. The respondents indicated high
familiarity with in-country research and the Research Report
Series. The extent of familiarity with ¢training and
developnent activities which supported dissemination varied,
but generally was significant across all host countries.
With the exception of STEP, there was little acguaintance
with computer models.

Host country respondents from Burundi, Pakistan, S8ri
Lanka and Thailand (no responses for these Questions wvere
received from Egypt) gave high ratings to all of those
BRIDGES dissemination activities being planned.
Publications, computer models, seminars and workshops were
all viewed as important dissemination activities. No new
modes of dissemination were recommended. In terms of
priorities for future BRIDGES activities, both dissemination
activities and continuation and conclusion of ongoing
research vere seen as important.

Because of the number of research activities coming to
closure in FY 1989, a major focus of dissemination for FY
1990 will be on wvays to communicate the results of such
studies. All BRIDGES research reports will include a summary
statement of policy implications. 1In Pakistan, for example,
summary reports on the school sample survey are being
prepared which not only suggest areas in which policy action
is needed but also suggests ways of carrying out such
actions. The extended interaction of BRIDGES researchers in
Pakistan with participants and policy makers provided a
wealth of suggestions on dissemination strategy, some of
which may be generalizable to other countries. One key idea
is the need to identify which particular groups are concerned
with a specific set of research findings and to design a
strategy to communicate to that audience. The importance of
understanding in detail the relationship of the educational
policy and decision making process to the implementation of
such a strategy is readily apparent.

The experience of BRIDGES reinforces the international
literature which suggests that successful dissemination
requires adjustment to context, problem and ownership of

"product®. The relevant institutions and acceptable
communication channels vary according to the content of
information and from country to country. By way of

illustration, researchers in Thailand appear to have closer
relationships to policy makers than do researchers in Egypt.
And the role of the central government in implementing
educational policy is less important in Pakistan than in

Burundi.
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In terms of the choice of research problems BRIDGES
Clearly attempted to examine and respond to the concerns of
host countries. The question "what is of concern to you?"
alvays preceded the question "what should be studied?"

In terms of process, the work plans, trip reports and
other documentation provide ample evidence that BRIDGES
subscribed to, and to a considerable degree implemented, the
collaborative mode of working within host countries.
Although variation across countries does exist in levels and
kinds of involvement by various actors, research efforts were
by and large joint efforts by researchers from the BRIDGES
consortium and the host country.

Yet even given early recognition of the importance of
dissenmination and a continued fostering of collaboration, the
groundwork laid for dissemination was not fully satisfactory.
The complex design of the Project with many activities
competing for attention, the constraints of distance, budget
and the severe limitations of time which inevitably reduced
the quality and intensity of collaboration, the 1limited
effectiveness of the internal AID network of information
exchange and the limited experience within BRIDGES with the
range of dissemination tools and processes all combined to
frustrate the ideal conditions for dissemination.

Recommendation:

S&T/ED should immediately respond to the proposed
dissemination plan submitted by BRIDGES. The evaluation team
recommends approval and that the plan be supplemented with
suggestions found in this report. 1In implementing the plan
as identified in the work plan for 1990, attention should be
given to the dissemination strategy developed in each host
country.

Recommendation:

Dissenination efforts, depending on the content of what
is being disseminated, should include attempts to reach
groups with central authority and also administrators and
teachers at the grassroots level. The format and language
for dissemination may need to vary greatly between groug:.
For exanmple, at the national 1level a well publicized,
prestigious conference focussing on major reforms and having
as one of its outcomes a widely distributed book or monograph
may provide benchmarks for years to come for educational
objectives and substance for long term educational debate.
Even though BRIDGES is a research oriented project the
importance of training should be recognized. Continued
training as needed should be carried out by the BRIDGES
institutions most closely associated with the activity in
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question. At the grassroots level, dissemination generally
should be associated with an extended period of training.
Continued training as needed should be carried out by the
BRIDGES institution most closely associated with the activity
in question. Use of local language and adherence to
prescribed local processes for considering educational change
are a necessity. There is no substitute for detailed
research on the receptivity of local educators to new
knowledge. The five dimensions or frames of reference
identified by Weiss and Bucuvalas' provide one potential
guiding structure for such research.

Recommendation:

BRIDGES or any subsequent disseminator of BRIDGES
outputs, in order to be successful, must understand the
policy, planning and implementation process followed by the
country in question. The BRIDGES study of implementation in
Pakistan, for example, is viewed by the evaluation teanm as
contributing significantly to the planning of dissemination
for that country.

Recommendation:

Research reports, instruction manuals and other Project
literature should be prepared in or translated into the
language(s) of the host country. The importance of this
principle varies from one country to another but is valid for
all host countries. Such translation is an expensive,
difficult and time consuming process. There is, moreover, a
trade-off between producing many different research products
in English and a fewer number of products in a 1local

language.
Recommendation:

More coordination and collaboration with international
organizations which are engaged in similar activities and
producing similar products e.g., WB, IDRC, should be under-
taken in planning dissemination. Consideration should be
given, for example to the ways in which BRIDGES reports
complement publications of the World Bank, e.g., Marlaine
Lockheed,

Countries (Draft), Washington World Bank, 1990.

‘Weiss, Carol H. and Michael Bucavalas, Social Science
- , New York, Columbia University

Press, 1980.
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Recomnendation:

ABEL, as a nev project built partly on lessons learned
from IEES and BRIDGES, should have a major dissemination
responsibility. This implies that AED, the prime contractor
for ABEL, should become knowledgeable about these projects
and provide leadership in the coordination of planning among
then.

Recommendation:

BRIDGES should promote the idea and process of
international exchange of information and research findings
through existing regional networks e.g., SERRAG, REDUC. It
should downplay efforts to achieve global strategies for
educational development. Networking between countries often
in the same region which share similar problems, while rarely
offering the transfer of useful knowledge directly, may offer
each country new insights and new perspectives.

Recommendation:

Dissemination of BRIDGES research findings and
information on the utilization of such findings should
include attempts to strengthen the awareness of appropriate

American audiences. Consideration should be given to
targeting BRIDGES products to U.S. politicians and
bureaucrats as well as acadenmics. Particular attention

should be focussed on achieving a higher visibility of the
activities of BRIDGES and other S&T/ED products within the
legislative and executive branches of the federal government.
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4.0 Organization and Management

BRIDGES is a large, complex, somewhat amorphous Project
involving numerous sub-projects, many institutions, govern-
ments and individuals. The sheer complaxity of the Project
involving over ten research and planning institutions in
different parts of the world, dozens of major actors and
several national governments, inhibits efficiency and leads
to multiple management problems. Each new buy-in from a
USAID mission, in effect, adds a new sub-project with its own
structure of roles and relationships, thus further
complicating efforts at coordination and communication.
Because of the different needs of the cooperating countries
and the varying focii of the sub-projects, maintaining the
integrity of BRIDGES as a single, integrated research and
dissemination effort has been difficult.

4.1 Organizational Structure

Harvard Institute for International Development is the
primary unit responsible to AID for coordination, planning,
and delivery of the BRIDGES services. As the manager of the
BRIDGES project, HIID has coordinated the relationship
between its many participant components. As originally
conceived, the Project was to be guided by a General Policy
Committee consisting of the Dean of the Harvard Graduate
School of Education (HGSE), the Director of HIID, and world
leaders in education. The purpose of the proposed committeo
was to review Project goals, progress, findings, and relev-
ance to needs. This committee was never created.

HIID as prime contractor reports to a designated Cogni-
gzant Technical Officer (CTO) within AID, S&T/ED whose par-
ticipation in the Project under the Cooperative Agreement is
that of a partner in design, development and review. The
CTO's responsibilities include, when appropriate, approval of
work plans, assignments, travel, products, etc. This
arrangement suggests limited autonomy for HIID in wmost
matters. The primary liaison to AID throughout the Project
has been Noel MNcGinn, the Principal Investigator of the
Project and HIID fellow and professor in HGSE. His responsi-
bilities include planning, design, task assignments, and
Project product evaluation. The intellectual and
professional 1leadership of the Project rests with the
Principal Investigator. The Project Manager has overall
responsibility for planning personnel management and
contractual processes. The Project is also assisted by an
advisory committee which includes research tean leaders and
is chaired by the Principal Investigator. This committee
plans research activities, contributes to development and
critiques research findings. In general, the committee
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assists with the development and dissemination of the
activities and outputs of the Project.

4.11 Institutional Roles and Relationships

The U.S. institutions which make up the core of the
BRIDGES Project include the Harvard Institute for Interna-
tional Research, Harvard Graduate School of Education,
Michigan State University, Research Triangle Institute, and
Texas Southern University. Each Projoct member has specific
functions: HIID is the primary unit responsible for Project
direction, management and relationship with AID, S&T/ED.
Faculty from the Harvard Graduate School of Education supple-
ment staff of HIID in a variety of professivnal roles. 1In
addition to overall Project responsibilities, the Harvard
contributions include leadership in a number of research
activities, MIS development, and design of simulation and
policy models. The Institute for International Research
primarily provides support in the form of research team
leaders with emphasis on learning technologies and teacher
training. Michigan state University, through its College of
Education, provides expertise particularly 4in school
effectiveness, school management and educational cost
analysis. The Research Triangle Institute, a not-for-profit
contract reseach organization, assists in the development of
computer based planning and policy models. The role of Texas
Southern University is to participate in research related to
access to education and instructional managment.

4.12 Host Countries

In principle the choice of host countries was based on
their comparability and their fit with criteria identified in
the Project Paper (see 2.2 above). In practice a rigorous
application of these criteria was not enforced. The willing-
ness of USAID missions to buy in and the level of interest of
the prospective host countries became influencing factors.
The constraints on the choice of host country sometimes meant
that selection of ideal countries (in terms of BRIDGES
criteria) was made difficult because the USAID missions in
these countries often did not have educational portfolios.
In other cases USAID missions were reluctant to complicate
further their educational programs with an S&T/ED project.
The countries which became a continuing part of the BRIDGES
project included: Burundi, Egypt, Indonesia, Pakistan, Sri
lLanka and Thailand. The variability among the eountries
chosen and their idiosyncratic concerns tended to modify and
extend original Project objectives.

Relationships with the chosen host country institutions
and individuals were determined by the BRIDGES Principal
Investigator and the CTO, with participation by country USAID



missions. BRIDGES' relationships with host countries were
the responsibility of HIID but subject to approval by AID.
Host country participation varied depending on the sub-
project but included some level of participation in the
research design, data gathering, analysis and training
components of research related activities.

4.13 USAID Missions

BRIDGES, although supported by central (S&T/ED) funding,
can succeed best with S&T/ED working in concert with USAID
mnissions. For example, USAID missions exercise a level of
control over all field projects and thus 1limit Project
options. They are, in effect, gatekeepers, since any new AID
financed educational effort must fit with the portfolio of
the USAID mission. Secondly, for BRIDGES to achieve the
desired size and influence, mission buy-ins are necessary to
supplement core S&T/ED funding.

The responsibility of USAID missions during the life of
BRIDGES field activities includes, at minimum, some level of
monitoring. The authority for management and for implemer-
tation is shared between the mission, S&T/ED and the contrac-
tor. Given these multiple actors and layers of overlapping
responsibilities, planning becomes extremely difficult. By
way of illustration, decentralization of funding authority to
the mission level could greatly facilitate designing, sched-
uling and monitoring of BRIDGES field work. The understand-
ing of the evaluation team is that AID regulations do not
permit such an adjustment. Thus by implication, flexibility
of actions in the field has been partly traded for central
management control.

Recommendation:

To increase the effectiveness of future centrally con-
trolled projects, S&T/ED should review its BRIDGES
experience, particularly the implications of the Cooperative
Agreement and clarify, as necessary, lines of communication,
decision procasses, and location of control in Project
management. If the BRIDGES Project is extended, memoranda of
understanding specifying tasks, decision points and persons
responsible should be prepared, becoming, in effect, the
rules of the game for all players.

4.2 Project Management

The human and financial resources necessary for the
continued development and implementation of the BRIDGES
project are significant and often in flux. Assessing,
coordinating and allocating these resources is a challenging
task. The meaning of the CA appears not to have been
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iamediately understood by HIID and the subcontractors. HIID,
although highly experienced with international contracts, did
not at the initiation of BRIDGES have the necessary staf in
place to manage the Project. A person with sufficient
breadth and experience in management of international
projects and with appropriate professional expertise needed
to be found to assume the role of Project Manager. A
publications unit needed to be created and staffed. A
dissemination plan for BRIDGES publications and other
products had to be developed. Sub-contracting and budget
processes had to be established and put into practice. Sstaff
in these various roles needed training and, in the absence of
models from past experience, often learned on the job through
reflection and analysis of their own experience.

Crucial to the operation of the Project has been an
element of what might be termed inter-institutional trust
which allowed sub-contractors to proceed in their tasks often
before legal processes were complete and budgets had been
allocated. Institutions were often forced to risk their own
capital to sub-projects underway and gamble that forthcoming
budgets would be sufficient to cover costs incurred.

As to be expected in a project creating much of its own
administrative structure from scratch and dealing with a
number of different institutions and bureaucracies, a number
of personnel issues have surfaced. The reporting system
between the prime contractor and S&T/ED was not alwvays
efficient and on schedule. Operational delays in financial
reporting, for example, created planning problems on the part
of S&T/ED and USAID missions. 1Individual and institutional
styles within the consortium resulted in some variation in
the form and content of trip reports, work plans and other
Project documentation.

The evaluation team concludes that BRIDGES has been
highly successful in recruiting and fielding high quality
personnel for research and other professional responsibil-
ities. Much praise from all sources was directed to the
quality of technical work done in the field. The recruitment
to staff positions for management, although subject to some
delays and staff turnover, resulted in a high quality, but
not always highly experienced, central staff.

Personnel problems in the field centered on identif-
ication of cooperating institutions and recruitment of
competent researchaors. The choice of counterpart participants
and institutions from host countries was clearly crucial to
BRIDGES success in conducting fieldwork, disseminating new
knovledge and influencing policy. This choice wvas xade in a
number of ways but always with central government approval.
In only one case, Burundi, was an RFP procedure used.
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Development of collaborative relationships is
complicated by the need to interact with both good
researchers and powerful policy makers. These groups often
represent two distinct communities with limited
intercommunication. BRIDGES,thus to sone extent was faced
with a trade-off between associating most closely with
researchers or with policy makers. Nevertheless, with the
possible exception of one case, Pakistan, the choices of
counterpart institutions appear to have worked out reasonably
well. The major collaborating institutions include: The
Centre de Perfectionement et de Formation En Cours ' emploi
(CPF) in Burundi, the Planning and Statistics Units of the
Ministry of Education in Egypt, the Open University in
Indonesia, the Academy of Educational Planning and l(anagonent
{AEPAM) in Pakistan, the National Institute of Education in
Sri Lanka and the National Education Commission in Thailand.
The dedication and commitment of host country participants is
a story repeated by nearly all BRIDGES research tean leaders.

The most serious counterpart problems surfaced in Pakis-
tan. BRIDGES worked successfully with a number of different
{nstitutions in Pakistan including: AEPAM, the education
section of the federal Ministry of Planning and Developnent
and the education departments in the provinces of Sindh,
Balochistan and NWFP. The early relationships with AEPAM,
however, did not proceed smoothly. Because of its importance
and the possible lessons the case may provide in further
collaborative relationships in other countries, this
experience is briefly described below.

AEPAM was established as a major counterpart institution
for BRIDGES at the request of the Pakistan Federal Ministry
of Education. In the development and execution of resaerch
activities both parties at times expressed dissatisfaction.
The commitment of the leadership of AEPAM to facilitate and
reward research was questioned. The conmitment of BRIDGES to
a fully collaborative partnership in its approach to research
was also questioned.

Some members of AEPAM believed that they were in a
position to conduct the necessary research if given financial
support and minimum technical assistance as requested. U.S.
menmbers of BRIDGES research teans, concerned with quality
control, sought the maintenance of research standards
perceived as necessary to produce valid and useful research

results.

It is 4important to point out that in spite of
difficulties, BRIDGES supported research has proceeded in
Pakistan, including a survey of classroon practices, a study
of school access for girls and a sanple survey of primary
schools. For the first time in Pakistan detailed data will
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be available at the classroom level in two provinces and at
the school level in all four provinces. Analyses of these
data will at least be suggestive of a wide range of reforms
reaching throughout the educational systenm.

A number of conditions in Pakistan may have contributed
to the difficulties in achieving the level and quality of
collaborative relationships desirable between BRIDGES and
AEPAM. There wvare three changes in the top leadership of
AEPAM during the first four years of the BRIDGES Project. 1In
a broader context in Pakistan the value of research in
formulating and implementing educational policies has not
been widely recognized. The low quality of much of the
existing research has reinforced the belief among many
educational policy makers and officials that research offers
little to educational practice. Current educational data are
poor and there appears to be little incentive to make the
effort to improve validity because analysis of data is not
central to educational decisions.’” Lack of status for
research activities may have contributed to the unwillingness
or inability of AEPAM to assign individuals as counterparts
to work on BRIDGES research. Clearly these are not ideal
conditions for a research project. However, such conditions
may be found in many developing countries.

Some of the difficulties may be attributed to the
constraints of the design of the BRIDGES Project which might
have been anticipated with better initial planning. In
hindsight, the capabilities and expectations of AEPAM could
have been discussed at greater length and other counterpart
arrangements could have been considered. Given that the
control of much of education reform in Pakistan is at the
provincial 1level one possible choice could have been
universities or other bodies in the provinces. However, even
if such arrangements had been acceptable to Pakistan
authorities the quality of the forthcoming counterpart
support is questionable. Additionally, AEPAM as a federally
related institution does have the advantage of being in a
position to influence educational reform directly at the
federal level and indirectly at the provincial level.

Recently there have been significant improvements in
collaboration with AEPAM. BRIDGES funds brought two AEPAM
staff members to Harvard University to upgrade research

“rFor further observations on the relation of Jdata to
sducational policies, see Carol H. Weiss, Perceptions of the

Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Association fo;':
Public Policy Analysis and Management, Arlington, VA, November
3, 1989.
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skills and prepare Pakistan survey data for analysis. A
highly successful five weeks, hands-on seminar focussed on
analysis of survey findings was held in Pakistan in January,
1989. The participants from AEPAM and the provinces,
prepared policy analysis papers by bringing results of data
analysis to bear on educational problems which they defined
as important to Pakistan. The quality and relevance of the
seninar received high praise from all participants and from
the leadership of AEPAM.

The broader issue of the meaning and implications of a
"collaborative mode" needs to be addressed and is itself
worthy of BRIDGES review. What does collaboration mean if
different levels of skills exist among the partners? Are
there some situations where research of even modest technical
level can not be collaboratively undertaken? What are the
implications of collaboration for time, budget, expected
product? How are choices made regarding acceptable standards
of research? Among collaborators who has ownership? What
process is acceptable for reconciling differences and making
decisions? The process of choosing counterparts and
operationalizing the concept of collaboration requires
planning, negotiation and compromise. Crucial to the success
of BRIDGES-type projects is the opportunity to reconsider
periodically the consequences of actions already taken anrd if
necessary, proceed differently.

4.3 Co-ordination of BRIDGES, IEES and ABEL

Time did not permit a detailed examination of the
commonalities of these projects and the potential for collab-
oration and coordination. Some points, however, should be
emphasized. All of these important projects are the creation
of S&T/ED and share an historic relationship. IEES was
created in 1984 to improve the efficiency and performance of
education and training systems in developing countries.
BRIDGES, whose Cooperative Agreement was initiated in 1985,
with its focus on research, wvas seen partly as a supplement
to IBES. ABEL, initiated in 1989, with its focus on dissemi-
nation and its direct attention to management and instruc-
tional concerns, again was viewed as applying the results of
BRIDGES and supplementing the efficiency concerns of IEES.

The projects in several respects are very different, yet
they share the goal of improving the efficiency and quality
of education systens in developing countries. There have
been useful interactions between IEES and BRIDGES.
Information has been exchanged and some joint meetings have
been held, although probably more coordination ¢l efforts
would have been worthwhile.
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ABEL begins its activities as BRIDGES enters its final
contract year and as IEES completes its first year of a
second five-year contract. Unless its life is extended,
BRIDGES will not be able to complcte all of its research to
its satisfaction. Only the initial and perhaps not its most
profound influence on the institutions and policies of host
countries will be observable. IEES is continuing several old
projects and entertaining requests for new involvements.
With its attention to EMIS and development of instructional
materials, IEES clearly has common grcund with ABEL.

Recommendation:

S&T/ED should make an intense effort to coordinate IEES,
BRIDGES and ABEL in order to maximize their collective impact
(see recommendation under 3.2). Since ABEL is the newvest of
the projects, the ABEL contractor could play a key role in
this coordination. If S&T/ED establishes an external,
formative evaluation team early in the lifa of ABEL this
action would be supportive. Coordination and collaboration
among these projects could include: joint training efforts;
joint production of training products; joint knowledge
networking, including intensive regional networking among
cooperating countries; use of common but adapted software
packages: further dissemination of BRIDGES research and
projects, etc.

Recommendation:

with the new project ABEL, continuation of IEES (and
potential continuation of BRIDGES) and with changes in
personnel within S&T/ED, a review should be undertaken by the
S&T/ED leadership of the management and decision structure of
S&T/ED with regard to BRIDGES, IEES and ABEL. Project
managers and principal investigators from the three projects
should be involved. 1Issues to be addressed should include
contractor autonomy, degrees of freedom in reporting and
communication procedures, and internal evaluation processes.
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5.0 Utilization and Impact

In the organization of this report a distinction is made
betwveen dissemination and utilization. Dissemination has
been treated (3.0) as one of several discrete Project
activities. As planned, most formal dissemination activities
are scheduled to take place during the final two Project
years. Utilization and impact refer to the discernible
influences and effects of BRIDGES on individuals,
institutions and processes. Such effacts may have resulted
from activities at any stage in the Projact's development
and, of course, may be discernible only at some time in the

future.

Dissenination as a process of distributing and informing
would, of course, be a major channel for influencing policy
decisions and in creating educational changes. However, new
information levels do not necessarily lead to policy actions.
Furthermore, new knowledge and additional information may be
acquired in a variety of ways other than through formal
dissemination modes.

5.1 Utilization as an Objective of BRIDGES

The language of the early BRIDGES documents is not fully
clear as to the expectations for utilization and impact. The
importance of dissemination,however, has been acknowledged
throughout the Project, although it appears to have received
increased attention during the later stages. Moreover,
dissemination has been variously -conceptualized as
distribution, e.g., making information available, and also as
influencing target audiences.The CA, for example, identifies
one Project task as helping the host country "“to apply
research findings to the development of sound educational
development strategies.® The PP implies the importance of
utilization and impact when it states that one question to be
asked in the selection of research topics is: "will the
research results contribute directly to improvement in the
efficiency and effectiveness of implementing achievement-
related educational objectives?® On the other hand, the
Logical Framework appears to emphasize discrete Project
products and the importance of information distribution to

policy makers and planners.

Although the documents are somewhat ambivalent with
respect to the Project's direct obligations in promoting
utilization of the knowledge and skills produced, discussions
with AID staff and BRIDGES personnel lead the evaluation team
to conclude that utilization is an important desired Project

outcone.
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5.2 Relation of Knowledge and Educational Policy

The relationship between knowledge and research and
policy making has been the subject for debate among social
scientists for decades. Early linear models assuming a
direct and sequential linkage between basic research, applied
research, development and application have proved untrust-
worthy in explaining educational change. New knowledge and
research findings may influence educational decisions but
often do so in an indirect, intermittent or "percolating"
manner. Moreover, the timelines of new insights is crucial.
As several observers have noted, the need by policy makers
for information tends to be acute rather than chronic.

International literature suggests that both producers,
e.g., researchers, and consumers, e.g., politicians and
senior administrators, have been frustrated by the lack of
inter-change. Conferences bringing together these two groups
have explored possible reasons for the problem and have
offered recommendations. Analyses of why research is not
used more in decision making tend to emphasize the "cultural®
differ-ences, e.g., values, language, reward systems, between
researchers and policy makers. Researchers, with their
specialized interests, independence and seemingly unlimited
time, present a contrast to politicians and administrators
who must work on focused agendas and often have severe time
constraints.

Recommendations for promoting more exchange and
facilitating the utilization of research-based knowledge have
stressed such points as:

1) More active and effective communication;

2) Involvement of users throughout the process of know-
ledge development and analysis;

3) Translation of research knowledge into formats
acceptable to users.

In ths complex, ill understood education sector the
problems and constraints in linking research to educational
decisions are severe. Achieving information and research-
informed educational policies, while a long-standing goal of
acadenics and professionals, is a condition often not satis-
factorily achieved even in relatively data rich and techno-
logically advanced countries.

The linkage assumes availability of accurate, relevant
and valid research and a process vhere:

1) ~ the decision makers recognize the importance of
research~based knowvledge;
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2) quantitative and qualitative research findings can
be adapted for use in formulation and implementation of
educational policies:;

3) training is available and utilized to ensure that
officials, administrators and teachers responsible for
implementation have the necessary skills.

The likelihood of all of these conditions being present in a
given situation is not high.

$.3 Utilization of Research, Nodels and Training

A high percentage of the respondents to questionnaires
sent to host countries reported having made use of BRIDGES
in-country research and skills acquired through BRIDGES
training in their work as researchers, administrators and
planners. The only responses received regarding software
were for STEP. Egypt indicated very strong use, while
Burundi, Pakistan and Thailand indicated low use. Several
participants also responded that the Research Reports Series
was useful.

Respondents from Burundi, Sri Lanka and Thailand, and to
less extent those from Pakistan, believed that their
country's research network and institutions were improved as
a result of BRIDGES research and training activities. All of
these countries pointed to increased skills in designing
research instruments and in data collection. Burundi
respondents provided a long list of examples emphasizing the
improvements in the CPF. Little impact was reported as
directly resulting from development of computer models.
Responses regarding probable impact on educational policies
wvere mived, with those from Burundi, Thailand and Sri Lanka
indicating moderate or high expectations, particularly from
in-country research. Again, Burundi provided an extensive
list of specific BRIDGES influences including improvements in
school managenent, efficiencies (e.q., controlling
repetitions) in primary schools, language reform and
strategies for teaching science.

The most consistently highly valued of BRIDGES
activities by the full range of host country respondents were
the in-country training, research and developnent efforts.
By way of example, Egyptian respondents commented on the
benefits expected from the development of its educationel
information system; and Thai respondents emphasized the
improved quality of information on primary education
resulting from research. Perhaps a comment of the Minister
of Primary and Secondary EBEducation in Burundi captures a
distinctively welcomed quality of BRIDGES:

37



What we particularly appreciate about the BRIDGES
project is that it has a scientific basis. You have
gone into our schools and told us what they are
truly 1like. Unfortunately that often does not
happen with expert consultants (translation from
notes on French original).’

Although respondents from host countries believed that
BRIDGES had been responsive to the changing needs of their
governnents, suggestions for modifications were made. The
most common recomnendation was that continuation of research
projects should be supported until their full implications for
practice wvere clear. Also suggested was that, in any future
BRIDGES activities participation at the regional and 1local
levels should be increased. Some respondents from Pakistan
recommended more involvement in the analysis of research
findings.

Several specific cases of utilization of BRIDGES outputs
can be cited. The following examples are illustrative:

1) New skills acquired through training programs in all
host countries were reported by participants as relevant to
their work:;

2) In Sri Lanka BRIDGES contributed significantly to the
establishment of the National Institute of Education (NIE)
wvhich has become deeply involved in curriculum development,
teacher education, management training and research. NIE now
produces its own Forum to disseminate information on its
activities and research;

3) In Egypt BRIDGES contributed to the demystification
of the use of computers in identification of policy implica-
tions of existing data. By way of illustraticn, a computer
based model wvas used to examine the cost effectiveness of
operating double shifts of primary schools.

In terms of clear evidence of policy impact, the future
will be a much better test than the present. However, cases
of BRIDGES research informing the policy dialogue are observ-
able at this time. The several possible examples include the
following cases:

1) In Burundi the policy to require French language
instruction from grade one instead of from grade three is
widely viewed as being strongly influenced by BRIDGES

““Memorandum form Jack Schwille to Noel McGinn, January
3, 19190. Subject: Report on final BRIDGES Burundi Seminar
and Trip, 24 October-1 November 1989.

38



research. Also in Burundi government officials have requested
BRIDGES help in an effort to develop coordinated information
systems across several ministries to improve planning and
policy making.

2) In Thailand the results of case studies of schools
conducted by BRIDGES have been incorporated into curricula for
in-service training for teachers by ONPEC (the controlling
agency) . Similarly, research on classroom practices in
Pakistan has already influenced the content of in-service
training of education personnel.

3) In Indonesia the choice of policy options for
programs of teacher training have been illumined by BRIDGES

research.

4) In Eqgypt BRIDGES' work in information systenm
development, contributions to the 1989 Education Reform
Confexence in Cairo and extensive participation in policy
dialogue with senior Egyptian policy makers appear to have
catalyzed serious consideration of major national educational

reforms.

In general, information from host countries supports the
view that in the long term BRIDGES activities will influence
educational policies. However, there appears to be conflict-
ing opinion among USAID missions as to the strengths and
weaknesses of the "in and out" nature of BRIDGES professional
training and research leadership. One view favors the short
tern use of specialists and the forced reliance on host
country personnel to continue the necessary work. A second
view is that significant educational reform and successful
educational research require long term resident technical
experts. It would seem that the validity of either position
depends on the country in question.

In some contexts the impact of BRIDGES may be largely in
helping to create a context within which other technical
assistance efforts can succeed. In any final assessment of
BRIDGES this kind of indirect but crucial influence should
not be ignored. 1In Egypt, for example, BRIDGES is credited
with sensitizing policy makers to the importance of informa-
tion and research based knowledge for educational decision
making. The acceptance of a USAID proposal for a long term
technical assistance team to work with the Egyptian MOE wvas
due partly to the positive Egyptian response to- BRIDGES
activities.

In reviewing the first four years of the BRIDGES project

the evaluation team concludes that there are a few tentative,
simple lessons learned with regard to utilization and impact:
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1) The status and influence of counterpart institutions
are crucial to maximization of policy impact. These institu-
tions can encourage informal and formal networking of
researchers and policy makers, market policy recommendations

and critique ongoing policy.

2) USAID missions can play an important future role in
monitoring and assisting efforts at utilization and impact
initiated by BRIDGES.

3) Success in collaborative research, use of models, and
development of information systems is especially effective
vhen acconmpanied by the appropriate amount and kind of
training.

4) The status of the U.S. institutions involved and the
demonstrated expertise of BRIDGES consultants are important
in legitimating the significance and validity of BRIDGES
activities.

Questions persist in trying to assess utilization and
impact.

1. Did BRIDGES strike the right balance between a single
country and multi country focus? To maximize impact BRIDGES
must work on country specific problems. The Project has been
skewved in that direction. But this emphasis is given at the
expense of finding soclutions generalizable across countries.

2. Has BRIDGES been too circumscribed by AID traditions
vhich place much emphasis on working through central govern-
ment wministries, particularly ministries of education?
Typically, many central and provincial bodies are involved in
educational decisions.

3. What is sufficient time to expect identifiable impact
of research? Should successful influence be measured in terms
of months, years or decades? A history of the life and impact
of selected BRIDGES projects from, say, 1986 through 1995
might prove enlightening.

4. Given the present state of educational theory and the
complexity of educational change, what are reasonable
expectations for single, relatively short term research
efforts resulting in unequivocal policy choices? That is,
perhaps the initial expectations for measurable impact from
particular BRIDGES activities has been too great. Yet, with
follow through support of S&T/ED in dissemination and
utilization, the long term impact of the Project as a whole
in direct and indirect ways may affect educational policies
for many years to come.
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Recommendation:

During FY 1990 BRIDGES should review in detail 3-5 cases
of "successes™ and "failures" in the utilization and impact
of Project activities and products. Particular focus should
be given to the points of interface between research- or
knowledge~generating processes and the policy process. When
and how, for example, do researchers give up ownership of
their work and the policy makers assume responsibility for
giving meaning to the research? Wwhen and how do research
documents become policy documents? When and how do informa-
tion and analysis validated in research become validated in
policy formulation and implementation.

Recommendation:

USAID missions should assist further utilization by
1inking the results of BRIDGES activities to other ongoing or
planned educational projects. Within the 1limits of
contractual feasibility, AID/W should encourage missions to
utilize as appropriate BRIDGES personnel as advisors and
consultants. As one specific action S&T/ED should forward
1ists of key BRIDGES consortium members and their specializa-
tions to all USAID missions. Examples of forthcoming AID
supported projects that could benefit from knowledge generat-
ed by BRIDGES are the Primary Education Development Project
in Pakistan, the IEES teacher training research follow-up
project in Indonesia and the educational planning project in
Egypt. As a further example (assuming the extension of
BRIDGES) S&T/ED should consider negotiating with BRIDGES to
undertake a detailed, cross-national study of the processes
by which various S&T/ED projects, e.g., IEES, Radio Learning
Project, have influenced policy or policy dialogue.
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6.0 Capability Building and Sustainability

The Cooperative Agreement states that "This project seeks
to develop/enhance the research technical capabilities of the
recipient institution. AID recognizes the importance of
strengthening the capacities of U.S. universities and educa-
tional institutions to provide theoretical and empirical
guidance to Third World educators and planners and to work in
close collaboration with them in designing short and long-term
strategies to overcome barriers to educational development."

The importance of capacity building recognized in the CA
appears to be highly appropriate. The graduate programs in
U.S. universities which emphasize studies in education and
development have declined significantly in number and quality
over the last decade. Several strong programs have been
eliminated and others down graded. Only a handful of univer-
sities now offer advanced, research-oriented programs in this
area.

BRIDGES has had a significant impact on building capacity
in at least three of the institutions of the consortium. By
vay of example, Harvard University has added two new faculty
members with research experience in the third world. HIID is
currently seeking new personnel with educational qualifica-
ions. Linkages between the Harvard Graduate School of
Education and HIID have been strengthened through their joint
and collaborative involvement in the Project. BRIDGES has
been critical in mobilizing and revitalizing Harvard Univer-
sity's international effort in education.

Michigan State University has also gained faculty
strength in international education as a direct result of
BRIDGE . Although MSU has had a distinguished tradition, only
a few of its current senior faculty in education had had
extensive third world experience prior to BRIDGES involvenment.
BRIDGES has provided important international research
opportunities for faculty which are influencing the content
of both domestic teacher training and graduate programs in
educational policy. A recently approved linkage grant between
MSU and Chula Llong Korn University in Thailand promises
fruitful future interchange between the two institutions.

Texas Southern University was not involved in the BRIDGES
proposal preparation and there was difficulty in determining
its peculiar niche. When TSU agreed to participate, its
administration anticipated more extensive involvement than
that wvhich actually took place. Nevertheless the experience
in BRIDGES is seen by the TSU administration as being useful
and as contributing in a limited way to the international
expertise of faculty.
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Prior to BRIDGES, the Research Triangle Institute had
limited experience in the development of computer based
educational models for third world countries. It now has a
department with four professionals who devote most of their
time to building educational software. As a direct result of
BRIDGES, RTI has become a major international actor in the
design of software for educational policy analysis.

There also has been capacity building in the institutions
of the host countries. Host countries respondents to ques-
tionnaires generally concluded that BRIDGES research activi-
ties, i.e., research reports, and particularly in-country
research, had a poritive impact on building research networks
and capabilities. Both Thailand and sri Lanka gave BRIDGES
activities very high ratings in their impact on local institu-
tions. Little information was acquired by the evaluation tean
on the institutional impact of the software models.

The importance of capacity-building as a result of
BRIDGES should be emphasized. The study of education in the
process of third world development has become seriously
neglected in the United States and is not well established in
developing countries. In this regard, U.S universities in
particular remain parochial in commitment and programs. The
recognition of this condition by AID, S4T/ED is to be
commended.

6.1 TFuture Sustainability

Concern for sustainability raises such questions as:
What can and should be sustained? What financial and other
conditions are necessary to support sustainability? New
research capacities and technologies bring new direct and
indirect costs. New institutional roles and relationships,
specialized facilities and organizations requiring increases
in capital and recurrent budgets may be necessary. Will
adequately financed, professional, political and administra-
tive support continue for the U.S. and host country institu-
tion to sustain new programs and processes introduced by
BRIDGES?

Although the initial conceptualization of BRIDGES has
been earlier criticized as being overambitious, there is room
for optimism with respect to sustainability of some of its
research, MIS and model development initi-“ives. As mentioned
earlier, U.S. institutions have already committed new funds
for personnel with international expertise. In several of the
host countries recent institutional and national budgets have
been increased at least partly as a result of BRIDGES.
Participation in BRIDGES activities by significant numbers of
host country professionals potentially contributes to the
future support of educational research and policy endeavors.
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As noted, however, in some host countries criticism has been
forthcoming regarding the perceived inadequate level of
participation in analysis of research findings. The evalua-
tion team believes that time constraints, the in and out
nature of BRIDGES/host country interactions, the need to
cespond to multiple agendas, and the desire to maintain high
professional standards have combined to limit the potential
level of collaboration and participation. Nevertheless, the
experience of the evaluation team with AID projects over a
nunber of years suggests that BRIDGES, in the context of AID's
educational experience, achieved an unusually high level of
participation in some cooperating countries. As previously
mentioned, in 8ri Lanka BRIDGES and host country collaboration
led to the establishment of research capabilitie=z in a majecr
new educational institution, the National 1Institute of
Education. Within the U.S., attempts were made at both
Harvard University and Michigan State University through
seminars and lectures to inform and interact with U.S. and
international students and faculty about BRIDGES activities
and to incorporate knowledge acquired through BRIDGES
activities into the curriculum.

The development of EMIS in host countries with or without
BRIDGES support should contribute to the sustainability of
increased skills in research and policy analysis. The
monitoring and evaluation of the impact of policies and
programs evolving from research can be built, particularly
with modest continued external support, into a routine but
dynamic information system.

Recommendation:

The BRIDGES project should be extended. The BRIDGES
consortiun should continue to be supported at some minimum
level by S&T/ED and should be permitted to seek buy-ins from
interested USAID missions. Institutional sub contracts should
be renegotiated as necessary by the prime contractor. The
evaluation team believes that this action is a good investment
for AID, for it will allow the extension of certain research,
development, dissemination and institution building efforts
already underway. Time also is needed to explore long-term
relationships between BRIDGES institutions and host country
institutions, and in some cases to assist participants in
finding alternative, post BRIDGES financial support.

Recommendation:
If BRIDGES is extended, a work plan establishing

priorities should be developed for the remainder of the
Project. High priority should be given to:
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1) extension of research analyses cross-nationally to
examine policy-related hypotheses (Included should be a review
of findings on such gender issues as retention of female
teachers and students, a secondary analysis of school survey
data from Pakistan and Thailand, evaluation of alternative
teacher training approaches in Sri Lanka and Indonesia, and
role analysis of school managers in Pakistan, Sri Lanka and
Thailand):

2) further examination of how to collect cost data and
analyze cost effectiveness of given policy options e.g.,
Burundi, ongoing studies in Thailand and Pakistan;

3) continued definition and generation (in collaboration
with IEES) of non-traditional research-based information of
most utility in EMIS development e.g., Egypt. Particular
emphasis should be focussed on reviewing existing data bases
and designing processes for routinely collecting more powerful
policy-related data;

4) further development of "policy modeling" efforts and
host country dialogues between researchers and policy-makers.
The BRIDGES role will include assistance in examining the
relevance of existing data bases, costing out alternative
educational choices and designing needed new research.

Recommendation:

with or without extension, BRIDGES should attempt to
continue at least minimum linkages with the host countries'
collaborative institutions. The major function of such
linkage should be exchange of educational research results
and simulation models which have policy implications.

Recomnendation:

If a decision is made to extend BRIDGES beyond 1990, a
plan for external evaluation should be formulated as soon as
possible. A collaborative evaluation design should be
developed with the involvement of major Project actors. The
evaluation process should proceed throughout the remaining
life of the Project.
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APPENDIX A
Questionnaire for USAID Missions Without BRIDGES Contracts
This letter and questionnaire was sent to 14 USAID
Missions. The eight responses received were form Barbados,

Lesotho, Swaziland, Dominican Republic, Botswana, Guatemala,
Kenya, and Honduras.
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DATE: October , 1989

TO:
FROM: Dr. Donald K. Adams
RE: BRIDGES Mid-term Evaluation

The Basic Research and Implementation in Developing Education
Systems (BRIDGES) project mid-term evaluation teanm is
collecting information from USAID missions in those countries
where there have been BRIDGES activities and also in those

countries with no BRIDGES involvement. It 1is our
understanding that the BRIDGES project has not been active in
(country) .

Please respond as appropriate to the following questions and
mail or FAX your completed response to:

Dr. Donald K. Adans

5M36 Forbes Quadrangle

University of Pittsburgh

Pittsburgh, PA 15260 USA

FAX: 412 648 5911

Thank you for your prompt reply to this request for

information.
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1.

BRIDGES Mid-term Evaluation Response Form
Are you familiar with the BRIDGES Project?

YES NO

(If po, do not respond to the subsequent questions)
If yes, with what BRIDGES activities are you familiar?

Research: Software models:
BRIDGES Research Report Series [ ] GENDER (O
BRIDGES Forum (newsletter) (] STEP (G
Research in your country { )] OPES (D
Other (]

(Specify)

Training. Seminar & Conference Activities:

In-country [

International [

Other [ 1 (Specity)

How have you benefited from the BRIDGES products and
activities?

Has your USAID Mission ever considered a BRIDGES buy-in?

YES NO

If po, why not?

If yes, what was it about BRIDGES that the Mission found
attractive?

48



If BRIDGES were to be extended, what changes in the
BRIDGES project would enhance the chances for a BRIDGES
buy-in by your Mission in the future?

Whether or not you are considering a buy-in, hoew could
the BRIDGES products and activities be of benefit to you
in the future?

would it be useful for you to have a telephone
conversation with a member of the evaluation team in
order to elaborate further on the above questions?

YES NO

If yes:
Phone number(s)

Hour (s) available (local time)

Please return your completed questionnaire to:

Dr. Donald K. Adams

5M36 Forbes Quadrangle
University of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, PA 15260 USA
FAX: 412 648 5911
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APPENDIX B
Interviev Guide :ior USAID Missions with BRIDGES Contracts

The letter and interview questions were forwarded to
USAID Missions in Burundi, Egypt, Indcnesia, Pakistan, Sri
Telephon: interviews were subsequently

Lanka and Thailand.
conducted with at least one representative from each mission.
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DATE: November 3, 1989

TO: Mission Director
FROM: Dr. Donald K. Adams
RE: BRIDGES Mid-term Evaluation

In 1lieu of country visits, the Basic Research and
Implementation in Developing Education Systems (BRIDGES)
project mid-term evaluation team is collecting information
from USAID missions by mail and telephone. The attached
questionnaire presents issues which we 1look forward to
discussing with you by phone. One or more members of the
team, identified below, will be calling you within the next
several wveeks. Please note that it is not necessary to return
the completed questionnaire. The attached questions are meant
to provide the guidelines for an extended telephone

conversation.
Thank you for your assistance.
Dr. Donald K. Adams

Dr. Alan Hurwitz
Dr. James Terry
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2.
3.

4.

9.

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

1S.

16.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FROM BRIDGES EVALUATION TEAM
Name and Position of Respondent.
what kind of involvement have you had with BRIDGES?

what benefits did the USAID Mission initially expect from
the BRIDGES project?

In which ways have BRIDGES activities lived up to your
expectations and in which wvays have they not?

How could BRIDGES be of more help to USAID in the future?

How responsive have the BRIDGES project activities been
to the needs expressed by the MOE or other government
agencies?

what host country networks or institutions have been
strengthened as an outgrowth of the BRIDGES project?

How important has the counterpart contribution been to
the BRIDGES activities?

How are BRIDGES projects chosen and developed?

What is your impression of the overall technical quality
of the BRIDGES research products? Computer models?

what have been the advantages and disadvantages of
structuring the BRIDGES project under a Cooperative
Agreement?

How would you describe relations between BRIDGES, S&T/W,
and the USAID Mission?

How satisfied have you been with the BRIDGES information
provided to the Mission by S&T/ED? By BRIDGES?

what changes or additions in BRIDGES dissemination
activities would be useful for the remaindsr of the
project?

In vhat ways have host country educational policies or
decisions been influenced by BRIDGES activities?

Can you recommend other people in-country who are
familiar with BRIDGES and that we should contact?
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APPENDIX C
Questionnaire for Host Country Personnel

The letter and questionnaire were sent to a coordinator
in each of the six host countries along with a suggested list
of persons associated with or knowledgeable about BRIDGES.
Each coordinator had the option of seeking additional
respondents. A total of 40 questionnaires were returned: 12
for Burundi; 6 from Egypt: O from Indonesia; 10 from Pakistan;
6 from Sri Lanka; and 6 from Thailand.

Although the information received is considered by the
evaluation team to be valuable, there are severe limitations
in interpretation: (1) The precise number of questionnaires
distributed in each country is not known. (2) Several of the
completed questionnaires contained conflicting data. For
example, some respondents checked the "Don't Know"™ column as
well as giving a rating to the item. (3) The completion of
the questionnaires appears to have been a group project in at
least one country. (4) In retrosp.ct the wording of several
of the iters could have been improved. (5) Time constraints
did not allow follow up telephone discussions to clarify and
extend the views of respondents.
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DATE: November 20, 1989

TO: Host Country Participants
FROM: Dr. Donald K. Adams
RE: BRIDGES Mid-term Evaluation

The Basic Research and Implementation in Developing Education
Systems (BRIDGES) project mid-term evaluation team is
collecting informatinn from persons familiar with BRIDGES.
In lieu of country visits, the evaluation team is utilizing
the attached questionnaire. Your responses to the following
questions will provide the project with important insights
that will be incorporated in the final report.

Please respond to the following questions and FAX your
completed response to:

Dr. Donald K. Adams
FAX: (in the U.S.A.) 412 648-5911
ox

return to your country questionnaire coordinator as indicated:
Thank you for your assistance.
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1.
2.
3.

BRIDGES Mid-term Bvaluation
Questionnaire

Name:

Title:

With which of the following BRIDGES activities are you
familiar?

Research: Software models:
Bridges Research Report Series [ ) GENDER ()
BRIDGES Forum { ) STEP ()
Research in your country { )] OPES ()
Other (Specify) Other (Specify) __

Training, Seminar & Conference Activities

In-Country [ )
International [ )
Other (Specitfy)

Which of the following BRIDGES activities have you used?

Research: Software models:
Bridges Research Report Series [ ) GENDER [ )
BRIDGES Forum ( ) STEP (.
Research in your country { ]} OPES ()
Other (Specify) Other (Specify) __

Training, Seminar & Conference Activities

In=-Country ( )
International (]
Other (Specitfy)

Which of the following BRIDGES activities have you helped
to design?

Research: Softvare models:
Bridges Research Report Series [ ) GENDER )
BRIDGES Forum () STEP ()
Research in your country [ ) OPES )
Other (Specify) Other (Specify) __
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Training, Seminar & Conference Activities

In-Country (D
International (]
Other (Specify)

6. wWhat were your most important initial expectations of
BRIDGES? (Please be brief.)

PLEASE RESPOND TO QUESTIONS 7, AND 9 THROUGH 14 BY RATING EACH
ON A SCALE OF 1 THROUGH 4 WITH 4 BEING THE HIGHEST. CIRCLE
THE NUMBER CHOSEN. IF YOU DON'T KNOW, CHECK THE APPROPRIATE
BOX.

7. To what degree have the following components of the
BRIDES project fulfilled your initial personal
expectations [1 = lowest, 4 = highest!.

ACTIVITY RATING DON'T KNOW
Research:
Research Reports l 2 3 4 ( ]
BRIDGES Forum 1l 2 3 4 [ ]
Research in your
country 1l 2 3 4 [ )

Software models:

GENDER 1 2 3 4 [ )
STEP 1 2 3 4 [ )
OPES 1 2 3 4 (]
Training, Seminar &
Conference Activities:
In-country 1l 2 3 4 (]
International 1 2 3 4 [
Other:
(Specity)
Remarks:

8. In your opinion what were the initial expectations of
your government or institution regarding the BRIDGES

project?



9. To wvhat degree have the following components of the
BRIDGES project fulfilled the initial expectations of
your government or institution? (1 = lovest, 4 =

highest).
ACTIVITY RATING DON'T KNOW
Research:
Research Reports 1l 2 3 4 ( )
BRIDGES Forum p 2 3 4 { )
Research in your
country 1 2 3 4 ( ]

Softwvare models:

GENDER 1 2 3 4 ()
STEP 1 2 3 4 (]
OPES 1 2 3 4 f )
Training, Seminar &
Conference Activities:
In-country 1 2 3 4 [ )
International 1 2 3 4 [ )
Other:
(Specity)
Remarks:
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10. Please rate the degree to which the BRIDGES components
have been responsive, in their execution, to the changing
needs of your government? [1 = lowest, 4 = highest).

ACTIVITY RATING DON'T KNOW
Research:
Research Reports 1 2 3 4 (G
BRIDGES Forum 1 2 3 4 [
Research in your
country 1l 2 3 4 (|

Software models:

GENDER p | 2 3 4 [ ]
STEP 1 2 3 4 [ )
OPES p | 2 3 4 [ )
Training, Seminar &
Conference Activities:
In-country p | 2 3 4 ( )
International 1 2 3 4 [
Other:
(Specifty)
Remarks:



11. To what extent have the following BRIDGES components
improved your country's research netwvorks or
institutions? [1 = lowest, 4 = highest).

ACTIVITY RATING __DON‘7 KNOW
Research:
Research Reports p | 2 3 4 { )
BRIDGES Forum 1 2 3 4 ()
Research in your
country 1 2 3 4 ()

Softwvare models:

GENDER p | 2 3 4 [ )
STEP b § 2 3 4 ()
OPES b § 2 3 4 ( )
Training, Seminar &
Conference Activities:
In-country b 2 3 4 [ ]
International 1 2 3 4 (|
Other:
(Specify)

Please provide examples:



12. Please rate the degree of your country's jnvolvement in
the design of each of the following BRIDGES components.
(1= lovest, 4 = highest].

ACTIVITY __RATING __DON'T KNOW
Research?
Research Reports p 2 3 4 (G
BRIDGES Forum p 2 3 4 ()
Research in your
country 1l 2 3 4 (G

software models:

GENDER 1 2 3 4 ()
STEP 1 2 3 4 ()
OPES 1 2 3 4 ()
Training, Seminar &
Conference Activities:
In-country p 8 2 3 4 (]
International 1 2 3 4 ()
Other:
(Specity)
Remarks:

13. What is your opinion of the overall technical quality of
the folloving BRIDGES products? P = lovwest, 4 =

highest].
ACTIVITX __RATING __DON'T KNOW
Research:

Research Reports | 2 3 4 ()

BRIDGES Forum 1 2 3 4 {1

Research in your

country 1l 2 3 4 { ]

goftvare models:

GENDER p | 2 3 4 (G

STEP p | 2 3 4 [ )

OPES 1 2 3 4 {1
Remarks:
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14. Please rate the degree to which each of the following
BRIDGES components has influenced, or seems likely to
influence in the future,host country educational policies
or decisions. [1 = lowest, 4 = highest].

ACTIVITY RATING _DON'T KNOW
Research:
Research Reports 1 2 3 4 ()
BRIDGES Forum p § 2 3 4 (|
Research in your
country p § 2 3 4 ()

Softwvare models:

GENDER 1 2 3 4 ()
STEP 1 2 3 4 [ )
OPES 1 2 3 4 (]
Training, Seminar &
Conference Activities:
In-country p 2 3 4 ( ]
International 1l 2 3 4 ()
Other:
(Specify)

Please provide examples:
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15. Please rate the degree to which the following
dissemination activities should be emphasized in future
BRIDGES activities. [1 = lowest, 4 = highest].

ACTIVITY RATING DON'T KNOW

Publications

The Forunm

Computer-Based Models

Regional Seminars and
Workshops

International Workshops
and Meetings

N N [ S U N
(> ] W W WwW

L L W
e T e D e e L
[ Y Y W Y Y

4

N = = e

O t h e r u g g e s t i on s

Activities:

16. Given limited resources, rate the importance of the
following as the priority for future BRIDGES activities.
{1 = lowest, 4 = highest].

ACTIVITY RATING DON'T KNOW

Dissemination activities 1 2 3 4 ()
(see question 15)

Continuation and Conclusion
of Research Activities 1 2 3 4 [ )

17. What modifications of project activities would you
suggest which would make BRIDGES more effective in the
future?
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18.

19.

Can you recommend other persons in-country familiar with
BRIDGES whom we should contact?

Would you like to have a telephone conversation with a
member of the evaluation team in order to elaborate
further on the questions?

Yes No
If Yes:
Phone number(s) Hour (s) available (local time)
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APPENDIX D
Interview Guide For U.S. BRIDGES Personnel

The Interview Guide was developed by the team on the basis of
topics or concerns identified in the Scope of Work, the
Project Paper and other basic BRIDGES documents. The instru-
ment was used primarily in interviewing persons in the U.S.
associated with BRIDGES or knowledgeable about BRIDGES. It
was adapted as necessary to the role and expertise of the
selected interviewees. The Interview Guide thus provided a
means to initiate discussion but did not limit the range and
depth of the interviews.

1.0 Project Design and Assumptions

1.1 What is the central purpose of BRIDGES? (Distribute
products, inform decision makers, influence decision
makers, influence education change, etc.).

1.2 What are the more specific objectives? Do these
tend to be country-specific?

1.3 To what extent do you believe that the purpose or
any of the objectives is unrealistic or unobtain-
able?

1.4 At what levels, e.g., national regional, have there
been BRIDGES "interventions"? With which institu-
tions and agencies?

1.5 What is your conceptualization of the role of
~omputer-based models? (Are the models a mechanism
for integrating research knowledge in order to make
planning decisions? Or are they heuristic devices
to motivate the building of country specific models?
(Discuss each model).

1.6 Should computerized models be the main foci for
dissemination?

1.7 Wwho are the main clients? (Discuss each product.)

1.8 How was the choice of participating countries made?
(Were the criteria found in the PP used?).

1.9 Have expectations for BRIDGES changed since its

initiation? 1If so, How? (The PP doesn't appear to
give great emphasis to dissemination.)
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2.0 Project Activities and Accomplishments

3.0

2.1

2.2

2.4

2.5

How were the three main activities chosen? (State
of the art reviews, original research, and models).

How were the authors of the research reviews chosen?
Are there alternatives procedures of selection which
might have produced better results?

How were the four components or sets of variables
(facilities,natoriall,teacherl,lcarningtcchnolo-
gies) chosen? To what extent were the needs of
policy makers and other users considered?

What is your conceptualization of the dissemination
process?

To whom should the research products be dissemi-
nated? The models? (How will models be packaged and
marketed?)

In its planning for dissemination has BRIDGES
attempted to use existing networks created by
international agencies and third world countries.
(IEES network, REDUC in Chile, etc.)

Which dissemination activities have been successful?
(Multi-country seminars, world wide conferences, in-
country seminars, one on one explanations, specitfic
training sessions, etc.)

What changes or additions in BRIDGES dissemination
activities would you recommend?

Are there cases of BRIDGES models not being used but
stimulating the host country to generate their own
models?

Organization and Management

3.1

3.2

How would you describe relationships between
BRIDGES, S&T/W and USAID nissions? (Were management
and administrative controls inhibitive or suppor-
tive?) (Were internal communication channels
efficient?) (Do BRIDGES subcontractors tend to
develop and emphasize their own sub goals.)

In vhat ways, if any, have mission buy-ins skewed

the focus of BRIDGES? (What was the process by
which buy-ins were approved or rejected?)



3.3

3.4

why was the decision made to utilize a Cooperative
Agreement? (What are implications of CA for roles
of S&T/ED?) (For Consortium?)

‘Was capacity building an important early objective

of BRIDGES? 1Is it now?

Utilization and Impact

4.1

4.2

4.3

What kinds of impact are anticipated? On policies?
On research capabilities? On making schools more
effective? (Discuss cach product and activity. Give
examples.)

What kinds of impact were realized?

What is the relationship between BRIDGES activities
e.g., research reviews, original research, computer-
based models and dissemination, and utilization?

What activities or actions over the final years of
BRIDGES could increase the impact of BRIDGES on host
country educational decisions? On decisions of AID
agencies?

What specific impacts can you identify? On.host
countries? USAID missions? S&T? WB? Does impact
vary by country? (Give examples.)

Sustainability

5.1

5.1

What has been the impact on Harvard University?
M.S.U.? IIR? TSU? (Indicators of capacity
building might include new or expanded international
research programs, new courses, new informal
structures, e¢.g., international committees, new book
and periodical purchases, publications, etc.)

What has been the impact on host country institu-
tions?
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(PA) Plret wereion of the trsining scnimare in Pakistenm (PA) Variows infesmsl, "hande-en® treiniag for ARPAN Scaff.
to bo cemploeted.

(BL) Betienel Wochshop en sescasrch emtput, 7/11-19.
® Gas 3-doy wuchshape for trelaing in sttitude swesuremsnt,
statistiesl amsiysis, eondust of fleld werh, ete.
(TR) Shest training verkshep on fleld survey skills. (TR) Shect wvockohep on Swrvey Lastrwmsets.
® Tesiniag secsions fer BOC cvosecchers in gualitetive amiti-site csse
study resecasch asthade.

(TR) Yerkohep with teachers, supervisers and Mim.
offielels te lap toschery ond sehesl offecti

® Werhshep te vreview anslyticel reperts and design
aent ph of ok d vith I
pecleramnce

® Ia-eswntry trsining linked te researeh setivities

(date analysie L repect wrxiting)s

Twe wveek training visit te Egypt of 2 msmbers:
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1908 (oonc.) Seminacs (PA) Seminar on conducting resesrch for the field C(PA)
(interviews, snalysis of dats, ete.) 1-3i veshs)

® Saninees on cducationsl plesning and pelicy
leplea~atation:

® fwe-wvech seminar on the esst of edusation.

Theee-day cominar on the eset) end finsmeisg

Wadel Deasnstreotions and

Gnspecified
Treining

(PA)
(%)

RT1: slide chow: lapast of Biusetion en dovelepmane

STEP: Pinel wersion of STEP wee empleted Laniwiing esler bevsimese,
tutocisl, users assmmal
M  Iaitial conseptusiisstion and deslgn

EiN:  faitial versien of this esdel anpped eut: litecetwre seview

BRICES Educotionsl Polliey and Planning Gans:
doveleped, with dooumsatotion and Ployec’e

sltermstive data bese
Sassal

Bew seftwvare end esolec breshure

Enhensement of BTI - developed Boet andeling system

Rapert publiched in Ieveisamess Commmisstion

fepoct en olmslotion gamne and edusetion plamning seftware
Sunmmetration of SRIVOES seftvere ot 10 intermstionsl eities.
Training in STEP ia four peoviases - Pive wockshaps

Aselst FFU to ascese poliey epticns wicth andele - Two wuchobape

Peblicstions Tus Reccarch Reviews

Iaiciel publicstion of Reccervh Bigest

Rewsietter to bs bopum.

Twe Reccaseh Rapocts
ssples publLehed)

Theee Sovelopmeat Plosuselion Pagess (2/88, 7788, 9/88 - 300 ewples)
PO publiched bimsathly sinee Jemsery 1988 - 130 espine cash.
Siz Masmals

published ia Y 00 (3788 and 7/00 - 1,900

23 Casusl papecs

Othee: beoslmre, fosmal sseting sgendes, evvers, t-shicte

Yeochohep
& graphie beoshuees
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Conforensss snd Mostings

Second BRIDCES Ammuel Meeting

(30) Iaternations] Conference oa *Pelicy Options for the
1mpr of B4 ien® in Caire ia early
Fobruary 1999,

(PA) A Betlensl Conforemss on “Strategles for lupleomea-
tation of the 7th Five Veer Plan in Edusatioen,
lolamsbed, Jasmeary 1999.

® A socend Bationsl Conforcase on “Policy Optieme
for the 7th Pive Yesr Plen.® lolammbed, July, 1909.

Second Amnuel BRIDOES Moeting in Dangheh
(.’I;

tonal forenss en odusetionsl pelley and refesn ia Colre
tn Pebiuary 1909,

(PA) A secend Netiensl Confevenss en “Pelliey Sptions fes Dottoe
Sdusatien Cucesns ot the Primery Lowel,® July 1909.

® A Syapesiun heoted by ARPAN wae held during July-tmgust .

Yechshepe ond Traiaing

Secverd VWorkohop (Summer 1999)

Yorld Bank Organised Yerkshep in Tuchey

Prepese teo erganise on RTT-based werhohep for
edusetionsl plosmere aad policy ashers frem
doveleping eoumtrice.

(W) Treining in swsh arcae as prejest management,
eoncoptuslisation snd rescerch desiga, fnstrument
developmsat, interviewing, clessrcem ebservation,
dats coding and date mansgement.

Yorkoheps for reprecentation of mintetry offices te
teview sad dlocuss the BRAIDCES work (scarly 1989).

twp sotivities (Bevamber, 1999).

Sorkohepo for reviev sad dleceninstion of preject
resuites (Septembear, 1909).

(B8) Training in the wse of werd precessing seftwera.

® ATI will ergenice and dn twve verhsheps (STEP,
).

(IN) A prejest workshup in vhich coding schemas and
sceles will be constructed and analysis dasiga
foraulated (February 09).

Vorkshope on date enslysis and repect format
(Nay, 1909)

® A final preject verhsheps (Auguwet, 1999).
(PA) Sends-en treilnlng for AXPAN.

Sorksheps on firet yeor resuits and te finslize yoor

(39) Thees 2-woch trelning wochshapse en rescerch dooign and peltey
amalysis.

(39) Training cenpensnts clesed omt.

(IR} Treining en rescarch antheds snd repert vriting.

(PA) Bande-en Tralaing feor ARPAN.
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techshepe and Trainiag (PA) Pormsl trolatng [(1) elght pereens for Acadeny (PA)
(oont.) will cone te the U.5.A. feor tralning vistts,
{2) feuc patoens will perticipste in the ssswel
BRIDCES Worhoheps on EPPA, (3) offer four
seminacs ot worhoheps)

® AT1 will ecgenise five in-eountry werhshape (the
four provinces, and in 1slamsbad).

(SL) Treining for (1) sedimg imstrumsnte, Tatte im [{ B
Septembor, 38 (1) the ob lem of ol .
Tatte in Jamwary, 1909, (3) awtematie cheshks oa .
data laputing, Tatte and Chang, Jasmmery, 1909,
(4) estimeting "alesing dats,” Cumings in Octeber
1900: (3) word precessing, Nasverre in Jammary. .
1989 (6) imtreduction teo STEP; (7) wtilicing the
SYSTAY graphice pachage & serles of emall
worhshape fosusing en the msjor en the msjer
findiangs of cach of the studies alemg with thelr

(TH) Ongeling training setivities: 1) Qualitative mstheds;: (TH)

2) Survey emalysis; 3) Coot smalyeis: &) Pelicy
analyeis.

Sin pacticipants visit Narverd Gniversity for training.

Poruai treiaing, iafesml en-the-jeb tralalng.

A sunbey of 1-3 doy wechshape en Attitule Faasusrenmnt, Sets
Inputs, Pleld Wech, Woed Pressesing, ote.

Sete annagemsnt wechshuge, Pobrmmey 1-3, 1909.

Sechshape en teoasher antivetion, pecfosmanse end polisy lLoswss,
Jassary 19, 1999,

Clese sut Reccareh/Trainlng.
Gagelag Trainisg

tedel Bussustretion and CIES Ammmal Neoting Demsnetratien
Traiaing

Contizned dovelopmont snd damsmetration of EFM, RIN
RINCES Coniv, oot asdule.

One wosk werhohep on GAME, SIN ond STEP for BRISCES ond
“poshape” IEES sceff.

Toe te theee wvesk werksh for pi and peliey

>

ashers frem doveleping coumtries.
Country workshope Pokictan and Egype.
Semsnstretions of endele for AID/W
Bessssacy doowmsntation for sndels.

(09, B8, I8, PA) Pucther dovelopment of a variety of dats baces. ()

CIES Amsmel Neeting Dumsmstrstion

GPES - Ialtisl werking version prodused vith asmmele and
panphlet, and wgreded and iap d ERpP .

SPIC - User anmusl ommpleted.

Pimal version “Cosputer Applisstions for Sdwsctiomal Plamming
ond Senagensat® Cpusse fov fetuse traiming veshshepe.

IRINORS sl soguested/étloteibuted to over 30 imstitationms.
GAFMR - Usor aanusl emmpleted.
EIN ~ Nadel csupleted and vendy for wae Sa FY 9.

Toe ertizlies stilising BRIDEEE vesk acespted for publiestion in
peofossionsl Jourmals.

Pourtoan éiffercat enpocures of BRIDNES seftvese ia
istesustienal fcve.

Shest ceccasuh shills trelaniag wverkshep.
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1989 cont. Nodel Demsmoteotion and
Trelaing (comt.)
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Yorkshep in computor and BUIS skills.
Training on GPFES ond ene-vesk conferemse ian Febewary, 1909.
Training ln computer andels.

Senlnse on applicstions of BNIS to Bdusetion pleaning
and Poliey anslyete.

Treining in seftvese for cdusetional officers feem oil
proviness.

A eolor computes “olide shov® of the off of odn [T 1
develeopment and the enpested lapests of the PED (Pekistan
84. Buv.) Prejest.

Yockshop on cemputer and BIS shills.

=)

(40 )]

BRISCES will erganise and present a senimer thet ()
intreduces the STEP in carly Nevember 1989.

On BNI8 (Sdusetions! Yamsgemsnt Information Systems)
ia Calre lete April, 1909.

SAINEES will present ea elght-doy saninac ea the
develep of an odw lemal sseting oysten ia
old-Desenber.

A twe-vesh seninar for 30 MO perticipamts (ceview
as jor enisting seftware pech for ody tlenal
plesning, 1ia Merch 1999).

A oemimar for 23 perticipante that will presest o
1ist of hay rescarch teples ia Aoril 1999,

RTI erganise ¢ netiensl-lovel semimar on the wee of
STEP amd othar semimacxs.

FBC hest the first of o serles of pelicy semimars

vhich will ecour on an engelng bastis wmtil the
ond of FY 1990 (during the feoll of 1908).

Seninar in Pebewary, 1909 ea Bduastionsl Polliey and Befemn.

Seminar on ovllostion and amalyeils of dots on the eset and
fiasnsting of edusetion.

Rescareh Reporte

Resesrch Digest

Porum (Mewsletter, Siz times per yeer)

(W) Twe articles en BRIDCES werk la Durundi ia Jowrmale:

Twe Otate-of-tha-Art Besesseh Baports
Ons Develepment Disewssien Paper
Sight Bditieons of PORM

Pive papers for
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Conforense Moetings

Thied Annuel DRIDGES Meeting
Best Comntey final teview smetings.

Sechobwpe ond Training

Three reglonal weckshepe (Jamwery, 1990)

Bost esuntry fimal tratning sessiens

(TH) WEF7A Thelland (Mareh, 1999)
Seninars Burepean wmiversities and zescarch institutions
Yorld Bank Stoff
Nodels Dumsaetrations and Canpletion of oln seftwere preducts with A
Treining appllcsbiiicy (STEZP, CENDER, OPES, TREST, Nia PROJ and BIN)
(I9) Conpletion of “Iadenssien Medel®

CIES Anssal Meeting (Amaheism, Mageh 1999)
ARRA Ammmel Confecense (Bostem, VA, Pobrwary, 1999)

Publication

Slght resecereh reperts

Thirey flold ressarch reperts (Tetal)
Sinty sase stwiles (Tetel)

rone




APPENDIX F

Persons Interviewed

AID/Washington
Clifford Block Frank Method
Ron Bonner Tom Nicastro
Joe Carney Murray Simon
Hal Freeman Gary Theisen (now Academy for
James Hoxing Educational Development)
Harxrvard University
Tom Cassidy Noel McGinn
Ernesto Cuadra Sue Rarus
Bill Cummings Christina Rawley
Frank Dall Fernando Reimers
Katherine Galaitsis Andrea Rugh
Billie Jo Joy Don Warwick
Institute for International Research
Dean Nielson Paul Spector
Michigan State University
Henrietta Barnes Michael Schechter
Suwanna Eamsukkawat Bill Schmidt
Robert Floden Jack Schwille
Sang Jin Kang Benjalug Sookpokakit
Sunethra Karunaratne Wimol Taoklanm
Marie Mayoya Teresa Tatto
Richard Navarro Mun Tsang
Stephen Raudenbush Chris Wheeler
Research Triangle Institute
Iuis Crouch Luis Cubeddu
Texas Southern University
Dean Joseph Jones
USAID Missions*
Jon Ford, Egypt Gary Suwannarat, Thailand

Norm Rifkin, Indonesia Jerry Wood, Egypt
Craig Steffenson, Thailand Dennis Zuinakis, Sri Lanka
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¥orld Bank

Marlaine Lockheed John Middleton

Pakistan
Javaid Aslam, GOP Muhammad Nasim Quaisrani, GOP
Attaullah Chaudhry, GOP David Sprague, USAID
Andra J. Herriot, USAID Sara Tirmazi, USAID

*By Telephone
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