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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

EVALUA'DOl'f OF "IBE DBVBLOPllBNT BDUCA'DOJI (DBVBD) PROGRAM 
OF "I.BB U.S. AGBllC!" FOR Dn'BRNA'DOIUL DBVBLOPMBNT 

l;!llf';~~~~~=:~·· 
This is the first comprehensive, external evaluation of the 10-year Development Education 
(DevEd) Program of the U.S. Agency for International Development (A.I.D.). Begwt in 1982, the 
program is carried out by the Offic:e of Private and Voluntary Cooperation (PVq of the Bureau 
for Food and Humanitarian Assistance (FHA). The evaluation was conducted through the FHA 
Office of Program Planning and Evaluation (PPE). 

The strength of this evaluation is that it is based on many different data sources and methods 
of data gathering that together give a very consistent, convincing picture of an A.LD. program 
that is working well. Its weakness is that there are few comparative baseline data and no 
specific performance indicators against which to measure achievements. 

The DevEd program was authorized through the Biden-Pell Amendment to the International 
Security and Development Act of 1980. In its first 10 years, the program provided $28 million 
to 88 U.S. n.on-profit organi7.ations to meet the following objectives: 

+ AWARENESS: To generate widespread discussion and analysis of the root causes of 
world hunger and poverty in order to help Americans understand the U.S. stake in the 
Third World. 

+ SUPPORT: To create a climate of public support within which both public and private 
agencies can address the issues of under:development 

+ CAP ABILITY: To expand the network of organizations involved in development 
education and to strengthen their capacity to deliver a substantive, effective program. 

The evaluation was conducted by Intercultural Communication, Inc. (IO) of Washington, D .. C., 
during the period, October 1992-June 1993. 

ICI's approach included: Relevant literature review; content analysis of grantee records; 
intervi~ with 19 national DevEd leaders and A.LO. staff and consultants; general population 
survey of 1201 adults; national survey of 603 DevEd tcuget audience members; focus group 
discussions with five granteu' staff and six grantees' audience members; telephone interviews 
with 28 project leaders, and on-site management review of six projects and on-site discussion 
with two others. 

The oveniding questions of the evaluation were (1) whether the DevEd program achieved its 
objectives; and (2) whether the program should be amtinued and, if so, how? This Executive 
Summary presents the major conclusions, the major findings on which they are based, and the 
major recommendations for future program improvement 
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MAJOR COlfCL1JSIONS 

The evaluation produces two broad conclusions about the effect.Lveness of A.LD.'s DevEd 
program in (1) increasing public awareness and support related to the Third World; and (2) 
increasing the professional capacities and networks of development education professionals and 
institutions. 

Oearly, it has made significant achievements of its Biden-Pell objectives among the American 
public and has made certain, but unsteady, strides toward achieving objectives of professional 
development and networking. More ·specifically, the conclusions are as follows: 

\'ES, DEVED HAS RAISED PUBUC AWARENESS, 
ELICll ED NEW SUPPORT, AND APPECl'ED 
MANY AMERICANS' BEHAVIOR 

ICI concludes that the DevBd program has achieved its public 
objectives of raising Americans' awareness of conditions of hunger and poverty in developing 
countries cmd engendering public support for progranas and issues related to the U.S. stake in 
Third World development But beyond these objectives is the question of whether the audiences 
reached by DevEd and other development education programming are relevant for achieving 
wide, lasting change for issues of Third World development 

DevEd audience data in the grantees' Froject files are incomplete and ina>nsistent, so it is 
difficult to estimate its reach with any precision. By amservative estimates, DevEd has reached 
probably 37 million Americans at least once. The estimate does not take into account people 
who have had more than one exposure; the intensity or quality of the exposure; pen;onal 
communication with other people as a result of program exposure; or •pass-on• secondary 
exposure through the media to other audiences. 

The national survey suggests that the number of Americans engaged in development education 
activities is about 20 million per year, of which the DevEd program is an insepa."8ble part. 

From disrussions with many DevEd audience members, there is no doubt that those personally 
involved in the program are affected: Leaming increases and becomes more sophisticated; 
values cha:nge, stereotypes rel~ new beliefs grow; and behavior changes to new activities, 
communication, memberships, participation, and a>ntn'butions. 

And, infe?Ted from the national surveys, there seems little question that at-large DevEd 
audiences are affected as well - as measured against other American citizens. For Third World 
issues, programs, and causes, DevEd audiences show much greater exposure, higher awareness, 
more disrussion, more favorable attitudes, stronger opinions, greater generosity, more personal 
involvement, and greater a>mmunity activism. They also have changed much more in the past 
few years in their beliefs about and support for U.S. foreign assistance and see inaeasing global 
interdependency. 

Further, the highest educated DevEd audience members are much more favorable toward foreign 
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aid and Third World development than are the highest educal'ed membtts of the general public. 
This assures that level of education is not the only reason that DevEd audience are so much 
more supportive of the U.S. stake in developing countries. 

DevEd audiences are different from the public in personal ways, too: Better-educated, higher 
income, well-a>nnected, and influential. We don't mean powerful as in formal office-holders, 
but as personally influential at home, at the workplace, and in their friendship groups. They are 
highly motivated, strongly opinionated communicators who are sought for their opinions. Yet, 
they dcn't concentrate anywhere spedal. They live in the same neighborhoods in the same types 
of commt~ruties as their friends and colleagues. 

Their relevance and potential ara great for promoting wide, lasting educational change for issues 
of underdevelopment. 

YES, DEVED HAS BEEN A CATALYST FOR ADVANCING 
DEVELOPMENT EDUCATION, BUT ITS IMPACT ON 
PROFESSIONALIZATION IS LESS CERTAIN 

10 concludes that the DevEd. program has achieved part of its 
professional development objective. That is, the program has increased die interest of educators 
and other groups in development education; it has prompted the internationalization of the 
agenda and activities of organizations affiliated with the grantees; and it has strengthened the 
capability of many grantee organizations to cany out development education projects. 

On the other hand, it is less clear to see the impact of the DevEd program on helping to sustain 
development education where it is not already part of an organization's mandate or on 
stimulating the growth of a professional network of related, information-sharing institutions. 

Interviewing many DevEd grantees and other development education professionals, there is no 
doubt that A.LD. has contdbuted in large, important ways to the development and advancement 
of the "DevEd" field, although many in the field don't use this term. ALD's funding and 
leadership h;ave been a powerful catalyst for helping to internationalize the interests of 
community groups, institutions, leaders and their constituendes, teachers and students, and 
others. 

The DevEd program has funded a diverse mix of grantees who have effectively introduced many 
educational innovations, but who have few means for sharing their innovations with others or 
encouraging replication. Institutionalization of their projects is problematic, but dearly there are 
conditions favoring sustainability after the period of A.l.D. funding. Their impact on building 
networks with other grantees and institutions is difficult to measure, because there are no 
networking reporting requirements and project materials often reach unanticipated, and 
unmeasured, users for unantidpated uses. Thus, unless networking is anticipated by better 
planning, much of the DevEd program's professional impact will remain invisible. 

All professionals interviewed see great value and urgent need for development education. Of 
course, they wish there were more money for the lield generally. But, for their individual 
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projecv;, most grantees don't ask for more money. Instead, they ask for more time, more 
guidance from A.LO., and stronger collegiality. 

Specifically, more funding and program emphasis should be given t<f professional development, 
local-to-national networking, and project replication and sustainability planning, and evaluation. 

MAJOR nNDll'fGS 

As reported in Chapter 1, the evaluation question was: How many 
and what types of people hm1e been reached by the DeDEd program? The 
findings estimate the si2e of audience reached, the types of 
audiences reached, and the relevance of such audiences for 

achieving wide, lasting educational changes related to Third World issues. The findings are: 

+ AUDIENCE SIZE: The grantees' audien~ reporting data are incomplete. Neither the 
grantees nor A.LO. have any clear idea of how many people are reached by DevEd, but 
its reach appears to be much greater than believed heretofore; 37 million is a conservative 
estimate. 

+ AUDIENCE TYPES: The grantees do very well in tmgeting and reaching the kinds of 
leadership, practitioner, and group audiences intended for the DevEd program. 
However, they do not distinguish clearly the type of audiences in terms of (1) Primary 
Audiences reached by d~ face-to-face involvement - as in classrooms; (2) Secondary 
Audiences reached through non-participatory exposure - as in conferences; and (3) 
Tertiary Audiences reach indirectly - as through newsletter. 

• AUDIENCE RELEVANCE: DevEd target audiences are highly relevant activists for 
prom«:>tingwide, lasting educational impact; for Third World issues, they are information 
seekers, knowers, talkers, influentials, joiners, and doers. 

While program reach is greater than imagined, the lack of data makes it impossible to know bow 
.much greater. Cearly, many more people are reached in many more settings and in many 
different ways than antidpated by the program. Fin~ funds must be allocated to reporting 
audience reach. And they cannot be seen as competing with program funds,· or reach will 
remain under-reported. Second, better planning is needed because some primary audience 
definitions seem to act as shutters, closing off natural dissemination opportunities. 

As reported in Chapter 2, the evaluation question was: What 1uroe 
been the mlljor themes comnumiazted in the DeDEd program? The 
findings show the types of major themes (such as hunger and 
poverty) communicated oy DevF.d projms ·and some of the specific 

messages used to articulate various themes; and the extent to whkh grantees messages are 
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relevant to public opinion and consistent with A.I.D. program objectives. The findings are: 

+ 1HEMES: Grantees do a good job focusing on DevEd's main messages. Global 
interdependency is the main theme and primary vehicle for other themes, principally 
hunger, poverty, agriculture, and environment 

• RELEVANCE: Their main messages are relevant to public opinion, but message 
priorities and treatments often are not Their strategy is out of balance in that their 
messages do not deal with the connections between U.S. assistance to the Third World 
which, in tum, impacts the U.S. which, in tum, impacts the world . 

+ CONSISTENCY: In terms of factual non-advocacy, grantees' messages are consistent 
with program objectives. However, while factual not editorial, their treatments tend to 
be one-sided not two-sided, to lack substantiation, and to provide weak 
recommendations for follow-up action. 

+ TRENDS: Their messages have diversified and changed over time, reflecting trends in 
development And they do a good job putting messages into context and reflecting shifts 
in AI.D. policies. 

Grantees need three kinds of assistance. First, a mechanism for gauging public opinion to help 
them anticipate public receptivity. Second, they need guidelines on how to substantiate claims. 
And, third, they could benefit from AI.D. up-dates on foreign policy issues, Agency policy 
changes, and other North-South contextual themes. 

lt\Blt En~i~!~rbn;a~2b; 
awareness of Third World issues, attitudes toward U.S. involvement 

through humanitarian and economic assistance, and activities in 1bird World programs, issues, 
and causes. The findings are: 

+ AUDIENCE IMP ACT: Audience members for DevEd programs lean\ believe, and do 
things they didn't before. And, compared with the general American public, DevEd 
audiences have much stronger support for foreign assisianc:e and understanding of the 
U.S. stake in the Third World. 

+ 1HEMES ACCEP'I ED: The development educ:&.i:ion themes most readily received by 
DevEd audiences and the general public &l.'e the global interdependencies among nations, · 
the humanitarian responsibility of the U.S. to help other nations including the provision 
of economic assistance. DevEd audiences members are most receptive of these themes. 

+ 1HEMES RESISTED: The themes most strongly resisted are helping others before 
solving our own problems; that root causes of Third World hunger and poverty are the 
same as in the U.S.; and that aid can be effective in dealing with poverty, population 
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grow~ and environmental conditions. In general, DevEd audiences members are least 
resistant to these themes. 

+ COMPARISONS: Comparisons were made between DevEdaudience members and the 
general public; between the most highly educated people in both samples; and between 
DevEd audiences today and the public in two previous studies. Consistently, DevEd 
audiences are much more favorable and more highly active and involved relative to the 
Third World than are others. 

Although the data are not direct observation of causes and effects over time, IO concludes that • 
the differences between DevEd audience members and the general public are so significant and 
so consistent that education, personal predispositions, and historical changes in public opinion 
are not enough to explain them. Instead, many are affected by DevEd and development 
education programming. 

The challenge for future development education is that, in general, Americans believe in an 
interdependent world, but they do not see themselves as similar to people in the Third World. 
Their view seems to be that •we are linked together as different people in one world.• They 
want to help the Third World but want these counbies to help themselves too. 

As reported in Chapter 4, the evaluation question was: What htnJe 
been grantees' approaches to message deliTJery and what htnJe been their 
impacts? The findings look at the major strengths and weaknesses 
of grantees' programming approaches and what they see as the 

important lessons learned about message development and delivery. The findings are: 

+ OBJECTIVES: Grantees aim more for audience awareness than action 1hat is, nearly 
all grantees try to raise public awareness. Only about three-fourths try overtly to change 
public attitudes. And less than one-half encourage public involvement in Third World 
issues, programs, or causes. 

• STRENGTHS: Diversity is the key strength and vitality of the program. Among 
grantees and other development education professionals, the mixture of grantees selected 
through open competition is most often seen as the DevEd program's greatest strength. 

• WEAKNESSES: The key weakness is that there is no overall plan for guiding grantees' 
performance, so they tackle issues as they see fit Grantees often 11ee the lack of a 
program plan as a strength - it gives them freedom. But it is difficult to evaluate their 
aggregated performance beeause, for different program approaches, there are no 
consistent patterns of objectives, themes, program activities, or information products. 

+ LESSONS LEARNED: Among the major lessons teamed, grantees feel that their parent 
institutions' support of their projects is essential. They also know that they need help to 
correct the problems of lack of audience-reach monitoring, few and very poor self
evaluations, no serious dissemination planning, and poor reporting. 

,. 
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To comply with A.1.0. requirements, grantees want A.LO. technical assistance and guidelines 
especially in audience monitoring and program evaluation. So, the "lessons learned" are not idle, 
as the grantees wish to have guidance from A.LO. 

As reported in Chapter 5, the evaluation question was: How has the 
DeDEd program affected the practice of deDelopment education? The 
findings are for grantees' innovations and replication; project 
sustainability; contn'bution ~o a professional network; and wheth~r 

they have been the best mix of organizations for DevEd programming. The findings are: 

+ INNOVATIONS: DevEd is a new field for which grantees have seeded educational 
innovations. One of the results of grantee diversity is a high degree of innovativeness, 
as diversity brings with it a wide range of audiences, locales, professional expertise, 
institutions, subject matter, local partnerships, dissemination opportunities, and so on. 

+ REPLICATION: There are no effective mechanisms for promoting project replication 
across grantees. Thus, replication by other, outside organi7.ations is rare. Most grantees 
think of duplication of materials as replication. 

+ SUSTAINABll.ITY: Project sustainability is problematic: those not already doing 
"DevEd" usually don't continue; some continue at a lower level of activity, using tools 
learned with the OevEd program; and those already doing development education 
continue and often at a higher level of activity. On balance, those who are not already 
doing development education become dependent on federal support. 

+ PROFESSIONAL NETWORK: A.LD. has been a strong leader and catalyst for DevEd 
efforts nationally. It has contn'buted to the growth . of an informal, often local 
professional network as well .as a national netwo~ which still remains smalL 

+ ORGANIZATIONAL MIX: The best mix of organizations to increase impact would be 
many of the same organi7.ations in DevEd now, but with improved guidance and 
stronger, explicit contract requirements. 

Until mechanisms are built into the DevEd program that require information-sharing and 
promote replication, the program will not realize the benefits of its innovations. A result of 
diversity is that there are many multiple and laigely invisible spin-offs of DevEd materials to 
other users and different uses than anticipated by project designs. But, until a better system of 
tracking is in place, grantees' presence in the community will oontinue to be understated. 
Similarly, much more information is needed and monitoring required to determine the 
conditions of sustainability. 

DevEd has encouraged professional network building, but has not achieved as much as it could. 
One immediate need is to fund "Professional Development" at a higher level The grantees are 
a gooc: mix. But while diversity is a strength, it is not the only answer. Large, national 
membership organi7.ations with built-in audience networlcs are needed with a balance of small, 

I 
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local projects. A new "Grantee Participation" funding category would ensure an appropriate 
balance. 

MAJOR RECOMMENDA110NS 

As reported in Chapter 6, ICI was required to answer four key 
questions about continuing the DevEd program. And, if IO 
recommended continuing the program, it was required to 
recommend improvements for fnture programming. The answers 
and recommendations ar- summarized below: 

• SHOULD THE PROGRAM BE CONTINUED? Yes, DevEd should be continued by 
building on the strengths of the existing program. In particular, future programming 
should continue to fund small, local projects which are much of the strength of the 
program. There is need for all types of diverse programming. But DevEd needs a 
program plan to become a program, instead of a collection of projects as it is now. 
Working within the limits of Biden-Pell objectives is no oonstraint But programming 
objectives have to be defined in explicit, measurable terms. 

• WHAT COST-EFFECTJVE CHANGES ARE NEEDED? Through consensus with 
grantees and consistency in design and use of four planning tools: (1) RFPs, (2) budget 
allocations, (3) technical assistance, and (4) reporting requirements, the DevEd program 
can improve its strategies for grantee selection, project objectives, message design, and 
audience dissemination. Using these four planning tools, DevEd can build into the 
earliest stages of its planning the needed, improved measurements for targeting its 
audiences more effectively, monitoring audience reach, evaluating project effects, and 
reporting to A.I.D. 

• SHOULD DEVED CONTINUE BUILDING APROFESSIONALNE'IWORK? Yes, and 
with more effort and funding than at present To realize its enormous p.otential, the 
DevEd program needs to define the national-to-local and within-community relationships 
of its grantees; thus, to improve the way it selects projects, funds them, and evaluates 
them. New program budget categories can help do this. And with consistent use of the 
four planning tools, DevEd can create better opportunities for replication of good project 
models and assure greater chances of sustaining sua:essful projects. 

• SHOULD nm PROGRAM BE EXPANDED? Yes, the program should be expanded. 
The current DevEd program is achieving the Biden-Pell objectives: It is reaching wide 
audiences and produdngpositive and lasting changes in Americans' awareness, support, 
and behavior related to U.S. humanitarian and economic assistance to developing nations. 

In Chapter 6, specific recommendations for improving future DevEd programming are organized 
around these issues: (1) program plannin~ (2) consultation with grantees; (3) grantee selection 
aiteria; (4) message design and treatment; (5) dissemination planning and trackin~ (6) target 
audiences; (7) monitoring, evaluation, and repottin~ (8) professional practitioner and 
programming capabilities; and (9) DevEd program management tools. 
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Development Cooperation Act of 1980. The purpose of the amendment 

is •to help facilitate widespread public discussion, analysis, and review of the Report of the 
Presidential Commission on World Hunger of March 1980, especially the issues raised by the 
Commission's call for increased public awareness of the political, economic, technical, and social 
factol'S relating to hunger and poverty.• 

In 1982, the Developmen~ Education Program was established as a grants program by the United 
States Agency for lntemational Development (A.LD.) Office of Private and Voluntaty 
Cooperation (PVC) in the Bureau for Food for Peace and Voluntaiy Assistance, now named the 
Bureau for Food and Humanitarian Assistance (FHA). During 1982-92, A.LD. has provided $29 
million in grants to 88 U.S. non-profit organizations to cany out the program. 

The original grantees under the DevEd program were chosen through open competition and 
many were religious and relief-based organizations focusing on the themes of hunger and 
poverty and their root causes. Over time, the types of grantees shifted to include more 
development-based organizations as well as membel'Ship groups and universities. 

The objectives of the DevEd program into the 1993 fiscal year were: 

+ To generate widespread discussion and analysis of the root causes of world hunger and 
poverty in order to help Americans understand the U.S. stake in Third World 
development 

+ To aeate a climate of public support within which both public and private agencies can 
address the issues of underdevelopment 

+ To expand the network of organizations involved in development education and to 
strengthen their capacity to deliver a substantive, effective program. 

Accordingly, the three specific questions addressed by this evaluation are whether DevEd has 
met its objectives of (1) raising public awareness; (2) aeating a climate of public support; and 
(3) contributing to strengthening the professional capability and network of organizations 
involved in development education. 

WHO ARE THE GRANTEES? 
. 

Grantees are highly diverse. The typical DevEd grantee is a Technical Assistance organiz.ation 
or a Policy-Information group or a Membership organiz.ation. The grantee has had one grant 
for about four and a half years. The group is not an A.LD.-registered PVO. In DevEd's early 
years, the grantee was often a 11?ligious, minority, or relief agency. Today, the organiz.ation is 
much more likely to be in development, ~ and education. 

Although headquartered in Washington, it has affiliates in other cities and its activities cover 
metropolitan and non-metropolit:!n areas of the U.S. and often extend overseas. Its DevEd 
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project is usually national, and only rarely in rural areas. Regionally, it works most often in the 
Northeast or Midwest. 

WHAT ARE THE GRANTEES' PROGRAMS? 

The typical grantee's basic program model is conferences or training. The main activities are 
meetings and workshops, material development and distributio~ and collaborations with other 
groups. Non-formal training and cmriculum development are undertaken more than kmnal 
teaching and course development 

The grantee's overall mission is to intemationalize the domestic agenda of institutions, 
professions, and interest groups. Its a>re objective is to raise awareness and generate wide 
discussion of underdevelopment more than to strengthen DevEd networks and professionals. 
The approach is at both ends: (1) Targeting leaders at the top and networking with other 
organizations; and (2) building grassroots involvement. 

WHO ARE GRANTEES' AUDIENCES? 

The primary audience is a mixture of leaders and educators. Where the grantee targets specific 
leadership groups, they are civic, educatio~ and business leaders; although there is a good 
spi-ead across other groups too - agriculture, labor, media, and others. If the target audience 
is a sub-populatio~ it is much more likely to be an adult populatio~ such as women or the 
elderly •. than students. 

Audience b1volvement is seldom just indirect, but instead mmbines direct involvement-people
to-people education and mobilization - and materials provision. The grantee almost never 
works alone to reach people, but invariably works with other groups. In addition to its target 
audience, it disseminates its materials to its own members, chapters, staff, and other grantees. 
Regardless of audience, the grantee usually has no idea how many people are reached with 
DevEd messages or how effectively. 

llll{il !:.i~!8o::i";'!.~~!':,~~:ew~ ! 
su~ this evaluation does not address the New Directions 

programming. However, the evaluation is required to •make operationally relevant 
recommendations for conducting the program in the future'.1 Therefore, the rea>mmendations 
here are independen~ data-based judgments of what future DevEd programming should be 
regardless of what New Directions programming is planned to be. Indeed, it is possible that 
some of the recommendations here are already part of the PVC program' plan. 

PVC has a>mmissioned three previous "process• evaluations (1984, 1989, and 1990). But, the 
DevEd program has never had a a>mprehensive, extemal 1 impact" evaluatio~ which seeks to 
estimate its reach and effects on the public's awareness of intemational developmen~ particularly 

Con1ract no. FA().08()().C.(J02085-00, dated 25September1992, p.11. 
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relating to hunger arid poverty in the developing world. 

Through assessing the extent to which the A.LD. Development Education Program has achieved 
its stated objectives, this evaluation was required to conclude whether the DevEd program 
should be continued and, if so, to recommend feasible programmatic means by which the 
educational impact on the public could be a>st-effectively inaeased.2 

The evaluation was conducted by Intercultural Communicatio~ Inc. (ICI) ofWashingto~ D.C. 
during the period, October 1992 through June 1993. The methods used were: 

• Content analysis of all 88 grantees' program files; of a sample of information products 
from 28 grantees; and of 43 grantees' self-evaluation reports. 

• National public opinion sUIVeys of 1201 Americans, age 18 and older, and of 603 
members of 10 DevEd grantees' audiences. 

• Telephone and I or personal interviews with 15 national leaders in development 
education; with nine A.LD. officers associated with the DevEd program; and with 28 
DevEd grantee project leaders. 

• On-site focus group discussions (six to eight persons each) with six grantees' staff and 
with members of five grantees' audiences. 

• On-site personal interviews with project staff and leaders of eight DevEd projects; and 
a review of management records of six projects. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

DevEd: This is the "Development Education" Piogram carried out by the Office of 
Private and Voluntary Cooperation (PVq of the Bureau of Food and Humanitarian 
Assistan~ (FHA) of the U.S. Agency for International Development (A.LD.). The 
program focuses on the root causes of hunger and poverty in order to help Americans 
to better understand the stake of the U.S. in the Third World. 

Development Education: Encompassing the efforts of A.LD. and other private- and 
public sector individuals and organizations, this is the larger, societal process of trying 
to inform the American public about the issues of Third World development and of the 
role of the United States in world affairs generally and in assisting developing countries 
specifically. 

DevEd Grantees: Also termed "Grantees," these are all of, or a random sample of, the 
88 development education grant partidpants who have been funded by the PVC office 
under the DevEd program since 1982. 

Contract no. FA~2085-00. dated 25 September 1992, p.7. 
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+ Dev Ed Audiences: Also termed "DevEd audienc:e members• and •target audiences," 
these are individuals whom the DevEd grantees have reached directly or indirectly with 
their projects, as judged by grantees' program files and a national sample survey of 603 
persons drawn from the mailing lists and participant lists. of 10 DevEd grantees. 
Prinwy, Secondary, Tertiary Audiences: Three types of DevEd audiences are "primary• 
audiences - reached through direct, fac:e-to-fac:e exposme, such as in classrooms; 
•secondary• - reached through non-participatory exposure, such as in conferences; and 
•terttary• - reached indim:tly, such as through newsletters. 

+ Themes: These are the major c:ontent areas addressed by the DevEd program, such as 
c:onditions related to hunger and poverty. •core themes" are those central themes that 
DevEd is - or, in ICI's view, should be - required to address: Hunger, poverty, 
population. •Affinity themes• are those subject areas - such as the emironment, 
agricultme, geography- that are so closely, naturally related to conditions of hunger and 
poverty that they are easy, useful vehicles for carrying integrated development assistance 
messages. 

• Messages: These are the different treatments and specific appeals used to convey any 
theme. For example, the theme of root causes of hunger may be expressed by different 
messages related to supporting food assistanc:e programs, providing supplies and 
equipment, promoting bilateral policy dialogues, training in agricultural technology, or 
others. 

+ Program Managers: Also termed • ALD. staff,• these are the PVC staff who administer 
the DevEd program. Project Leaden/Staff: Also termed "grantee st.aft• these are the 
directors and members of the grantee projects. 

+ Finding: A •finding" is one or more bits of data. Findings are presented in the report 
as the research "evidence" found that addresses each evaluation question. Condusion: 
A "a>ndusion• is ICI's interpretation of the meaning of the findings. for DevEd 
programming. Recommendation: In Chapter 6, a •recommendation" is an improvement 
seen by ICI to be needed in the DevEd program, with guidanc:e on what to do and how 
to do it 

lliil&rdi This evaluation report Is organized In lhe fullowlng manner. 

Chapter 1: Program Reach: Huw many people and what type lume been rtllt:he4 by the DeoEd 
program? This chapter estimates the size of the audienc:e reached by DevEd 
programminr; examines the types of audiences that DevEd programming tries to 
reach; and discusses the relevanc:e of such audiences for achieving wide, lasting 
educational change related to Third World issues. 

Chapter 2: Message Content: What haw been t~ 7'11ljor themes annmunicated in the 'DwEd 
program? This chapter reviews the types of major themes (for example, hunger 
and poverty) communicated by DevEd projeds and some of the specific messages 

·I' 
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used to articulate various themes. 

Chapter 3: Program Impact: What haue been the effects of the DeoEd program? Given the types 
of audiences targeted and the types of themes and messages used to address 
them, this chapter evaluates the evidence of effects on DevEd audience awareness, 
attitudes, and behnviors related to 1bird World issues. 

Chapter 4: Message Delivery: What haue been the grantees' approaches and what has been their 
impact? This chapter examines grantees' programs and concludes about the 
strengths and weaknesses of their attempts to affect audiences' awareness, 
attitudes, and behaviors related to 1bird World issues. 

Chapter 5: Professional Impact: How has DeoEd affedetl the practice of deuelopment edualtian? 
Tilis fifth chapter summarizes the apparent impact of grantees' activities on the 
professional development of DevEd practitioners, programming capabilities, and 
institutional networks. 

Chapter 6: Recommendations: What should the DeoEd program loo1c like in tire future and how 
azn it be b1tpn10ed? Given the foregoing findings and interpretation of their 
meanings, this final chapter offers a series of suggested improvements for future 
DevEd programming. 

In each chapter, the reader will find: A series of specific questions, the findings for them, and 
the conclusions.based on the findings. The last chapter is a series of recommendations touching 
on all previous chapters for improving the DevEd program. In additi~ each chapter is 
preceded by a summary highlighting the key findings and conclusions. The reader will also find 
throughout the report short vignettes on some of the grantee organizations funded during the 
life of the DevEd program. 



Chapter One 

( 
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OVERVIEW' 

CHAPTER!: AUDIENCEREACB 

.. i!~:1~:_:i1~~!1\~!~.~ill![ll~fr&V~d,trdllllll1~~~!li~1i-l11[1 
This first chapter evaluates the number and types of persons targeted and reached by the DevEd 
program. The key findings and a>ndlisions are: 

IBC~:iJll1 :::i:: :1!'!" .:::;=.:.~ ~~~=p~~:~ 
reach appears to be much greater than believed heretofore; 37 million 

is a conservative estimate. (2) DevEd target audiences are highly relevant activists for promoting 
wide, lasting educational impact; for Third World issues, they are information seekers, knowers, 
talkers, influentials, joiners, and doers. 

IN·:.:~~tij§i6i='.i;~:fll The findings give the following conclusions: (1) While program reach 
'"'"'' , ''""'"''' ' '%,;¥£< is greater than imagined, the lack of data makes it impossible to know 

how much greater. Clearly, many mm-e people are reached in many 
more settings and in many different ways than anticipated by the program. (2) Allocating funds 
to reporting audience reach cannot be seen as competing with program fund, or reach will 
remain under-reported. (3) Better planning is needed because some primary audience definitions 
seem to act as shutters, closing off natural dissemination opportunities - for example, targeting 
leaders but not their constituencies. (4) DevEd audiences are entirely relevant for promoting 
wide, lasting educational impact. If informal, pervasive, day-to-day influence is DevEd's 
objective, it has the right audiences in view . 

.. .. .. .. .. 
The findings and conclusions here are the basis for program recommendations in Chapter 6 that 
require a new perspective that sees programming, communication, and monitoring and 
evaluation as inseparable and "equa!" in DevEd delivery. This would build money for 
monitoring and evaluation money as well as dissemination and multi-media products into the 

.. budget in advance of programming. New audience-reach measures and a monitoring system 
are needed. 

, '" 
/ 
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HOW MANY PEOPLE HA VE BEEN REACHED 
BY THE DEVED PROGRAM? 

DURING 1982-92.. APPROXIMATELY 37 MILUON 
AMERICANS WERE EXPOSED TO DEVED MESSAGES 

In their proposals, grantees are required to estimate how many people they intend to reach in 
their primary and secondary audienc:es. And their grantee agreements require monitoring and 
reporting of audience-reach estimates for all types of audiences. 

Despite requirements, grantees often do not provide audience estimates, and A.LD. does not 
always follow up to get audience-reach data. Although current grantees are doing much better 
than their predecessors in reporting audience data, the lack of data and the poor quality of 
estimates that are given make it very difficult to estimate audience size with any precision. 

fl;l!!lll =~'; .. ":°.:a;;tor:.:...:;.~r.~~ 
· were divided into three time periods of active grant-holding: (1) 

EARLY: 23 organiz.ations active during 1982-86; (2) MID-TERM: 37 organiz.ations active up to 
19"'..a; and (3) CURRENT: 25 organiz.ations active as of May 1993. The analysis gave an estimate 
of DevEd audience reach based on partial records. The estimate was then extrapolated to all 
grantees, and it was projected against U.S. Census data and against data from the two national 
surveys undertaken as part of this evaluation. Also, impressionistic data on DevEd's reach is 
from interviews with 15 national leaders in the development education field. 

To better define reach, IC used three categories of audiences: Primarv Audiences -:- those met 
in intensive, face-to-face exposure, such as in classrooms or training workshops. Secondary 
Audiences - those involved in non-participatory exposure, such as in a>nferenc:es, presentations, 
or speeches. And Tertiyy Audiences - those reached impersonally through newsletters, 
videotapes, radio cassettes, pamphlets, newspaper articles, and other ways. From available data 
over the past 11 years the findings are: · 

+ Lack of Audience Size Data: During the life of the program only one-half of the 
grantees (52%) have given audience-reach data to A.Lo: But reporting has improved. Today, 
seven of every 10 grantees (67") provide estimates as opposed to four of every 10 early grantees 
and mid-term grantees. Although more grantees now report audience estimates, the quality has 
improved only marginally. Many estimates still do not capture the intensity of exposure, that 
is, differentiating primary, secondary, or tertiary audience exposure - for example, participating . 
in a workshop versus reading an article. 

Altogether, only 44 grantees gave audience estimates, but for another 18 grantees IC found 
partial data in their files that were suggestive of audiences reached. Such evidence was used 
very conservatively for estimating audiences. For example: Using evidence of published articles, 
:reduced estimates of likely :readers were made based on• ~paper circulation. Using evidence 
of m&:lerials used by teachers and students, reduced estimates were made based on number of 
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sl.'.:1ools, number of classes, and number of students per class. 

• Projected Estimate of Audience Reached: Table 1 below gives audience--reach estimates 
(rounded off) for all grant time periods: 

TABLE 1: EST1MA1ES OF DEVED AUDIEN.CE REACH 
~~11:1111111:~11!1!!11!!1!1!1!!11 

-~~~~ 
23 EARLY GRANTEES, 4,000 5,000 1,042,000 1,051,000 
1982-1988 

37MID-1'ERM ·52,000 1,572,000 7,473,000 9,097,000 
GRANTEES, 1987-1992 

25CURRENT 4,000 122,000 19,305,000 19,431,000 
GRANTEES, MAY 1993 

REPORTED TOTAL eo.ooo . 1,899,000 27,820,000 29,579,000 

PROJECTED TOTAL 78,000 2,158,000 35,331,000 37,585,000 

As shown in Table 1, reported audience-reach data suggest that approximately 29,585,000 
Americans have been reached by 62 grantees of the DevEd program. This is the total of some 
60,000 primary audiences plus about 1.7 million secondary audiences and about 27.8 million 
tertiary audiences. Extrapolating from the 62 grantees to 85 gives a total estimate of 37,565,000 
projected for primary, secondary, and tertiary audiences. Thus, perhaps some 37,000,000 
Americans have been reached, directly, indirectly, and at a distance by DevEd programm~g 
over the past 10 years. 

The inconsistent pattern of data in the table reflects the inconsistent and incomplete nature of 
grantees' audience-reach reporting. As such, the presence of unusual reporting may greatly 
affects totals. For example, the leap in primary audience size among Mid-Term Grantees is due 
mostly to the documented adoption of two grantees' curricula and materials in public schools. 
In one case in New Jersey, DevEd materials were adopted statewide in all 11th grade social 
studies classes. The jump in Mid-term Grantees' secondary and tertiary audiences is due mainly 
to one grantee's reports of "\Vorld Food Day" audiences for national teleconferences and other 
materials. 

, Additionally, the huge increase in tertiary audiences among Current Grantees is a function of 
one grantee reporting many millions of readers of articles in several newsletters sent specifically 
to elderly citizens plus other articles in the New York "JJDles. The reported nwr~ ier was reduced 
one-half by IQ to be conservative. 

Given the uncertainties of the data, IC deh1>erately used conservative methods to derive its 
estimate. For example: {l) Spin-offs: The estimate does not reflect the active dissemination 
activities of many grantees in sharing their materials with other, unanticipated and unreported 
users. (2) Intemersonal: No attempt was made to estimate the personal communication of 
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DevEd messages from audience members to non-audience members - family, mends, peers. 
(3) Pass-on: No estimate was made of the secondary, •pass-on• exposure of DevEd's media 
products - magazine articles, newspaper editorials, audiotapes - from audience members to 
non-audience members. 

Conversely, the estimate does not reflect how many audience members may have been reached 
more than once. This means that a person may have been counted two or more times for 
exposure to a given grantee project. Where there has been multiple exposure, one might expect 
that the intensity of exposure would also inaease. There is no way from the program files to 
know this or to know whether audience estimates tend to be inflated or deflated. However, it 
would seem that audiences are undercounted because about one-half of the total data fields that 
could be reported by grantees are not used. 

• Development Education Audience: Roughly, over a 10-year period, 37 million people 
could mean, o~ the average, that about 3 million are reached each year by DevEd programming. 
While this may be true for DevEd, the national surveys indicate that the number is much greater 
for Americans exposed to development education generally. 

For example, some 11 percent of American adults have, at some time in their lives, been 
membel'S in •groups, programs, or causes concerned with issues in Third World c:ountries." 
Projeding this to the 1992 U.S. Census population of 188 million Americans age 18 or older gives 
about 20,000,000 Americans who today in 1993 may be members of •groups, programs, or causes 
concerned with issues in the Third World.• This is about 10 times the combined number of 
primary and secondary audiences (about 2 million) for DevEd estimated over its 10-year life. 

Impressionistically; none of the 15 national development education leaders tried to estimate the 
possible number of Americans exposed to DevEd programs. However, nearly all said that the 
A.I.D. program has been a great "catalyst" for advancing development education in the United 
States, to the extent that the audiences are inseparable. 

1~41 ~=~~~~~==O~~HAS 
The lack of c:omplete and c:onsistent data makes it impossible to provide the actual total audience 
reach of the DevEd program. Half of the data required by A.LD. is non-existent. The national 
surveys c:onducted for this evaluation suggest that the reach of Third World issues, programs, 
and causes is much greater than the DevEd program grantees' files indicate. But what part of 
the national audience has been exposed directly or indirectly to DevEd is unlcnown; although 
given the nearly unanimous mmments of national development education leaders that the 
DevEd program has been a catalyst for development education efforts, it can be inferred that the 
program has contnouted to this interest among a more siz.able portion of the U.S. population 
than conventionally believed. 

Insuffident guidance and monitorins and little or no money are provided for systematic 
audience estimation If grantees do try to estimate audiences, the efforts tend to fall as burdens 
on undersupervised, overworked, unpaid volunteers. And any money used is seen as competing 
with program funding. The situation can be improved if audience estimates become part of a 

,. 
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systematic monitoring and evaluation system. This would require that grantees' budgets allocate 
funds to audienc:e-reach estimates; and that AI.D. provides better guidanc:e through Requests 
for Proposals (RFPs) and grantee agreements, and through technical assistance. 

WHAT KINDS OF AUDIENCES DOES THE 
DEVED PROGRAM TRY TO REACH? 

tJll.1111 nm PRIMARY AUDIENCES ARE LllADEBS AND EDUCATORS 

DevEd projects identify primary and secondary audiences as their targets. Among these 
audiences are their own organiz.ations' memberships as well as other leadership groups, 
educatoIS, other grantees, the mass medi8* special groups in the general public (for example, 
voters), and the public at-large. As messages are planned for the primary audiences so is 
dissemination to secondary audienc:es supposed to be planned. 

About three-fifths of the grantees target leaders and educatOIS as their primary audiences, and 
many more grantees disseminate materials to them as secondary audienc:es. Only a few target 
their own chapters, memberships, or other grantees as primary audiences. But most grantees 
diss~minate to these groups as secondary audienc:es. 

,~~~19~:~'.l~i~!ll!ll,:~ii~ =:~~ts~ s~ec==· b~~ :ep=:ci~i~t:::: 
analysis of 85 granl;!fl' files.. Grantees were coded for their primary 

audiences as well as for their dissemination to secondary audiences. The findings are: 

+ Primaly Audiences: As shown in Table 2, one-third of the 85 grantees have a primary 
audienc:e of leaders - mostly dvic, educatio~ business, and agriculture. Nearly a third of the 
grantees target educators as their primary audienc:e (where educatOIS are usually teachen and 
trainers, not system officials or administratoIS). Table 2 also shows that special population 
groups (students, the elderly) and the ge,neral public aca>unt for about one-fifth of all primary 
audiences. And only a few target their chapters, memberships, or other grantees. · 

• The columns show percentages of the 85 grantees. Primary audienc:es add to 100% 
because each grantee was coded exdusively for one primary audienc:e only. Secondary 
audiences add to more than 100% because each grantee had more than one secondary 
audience. 

+ Seconduy Audiences: The average grantee tries to reach about six different audiences 
(average = 5.7). Thus, as shown in Table 2, many more grantees try to reach leaders or 
educators as their secondary audienc:es than target these groups as their primary audiences. 
Similarly, many more disseminate to special groups, the general publier and the media as 
secondary audiences than target them as primary audiences. 

TABLE 2: PRIMARY AND SECONDARY AUDIENCES . 

• 
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LEADERS: Civic, educallon, bu&ln-. awtcutture, labor, media 

EDUCATORS: Teachers, 1ranare, exlenaim agents 

SPECIAL GROUPS: Elderly, voters, women, psenta, students 

GENERAL PUBLIC: No apeclal ~In 1he public 

MEDIA: Rado, televlalon, newapaptn, magazines, apeclatty mecla 

MEMBERS: DevEd malling list manber8, 8Ubscriber8, con8lltuents 

CHAPTERS: AftlRates, bra"lchee, chaplers, leld etarf 

OlliER GRANTEES: Other grantees and raised organlzallons 

When grantees try to reach leaders as secondmy 
audiences, they rarely target a single group. Rather, on 
the average, they try to reach about four such groups 
(average = 3.8 groups). These are more likely to be dvic 
leaders at the grassroots level than any other type. That 
is, of every 10 grantees who aim at leaders: Seven target 
dvic leaders; five target education and/or business 
leaders; four aim at agriculture and/or labor leaders; 
three target media and/or finance leaders; and~ or 
les.c; aim at government, religious, environment, and/or 
health leaders. 

Although few grantees (4% to 7%) disseminate DevEd 
materials to their own chapters, staff, membership, and 
other grantees as primary audiences, more than four of 
every five disseminate to these groups as secondary 
audiences. For example, the 'YMCA targets its national 
membership and program-specific audiences, such as 
YMCA staff and leaders amducting Outdoor 
Environmental Education Programs, the youth 
partidpants, and YMCA chapters in other countries. 
Partners of the Americas targets staff, chapter leaders 
and members, collaborating local groups, and 
counterpart chapters in Central and South America. 

29 58 

11 54 

8 39 

7 

5 87 

4 84 

4 82 

Grantees who target leaders as primary audiences tend to ignore the leader&' supporting 
constituendes. Only one-third (36%) of the projects having leaden as their primary audience 
also disseminate to sub-groups - among them, presumably, the leaders' constituencies. 
Similarly, only about one-third of the projects that target leaders and educators disseminate to 
the general public, and only about one-fifth disseminate materials to the media. 

11' 
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While only about one grantee in every 10 targets some spedfic, non-leader group in the general 
public.as the primary audience, over half of the grantees try to reach various sub-groups in the 
general population. Where grantees do target such groups, they are mostly adult groups, such 
as voters, women, the elderly. Where youth groups are targets (35% ), they are much more likely 
to be students than non-student groups. And where students are the target, they are about twice 
as likely to be in primary and secondary schools than in univeraities. 

Only about one-half of the grantees who target the general public disseminate their materials to 
their membership or other grantees - suggesting that DevEd projects may often be marginal to 
the grantee's main mission. 

+ Unmeasured Audiences: Many more people are reached in many different settings and 
in many different ways than is known and than IO could measure. For e-icample, the National 
Assodation of Sodal Workers fadlitates local chapters' efforts throut;:'l mini-grants and other 
devices. The results have included professional exchanges with other countries, funding from 
other sources, and &pin-off organiu.tions. 

With Africare, a collaborating national sorority has undertaken a sustained DevEd program as 
a result of Africare's efforts. The Foundation for Agricultural Education and Development's 
DevEd Director began a weekly DevEd "Tea and Talk" program for Americans and foreign 
visitors. This program is continuing, and has now been spun-off to other parts of the country 
as well as five countries overseas. 

The American Assodation for International Aging reaches enormous tertiary audiences through 
the New York Times and American Association of Retired Persons (AARP) media while also 
having in-depth impacts through trainings, large publications, collaborations with other 
organizations, and focus groups. Similarly, Women Historians of the Midwesrs curriculum 
project reaches far beyond the anticipated teachers and students to other schools and grades and 
to other audiences through publications, trainings, conferences, and workshops. 

I~-.::u~~~:g~~'gllN~'!::~:irEK 
PLANNED AND MEASURED · 

It is not known accurately how many primary, secondary, or tertiary audiences are reached by 
DevEd. Yet, dearly, many more people are reached in many different settings and in many 
different ways than is reported or has been anticipated by grantee programs. There are many 
examples of DevEd as a catalyst for on-going efforts that do not always follow the original plan, 
but are. evidence that DevEd has fostered self-sustaining efforts - inaeasing reach and impact. 

Improvement of audience-reach measurement is needed. In addition to anecdotal evidence, the 
findings for the national smvey of target audiences give strong encouragement to the impression 
that DevEd has, over 11 years, reached and affected millions more Americans than thought 

Of course, grantees do not •target" all audiences. YeJ:, some natural opportunities for aoss
fertili7.ation seem to be ignored. For example, both leader and educator projects do little with 
the general public, which is undentandable, but they do 'less with the disseminati4:>n to the 
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media, which Is not unde-ntandable. Here, the primary audience definition may act 11 a abutter 
dosing out other, natural awareness-raising opportunities. Thia Is the kind of INue that can be 
addressed through better dissemination planning ln project design. 

Finally, DevEd should fit the mluion or current activities of the grintee organization. A.l.D. 
should reconsider the value and objectives of "general public:" programs. About half anm to be 
peripheral to grantees' organi7.atlonal mlulons. Here, a~ a better Inventory of audlenc:a la 
needed as part of dissemination planning In the project design. 

ARE DEVED AUDIENCES RELEVANT FOR 
WIDE, LASTING EDUCATIONAL CHANGE? 

l&Jl~lf4 ~~~=-c:ur~~i:=~~~ THE 

Judging the relevance of target audiences for achieving wide, lasting educational impact asks the 
questions of: Who are the audiences and how are they differmt from the general public; what 
is their relation to Third World issues; and what is their potential for influencing others? 

Compared with the typical American adult, DevEd audiences are more likely to be men, middle
aged, better educated, employed, non-Catholic, caucasian, and with higher income. However, 
they do not differ &om the general public by where they live or by the size of their annmunities. 

Moreover, compared with the general public's exposure to Third World issues, DevEd audiences 
get more infomation from more places and do more with it with more people in more settings 
and in more ways. For 1hird World issues, they are seekers, knowers, talkers, influentials, 
joiners, and doers. They are, in short, good agents of change. · 

•1• ~~:,:u:i~~em~;a'theSU:::i:.!~~~ 
grantees. Findings are also from focus group discussions with similar 

audience members for five grantees. To draw a nationally representative DevEd sample, IO 
found that few grantees have accurate, up-to-date lists of their intended audiences. Unless 
grantees keep current lists for other purposes, they are not likely to maintain DrfBd audience 
lists. Canvassing 30 organi7.ations that had held a DevEd grant in the past two years, only 12 
lists were found, of which 10 were produced in time for the sample. 

Sample size was fixed at 600. Different sampling &actions were used for different grantees to · 
avoid getting too many people from large lists and too many people from specialized lists (for 
example, A.I.D. conference attendees). The resulting sample represents the "typical" audiences 
for DevEd programming, where audience lists are maintained. (Although students and children 
under 18 are key DevEd audiences, to be comparable with previous surveys they were omitted 
from the general and target audience surveys). 
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS: 

The findings for the personal characteristics of DevEd audiences are a>mpared with the general 
public. 

• Male: DevEd audience members are more often men (57%) than women (43% ). The 
public has slightly more women than men. 

• Middle-.igecl: They are older than the public (6% vs. 39% under 35 years), mostly in the 
age range of 50-65 years (44% vs. 17% ). However, thei:e is no difference for persons 6S years or 
older. 

• Well-educated: They are three times more likely than Americans generally to have at 
least a college degree (89% vs. 31 % ). There is nearly a total absence of people who have not 
gone beyond high school (4%) and a heavy preponderance of professionals with post-graduate 
degrees (69% vs. 11 % ) in the DevEd audience. 

• White: Nine of every 10 are white (89% ), notably higher than 199'2 U.S. Census estimates 
(81%). 

• Employe~ ':'!:,ey are much more likely than Americans generally to have jobs (80% vs. 
63% ), although they are not more likely to be students, retired, or homemakers. 

• Non-Catholic Compared with the public, DevEd audience membeis are a bit more likely 
to say they are Protestants or Jewish, :and noticeably fewer are Catholics (17% vs. 27% ). 

• Wealthier: Their median household inoome is much higher than general public 
households (about $55,000 vs. $33.000). And they are nearly three times more likely to live·in 
households having yearly inoomes of more than $60,000 (42% vs. 15%). 

• Neighbors: For all of their differences, DevEd audience members live in essentially the 
same places as the general public. Both are equally likely to live in large cities, small cities, 
suburban oommunities, and rural areas. And there are no great regional differences in where 
they live in the U.S. 

AUDIENCE RELEVANCE: 

The question of audience relevance a>ncems their tendency to show interest in the topic at hand. 
Table 3 compares DevEd audiences and the general public for media exposure, Third World 

• issues exposure, personal communication, group memberships, and civic activities: 

• Media Exposure: Except for nightly television news, DevEd audiences have much higher 
exposure to serious news media than th6; public. 

• Personal Comnnmication: By margins of about2-to-1, DevEd audiences are more actively 
engaged in oonversations and more often asked by others for their opinions and advice on 
international issues. · · 
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• Third Wodd Exposure: Other than television, DevEd audiences are - by margins of 
&om 2-to-1 up to 10-to-1 - much more likely to be in the reading, viewing, and personal 
audience for Third World issues. The public's main exposure is passive: TV, videos, pamphlets. 
DevEd audiences are active participants: Books, speeches, courses, D!_eetings. 

TABLE 3: COMMUNICATION AND CIVIC •ACTIVISM• OF DEVED AUDIENCES VERSUS 1HE GENERAL PUBLIC 

1!1••····-~1111~'.:~fi)';; .... --=-~.,....;;;,;;;;;;;;o;;;;;;;;;;;;;;,.... ....... ;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;....,._ 
MASS MEDIA EXPOSURE: 
+Watch national televlalon news almoet f!Nf!lt'/ right 88% 82% 
+Read dally newapaper almoat ayay dat.f 83 fi1 

+Read weekly news magazine almoet fN9rY week 80 32 
+Usten to national publlc raclo n8W8 nearly f!Nf!1Y dat.f 55 37 

PERSONAL COMMUNICATION: 
+Talk about major lsauea In the n8wa fN«Y day 49% 25% 
+Give q>lnlons or aivlce on lnternalional lasuea ~ 38 

1HIRD WORLD ISSUES E>CPOSURE: 
+See television prograne about lhlrd Wcrtd counlrlee 95% 85% 
+See movies or videotapes an the subject 88 38 
+Read pamphlets or brochures 85 37 
+RecelVe mall about Third Workl countries 87 30 
+Read books on Third World counbies 88 22 
+Attend apeeches on the a.abject? 89 10 
+Take courses er d88888 21 7 
+Attend ca afa eucee or meetings 84 8 

COMMUNITY GROUP MEMBERSHIPS: 
+Profeeeional association 73% 21% 
+Environmental, consumer protaction woupa 54 18 
+Women's groups, minority rl"'1& groups 37 7 
+Civic groups (Kiwanis, Rdary) 20 7 
+Business groups 17 9 
+Adult and youth groups Z1 18 
+Service crgmizatlons 25 13 
+PTA. school groups 28 22 
+Religious groups 9 8 
+L.af..tor unions 12 1a 
+Veterais crganlzatlons 8 13 

COMMUNITY ACTIVISM: 
+Give food, mCln8'j, or clolhlng to local poa people 98% 91% 
+Give food, mCln8'j, or clolhlng to poa people abroad 74 42 
+Have been active In aame local civic laaue 74 37 
+Worked as a volunteer for non-polltlcal group 74 37 
+Written to an elected Dftlclal 73 37 
+Personally vtalted elected otnclal to mcpr889 vl8W8 50 20 
+Written letters to the ecltor 48 20 
+Actively worked for a political pmty or CS\cldate 38 13 

• Community Groups: Vutually all DevEd audience members (98'1) and most of the 
public (88%) belong to some groups. DevEd audiences belong to about four different groups 
on the average as opposed to about two groups for the general public. And by margins of 2-to-1 
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to 3-to-1, DevEd audiences belong to special-interest groups that may have an affinity with 
development issues: Professional, environment, human rights, civic, business, adult and youth 
groups, and service organiz.ations. 

+ Generosity: Americans are generous people, especially dose to home. More than nine 
of every 10 members of DevEd audiences and of the general public have given food, money, or 
clothing to help people in their communities. Further from home, however, DevEd audiences 
are much likely than other citizens to give things to help poor people in other countries (74% 
vs. 42%). 

+ Civic Action: DevEd audiences are much more inclined to take action on local issues and 
causes than are other Americans. Usually by margins of at least 2-to-1, DevEd audience 
members are mo1~ likely to take an active part in local issues, work as non-political volunteers, 
write to and/or visit elected officials, write to the medi~ and/or work for a political party. 

+ "What Americans Think" Activists: Compared with the public today, DevEd audiences 
are community activists. Moreover, compared with "activists• identified in the What Americans 
.llJiD!s study (1987, Overseas Development Coundl/InterAction), DevEd audience members are 
more active in civic affairs than are people who are selected out of the public based on their civic 
involvement That is: DevEd audiences are more active aaoss more activities in two years than 
public activists are in the span of their own memories (asked to recall: •ever having done"). 
Typically, they are engaged in more than twice as many civic activities (average of 5.3) than the 
general-public activists (average of 2.5) reported in 1987. 

R&u~• ~~~~:o~~A~~~Fc:~~=; AND 
UNDERSTANDING OF 1HIRD WORLD ISSUES 

What Americans learn about developing countries is by far most likely to be through television -
- the easiest, most passive kind of exposure. By contrmt, DevEd audiences are both active and 
diverse infoxmation-seekers about the Third World, seeking their information through many 
different channels. It is the distinctive, energetic seeking of information rather than merely 
receiving it that indicates the relevance of the subject to them. 

That DevEd audiences are persons of greater !KJdo-economic advantages than Americans 
generally suggests that they are probably more likely to be in influential positions. But for 
informal influence for any given issue, people of greatest personal influence in the home, on the 
job, and in the community generally are those people who are more interested in the issue, more 
alert to information sources, more talkative and opinionated about the issue, and more involved 
in interpersonal exchanges. 

DevEd audiences get more Third World information and do more with it They see more, seek 
more, and are much more likely to use their informauon; they talk more about the issues, are 
more often sought for their opinions, and are more involved in local organizations - hence, 
potential outlets for opinion leadership. 

Thus, as to whether DevEd audiences are "best" for having widespread, lasting educational 



16 

impact, it's difficult to imagine others with more potential relevance or others who are more 
well-integrated into community life and well-connected locally. If infolUlal, pervasive, day-to
day influence is the DevEd objective, the program does not need to change its audiences. 
Rather, DevEd's next step should be to try to use its audiences mo~ effectively as activists to 
reach other, more resistant audiences. 
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Chapter Two 
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OVERVIEW 

CHAPTER 2. MESSAGE CONTE~ 

This second chapter evaluates the types, quality, and consistency of DevEd messages in termt1 
of program objectives, public opinion, trends, A.I.D. policy, and other factms. The key findings 
and conclusions are: 

111•*1•1 ::,::"!i m;6:aryareve~~e ~ G= :::i~.:::y th;.::. 
poverty, agriculture, and environment; (2) In terms of factual, non

advocacy treatment, grantees' messages are consistent with program objectives; (3) Their main 
message is relevant to public opinion, but the priorities and treatments of sub-themes often are 
not; (4) Grantees' messages have changed over time, reflecting developmental trends; (5) 
Similarly, grantees have rather faithfully reflected shifts in A.I.D. policy over time. 

It&•• ~==-:!v~~':!':=";.~bu~)~=:.a~/: 
balance - th1!ir .m!lll messages do not deal with the connection between 

U.S. assistance to the Third World benefits the U.S. which, in ~ also benefits the world. (2) 
Their messages are consistent with program objectives of non-advocacy. But they need 
guidelines on factual substantiation of claims. (3) Public opinion should not dictate message 
strategy, but grantees should use it as a barometer for gauging likely receptivity. (4) Grantees 
do a good job putting messages into context and reflecting A.l.D. policy changes. These are not 
requirements, but each year A.I.D. could disseminate a one-page up-date on contextual themes 
and policy issues as guidance. 

.. ........ 
The findings and conclusions here are the basis for program recommendations in Chapter 6 that 
propose a unifying DevEd message strategy. It would redefine core hunger-poverty themes to 
include population growth. Through affinity themes, it gives more priority to the environment 
and democracy-building. It adds themes in support of development education capadty-l?uilding. 
The recommendations would also require grantees to provide evidence of any claimed benefits 
of development assistance. 



17 

WHAT ARE THE MAJOR THEMES 
COMMUNICATED BY DEVED PROJECTS? 

HUNGER, POVERTY, AND THE INTERDEPENDENCY 
OP COUNTRIES ARE 1HE MAIN DEVED 1HEMES 

The DevEd projects are supposed to focus on the root causes of hunger and poverty for the 
purpose of raising public awareness and undentanding of the U.S. stake in the Third World. 

Grantees seldom have only one theme that dominates by amount of space, frequency of 
mentions, or editorial treatments such as photographs, graphics, headlines, or editorials. Instead 
they have a mixture of themes which are readily evident and close to the intentions of the 
program. Almost all talk about the interdependency of nations. And most also talk of hunger 
and poverty. 

Si'.1111 ;:,_~~:ma:.:='° o;;.:i=~ ~: 
educational themes. ICI coded the themes for all grantees as well as for 

seven different types of grantee organi7.ations and six different programming types, or 
approaches to education. The findings are: 

• Interdepmdency: Almost all grantees (95%) 
focus on global interdependency. About two-thirds of 
the time, their main message is that promoting Third 
World development promotes global peace, prosperity, 
and stability - or, •helping the Third World helps the 
rest of world." This is about three times the number of 
messages that "helping the Third World has positive 
benefits to the U.S." Two other related messages are 
essentially absent That is, the main message very rarely 
(4%) focuses on the direct benefits of assistance to the 
recipient nations; and none of the main messages is that 
"helping developing countries helps the U.S., which in 
tum helps the rest of the world." 

• Hunger and Poverty: Three out of four grantees 
use global interdependency as the vehicle for carrying 
messages about hunger and/ or poverty. Most of these 
deal with both hunger and poverty together. However, 
one-fifth of the grantees do not deal at all with the 
problems of hunger or poverty. 

• Other Themes: Besides hunger and poverty, the 
grantees try to integrate their messages into such 
"affinity" themes as a\griculture and the environment, 
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which provide a natural context for communicating development education messages. Nearly 
three of every five grantees develop messages around agricultural production and building Third 
World reliance on its own food supply. 

After hunger, poverty, and agricultw:-e, there is a great drop-off of other themes. 11aat is, for 
everv 10 grantees: Three focus on en.rironment, education, and/orinternational trade;ll!.2, deal 
withs~<-": services/well-being, health conditions, business and entrepreneurialism, finance and 
Third World debt, and/or employment; and ,Em develop themes about demoaacy-building, 
population growth, and I or the free press. 

Regardless of theme, grantees' messages are positive, upbeat aspects of what can and should be 
done and what is being done. Messages almost never deal with disasters. Nor do they deal 
with such negatives as dispirited people, failed development programs, mban blight, or national 
politics. 

+ Theme Variations by Organization or Approach: By and large, themes do not vary 
systematically according to the type of grantee organization or the type of ieducational approach 
they take. Each grantee was classified by its type of organization: educational, membership, 
cooperative, policy /study, service, technical assistance, and media (attached). The largest 
number are policy/study (23 grantees) and technical assistance (20). But the type of grantees' 
organi7.ation has no real bearing on the types of themes it carries, the number of themes canied, 
or the emphasis of themes. 

Most grantees have a variety of activities. Each was classified by its main approach. These 
approaches are conferences, training, curriculum development, publications, audio-visual 
production, and use of the media All approaches feature hunger and poverty at about the same 
high level of performance. Agriculture and the environment rise and fall in different models. 
However, there is no particular focus that is unique to any approach. Some cover a few more 
topics than others, but there is no pattem that suggests that any given approach will concentrate 
on certain themes. 

11111111 ~~~~~ri~~~ 
The grantees uniformly meet the mandate of the program to focus on hunger and poverty and 
on global interdependencies as main themes. But the messages of interdependency mostly 
concern how Third World benefits result in overall global benefits. The result is a 
communication strategy that is appropriate if the objective is a singular one to promote the 
benefits of U.S. development assistance to international growth and stability. 

It does not serve other objectives well, such as benefits to the U.S.; direct benefits to the recipient 
nations; or the more complex linkages of benefits to the Third World retum as benefits to the 
U.S. and, thus, benefits the globe. Although the latter is not a required message, it could be 
powerful because it speaks to Americans' self-interests as well as humanitarian motivation in 
assisting the rest of the world. 

Finally, there js no systematic variation in theme by type of organi7.ation and/or educational 

I 
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approach. Instead, project staff commjtment, interests, and personalities seem to be the 
determinants both of project success and its activities and themes (see Chapter 4). 

ARE MESSAGES PRESEN'l'ED IN ~ 
IDEOLOGICALLY UNBIASED MANNER? 

GRANTEES' MESSAGES LARGELY MEET DEVED 
REQUIREMEN'IS TO BE PACIUAL AND UNBIASED 

DevEd projects are required to treat development issues impartially: Balanced and unbiased 
messages, no advocacy, no self-aggrandizement, no aggrandizement of the U.S. govemment or 
A.LD. To these aiteria, Ia added the professional appearance of materlals, the 
presence/absence of substantiation of claimed benefits, the strength of recommendations and 
how-to action steps, and other criteria shown below. 

Grantees do a very good job in producing high-quality materials and presenting their messages 
factually. There is very little advocacy, or taking a particular position. But, although materials 
are mostly factual, many of them do l\Ot meet a strict standard of fairness of presenting two
sided messages. That is, factual content is more often presented as a one-sided message (giving 
facts supporting one approach) than as a two-sided message (giving facts for alternative 
approaches). 

There is a complete absence of aggrandizement or criticism of govemment or A.LD., and there 
is no untoward self-promotion. And, although grantees' action recommendations tend to be 
weakr their educational value is good. 

tl!r~- !}'~6:f ~i::sr:.:;.,~am":"t!'!~~sam~ 
selected from each of the three time periods - early, mid-term, and 

current, with more emphasis on recent and current grantees. Of the 98 products found in the 
sample, Ia coded one-third (34) of them. Selection of grantees and products was random. As 
shown in Figure 1, some 17 criteria were used to judge the •quality" of the production of DevEd 
materials and their •consistency" with A.LD. program objectives. 

The comparison covers a broad range of products from inexpensive photocopies to costly 
professional productions. As shown in Figure 1, scoring was on a scale from 0 to 100. Scoring 
does not account for such factors as time for material development, staff expertise, money 
available, type of audiences or uses, or the significance of the materials to the overall project 
mission. The criteria were grouped into five categories: production, message treatment, message 
tone, educational contribution, and self-promotion. Figure 1 does not show a self-promotion 
score, as none was found. .. 

• Production: On a scale from 0to100, grantees do an excellent job in producing materials 
that are professi~nal-looking (87), highly visual (70), and very understandable (75). 

I'· .. ;, ., 

-
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Figure 1 
+ Message treatment · Grantees are much 
more likely to treat content factually (69) than to 
editorialize or take strong positions. But they 
score only in the middle of the scale on giving 
recommendations, providing action steps, and 
penonalizingtheir message directly to the reader. 
They fall further down the scale on faimess of 
two-sided presentations and on substantiating 
their claims with strong, representative evidenc:e. 

Analysis of Grantees' Materials 

• Message Tone: Grantees score 100 in 
faimess of dealing with AJ.O. and U.S. 
government policy - meaning neutral comm~ 
neither aggrandizing nor condemning. There its 
almost no overt advocacy. Al'ld where such 
taking of a position is found, it's tone is muted, 
not shrill or strongly positional. 
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+ Educational ContnDu.tion: Grantees sc:ore 
very highly on the educational value of their 
products (83) and on references to other available 
resources (91). On the other hand, they do not 0 ao 40 '° 
score well on showing manifest evidence of netwoddng with other organizations (41). 

, 
I 

i 

IO 100 

+ Self-promotion: This criterion is not shown in Figure 1. While many messages are 
carried through organizations' pre-existing promotional vehicles, there were no examples of 
materials being blatantly self-promotional. 

Grantees' message treatments have largely met A.LO. objectives of objectivity and non-advocacy. 
However, although the grantees don't advocate positions editorially, their factual messages are 
more often one-sided than not and tend to lack substantiation So they tend to be factually 
accumte, but do not give alternatives. AJ.O. guidelines are needed here. 

Grantees also need guidance in strengthening the spedfidty and immediacy of their 
recommendations and their how-to suggestions of action steps to take. The lack of linking 
messages to action is a weakness seen elsewhere (see Chapter 4). 

I 
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DO MESSAGES TAKE INTO ACCOUNT 
THE CLIMATE OF OPINION OF THE PUBLIC 

AND OF TARGET GROUPS? 

YES, GRANTEES' MESSAGES ARE GENERALL \'RELEVANT, BUT 
MAN\' DO NOT REFLECT KEY SHIFTS IN PUBLIC OPINION. 

DevEd messages are supposed to take into account the interests and climate of opinion toward 
foreign assistance among the general public and the targeted sub-groups, although the means 
for judging this prevailing climate of opinion are not specified. 

ICI found that grantees have developed messages of global interdependency that are highly 
relevant to the American climate of opinion. But the frequency and treatments of some of their 
other themes, while meeting the intentions of the program, do not fit as well with public 
interests, preoccupations, or concerns. 

~1~11111111~.I ~= ~:O~~=~ ~=r:tma::1~~~ 0:;~:~ :~=: 
the themes to the findings of a national public opinion swvey of 1201 

Americans, 18 years or older, and to the findings of a national survey of (i()3 membem of DevEd 
target audiences randomly selected from the lists of 10 grantees. The public opinion survey is 
attached. 

Below are the major project themes in the rank-order of most frequent to least frequent coverage 
in grantees' messages. In each case, ICI compared the theme to the survey finding for il The 
percentages are the total number of grantees dealing with each theme. 

• Poverty (78% ): Although a required DevEd message, most Americans don't believe that 
U.S. foreign aid can effectively reduce Third.World poverty. Moreover, most don't think that 
the root causes of poverty and hunger in the Third World are the same as those in the U.S. 

• Hunger (75%) and Agriculture (56% ): Most Americans believe that U.S. assistance is 
effective for combating hunger and improving nations' food supplies. But among DevEd target 
audiences, support is declining for direct assistana? (like feeding people) and inaeasing for 
indirect assistance (like giving farmers basic equipment). 

• Environment (36% ): The public and DevEd audiences are skeptical that U.S. aid can 
improve the environment and resource conservation; and many do not see a link between Third ~ 
World environmental conditions and those of the U.S. 

• Education (36%) and Trade (32% ): People tend not to see the interconnection of healthy 
minds, healthy bodies, and healthy economies. Aid to education and trade are not priority 
assistance programs for the public. 

• Social Services (24%) and Health (21 % ): Americans generally believe in the efficacy of 
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U.S. assistance to health programs. And health programs have the highest priority among the 
public and DevEd audiences. 

• Business (21%), Finance (21%), Employment (20%): Business and employment have 
much lower priority in DevEd messages than they do with the public. More for the public than 
DevEd audiences, the priority is to protect our jobs and U.S. business opportunities abroad. 

• Democracy (16%), promoting democracy is a high and growing priority with the public 
and Dev Ed audiences; Population (15% ): While the issue has high priority for A.I.D. assistance, 
grantees largely ignore the problem; 11te Media: Despite the relationship of freedom of the 
press and economic development, this is neither a public nor a DevEd priority. 

t••• NEW 1HEME PRIORITJES AND TIU!ATMEN'l'S ARE NEEDED 

Although public opinion should not dictate message strategies, realignment of DevEd issue 
priorities and treatments is needed to be more relevant to popular interests and concerns. 

• New Priorities: The survey findings suggest that DevEd messages ~ving greater 
priority, in order, to (1) population gro~ (2) the environment, (3) health issues, and (4) 
democracy-building would be well-received by the public. 

• New Treatments: DevEd messages have to give different treatments to the following 
themes: (1) Education should be linked to impacts on health and economic growth; (2) 
business/trade/financial themes should be related to benefits to American jobs and business 
interests; and (3) non-health social services should be linked to •gooc1 health• promotion. 

Of anuse, there is no assurance that tailoring messages to public opinion will change public 
opinion. But being relevant to audience thinking is necessary to build message interest and 
credibility, thus heightening awareness. And this is the first objective of DevEd: To make 
Americans more aware of Third World conditions and issues. Awareness is invariably seen as 
a precondition to attitude change. 

Moreover, mechanisms for learning more about current public opinion have to be built into 
DevEd to help grantees keep up-to-date. The national swvey done as part of this study 
contradicts several popular notions about Americans' views of the world and their support for 
humanitarian and economic assistance. If the findings are unexpected for policy-makers, they 
probably are for some grantees as well. 
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HOW HA VE GRANTEES' MESSAGES CHANGED 
AND HA VE THEY REFLECTED SHIFTS 

IN A.I.D. POUCY? 

GRANTEES' MESSAGES HA VE BECOME MORE DIVERSIPIBD, 
SET IN LARGER CONTEXTS, AND REFLECT A.LO. POLICY 
CHANGES 

ICI tried to leam how, if at all, grantees' messages have changed since the program started in 
1982. And, although not required for the grantees' programs, the Agency was also interested 
in whether program themes reflected changes in A.LD. policy over time. 

Early Grantees concentrated on poverty, hunger, and agriculture. Current Grantees have much 
more diverse messages - still hunger and poverty, but much more emphasis on environment, 
education, trade, social services, and health. Mid-term Grantees tend to reOect the transition 
toward divenity. 

Moreover, Current Grantees are somewhat more likely than their predecessors to develop 
contextual themes around their messages - for example, village hunger may be related to 
national environmental degradation. The inaeasing attention to policy contextualization also 
reflects grantees' inaeasing reflection of changes in A.I.D. policies. 

The findings here are based on a content analysis of major themes found in a one-third sample 
of products found in grantees' program files. The 28 grantees and their 34 products were chosen 
randomly. Comparisons were made of the &equency of themes in the materials of Bady, Mid
term, and Ctll'rent Grantees. The themes coded are the same themes descnbed above. Here, 
they were coded by major vs. minor prominence. 

For the analysis of the presence of A.I.D. policy themes, some .16 themes were ordered by the 
time period they were first cited in A.I.D. literature: The •New Directions" policies of the early 
1970s, the "New Directions Expanded" policies in the mid-1970s, the •four Pillan" of the 1980a, 
and by trends for the 199&. These themes were more difficult to code. Instead of major/minor 
mentions, they were coded by whether they were mentioned at all 

Coding was done for four Bady Grantees, eight Mid-Terril Grantees, and 16 Current Grantees. 
The percentage comparisons given below are by grantee time period. The findings are as 
follows: 

+ Changes in Themes: Early Grantees stayed dose to the central messages of poverty, 
hunger, and agriculture. Related issues were education, environment, and trade. Other issues 
had scant mention. Mid-Term Grantees, which tend to lie between the Early and Current 
Grantees, are a bit lower for poverty and hunger themes, and noticeably lower for agriculture 
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and education But they do more on population than the other grantees. 

With similar emphasis (65%-85% range) on hunger, poverty, and agriaa.lture as the other 
grantees, the meuagea of Current Grantea become conalderably more-dlvene. One-half or more 
(50%-55% range) also promote themes of the environment, trade, educatloo, and aodal aerv:lca 
related to personal and family well-being. About three In every 10 amy maaaga on health, 
business, finance, employment, and/or usorted other themes. 

+ Putting Themes Into Context: There bu been a dedlnlng emphasis &om Barty Grantees 
(100%) through Mid-Term Grantees (75%) to Current Grantees (62'1) on the aodal, economic, 
political, and technical causes of hunger and poverty in the Third World. But, ac:roaa the three 
time periods, grantees lcept about the same amount of 1!111phula on global and regional 
inte:n:onnections. Although, whJle some focus on economic interdependence, othen may focus 
on qliality of life. 

More than those earlier, the Current Grantees set DevHd messages in the amtext of the 
environment (Current 62%, others 20%-25%) and tradeoffs of domestic and international agendas 
(Current 67%, others 30% range). But Current Grantees are least likely to set messages within 
the context of humanitarian :raponslbility (Current, 71 %; othen :"',5% range). And, only a few 
Current Grantees deal with the end of the Cold War. 

• Concurrence With A.LO. Policy Shifta: Of the formal A.l.D. policy objectives, "Basic 
Needs" and "Technology Transfet' have remained prevalent across all time periods for three
fourths or more grantees. Similarly, "Institutional Development" and "Child Survival" have 
endured as themes for all grantees. However, there is a pattern of increasing attention to new 
A.l.D. policy objectives . These themes have increased in prominence across time periods: 
"Women iln Development," "Private Sector Initiatives," •Environment," "Sustainability," and 
"Demoaacy Initiatives." Today, each of these policy themes appears in the materials of at least 
seven of every 10 grantees. 

"Women in Development" and "Cost Recovery" a>me to prominence only among Current 
Grantees, 1.ater than might be expected judging by the timing of A.l.D. policy statemenbJ. On 
the other h.md, "Debt Crisis," a fairly recent policy theme, has been at least a minor theme across 
all grant pt?riods - and found among three-fifths of the Mid-term and Current Grantees. But 
only the Ctt:..::-ent Grantees treat "Debt Crisis" as a major theme. 

Although only minor themes, the "End of Cold Wat' and "Focus and Concentrate" are now 
appearing in Current Grantees' materials. Two themes that have modest mention in all periods 
are •Management/Cost-Effectiveness" and "Evaluation/ Acanmtability." 

Mid-Term Grantees are atypical. Sometimes they scored higher and other times lower than the 
expected pattern set by the F.arly and Current Grantees. For example, the Mid-Term Grantees 
were less likely than expected to use "Policy Dialogue," •Child Survival,• and "Women in 
Development" as themes. It is unclear whether the findings suggest a lack of message clarity 
or a time period (mid-19805-1991) of policy transition. 

WIDLE 'IHE1R MESSAGES HA VE DIVERSIFIED, GRANTEES 
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l1&1IDll = HAVE BEllER INFORMATION ABOUC POLICY 

With products, program models, and audie!'ces increasing during the 
life of the DevEd program, the profusion of topics doesn't mean that more individual topics are 
competing in the same "space.• '.aather, message treatment reflects more the change from single
topic presentation to integrated topics - reflecting the expanding focus of A.LD. and other 
intemational agencies on sectoral integration: income-generaticin,. land /water resources, food 
productio~ diet and nutrition, educatio~ health. 

Also, grantees' messages have, on balance, faithfully reftected A.LD. policies and policy shifts. 
Their collective sense of movement in international development policy seems quite good. And 
it has improved over time. But, there's no assurance that such darity will a>ntinue unless A.LD. 
provides annual up-dates to the grantees on a>ntextual themes and Agency policy objectives. 
For example, given popular notions of wasteful ea>raomic aid, a>st-effectiveness was expected 
to be a more prominent theme. If the Agency wants program cost-effectiveness or recipient a>st
benefit to have greater prominence, it should provide information to the grantees. 

I 
~-
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OVERVIEW 

CHAPTERS:AUDIENCEIMPACT 

l•~Rr'~D'lfl~'Alll-
This third chapter evaluates, by inference, the impact of DevEd messages on changes in target 
audience knowledge, attitudes, and behavior related to issues of underdevelopment The key 
findings and conclusions are: 

tl='ml'fl:11 ~main findings are that (~)Audience m':"'ben ~yinvolved 
"""-'·''""''""'h""'''"': m Devl!d programs learn, believe, and do things t!;ey duln't before; and 

among the lmger public, DevEd audiences have much stronger support 
for foreign assistance and understanding of the U.S. stake in the Third World; (2) The themes 
most readily received by the public and DevEd audiences are global interdependency, 
humanitarian responsibility, and economic assistance; (3) The themes most strongly resisted are 
helping others before solving our own problems; that root causes of Third World hunger and 
poverty are the same as in the U.S.; and that aid can be effective in dealing with poverty, 
population gro~ and environmental conditions. 

~~~91 :.:~Ii~~~:::=~==-..:.. <!!i~ri::ui .. ~~ 
audiences are much more favorable and more highly active and 

involved relative to the Third World. The differences are so significant and consistent that 
personal predispositions and historical change are not enough to explain the differences. (2) 
Americans believe in an interdependent world, but they do not see themselves as similar to 
people in the Third World. Their view seems to be that •we are linked together as different 
people in on~ world." They want to help the Third World but want these countries to help 
themselves too. 

.. ........ 
The findings and conclusions here are the basis for program recommendations in Chapter 6 that 
develop grantee selection aiteria and project design around (1) the scope or level of audience 
reach - national, regional, state, local; and (2) the objective to be achieved - audience awareness, 
audience .involvement, professional development, and community /institution-building. These 
would become funding categories. · 
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WHAT HAS BEEN DEVED'S IMPACT 
ON TARGET AUDIENCES? 

Compared with the general public, DevBd audiences know more, talk more, read more, and do 
more about Third World issues than they did five years ago. They are more active in Third 
World issues and causes, they give more money as donations, they get more mail on Third 
World issues, and they are more likely to leam something and take some action based on the 
mailings. Both DevBd audiences and the public strongly support U.S. humanitarian and 
economic assistance; both have global views of interdependencies; and both believe that much 
U.S. assistance is effective. But on most measures, DevEd audiences tend to be much more 
supportive than the public. 

1- ::.=:: .::o~:::-:;~ s: 1:.!.i7.: :&e!" .!.~ 
1201 adults in the general public; (2) comparisons of the most highly 

educated people in both swveys; (3) comparisons on identical questions asked in two previous 
general public swveys; and ( 4) qualitative data from focus group discussions with audience 
members of five grantees 

Both swveys were conducted by National Rese~ Inc. The sample for the national general 
public survey compares well to U.S. Census population data and other swveys. It is, thus, 
representative of Americans, age 18 and older. As noted earlier, the sample of 603 DevEd 
audience members was selected from the mailing lists and participant lints of 10 grantees, of 
some 30 grantees who were contacted. In selecting respondents, different sampling &actions 
were used to control the number of members from very large organizations or from very 
specialized lists - such as A.I.D. conference participants, thus reducing their number among 
respondents. As such, the 603 are :representative of a mixture of primary, secondary, and tertiaiy 
audience membem for those grantees who maintain mailing lists. 

The surveys used to address the question about changes in target audiences were done at the 
same point in time, March 1993. Single-time swveys are limited in showing causes and effects. 
As the same people are not observed at different times during their exposure to development 
education messages vemus comparable groups of other people with no exposure, ICI can only 
infer the impact of DevEd on its audiences. 

For inferences of effects, DevEd audiences were compared with the public on the identical 
questionnaire. Where found, some differences may result from DevEd audiences being more 
predisposed to interest, favorable beliefs, and stronger feelings about Third World issues than 
are membem of the public. However, to guard against the possibility that education alone 
affects people's interests and beliefs, the highest educated group (college graduates) in the public 
was compared with the same highest educated group in the DevEd audience sample. 

_, 
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Unless otherwise noted, data comparisons in the text are •statistically significant," meaning that 
the likelihood is very remote that such differences could be due to chance. The findings for 
DevEd audiences compared with the public are: 

-
• More Active Than Before: As shown in Table 4 below, by a margin of about 6-to-1 over 
the general public., DevEd members are "more active" today in programs, groups, or causes 
concerned with the Third World than they were five years ago. At least two-thirds of both 
groups know more, talk more, and read more than five years ago. The differences (not shown) 
are much greater when those saying "less likely" are subtracted from those saying "more likely." 
Then, the net differences between DevEd audience members and the public are large. 

+ Get More Mail, Give More Money: DevEd audience members get more mail and are 
more likely to answer it They are three times more likely to take some action based on it and 
they are about twice as likely to "learn something from the mailings" that they didn't know 
before. They also are more likely to donate money to charities and "groups promoting social or 
non-political causes." 

• Support Humanitadan and Economic Aid: For Third World and Eastern European 
countries, including nations of the former Soviet Unio~ Americans favor giving •humanitarian 
aid" by a margin of about :>to-1 over those opposed. Among DevEd audience members, the 
margin is about 20-to-1. Of every 10 citizens: Seven favor giving humanitarian aid and .fill 
favor economic assistance. And of every 10 DevEd audience members: Over nine favor 
humanitarian aid and nearly nine favor economic assistance. 

TABLE 4: DEVED AUDIENCES AND GENERAL PUBLIC ATnTUDES AND BEHAVIOR 

::ii)~~~i~llJ.lfMBl811.l;li~l,~~i~i/ ;~l;::;:,:;.i,;;;;:/.;i~m;::: rn:::,, .. :'.:::''.:1ij>,,:::&~ 
CHANGES IN BEHAVIOR OVER PASTS YEARS: 
•More active In Third World groups, iaal•, or caJB88 
•Better Informed abcut laaues In 1lird World ccurtrlee 
+More likely to dscuas laaues In Third World cauntrles 
•More likely to read newapaper/magazJne stories 
•More likely to donate money to such groups 

RESPONSES TO MAIL ABOllr 1HE THIRD WORLD: 
•Receive mall about Third World groups. programs, cauaes 
•Get mall or materials once a month or more often 
+Have responded to some of the mailings 
+Have taken some action based en the mailings 
+Learned something from mailings that ddn't know before 

SUPPORT FOR HUMANITARIAN AND ECONOMIC AID: 
•Favor U.S. humanitarian aid to developing countries 
•Favor U.S. humanitarian aid to Eastern Europes1 countries 
•Favor U.S. economic aaslstsnce to developing COU'dries 
•Favor U.S. economic aaslsta'lce to Eastern European ccurtrles 
•Favor assisting Third Wortd fNf!ll Eastern Eurq>ean countries 

55% 
85 
74 
fr/ 
58 

80% 
89 
ST 
52 
78 

94% 
93 
85 
87 
47 

9% 
78 
73 
68 
41 

27% 
22 
28 
15 
42 

72% 
71 
53 
51 
41 

+ Favor the Third Wodd: Both groups would give all forms of. aid equally to different 
regions. But, if they had to choose among U.S. aid recipients, more DevEd audience members 
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favor assistance to the Third World than to former USSR nations or to Eastern Europe. 

So, both DevEd audience members and the public strongly support U.S. humanitarian and 
economic assistance to other ru1tions. As shown below in Table 5, tl'!.eir support seems related 
to the belief that improvements in 1bird World conditions will have positive economic and 
political benefits to the U.S. as well as to the world generally. On almost all questions, DevEd 
audience members score more favorably that the public 

+ Economic Interdependence: Huge majorities of both groups believe that Third World 
and Eastern European economies affect the U.S. economy. Likewise, great majorities of both 
groups believe that "stronger" Third World economies will have positive impacts on the U.S. 
economy and on U.S. business, trade, jobs, and national security. DevEd audience members 
generally are 10- to 20-percentage points higher on these questions. 

TABLE&: DEVEi> AUDIENCE MEMBERS AND GENl!RAL PUBLIC ATITl'UDES AND UEHAVIOR 

BELIEFS ABOUT GLOBAL INTERDEPENDENCIES: 
•Third World econcmles have elfect on U.S. economy 
•Eastern Europeai econcmlee have affect on U.S. economy 

STRONGER THIMD WORLD WILL HAVE POSITIVE IMPACTS ON: 
•U.S. business opportunltiea In the Third World 
•U.S. sales e.nd exports to the Third World 
•The U.S. economy 
•Jobe In the United States 
•U.S. national eaculty 
•You, your family, and yru community 
+The environment In the U.S. 
+Improving world proaperlty 
+Improving world peace 
•Improving democracy In the world 

ATTITUDES ABOUT SELF-INTERESTS AND CONTINUED ASSISl"ANCE: 
+Solve our unemployment before olher countries 
•Solve our own poverty problems befa'e olher countries 
+Educate our own d'llldren before other cauntrlea 
+Many aid programs ll'e bad; they make countries dependent 
•Blame Third World problems on poor pllD'ling 
•Blame hunger and poverty on corrupt governments 
•Causes of Third World ht.11ger/poverty sane as In U.S. 
+Give them less aid and leave them alone to develop 
+Their problems ;re ao overwhelming, there's nothing U.S. C31 do 
•With end Of the Cold War, aid should be reduced 
•The United Nations can do the beet Job of aasiatm1C8 
•U.S. spends more money on economic aid that mllltay dafan8a 

95% 
82 

94% 
88 
90 
BJ 
f&a 
88 
81 
95 
93 
90 

48% 
49 
49 
81 
52 
48 
49 
14 
14 
18 
34 
4 

f'" " ... ,, 

91% 
91 
89 
83 
75 
74 
:rt 
40 
42 
53 
47 
27 

+ "You" and the Environment: DevEd audience members are much more likely to see 
personal effects of stronger Third World nations on themselves, their families, and communities. 
Both groups tend to be divided on positive impacts of Third World development on the U.S. 
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environment As shown in Table S, DevEd audience members are much less self-protective than 
is the public and more lenient toward Third World problems and the continuation of U.S. 
assistance. 

+ Self-interests: DevEd audience members (50~ range) are much less likely than the public 
(85%-90% range) to say that, before we tum to the problems of other countries, we should first 
Solve our own poverty problems; solve our own unemployment; and educate our own children 

+ Continuing Assistance: DevEd audience members are: Less harsh in blaming 
developing countries' poor planning or conuption for their problems; less willing to abandon 
them to "develop in their own wa"/' or to fear that they will become •dependent on us"; more 
optimistic about "improving conditions in developing countries"; and more empathic in seeing 
similar "causes of hunger and poverty" across nations. 

+ Multilateralism After the Cold War: Both groups tend to think that the United Nations 
can do the best job of assisting other nations, the public more than DevEd audience members. 
But only a few DevEd audience members would cut foreign assistance now that the Cold War 
is over as opposed to about one-half the public. Also only a handful of DevEd members and 
a fourth of the public think that the U.S. spends more money on economic assistance than on 
military defense. 

The public's support for prominent U.S. leadership in world affairs is very strong. The support 
of DevEd audiences members is even stronger. They have many reasons, including support for 
the benefits of free trade and, possibly, the perception that U.S. assistance is effective for various 
kinds of problems in developing countries. In Table 6 below, the views of DevEd audience 
members and the general public are compared on thPir beliefs about U.S. leadership and 
effectiveness of U.S. assistance to the 1bird World. 

+ U.S. Leadership: Over nine of every 10 DevEd audience members believe that 
"American economic and moral leadership is vital to a peaceful and prosperous world." And that 
"In the long ~ helping other countries to develop will pay great and lasting dividends to all 
of us." Some of the other reasons more than three-fourths of DevEd audience members support 
active world leadership and assistance to others are that We help make other countries "more 
stable." We keep them as "allies." And our "aid is essential if other countries are to become s~lf
sufficienl" 

+ Free-Market Forces: Large majorities of the public and almost all DevEd audience 
members say that "Free and open trade among all nations is good for international prosperity"; 
we should help farmers in other countries •even if it means that they buy less fOC'd from the 
U.S."; and it is .D2! against our interest to help developing nations because •they wit compete 
with us economically and politically." 

It's often thought that Americans don't think U.S. foreign assistance has any effect on improving 
life in developing countries. Instead, most people think that U.S. aid works to alleviate a wide 
range of adverse conditions in the Third World. 



30 

TABLE 8: DEVED AUDIENCE MEMBERS AND GENERAL PUBUC BEUEFS ABOUT U.S. ASSISl"ANCE 

U.S. LEADERSHIP AND FRl!E-llARKET FORCES: 
+Amerlcai leaderahlp la vttal to a peaceful &'Id proeperoua wortd 
+Helping Cllher countries develop make them more stable 
+U.S. aid helps us mike or keep olher CCUltrles • allles 
+Helping Third World develop Wiii pay great Sid lmstlng dividend& 
+U.S. aid Is easentlal If other countries .. to become aelf-eufllcient 
tFree, open trade le good for lnternallonal proeperlty 
+Help other countries grow food even If buy lees fran U.S. 
+Help developing countries even If they compete with us 

U.S. ASSISfANCE IS EFFEC11VE FOR: 
+Feeclng the t.Jngry a"ld poor 
+Improving countries' ablllty to produce own food aupply 
+Encour~ng 1he growth Of democracy 
+Strengthening Third World econanles 
+Increasing people's level Of education 
+Reducing death rates among children 
+Protecting victims Of ethnic conftlct Sid civil war 
+Conserving the Third World's natural resources 
+Reducing poverty 
+Reducing populallon growth rates In the Third World 

92% 91% 
91 83 
77 77 
93 77 
79 88 
90 87 
94 87 
95 fr1 

79% 77% 
73 88 
fr1 88 
71 63 
88 82 
89 59 
40 51 
33 47 
47 45 
33 29 

+ Effective Aid: Here, DevEd audience members and the general public are much alike: 
most DevEd audience members and the public believe that U.S. assistance is effective in: Feeding 
the hungry and poor; improving agricultural production; encouraging democracy; strengthening 
Third World economies; raising the level of education; and reducing children's death rates. In 
strengthening national economies and reducing death rates, DevEd audience members are m~ 
likely to think foreign aid is effective. 

+ Ineffective Aid: DevBd audience memben are as skeptical or even more pessimistic than 
the public about the effectiveness of U.S. assistance in addressing certain other conditions. That 
is: DevEd followers are much less likely than other Americans to feel that our assistance has any 
effect on "protecting victims of ethnic conflicts" or on "conserving ... natural resources"; and 
DevEd followers and the public are about equally inclined to disbelieve that U.S. assistance has 
any effect on "reducing poverty" or "reducing population growth rates." 

In summary, Americans put their self-interests before others. Although DevEd audience 
members are much less self-protective, about nine of every 10 dti7.ens want the U.S. to solve 
many of its own problems first and protect U.S. jobs and business abroad. But the public's 
world view is not provincial. Very large numbers see economic linkages among nations; see 
positive impacts on the U.S. from strengthening Third World economies; and believe that helping 
the Third World will have positive global impacts. For DevEd audience members, the positive 
pattern of findings is the same, but at much higher levels of agreement. 

For both samples, the exception is the environment. Relatively small majorities see positive 
impacts of stronger Third World nations on the U.S. -environment Both groups have rather 
favorable views of the effectiveness of U.S. assistance abroad, but are divided or skeptical about 
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effects on reducing poverty, improving the environment, and slowing population growth. 

~1!1!111 ==i:..~=~8:c!:°ta,°:.;"'i:::0!::~= 
in both the general public survey and the DevEd audience survey. At 

no time during the interview was any mention made of ALD., the DevEc:l program, or DevEd 
grantees, groups, or projects. Additionally, qualitative focus group data from five grantees' 
audience members are used to buttress the survey comparisons. The purpose of both sets of 
data is to strengthen inferenc:es of DevEd effects on its audienc:es. 

Table 7 below compares the answers to the same questions by college-edur.ated people in the 
DevEd target audience survey and college-educated people in the general public survey. For 
both samples, the best educated respondents had at least a college degree. For each question 
shown below, percentages are compared for the positive or negative response of highest intensity 
- for example, "great" effect, •strongly" favor, and so on. For convenience, the reader can 
assume that any difference between the samples that is 10 percent or more is a real difference -
- not a difference due only to chance. 

As Table 7 below shows, highly educated DevEd audience members are much more strongly 
positive than are highly educated members of the American public about support for economic 
and humanitarian aid; about the favorable impacts of the interdependencies among nations; and 
about the benefits of strong U.S. leadership. Furthermore, the best educated people in the 
DevEd audienc:es are less preoccupied with U.S. self-interests and less pessimistic about Third 
World problems than are the best educated people in the public. 

Thus, as compared with the highest educated members of the public: 

+ Great Effects Among Economies: By margins of 10.20 percent, the best educated Dev Ed 
audience members (30%-50% range) are more likely to say that Third World economies and 
Eastem European economies have •great" effects on the U.S. economy. 

+ Strongly Favor Assistance: By margins of 10-20 percent, DevEd audience members (90%-
95% range) are more likely to "favor" giving humanitarian aid and economic assistance to the 
Third World and Eastern Europe, including countries of the former USSR. 

+ Strongly Agree on Positive Impacts: By margins of about 20 percent, DevEd audience 
members (40%-55% range) are more likely to see "very positive• impacts ofstrongerThird World 
economies on U.S. jobs, economic opportunities, and national security. Similarly, they are more 
than twice as likely to see personal effects on themselves, their families, and oommunities. 
Neither group, however, sees much impact on environmental conditions in the U.S. 

+ Great Effects on Global Conditions: By margins of about 15-20 percent, DevEd audience 
members (40%-60% range) are more likely to see "great" effects of U.S. assistance on promoting 
world peace, prosperity, and demoaacy. 
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TABLE 7: SELEcta> RESPONSES OF HIGHEST EDUCATED GROUPS IN BOTH SAMPLES 

----INTERDEPENDENCY AND SUPPORT FOR HUllANFTARIAN AND 
ECONOMIC AID: 
•Third World econcmlea have great elfect on U.S. economy 
•Eastern Europeai economies have great effect on U.S. economy 
•Strongly favor humanitarian aid to develaplng countries 
•Strongly favor humanitarian aid to Eastern European countriee 
•Strongly favor economic aid to developing coootrles 
•Strongly favor economic aid to Eastern European coootrlee 

STRONGLY AGREE 1HIRD WORLD HAS POSITIVE IMPACTS ON: 
•U.S. bualne8s opportunttlee In the Third World 
•U.S. sales and exports to the lhlrd World 
•The U.S. economy 
•Jobs In the United States 
tU.S. national secuity 
•You, your family, and your community 
•The environment In the U.S. 
•Improving wcrfd prosperity 
+Improving world peace 
•Improving democracy In the world 

S1RONGLY AGREE ON U.S. LEADERSHIP AND FREE-MARKETS: 
+American leadership Is vltal to a peaceful aid proeperous world 
•Helping other countries develop make them more stable 
•U.S. aid helps us make er keep Dlher ccumies • allies 
+Helping Third World develop wi11 pay great and lasting dvldenda 
•U.S. aid la essential If other countries se to became eelf-euftlcient 
+Free, open trade Is good for International proepertty 
+Help other countries grON food even If buy le88 from U.S. 
+Help developing countries even If they compete with us 

STRONGLY AGREE ON SELF-INTERESTS BEFORE AID: 
•Solve our own unemployment before other coun1ries 
+Solve our own poverty problems before dher counbiee 
+Educate our own children before other countries 
+Many aid programs se bad; they make countries dependent 

STRONGLY DISAGREE ON REASONS FOR CURTAILING AID: 
+Blame Third World problems on poor planning 
•Blame hunger mid poverty en c:arrupt government& 
•Causes or Third World h1.11ger/pcwerty same as In U.S. 
+Give them less aid aid leave them alone to develop 
+Their problems se so overwhelming, there's ndhing U.S. cai do 
•With end of the Cald War, aid ahould be reduced 

50% 31% 
33 23 
94 80 
91 80 
88 88 
89 fr1 

55% 38% 
47 23 
39 18 
37 21 
44 18 
38 15 
18 10 
58 37 
59 38 
39 26 

82% 54% 
61 44 
24 31 
73 40 
29 17 
54 S5 
72 80 
85 47 

19" 57% 
15 53 
18 62 
26 42 

21% 11% 
29 12 
23 35 
53 28 
80 30 
59 21 

• Strongly Agree on U.S. Leadership: By margins of about 30-40 percent, DevEd audience 
members (75$-85% range) are more likely to •strongly agree• that the U.S. should help other 
countries even if they compete with us, and that helping the Third World will pay great 
dividends. Majorities of DevEd audience members (60%-70% range) also strongly agree that U.S. 
aid helps countries be more stable and that we should help them grow food even if they buy 

' 



33 

less from us. The margin of difference is 10-15 percent greater than the public. Only a minority 
of both samples strongly agree that U.S. aid is essential to other countries self-sufficiency. The 
margin of difference is about 10 percent However, the two highly educated groups are equally 
likely to strongly agree that U.S. aid keeps other countries as allies (both in the 25%-30% range) 
or that free, open trade is good for international prosperity (both in 55% range). 

+ Less Preoccupied with US. Self-Interests: By margins of about 35-40 percent, Dev& I 
audience members (15%-20% range) are less likely than the public (50%-55% range) to •strongly 
agree" that the U.S. should take care of its own problems of poverty, unemployment, and 
education before helping the Third World. DevEd audience members are also less likely to 
strongly agree that many aid ~rograms are bad because they aeate dependency on U.S. 
resources . 

.- Strongly Disagree on Catting U.S. Aid: By margins of about 25-35 percent, majorities 
of the DevEd audience members (55%-65% range) are more likely to "strongly disagree" that U.S. 
aid should be reduced now with the end of the Cold War; that we should give less aid and leave 
other countries to develop; and that Third World problems are so overwhelming that there is 
nothing the U.S. can do. By margins of about 10-15 percen~ more DevEd audience members 
(20%-30% range) "strongly disagree" that poor planning or corruption have caused Third World 
problems. One a related question, fewer DevEd audience members (25% range) than the public 
(35% range) strongly disagrees that the conditions that cause hunger and poverty are the same 
in the U.S. and the Third World. 

+ Other Evidence: Controlling on people's level education, there are other comparisons 
of the best educated people in both samples that suggest that DevEd has high and wide impact 
on its audiences. For example, the best educated DevEd audience members are much more 
likely that those in the general public to talk every day about international issues; to be asked 
their opinions; to be more active than before in Third World issues, causes, and programs; or to 
donate money to charitable causes. The findings here are illustrative of a consistent pattern of 
differences between the two samples. 

In addition to the comparisons of the most highly educated people in both samples, there is 
considerable anecdotal, impressionistic evidence of DevEd impacts garnered in the focus group 
discussions with staff and audience members of a few grantee projects. These impacts range 
from the level of the individual to institutions. For example: 

+ Qualiiative Individual Impacts: Unquestionably, development educational materials 
have impact on student leaming in the classroom. The following two pages dramatize the 
learning gains of development education instruction in schools, where the impact on student 
learning is measured by "semantic mapping" of what they know about Africa before the 
development education dass versus what they know after the class. 

Outside the classroom, there were other kinds of impacts. For example, students reported new 
behaviors: that they were now "arguing" with their parents about Third World conditions that 
they had not done before; some said they were now for the first time •reading the newspaper" 
or "books" about developing countries; and others said that they wanted to continued or had 
continued more studies on developing . countries. · Several talked naturally about the 
interrelationships among nations. But when pressed, they acknowledged that these were new 
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views conveyed through the classes. 

Similar individual effects were found for groups of the elderly and social workers. One unusual 
effect was cited by a grantee who said that job applicants come to his organization because of 
their favorable learning experience in the DevEd-funded project. -

Yet another unusual effect was the "reverse impact" of development education on foreign 
participants. DevEd audience members recounted some experiences with people from other 
countries who learned more as program participants about "the extent" and 11the seriousness" of 
problems in their countries than they lcnew back home. As one woman said: "You're telling me 
more about my own counb:y than I lcnew .... Now, I have new resolve to work on (these) 
problems." Another kind of impact on U.S. participants was mentioned by retired p2rSOns who, 
because of their DevEd program experience, took the opportunity to go to other countries, and 
to return home to "do more here." 

+ Qualitative Institutional Impacts: DevEd programming has led to some significant 
institutional changes. The national association of social workers in the study adopted a policy 
statement on assistance to international development as part of its organiz.ational mission and 
created a new division of international affairs. The social workers in the focus group were 
unanimous in agreeing on the favorable impacts on changing their publications, materials 
dissemination, program emphases, and even on raising funds for new intemationally~riented 
groups and activities. However, the most dramatic professional effect they cited was the amount 
of useful, technical knowledge gained from social workers in other countries on dealing with the 
same kinds of problems as abuse, drugs, delinquency, or teen pregnancy as they face in the U.S. 
Other members of the elderly group also recounted using here things they have learned from 
practices (such as composting) in other countries. 

A Midwest university grantee formed an international activities gi"'JUp after the DevEd grant 
The group continued working with foreign students and grew. Now it has become a formal 
chapter of, and holds regional conferences for, the Society for International Development 
Another grantee in the same city began an informal "Tea and Talk" group to discuss 
international concerns. The group has multiplied and is active in other countljes as well. 
Another grantee grew from some 100 to over 800 sites/chapters working on "world food day" 
activities. 

One of the most interesting impacts of DevEd grants seems to have occurred with some grantees 
whose projects did not continue. Although they cut back their project-related activities, a 
"residual effect" of their participation was that they continued using skills and techniques learned 
in their DevEd experience - for example, better audience targeting and more specific messages. 

In summary, there is strong, representative quantitative eVidence and persuasive, anecdotal 
qualitative evidence that DevEd programming has had wide, lasting impact on its grantees and 
members of its target audiences. 

I•~~~ '.111• ~~this secti~ are. based on <X>Dlparisons '"!lh ~gs for 
""""'-''''''' "" '''''"''""'': identical questions asked m the 1986 survey, What Amencans Think. by 

Interaction and the Overseas Development Council as well as a 1991 
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suivey by The Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, Amerlcan Public O?inion and U.S. ForeJgn 
Policar."3 

For inferences, ICI compared DevE.J audience members with the public in 1993, and compared 
both of them with public opinion in previous studies (see Table 8 below). Where found, some 
differences may again be due to predisposition. Other differences may be due to the simple 
passage of time. during which Americans gmerally became better informed and more 
opinionated about developing countries. This issue will be discussed in more detail later in this 
chapter. 

The first set of trend questions compares support for •very important" U.S. foreign policy goals 
today with those reported in the 1991 study, American Public Opinion and U.S. Forei&n Policy. 
Among both the public and DevP.d audience members there are heightened economic concerns, 
but less so for DevBd audiences: 

+ Public 'Economic Concems: Many more people today say it's "very important" to protect 
U.S. jobs (doubling to 87% from 39'1 in 1991). Also, more people today (49%) than previously 
(27%) say it's very important to protect U.S. business interests abroad. However, fewer today 
(31%) than two years ago (42%) say it's very important to raise other countries' standard of 
living. 

+ DevEd Global Concerns: DevEd audience members appear to be the opposite mirror 
image of today's public. They are about half as likely to have strong concerns about protecting 
U.S. jobs or busin~ interests and about twice as likely to feel strongly about raising others' 
standards of living. On these economic concerns, they are more like the public two years ago 
than like the public today. 

On non-economic goals, public support for protecting human lights in other countries has not 
changed (about 45% today and in 1991), but it is of increasing concern for DevEd audience 
members (68'1 ). DevEd audience members are also more concerned than the public today about 
protecting war victims (47% vs. 33% ). And both the public and DevEd audience members today 
feel more strongly (40% range) than those in 1991 (25% range) about promoting democracy 
abroad. 

Other questions from the 1986 What Amerlcans Think study were repeated in tUs study, as 
shown in Table 9: 

+ Interdependency: As compared with most of the 1987 public (74% ), a larger majority of 
the public (83%) and almost all DevEd audience members today (95%) believe that "Third World 
economies affect the U.S. economy.• 

+ Economic Assistance: While there has been no change in American public support for 
giving economic assistance today (52%) from 1986 (M%), many more members of DevEd 

a Christine E. Contee, Whal Americans Think: Views ari 08'\181opment m'ld U.S.-Thlrd World Relations. 
Washington, D.C.: lnteracllon ni the Over98BS Development Council, 1987. And John E. Reilly (ed.), 
American Public Opinion m'ld U.S. Forelm Policy. Chicago: The Chi~ Councll on Forel9"1 Relallons, 1991. 
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audience (86%) favor economic usiatance today. 

TAllUI I: ,,.INDl IN RATINGI OI' •VIUr( IMPOWrANT- l'CIRllON POLICY 00..18 

•Protect th• Jobe of Amtrlctl"I #Orlen 
•Proteot Am«IC81 bulfn .. lnttr-. lbrolld 
•Protect hum1n rlghtl In other oounlli• 
•Help Improve oth« oountriM' IC81dlrdl d llvlng 
•Help bring dtmucrllllc form of gDIM'nrnWlt 
•Protect vtotlm• of lllhnlc contlct Ind dvll WW' 

4'"' :n 
• 13 
31 
47 

~ 
48 
48 
31 
38 
33 

• U.S. Leadenhlp: There ia no change between 19111 and today in. public or DevBd 
aud~ence beliefs that U.S. aid help11 keep "allies" (all 75" range). But DevBd audience memben 
(91'1) are more likely than .. ,11 ,,. public (both 83") to believe that "helping other countries 
develop will make them more arable." And fewer of the public today (68'1) than the 1986 public 
(80'1) or the DevEd audience& (7") think that "U.S. aid ls euential lf other countrla are to 
become self-sufficient" 

• Pree-market Forces: The two publics are much the same, but DevBd audierK'e memben 
are much more in favor of helping other countries "to grow their own food" even if they buy Ina 
from the U.S. (94%), and to aay that it is in the U.S.'1 interests to help Third World countries 
even if they "compete with us economically and politically" (95'1). 

• Self-protection: Here, too, the two publics are alike, with great majorities saying we 
should "solve our own poverty problems" before aaaisting othen (91,,, today; 85'1, previously) 
and that many aid programs "make other countries too dependent on us" (83'1, today; 751, 
previously). By contrast, DevBd audience memben are much Jm willing to agree with theae 
statements (49% and 61 ~' respectively). 

• Bl~ and Abandon: Fewer DevEd audienc:e memben aay that the Third World is to 
'blame for their own problems because of poor planning" (25'1, DevEd; 15'1-80%, two publics); 
that we should give other countries "less aid and leave them alone" (14", DevEd; 4()1, two 
publics); or that Third World problems are "so overwhelming that anything the U.S. does has 
no effect" (14%, DevEd; ~·~,publics). 

• Charitable Donations: Economically constrained, fewer people today (55'1) than in 1987 
(81 % ) donate money to charitable causes. By amtrast, DevEd audience memben are just as 
likely or more to donate money (85'1) than those previously. And DevEd audience memben 
are much more likely (34%) to donate larger sums than the public today (131) or previously 
(18%). 

Other trend questions showed that public priorities for assistance programs have changed. New 
priorities are emerging: controlling AIDS/HIV has the highest priority of all progrants and 
r.ontrolling illegal drugs also rates highly - these programs were not included in the 1986 study. 
Traditional priorities are declining: compared with 1986, public support today is generally lower 
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for those programs that still have high official priority - disaster relief, birth control, health 
programs, food and agricultural assistance; and public support is lower as well for other 
programs for building infrastructure, education, business, and military uses. 

By contrast, DevEc! audience members have very different views from the publics' views today 
and in 1987. As shown in Table 10, on a rating scale from 1 (low) to 10 (high) the analysis 
reveals the followin~ 

+ New Priorities Vary: DevEd audience members are concerned about controlling 
AIDS/HIV, as is the public. But DevEd audience members are less willing than the public to 
use aid to help control illegal drugs (6.0 versus 7.1). 

'rABLE 9: 1RENDS IN POSl11VE RESPONSES FOR SELECTED ATmVDE QUESTIONS . 

IP'~ 
+Third World econcrnles eftec::t U.S. economy 
+Favor giving economic 1188ietsice to Olher countries 
+Helping other countries makee 1hem more stable 
•Helping other countries keeps 1hem • aliee 
•U.S. aid Is essential for countries' aelf-euftlclency 
+Help farmers grow food even If they buy leas from U.S. 
•Help other countries even If they compete with U.S. 
•We!!!!. 90lve our poverty 1r1d help alher8 too 
•Many aid programs ••.!Jg! bad becalae they came dependency 
+Third World !Jg! to blame for problems due to poor plsmlng 
+Do not give 1888 aid and leave them to develop alone 
+Problems ae.J!!! so overwhelming 1hal U.S. cwi do nalhlng 
+Donated money In past 12 monlha to ctallable orglriZallona 
•Donated more than $500 to auc:h cha1table argmllzallcns 

95% 
88 
91 
T1 
79 
94 
95 
50 
37 
<48 
84 
85 
85 
34 

83% 
52 
83 
71 
88 
fJ1 
fr/ 
9 
16 
21 
57 
58 
55 
13 

74% 
54 
83 
74 
80 
fJ1 
85 
15 
23 
17 
47 
<48 
81 
18 

• Direct Assistance Has Less Support: Compared with both publics, DevEd audience 
members give less or equal support for direct assistance. &pedally compared to the 19ffl public, 
DevEd audience support has declined for direct assistance or commodities. 

• Indirect Assistance Has Mom Support: More than both publics, DevEd audience 
members give higher priority to programs of indirect assistance toward development goals -
family planning education and birth control, basic farming supplies, small business development, 
lowering infant death ra~es, and U.S. education programs. DevF.d audience members today look 
more to developing countries to be responsible, self-help partners in development, not just 
recipients. 

I 
< 
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TABLE 10: TRENDS IN AVERAGE RATINGS OF ASSISTANCE PROGRAM PRIORmES 

• Against Military Uses: There has been a sharp drop in public support for using aid 
funds to buy foreign land for U.S. military purposes (4.6, today; 6.0, previously). Among DevEd 
audiences, the military priority is very low (2.8). It is their only negative rating across all 
programs. On the other hand, ~Ed audience members (6.9) are noticeably more supportive 
than either publics (both 5.8) of helping victims of ethnic/ dvil conflicts. 

The pattern of differences between DevEd audience members and the public today and between 
people this year and similar people in earlier years is so a>nsistendy strong that personal 
predisposition and/or history alone is not enough to explain it 

If predisposition explained the differences, there should be more blurring, more overlap, of the 
behaviors, values, and beliefs of the groups. But there are virtually no inconsistendes in the 
response patterns of these distinctively different populations. If history were the explanation, 
·the changes between the publics should be reflected in DevEd audience members too. But while 
public views 1.md behavior vary with different issues, DevEd audience members are markedly 
consistent Where the public is negative, DevBd audience members are positive. And where 
the public is ptlsitive, DevEd audience members are more positive. 

If predispositio11 alone were the explanation for the consistent, marked differences between 
DevBd audieno'? members and the general public, then level of education would be a 
contnbuting foroe to these differences; in some cases pemaps smothering them or evening them 
out But, by comparing only the best educated people in both samples, it is found that DevEd 
audience membei."S still are a>nsistently more strongly supportive of U.S. assistance to, and 
favorable toward, the Third World than are those highly educated people in the American 
public. The inference that DevEd programming has impact on those exposed to it is difficult to 

--
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ignore. 

As the differences are so consistent and extreme, IO concludes that because of the synergy of 
their predisposition and DevEcl program exposure, DevEcl audience members leam more, know 
more, read more, talk more, respond more, do more, and give more than do other Americans; 
and are more favorable toward the Third "Vorld and supportive of U.S. assistance. 

WHICH DEVELOPMENT THEMES HA VE BEEN 
MOST ~EADILY RECEIVED 

AND WHICH HA VE BEEN MOST RESISTED? 

_,,, $g~o!~~IST£Nr 
This section desaibes the themes to which DevEcl audience members and the public are most 
responsive as well as those they appear to resist For all themes descn"bed here, Dev Ed audience 
members are consistently and notably more favorable than the public. However, their views are 
not uncritical. They are skeptical of efforts to change conditions of poverty, population growth, 
and the environment 

1~-~~- =~~:;~di'::mi:"'1benonan~ ::~:~i:.= 
public. Findings are also supported by focus group discussions with 

grantees' staff members and members of grantees' audiences. 

THEMES READILY RECEIVED: The following are themes that are well-received by the 
American people; plus the meanings they seem to give those themes: 

+ Interdependency: It's a Global Village. The economies of the U.S., the Third World, 
and Eastem Europe/former USSR are inextricably linked. Our assistance to them affects us and 
in tum affects global peace, prosperity, and demoaacy. And, to a lesser extent, helping Third 
World countries to develop affects "me, my family, and my comm~ty. • 

+ Humanitarianism: Is Om Responsibility. A moral value of the American spirit is to 
help the less-fortunate. There is great support for humanitarian aid. Ea>nomic assistance is not 
as important as humanitarian aid, but, because of global interconnections and the positive 
impacts on our own economy and social sectors, it's necessary to give economic aid too - to all 
regions. 

+ Regional Aid: Don't Forget the Third Wodd. Countries of Eastem Europe and the 
former Soviet Union are important to prospects for international peace and prosperity. But the 
Third World countries have greater priority than these "Second World" countries. 

+ U.S. Leadenhip: Is Vital. Active U.S. leadership is vital to world peace and prosperity. 
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Our assistance promotes democracy, stability, and friendships. In the long-nm, this will pay 
great, lasting dividends to us all. This includes free, open trade among all nations: There is 
more to gain than to lose. 

+ Optimism: Much Assistance Works, But Be Selective. Our foreign assistance works 
aaoss a wide range of adverse conditions in developing countries. But not all of it works. Be 
selective in giving assistance. The Third World can become stronger economically. Their 
problems are not overwhelming and our assistance can make a difference. 

+ Democracy-building: Is Becoming More ImportanL With the end of the Cold War, 
prosp~cts for promoting demoaatic forms of govemment may be improving and more important 
than before. And, while we are strongly opposed to using foreign assistance for military 
pwposes, we should defend human rights and protect victims of ethnic conflict and civil war. 

THEMES RESISTED: The following are themes that the public especially resists; plus the 
meanings they seem to give those themes: 

+ lntemational and Domestic Needs: Charity Begins at Home. We favor humanitarian 
aid, especially, and economic assistance, but we must protect American jobs and busineu, and 
address our domestic agenda. 

+ Root Causes: We Are Different. The conditions that cause hunger and poverty in the 
Third World are not the same as conditions in our country. We are different from them. 

+ Poverty/Population/Environment: No Change, No Link. We cannot do much about 
reducing poverty, slowing population growth, or conserving natural resources in the Third 
World. We see positive impacts from economically stronger countries and strongly support birth 
control programs. But many of us do not see any link between environmental conditions in 
those countries and the U.S. 

+ Ineptitude and Corruption: Ifs 'lbeir Paull At least for the public, Third World nations 
are largely to blame for their problems because of poor planning and corrupt governments. 

+ Post Cold War. More U.N. Responsibility: With the end of Cold War, we can reduce 
assistance; the U.S. no longer has the same obligations it once had in assuring the security of the 
rest of the world. The U.N. can reach more people, faster, and more economically. Perhaps 
Americans also believe that others should help •pick up the slack•. People do not believe that 
private businesses and charities can alone address the problems of the Third World. 
Govemments must be involved. 

11111• =:~=AS~~~=:=~~ 
It's one world. But Americans do not think it's a similar world. They accept interdependency, 
but resist the idea that 11we• are like •them." IC found some common reasons why themes are 
resisted by audiences and the general public: 
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+ Balance: Americans' self-interests tend to come first and the •foreign assistance" agenda 
is seen as competing with domestic concerns. Future messages must balance domestic and 
foreign assistance concerns so that one set of objectives is not seen as an alternative, or a 
substitute, for the other. 

+ Penonal Links: Most Americans still have stereotypical images of the Third World and 
want to believe that "we are different from them". And few Americans have direct contact with 
Third World citizens. IC's focus groups emphasized stronr:y the positive impact of personal 
contacts, such as guest Third World speakers, for ridding old stereotypes. Other personal links 
should be encouraged. A PVC •visitors' calendar" based on A.LO. Participant Training programs 
and on U.S. Information Agency exchange programs is a possibility. And grantees could use 
their local refugee and intemational communities as resources, as well. 

Similarly, for professional organizations, development becomes much more personal and relevant 
through partnering, study tours, and exchanges with international organiz.ations. 

+ Education: There has been little, personali7.ed evidence presented to the American people 
(other than such dull ilmages as declining fertility rates) that our assistance has caused much 
change. And, the persc1nalized, vivid images coming out of the Third World through the media
- abject poverty, eroding lands, burning rain forests, and teeming populations outstripping their 
land and water resource base - only reinforce old stereotypes and the feeling that problems are 
insurmountable. 

However, the positive impact of development education is evident DevEd audiences are much 
less self-protective, more focused on longer-term, global payoffs, and much more likely to see 
similar root causes than the public. Development education works and can lessen resistance to 
key messages where such resistance is due to media images, stereotypes, and lack of evidence 
that aid is working. 

Moreover, there is, as expected, a special synergy between people's level of education and 
exposure to development education messages. For 1..XaIDple, the best educated DevEd audience 
members would not reduce foreign aid with the end of the Cold War. A major challenge to 
development education is to use its most receptive audiences - who are already prone to active 
interpersonal communication and advice-giving behavior - more effectively to reach the most 
resistant audiences. · 

I 
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OVERVIEW 

CHAPTER4. MESSAGEDELIVERY 

This fourth chapter evaluates the strengths and weaknesses of grantees' messages in terms of 
approaches, audiences, impact evaluations, and lessons leamed. The key findings and 
conclusions are: 

,,~~Jllil.*~18'4 The main &rulings are Iha!: (1) Grantees' projects aim more for • '"'·""'"' ·· ,. '•' ,.,,.,,~,q: audience awamiess than _,ction; (2) Diveasity is the key slmlgth and 
vitality of the program; (3) The key weakness is that there is no overall 

plan for guiding grantees' performance, so they tackle issues as they see fit; this is often a 
strength but it makes evaluation difficult; (4) Among the major lessons learned, gtantees feel 
they need more time but not more money; and their institution's support of their project is 
essential; (5) They know they need help on self-evaluation methodology, and their audience 
impact evaluations are very poor. 

P~a:Iff IJI'~ The &rulings give the following conclusions: (1) Major weaknesses In 
'' '•' • · ,,,,., "' •.cc: ""u' the DevE<I program are lack of gr.mtees monitoring of their audiences, 

very little and very poor evaluations, no serious dissemination 
planning, and poor reporting. However, grantees know these things; and want technical 
assistance and guidelines. So, we view them as •1essons learned." (2) Lack of a program plan 
undercuts a program evaluation. For example, for the different program approaches, there are 
no consistent patterns of objectives, themes, program activities, or information pt"Qducts. It is, 
therefore, difficult to evaluate grantees' aggregated performance. (3) To comply with ALD. 
needs, grantees want and need technical assistance in self-monitoring and self-eval~~on. This 
need must be met 

........ 
The findings and conclusions here are the basis for program recommendations in Chapter 6 that 
would develop a multi-pwpose tool for grantee selectio~ project design, message development, 
audience monitoring, effects evaluation, and grantee reporting. The tool is based on consistency 
and compliance in DevEd RFPs, budget allocations, technical assistance guidelines, and 
reporting. The use of the strategy would not :restrict grantee diversity, but would ensure 
coverage of different audiences for different objectives. 
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WHAT HA VE BEEN THE GRANTEES' APPROACHES TO 
EDUCATION, AND WHAT HAVE BEEN THEIR IMPACTS? 

fi!&IB!j ~~:=m~~~:'CREASEDAwARENESS. 
Although DevEd programming may vary from one Request for Proposal (RFP) cycle to another, 
theN is no overall DevEd program plan against which to evaluate grantees' collective 
performance. Rather, grantees' pe1fom:,ance is best evaluated on an individual, case-by-case 
basis. The grantees used a variety of approaches in designing and delivering their messages -
for example, conferences, publications and media materials. As shown in the previous chapter, 
theN is much evidence showing impacts on target DevEd audiences as well as on the general 
public. But impacts have p~bably been limited by the fact that most grantees' approaches 
supported informational rather than behavioral change. 

1~~••111t =.~..:-this&!::=~=:.:~~=:: 
materials. All grantees were coded for how their programming reflects 

A.I.D.'s DevEd objectives i.e .. raising American awareness of Third World issues, stirring 
discussion, increasing support, and strengthening professional capability to address issues of 
underdevelopment From this coding, six audience objectives were identified, as shown in Table 
11 below: 

• INCREASING KNOWLEDGE: Raise public and target audience exposure, attention, 
information, awareness, interes~ and understanding related to developing countries, 
development assistance, global interdependency, and U.S. foreign aid policy. 

• GENERATING DISCUSSION: Generate wide discussion and analysis of causes of 
world hunger apd poverty and the U.S. stake in Third World development. 

• SUPPORTING ATITnJDES: Create a more positive climate of supporting attitudes and 
beliefs about developing countries, development assistance, global interdependency, and U.S. 
foreign aid policy. 

• SUPPORTING BEHAVIOR: lnaease public activity in support of Third World issues 
through, for example, increased group memberships, response to mailings, financial 
contnoutions, participation in meetings, volunteet'ed time, and other actions. 

• IMPROVING NETWORKS: Improve the capabilities of DevEd grantees and other 
organizations involved in development education through stronger program models and 
expanded organizational networks through promotion of collaborations, co-funding, mini-grants, 
and other forms of involving more organizations, chapters, and schools. 

• STRENG1HENING PRACl'ITIO~: Create new and improved training curricula 
and other methods ~ study tours, exchanges, continuing education) for strengthening the 

.. 
I 
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professional skills of DevEd grantee staff and other development education practitioners. 

The six audience objectives are contrasted by grantees' program approaches in Table 11 below. 

TABLE 11: GRANTEES' PROGRAM APPROACHES FOR SIX AUDll!NCE OBJECTIVES 

•laf*:l~'.}~!~~~~i=I~··~~~=~~~==~ 
Knowledge 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Dlscuaelon 80 97 88 88 85 

Public Attitudes 40 87 78 75 54 

Public Behavior 40 47 38 50 15 

DevEd Networks 40 37 51 38 

Practitioners 20 . 13 51 88 31 

As Table 11 shows, almost all grantees address the dual objectives of raising public awareness 
and promoting discussion. But the two don't always go hand-in-hand, as expected. Also, 
attitudinal and behavioral objectives are unevenly served: Three-fourths promote favorable 
attitudes, about twice the number that try to elicit audience behavior: 

+ Knowledge .uid Discussion: Nearly all programming (99%) serves the objective of trying 
to make the public more aware of issues of underdevelopment (One training grantee did not 
promote public knowledge, but promoted practitioner knowledge exclusively). Somewhat fewer, 
but the great majority of grantees (88% ), try to generate wide public discussion as well, but the 
two objectives of knowledge and discussion do not go hand-in-hand as expected. 

+ Attitudes and Behavior: Following the objectives of promoting awareness and 
discussion, there is a drop-off of attempts to serve other Biden-Pell objectives: Three-fourths of 
the grantees promote favorable attitudes (74,,) while less than half (40%) encourage behavior 
related to DevEd programming. That relatively few grantees seek to increase public activity in 
support of Third World issues, may in part be explained by the constraints many feel in 
recommending specific activities or "education for action". Nevertheless, many grantees also 
spoke of the necessity of "providing opportunities for people to become involved," and were 
successful in achieving this objective in an unbiased manner. 

+ DevEd Capability: Grantees tend to support development education professional 
development capabilities only when Curriculum or Training is their primary approach. That is, 
the Curriculum program model is devoted to practitioners (88,,) and the Training model is 
mostly for professional development (57% ). Otherwise, key ~etworldng and professional 
development functions are being under-addressed in other approaches. 

. 
+ No Thematic Pattem: As noted in Chapter 2, all grantees' approaches prominently 
address hunger and poverty as their main program theme of interdependency. But the 

I 
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treatment of the next most prominent themes, agriculture and the environment, varies from 
model to model. Similarly, for other themes (health, social services, business, education, 
democracy, and others), there is no particular focus that is distinctive for any approach. And 
some cover a few more topics than others. 

The same lack of thematic pattern is found for grantees' organi7.ations. As descri~d in Chapter 
2, each grantee was classified by its type of organi7.ation (Educational, Membership, Cooperative, 
Policy /Study, Service, Technical Assistance, and Media). Comparing the messages of the 
different groups, it was found that the type of organization has no relationship to the type, 
number, or emphasis of themes it carries. 

Thus, there is no distinctive pattern by which certain program approaches or certain types of 
organizations treat certain themes. No pattern is found to suggest that any given approach or 
organi7.ation will - or should - concentrate on certain themes. In the absence of a program 
plan, this cannot be stated as a weakness, unless certain groups or certain approaches are 
suppose to address certain themes. If they are, a plan has to be developed to require it and to 
monitor it, as well as to provide a basis for evaluation. 

• No Program Activities Paltem: As Table 12 on the next page illustrates, grantees have 
undertaken a wide variety of activities as part of their program approaches. Regardless of 
approach, virtually all provide meetings, and materials production and dissemination. Also, 
almost all join in partnership with other organizations in their activities and approximately three
fourths of all grantees develop non-formal amiculum, conduct non-foimal trainings, and 
develop media products. 

Overall however, there are no consistent pattems of program activities tied to program 
approaches. For example: (1) Non-formal training and curriculum development activities occur 
about equally in all approaches of Conferences, Training, and Curriculum Development; (2) but 
in formal education, more grantees, by a margin of about 3-~1, develop curricula than deliver 
in class; and (3) four out of five Publications grantees give evidence of doing research, which is 
two to four times the number of other grantees giving such evidence. 

• No Information PIOducts Pattern: In their media products, grantees' heaviest reliance 
is on print products and personal information exchange. But they show a good mixture of 
media use - small and large meetings, manuals, training aids, audio and visual materials, and 
others. Grantees whose approach is Training or Curriculum Development are the most active 
and versatile in materials production and dissemination. They tend to be high and often highest 
in most product categories. Grantees whose iipproach is PUblications are by far the least active. 

The Media grantees have the most diverse media mix. While they tend not to amduct training 
or hold large meetings, they are more active than most in producing manuals, audio materials, 
visuals/videos, and display materials. But surprisingly few produce ancillary print materials· 
or newspapers and magazine articles. 

Another irregularity is between the Curriculum and the Training grantees. The Curriculum 
Development grantees rely much more on printed manuals/ guidelines don on audio and visual 
products. Yet almost as many Training grantees develop audio-vis~als as manuals. This 
suggests that curriculum developers and deliverers do not work to~ther. 

I 
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TABLE 12: AcnvnlES UNDERTAKEN FOR EACH PROGRAM APPROACH 

Meellngs 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% ::~~i:(~R:::~:r::::!. 
Dissemination 100 100 100 100 100 ::,::1!:j;:,1:,,:fA[~~~::~:i: 
Materials 100 100 100 100 85 :::~;::;,m::1t:;::,::t,;:1:1. 
Partnarehipa eo 93 100 100 92 ):i[!J:i~:~!l'.:~1:ii1!ill; 
Non-formal eo 90 88 88 48 
Training 

Non-formal 40 83 88 88 38 
Curriculum 

Meda Products eo 70 71 89 85 

Reeources eo 53 33 83 23 

Networking 20 47 43 31 54 

Formal Educ. 40 30 19 75 31 
Curriculum 

Research 80 20 24 44 48 

Formal Educ. 20 17 19 58 15 
Delivery 

Technical Assist. 3 5 8 15 

Comparing the materials and products of different program models shows an uneven pattern 
of production. Some grantees seem not to be doing what would be expected by their program 
approach. And some may be doing what others should be doing. 

I•~• ~~~~!'.;c:o~~~c: 
Grantees typically try to raise awareness and discussion mainly through meetings and 
dissemination of materials. They seriously underachieve the objective of trying to promote 
constructive personal or group behavior addressing Third World issues, programs, or causes. 

Other conclusions for this section are less dear than the findings. In conjunction with Chapter 
2, the findings are that there is no consistent pattem of grantees' themes, activities, or products 
by their type of organiation or program approaches. This results from the lack of an overall 
DevEd program plan that might guide the selection and funding of grantees by their type of 
organization, their geographic scope of coverage, their relations to each other, their program 
approach, their audiences and objectives, and related activities, themes, and products. On the 
other hand, there is much evidence that the DevEd program is doing well in achieving its 

I 
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principle audience objectives of raising awareness and improving the climate of public support. 

Accordingly, ICI's belief is that a program plan is na-essary for improving the process of grantee 
selection, monitoring, and evaluation; thus, improving A.J.D.'s capability to measure grantee 
performance in the aggregate and for selected types of organizations; program approaches, or 
activities. The recommendations in Chapter 6 outline such a plan. 

WHAT ARE THE MAIN STRENGTHS 
AND WEAKNESSES OF DEVED APPROACHES? 

While some strengths were more developed than others, ICI found that DevEd has sparked a 
wide range of active, networking groups that are creative in linking themes to popular issues. 
The greatest strength of DevEd has been diversity in grantees, program approaches, and 
audiences. However, an important weakness is the lack of a comprehensive program plan, to 
unite messages and program delivery, monitoring, and evaluation efforts. 

l·,::!;,:::i;Bi=!i:!o:)':.iiiil The fi~ings in this61s~ond are bas~ onanala ~tenf t anaiys
1
is off 85 

':'.'·:'::·:·:::':~·:·:':·:'Yt'·:,'::·:',:::.'::::':f':::>:,_:::::',,,.:::)/ grantees prognun es an a content ys1S o a samp e o 28 
materials, as well as focus group discussions and management reviews 

with six grantees' staff,. in-depth interviews with two other ament grantees, and telephone 
interviews with 28 grantee leaders (total grantee subsample of 41 CJ,). Individual interviews were 
also conducted with nine A.I.D. officers and 15 leaders in the development education field. 
Where quotes are used they are representative of the majority of the respondents, unless 
otherwise specified. 

STRENGTHS: Regardless of approach, the first strength that one observes in DevEd is the 
significant role that A.LD. has played as a catalyst and leader (See Chapter 5). Most grantees 
praise A.I.D. for its role to-date. Although forms of development assistance activities would 
continue, most feel that if A.LD. stopped funding the field, it would be seriously widercut 

• Diversity: The mixture of grantees and the open-competition process were 
overwhelmingly seen as great strengths of the DevEd program. Most respondents said that 
different organizations do different things well and spoke of the mutual leaming and 
collaboration this provided. This diversity also resulted in an enormous variety of audienc:es, . 

· such as farmers, students, Home Economics teachers, business leaders, and joumalists. 

In addition, a majority of leaders and grantee project directors felt that the open-competition 
process was crucial in achieving this diversity, saying that it opened up the field to organi7.ations 
which self-selected based on their own interest in devel9pment education. Some also added that 
the proposal review process was a valuable learning experience for all proposing organizations. 
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+ Partnenhip1 and Networks: As per thelx- grant agreements, virtually all grantees Involve 
other institutions indrogrammlng and dissemlnatfon. Four of every five (al%) cobaborate with 
U.S. institutions, an the rest (18%) involve both U.S. and foreign organizations. And, although 
more could be done, the DevBd Network wa1 clearly a strength. A.l.D.'.a role as a catalywt in 
the field is widely accepted. But grantees are looking for more: "It would be helpful to Interact 
more with other organi7.ationa. I remember a few attempt&, but it's helpful if there an tome 
built-in ways to cross-fertilize." 

+ Affinity themes: Integrating development education messages into other content works 
well for such natural affinity areas as the environment, geography, International trade, 
agriculture, and women's issues. 

+ People-to-People Llnkaga: Grantees find that personal contact with Third World 
visiton is powerfully effective in changing audience beliefs about developing countries. 
Similarly, for professional organizations, development becomes much more peraonal and relevant 
through partnering, study tours, and exchanges with international organizations. How 
professionals in other countries deal with, for example, family problems, child abme, and the 
like, have had great impact on American professionals in the DevEd program. 

+ Commitment: . Data from all sources provides evidence. that the program has built on, 
and fostered, an exb:'emely strong commitment to development education on the part of 
numerous individuals and organizations across the a:runtry. Grantees, teachers, and volunteer& 
have made significant in-kind contributions of time and money. Some leaders even spoke of 
their DevEd efforts as a life-changing experienc:e. Thus, DevEd has "leveraged" many more 
sustained efforts and contributions than planned. 

+ A.LD.'s Role: Most respondents had positive comments about A.l.D.'s administration 
of the program. The shift to longer ti.me grants was particularly helpful. Many also dted the 
professionalism, flexibility, and personal guidance of A.LD. staff as key in the success of their 
individual programs and the single unanimous finding in this study was the high i:egard all 
have for the original A.I.D. DevEd Program Director. 

WEAKNESSES: Most of the programming weaknesses presented here reflect the lack of an 
overall DevBd program plan. Some specific weaknesses are really more appropriately. addressed 
in the "lessons learned" section as grantees know these are areas in need of improvement. These 
weaknesses are shown immediately below as "acknowledged weaknesses": 

+ Adcnowledged Weaknesses: In particular, regardless of program approach or targeted 
constituency, the DevEd program is hampered by lack of audience data, measurements, and 
i:eporting; lack of audience monitoring; little pre-project audience research; too few and/or 
poorly done evaluations; lack of dissemination planning, non-compliance in grantee reporting; 
lack of enough A.LD. staff to monitor grantees dosely; and, as descn'bed later, no mechanism 
for replication and no information on the conditions for sustainability. 

+ Terminology: A basic weakness of the program is the term "development education" 
itself. Most people said that they do not use the ~ and they gave some common reasons: 
"Development education gives the idea of creating a constituency for A.I.D. and for speci&c 
PVOs"; "Development education is confusing, it doesn't mean anything"; "Development is really 
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only one agenda. Hum.tnHarian U1l1t.t.nc11 ii another, U.S. foreign ••lite.nor i• another. You 
have to at.rt when people are"; and "Dw1lopment aduc;ation sounds mon like ftmdnlltin.g." 
Mott iwapondmta, howevtr, adopted their own terminology, and felt that thi1 pmblem wwld 
be worked out naturally by thl Bald. 

_, 

• No Overall Pnpam Plana ~la no owrall program plan ap1111t whkh A.l.D. and 
the grant ... can U1a1 their tfforta. There an no guidelines on pttor audlenoa r•eardi, reach, 
Impact, and tracking expectationa, no auat.ainabllity plan, and no untttna m...ap or apec1 .. upon 
continuum of dealnd educational "c:ompettndet". At a .. ult, ptntftt hav~ been fJw to tackle 
thae i11ue1 u they Ht fit. Some NW this a a •tnnFI\ "A.l.D. Memed wllltna to not tie the 
program too tightly to A.l.D. policy, but rather to Ht Biden-Pell 10111trwhat apart." 

Othen, however, felt that thl1 wu a weakneu. ~ must 1" a general fhil090phy of what 
all of us are trying to accomplilh and then llOllle way of making thia known. • A.l.D. gtvtl aoocl 
money and they should dtdd, flnt lf they will be tducaton or just telling good ltolta. • "A.LO. 
i1 now in a great bind to Mt meuurablt objectiva for development education." Thus, IOOMly 
defined objectivn have been both a 1trength and a wealcneu. Oarlty 11 needed, but it muat al10 
allow for the individualized interpntadona which have been 1 ltm\gth of dw program to-elate. 
Yet, in the abtence of an overall plan, inlt•ad of a propam, OevBd la a collection of projtda, and 
there la no ftnn buil for evalua~g It u an agrepte of muy grantea 

+ No Comlatency of Objeclin1: A major finding ii that DevBd projeda aim for 
awareness, not action: That the materials of a many aa one of n«y tight granl1le8 do not give 
overt evidence of trying to provoke public dilcualion (reprdl111 of what daelr primary objective 
ii) is, ln IO's judgment, a 1hortcoming. Acting on or "doing IOlllething" with MW infonnation 
(even talking about it) i1 U1umed to be the over-riding purpme of DevBcl CIOIDmunkation. That 
the materials of one of every four grantees do not give evidmc:e of b'ying to aute more 
favorable attitudes and that less than one of flVerf two grantea do not attempt to 1timulate new 
behavior is, alto, 1een here u a weakneu of the prograna. Ukewiae, then la laa ena17 devoted 
to professional development than waa expected. 

• No Con.liatmcy by Approach: At deacribed above, Ihm! la no diltinc:tive pattern by 
which certain program approaches or certain types of organizatiOl'll but certain objectivel, 
themes, program activities, or infomaation proclum. No pattern la found to auggat that any 
given approach or organization will - or lhould - amcentrate on certain them• or produda. 

• Education for Wba\? Grantees are well awan of the comtninta mt advocacy ln the 
program and have faithfully refrained &om advocating any political poeitiona. Most, however, 
see a natural educational continuum, from information, to education, to action, and feel IOD\e 
frustration with this on-goirlg, unanswered question. Many feel that 10111e type of education fur 
action,, or some mechanism for allowing people to bec:ouae involved ia inevitable u prognma 
and content become more refined, and they are looking for guidance on how to answer thia 
question. Othen fear that an official answer may be too mnstraining, and prefer ambiguity. 

A previous grantee summed up the sentiments of many regarding thia c.lJlemm~ -Svnyone 
struggles with 'then what?' I came to the conclusion that maybe the aNwer is tuming around 
and training others, that is, a legitimate objective of dn'elopment education is further education 
of self and others. I came to this reluctantly, but it seems to be a valid an&wa'.• 
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• Message Consistency M previously noted (Chapter 2), the core messages of the root 
causes of hunger and poverty, as mandated by the Biden-Pell legislatio~ have dropped out for 
15% of the grantees. In addition, in some instances where grantees tied development education 
messages to affinity issues, such as the environment o:r in~emational t:rctde, the developmfmt 
education messages became lost or submerged. 

+ Reporting: While some grantees, particularly l:A:tge organi7.ations, did not see the 
reporting as burdensome, others recommended streamlining administrative requirements. 

+ Perceived biases: Although there have~ over the life of DevEd, a number of ethnic 
and ru'.i.'al groups funded, there remains a perception that A.I.D. is biased toward white, 
Washingt~ D.C. and East Coast-based organi7.ations. 

+ New DevEd Programming: There is confusion and, in some cases, suspicion regarding 
DevEd's planned program, called New Directions. Even those supportive of the idea do not 
seem to understand how it will work or why the program was changed. 

DIVERSITY CREATES WIDE OPPORTlJNJ.TII$ FOR 
GRANTEE, COMMUNITY, AND AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

Diversity is a strength, not for its own sake, but because it has allowed the greatest possible 
participation of different types of local-to-national organi7.ations. Wide participation has 
spawned a great variety of approaches and messages, and reached many audiences in many 
different types of community and project settings. This in tum has led to expanded 
partnerships, networks, and affinity themes, as well as numerous self-sustaining efforts. In 
essence, DevEd aeated a collegial, participatory, experimental ethos that was highly motivational 
for grantees and audience members and resulted in significant commitment and in-kind 
c.>ntributions from citiz.ens and organi7.ations across the U.S. The value of this ethos, and its 
inference of further sustainability should not be underestimated. 

Weaknesses presented here relate mostly to the lack of an overall plan for the DevEcl program. 
· As noted, many grantees felt mmfortable with this and it resulted i.n many effective and 
innovative approaches. At the same time, however, mre messages sometimes dropped out, and 
most grantees also recognized the need for further guidance on message desigt'.: delivery, and 

· evaluation. Specific recommendations on how to develop a plan are addressed in Chapter 6. 

WHAT LESSONS HA VE BEEN LEARNED 
ABOUT DOING DEVELOPMENT EDUCA.TION7 

- Efficient delivery and effective programming""'11its &om: pemonallzed 
messages; in-depth interventions; grantees with strong organi7.ational 

interest and CEO and Board support; and grantees with existing constituencies or audiences, and 
means of dissemination and follow-up. 

'. 
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Interviews with a sample of 28 grantee project directors and focus 
groups with six grantees' staff produced a remarkably high degree of 
consistency and consensus on these issues. Grantees know what works, 
and what they need help on. 

• Personal MessJges: Only half of the grantees' materials make a mnnection between 
Third World development and the reader/viewer. To a perso~ all grantees belief that thei.r 
messages must be tied to the persoQal interests of their audiences. 

• Personal Involvement: Not munting secondary audience conferences and leadership 
roundtables, only about one-thhid of the grantees interviewed were involved in approaches that 
brought development education personally to people at the local level But virtually all agreed 
that pei:sonali7.ation enhances n1essage impact These stressed that the only way to engage 
am!iences is to •start where they are" and deal with them "face-to-face". One approach was to 
make meaningful mnnections with professional audiences. Professional groups found, for 
example, that their members believed that •if I'm being improved professionally [through the 
program] this will triclde down to the quality of my work." 

Education grantees teamed that school-age children need personal, interactive involvement in 
their coUl'Ses through, for example, games, mntests, camps, and other activities. All educators 
see children as the ideal, if long-term, audience for development education. In all instances, 
however, the depth of the personal involvement is aitical. Where school children were 
involved, for example, those who had rec:eived limited interventions showed negligi"ble 
attitudinal change, while those who had experienced longer pemonal involvement showed 
evidence of meaaurable teaming gains, as well as attitudinal and behavioral change. 

• Start Where The Provider Is: Going beyond the near-universal agreement that messages 
must start where the audiences, those grantees involved in training and formal education 
projects say_that development education materials are "foreign" to established curricula, and that 
introduction of such new materials must start where the provider is - giving special, personal 
training as needed to give teachers better understanding and command of the materials. 

• Organizational Support Almost all programs, regardless of size or type of grantee, were 
run by a very small staff which pe1fomu~d almost all of the functions of program support and 
implementation. While nearly all were overextended, most did not see this as a hinderance. A 
common theme, however, was the development of support from Board members, directors, and 
the grassroots level as a key to building and sustaining institutional support As one grantee 
expressed, •Push hard to have the management structure of groups buy-in to development 
education." 

• Audimce Reach Data: About three out of five grantees interviewed said that getting 
good data on the audiences and participants was difficult. A main reason was that the cost of 
monitoring would compete with scarce programming funds. 

• Dissemination Strategies: Few grantees volunteered dissemination as a problem, but 
about one-half felt that, while there were many individual cases of success, dissemination was 
a weakness of the program overall. Moreover, while they knew that this was a problem, they 
felt that they needed support and technical assistance in finding ways to improve. "I'd like to 
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see more input from Advertising Councils or communication strategists so that we can use their 
techniques to assist in this." "There could have been more opportunities for grantees to share 
materials, like a desaiption of materials and events, or an expanded calendar of events." 

A minority suggested that more attention should be paid to non-partisan dissemination to 
Congress and State Govemments. "We haven't yet figured out a way to work with Congress. 
Maybe a symposium for Congress, reporting-through strong data-what the constituency is 
thinking." "State governments and legislatures are a potential audience for this. Agricultural 
states are becoming aware that the Third World is their only expanding market If A.LO. could 
reach out to state govemments it might be productive. Its an un-tapped body.• 

• Evaluation: About four of every five grantees identified evaluation as an area in need 
of strengthening. •1 would actually like to see evaluation efforts continue. It's good for A.LO. 
and the community.• "We never really mastered evaluation techniques. Interaction did a good 
job, but it needs to be hammered home with more A.I.D. enforcement This would assist in 
marketing efforts." "I'd like to see more guidance on the aims of evaluation. What are they 
looking for?" 

"When you're talking about development and changing policy issues, this is not a skill level 
We need help on what we're trying to measure.• "We need a little more enforcement of 
evaluation and impact methods ... And more help in gathering the overall data we're talking 
about Help uncover the numbers so we can see what really happened.• "Our strongest 
recommendation is to build evaluation into development education and provide for outside 
evaluators." 

• Packaging: There was very little agreement among respondents in volunteering specific 
ways to improve the packaging of development education materials to specific audiences. But 
almos.t three out of four had a recommendation. For example, one lesson was to create one-to- . 
two page media "bites• as accompanying materials to their products. Others went further to 
repackage their materials to accommodate different knowledge and age levels. Many also 
mentioned that they teamed a key to success was to incmporate international issues into existing 
domestic education program materials. 

• More Time: In all cases but one, grantees . •,11 !. :hat their project efforts took much more 
time than planned. This was seen by most as an l1.i'1ai outlay that was not necessarily required 
once the aeation and development stages had been cleared. 

• Suffident Money: Despite problems with time, few grantees asked for more money. 
Grantees generally stayed within budget, with many exceeding the required match amoimt and 
one consistently having a SO-percent match from outside sources. When asked concerning 
funding levels, most respondents said that they foimd the amount of the grant to be sufficient 
for what they had proposed, but would like to see an overall increase in the amount committed 
to development education by A.I.D. 

• Generating Other Funding Support: A large number of grantees stressed that in order 
for DevEd to expand, methods of generating other sources of funding needed to be explored. 
"There is wry little written on how to pwsue funding for development education." "We wrote 
30 proposals to get the match; its very difficult A strong recommendation is to target 
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corporations involved in food, relief, or agriculture, foundations, or other government agendes. 
AI.D. could convene a meeti.\lg for this." 

In addition to these issues, as "lessons learned", grantees also pointed Jo the need for credibility 
in organizations, further exploration of the motivational forces effective for DevEd audiences, 
the effectiveness of mini-grants as a program vehicle within large organi7.ations, and the need 
for more communication mechanisms within the field, to su}iport information-sharing and 
networking. · 

• Technical Assistance: When asked directly, only two grantee did not identify a need for 
spedal assistance from AI.D. (or consultants). The most frequently identified need clustered 
around program information-gathering: agreement on objectives, program model infoimation
shating, audience reach reporting, project monitoring, and evaluation. The sense was that the 
grantees know what they are doing, but are not sure what others are doing or how to document 
their own efforts. 

1•~111 ~~~kKN.==~~s:>~~~ING 
Many of these lessons learned are self-evident Effective educational programs require 
personally relevant messages, sound content and pedagogical approaches, and in-depth 
interventions carried out by credible, committed organizations known by the audience. And, 
sustained effectiveness requires organi7.ations which know their audience, and are able to 
provide dissemination and follow-up. Lastly, programs require monitoring and evaluation 
mechanisms to assess effectiveness and inform dedsions on program progress and revisions, as 
needed. 

The lessons learned suggest that grantees are well-aware of both their 11oU'engths and their 
weaknesses. But they are not always able to take those steps they acknowledge as necessary to 
be effective because of lack of training, support, and monitoring combined frequently with a lack 
of financial and personnel resources. . 

HA VE EFFECTIVE EVALUATION METHODS 
BEEN DEVELOPED AND APPLIED? 

•1• ~:::t=.~=~ 
Most grantees' evaluation sections are so poor that they cannot be amsidered as impact 
evaluations. The problems are vague RFP requirements, inadequate A.LD. guidance, insufficient · 
A.LD. staff for monitoring, grantee inexpertise, little or .no money budgeted for evalua.tion, and 
grantee witting and w~witting non-compliance. Almost all evaluations are done by the grantees, 
not outside consultants. 

\f\. 

,. 
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l:j~~~~~-1 ~d~~~!a11:u!. ':.~..:!. ~e";;r0~:~2 ~~ 
below descn"be grantee pe1formance in meeting specific ev3luation 

aiteria (scored from O to 100} used in coding the evaluations. Figure 2 shows several aiteria 
related to the quality of the method"~'>ID' used, as shoWn in the reports. Figure 3 shows aiteria 
related to the usefulness of the data an<t the programming area on which the evaluation focused. 
A!together, it was found that grantees' evaluations tend to be: · 

+ Progress Reports: Grantees' evaluation are mostly progress reports, activities reports, 
and impressionistic lessons leamed. Audience •impact evaluations• are poor: the evidence is 
anecdotal, largely unsubstantiated daims of participants' learning and other benefits. The · 
studies that were done were •process• evaluations of program inputs and/ or output desaiptions. 

+ Pluff: 'l'pe evaluations tend to be self-congratulatmy. Few grantees give direct appraisals 
of their weaknesses. The great majority seem to be nsponding to a •success-only" reward 
system. In lieu . of evaluations, grantees often declare past success and present the next-step 
work plan. 

+ Anecdota: A few grantees' •case study" 
descriptions are very good activities reports. But 
substantiation of effects tends to be speaken' and 
participants' comments on the value of their 
participation. Even the evaluation of the DevEd 
evaluation workshops is more of an activities 
report than an evaluation of perfonnance. Some 
reports offer pre/post-test measurement of 
workshop and student leaming. only at the time 
of the worlcshop with no follow-up measure of 
behavioral changes. 

+ Consultants: Two grantees did rather 
useful evaluation. Otherwise, the best 
evaluations were done by outside a>nsultants. 

+ Compliance: As shown in Figure 2 
below, grantees score low on meeting 
requirements for evaluation competence, and 
score marginally better on meeting their own 
stated objectives. 

Figure 2 
Assessment of Evaluations 
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+ M;ethodology: Also shown in Figure 2, grantees scoie poorly in demonstrating the 
validity or the reliability of their measumnents. Somewhat more demonstrate that their subjects 
are representative of the audience population. And few provide a competent analysis or 
substantiation of their findinp. 

+ Reporting: As shown in Figure 3, virtually no evidence is given that evaluation finding1 
are disseminated and there is little evidence that evaluation results are used for anything. 
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Reporting tends to be impressionistic,. and both recommendations of what to do and specific,· 
how-to action steps are weak. 

• Usefulneu: As shown in Figure 3, grantees scme in the lower ranges on the usefulness 
of their data for informing project decisions about management, programming, 
products/materials, audiences, and feedback systems. 

+ Pocas: Not shown irt either Figure 2 or 3, the heaviest concentration of evaluations is on 
product and materials development and the lowest Is on feedbadc, monitorlng, and evaluation 
systems improvement. Other areas lightly treated are projed: management and programming 
deliveiy. Figure 3 

• Planning: Only about one-half of the Usefulness of Evaluations 
grantees attempt some kind of audience impact 
evaluation as required by AJ.D. Budgets for 
evaluation are n~tent or paltry. Further, 
there is 7:1.0 evaluation planning in advance of 
programming. 

GRANTEES KNOW 
nlEY NEED HELP IN 
EVALUATION, AND 
1HEY WANT HELP 

Grantees have been extremely poor at developing 
and applying effective evaluation methods. And, 
as guidelines, A.LD. requirements are too weak 
to be useful for non.evaluation practitioners. 
While the burden should not fall strictly on 
A.LO., further technical assistance in evaluation, 
stronger guidelines, and stricter enforcement are 
needed. Where grantees are not profident in D IO 40 10 ID 100 

evaluation, outside evaluators should be used - at least on a aample of grantees. And, in all 
cases, research, evaluation, and monitoring plans should be strongly spelled-out in advance; 
closer A.LO. monitoring of this can ensure that findinp are effectively utilized and disseminated. 
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OVERVIEW 

CHAPTER &. PROFESSIONAL IMPACT 

This fifth chapter evaluates the impact of DevEd on professional development, program 
capability, and institutional networking. The key findings and conclusions are: 

B!gfl !!'!.";;~ ~:: ;:t21 ~== =:..,ca:i'!! ~fi!i~ 
sustainability is problematic those not already doing development 

education usually don't amtinue; some continue at a lower level of activity, using tools learned 
with DevBd; and those already doing development education continue and often at a higher 
level of activity; (3) Project replication by other, outside organizations is rare; (5) A.LO. has been 
a strong leader and catalyst for development education nationally; it has contributed to the 
growth of an informal, often local, professional network of organizations as well as a national 
netwo~ which remains small; (6) The best mix of organizations to increase impact would be 
many of the same organiz.ations in DevBd now, but with improved guidance and stronger, 
explidt contract requirements. 

l:JB!Wli ::!'~=::!ttn=.~u:z~~d~.:;: 
audiences, locales, professional expertise, institutions, subject matter, 

local partnerships, and dissemination opportunities. (2) But innovation alone is not enough 
Mechanisms must be built into the program that require information-sharing and promote 
replication. (3) Much more information is needed and monitoring required to determine the 
conditions of sustainability. For small grants and three-year projects, we may be asking the 
'question in the wrong terms. There are largely invisible and sometime multiple spin-offs of 
DevEd materials to other users and different uses than anticipated by project designs. How 
much activity there is like this is unknown. (4) DevEd has enoouraged professional network 
building, but professional development has to be funded at a higher level (5) The grantees are 
a good "mix." Both large national organizations and small local grantees are needed . . .. .. .. .. 
The findings and conclusions here are the basis for program recommendations in ~pter 6 that 
would bring new requirements for replicati~ sustainability, and networking repoiting. To 
strengthen important parts of the DevBd system, new funding categories should. be developed 
for capacity-building, large and small grantee partidpatio~ professional development, school 
curricula, and grantee self-monitoring and evaluation. 
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HAS THE DEVED PROGRAM 
SEEDED EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS? 

YES, DEVED HAS SEEDED INNOVATIONS 

Vutually all grantees, development education leaders, and A.I.D. officers say that either specific 
projects or DevEd in general have contnouted educational innovations to the field. However, nearly 
everyone also remarks that, in a relatively new field, almost everything is innovative. 

H1a• ~ ~ ~ i;..,:.-.:;... "'Cc:~= 
discussions with six grantees' staft personal interviews with two other 

current grantees, and telephone interviews with 28 grantee leaders (41 '1 of grantees). Individunl 
interviews were also conducted with nine A.I.D. offkers and 15 leaders in the development education 
field. In the text below, both quotes and findings are the consensus or majority views of those 
interviewed, unless otherwise noted. 

NOTE: The findings are mostly summary judgments of the evaluators, not quantifications. 
This is because of the combination of the following conditions: (1) lmpressi011istic: The data 
are qualitative. Many other data above are qualitative too, but such data do not attempt to 
measure grantee peifom1ance without substantiation (2) Definitions: There are great 
variations in definitions. What constitutes and what yardstick is used to measure an 
"innovation" or project "replication" vary widely. (3) Verification: With very few exceptions, 
grantees' self-reports could not be physically or objectively verified. (4) Invisibility: Many new 
uses of and audiences for grantees materials, as well as new organi&tions, were known to 
grantees and many were not. There was a pervasive sense of invisible users and uses. One 
future approach to overcome these kinds of data problems would be in-depth case studies at 
several grantees' sites. 

On the first dimension of innovatio~ .• the major finding is that for most grantees the •process" was the 
innovation. That is, a large majority spontaneously said that the one thing that "sticks with (them) 
most about the development education experience• is the "meaningful, mutual-leaming experience" 
of working together in a "highly partidpatmy process• for· the "first time" with other professionals 
"&om other sectors• and I or with organi&tions they had •never worked with before" with whom they 
"collaborated from the beginning" in a new enterprise only to find that, surprisingly, they "had very 
much in common" in developing new materials for new audiences through new channels of 
dissemination. 

Most grantees do not identify their program type as being innovative. Instead, they dte such 
innovations as introducing a new international focus in their institutions - for example, a new high 
school coune on Third World nations; innovations in introducing new subject-matter treatments - for 
example, adaptations to existing curricula; innovations in the design and production of new, different 
kinds of materials; and innovations in identifying new audiences and tailoring materials to their 
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. interests - for example, the elderly. 

The consensus views on innovations center around the following program elements: 

• Implementation: For many, their approach to implementation h8s been the most innovative 
aspect of their development education efforts. In several cases, grantees established first-ever 
collaborative relationships with other institutions, which, themselves, served as catalysts for innovative 
activities. Cooperating agencies also brought pre-existing networks of other groups, audiences, and 
donors that strengthened the sustainability of the program as a whole. 

Grantee approaches to implementation took several forms: AB one example, professionals with 
international experience combined development education messages with information about career 
opportunities for students interested in various vocations. In this connection, education per se is an 
area in which many of those interviewed mentioned the innovative approaches that have been tried, 
and stressed the great potential for innovations that remain untried in worlcing with mainstream 
formal education groups and institutions. 

• Audience: As innovations resulting from the DevEd grant, several people cited working with 
particular ethnic (for example African-Americans, Filipino-Americans) or vocational groups (for 
example journalists, social workers, agricultural extension agents) as well as those worlcing in what 
they felt are under-represented geographical areas in the U.S. A large number also pointed to the 
innovativeness of identifying and successfully mobilizing their audience members to be communicators 
of development education messages - for example, hundreds of VOCA (Volunteen in Overseas 
Cooperative Assistance) volunteers, and leaders from the chapters of various organizations became 
development education communicators in their local communities. 

• Materials and Products: DevEd projects produced innovative materials such as interactive 
museum pieces and traveling exlu'bits, evaluation materials, and concise syntheses of literature on 
development and intemational economic issues. Many grantees identified their materials as innovative 
in that they tried to bring ~ from the beginning, teachers, trainers, and program providers as 
stakeholders to ensure that the materials wou1d be accepted, user-friendly, and appropriate for the 
target audience. This related to a general consensus that "you have to reach people where they are." 

• Topic: Topics were innovative in as much as the material was tailored to the felt needs, 
interests, and local/regional conditions of the audiences. Topic design and presentation was 
innovative where "new" links were made with affinity issues, such as the environment and sustainable 
development. Other linking topics were women's and family well-being issues, trade, health, 
agriculture, and issues relating to specific cultural or professional groups. For example, Afrlcare used 
A&ica as an affinity issue for African-Americans, and Geography, Social Studies, and Home Economics 
teachers integrated development education into their cowses by presenting international perspectives 
on various topics. 

'IHE GREATER 1HE DIVERSITY, 
'IHE GREATER 'IHE INNOVATIVENESS 

One of the probable results of diversity of grantees is a high degree of innovativeness. Wider diversity 
almost axiomatically brings with it A wider range of audiences, localities, institutions, subject matter, 

I 
1\.) 
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personalities, vocational expertise, local partnerships, dissemination opportunities, and so on. If 
educational and motivational innovativeness at all age levels and for a broad spectrum of ethnic and 
irocational audiences are DevEd objectives, diversity serves the objectives rather welL The value of 
innovation, however, is not assured by the simple act of innovation. The program has to have built-in 
mechanisms for information-sharing and replication opportunities. 

HA VE APPROACHES BEEN REPLICATED 
OUTSIDE THE PROGRAM? 

,... NO, REPlJCATION IS RARE AND NOT WELL 1JNDl!RSTOOD 

Most grantees have little knowledge of replication outside of their projects. A few say that their 
projects have been replicated, but cannot claim that the replication was intentional, or that there was 
a cause-and-effect relationship. Some groups with large memberships and many chapters look only 
to replicating programming activities within their institution while others do not believe any 
replication possible, perceiving their location and members to be unique. 

The findings here are from individual interviews with leaders of past and 
present grantee organizations, focus group discussions with grantee staff and 
audience members, and telephone discussions with grantees. 

Grantees tend to think of replication only in terms of photocopying materials. And many are · 
unconcerned about the issue, as their products are made intentionally to be copied and distn1"1ted 
without restriction or tracking. As a result, there is some evidence of unanticipated uses of materials; 
not necessarily for the same pwpose for which they were developed, but with different users for 
different audiences and for different purposes. It is unknown how much spin-off dissemination of 
copied materials has occurred and what kinds of unanticipated adaptations have been made of them 
for other uses. From its discussions, ICI did not get the impression that a high level of sharing has 
occurred. Replication, instead, has been: 

+ Not Required: Full project replication has not been an acknowledged or budgeted goal of the 
DevEd program. 

• · Not Seen As An Objective: Only one grantee that IO talked with has viewed replication as 
an objective of its project This group's materials were specifically designed to be taken by others and 
adapted, including instructions on "how-to" replicate the successes of the programming and its 
monitoring. 

• Not Monitored: A.I.D. has not tried to track replication from or among grantees. 

• Not Promoted: Other than the annual A.LO. conference, there is no formal means built into 
the DevEd program to promote or to provide for replication of programming models. 

• Informal Idea Exchange: Many grantees and leaders do not think that.formal replication of 
program models is workable. What they do value, however, is learning good "concepts" from each 
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other- for example, some of the ideas that have diffused among them are essay co~tests, mini-grants, 
guest practitioners to classrooms, modularized training approaches, brief media summaries, involving 
stakeholders in curriculum design, and others. 

The evidence indicates that DevEd projects and programming approaches are not replicated, but the 
process is. For many grantees, the process of going outside of their own, work-a-day world to 
cooperate with other in a new educational challenge was what they shared wlth other grantees or 
interested parties. The specific concept that they did identify as replicated is the broad-based, 
grassroots involvement of stakeholders {teachers, advisory boards, practitioners, researchers, 
curriculum developers, organization leaders, other professionals) in the earliest planning for the multi
sectoral introduction of informational, educational, and motivational change to community institutions. 

1111111-
WITHOUT REQUIRED REPLICATION, DEVED CANNOT 

REALIZE 1llE FULL VALUE 01' ITS INNOVATIONS 

To become a "program" as opposed to a collection of local projects, DevEd has to require and provide 
for replication. There is a question as to whether full project replication is feasible or desirable. 
However, since so little has been attempted through locale-to-locale adaptation, this remains an open 
question. In A.LD.'s view of development assistance projects, the notion of replication automatically 
implies area-to-area cultural, geographic, institutional, and economic adaptation. If taken as a goal of 
DevEd, replication among U.S. grantees would surely have the same requirement for area-specific 
sensitivity and sensibility. 

ARE PROJECTS SUSTAINED AFTER FEDERAL 
FUNDING IS DISCONTINUED OR DO THEY 

BECOME DEPENDENT ON FEDERAL SUPPORT? 

.,~- ~~Yc:U-~~~~~~~ 
Overall, grantees who were doing development education before the A.I.D. grant continued their 
activities in some form. Those who were not already involved in at least a related activity, or whose 
organWttional mandate did not embrace development education-type activities, were likely to 
discontinue their activities or shift their focus - and often their new-found skills - back to their 
previous activities, including fund-raising. 

~~1- ~i:m~~~~"!,~~~a:::=-~=1.: 
with grantee staff and audience members. DevEd projects that are sustained 

after federal funding tend to have the following characteristics: 

+ Put of the Mission: Development education by whatever name is an integral part of the 
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organizational mission and exlstenc:e. It is not an "add--on." The A.LD. grant In theae cues wu often 
the "spark" that got activities going. But development education has to be defined u "programming," 
meaning that it is central to lnatitutional g<>llls, not peripheral, not fund-raising, and not o grant merely 
for the sake of getting a grant. -

• Have lnltltulional Support: Grantees must seek Institutionalization of dervelopment education 
from the beginning through strong, continued support from the hlghelt levels of leadmhip. 
Organizations must "depart from the 'great man theoiy' so that programs will not be tied to 
individuals but incorporated within the institution." A few DevEd project& have realized a high level 
of institutionali7.atiol\ such that development education haa become a line-Item In every funding 
request. In this way, grantees are already, before the close of their grants, garnering broader-based 
finandal and in-kind support for the continuation of their activities. 

+ Have Collaborative Networks: An important key to sustainable IUC<.'ell is pre-existing 
dissemination systems and I or collaborative links. The existence of networlcs In place la invaluable to 
monitoring efforts. In several cases, sustainment of development education activities wu through on
going use of materials by partner groups. However, grantees have little or no ability to track this. 
Although many acknowledged that tracking is a major weakness, there is neither the incentive nor 
organizational mechanism for monitoring. In many cases, too, it is seen as an undue reporting burden 
on program providers and users, many of whom are volunteers. 

Other identifiable traits for success and sustainability of programs include: a high degree of 
scholanhip in materials; partidpatory methods to increase stakeholders, motivation, and 'ownership'; 
penonalization of the messages, relevancy, and cxmnection with Americans; low-coat production 
methods, such as desktop publishing and in-house editing; uaefulness of end products, such u 
curricular and media materials; and the credibility of organizations and development education 
communicators. 

In some instances, although specific projects were not sustained, development assistance activities did 
continue through the following forms: 

• Residual Effects: Among those whose activities continued only in a limited fuhion or not at 
all, there often is so~e "residual skills• or "intellectual heritage" that remains. For some, Ute DevEd 
program provided a good transition and bue for future, related efforts. For example, grantees who 
drop their development education activities at the end of the grant period may apply their new 
"targeting skills" to more specifically focus their messages on their fund-raising audiences. 

• Pundraising: For PVO grantees, there often remains unresolved the dilemma of using funds 
for development education domestically rather than allocating the money for programs and 
beneficiaries overseas, despite the fact that field astaff are often the most supportive groups within 
PVOs. And, in the face of financial difficulties, development education in some aues has become part 
of PVOs' fundraising and outreach programs. Thus, although development education efforts were 
reduced or cut, fundraising messages did become more educational :tather than plaintive. 

• Internationalization: For some groups, while specific development education activities have 
not continued, the development education experience has resulted in a strengthened 
"intemationali7.ation" of the organizatio~ resulting in a sustained, higher commitment to international 
messages, programs, and linkages. 



• Spln-oflas Thue are numeroua e>eampln, for (p'lnlffl •cnMo all time perloda, of MW 
orpniatlont and tfforta "•pdl\Pll up• • •direct nault of lnAtial dwelopment ed\Ation effotta. ~or 
example, the New York City Chapter of the National AModadon of 8oct.tl W...,_ (NA8W) hM 
fonned other non-profit orpniatlorw to apand, wtth lndependtmt funding, their dewlopment 
education efforta. TheM hi,,. Included .. untcutum dtnrtlopment and internatiOf\11 . pm'-tonal 
exc:hangn, and, u thi• group atat9d, thlet tffortt are dlr.ctly attdbutabl• to a amaU Oe\rBd mini-pant 
from the NASW national oft1ct. At prniou•ly mentioned, an early pant to the Pou.ntlatAOft for 
Aarlcultunl Bducadon and Dnel~I hu raulted ln numtlOUI aelHuotalNftl development 
education group• acrou the U.S. ~er countrla. Shnilady, comananity roundtable dilcuNlona 
undertaken in an early grant by The MlnMlota lntamtloul Omtft have llnor evolved into an «Ive 
Society for International Development Chapm. 

Grantee enthusiasm for development education actl"'CI •often manlfata 11 penonal and proftllionti 
commitment, belief in the •asentiallty" of intematianallzing the public:'• penpedlve, and/or • 
penonal and institutional i&kind contrlbutlona to 1upplemmt gnnt funding. Given the widapread 
lack of tracldng capability, it ia not poulble in thi1 evaluation to aneu the full reach, impact, and 
austainability of the DevBd program, where 1U1tmnability ii defined to include activitits of other 
orpniations stimulated by DevBd grantees. 

Sustainability and independence of federal funding are relatm questions. As 1uch,, they have t9 be 
plamed together. Their planning has to become put of RFP requirementa, grantft Hlec:tion criteria, 
project deal~ monitoring and evaluationr and reporting. At a minimum, grant propoul11hould have 
a sustainability plan that includes the support of the inltitution's leadenhlp and dearly identifta the 
"fit" of deveJ.opment education with the imtltudon'1 mlulon. 

HAS THE PROGRAM STIMULATED THE GROWTH 
OF A PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT EDUCATION NETWORK? 

-1ri:;j{IE~] =o=~~~~ 
As diacuued eartiU", A.l.D. is widely applauded for ita aigni&cant role aa a catalyst for the 
encouragement and advancement of the development education field. Although the development 
education professional network is diffiailt to measure, a large majority of grantees aay they had 
c:ontn1>uted to it And this evaluation finds that moat grantees have much mon mntact with other 
organizations in the &eld than is immediately evident 

) 
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•• ,,. The data hete are from the same souroes desn"bed above. Most gran1ees and 
national leaders believe that the DevEd program had dearly stimulated the 

growth of a v1rofessional network, but they are unsure of the strength of this network overall. 

The DevEd program has a:mtnbuted a unique network fundion to the community of Private and 
Voluntary Organizations (PVOs) in that it opened up mmmunication and mutual understanding 
between PVOs with differing organizational missions and united them through their efforts to do 
development education. But, some common hindranc:es to building the DevEd network include: the 
time-consuming activity of maintaining contact with people often over large distances; the frequently 
intimidating content of development educati<>;t materials; lack of organization among area/regional 
directors; trouble generating inteiest/ demand at the local level 

It is not possible to determine the actual strength af the DevEd network. A substantial number of 
grantees maintain contact with current or previous graniees, but this seems limited to sharing ideas 
and information. In additio~ grantees are split on their perceptions of the network's reach and 
usefulness. About half felt that the network was somewhat strong, but small and diffuse. This group 
felt that much of the strength was still due to individuals rather than organizations, with some dting 
the fact that most development education efforts are nm by consultants or very small staff as evidt:nce. 

The other half, however, felt that the network was relatively strong and continuing to grow. "It is hard 
to say what· is called development education Biden-Pell created a field which expanded to include 
those in global education and international issues. So if it is strictly development education, the 
lletwork is very narrow. But the broader netwodc, including population and the environment is very 
large and strong, and the ALD. program helped mobili7.e and expand this network.• 

There is a need to pragmatically approach the relationship between network-building, audience reach, 
programming, and replication. There are numerous opportunities for grantees to cost-effectively tap 
into large, national organizations for dissemination in order to •maximize the bang for the buck.• And 
while this may not result in strong networks in such large organizations, it is a ieplicable, sound 
dissemination strategy, and also enonnously useful in leveraging support for other, more intensive 
network-building and programmatic efforts. 

HAS THE PROGIL'\M FUNDED THE 
BEST MIX OF ORGANIZATIONS? 

IR!tttlll ~~~==l'OSSIBLE 
IO found strong agreement concerning the benefits of keeping a diverse mix of grantee organizations. 

I 
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Expressing the views of many, CJne leader s:ud: 

"A mixture of grantees reaches different audiences; you can't rank them. Media is a broad 
brush, PVOs reach at the grassroots level... you also need larger ~tions and those with 
the capadty to bring people together. And you can't leave out the education mmmunity ... It 
is the best of all worlds.• 

And this is one of the principal findings of the evaluation: Diversity is the key, but not the only 
answer. 

--~ The data here are from the same SOUll.'08 descdbed above. And, as previously 
noted, content analysis of 85 grantees' files found that no single "type" of 

organization is better than others in terms of audience reach and impact, message design,. or approach. 
Instead, analysis of grantees' project materials supported the conclusion of the majority that the there 
are certain consensus characteristics of effective grantees. Three such characteristics have been 
discussed in earlier chapters: (1) effective DevF.d grantees are already doh1g some kind of 
development education as part of their organization's own mission; (2) they have high and strong 
institutional support for their activities; and (3) they personally and interactively involve their 
audiences in the information exchange. Additionally, three other consensus characteristics of effective 
grantees are those who: 

+ Have Established Constitu.mdes: The great majority of respondents stressed the importance 
of grantees having an established constituency. A frequent comment was the need to "know" and have 
an audience. One recommended 11organizations with constituencies, not grant-focused, but service
oriented, and not necessarily membership. For example, organizations with some type of traditional 
education focus like Boy Scouts or Girl Scouts, or those linking international views to American efforts, 
like Sister Cities. Those with both domestic and international constituencies (are good grantees1 it 
creates a broader base." 

+ Have Built-in Netwodcs: The strength of organizations with constituencies is that they can 
aeate hierarchic:aI groups that can replicate and repeat the message. Teacher's assodations or health 
educators are good examples. But, "they must also have some type of network for follow-up 
at the grassroots level; otherwise efforts are wasted, no matter how strong the program is.• 

+ Are of Different ~izes: It is widely recognized in the field that all sizes of organizations have 
something valuable to offer to the development education process. "Development education is not yet 
a defined field. There is still need for experimentation and innovation. We still need little 
organizations. Bigger organizations who are development-minded are focused overseas and don't 
have contact with 'real' people to h~ their 'real' day-to-day attitudes.• 

But, "even volunteer groups at the local level should have models that will work nationally. There 
must be national reach also if you are looking for 'big bang' dissemination Small organizations are 
'&agile' and have difficulty finding outside funding. Laiger groups, especially university-based 
organizations have many more opportunities for funding. They have other resources to lean oii." 

Beyond these areas of consensus, respondents had differing views on what constituted the best mix 
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of grantees: 

+ Split on PVOs: There were drastically different opinions as to whether PVOs (Private 
Voluntary Organizations) should be included in the mix. Among those who said that PVOs should 
not be doing development education, the predominant reason was related to fund-raising: •PV0s are 
not the place for doing development education. They don't have their own act together. There are 
always these internal on-going conflicts, especially with fundraising. They operate on the principle 
of putting everything into the field to meet immediate needs and the link between educated 
constituencies and support for field activities is not recognized.• 

Othem felt that there is a place for PVOs in DevEd although they would not focus on them exclusively. 
•py0s bring urgency to problems that (others and] formal educators cannot They personalize 
messages and are able to reach a variety of audiences with different needs and interests. A.LD. should 
be less PVO-oriented, but don't lose them.• 

+ Pormal education: A large minority stressed the importance of including education groups 
such as Teacher Education departments in universities. •Formal education, yes, but not just teachem. 
You need a larger constituency, like curriculum developers and school boards, although there is a 
place for individual classrooms." 

Some respondents suggested targeting geography or social studies teachers since there was a natural 
. content fit, also using international students or returned Peace Corps volunteers as resources for 
development education programs in schools or universities. However, a few respondents had some 
reservations. •Not necessarily universities, they get enough money." 

+ Sedor I inks: There were differing opinions on the use of sector-specific organizations, such 
as media or agriculture groups. While some advocated more involvement of such groups, others were 
skeptical of their effectiveness. 

One respondent expressed a general prescription for funding groups for DevEd. Fimt, and most 
important, A.LD. must ask if this is the t'elltral mission of the organization: •do they really want to do 
development education and will it strengthen and contnbute to their overall mission?" The next 
questions should address pre-existing linbges and c:annections: •Are they educatomr Finally, •it 
would seem important, from Biden-Pell's perspective, for the organization to be development-oriented 
with some experience in these issues. And they must have personnel with international background, 
otherwise you will be starting &om 'square one'.• 

PLANNED DIVERSITY CAN ACHIEVE BALANCED 
PROGRAMMING EPPICIENCY AND EQUITY 

For balancing programming efficiency and equity, the evidence suggests that the DevEd program has 
funded an effective mix of organizations, and that this mix has been fairly successful at undertaking 
innovative, sustainable development education efforts. Although no one type of organization has been 
more effective than othem, all indications to-date suggest that the most effective use of funds is for 
organizations that: self-select; have an existing constituency or audience; •1cnow" their audienc.-e and 
have support mechanisms; have a pre-existing interest in, or efforts in development education; have 
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the support of the staff, CEO, and Board of Directors; can personalize messages around the self
interests of the audience; and can •roll-out", through training-of-trainer, matching-grant, curricular 
materials, or other approaches, activities that will grow and take on lives of their own, 

-The evidence also suggests that improved program planning can improve the mix. Olapter 6 offers 
several recommendations. 

I I 
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OVERVIEW 

CHAPTER 6: PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS 

As reported in Chapter 6, ICI was required to answer four by 
questions about continuing the DevEd program. And, if ICI 
rea>mmended continuing the program, it was required to 
rea>mmend improvements for future programming. The answers 
and recommendations are summarized below: 

SHOULD THE PROGRAM BE CONTINUED? Yes, DevEd should be continued by 
building on the strengths of the existing program. In particular, future programming 
should continue to fund small, local projects which are much of the strength of the 
program. There is need for all types of diverse programming. But DevEd needs a 
program plan to become a prog1:am, instead of a collection of projects as it is now. 
Working within the limits of Biden-Pell objectives is no constraint But programming 
objectives haVP. to be defined in explicit, measurable terms. 

+ WHAT COST-EFFECTIVE CHANGES ARE NEEDED? Through consensus with 
grantees and consistency in design and use of four planning tools: (1) RFPs, (2) budget 
allocations, (3) technical assistance, and (4) reporting requirements, the DevEd program 
can improve its strategies for grantee selection, project objectives, message design, and 
audience dissemination Using these four planning tools, DevEd can build into the 
earliest stages of its planning the needed, improved measurements for targeting its 
audiences more effectively, monitoring audience reach, evaluating project effects, and 
reporting to A.LD. 

+ SHOULD DEVEDCONTINUE BUILDING APROPESSIONAL NE'IWORK? Yes, and 
with more effort and funding than at present To realize its enormous potential, the 
DevEd program needs to define the national-to-local and within-community relationships 
of its grantees; thus, to improve the way it selects projects, funds them, and evaluates 
them. New program budget categories can help do this. And with consistent use of the 
four planning tools, DevEd can aeate better opportunities for replication of good project 
models and assure greater chances of sustaining successful projects. 

+ SHOULD THE PROGRAM BE EXPANDED? Yes, the program should be expanded. 
The current DevEd program is achieving the Biden-Pell objectives: It is reaching wide 
audiences and producing positive and lasting changes in Americans' awareness, support, 
and behavior related to U.S. humanitarian and economic assistance to developing nations. 

Chapter 6 gives specific recommendations for improving future DevEd programming. 

I 
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HAS DEVED ACHIEVED ITS OBJECTIVES? 

The strength of this evaluation is that it is based on many different data sources and methods 
of data gathering, that together give a very consistent, convincing pi~re of an A.I.D. program 
that is working well. Its weakness is that there are few c:omparative baseline data and no 
specific performance indicators. 

The evaluation produces two broad condusions on the effectiveness of A.LD.'s DevEd prograin 
in (1) increasing public awareness and support related to the Third World; and (2) increasing the 
professional capacities and nelworlcs of development education professionals and institutions. 
The conclusions are: 

1•~4 :i1a~~~=~=~· 
MANY AMERICANS' BEHAVIOR 

ICI concludes that the DevEd program has achieved its public objectives of raising Amerkan~' 
awareness of and engendering public support for programs and issues related to the U.S. stake 
in Third World development 

Interviewing many DevEd audience members, there is no doubt that those personally involved 
in the program are affected: Leaming ihcreases and becomes more sophisticated; values change, 
stereotypes relax, new beliefs grow; and behavior changes to new activities, communication, 
memberships, partidpation, and contn"butions. 

And, inferred from national surveys, there seems little question that DevEd audience membem 
are affected as well - as measured against other American dtizens. For Third World issues, 
programs, and causes, DevEd audiences show much greater exposure, higher awareness, more 
discussion, more favorable attitudes, stronger opinions, greater generosity, more personal 
involvement, and greater community activism. They also have changed much more in the past 
few years in their beliefs about and support for U.S. foreign assistance in a time they see of 
increasing global. interdependencies. 

Further, the highest educated DevEd audience members are much more supportive of foreign 
aid and Third World development than are the highest educated members of the general public. 
This assures that their level of education is not the only reason that DevEd audiences are so 
much more supportive of the U.S. stake in developing muntries. 

DevEd audience membem are very different &om the public in many personal ways, too: Well
educated, higher income, well-connected, and influential. We don't mean powerful as in formal . 
office-holders, but as personally influential at home, at the workplace, and in their friendship 
groups. Yet, they don't concentrate cmywhere special. They live in the same neighborhoods in 
the same types of communities as their friends and colleagues do. 

Their relevance and potential are great for promoting wide, lasting educational change for issues 
of underdevelopment 
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ll!\i~~~9~:~1 ~~~~~~~~PO~~~~CJNG 
PROPESSIONALIZATION IS LESS CERTAIN 

JCI concludes that the DevEd program has achieved part of its professional development 
objective. That is, the program has inaeased the intm!sts of educators and other groups in 
development education; it has added greater stature to the intemationali7.ation of the agenda and 
activities of orgarUzation affiliated with the grantees; and it has strengthened the capability of 
grantee organizations to carry out development education projects. 

On the other hand, it is less clear to see the impact of DevEd on helping to sustain development 
education where it is not already part of an organb'.ation's mandate or in stimulating the growth 
of a professional network of related, informaticn-sharing institutions. 

Interviewing many DevEd grantees and other development education professionals, there is no 
doubt that A.J.D. has contn'buted in large, important ways to the development and advancement 
of the "DevEd" field, although many in the field don't use this term. A.LD's funding and 
leadership have been a powerful catalyst for helping to intemationalize the interests of 
community groups, institutions, leaders and their constituencies, teachers and students, and 
others. 

The DevEd program has used a diverse mix of grantees who have effectively introduced many 
educational innovations, but have few means for sharing their innovations with others or 
encouraging replication. Institutionalization of their projects is problematic, but clearly there are 
conditions favoring sustainability after the period of A.LD. funding. Their impact on building 
networks with other grantees and institutions is difficult to measure, because there are no 
networking reporting requirements and project materials often reach unanticipated users for 
unanticipated uses. Thus, unless networking is anticipated by better planning, much of the 
DevEd's program professional impact will remain invisible. 

All professionals interviewed see great value and urgent need for development education. Of 
course, they wish there were more money for the field generally. But, for their individual 
projects, most grantees don't ask for more money. Instead, they ask for more time ~n the grant 
period, more guidance &om A.I.D., and stronger collegiality. Specifically, more funding and 
program emphasis should be given to professional developmeat, local-to-national networking, 
and project replication and sustainability planning. 

l:::lil~~l!~!illl1 ~~-=== ~ ~:.~~p= 
plannin~ (2) consultation with grantees; (3) grantee selection 

aiteria; (4) message design and treatments; (5) dissemination planning and tracking; (6) target 
audiences; (7) monitoring, evaluation, and. reporting; (8) professional and programming 
capabilities; and (9) A.LD. management tools. 

It is, again, important to note that this evaluation does not address the DevEd "N~ Directions" 
programming that A.I.D. is in the process of designing. Rather, as required, the evaluation la'1lcs 
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at past DevEd programming and offers recommendations for improvement of future 
programming. 

1. NEW PROGRAM fLAN: AJ.D.'s DevEd program needs a &!rang, specific plan. The 
recommended sbuctw:e and elements of the plan are oudined in this chapter. 

+ Be Specific: To-date, there has been no firm amsensus on what DevEd is trying to do 
beyond "informing the public." DevEd goals have to be stated as operationally measurable 
outcomes. For this, baseline indicators and performance indicators should be known and 
specified. 

+ Develop a Program Plan: There has never been an overall DevEd program plan. Such 
a plan gives a context in which individual project plans make sense, can be Rlated to each other 
for mutual support, and can be assessed and their contributions known. The timing of program 
implementation should be guided by the strengd\ specificity, and amsensus of its planning. 

+ Use Existing Strengths: Some of the major strengths of the DevEd program are (a) the 
diversity and local connections of its grantees; (b) their local (sometimes na\ional) partnerships 
and networking; and (c) their professional commitment and in-kind amtn'butions. Accordingly, 
futul'e DevEd programming should build on and strengthen the personal and institutional 
connections of small, local grantees as well as other large membership organiz.ations and their 
constituencies. 

+ Plan Local-to-National Integration: There are powerful l'ea&Ons for small, local projects 
with natural, personal constituendes. Build strong, explicit Rlationships - even partnerships -
- between national and local grantees. National activities should be planned in concert with 
lower-level activities, each level supporting the other. National programs need personal, local 
support. Information alone is not enough. 

+ Build in Measurements Now: Monitoring and evaluation indicators must be built into 
futul'e programming before large-scale, long-term activities begin. And methods of data 
collection on the indicators must be built in now. In the program we've observed, everyone 
wants evaluation and few pay for it Accmdingly, if tracking and evaluation are priorities, 
budgets should set aside appropriate funds, without raising total budgets. 

• Add Capadty-Bullding Indicaton: Development of . institutional networks is an 
important, long-term capadty-building indicator that must be added to evaluation planning. 
But, also, in the near-term, successful/unsuccessful performance measurement should include 
such capadty-building indicators as: (a) Goals are stated and agreed between A.LD. and 
grantees; (b) Rlationships between grantees are defined and measurable; (c) the grantee 
community is consulted widely and is represented in program planning; and (d) guidelines are 
developed for grantee selection, message strategy, dissemination planning, audience researc~ 
audience-reach monitoring, effects evaluation, and project reporting. 

+ Develop Evaluation Plans: With assistance from A.I.D. professionals in FHA/PPE and 
in the Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE), develop an objective plan 
for monitoring and evaluating DevEd program implementation. Ensure that the indicators are 
a practical, sufficient, and consensus basis for decision-making. 
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+ Guidance on Success/Fail Jndicaton: Onc:e established, A.I.O. should provide technical 
assistance to the field in the form of new guidelines that identify the programming indicators 
that are important and measurable &t any point in time, for example, for projects' scope of 
activities, institutional networldng, and objectives. 

2. GRANTEE CONSULTATION: Engage the DevEcl grantee community in future 
program planning, consulting grantees wfidely. 

+ Deal With The Perceptions: Granr.ees are an important constituency; and a constituency 
with many other constitumdes. A.LO. is seen by many grantees as designing a new partnership 
program without wide grantee partidpation, thus ignoring the principles of partnership. The 
perceptions have to be met head-on. Grantees affect their communities as they do their 
audiences. In the absence of spedfic knowledge, many suspect ALD.'s •political" motives to try 
to advance policy goals through advocacy. The perception is fairly widespread. A.LD. has to 
re-open wide communication with the grantees. And the Agency has to make good on its 
commitments. This can be achieved most demonstrably through allocation of funds for 
expanded grantee partidpation, including wide involvement of grantees in program planning. 

+ Organize Around Critical Needs: To assist overall planning, organize grantee "working 
groups" around the critical needs of the development education field identified in this 
evaluation: (a) Professional Development; (b) Grantee Networking and Outreach; (c) Researc~ 
Evaluation, Monitoring, and Repo~ (d) Audience and Dissemination Planninr; (e) 
Sustainability Planninr; (f) Special Audience Programming - e.g., primary and secondary 
schools; and (g) Constituency-building. Allocate program funds as necessary to develop the 
means to meet these needs. 

+ Use Grantees' Experience: Take the results of the working groups and give future 
program design problems to a "task force" fully representative of the grantee community. A.LO. 
should work directly with the task force in developing a spedfic, amsensus plan. The planning 
exercise should state DevBd goals and define the following: (a) funding categories; (b) grantee 
selection criteria; ( c) indicators for measuring programming reach and effects; ( d) data collection 
and reporting methods, (e) the DevBd message strategy; and (f) major needs for technical 
assistance and program guidelines. 

+ Open Up The A.LD. Conference: Engage the grantee community in ways that are 
helpful to those continuing any effort to internationalize local and institutional agendas, whether 
DevEd grantees or not. The engagement could culminate in A.I.D.'s next annual conference. 
Prior to the conference, there should be a matching-funds, consultative workshop that pulls in 
a pool of current and previous grantees to consider programming indicators based on the 
consensus DevEd program plan. Their synthesis should be presented to the conference. 

+ Set Aside Funds: Create a budget category for "Grantee Participation• to ensure wide 
grantee partidpation in (a) the DevBd program planning task force; (b) working groups; (c) the 
first consultative workshop. Money is needed to ensure grantee partidpation as a basis for a 
long-term commitment to a program concept 

3. SELECTION STRATEGY: The type of organization cmying out a DevEd program is 
less important than the personalities and commitment of the pNJple in the program. 
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However, some criteria that affect success can be stated u grantee selection aiteria. 

• State New Selection Criteria: Requests for Proposals (RFP) should state grantee selection 
aiterla as favoring (a) Organiz.ations that are already doing development education as part of 
their programming or whose mission statement envelops such progranf ming; (b) whose proposal 
provides evidence of support of staff, CEOs, Boards of Directors; (c) whose leadenhip offers a 
commitment and a realistic:: plan of sustainment of DevEd ac::tivlties beyond A.I.D. fundin~ (d) 
whose partnership with other institutions presents a set of naturally-related constituencies 
identified by separate and mutual objectives; and (e) whose partners show their separate and 
mutual responsibilities for audience dissemination and tracking. 

+ Provide Guidelines: RFPs should contain new A.l.D. guidelines for message 
development, audience-reach monitoring, effects evaluation, dissemination, and reporting. The 
guidelines would describe the specific types of indicators that will be used evaluating grantees' 
project objectives, messages, audiences, dissemination, and effects. Proposal review should give 
weight to demonstrated understanding and use of A.I.D.'s guidelines. These guidelines are 
descn"bed below. They are jointly developed with the grantees to ensure consensus in design 
and compliance in reporting. 

• Define Project Objectives: A.LD. should define DevBd program funding categories by 
projects' objec::tives and their relations to other projects. This will ensure equity and balance in 
grantee selection and funding. For example, local-to-national audience-reach should be part of 
the selection strategy to ensure coverage at all levels. The three defining characteristics of 
projects are: (a) Scope: Plan funding by the scope of project activities - local, state, regional, 
national. (b) Relationships: Plan funding by networking opportunities with other grantees, 
partner organizations, and community institutions. (c::) Objectives: Plan funding by audience 
reach and impact objec::tives of audient-e awareness, audient-e involvement, professional capaclty
bvJlding, and community integration and institutionalization. 

t Develop Indicaton by Objectives: As suggested above, the four objectives of DevEd 
programming should be (a) awareness. (b) involyement, (c) professional development. and (d) 
community-building. Developed in advance for each type of objective, the indicators give 
different answers to the question of "Education for Whar'? For example, different indicators 
would distinguish fint-time grantees who are working locally or at the national level; and they 
would distinguish longer-time grantees who have moved beyond raising audience awareness 
in the short-term to expanding community-institutional relationships in the longer-term. 

• Make Budget Provisions: Grantees' proposals must show plans and appropriate budgets 
for audience-reach monitoring and effects evaluation. 

• Extend Projed Timelines: Individual grantees usually succeed with the money they 
have .. But they need more time. Consider allowing about four years for a three-year budget 

• Review the Mini-Grants Strategy: Under the DevEd program, mini-grants work well 
for large organizations trying to influence their chapters and aff!liates. But, as observed in other 
programs, mini-grants sometimes don't work well between different organizations, if large grant
holders pursue an institutional agenda that doesn'i find room for other's innovations. Review 
the grants strategy to ensure specific agreements on objectives and grants conditions. 
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4. ME5SAG'B STBATBGX: A more c:oml1tent meuage •b'ategy would create unity 
uound certain theme1, yet promote grantees' dlvenlty and networks u well. Each grantn'• 
muNge strategy should, to th• extent reuonable, promote Interrelated core them.a, aftlnlty 
themes, and professional c:apadty-bullcling themes. 

• Define Core Themes: DevBd should address world population growth. The top-priority 
core themes should be hunm, poyerty, and pOJ>ulatjgn. Whereas Americans think many types 
of U.S. programs are effective, they are skeptical of the effects of foreign uslstance on poverty 
and population. They support both, and are pmticularly in favor of inaeulng family planning 
education and birth control programming. 

• Define Affinity Them.a: A second category of themes are those to which 
interdependency and the core themes should be linked. The enyimnment should be the top
priority affinity theme. Americans tend not to see the link between the environmental conditions 
of the U.S. and the Third World and many are skeptical of the effects of our assistance on 
improving Third World environments. Demoqagr-building should be another priority affinity 
theme. It has inaeasingly strong public support. 

• Define Capadty-Bulldlng Theme: A third category of themes are those that publiei~y 
promote the networking of grantees and constltuendes, hence the growth and strmgthen of the 
development education field. It is as bnportant to support the in&aabucture as it is to build it. 
So, messages should give audiences •something to do." Supporting local institutional networks 
is a spedfic action that can be tied to core/affinity themes. 

• Improve Treatment of Interdependency: The grantees already use global 
interconnections as their principal vehicle for carrying other themes. Make It a requirement. But 
there is an imbalance in their treatments. So, review grant proposals for the extent to which 
interdependency is treated as: (a) U.S. assistance benefits th~ Third World; (b) benefits to the 
Third World benefit the U.S.; (c) benefits to the U.S. benefit the world; and (d) benefits to the 
Third World benefit the world. 

• Add Audience Contact A.LD.'s leadership and other audience categories work well. 
But build intQ the message strategy the types of audiences by programming contact (a) Primary 
Audience: contact is direct, personal, small-group - training, classroom; (b) Secondm Audiense: 
contact is in group settings - worlcshopa, conferences; md ( c) Tertim Audienq,: contact is 
indirect, impersonal, at a distance - publidty, articles. 

• Provide Evidence: DevEd messages have to substantiate their claimed goodness. Even 
with case studies and anecdotes, require grantees' messages to provide evidence of (a) gpalitv 
of program effort and benefit; (b) equity of reach and benefit; (1:) program cost-effectiveness; 
and I or (d) impact - where the benefidary may be a fandly or a nation. Prow it. 

• Seek Field Documentation of Results: To substantiate grantees' claims for the benefits 
of humanitarian and economic assistance, the PVC Office should explore with A.I.D. Regional 
Bureaus whether and how to set new contract requirements for in-country pro;ects that help 
USAID Missions get videocamcorder evidence of success/failure mulls of programming on the 
ground. Many Americans believe in tbe effmiveMSs of assistance programs. Messages should, 
therefore, foais more on the penonal, results of the delivery ch.tin than on the chain itself. 
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• Build In Mftlll• Purpoae: Some of the ncommendationa above would develop a new 
grantee Hlectlon 1tntegy baaed on projecta' reladomhlp• and their objec:tlvn. BuJld the wne 
objectives into the menage atrategy u criteria for funding and planning m ... aga. Crantffl' 
propotals should specify their mnaage purpOHt: (a) audience awareneos; (b) audience 
Involvement and action; (c) profaslonal development and networking; and (d) 
community /irultltutlon-bulldlng. 

• Glv~ Technical Aulttuce In RPPt: 1be plec:ea and the whole message stntegy can 
become A.J.D. guldellnea for uslatlng grantees. And they 1hould be •tated u project dnlgn 
alterla In the RFPs. Bach grantee's mnaage atrategy ahould ';.c developed aa part of a 
cooperative plan of action with Its partner lnstltutiona. Over time, c:ooperatlve menage 
strategies should become a goal for the Seid - I.e., mutual support. 

• R.econalderthe Tam "Development Bclucation": For many grantees and their audiences. 
"development education" is not meaningful. Many don't llke the term. And many use it only 
in talking to A.LO. Others have found other terms. Consider shifting the emphasis from 
"development" to "linka" - that la, the linb between development usistance and worldwide 
benefit. Americans widely m:ept the concept of global lnterconnectiona. 

tJ. DISSEMJNADON STRADGX: In deaignlng DevEd proJecta (apectlng adjuabnlllll 
with experience), the information ma and men can be and llllllt be Identified In advance 
Md budgeted for. New concem fw eome old audiences Is needed to trea' them u Important 
dh;seminatlon targets. 

+ Involve A.LD. Aadlencta: According to PVC and other A.LO. rapondentl, the DevP.d 
program is not well understood within the Agmc:y and it has weak relations with the Regional 
Bui'eaus and other key Agency offic:es and programs. An inter-office working group should be 
established for a short time (a) to detail what kinds of information the DevEd program has on 
its activities and Americans' support for 'Third World assistance that would be ~ to other 
Bureau'1 programming and (b) to determine what kinds of evidence of in-anmtry USAID 
projects' effectiveness is available that could help DevEd grantees to substantiate their daim1 for 
development assistance bene&ts. Information-sharing can be a useful fint step in improving 
networking. 

• Involve The Gnntea: The grantee community should be a more important DevEci 
program dissemination target. Other than th~ A.1.0. annual conference (which some grantees 
think is becoming too restricted) and the PVC calendar of events (which is not a basis for project 
replication), there are no formal mechanisms for informing grantees of what A.l.D. or other 
grantees are dcing. 

+ Involve Grantees' Puent Imtltutions: Gnntees' larger institutional leadership and . 
boards should become an more important dissemination target to improve the capability of 
DevEd projects to be sustained beyond federal funding. 

• Require a New DilHIDinatlon Prodact Each grantee's annual report should include a 
ppe-page summary of the project written to policy-makers. Specific reporting categories would 
be: Purpose, audience, activities, achievements, evidtmce, and next steps. With adaptation,, it 
would have many uses. For example, Al.D. could make a synthesis for its Congressional 

• 
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Pnttntat.Jon,: FHA/PVC t'OUJd ..:ompUe • bookJ•t for the A.f.tl. Admini1trator, Rer)onal ~unaue, 
and othm; and each ora•papr c:ou2d be Mnt to other grant1tt1. 

+ RtquiN UM of Audlenct DllMm&nahft\1 'rhe .vldenat t>f tpirlted Int.mt and pat 
reltvanc. of O.VSd audience memben for wide tducatJonaJ lm,,-ct I• "'()tnf)ellirtJJ,. Otven their 
opinionated '-'Ommunlcatlon behlvlor and 1roup mtmbmhlp1, ttWOUrap p.nten to m1~• 
an•ter ml•~lorwy uH of audi•Aat mambftl. For txlmple, require tJt.int•1 10 dtvelop brlet 
attractive pau-on producta, Prae tlteH Into the hand• of tarpt auc.henctt u factutl taUdna 
polntf with the famUl11, frlend1, and co-workm. 

+ Specify AucUmc•hach lncUtaton: mdlcaton and utea.na of meatumnent can be 
•pec:lfttd, and reporting routinlad. 1hen ..-e lnformation-diuemlnation •oow• model1 wall1ble 
that track Information within and among orpnlutiona, by audlenca, by lntft\ded and apin-off 
uaet of material1, and other criteria. UH them to devtlop a DevBd audlenc.tracldng IJ*fem. 
Provide th~ system u technical 111i1tance to grantees and nquJn meauremmt as part of 
proposal budget&. 

• Mta1un Audince Reach: lr1 fairly .. y to track primary and HCOndary audlmce 
nach. It cotta money to follow them up for impact meuunmml However, at leat with tJw 
DevEd audimce, Jlllll works. 'Ibey leam from, rapond to, and contribute money becau1e of 
materials they receive in the mall. 1r1 worth a trial to develop a limple Ht of effec:ta tncilcaton 
for, say, •ix-month and 12-month follow up to samples of pantee9' audienca via the mail. The 
indlcaton would be 1peci&c actions that people have or have no: tabn in further expoeme, 
program participation, group membenhlp1, contributions. If the trial ll 1uc:ceuful, then it would 
be worth a 1ub-1ample of interview1 to "verify" claim• for behavioral changes. 

+ Get "Pua-On" Bxponn lndlcaton: How many people are reache.1 indirectly through 
the media II a great problem for the grantees. Howwer, national print and broadallt media, 
many local med~ and advertising agenda have over the years developed Uleful formulas for 
estimating •pua-on" expOlun by type of medium by type of audience by markets. For types 
of media, these pan-on expOIW'e estimates can be uaeful Al.D. guidelines to grantees. For 
individual communities, grantees lhould be ena>uragecl to get their own. 

+ lleqaire Multi-Media Produd Plant: The RFPs should require grantea' p.ropoaall to 
show how they plan to make multi-media mes of any single set of intended pn>ducte. With 
adaptations, any set of produc:ta ahould be intentionally designed in advance to have other lives 
with other audience in other presentation forms: for example, • praentations for ALO. 
Regional Bureaus, as grantee training workshops, as presentations to inltitutional boards, as 
cunic:ula supplements, u public awmrnas material. Any materials can mw both techni~ 
training and community outreach pmposes. The grantees know this and can be enoowaged to 
do i~. 

6. TARGET AUDIENCES: DnEd'• audience 1trategy ii very good. If ltnngth ii needed, 
it i1 to lnveet men in the longer-term development of International awanneu and vala• 
anmg pdDwy md HCOndary dadenta. Many eclacaton believe that AmaiQDS will not 
think intemationally until 1~ pow ap with it. 

• Define Grantees as a Tuget Audience: The grantees are a lope.priority, highly cost-

I I 
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effective program audience. Many cany out development education activities with their own 
personal or institutional resources. They have extensive, personal and institutional networks in 
their communities. Professional development materials, A.I.D. technical assistance guidelines, 
up-dates on successful programming models should be shared with the grantees. All project 
budgets should be planned with dissemination to other grantees as a line--item. 

+ Give Higher Priority to lntermtionalizint~ School Curricula: This should be a top 
priority. By present grantee activities, it is not Make international education a grantee funding 
category. 

+ Continue School-based Programs: Most scnool projects seen in this evaluation were 
working well. The strategy of worldng through affinity issues (e.g., environmen~ geography) 
to integrate an international perspective works well. Teadter training, hands-on classroom 
activities, Third World visitois, new courses on the Third World all have been enthusiastically 
received. Leaming gains are. impressive and there is .a lot of qualitative eviden"'-e of behavioral 
changes outside of class. Continue such projecl-s with new emphasis on out-of-class 
measurement of effects on students. 

+ Promote ln.&!rmation-Sharing: There are some 13,000 U.S. school districts. How 
education is delivered is a local district and community issue, not the state's and not 
Washington's - with few exceptions. And, working locally, DevEd grantees can do a lot 
Although many of their local projects are excellen~ their coverage is scattersho~ uncoordinated, 
and not replicated. By building deh'berate aoss-project sharing, A.LD. could lr.ing coherence 
md dynamism to the effort. 

+ Require Prior Audience Research: Several grantees pre-test their materials. But few 
show how pre-testing improves materials. Some do pre- and-post-testing of training and 
classroom learning. Bu~ lacking a budget allocatim\ none follows up on audience effects. 
Similarly, almost none does audience research in advance of programming - either to better 
define the audience, tailor messages, or set baselines for later measurement Grantees' budgets 
have to allocate a line-item to prior audience research. In the long-~ the cost-benefits to 
programming should at least balance out the costs. 

7. MONITORING. EVALUATION, AND REPORTING: Grantees need and want help 
in planning, doing, and reporting evaluations. But A.LD. and the grantees need a new 
perspective that money alloca~d to budgets for research, monitoring, and evalwition do not 

· compete with programming funds. They have be seen as inseparable in delivery. 

+ Undertake a Single, On-going Exercise: All DevEd programming elements are 
interrelated. Their indicators must be planned in interrelationships too; particularly developing 
indicators and baselines for (a) near-term to long-term programming and capacity-building and 
networking; (b) grantee selection/project design; (c) message strategy; (d) dissemination 
planning; (e) audience reach; and (f) audience effects. To truly influence the field, these have 
to be done together as a single, coherent, on-going exercise. It may take several months to 
produce agreements and guidelines. Then, they too have to be evaluated by use with grantees. 

+ Hold an Indicators Workshop: As recommended earlier in the context of the program 
planning wk force activities, invite a wide representation of grantees to a workshop to develop 

• 
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indicators. The critical issue is to develop consensus on workable indicators of, for example, 
how to connect DevEd messages with audience behavior. Grantees have experience and many 
ideas. Use them as the •database"' they are. Given their interest, many grantees may cover or 
match their cosm of participation. Getting consensus indicators is ~ential. 

+ Evaluate the Evaluation Wolkshop: The Interaction evaluation workshop for grantees 
was an excellent idea, but it got mixed :reviews and there is no wide evidence yet that it 
improved grantees' evaluations. ALD. needs to develop indirators to measure outcomes of such 
workshops found in grantees' projects. How useful are the tools? If used, how do they improve 
project evaluations? 

+ Study Domestic Vs. Intemational Priorities: There is great support for U.S. foreign 
assistance in the abstxac:t We need to know more about the strength of public support, 
especially when faced with domestic budget trade-offs. Under what specific, alternative 
conditions does public support wilt or remain stead6JSt when confronted with domestic needs? 
nus is audience reseal""'...h information that ALD. needs that, within the appropriate limits of 
Biden-Pell objectives, it can better guide the design of grantees' messages. 

+ Use Piggyback-Polling Measures: Results of the national swveys contradicted some 
notions of Americans' support for foreign assistance and of the impact of DevEd grantees. There 
are many syndiaited national polls and scores of meaopolitan media polls, as well as polls by 
foundations, multinationals, and others. Research directors are open hi impartial ideas. For no 
more than telephone charges, AI.D. should monitor the up-coming nat:.onal polls and grantees 
should keep up with local polls, all looking for opportunities to •piggyback• a few non-partban 
questions onto planned smveys. Develop, for example, a small core of questions on public 
support and a small core of indicators on gra."ltee-related activities. Try to get them used. 

+ Allow No Fluff Reporting: Instead of evaluations, many grantees send other, proxy 
materials to AI.D. as evidence of activities. If Al.D. can provide evaluation technical assistance 
to the grantees, it can then require grantees to maintain •products/materials• files and!lQtsend 
such materials as part of their reporting. AI.D. files do not need lists of leaders or journalists 
contacted, conference agenda, annual institution reports, lists of publications, reprints of articles, 
and others. As further technical assistance, develop reporting criteria and include them in the 
RFPs an-i grant a~ments. If products and materials are needed for 1;ome later purpose, they 
can be requested. Keep grantees focused on reporting requirements. 

+ Change Reporting Reward System: Rarely do grantees report project weakness or 
failures. RFPs should stipulate, and grant agreements must require, success/failure reporting. 
To strengthen DevEd models, there must be lessons-learned reporting on what doesn't work too. 
Make it a section of all reports. Take the negativism out of the requirement by showing grantees 
the Agency's acceptance that things don't always work well and the Agency's interest in their 
recommendations for how to resolve problems. · 

+ Get Field Evidence of Failure Too: If the Regional Bureaus can pursue getting 
videocamcorder documentation of project results, both USAID Missions and contractors have 
to be persuaded that A.LD. top management equally rewards evidence of success and failure. 
From the DevEd program's perspective, their audiences will find effectiveness claims more 
aech"ble if evidence is given of the conditions of unsuccessful assistance too. Systematic visual 

I -
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documentation of the strengths and weaknesses of assistance will improve programming models. 
We encourage the FHA Bureau to try to negotiate with Regional Bureaus new requirements for 
field evidence of both success and failure, and strengthen their working relations in the process. 

• Give Evidence of the Rewud System: Fundees are not likely to believe that funders 
want the bad news too, unless they see it pay off. Eveiy ALO. conference and workshop should 
include sessions on model-building, developed around reported strengths and weaknesses. 
Over time, the logic of reporting "what wmks/what doesn't work" should influence RFPs, 
proposal review, program evaluation; as well as filter into grantee's training workshops and 
professional development activities. 

8. PROFESSIONAL AND PROGRAMMING CAPABILITY: A.LD. and the grantees 
together have to take a systemic approach to capacity-building. This doesn't have to require 
more funding but does require reallocation of present funds to ensure that different parts of 
the same system develop together. If treated together, the synergy of "equal" parts will 
achieve more than an imbalanced system that promotes parts unevenly. 

• Crute New Funding CAtegories: In summary of some the recommendations above, new 
budget categories should be created to ensure that all important parts of the DevBd "system" 
develop together. For example, "Monitoring and Evaluation" is one part of DevBd that has to 
be strengthened. Funds to develop a better system should not be seen as annpeting with 
programming funds. Rather, strengthening the monitoring/ evaluation system should make 
programming more cost-effective. Similarly, reallocating existing funds to a new budget 
category of "Grantee Participation" is another part of the DevEd system that has to be 
strengthened in order to strengthen DevBd programming. 

New funding categories should be created for. • Grantee Participation; • Capacity-Building 
(including networking, partnerships, and other professional development - see below); • 
Children and School Curricula; • Monitoring and Evaluation; • Replication and Dissemination; 
and • Technical Assistance Guidelines. 

• Fund Professional Development: Only three organiz.ations have been given "professional 
development" grants. Expand this funding. Strengthening grantees' networks, institutional, and 
staff capabilities is an important objective - e.g., teachers, trainers, instructional aids, etc. It 
should have the same priority as audience-building. 

• Create Mechanisms for Replication: Other than the A.LD. eonference, there is no formal 
avenue promoting grantee l'eplication of others' project ideas. Projects address local conditions, 
organizations, and audiences. So pure replication is often not feasible. But adaptation is. For 
example, the "Global Village" exlu"bit in San Diego was a superior example of school, annmunity, 
and business involvement, from which grantees would have gotten many good ideas for local 
adaptation. An ALD. conference presentation on that exhibit would be useful. Build replication 
into budgets. Make replication part of grantee's reporting, with equal emphasis on success and 
failure. 

• Make Duplication a Budget Item: Many grantees understand replication to mean 
duplication of materials. Materials are seldom used just as they are, but are adapted to different 
uses. Nonetheless, duplication is important lnaease budget line-items for duplication. This 
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is "secondary" programming that adds to, not detract &om, "primary" programming. 

+ Require Information on Sustainability: We need more evidence on why projects are 
sustained or not Make sustainability part of grantee's reporting - equal emphasis on success 
and failure. Also, set up a simple monitoring matrix to track changes in two key indicaton of 
sustainability: (a) institutional support and (b) a development education mandate. Use the 

,. matrix to classify projects at their grant and design stage. Up-date the matrix with interim and 
annual reports. Evidence of changes in institutional and leadership support and development 
education activities must be reporting requirements. 

+ Require Information on Networking: There is much more local networking than is 
visible in grantees' reporting. A.LD. should require grantees to iutlude in their reports a section 
on community and institutional relations, cooperations, co-sponsonhips, co-productions, informal 
partnering, exchanges, and the like. This is important evidence of the reach and vitality of 
DevEd. Lack of such evidence understates DevEd's community presence. 

+ Train "'Environments," Not Individuals: When we train individuals, they usually return 
to a home environment in which nothing has changed but them. Make grantees' training 
projects include training for all organization members who are relevant to Devi:"..~ programming. 
This may include cross-cultural sensitivity training. 

9. A.I.D. MANAGEMENT: To ad on these recommendations and reduce the pmgram 
management burden, A.LD. should adopt a set of multi-purpose tools that are developed 
around common A.I.D.-grantee needs. 

+ Get Consensus and Compliance: Ensure that new requirements are specific and 
undentood. Reducing A.LD.'s management burden requires grantee' agreement and compliance 
with their specific requirements. In reviewing grantees evaluations, we found that even those 
organizations that could do evaluations often did not do them. With vague guidelines, they 
simply avoided compliance. Grantees' consensus will improve their compliance in project 
design, evaluation, and reporting. 

+ Make Consistent Use of Tools: Whatever systemic improvements are made (e.g., 
indicaton workshops, technical assistance guidelines), they must become part of RFPs and 
contract agreements For this, A.LD. must make consistent use of the requirements in RFPs, 
budgets, technical assistance, and reporting. Consistency will reduce the program management 
burden. 

+ Improve Projed Reviews: Use one •congruency diagram• as a simple management tool 
for visualizing project stren~ and weaknesses, showing where any project does better or 
wmse than expected. Reference materials for this evaluation give 17 aiteria for measuring 
project achievements. For ease of reporting, granWe& should report success/failure for each 
measure and give a single parag::rnph explanation for over- or under-achievement This should 
be the heart of all reports; brief, terse, consistent, and relevant 

+ Improve Cost-Effectiveness: As summariz.ed in Table 13 below, A.LD. should adopt 
consensus, multi-purpose tools will improve reporting through time-saving consistency in 
addressing several problems with the same devices. Cost-effective use of these management 
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tools requires the A.I.D.-grantee partnership to develop their tools and indicatOl'S by consensus; 
to make each tool serve multiple pwposes; to reallocate funds instead of increasing budgets; to 
spread burden-sharing in lieu of new money; and to increase specificity and compliance to 
reduce the level of staff effort. -

TABLE 13: ALD MANAGEMENT TOOLS 

RFPs & CONTRACTS BUDGET REALLOC. TA GUIDELINES REPORTING 

• Grantee seleclion aiterla + Grantee planning task force • Near-term and long-tam • Evidence of project 
evaluation lnclcators changes based on researeh 

+Message strategy + Grantee working woups 
gtidellnes w/inclcators; • Grantee aeledion strategy • Aucla'lce reach 
mcluclng theme priorities and • Monitoring sid evaluation w/projec:t objediws 
1reatma'lls indcators workshop • E1'rects evaluation 

+ Meaeage development 
• Prior audence research • Review mlnl.grmrt Slrategy guidelines W/lnclcala's; • Repllcallon m1d austaln-

lncludng theme prlcrlties and abillty lndcators and 
• Dissemination guidelines • Proposal budgets Include treabnents reporting 
wJlndcators a.dance-reach monitoring m1d 

evalu8'Jon plans wJlndcators • AudenCHeach guldelinee • Con""9f1ey diawan of 
• Partnerahlp pldilS for wAnclcators and 1low models Blrenglha and weaknBBBBB w/ 
message design and • Prior aidence reeeam ch one pa8'J'8Ph on each 
clssamlnalion +•Pass-cn•e>epOBUre 

• Dlsaeminatlon plaining farmulas + L8880n9 learned report 
• Auc!IS'lce-reach ~ldellnes ldendftcalion of Information eectlon (daaemlnate to 
wJlndcators U88l'8 and uses • l:trads evaluation gn11tf988) 

guidelines wJlncicators 
• EtfeclD evaluation + Trial 81Udy w/mall lnclcatora + Nelworklng report aec:tion 
guidelines w/lndlcators of effecls 111d a ab-aanple • Dlsaemlnatkln guidelines 

verification follow-up wAnclcators • Annual one-page project 
• SUstalnabillty plan unmary for pdley-makera 

+ Funding calegOriea: profee. • Repllcallon Md austan-
• Multi-media produds plan aionaii development ll1d Inter- ability monitoring •Dlaeemlnallon to olher 

national ecllcalion projeds IJ'Sl"deee 
• Reporting guidelines + Reporting SJJ!dellne& 

+ Rapllcallon Md 8U9laln-
~ Congruency clagram ablnty b'lclng & duplication 

A.I.D. can bring more coherence to the DevEd field, benefiting all organizations whether they 
are grantees or not Of course, many opportunities for other kinds of technical assistance and 
guidelines will surface. For example, the next A.I.D. conference on marketing should produce 
a set of •how-to• audio /visual materials and written guidelines for grantees' self-help marketing 
improvements. Likewise, this evaluation touches on a number of issues for which guidelines 
to the field would be invaluable, for example, "how to personalize messages• or an up-datable . 
inventory of •what works /what doesn't work• drculated annually to grantees. 

By building on the 10-year partnership, a continuing dialogue and free information-sharing on 
improvements will greatly benefit all participants in the DevEd program. 
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GRANTEES BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION/FUNCTION 

I. Educational 

1. American Forum for Global Education 
2. California Museum of Science and Industry 
3. Cornell University 
4. Heifer Project International 
s. M.S. U. School of Labor/Industry R.elations 
6. Washington State University 

n. Membership/ Association 

1. American Association of School Administrators 
2. American Home Economics Association 
3. Ameri~an Institute for Free Labor Development 
4. American Association for International Aging 
s. American Jewish World Service 
6. Association of Big Eight Universities 
7. Association of North Dakota Geographers 
8. Michigan Partners of the Americas 
9. National Association of Social Workers 
10. National Association of Wheat Growers 
11. National Council of Negro Women 
12. National Council of Returned Peace Corps Volunteers 
13. National Governors Association 
14. National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
~s. Society for International Development 

Ill. Coordination/Cooperation 

1. Agricultural Cooperative Development International 
2. Credit Union National Association Foundation 
3. Global Tomorrow Coalition 
4. Interaction -·- s. INSA 
6. International Management and Development Institute 
7. National Cooperative Business Association 
8. Overseas Cooperative Development Committee 
9. Phelps Stokes Fund 
10. Quad-Cities World Council 

JV. Policy/Study 

1. American Association for World Health 
2. American Youth Work Center 
3. American Forestry Association 
4. Atlantic Council of the United States 

,c10 



s. Bread for the World 
6. Centre for Responsive Governance 
7. Citizen's Network for Foreign Affairs 
8. End Hunger Network 
9. Foreign Policy Research Institute 
10. Foundation for Agriculture Education and Development 
11. Global Leaming 
12. Hunger Action Centre 
13. Impact on Hunger 
14. Institute for Cultural Affairs 
15. Interfaith Hunger Appeal 
16. International Fund for Agricultural Research 
17. League of Women Voters 
18. Minnesota International Center 
19. National Committee for World Food Day 
20. National Wildlife Federation 
21. OEF International 
21. Women Historians of the Mid-West 
23. World Hunger Education Service 

v. Service 

1. Boy Scouts 
2. National 4-H Council 
3. YMCA 
4. YWCA 

"~ 

VI. Technical Assistance 

1. Accion 
2. Academy for Educational Development 
3. Africare, Inc. 
4. Booker T. Washington Foundation 
s. CARE 
6. Catholic Relief Services, Inc. 
7. Close-Up Foundation 
8. E.A. Jaenke and Associates, Inc. 
9. Institute for International Research 

' 10. International Institute for Rural Reconstruction 
.J!JI 11. International Trade and Development Education Foundation 

12. National Association of Partners of the Americas, Inc. 
13. National Council for International Health 
14. Pan American Development Education 
15. Plan International, USA 
16. Population Reference Bureau 
17. Save the Children 
18. Technoserve, Inc. 
19. Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative Assistance 
20. World Education, Inc. 

I 



Grantees by Primaly Behavioral Change Model 

I. Media /Publicity/Coverage 

Academy for Educational Development 
CARE . 

End Hunger Network 
Foreign Policy Research Institute 
Independent Broadcasting Association, Inc. 
National Association of Social Workers 
National Committee for World Food Day 
Public Interest Video Network 
Save the Children 
South Caronna Educational Television 
WETA-TV 
WGBH-TV 

II. Publications /"~'.eference Materials 

American Forum for Global Education 
American Youth Work Center 
Center for Responsive Governance 
International Fund for Agricultural Research 
World Resources Institute 

III. Conferences /Seminars /Workshops 

American Association for International Aging 
American Jewish World Service 
Atlantic Council of the United States 
Booker T. Washington Foundation 
Boy Scouts 
Bread for the World 
California Museum of Science and Industry 
Citizen's Netwoik for Foreign Affairs 
Credit Union National Association Foundation 
E.A. Jaenke and Associates, Inc. 
Foundation for Agricultural Education and Development 
Global Tomorrow Coalition 
International Management and Development Institute 
INSA 
Institute for Cultural Affairs 
International Institute for Rural Reconstruction 
League of Women Voters 
National Association of Partners of the Americas, Inc. 
N ... ::anal Cooperative Business Association 

·• 
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Vll. Media 

1. Independent Broadcasting Association 
2. Panos Institute 
3. Public Interest Video Network 
4. South Carolina Educational Television 
·s. WF:rA-TV 
6. WGBH-TV 
7. World Resources Institute 

I 



National Council of Returned Peace Corps VolunteeIS 
National GovemoIS Association 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
National Wildlife Federation 
OEF International 
OveISeas Cooperative Development Committee 
Panos Institute 
Phelps Stokes Fund 
Plan International 
Quad-Cities World AffaiIS Council, Inc. 
World Hunger Education Service 

IV. Training/Training-of-Trainers/Leadership 

Accion International 
Africare, Inc. 
Agricultural Cooperative Development International 
American .Association for Free Labor Development 
Association of North Dakota GeographeIS 
Consortium for International Cooperation in Higher Education 
Interaction 
Interfaith Hunger Appeal , 
International Trade and Development Education Foundation 
National Association of Wheat Growers 
Michigan Partners of the Americas 
Minnesota International Center 
National Council for International Health 
National Council of Negro Women, Inc. 
National 4-H Council 
Society for International Development 
VOCA 
Washington State University 
World Education, Inc. 
YMCA 
YWCA 

V. Curriculum Development/Courses/Classes 

American Forestry Association 
American Home Economics Association 
American Association of School AdministratoIS 
American Association for World Health 
Association of Big Eight Universities 
Close-Up Foundation 
Cornell University 
Global Leaming 
Heifer Project International 
Hunger Action Center 
Im pact on Hunger 
Michigan States Ufljversity-School of Labor and Industrial Relations 

• 



Pan American Development Foundation 
Population Reference Bureau 
TechnoSexve 
Women Historians of the Midwest 

VI. Other 

Catholic Relief Services 

.. 
.. _ . -
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DEVELOPMENT EDUCATION GRANT RECIPIENTS1 

(N=88 GRANTEES, 1982-Current) 

NAME NUMBER 

l. EARLY (1982-86; N=25) 

Ass'n of N.Dakota GeographeIS 2 
Bread for the World 1 
Catholic Relief Svcs-USCC 1 
Center for Responsive Governance 1 
"' Episcopal Church 1 
Fndn for Agricultural Ed and Development 1 
"' Goodwill Industries 1 
Hunger Action Center 1 
Impact on Hunger 1 
Institute for Cultural Affairs 1 
Int'l Management & Development Institute 1 
Int'l Trade &t Development Ed Fndn 1 
Michigan PartneIS of the Americas 1 
Minnesota lnt'l Center 1 
Nat1 Council for Int'l Health 1 
Nat1 Council of Negro Women 1 
Nat1 Rural Electric Co-op Assoc. 1 
OveISeas Coop. Development Committee 1 
Phelps Stokes Fund 1 
Quad-Cities World Council-Univ. of Illinois 1 
WETA-TV 1 
Booker T. Washington Fndn 2 
World Educatiorlt Inc. 1 
World Resource Institute (aka Earthscan & IIED) 1 
World Hunger Education Service 1 

"' Closed-out, no money spent (not coded) 

2. MID~TERM (1987-92; Grants completed; N=38) 

Academy for Educational Development 
ACCION International (AITEq 
Agricultural Co-op Development Int'l 
American Ass'n for World Health 
American Ass'n of School AdministratoIS 
American Home Economics Ass'n 
American Inst for Free Labor Development 
American Jewish World Service 
American Youth Work Center 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 

YEARS FUNDED 

85,86,87 
82,83 
83,84 
82,83 
85,86 
~,86,87 
85,86 
83,84 
83,84,85 
84,85,86 
~85,86 
85,86,87 
82,83 
82,83,84,85,86,87 
83,84 
~5 
83,84,85 
82,83,84 
83,84,85,86 
83,84,85 
85,86,87 
82,83,84,85 
82,83,84 
83,84,85,86,87 
83,84,85 

87,88,89 
82-91 
87,88,89,90 
85,86,87,88 
87,88,89,90 
85,86,87,88 
87,88,89 
86,87,88,90,91,9'J 
87,88,89,90 

Grantees are shown by number at srants received and the years in which grants were active. 
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Ass'n ot Big Eight Universities 1 
Atlantic Coundl of the U.S. 1 
Boy Scouts of America l 
CARE 1 
Consortium for Int'l Co-op in Higher Ed. 1 
Credit Union Nat'l Ass'n Fndn.-CUNA 2 
End Hunger Network · 2 
Global Leaming 1 
Global Tomorrow Coalition 2 
Heifer Project Int'l 2 
Il'\JSA, Int'l Svc Ass'n for Health, Inc. 2 
Inter Action 1 
lnt'l Fund for Agricultural Research 1 
E'.A. Jaenke & Assoc., Inc. 2 
Nat'l Assoc. of Partners of Americas, Inc. 2 
Nat'l Committee for World Food Day 

(Community Nutrition Institute) 3 
Nat'l Cooperatives Business Assoc. l 
Nat'l Coundl-Rtnd Peace Corps Volunteers 2 
Nat'l Governors Assoc. 2 
Nat'l Wildlife Federation l 
Nat'l 4-H Council l 
OEF Int'l 3 
Pan American Development Foundation l 
Public Interest Video Network l 
Save the Children Federation 2 
Society for International Development 1 
South Carolina Ed. TV 1 
Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative Assistance 1 
WGBH-TV 1 

3. CURRENT (Active as of Dec. 1992; N:2,;) 

.Africare, Inc. 2 
American Ass'n for Int'l Aging 1 
American Forestry Ass'n 1 
American Forum for Global Education 

(aka Global Perspectives in Education) 2 
California Museum of Sdence & Industry Fdn. 1 
Citizen's Network for Foreign Affairs 3 
Close Up Foundation 1 
Cornell University 1 
Foreign Policy Research Institute 1 
Independent Broadcasting Ass'n, Inc. 2 
Institute for lnt'l Research 1 
Interfaith Hunger Appeal 2 

Files con11scaled, not coded. 

91,92 (closed out 92) 
87,88,89 
87,88 
84,85,86,87,88 
84,85,86,87,882 

82)l3,84,85,90,91 
83,84,85,86,87 
88,89,90,91,92 
87,88,89,90,91 
86,87,88,89,90,91 
83-91 
87,88,89,90,91,92 
88,89,90 
84,85,86,87,88 
84 .. 87, 89 - 92 

82,83,84,85,86,87,88,89 
88,89,90,91 
84,85,86,87,88,89,90,91 
84,85,86,89, 90 
84,85,86,87,88 
89-92 (closed out Dec.92) 
82-91 
85,86,87,88 
88,89,90,91 
82,83,84,85,86,87,88,89 
88,89,90,91 
89,90 
89,90,91,92 
87,88,89,90 

83,84,89,90,91,92,93 
89,90,91,92,93 
90,91,~,93 

84-93°' 
92,93 
86-93 
92,93 
90,91,92,93 
92,93 
86 - 90, 92 - 93 
88,89,90,91,92,93 
89,90,91,92,93 

II 



Int'l Institute of Rural Reconstruction 
League of Women Voters Ed. Fund 
MS.U. School of Labor/lndust Relations 
Nat'I Assoc. of Social Workers 
Nat'I Assoc. of Wheat Growers Fndn 
Panos Institute 

· Plan Int1, USA (aka Child Reach) 
Population Reference Bureau 
Technoserve, Inc. 
Washington State ·University 
Women Historians of the Midwest 
YMCA 
YWCA of the USA 

1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
3 
4 
1 
1 
2 
4 
2 

91,92,93 
91,92,93 
91,92,93 
88,89,90,91,92,93 
90,91,92,93 
89,90,91,92,93 
88",89,90,91,92,93 
83-87,90-93 
90,91,92,93 
91,92,93 
87-93 
82-93 
89,90,91,92,93 

\(}> 
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GRANTEE SUBSAMPLE FOR MATERW. ·'; CONTENT ANAL YSiS 

1. NAME 

1. EARLY (198~; N = 4) 

Catholic Relief SeIVices 
Impact on Hunger 
Minnesota International Center 

(n = 2Sj 

World Resources Institute (aka Earthscan & IlED) 

2. :MID-TERM (1982-92); N = 8) 
;. 

American Association for World Health 
American Jewish World Service 
Boy Scouts of America 
Global Leaming 
Interaction 
Nat'l Committee for World Food Day 
OEF International 
Society for International Development 

3. CURRENT (up to March 1993; N = 16) 

Africare, Inc. 
American Ass'n for lnt'l Aging 
American Forestry Association 
American Forum for Global Education 

(aka Global Perspectives in Education) 
Citizen's Network for Foreign Affairs 
Independent Broadca5ting Associatio~. Inc. 
Institute for International Research 
Interfaith Hunger Appeal 
Nat'l Assoc. of Social Workers 
Nat'l Association of Wheat Growers Foundation 
Panos lnsti tute 
Population Reference Bureau 
Technoserve, Inc. 
Women Historians of the Midwest 
YMCA 
YWCA 

NUMBER 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
1 

2 
1 
1 

2 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
4 
1 
2 
4 
2 

"' r ~ 

83,84 
83,84,85 
&,83,84,85,86,87 
83,84,85,86,87 

85,86,87,88 
86,87,88,90,91,9'i 
87,88 
88,89,90,91,92 
87,88~,90,91,9'i 
82-89 
82-91 
88,89,90,91 

83,84,89-93 
89,90,91,92,93 
90,91,92,93 

84-93 
86-93 
86-90, 92,93 
88~,90,91,72,93 
89,90,91,92,93 
88,89,90,91,9493 
90,91,92,93 
89,90,91,92,93 
83-87, 90-93 
90,91,92,93 
87-93 
82-93 
89,90,91,92,93 
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GRANTEE S'JBSAMPLE FOR PHONE SURVEY 

(n = 28) 

1. NAME NUMBER ~R1UD 

1. EARLY (1982-87; N = 4) 

Fdn. for Agrirultura'l Ed. and Development 1 BUS,86,87 
Hunger Action Center 

(now Hunger Awareness Reso~ Center) 1 83,84 
Minnesota International Center 1 S?.83,84-85,86,87 
World Resources Institute (aka Earthscan & IlED) 1 83,84,85,86,87 

2. MID-TERM (1982-92); N = 8) 

Agricultural Co-op Development lnt'l 1 87,88,89,90 
American Jewish World Service 2 86,87,88,90,91,92 
Atlantic Council of the U.S. 1 87,88,89 
CARE 1 84,85,86,87,88 
Global Leaming 1 88,89,90,91,92 
Interaction 1 87,88,89,90,91,92 
Nat'J Committee for World Food Day 3 82-89 
Save the Children Federation 2 82-89 

3. CURRENT (up to March 1993; N = 16) 

American Forestry Assodation 1 90,91,92,93 
Citizen's Network for Foreign Affairs 3 86-93 
Close Up Foundation 1 92,93 
Cornell University 1 90,91,92,93 
Independent Broadcasting Assodatio~ Inc. 2 86-90, 92,93 
Institute for International Research 1 SB;s9,90,91,92,93 
Interfaith Hunger Appeal 2 89,90,91,92,93 
Int'I Institute of Rural Reconstruction 1 91,92,93 
League of Women Voters Ed. Fund 1 91,92,93 
Mich. St Univ. School of Labor /Indust Relations 2 91,92,93 
Nat'J Assoc. of Partners of the Americas, Inc. 2 84-87, 89-92 
Nat'I Assodation of Wheat Growers Foundation 1 90,91,92,93 
Population Reference Bureau 4 83-87, 90-93 
Technoserve, Inc. 1 90,91,92,93 
Washington State University 1 91,92,93. 
YWCA 2 89,90,91,92,93 

I I 
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Attachment· 3: Individual Interviews 
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A.l.D. Officers 

Greg Niblett 
Sally Montgomery 

•. · Lou Stamberg 
David Watson 
Catherine Coughlin 
Beth Hogan 
Tracy Dougherty 
Aida Jo Mann 
Susan Saragi 

Grantee! 

... 

I 

Katherine Riddle--Foundation for 
Agricultural Education and Development 
Chris Wilde-Hunger Action Center 

. Jeffrey Brown-Global Learning 
Dorothy Fisher-Agricultural Cooperative 
Development lnt'I. 
Carol Steinberg-Minnesota Inn Center 
Pat Young-National Committee fOr World 
Food Day 
Rosemarie Phillips-World Resources 
Institute · 
Elizabeth Weldstein-Hart-CARE 
Lee Mulane-Save the Children 
Andy Griffel-American Jewish World 
Service 
Carolyn Long-lnterAction 
Elion Lomax-Atlantic Council 
Ted Field-American Forestry Associaton 
John Costello-Citizen's Network 
Ca1hy Oakerland-Closs-Up Foundation 
James Haldeman-Cornell University 
Martine Crandall-Hollick-lndependent 
Broadcasting Association 

Individual Interviews 

\ 

Development Education Leaders 

Anthony Hewitt-UNICEF 
Thomas Keehn-American Forum for Global Education 
Robin Davis-INSA 
Ken Phillips-ChildReach 
Tom Fox-World Resources Institute 
Jan lhomton-World Vision 
John Costello-Citizens' Network for Foreign Affairs 
Carolyn Long-lnterAction 
Andrew Rice-International Development Conference 
John Sommer-World Leaming, Inc. 
Andrew Smith-American Forum fOr Global Education 
Helen Kirschner-American Association for International Aging 
Thomas Spaulding-YMCA of the USA 
Susan Hill Gross-Upper Midwest Women's History Center 
Eileen Kelly-National Association of Social Workers 

Mike Rock-Institute for International Research 
Bill Savitt-lnterFaith Hunger Appeal 
Eric Blitz-International Institute for Rural Reconstruction 
Allison Reed-League of Women Voters . 
Betty Barrat-M.S.U. School of Labor/Industrial Relations 
Ellen Ferguson-National Association of Wheatgrowers 
Martha Lewis-Partners Of the Americas 
Kimberly Crews-Population Reference Bureau 
Andrea Luery-TechnoServe · 
Nancy Horn-Washington State University 
Joyce Gillilan-Goldberg-YWCA 
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Attachment 4: Site Visit Schedule and Activities 
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Site Visit Schedule and Activities 

Amercian Forum for Global NY City 3/10 3/11 3/12 3/12 
Education 

National Association of NY City 3/12 
Social Workers 

Wash.D.C 4/21 4/21 4/21 

YMCA ;. Frost Valley, 3/18 3/18-19 3/18-19 
NY 

Wilmington, 5/4 
DE 

Women Historians of the Minneapolis, 3/24 3/25 3/25 3/26 
Midwest MN 

American Association for 'Wash.D.C 3/22 3/20 3/20 3/22 
International Aging area 

A&icare Wash.D.C. 5/6 5/11 5/11 

Citizen's Network Wash.D.C 5/14 

Panos Institute Wash.D.C. 5/5 
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SITE VISIT CONGRUENCY DIAGRAM 

PERCENTAGE ACHIEVEMENT °" 10 20 30 40 50 eo 70 eo 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 

TIME 

MONEY 

LEADERSHIP 

STAFF 

STAFF TRAINING 

INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

PRIM. AUDIENCE REACH 

SCND. AUDIENCE REACH 

PROGRAMMING/DELIVERY · 
~· 

PRODUCTS/MATERIALS 

MESSAGES 

MEDIA/CHANNELS 

DISSEMINATION 

COUABORATIONS 

NElWORl<ING 
. 

MONITORING/EVALUATION 

REPORTING 
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FEBRUARY 18i3 JOB• t507e 

CIFFICE UBE ONLY: 
!IHONE ~UMBER:( ) 

Q, NUMBEA: --
--oE'c.~ ---

STATE: VAY.DATED BY: 
6-7 

Male:D F•male:O 
INTeAVIEWER'B USE: 

OATE: __ I __ TIME BECiUN: __ : __ 

Fl.ESPONOENT'8 
INTER. ID: ___ TIME ENCED: __ : __ 

NAME: INTERVIEWER'S SIGN.: 

Heno, mt name II fflrlt & lut name), rm 1n 1m1rv1ew1r tor a nstlc:mal public opinion 11.JfV,Y• We're dClll'lQ a etur:ly pt 

M11rioa'1 relaUona with other countrt11. According to th• re11arch procetdur1, l n•ltd to apelk with th• youngest male 
In thl hou11hold wno 1118 yeara Of aga or oldtr and at home. To start: 

1. The term "l'hlrd World' la u11d to mean those dey110121ng coumr111 In Africa, Asia 11nd Latin Amer1oe wl'loee 
economln and standard of IMng art lower than the United Slates, We1tern Europe, anci other more · 
lndUltllallzld countlift, 

From what you h1V1 h111d or read, would you 11y th• 
ROnoml11 In the 'Third Wond' lltlea the u.e. eoonomy a great 
dell, 1om1What, not v•rt muoh, or nDl at all? 

Great deal •••••••• , • , ••••••••• , ••• ·B 
Somewhat ••••••••••••••• , • , , , •••• """ 
Not very muon ••••••••••.•••••••••• .z 
Ncit at all •••••••••••• , • , • , •••• , ••• ·1 
Don't know ••••••••••••••••••••••• -3 

2. The United States provides •foreign 1ld' to drvtloplng countrtea In the 'Third Wortd. • Such foreign aid tnoludes 
humanitarian ale! and eoonomlo ea11111nc1. 

21:>. 

Ari you g1n1rally In favor or or oppo1td to u.e. gMng ot 
bvcnaon§tlan 11c1 to dw1loplng oountr1e1? 

Ari y1:1u generally In fa\#Or Of or oppottd to u.s. giving or 
~ ualat1nc1 to developing ccuntr1117 

Favor •••• , ••••• , , • , ••• , , , •••• , • , , ..a 
Op~e . , • , ••••• , • , ••• , , .•..••••• ·1 
Don•t knO\N •••••••••• " , • • , • , • , , • • • -2 

FrYor , ........... , • , ••• , ••• , •••••• -3 
Oppose .•..••....••.••...•••• , , •• ·1 
Don't know ••••••••••••••.•••••••• ·2 

20. In your opinion, II giving alct to-Third World* countnea: more the American 911;11ro11ty ••••••••• , •••••• ·1 
aptrll of A.mtrloan generosity, more th• dHlrt to aell our 8111 cur products ••••.•.••••• , , •• , •• ·2 
produota, or more tht d11lre to prolect 1:1ur national 1eeurtty? Protect our national seourtty ••••••••..• -3 
(PUIH FOR CHOICI) Don't l<now •••••••••••••••• , •••••• """ 

a. eome peopl• u11 th• term •;astern Eyrop1• to mean tho.& countries that emerged arter th• brHI< up or th• 
&ovlet Union and the communist countries In Eastem Europe. These East•m European countrlu have 
eeonomln and etandard1 of llvlng that are lower thll'l tht United St1t11, W•lt•m Europ11 and otner more 
lndUltrllllzed countrlt1, 

Fn:1m whit you have heard or read, would you Ill)' th• 
tc0nom111 In 'Eastern Europe• 11111ct th• u.e. economy a gr111t 
deal, somewhat. not very much, or not at all? 

Gr-.at d•al •••••• , ••• , • , ••••• , , ••.• -e 
SomlWl"lat • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • """ 
Not very much •••••••••..•••••••••• ·2 
Not It an •••••••••••••• I •••••••••• ·1 
Don't know .•••••••••..••• , •••••• , -3 

I 
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4. 

llifL 

4b. 

40. 

I 
I 
I 
A 
I 
R 
I 
0 
I 

I 
I 
I 

e. 

7. 

I 
I 
I 
A 
R 
0 

· The Unlttd SatH provtdH 1!?!'!!gn akf to &utern Eurcpun oountr1u.. sucn ror11;n •Id tnctUdH num•n1tart1n 

I. 

.. 
b. 

0. 

ct. 

•.. 
t. 

e. 

.. 
I). 

o. 

d. 

•• 
'· 
~· 

llld and ecionomlc u1l1tano1. 
Ari you generally In 1.-vor of or oppos&d to u.a. giving or Favor •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 bum&OltOdlO aid to Euiem EuropNn countrtn7 Oppose ••••••• , •••• , •• , ••• , •••••• ·1 

Oon't know •••• t ••••••••• '.' ••••• '-a 

Are you generally In fl'IOI' or or oppoa&d to u.s. glVlng or Faver ••••••• ,.,.,.· •••••••••••••• , .a ~ uelltanot to Eut1m Europ1110 oountrlH? Oppo:ae •• , • , ••••• , •••• , •••••••••• ·1 
Don't know •••••••••••••••••••••• '-a 

In your opinion II giving aid to Eastern European coumrt .. : American gen1roatty .•••.••••••••••• ·1 more th• aplrlt or Amer1c1n g1n1roa1ty, more th• attire 10 1911 &ell our product• •••••• , • , , • , • , ••••• -a our product11 or more th• dnlre to protect our national Protect our nat1on111 1ecur1ty • • • • • • • • • • • 4 MCUrtty? (PUSH FOA CHOICI) Oorl't knOW ••• ' ..................... 

rm going to nt1d a li.t or possible foreign pollcy ;0111 trill th• United 8tatH might have. For .aoh one, pltue lay whether you think It 1h0Uld bt • very Important foreign policy goal Of 1r11 UM•d 8t1t111 • 1om1Wh1t mponam foreign policy ;ol.l, or not an lmponant goal at an: 

VERY 1•wHAT NQT DON'T 
IMfa .lliZ JMf. ~ 

Protec:tlng thl fobl cf American workera • 

Proteotlng thl rtlet'M11 d Amtrtcan buslnesa abroad. 

Pro1tc1t1ng and e11t1ndln; human right• In aner coumr1 ... 

Helplng to Improve the ttandard er ltvtn; Of ta• cteveloped 
countr111. 

Hetplng to brtng a C11mocratto form Of govemm1m to other 
natlona. 

Prottotlng v1oi1m1 or ethnic cohfllctl and ctvtr wart In otner 
COUnlrlll, 

Whlcn countrln. If any, do yov feel It ii mOll Important for th• u.e. to gtve economic ualatanoe to: the IHI aeveloped 
countrlet In Alla, Africa, and Latin Amtr10ai the oountrlu that 
uaed to be part or the Scvlat Union: or th• other countrlM or 
Euttrn Europe, llkt Hungary or Poland? 

To reach the largest number or people In the fastest time and 
low111 cost, who would do the best )ob In ualtttn; othtr 
countrlea ... the Unhed N1tlcn1, th• u.s. govemment. private 
bullnuN11 or private charhlta? 

-1 2 3 9 

.1 2 3 8 

-3 2 8 

-3 2 8 

-3 2 Q 

-3 2 8 

Alla, Afl'foa and Latin Amertoa ••• , ••••• •1 
&CIVll't Union ...................... -2 
Euttrn Europe (Hungmy, Polanes) •••••• ~ 
(VCL) None , , ••••••••••••••••••••• -4 
Oon•t knovt •••••••••• , • • • • • • • • • • • • •& -'-'" 

Untted Natlona ••••••••••••••••••••• •1 
U.S. govemmtm •• , ••••••• , ••••••• , ·2 
Prtv1:t1 bu11n11111 ••••••••• , • , •• , ••• -3 
Prhrlte c;ITTarhlH • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -4 
Don't know • , •••••••••• , •••••••••• .a 

Now I'd Hk• to read you 1 few 1t1tem1nt1 with which tome people agree and otllel'I atsagree. I'd Ilk• your own opinion. Here's the flrat one - do you strongly agree, tomewhat agree, somewhat dteagree. er ttrongly dllagrH7 

--AOAEE- -DISAGRE!-

SOME SOME 
m. WHAT DK WHAT Im 

United 81at" aid II eeaentlll If ether countries are to oeoorne e 
"" a 2 telf·aufflclem. 

Helping other ccumr111 d1V1lop wtn make them more stable. s 4 a .2 

We n11d to t0lve our own poverty problem• In the u,a. before 2 s 4 s. we oan tum 1t11ntlon to other oountrlea. 

U.S. lld harps U1 mike or kHp other countrlea 11 a11111. 6 4 3 2 

W1 thQUICI hl!J' rarmera Ir'\ ether oourttrlN 111rn to ;row 1p,11r I • I I VWt1 f0001 ft'en tt tt m .. nl ltlty buy 1111 fOOQ from lilt IJ,I, 
Many aid program• art bad In th• Ion; Nn Dec&u11 they mlJct I I • a 
crthtr ooumr111 too d1p1nd1nt on ua. 
We need to 1101v1 our own unemployment problem• In th• u.s. . ., .. e 4 I 
before trying to crHit jobt In ether countrtH. 

" 
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1.· Going bllek to 'll11rd Wor1d countrl11, do ycu think u.a .... 1ttanc. to Third Wortd ooUl"ltl'I.- (RIP!AT): Ml 

had great erreot, 1ome eneot, not muoh enect1 or no tm•c:t Ill am . 

NOT 
-GREAT 80ME MUCH "o 
mw ~ ~ mm! mm 

I .. Qn atrength1nlng 1hllr - the Third World countrtH' .. 15 4 8 2 

I Mllonal 1oonomles. 
I b. On eneoura;lng tht growth of c:temooracy. ' .. 3 2 
A ... , I 0. on JMalng tn1 nun;ry mm:t poor. e 4 a 2 

R 
I d. on prcteotlng YIOtlmt oT etnnlc conn1ct1 and civil war. 5 4 3 2 

0 .. ".-duolng population ;rowin ratN In th .. • coumrtu. & 4 a 2 

'· Rtcluotng poverty. I 4 s 2 

g. Rlcluotng dtatn rates among on11e1r1n. & 4 s 2 

ti. lncnulng peoplt'I ltvel Of 8CIUOatlon. I 4 8 2 1 

L Improving thtlr abmty to produce their own food euppty. e .. 8 2 , 
~ Conserving their - lht 'Tlllrd world countr111' - nature! I 4 3 2 

raaource1. 

10. In thl long nm, If Third world oountrles do t>eoome stronger 9COnom1e111y, dO you tnlnk mere wm De 

(REPEAT): 1 vtry poa1t1v1 tmpaQt. t10mewt1at potlllvt, 1omewh1t negative, or very negative impaot: 

V!AY l'WHAT l'WHAT VIRY 
POI. f.Q!. NONE ~ NEG. DK 

I 
I ... On the )oba In the United states. 5 .. a 2 Iii 

I 
I b; on u.e. export• and NIH to Third world markets. I 4 a 2 8 

A 
, I 0. On the 1nvtronm1nt In th1 U.S. I .. 3 2 8 

Fl 
I d. on the u.e. economy. l5 4 3 2 8 

0 

•• On the opportunlllet fOr U.S. bu11n1u11 In tl"le Tnlrd ! .. 3 2 Iii 

World. 

'· on u.e. national 11eurtty. 5 4 3 2 I 

g, on you, your famlly, or your community. e 4 3 2 9 

11. In tht long n.in, do you think that nelplng Third world coumrlu to dwelop wat have (REPEAT): great positive 

dtOti tome llffeot1 not muoh enect, er no lftKt It all on: 
NOT 

" 
OA&AT IOME MUCH NO 
mil !l'l'!CT ··~ !EE.E£! ~ 

A ... lmprDYlng wortd peace. 5 4 3 2 

R 
b. Improving wortd prctp1r1ty. 

0 
l5 " ···3 2 

I 0. lmprOYlng democracy In the world. 5 .. 3 2 
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12. . M you know, we don't alwly• hav. enough time to do th• 1n1n;1 wt might want to. In your own oue: 

121. Would you NY that you r111d or look at newa m1gaztnu ... -
lk• IllJll or N1W1WHk ... almost fNlry wHk, once or twlot a 
month, tHt Often than that, or never? 

Almost 8Vlf)' WHk • , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , -8 
once or twloe • month •••••• , , , ••••• , -4 
LeN atten than that' •• , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 
N9\'lr ••• , ••••••••••• " •••••••••••• 4 
Dorl't kl10W •••••••••••••• ' •••••••• ·1 

A 12:1. would you aay inc you watel'I a n1t1on11 t11w111on ntwa Almost every evening , , ••••••••••••• , ·5 
pogram 11mast fll/ery evening, a few 11m11 a week. Iese ctten A few tlmH • wHk ••••••••••••••••• -4 
than that, or never? I.ta an1n tnen mat • • , •• , • • • • • • • • • • • .s 

Never ••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••• ·2 
Don't krtOW ••••••••••••••••••••••• -1 

R 11c. Would you HY that you r11d a dally nrNlpaper nnrty every Nearly tvery day • , •• , , ••••••••.•••• -e 
• I Gay, • , ...... um.. • WHk, '"' Often thlln inc, or MYlr? A ftw limit • WHk ................. ... I 1.ta an1n 1hlln Ulllt •••••• , ••••••• , •• -a 

1 Never ••••• ,,,, •• ,.,.,.,., •••••• ,. ·2 
Don't know ••••••••.•••••••••• , • , • ·1 

o 12d. Would you Ny you lltten to newa programs on th• National 
~ Radio 1t1t1on neany every day, 1 few times a week, 
Iese often than that, or never? 

13. 

14. 

14& 

AbOut hOW Often. If fll/er, Clo you 1111< With other people about 
major 1m1m1t1anal 1nu111 In Ult n1w1 ... lim081 tv1ry dty, two 
or thr11 tlmn a week, onc1 a wHk, once every two wttka, or 
.... Ulan Ullt? 

During Ul• paat few dl)'I, hi• anyone a1k1d your 1dvl~ or 
your opinion on 1n1 major 1nt1m1ttcn11 1Hue1 In the nrNI? 

Have you ever partlolpatec:t In any program• ooncerned wtth 
llluet In Third World countrlH? 

(JFYES) 

Nearly every day • , , ••••• , •• , , • , , • , • -e 
A rew tlmet I week ................. ... 
LeN on1n tl'lln that •••• , , ••••••••••• -a 
Never •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -2 
Don't know •••••• , ••••• , , ••• , ••• , • ·1 

Almost every aay . , ••.••• , ..•.••.. , . -e 
TWo ortl"lret tlmet a week •••••••••••• -6 
Onoe 1 week •••••••••••••• , ••••• , • -4 
Once tvtry two week• •• , , ••••••••••• -3 
Len than that ••••••••.•••••••••.•• -2 
Oon'tknow ••••••••• ;.,,,,,,,,,, ••• 1 

YN •• , ......... ~. , •••••••••.••• , , • , -t9 
No •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·2 
Don't knOY1 •••••••••• ~, •• , , •• , ••••• ·1 

Yet .......... , .. •••••••,,,, ..... 4 
No (SKIP TO Q.11) •••••••••• , , , , , • , ·1 
Don'I know (SKIP TO Q.11) ••••••••••• "2 

14b. lllor suoh prggrmm1, were you lnvotvtd In 2!!.!lD1Dg them or oral0)%!ng them, In tra!nlna er ttaohlng about them, or aid you partlotpste In 1om1 other way? 

W1r1 you a planner or leader? 
A teacher or trainer? 
Arty other partlolpatlon? (9P!.CIPY) _______ _ 

·1 
·1 

·1 

2 
2 

2 
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11. Oependlng on how muoh tlmt w1 h1V1, th1r1 .,, om1r1nt way• or IHmtng about problema or thl Thlrct 
World oountrl11. For DM1pll, (Rl!P!AT): WRblo sbt PUl yw or to. have you: 

DON'T 
m HQ !Q!Q.xt 

I .. ~ 81'1)1hlng In the mill about Tnlrd Wol1d oountr1111. s 2 
I 
I. D. aeen 1ny televlllon programt about Third World counll11L 3 2 
A 
I 0. 8Hn any mcMea er VldllOlapH en the 1Ub:leot. a 2 
R 
I d. FINCI any pamphlets or brcohuru on tht 1ubJeot. 3 2 
0 
I .. Tak1n any COUl"ln or CIUHI on th• 1ut:>Ject. 3 2 
I r. A&Wnd1d any 1peechtll on 1ne 1UDJ9Cl. I I I 
I 

Attendld 11'1'/ cont1r1ncea or m1etlng1 on thl 1UbJ•ot. a 2 I '1· 
I h. Raad any bookl on Thln:I WortcS count111a. 8 2 I 

11. 8eo&UH Of famll)', Job and other retpontlbnn111, our Avn chan;1.from ynr to year·;;, some fHJ'I w1 hav• 
more tlm• and IOnM yHrt '"' tlmt to do thing• w1 warn to. In your own oue: (RIP!AT): Today ... 
s:omp•ntd with ttv• v••ra aac: 

,.,, 

160. 

18d. 

Would you MY you are more llkely or leSI Rkely to read 
NWtpaJ>9r or mag111ln1 storln about luun In Third World 
oountrl81? 

Would you II)' you are mor1 Hk•ly or Ina llk81y to dtacua 
mu• In Tnlrd Wend coumr111 wttn crnera? 

Ari you better Informed er IHI lntormld about llluea In Third 
Wor1d oountr1n? 

A.rt you mort acuve or leas aotrve In groups, Issues, or social 
oaute:t oonotrned wtth Third Wortd countrt•. 

.. 

Mct'I ····•·••••••••••••••••••••·•4 
NoOhange •••••••••••••••••••••••• .a Le•• ' .................. ' ......... •1 
Don•t knew •••••••••••••• , •••••••• -I 

More •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -3 
No cn1n;1 •••••••••• ' t • ' •••••••• I • -2 
Less ••••••••••••••••••••••••• , • , ·1 
Don't know ••••••••••••••• , •••••• , -& 

Setter , •••••••••••••• , • • • • • • • • • • • • -a: 
No change •••• , • , • , •• , •••••••••••• .a 
Lees ••••••••••••••••••••• , • , , ••• ·1 
Oon't know •••••••••••••••••••••• , •8 

Mer• active , ...................... 4 
No ohange ••••••••••••••••••••••• , -2 
L.111 active •• , , •••••• , • , • , , , , , ••• , • ·1 
Don't know ••••••••••••••••••• , • , • -9 

I 
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17& HIMI you ever been a member of any groupt, any prcgram1, CM' 

ant oauHt conc111MC1 with lsaun In Third Wor1d ccuntr1n7 

(IFYES) 

Y•I • • • • • •. • •••• ••• • ••'. • •' ,, • • .. •. 
No (SKIP TO Q, 17b) , , , , , .• , .• , , • 1 , , • 

Don't knOw (SKIP TO Q,1'7b) • , ••••••••• : 

1781. wnat group(I) II that? (ftll'IPI TO llPAAAn IH!.!.1) 

17Db. 

1700. 

17dd, 

17". 

17tr. 

17gg. 

rn 
2·---~~---~~-----~~~----~D=i~~ 
3·~---------~----------------------_,_CJJ __ ~ 

(ASK ABOUTS GROUPI) 

(NAM~OPGROUP~~---------------+-2---------------u--S--------------

In you ltlll • nwmtier 
today? 

ttow Ion; 
(haV1t you bNn/ 
~amember? 

(Do you/did ypu 'Ytr) 
attend any grc:iup 
mMtlnga, C111CU11lon. 
or other IV8ntl? 

At:IOut now mmiy tlmN 
a year do you attend 
auoh mntlng1 or 
wem1? 

How would you 
dllcrlt>t your 
rnembeT1hlp? 
(Artyc~ 
(RI.AC 1-15) 

Have you helped 
(GROUP) 

Ytl • , •••••.• , •••• .S 
No ...•••••.•••••• ·1 
Doni know •••••••• ·2 

I.Ml than 1 yHr •••• ·1 
1.Z y..,. ........... -I 
M y11r1 , , • , , , , , , • -3 
Mytart ••• •••••• ..... 
7-B ytal"I •••• , ••••• -6 
e.10 year1 •••• , • • • • -6 
11-12 year1 •••••••• ·7 
13 + year1 ••••••••• -I 
Don't know • • • • • • • • .a 

Yn •............• -3 
No (IKIP) , ••••• , •• ·1 
DK (SKIP} I •••••••• -2 

1·2 tlmet a year ••••• ·1 
M times 1 year ••••• -2 
Evtry othtr month ••• -3 
Ev1ry momn • • • • • • • ..,. 
12 + times a year ••• ·5 
DK/AF , , , , , , ••••• , -e 

Paid otTlcer •• , •••••• ·1 
Unpaid leader •••••• -2 
Paid lta1f , • , , , , , , •• -3 
Voluntter wOl"ker1 or • • ""' 
Regular membtr •••• -6 
DK/AF , , , ••• , , •••• -e 

Plan tl'lelr program• • , -3 
Conduct th1lr programs ·2 
PUbllclZe tllelr programt·1 
DK •••••••••••••••• 9 

YH .•••.•..•••••• 4 
No,, ••••••••••••• ·1 
Don't know • • • • • • • • -I 

LHI than 1 year ..... -1 
1·2 y11r1 •••••••••• -2 
M yeare •••••••••• 4 
Hytlrl •••••••••• .... 
7-8 yeare • • • • • • • • • • -e 
9-10yellJ"I ••••••••• -e 
11-12 YHl'I ••••••••• 7 
13 + y11111 ••••••••• -e 
con't know • • • • • .. • • .; 

YN ..•... ,, ....•• , ~ 
No, ............... , ., 
Don't know • • • • • • • • • ., 

Lett than 1 Y•• •••• I ., 

1·2 ytaT1 • , ••••••••• ·~ 
s...c.yaara .••••... , •. ~ 
Hy98nl ........... ~ 
7"' YHl'I •••••• I • • • • .e 
a.10 year1 •••••••••• -e 
11·12 year1 ••••••••• ·7 
13 + y•ara .•••.••••• .e 
Don't know •••••• , •• ·S 

Yn ••.•.••• , , • , , , -3 YN ••.•.•.•.••••• , o3 

No (SKIP) • • • • • • • • • ·1 No (BKIP) •••••••••• ·1 
OK (SKIP) • • .. .. • .. ·2 OK (SKIP) .......... ·~ 

1·2 tlmn a year •• , •• 
3"'41lmt1 aytar ••••• 
Every ottitr month , • , 
Every month , •••••• 
12 + tlmta a yHr .•• 
DK/FIF • , , •••• , , , , • 

Paid Of/leer •••••• , •• 
Unpaid leader •••••• 
Paid ltllff ••••••••• , 
Volunteer worker, or •• 
Regular member •••• 
Cl<IRF ••••••• , •••• 

·1 1-2 times a year •••••• ·1 
-2 M times e year • • • • • • ·2 
-3 Evtry othtr month • • • • -3 
-4 Every month , •••• , • , -4 
.a 12 + tlmt1 •year •... -~ 
-II DK/AF ....... , ..... .fl 

·1 Paid offlctr ........ : • ·1 
-2 Unpaid leader • .. • .. • -2 
.S Paid ltaf'I • , ••••••.•• -3 ... 
-e 

"' 
Volumeer wor1<er, or • • • -4 
Regular mtmber • • • • • ·& 
DK!FIF •••••• , , •• , , , .fl 

Plan their program• • • .S 
Conduct their prcgrama -2 
Publlotze their progralTll -1 

Plan their program• • • • 4 
Conduct tnelr program• ·2 
Publlotze their program• ·1 

DK •• I •••••••••••• .e DK' •.•••••••••• I •• -s 

170. Oo you ever reo11ve man or git other mai1r11ll from any groupt, Y•• , ••• , • , , , • , , ••••••••••••••••• .e 
any pro;rama, or any oauaea cone.med Wllh 111un In TnlrCI No (IKIP TO Q,11} , •• , •• , , ••• , , , , , , ·1 

'WQl1CI 00\.11'\tne.1 . Oon't knOW (IKIP TO Q,11) , , • , •• , • , , • .a 
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... 
(JF YES) 

About how many times In tht pt.SI 12 monthl dfCI you Q•t mall 
frOm thnt groups? 

bb. Do you happeJn to ...call If you r11pond1d to any Of thole 
malling•? 

oo. Did you evw tl.k• any other actloN baaed on thole mallln;a? 

. dd. Do you rwcall tr you IHl'MCI anything you Cflcln't know before 
trom those malllngs? 

.108# 1071 PAOE 

once (annuaQ ••••••••••••••••••••• ·1 
Twloe (telm-annuaij , • , •••••••••••••• ·2 
S-4 Um•• (quarterly) ••••••••••••••••• .a 
1-8 Umet (bl-monthly) ••••• , , , , , • , , , , , -4 
7-ltlm•• •••••••••••••••...••••••• -!i 
s-1ot1me1 •••••••• , , •••• • ••••••••• .a 
11•12 tlmea (monthly) ••••••••••••••••• 7 
13 tlfnes or mere •••••• , ••• , ••• , • , , , .a 
Don't know •••••••••••••••••••••••• ; 

Yet ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -3 
No •••••••••••• , ••••• , ••••••••••• ·1 
Don't knOW' •• , •••••••• , ••••••••••• -2 

Y•• ......... ' ........ I ........... -3 
No ••••••••••••••••••• , •• , ••••••• ·1 
Don't know ....................... ·2 

Yll I ••• ' •••••••••••• ' ' •••••••••• -3 
No •••••• , •••••• , •••••••••••••.•• ·1 
Don't know ••••••••••••••••••••• , • .a 

18. Ala you registered to Votl at thll ldC1rea1? Yn: Aegl6terect •••••••••••••••••••••••• , • • • • • • • • •• 

18. Did you get e chanc• to vote for pr11ld1nt 
In 1992 whln George BUlh, Biii Clinton 
and Aosa Perot were running - or did 
aomlthln; k11p you from voting In tnat 
•lectlon? 

No: Not r•;lst•r•d/OK (IKIP TO Q20) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 

Yn, vot9d ••.••••••••••••••••••••• , . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • -~ 
(VOL)Too young/ntw r11ld1nt ••••••• , , , , • , • • • • • • • • • • • • ·~ 
No. did not vot1 • , • , • , •••••••• , •••••••••• , ••••• , • , • • ·i 
Con•t knOW/RafU8t , , , , , , • , ••••• , , , , , , , , , , , • , , , • , ••• , .; 

20. co you happen to recall If you made any donation• of money In Y11 •••• , , • , ••••••••••••••••••••• ~ tht lut 12 monthl to any charitable org1n1Z1tlon1 .. or to other No (SKIP TO Q,21) ••••••••• , , •••••• ·1 group1promoting1oe111 or non.polltlcal cauaet7 Don't know (BKiP TO a.:n) • , ••.••..•. ·~ 

OF YES) 

201. How many tlm11 nave you done 10 In the past 12 month• ... 
never, once or twice, or more often? 

20b. Which groups are they? 

200. 

111 

Wu you total don.tlon to 1uch ;rciupa In th• pa1t 12 montht: 

Cll'V•n you~ •oencmlD 11tu111en today, would veu HY you are 
more l1"1ty or Im llkt/y 10 don111 money 10 •~011 ''°'''" ,,,.,, you were r1v1 y1are a;ot 

N.v•r (IKIP TO Q.21) ••••• , , , , •••••• ·1 
Onct or twlo.e •••••••••• • •••••••••• -2 
More oft•n •••• , , •• , ••• , •••••• , , ••• -a 
Don't know •• , ••• , •••••••••• , ••• , • -4 

m 
2.._~--~--~--~CJJ~~ 
3~----------~CJJ .......... ~ 
Uncl•r 1150.00 ••••••••••••••• , •••••• •1 
150 to Uncler S100 •••••••••••••••••• .a 
1100 to Under ssoo ••••••••••••••••• -3 
ssoo to Under 11,000. , •••.•...•••••• -4 
•1.000 ind over ••••••••••• , • , , •••• , ·15 
Don't know/Fl•ruae , • , , , , •••••••••••• -e 

Mot• Ilk•!;' •• , ••.••••••• , • , ••••• , • • 4 
••m•/no •"•"O' f I I I ' I I I I • ' I • f f t • I f •I. 
Le .. llk•ly •••••••••••••••••••••••• ·1 
Don·t know ••••••••••• , ••••••• , •• , -& 
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22. M I nfad you aom• atatem1ma about U.S. aulrtanoe ror develOplng ooumr1t11, tell me I you tend to 1trongly 

agrwt, aom.wtlat agrH, aomewt\at dlngrM, or strongly dlHgrH that: 

--AGREE- -OISACIR!E-

80ME SOME 
am Jtti6I ~ Jtl::IAI llll 

I .. • 11 1g1tnat u.e. lnt•rnt• 10 help countr111 1n tne Tntrd Wend, 2 .8 ... I 

I beoaUH they wlU compete with U1 toonomloalty and polltlcally. 

I b. The oondltlOnl that oause hunger and poverty In tht Third World s 4 3 2 

*v ... A .,.. tht Hmt kind cit oondllion1 that cautt hung1r and poverty In 

I 1hl United Statea. 

I c. 1ht pl'CICltmt In dtvtloplng ccuntnta art 10 ov1rwh1lmln9 that 2 s "' A anything the u.e. doea haa no real enect on Improving condttlon• In 
I · thoH oountrlea. 
I 
0 Cl. W• 1nould giwt the Third World coumrlel 1ee1 aid anct leave them 2 8 4 l5 

I .ione to tl'1e)' oan dtvelop i'1 thllr own way1. 

I .. Govemmentt In Third Wor1d coumrlea are largely 10 blame for 2 3 ... & 
I 
I oreltlng thllr own probl11m1 beoauH of poor planntn;. 

I f, Fret and open trade among all nations It good tor im.mat!Cnal e "' 3 2 

I 
prolptrlty. 

·1 g. tt11 more Important to educate our own children betore lnveltlng In 2 3 • 5 

I edwatlon syatttm1 In c:ithtr countrl11. 

I I\ Continued AmerlOan eoonomlo and moral 1tader1hlp It vital to a 5 4 8 2 
I 
I peaceful and pro1p•rous world. 

I L In tne long Nn, helplng Tnlrcs World counlf1et to develop wlll pay 5 "' 3 2 

I great and Int.Ing dMdend1 to ell of us. 
.. 

I 
I ~ Wfth the encs of the cold war with Russia, the United 8u1t111' 2 3 ... 15 

I 11CCnomlc P1lli1nc1 to tr11 Tl'lln:I World 1hguld bl reduced. 
I 

k. Tnlrd Wor1d oountrles are largely to blame for their hunger and 2 3 4 I 

povany bl;au11 of thtlr corrupt gov1mm1nt1. 

23. Now, let'e talk about What kind$ or aid programa are Important for dav1loptng countries, On a 1cale where 1 

means low•lt priority and 10 mean• hlghHt priority, using 1ny number between fend 10, whtr• would you 

place Ul•H type• of aid: 

LOW HIOH DK 

l i ! ! ! I 1 ! ! 12 l1 

.. AllllJf for Ylctlmt of dlHltlrl llkt f!OCdl, droughtt, 
and 81rthqUlkll. 01 02 03 04 06 08 07 OS 09 10 11 

b, Helping countnet to control the production Of Illegal 
c:lruQI Ind narcotk:I. 01 02 03 04 06 OS 07 oe 09 10 11 

c. Building large projeotl Uke roads, oam11 and · 
hcap!WI. 01 02 D3 04 OS oe 07 08 o; 10 11 

Cl. u11ng aid 10 help farmen1 In lhOle coumr111 to buy 
Med• and bUlo equipment. 01 02 D3 04 D! 08 07 08 09 10 11 

'· Gtvlng other countrift food to t11ed their hungiy 
populltk:lnl. 01 02 03 04 OS 08 07 OB 09 10 11 

f, U.tng aid to rant land for U.S. mHttary basts In those 
oounutet. 01 02 03 04 05 oe 07 oe 09 10 ,, 

G· Ptograma thlt htlp countrlu tower Infant death ..... 01 02 03 04 D5 08 07 08 oe 10 11 

n. Giving peO?f • from other countr1es university or other 
nlnln; In thl U.S. 01 02 03 04 D! oe 07 DI o; 10 11 

L Helplng oountrlea to prevem the epread of AIPS 
GIHIH (HIV). 01 oa oa 04 01 DI 07 08 08 10 11 

~ Pro;rame io 1vppon ·aman bualnenes 1t1n1d by 
IOOll S*J:ll• In t~oH countrl11. · 01 012 03 CM as oe O? OI OG 10 11 

k. Htlpln; Yiotlma ct tthnto oonmat and c1v11 war, 01 02 03 04 DI OB 07 08 o; 10 11 

L iduoatton on tamlly plannlog and providing blnn 
oomrc1. Cl1 DI m oc DI OI Of OI 1:18 10 11 
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24. Ptopll busy wnn tamllln and fob• dcn•r a1way1 do tnlngs they went to. In your own cu1, pleu• tell me 
Whlcn or th• following can you reoall doing In the pQOt two vHCI or 10: 

DON'T 
ru ti2 IWQW 

I .. Wrttten to the editor or a magazine or newspaper. 3 2 

I 
I b, Wntten to 111 tltCt8CI Offiolal. 8 ·1 2 
A 
I 0. Peraonany Ylalted an eleored on1c1a1 to expreaa a point Of view. a 2· 
R 
I d. Givan food, money, or otothlng to help poor people In your oommuntty. 8 a 
0 
I •• Taken an ac:tlvl part In IOfne local civic l11u1. 3 2 

I 
f. · Givan food, mon~, or clcrhlng to hllp poor ptcple In other countries. 3 2 I 

I Acltiv8ly worked tor a pollUoal party or CW1dld1t1. 3 2 I g. 

I h. Actlv81y worked u a voluntHr tor lomt non-political group. 3 2 I 

21. M I read this list. please tell me whloh, rr any, you belong to: 

DON'T 
YES t!Q ~ 

I L A church or synagogue. 3 2 

I b. CMo groupt like the Uona, t<twanll, or Rotary. s 2 
I 
A 0. A bulln111 club Rk• thl Chamber of Comm1roe or Jsyc1111. 3 2 
I 
R d. A labor union. 3 2 

I .. Frstemar orders ftke Elka, MHona, or Eutern Star. 3 2 
0 
I f, Religious clube llke Hadassah or Knight• or Columbus. 3 2 

I g. V1teran1' organizations nke VFW or American Legion. 3 2 
I 
I h. A proreaalonal auoo11uon Ilk• dOctol"I, 1ngln11ra, teacnera. 3 2 
I 
I L A group that promotea causes Ilka the environment or con1um1r prctectlon. 3 2 
I J. An adult or youth group Ilk• th• YMCA or YWCA. 3 2 

le, A PTA or other achool group. 3 2 

A women'• r1ghts, otvll rlght11 or minority r1ghta group. 3 2 

m. A Hrvloe organization Ilka Atd CroH or ho1p1t1I ve>lunt11rs. 3 2 

And now just a f8w qulltlon1 for statlstlcal purposn only: 

2e. Could you pi.au tall m1what1t11te you live ln7 _________________ _ 

27. 

aa. 

How would you dncrlbl the area you live In - 11 It within 1 
llrge oily, In or around a 1m111 city or town, a 1uburb1n araa 
outalde a large city, or a rural area? 

lax. rDON'T ASK .. JUST l=IECOl=IDl 

Could you plHH tell me - IS your age between 18-24, 26-3-4, 
~i. 60-64, or 1!15 and ov1r? .. 

Large city • , • , •••••••••• , , • , , , , • ·• , , ~ 
&mall city/town , , , , , , , • , ••• , , , , , •• , , -3 
8Uburban area , , , •••••••••• , , •••••• -2 
Rural •••••••••••••••• , ••••••• , ••• ·1 

Male •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·1 
Female • , ••• , •.• , •••••• , , ••••••••• .z 

18-24 • ' •••• ' ' ' ' ' .....••••.•••••• : ·1 
26-34 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .a 
91~9 ••• '''. '.''.' •••• ' ••••••••• ' -3 
60·64 •.•.•••••..••.••••••• ' •••• ' ' ~ 
65-Up ••• , , , , , •••••••• , , •••••• • • • -6 

I 



·so. And what was the \alt grade you completed In school? QE.W. 
GAAOUATE SCHOOL BECOBC 'COLLEGE (3BAO' 

In terms of your employment atatu• are you employed. 
unempJoyed,retlred, (apoUH retired), a student or nomemaker 
(1, !MPLOYIC). ts that wtth prtvat• Industry or government? 
(l.Ocat1 State or Federal) · 

0-11 f t t t f I ... f t t f. • t t • t I I I I I I a a a t I t ., 

12 (high IChOOQ • , , • , • , • , , , • • , , • • , , , -2 
12 + (bu11na1 achool · 

or tome C?Qtlege , , , • , • • , , • • • , • • • • • .s 
College Graduate • • , , • • • • • • • • • , • , • • , -4 
Graduate/Prof. d1grt11 ••••••••••••••• ·5 
Don't know/Ref, • , ••• , • , , • , , , ••• , , • • .e 

Employed private Individual • • • • • • • • • • • ·1 
Employed local gov1mment •• , • • • • • • • • .z" 
Employed state govemment , ••••••••• , .a 
Employed federal gov1mm1nt • • • • • • • • • -4 
unemployed (SKIP TC Q.:12) • • • • • • • • • • ~

filetfred (SKIP TO Q.32) • ' • ' I ' ' ' •••• ' • .e 
Student (SKIP TO Q.32) •••••• , • , •• , • ·7 
Homemaker (IKIP TO Q.12) •.•••••••• -e 

S1L ~" IMPl.OY!D) And what II your ocoupatlon? wnat kind Of 
work do ycu do apeotfioaJty? · 

32. May I Uk your rellgtou1 preference, rr any. Protestant • I • I I • I • I ••••••••• I ••••••••••••••• I •••• I ., 

'33. 

- la It Proteetant, Catholic, or Jewlah? Catholfc •••• , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . • . • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • ·2 
Jewish • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • , • • • • , • • • • • , • • • • • , • • • -3 
Other • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • . • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • ~ 
None • • • • • • • • • , • • • • • , • • • • • • • • , • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • ..o 
Don't know/RlfuH , ••• , • • • • , , • , • • , • • • • • •••••• , • , •• , • .e 

Just for statJltlcaf purpoua, can you tell m• tr your famlly'1 
total hounhOld Income ii under $1 s,coc, 515,000-2e,OOO, 
$25,000-$40,000, $40,000-Sso.ooo or $60,ooo and over. 

Under 115, 000 • • • • • . • • • • • • . • • • • • • • , • • 1 
•is,ooo. e2s,ooo ft It I t t It t t t t t t I It I •2 
S2!5,000 • 84C,OOO ••••••• I ••• I •••••• f -3 
'40,00C> • S80',DOO , • • • • • • • •• , • • • • • • • • ~ 

$60,000 + •••. ' • ' ' ' ' ' ••••• ' •• ' ••• ' ' ... 
Don't kncw/'AefuHd . • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • .; 

And Just to make sure we have a repra1ntattv1 sample - could you 
ten me your race? CIF NEEDED) wen, moat people clwtfy th1ma1tvn 
u black or whtte ... 

Slack •••• , ••• , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ., 
Whttl I • • I • • • I • • • • • I • ' ' I ' • • ' •• ·2 
Hllpanlc • • • • , , , • , • • • . • . • . • . . -3 
~an Amer1can •••••••••••• , • , _... 
Other •••••••••••••.••••••••• ·.5 
Don't Kr10W I I a I I I t I I I I I I I I I t I .e 

S!. Oh I aJmost forgot. One last question ... Do you think th• United Economic Aid •••• , , • • • • • • • • • . • • • . • ., 
Statu spends more money on economlO aaatstanc1 tc ether Military Catena• ••• , ••••••••• , •• , • • • ·i 
oountr111 or 1pend1 more on our mmtary dlfense? (PUSH FOR Doni know • • • • • • • • . • . . • • • . • • • • . • • -a 
CHOICE) 

Would you '*I that th• U.S. 1pendS )Ult a 1ttt11 btt more, quite a A llttle btt more •••• , , •••••• , , , , , •.•• ·1 
bit more, or a great deal more on (Economic Aid or Mllltlry Qutte a bit more , •••• , , • • • • • • • • • • • . • -2 

DefenN)? · · Great deal more •••••••••••••••••••• -3 
Con't know • , •••.••.•.•..•••••.•.• -4 

Thank you verv much for your time. 
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tn th8 flrlt oolumn record the order of rnPontH. For example, tne nrtt mention would have a 1, the nccnd m1ntlor. 

would have 1 z. and the third menllOn would nave a 3. 

UST 
Africare 

American Aaloclmlon for lnt•m•llonll Aging 

AmerlOan Forum for Global Educlltlon 

Citizen'• Network for Foreign Aflalra 

lnstlMe for lnt•matlonal Atttaron 

herfallh Hunger Appeal 

hemltJonal ll\ltltut1 or Rural Rtc0n1truot1on 

LH;u• of Womttn Vat•ra 

HatlOnall AllOClatlon or Social Work1r1 

National Anocl.Uon or Whellgrowara Foundlllon 

Pannera of the Americas 

U.8. Ag.nq- for lnt.mmtlonll Of'lllopmlnt (COnl1r1noes) 

VoluntHra In Ov1rHU Cocp1ratlv1 Assistance (VOOA) 

women Hlstor1ans or me Mldw11t 

YWCA of the USA 

OTHERS 

CARE 

Boy &c:cuta of America 

Churches· 

End Hunger Network 

Interaction 

Plan lntemallonaVChlld Re1cn 

8alvatlon Army 

81Y1 the Children 

Unlvwl"lltlH 

YMCA 

INSTRUCTIONS• WHICH GROUPS TO ASK fOR Q,17bl).17QSI: 

I OR LESS 
If 3 or Jett groups are mtmtoned, aak abOut thoH group1. 

MORE THAN 3 
TH! UST GETS PRIORITY. tr mort than 13 groupe on tht LllT are mtntlon1d, uk 1beut tht !1WJ.brU ;roup1 
mentlontd. If IHI than 3 on th• UST are mentioned, nrst ask about any group(•) on the UST, then ask about OTHER 
;roup(1). · 

Wh•n Hklng Q.17bb·17gg: 

Start Whl'I first group, uk bb-gg series, then move 10 second group and IBk 11,rlea, etc. 

I 



LEADERS' PERSONAL INTERVIEWS 
DEFINITION: 

1. WHAT IS DEV-ED? ·· 
2. WHAT IS AID'S OBJECTIVE? WHY? 
3. WHAT IS YOUR OBJECTIVE? WHY 
4. WHAT STRENG'IHS/WEAKNESSES IN YOUR APPROACH? 

TASK 5: GIVE EVIDENCE OF "WHAT' &: •HOW" 
. 

1. INNOVATIONS: HAS TiiE PROGRAM ~TED ANY NEW OR IMPROVED: 
organizations • 
institutional links 
courses, curricula, programs 
databases, resources 
materials, products 

2. SUSTAINABILITY: HOW HAS PROGRAM LASTED BEYOND AID FUNDING? 
(DEPENDENCY: DID PROGRAM BECOME DEPENDENT ON AID SUPPORT?) 

3. REPLICATION: HAS PROGRAM BE REPLICATED BY OTiiERS? 

4. NETWORK: DID PROGRAM PROMOTE GROWTH OF DEV-ED NETWORK? 

S. GRANTEE MIX: WHO ARE BEST GRANTEES FOR DEV-ED? 

6. AID: WHAT IS AID'S CONTIUBUTION TO DEV-ED FIELD? 

LESSONS LEAffi'..TED CBY TYPE OF AUDIENCES): 

1. MESSAGE DESIGN: WHAT BEST TO SAY? 

2. MESSAGE DELIVERY: HOW BEST REACH PEOPLE? 

3. BEHAVIORAL CHANGE MODEL: STRENG'IHS/WEAKNBSSES OF PROGRAM 1i'PES? 

4. THEi.\1ES THAT DO/DON'T WORK: WHAT DO PEOPLE ACCEPI'/RESIST? 

Raising Awareness 
Creating Support 

RECOMMEI\TDA TIONS: 

1. CO~lINUE DEV-ED? 
2. WHAT CHANGES? 

OBJECTIVES? 
AUDIENCES? 
PROGRAMS? 
MESSAGES? 

. GRANTEES? 

I 
\7P 



RECIPIENT/USERS POCUS GROUP 
DEFINITION: 

i. WHAT IS DEV-ED? 

2. WHAT OBJECTIVE: WHAT IS DEV-ED TR.YING TO DO? WHY? 

3. AUDIENCES: WHO IS DEV-ED TR.YING TO REACH? WHY? 

4. YOU: WHATS YOUR CONTACT wmi DEVE-ED PRO~RAMS? 

5. MOTIVATION: WHAT DROUGHT YOU TO'DEV-ED? 

6. IM:PACT: HAS THE EXPERIENCE AFFECTED YOU IN ANYWAY? 

Any changes in knowledge? 
Any changes in beliefs, attitudes? 

- .~ Any changes in your behavior? 

7. OTHERS' IMPACT: HAVE OTI-IERS (FRIENDS, FAM(.Y) BEEN AFFECTED? 

8. ROOT CAUSES: 

How are causes of hunger and poverty in 3rd World 
different from the U.S.? 

9. STAKE: WHAT IS TiiE U.S. STAKE IN 3RD WORLD? 

10. INTERDEPENDENCE: HOW IS U.S. AFFECTED, IF AT ALL, BY: 

Economic conditions in 3rd World? 
Conditions of people's health and education? 
Political conditions in 3rd World? 

11. PERSONALIZED: HOW ARE YOU AFFECTED, IF AT ALL, BY: 

3-W Economics 
3-W Health/Education 
3-W Politics 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO AID: 

1. SHOULD AID CONTINUE DEV-ED? 
IS IT WORTH m WHY? 

2. WHAT CHANGES WOULD YOU RECOMEND TO AID ABOUT 
DEV-ED: OBJECTIVES? 

AUDIENCES? 
PROGRAMS? 
MESSAGES? 



; 

STAFF POCUS GROUP 
DEFINITION: 

1. · WHA"f IS DEV-ED? 

2. WHAT OBJECTIVE: WHAT ARE YOU TRYING TO DO? \:YHY1 

3. AUDIENCES: WHO ARE YOU TRYING TO REACH.7 WHY? 

4. WHAT STRENGTHS/WEAKNESSES IN YOUR APPROACH? 

How do you know? What evidence? 

LESSONS LEARNED CBY TYPE OF AUDIENCES): 

1. MESSAGE DESIGN: WHAT BEST TO SA YI 
). 

2. MESSAGE DELIVERY: HOW BEST REACH PEOPLE? 

3. BEHAVIORAL CHANGE MODEL: STRENGTiiS/WEAKNESSES OF PROGRAM TYPES? 

4. '!HEMES 1HAT DO /DON'T WORK: WHAT DO PEOPLE ACCEPr /RESISTI 

Raising Awareness 
Creating Support 

5. ROOT CAUSES: 

What have you tried to make audiences understand? 
What evidence do you have of their understanding? 

6. Il\ITERDEPENDENCY: 

What have you tried to make audiences understand? 
What evidence do you have of their understanding? 

7 PERSONALIZE: HOW MAKE PEOPLE SEE REAL, PERSONAL EFFECTS.ON THEM? 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. CONTINUE DEV-ED? 
IS IT WORlH m WHY? 

2. 'WHAT CHANGES WOULD YOU MAKE? 
WHAT: OBJECTIVES? 

AUDIENCES? 
PROGRAMS? 
MESSAGES? 
GRANTEES? 



DEP LEADERS TOPICAL GUIDE 

1. YEARS WITH DEV ED? 

2. MAJOR DEV ED. OBJECTIVES? 

3. MOST EFFECTIVE GRANTEES? 
WHY? 
NAMES? 

4. GREATEST DEV ED STRENGTHS? 

5. HOW STRENGTHEN 1HE STRENGTHS? 

6. GREATEST WEAKNESSES? 

7. HOW OVERCOME WEAKNESSES? 

8. WHAT WAS DEV ED 10 YEARS AGO, BEFORE AID? 

9. HOW SIGNIFICANT AID ROLE IN DEV ED? 

10. A.l.D.'S GREATEST CONTRIBUTION? 

11. WHAT WOULD BE LEFT IF A.1.0. FUNDING STOPPED? 
WHAT WOULD FIELD BE LIKE W/0 AID 

12. LESSONS LEARNED: STIMULATING PUBLIC DISCUSSION? 

13. LESSONS LEARNED: BUILDING SUPPORT? 

14. LESSONS LEARNED: CREATING NElWORKS? 

15. LESSONS LEARNED: SUSTAINING PROGRAMS W/0 Al.D.? 

16. SUMMARY: TWO MOST IMPORTANT CHANGES NEEDED? 



-~ INTERCULTURAL 
COMMUNICATION, INC 

A.1.0. OFFICERS TOPICAL GUIDE 

1. How many years, and in what capacity, have you been associated with the 
Development Education Program? 

GRANTEE MIX 

2. What do you see as the major objectives of the DEV. ED. Program? 

3. Are there any particular types of grantee organizations that seem to be more 
effective than others in achieving program objectives? 

PROBE: What types of organizations are those? 
Why are they more effective than others? 
How is their effectiveness determined ••. by what measures? 

4. If you were recommending the best mix Of future grantee organizations, what are 
some of the specific organizations you'd recommend? (GET NAMES) 

PROBE: Any others you'd recommend? 

PROGRAM CHANGES: 

5. Why did the Development Education Program change from one-year grants to 
grants up to three years. 

PROBE: Did that improve the program, or not? How? 

6. The early grantees, in 1·sa2-se. seemed different from later grantees. 'l.Jhy did the 
groups change? ' 

PROBE: Did that improve the program, or not? How? 

7. After a few years of giving only seed grants, the program gave some grants for 
professional development of Development Education practititoners. Why was that? 

PROBE: Did that improve the program, or not? How? 

8. A lot of the grantees got extensions to their grants. Why was that? 

PROBE: Did that improve the program, or not? · How? 

2400 VIRGJ'.'\IA AYE:Sl"E. :S.W. • SUITE C-103 • WASHISGTOS, DC 20037-2601 • 202;213-7668 • FAX: 202 223-1699 

. . '1A_ 

I 



·• 

• 

2 

9. In terms of the RFPs this office wrote, did grant requirements change over the 
years? Why? 

PROBE: Did that Improve the program, or not? 

1 o. What have been other major changes In the program since it started in 1982? 

PROBE: · Why was that done? Did that improve the program,or not? 

STRENGTHS/WEAKNESSES: 

11. What do you consider the greatest strengths of the program today? 

PROBE: What other strengths do you see? 
What other strengths? 

12. What should be done to make the program stronger - to strengthen its strengths? 

PROBE: What else should be done? 
Anything else? 

13. What do you consider the greatest weaknesses of the program today? 

PROBE: What other weaknesses do you see? 
What other weaknesses? 

14. What should be done to overcome the program's weaknesses? 

PROBE: 

AID'S ROLE: 

What else should be done? 
Anything else? 

15. What do you think A.l.D.'s greatest contribution has been to Development 
Education in the United States? 

PROBE: Do you see any other contributions? 
/viy others? 
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16. If Al.D. were to withdraw its funding support today, what would be left in the 
Development Education community? 

PROBE: What else would be left? Anything else? 

17. If A.l.D. withdrew its funding today, would the Development Education program 
survive or not over the next 1 O years? 

PROBE: Why do you say that? 

IF SURVIVE: Would it become stronger or weaker over the 
next 1 O years without A.1.0.? 

LESSONS LEARNED: 
;. 

18. Over the past 1 O years, what are the major lessons learned about the problems 
of trying to increase American's support for development assistance to the Third 
World? 

PROBE: What should we do with the lessons we have learned? 
What else? 

19. What are the major lessons learned about the problems of trying to strengthen 
organizations' capabilities to sustain Development Education programs beyond the 
period of federal funding? 

PROBE: What should we do with the lessons we have learned? 
What else? 

20. Have any grantees successfully sustained or expanded their Deve~opment 
Education programming after Al.D. funding stopped? 

PROBE: Who are they (NAMES)? 
Why were they so successful? 

21. In summary of all that you've said, what do you see as the two most important 
future changes needed in the program? 

IFANY: Why are those changes needed 
How would they improve the program? 
How would A.1.0. measure those improvements? 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP 

II 



DEVED ADD-ON PHONE GUIDE: N=28 SUBSAMPLE GRANTEES 

GRANTEE:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~__.NUMBER:~-----

PH ONE: DATE: -----

• My name is .... I'm with Intercultural Communicatio~ Inc. in Washingto~ D.C. We're doing 
the evaluation of A.LD.'s Development Education Program. 

The evaluation is of the DEVED program. It is not an evaluation of individual grantees. We're 
• near the end of our wo~ but still have to get a little more data to fill in the gaps. 

Please, let me ask you just a few, quick questions about your DEVED grant(s}: 

WRITE VERBATIM ANSWERS ON SEPARATE SHEEIS 

1. Some projects are designed to develop innovative approaches or materials ... and others 
are nol Would you say your projects have ... O!' have not •.. contributed educational 
innovations to the DEVED field? (What kinds?} 

l_HAVE 2_HAVENOT 3_01HERANSWER 

2. Have you been able to continue your DEVED activities after the period of A.I.D. funding 
... or not? What problems have you had? 

l_HA VE 2_HA VE NOT 3_01HER ANSWER 

3. Do you know if any of your DEVED programs or materials have been replicated by other 
organizations .•. or not? (What's been replicated? By which organizations?) 

l_HA VE 2_HA VE NOT 3_0THER ANSWER 

4. Can you think of any way ... or not ... that your programs have mntributed to building 
a professional network of groups involved in DEVELOPMENT EDUCATION? How 
strong is the DEVED network? 

l_HA VE 2_HA VE NOT 3_01HER ANSWER 

5. The last question •.• which would be best kinds of grantee organizations to increase the 
impact of the DEVED program? 

6. Do you have any other comments or suggestions? 

r~ 
\ 



Attachment 7: Source Mailing Lists 
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Malling Usts 

A.1.0. (conferences) 
American Association for International Aging (AAIA) 
American Forum for Global Education 
Cornell University, International Agriculture 
Institute for International Research (llR) 
lnterFaith Hunger Appeal 
lnternati~nal Institute for Rural Reconstruction OIRR) 
National Association of Wheat Growers 
Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative Assistance (VOCA) 
Women Historians of the Midwest 
'f\NCA of the USA 



Attachment 8: Content Analysis Code Forms 
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PROFILE REPORT CODEBOOK 

1. TIME AND NUMBER OF GRANTS 

FOR GRANTEES IN EACH TIME PERIOD, HOW MANY YEARS HAVE THEY BEEN 
ACTIVE? 
10 EARLY GRANTEES f 1982-86) 

11 1 grant year 
12 2 grant years 
13 3 grant years 
14 4 grant years 

20 MID-TERM GRANTEES (1991 ANO ANY TIME EAR.LIERl 

21 1 grant year 
22 2 grant years 
23 3 grant years 
24 4 grant years 
25 5 grant years 
26 6 grant years 
27 7 grant years 
28 8 grant years 
29 9 grant years 

30 CURRENT GRANTEES (1992 AND ANY TIME EARL!filll 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

1 grant year 
2 grant years 
3 grant years 
4 grant years 
5 grant years 
6 grant years 
7 grant years 
8 grant years 
9-10 grant years 

r 



1 
2 

YES 
NO 

2 

2. USAID-REGISTERED 

3. TYPE OF ORGANIZATION/FUNCTION 

MAIN FUNCTION 
1 EDUCATIONAL: Organized around the provision of teaching, training, 

learning services for a paying clientele: ' 

2 

3 

4 

o EXAMPLES: Michigan State University, Washington State 
University, Cornell University, University of Minnesota 
International Center 

MEMBERSHiP/ASSOClATION: Organized around representational 
activities :jr ;·~s ov;.;n ~~mbership: 

o EXAMPL~S: .4ssociation of North Dakota Geographers, National 
Gover . ~-~/ As~c.:ciation, American Association for International 
Aging, 'Nomen ~k•~.:.rians of the Midwest, National Association of 
Socii.ll Woricers 

COORDINP~IHJ\Jt'COC~"t~HATIVE: Organized around re~resentational 
activities for Ol'~~r o~s::mizations: 

o FiXAMPLES: Interaction, Overseas Cooperative Development 
Comrr:: :ee, Association of Big Eight Universities, Credit Union 
National Association Foundation, Consortium for International 
Cooperation nn Higher Education, Volunteers in Cooperative 
Overseas Assistance, Independent Broadcasting Association, 
Agricultural Cooperative Development Institute 

ADVOCACY: Organized around informational activities, policy studies, 
issues, public agendaMsetting: 

0 EXAMPLES: Citi2ens' Network for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Policy 
Research Institute, League of Women Voters, Panos Institute, 
Society for International Development, World Education Inc., 
Atlantic Council of the U.S., South Carolina Education Television, 
WGBH, Center for Responsive Governance, End Hunger Network 

• 
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5 

6 

7 

3 

SERVICE: Organized around informa~~onal and social services/human 
development ~rograms for its own membership: 

o EXAMPLES: Boy Scouts of America, YMCA, YWCA, National 4-H 
Council, Council of Negro Women 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: Organized around informational and social 
service/human development programs for beneficiary populations other 
than its own membership: 

o EXAMPLES: Academy for Educational Development, Africare, 
Institute for International Research, Population Reference Bureau, 
Save the Children, CARE, American Jewish World Service 

MEDIA: Any organization which professes to be impartial (i.e.; non
partisan) May include a news station, video network, etc. 

38. SECOND FUNCTION 

1-6 SAME CODES AS ABOVE 
9 NONE 

3C. THIRD FUNCTION (same codes as above) 

NOTE: FOR EXAMPLE, the American Association for International 
Aging and the Women Historians of the Midwest have 
strong ADVOCACY functions as well as being 
MEMBERSHIP ASSOCIATIONS • 

·- . -
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4. TYPE OF ORGANIZATION/CHARACTERISTICS 

;c1: WHAT IS THE PRIMARY QUALITATIVE "ESSENCE" OF THE GROUP, i.e.; with 
what sector area can It be readily identified? 

4A. QUALITATIVE ESSENCE OF THE PROGRAM 

01 HUNGER 
02 RELIEF (PLUS HUNGER) 
03 RELIGIOUS 
04 MINORITY 
05 YOUTH 
06 ACADEMIC/UNIVERSITY 
07 MEDIA 
08 THINK TANK 
09 DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE/TECHNICAL 
10 AGRICULTURE/FORESTRY/RURAL DEVELOPMENT/WILDLIFE 
11 BUSINESS/TRADE/ECONOMIC/INDUSTRY /MANAGEMENT 
12 UNION/LABOR 
13 HEALTH 
14 EDUCATION/SCHOOLS 
15 FOREIGN POLICY/INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 
16 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/COMMUNITY SERVICE 
17 OTHER (Specify on coding sheet) 

4B. SECONDARY (same coding as above. 5A) 

5. LOCATION OF ORGANIZATION 

ICl:This refers to the location of the organization's membership, affiliates, chapters, 
projects, local and regional offices only. 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5A. URBAN/RURAL 

METROPOLITAN AREA (single) 
METROPOLITAN AREA (multiple) 
NON-METROr'OLITAN AREA (single) 
NON-METROPOLITAN AREA (multiple) 

• 
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58. WASHINGTON, D.C./NON-WASHINGTON, D.C • 
.. 

1 WASHINGTON, D.C. HEADQUARTERS 
2 REPRESENTATION IN WASHINGTON IN ADDITION TO OTHER CITIES 
3 NON-WASHINGTON D.C. 

5C. REGION{S) 

1 NATIONAL REPRESENTATION 
2 NORTH EASTERN 
3 SOUTH EASTERN 
4 SOUTH WESTERN 
5 MID-WESTERN 
6 MOUNTAIN 
7 PACIFIC WESTERN 
8 NORTH WESTERN 
9 NATIONAL AND OVERSEAS REPRESENTATION 

6. TYPE OF PRIMARY GENERAL DEP ACTIVITY 
(ICI: CLASSIFY AS EITHER Y/N, as there is too much overlap.) 

01 MEETINGS: Conferences, seminars, forums, retreats, briefings, 
symposia 

02 PARTNERSHIPS: Collaborations, exchanges, study tours, pairing, 
internships, co-productions 

03 NETWORKS: Create/build/strengthen institutional networks, 
· programming, and connections among o:P organizations 

04 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: Placing development assistance workers 
abroa·d 

05 NON-FORMAL/TRAINING CURRICULUM: Design/development of training 
and training of trainers programs and methods, workshop setting 

06 NON-FORMAL/TRAINING DELIVERY: Providing non-formal education, 
management and conduct of workshops, skill-building objectives 

07 FORMAL/TEACHING CURRICULUM: Design/development of teaching 
curricula and methods, classroom setting 
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08 FORMALITEACHING DELIVERY: Providing formal education, 
management and conduct of classes, introduction of new courses and 
curricula, "knowledge/attitude-building objectives 

. 09 RESEARCH: Testing, comparing, studies, evafuations 

10 RESOURCES: Databases, computer networks, library, resource centers, 
source books, reference service 

12 MEDIA PRODUCTS: Design/develop/produce media products, including 
all forms of electronic/non-electronic, mass/speciality, 
cmpersonal/personal, individual/group, presentations/exhibits 

13 MATERIALS/OTHER PRODUCTS: Design/develop/produce non-media 
products, manuals, guidelines, plans, blueprints, strategy papers, issues 
agenda 

14 DISSEMINATION: Distribute, supply, provide existing products 

l 
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•THEMES• REPORT CODEBOOK, N=89 GRANTEES 

I. SUMMARY OF BEHAVIORAL CHANGE MODEL 

ONE FIELD: CODES 1-6 

1 - MEDIA/PUBLICITY/COVERAGE/PLACF.MENT /CONT ACTS/CONTESTS -

2- PUBLICATIONS/REFERENCE MATERIAL/CLEARING HOUSE 

3 - CONFERENCES/SEMINARS/WORKSHOPS/MEETINGS/EXHIBITS (informational) 

4 - TRAINING/T·O-T/LEAOERSHIP/OEP PROFESSIONALS (educational) 

5 - CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT/COURSES/CLASSES (should be formalized) 

6 - OTHER: WRITE IN 

11. AUDIENCE DISSEMINATION STRATEGY 

A. AUDIENCE TIERS TARGETED 
1-9 - 1 ST TO 9TH TIER AUDIENCE (SEE BELOW) 

9 FIELDS: EACH NO. TO BE COOED 1-YES, 2-NO 

AUDIENCE TIERS: 
1 - 1ST TIER: OEP GRANTEE PROJECT HEADQUARTERS STAFF 
2 - 2ND TIER: OEP GRANTEE FIELD STAFF/CHAPTERS, AFFILIATES, BRANCHES 
3 -- 3RD TIER: OEP GRANTEE MAILING LIST MEMBERS, SUBSCRIBERS, CONSTITUENTS 
4 -- 4TH TIER: OTHER OEP GRANTEES/PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS/STAFF 
5 -- 5TH TIER: EDUCATORS/EXTENSION AGENTS 
6 - 6TH TIER: MEDIA/JOURNALISTS 
7 -· 7TH TIER: *BUSINESS, LABOR, ETC. LEAOERSnNSTITUTIONS 
8 - STH TIER: *PUBLIC SUB-POPULATIONS 
9 - 9TH TIER:. GENERAL PUBLIC/UNDIFFERENTIATED 

IF NO. 7 ABOVE WAS MARKED YES, CONTINUE WITH SECTION B. 

' B. 11 FIELDS OF LEADERS: EACH COOED 1-YES, 2-NO 

*LEADERS' SECTORS 
1 - GOVERNMENT officials: all levels 
2 - AG RI CULTURE, cooperatives, associations, clubs 
3- ENVIRONMENT/CONSERVATION 
4 - LABOR, trade unions .• cooperatives 
5 - EDUCATION/EXTENSION, presidents, administrators 
6 - HE/.·.L TH/SOCIAL SERVICES, physicians, clinicians, administrators 
7 - MEDIA publishers, owners 
8 - CIVIC/COMMUNITY formal and informal leaders, grassroots 
9 - RELIGIOUS/CHARITABLE 



2 

• 10 - FINANCEnNVESTMENT 
11 - OTHER LEADERS: WRITE IN 
12 - BUSINESS/COMMERCEn'"RADE/MANUFACTURING 

c. ONE FIELD. copes 1-9:. PRIMARY AUPIENCE 
Of the audience tiers targeted, which is the primary audience? 

AUDIENCE TIERS: 
1 - 1 ST TIER: DEP GRANTEE PROJECT HEADQUARTERS STAFF 
2 - 2ND TIER: DEP GRANTEE FIELD STAFF/CHAPTERS, AFFILIATES, BRANCHES 
3 -- 3RD TIER: DEP GRANTEE MAILING LIST MEMBERS, SUBSCRIBERS, CONSTITUENTS 
4- 4TH TIER: OTHER DEP GRANTEES/PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS/STAFF 
5 - 5TH TIER: EDUCATORS/EXTENSION AGENTS 
6 - 6TH TIER: MEDIA/JOURNALISTS 
7 - 7TH TIER: *BUSINESS, LABOR, ETC. LEADERS/INSTITUTIONS 
8 - STH TIER: *PUBLIC SUB-POPULATIONS 
9 - 9TH TIER: GENERAL PUBLIC/UNDIFFERENTIATED 

D. YOUTH/OTHER SUB-POPULATIONS 

1 - COMMUNITY OF INTEREST: e.g., elderly, voters, parents, minorities, women, 
unionists • 
Write in the particular group or community of interest. 

2 - STUDENTS: PRIMARY /SECONDARY 
3 -- STUDENTS: UNIVERSITY/POST-SECONDARY 
4 - OTHER YOUTH GROUPS/ORGANIZATION-BASED 

111. SUMMARY OF A.l.D. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

ANSWER WITH A YES ( 1) OR A NO (2). 

1 
2 

·3 
4 

5 

6 

7 
8 

LEADERS: Targets local business, civic, agricultural, union, or religious leaders 
ORGANIZATIONS: Internationalizing organizations' domestic agenda 
MEDIA: Working with and through media 
NETWORKS: Development education through regional grassroots organizational 
networks 
PRACTITIONERS: Support to development education practitioners (professional 
development of people involved with development education) 
PRIMARY/SECONDARY EDUCATION: Internationalizing grade school/high 
school curriculum 
HIGHER EDUCATION: Internationalizing college/university curriculum 
OTHER: WRITE IN 

I 
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2 
3 
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IV. AUDIENCE INVOLVEMENT 

DIRECT: People-to-people education, mobilization 
INDIRECT: Material production, supply, publicity campaigns 
BOTH/MIXED 

-- .... 

V. EXTENT OF COLLABORATION WITH OTHER GROUPS (not DEVED. groups only) 

1 
2 
3 

SINGLE institution/no other external partnerships or participants 
MUL TIPLE/U.S. institutions/other participating organizations: U.S. only 
MU L Tl PLEii NTERNATIO NAL institutions/other participating organizations: U.S. 
and international organizations included 

A. 1 FIELD: CODED 1-2 
MAINLY THROUGH: 

VI. MEANS OF DISSEMINATION 

1 - GRANTEES' OWN ORGANIZATION 
2 - OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 
3 - BOTH 
4 - OTHER -WRITE IN 

VII. GEOGRAPHIC PROGRAM REACH 

A. 1 FIELD: CODED 1-3 

1 -- PREDOMINANTLY URBAN/METROPOLITAN AREA 
2 - PREDOMINANTLY RURAL/NON-METROPOLITAN AREA 
3 - MIX/COMBINATION 

B. 9 FIELDS: EACH COOED yes= 1. NO= 2 

1 - NATIONAL COVERAGl':. (NUMEROUS U.S. SITES) 
2 - NORTH EASTERN 
·3 - SOUTH EASTERN 
4- SOUTH WESTERN 
5 - MID-WESTERN 
6- MOUNTAIN 
7 -- PACIFIC WESTERN 
8 - NORTH WESTERN 
9 -- NATIONAL ANO INTERNATIONAL (OVERSEAS REACH THRU MATERIALS, ETC.) 

I 
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VIII. TOTAL AUDIENC~S REACHED: 

3 FIELDS; EACH CODEp WITH A PREFIX 1-3 OB Of · -
1- COOED IN ACTUAL NUMBERS 
2- ESTIMATE IN 100s 
3- ESTIMATE IN 1,000s 
4- ROUGH "GENERAL PUBLIC" ESTIMATE, CAN'T QUANTIFY 
O· NA/CAN'T DETERMINE 

1 - TOTAL NUMBER OF PRIMARY AUDIENCE (face-to-face training or workshop; small 
intensive sessions) · 

2 - TOTAL NUMBER OF SECONDARY AUDIENCES (e.g., 1500 group members met) 
3 - TOTAL NUMBER OF TERTIARY AUDIENCES (extensive reach through madia, 

newsletters, etc. 

~X. ~RIMARY DEP PROGRAM OBJECTIVE 

+ Generate awareness, discussion, analysis of the root causes of world hunger and 
poverty to make Americans understand and support the U.S. Stake in the Third World and the 
growing global interdependence of nations: 

+ To create a climate of support within which agencies and grantees can better address 
under-development issues and social, economic, and political interdependence; and 

+ Expand the networks of institutions and agencies involved in development education 
and to make more effective DEP programs and more professional DEP practitioners. 

A. 6 FIELDS: EACH COOED 1-YES. 2-NO 

1 -- KNOWLEDGE: Make people aware: Create public/target group awareness, 
information, exposure, understanding, attention, interest in developing countries, 
development as.;;istance, global interdependence, and U.S. foreign aid/policy (c~gnitive) 

2 -- DISCUSSION: Get people actively involved: Generate wide discussion, stimulate 
communication, conversations, opinion-giving, recommendations, and analysis of 
causes of world hunger/poverty and U.S. stake in 3rd World development (behavioral) 

3 - SUPPORTING ATTITUDES: Make people feel .more positive: Create climate of 
favorable attitudes, values, beiiefs, perceptions of developing countries, develupment 
assistance, global interdependence, and U.S. foreign policy (affective) 

4 - SUPPORTING BEHAVIOR: Get people to support development programs: Join groups, 
respond to mailings, contribute money, participate in meetings, become involved in 
outreach activities, give speeches, volunteer time, try to bring in new members, donate 
material goods, take courses, and other actions (behavioral) 

5 - NETWORKS: Strengthen DEP capabilities: Improve and strengthen grantees 

I I 
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programming capabilities; and expand the networks of organizations in DEP, promote 
cooperation, promote ce>efunding, co-productions, co-sponsorships, mini-grants, and 
other forms of involving more organizations, affiliates, chapters, grantees. schools, etc. 
(behavioral) 

6- PRACTITIONERS: Strengthen DEP professionals: Create new and improved training 
curricula and methods, improve the professional development of DEP practitioners, 
off er study tours, exchanges, continuing education (behavioral) 

B. ONE FIELD. CODES 1-6: PRIMARY OBJECTIVE 

1 ·6 - 1 ST TO 6TH OBJECTIVE (SEE ABOVE) 

X. PRIMARY THEMES: ROOT CAUSES 

2 FIELDS: EACH CODEP 1-YES, 2-NO 

A. CAUSES OF HUNGER 

8. CAUSES OF POVERTY 

XI. PRIMARY THEMES: INTERDEPENDENCE/U.S. STAKE IN 3W/LINKAGES 
HOW DOES THE PROGRAM VIEW THE INTERDEPENDENCE/U.S. STAKE IN 3W/LINKAGES 

A. 
15 FIELDS: EACH CODEQ 1 ·4 OR 0: 
1 - THEME: OUR HELP HELPS THEM 
2 •• THEME: HELPING THEM HELPS US 
3 •• THEME: HELPING US HELPS THE WORLD 
4 - THEME: HELPING THEM HELPS THE WORLD (OR WORLD REGION) 
0- NA 

· U.S. AID-7 l :I I ~ I "1" ·2· "3" 

·• 
3W U.S. WORLD 

t (\ 
•4• 
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B. INTERDEPENDENCE IS RELATED TO THE ISSUE LISTED. 
ANSWER YES= 1, NO= 2. 

FIELDS: 
01 - HUNGER/NUTRITION 
02 - AGRICULTURE/FOOD PRODUCTION 
03- ENVIRONMENT/CONSERVATION 
04 - POVERTY /STANDARD OF LIVING 
05 - HEAL TH/DISEASES 
06 - POPULATION GROWTH 
07 - EDUCATION 
08 - OTHER SOCIAL SERVICES/WELFARE/SECURITY/WELL-BEING 
09 - EMPLOYMENT /JOBS/UNIONS 
10- BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES/ENTREPRENEURIALISM 
11 - TRADE/IMPORTS/EXPORTS 
12 - FINANCE/DEBT . 
13·- DEMOCRACY/PLURALISM/PRIVATIZATION 
14 - MEDIA/FREE PRESS 
15 - OTHER: INFRASTRUCTURE/COMMUNICATIONITP.ANSPORTATIONfrOURISM 

XII. PERSONALIZATION OF BENEFITS/EFFECTS ON: 

4 FIELDS: EACH CODED 1·YES. 2-NO 
1 - YOUR STATE 
2 - YOUR COMMUNITY 
3 - YOUR OCCUPATION/GROUPS 
4 - YOU ANO YOUR FAMILY 

XIII. INFORMATION AND MEDIA PRODUCTS 

11 FIELDS: EACH CODED 1-3 OR 0: 
CODES: 1-PRODUCE/USE OWN MATERIALS 

2-USE OTHER EXISTING MATERIALS 
3-BOTH 
0-NA 

FIELDS: 
01 - ELECTRONIC - AUDIO -, 
02 - ELECTRONIC - VISUAL 
03 - PRINT (e.g.; NEWSPAPERS, MAGAZINES, ETC. 
04 - MANUALS CHOW-TOs, GUIDELINES) 
05 - DISPLAYS (EXHIBITS, BANNERS, POSTERS, BROADSIDES, POC OISPLA Y) 
06 - EVENTS (ATHLETIC EVENTS, CAMPOUTS, HIKES, RUNS, RALLIES, FAIRS) 
07 - TRAINING,TEACHING, INSTRUCTION 
08 - LIBRARIES, REFERENCES, RESOURCES 
09 - PERSONAL/SMALL-GROUP (MEETINGS, BRIEFINGS, WORKSHOPS, PLANNING, 

RETREATS) 
10 - PERSONAL/LARGE-GROUP (CONFERENCES, SYMPOSIA, LECTURES, SPEECHES) 
11 -· WRITE IN --

.. 



GRANTEES' MESSAGES 

GRANTEE:_. _______ """!'-_______ VEAR: ___ CASE NO. __ _ 

nn.~------------------------PUBUCATION~BROCHURE~VIDEO 
-PROFESS:_RESOURCE_INFO_TRNG OmREAOi:_PUBUC_MEMBERS 

Assignment As an unlnfonned, first-time audience member, how do you react to this material compared 
to the other material you are reading or seeing? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER PER ROW 

~=:;!~~~ 
.:~Visu~lZli.1loN'::;::;:m::f~::( Poor 1 2 3 I~~'. s a 1 exce11ent 

'.:::;%'.i'.p:::[;:::::1.::,ii·,:::::::/:::;!'./i::~:;'.;:;::::::::~:\·;1,::::&i:::::;:;:::):\\i'(i,i]:::~m8~\:~~:.:JYP.~'i'.pE:i~ATh1EN!i~P.e'.PA91i~~t~r~1\f:~t~~~~!lli'.~~!i~~~~~i11f:1~1i!~~4!11.~ii~~i~!:~:~~~!if~iit::~::~i\!~~i1 
. REPORTI,NG\'\///,<t:}\::: Interpretive 1 2 3 rt~it{J: 5 6 7 Fatb.!al 
·: •':•'·: .. ;•<-:- .. :,.:·. :, ::.;''"·'"".· .:·:.·· 

:::;4;;;:;: : MESSAGE :;, "':"'. ·;; .. ;, One-sided 1 2 3 5 6 7 Two-sided 

isu8sfAf'.tl1AT10N:\::\: Weak/Anecdotal 1 2 3 ,:::~~~:::: 5 6 7 Strong/Representative 

iREcoM.Mi:NoAms·::;: Weak 1 2 3 :l~ill~ 5 6 7 Strong 

:::AcTioN· (HoW)·:·\''?::::;:;::::: General 1 2 3 '~li~i1 5 6 7 Specific 

,·:\TARGETS ME 
·:;// ', ... 
. '::·:::;::;: Not Personally 1 2 3 :i~\i~!i 5 6 7 Very Personally 

·'sEi.F-PROMO :'!<"/;:::::!,: Self-aggrandizing 1 2 3 ;~~.~~~~: 5 6 7 Self-less 

·:,AOVO°CACY.:;:\::,:)W::<:{l:j:!:· Weak 1 2 3 :~!tl~ 5 6 7 Strong 

,.AiJvocf..cv1"6Ne f:::: Propagandistic 1 2 3 :~;::;~~!' 5 6 7 Fair/Balanced 

· AtoleAsi-11Nc3 :;;):ii'i::~ A Lot 1 2 3 :~~'.)t~ 5 6 7 Very Uttle 

:~··".' ... ··:·:.· .. :· .. ; ' .. ·'..:.:.{ ... :~~·= .::;;;~~>-=k.fil 

·:U~S.G;BASHING :,ft;:( A Lot 1 2 3 *'fM 5 6 7 Very Uttle 

:~;:z\¥~1~·:?:0~?'~1~Qm~4Nm=-···· . ~ ... ~~.-,~~~;l¥-~tii~'.!~r~:~11~;=;~:!1~:· 
::EDUC. VALUE:::·'-.:.:·'':?"< Very Uttle 1 2 3 lf:::M 5 6 7 Very Much · 

:·:fErus SOURCes\: Very Uttle 1 2 3 \i!~:r.t~ 5 6 7 Very Much 

rioes"~Ei'WRi<NG ;::~ very Uttle 1 2 3 ~£1 5 6 7 Very Much 

NOTE: CODE •4• = INDETERMINANT, NOT SURE, NEUTRAL. AT THE MIDDLE 
CODE •o• = NOT APPLICABLE (LEFT MARGIN) 



CASE NO. ---
MESSAGE THEMES 

t~O.P.ml,pgQ§~§J~Fi:lqN'.~'.::: 
(~~QQEtC.~'5'$~1pf:~'lg~~:.x:"A ....... . 
:t~~qNaMia·:;it1iTlifflilge~r::J~~q':-· 
~€9ililjp~'!l~R6~~~NP~9.~: 
iqtJ~l~~41.1f:~!i~F,iQE.P.~P.~~I 

.:;:; .. : .... ···:··:·:·= · ~ ... :. ·• · -::::::., .: ·: :. ·t:· ;.· · :·:,..;·::·_'.t;:::.~:;;;:,.;;.:.::::::.::;:::rr*f · · ·· · · · · 
·:WOMEN IN·D~QP,~J;~J1,;=::#:'''''' 
.. ;. ··:·:. '. .. :·~·~', ··:-·. ·. . ... ·.;•: ,~··:·,, ... ",. ·' . ': ,:·.:· ., .. '·:··~:;~..:::·::·:·::::::-.:: ?~ ·;.~: "::·:;.:.:;.:·~~::;·~'.;.::~ 

'.'Focus:& CONCEN~1J;;'p.f:t~MS. 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 
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~PROCESSEVAL_EFFECI'SEVAL TITL~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL NUMBER OF: A.LD EVALUATIONS DONE_OWN EVALUATIONS DONE 

SELF-EVALUATION 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2~' 3 )~l~i 5 6 7 

.·~~:~:=~iID!WJi~~~tr:!~~ 
)REU~tL~tY.::::::::\:i::i:i:~:'.:)j::!~~i'.] Weak 1 2 3 l\f~l~' 5 e 7 Strong 

1 2 3 i~,;~~ 5 6 7 StrGng 

1 2 3 :~1~~1 5 6 7 Specific 

Much Evidence 

Excellent 

Very Useful 

.'fpRO~RM~6$Fm:m! Useless 1 2 3 t~~~ 5 6 7 Very Useful 

:::Fifioi)ucf~l\1"S:~::;:;;i, Useless 1 2 3 ;~~tti 5 6 7 Very Useful 

:·:~ooieN;c~s.···};,:!:;:1:;ii;~:':r:\::11::: Useless 1 2 3 ·~).ttfi 5 6 7 Very Useful 

;:~Eri~KIM~::::;:~·;\\:lt~i:~:~' Useless 1 2 3 ~1:~~~ 5 6 7 Very Useful 
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BDCU HVE SUllllAR.Y 

A recent national telephone survey has produced a variety of findinp that seem to contradict 
many poptalar views about public opposition to U.S. foreign aid, especially to developing 
countries. -

A national telephone survey nf 120I Americans. 18 and alder, was nantly 
undertaken (March 9-21) for the U.S. Agency far International Development's 
Bureau for Food and HumanJtarian Assistance. The study is part of the overall 
assessmant of 1he Bureau's Development Ecfucatian (DevEd) Program. It was 
designed, analyzed, and reported by lnteraJltural Communication, Inc. (ICI), 
the Washington, o.c. research firm conducting ttva evaluaticn. lntavlewlng 
was done by National Research, Inc. of Washington; and 1he sample was 
provided by Survey Sampling, Inc., Fairfield, Connecticut; It compares very 
well to U.S. Census data. Findings may vary by plus/minus 3 percent due to 
sampling. 

The study reveals that Americans have a much stronger sense of the global interdependencies 
of nations than expected; and that, despite Americans' domestic concerns, they strongly favor 
assistance to other nations, especially to developing countries • 

.. ; ... ":·· " 

. CLOBAL: · '· The conventional thinking that Americans have a parochial and 
LINKS .. ; .. ' insulated view of world affairs is undercut by the findinp. Large 

····' .... :·:: majorities (65%-85% range) see global linkages among nations; for 
&111111:=======---=i instance: + The economies of the "Third World• and of ~Eastern 

Europe" (including the former Soviet Union) affect the US. economy; 
• strengthening Third World economies will have positive impacts on U.S. business 
opportunities, trade, jobs, national security, and local communities; and + helping stabilize the 
Third World will improve global peace, prosperity, and democracy . 

. .. ~· '. . : Unquestionably, Americans' self-interests come tint. And tlie major 
concem is for our jobs. Before turning to the needs of others, the public 
would first want to protect U.S. jobs ~d business interests abroad and 
solve our own problems of unemployment, poverty, and education.. But 
the domestic agenda does not preclude concern ~r others. · 

In light of the positive pay-offs to the U.S. and to the world from Third World stability, the 
public's thinking is that •Developing countries are different &om us, and have made many. 
of their own problems through ineptitude and conuption. + But their problems are not 
overwhelming and the U.S. can and should help them, and should not cut off aid and abandon 
them. • It's important to help democracy gmw in the Third World and to protect human rights 
as well as victims of ethnic conflicts and civil wars. 

Yet, it is also important that aid be selective because some doesn't work and too much can make 
countries overly dependent on us. 



.. 

Another popular notion is that Americans' support for foreign aid has 
diminished. Instead, the national study finds that: + Support for 
economic usistance has not declined since the time of the Cold War 
(5'% in 1986, 521 today); veiy large majorities (70%-90% range) 
support U.S. involvement abroad; and • other majorities (50%-70% 

range) favor humanitarian aid and economic assistance to the Third World and to cmmtries of 
the former Soviet Union and P.astem Europe. · 

Giving humanitarian assistance is more important to Amrricans than is emnomic assistance (12% 
vs. 52% ), but most people support both and would provide both equally to Third World 
countries and to Eastern Europe (including the former Soviet Union). However, if forced to 
choose, more people would assist the Third World than Eastern Europe. 

Underlying support for foreign aid is the public's sense of humanity as well as keen desire for 
U.S. moral and economic leadership, which is "vital to international peace and prosperity." Our 
leadership and assistance: + Makes other countries more stable; + keeps them as allies; and • 
is essential to make them self-suffident. 

Accordingly, people are not threatened by the potential political and economic competition of 
stronger Third World economies. Rather. •Free and open trade is got'd for global prosperity; 
and + we should help the Third World grow its own food even if they buy Jess from the U.S. 

Compared with an earlier sbidy by Interaction and the Overseas 
Development Coundl, several U.S. assistance programs have less 

.. . priority today than in 1986. Health programs have highest priority and 
t==========-===!.1 food programs rank second. Various other programs, sud\ as 

in&astructure, business, and educatio~ have lower priority. Using aid 
for military purposes has lowest priority - dropping sharply from its ranking a few years ago. 
Altogether, except for helping victims of ethnic conftict, the various aid programs are slightly 
Jess favored today than previously; but, with the exception of educating others in the U.S. and 
military uses of aid, all programs have positive ratinp. 

On the other hand, preventing the spread of the AIDS /HIV disease has the highest priority of 
all programs today; and suppressing the production of illegal drugs has tugh priority as well. 
These programs were not part of earlier studies of attitudes toward Third..,,World assistance. .. 
Apparently, public priorities are shifting, in part due to the end of the Cold War, a weakened 
U.S. economy, and new humanitarian and economic concerns. 

For example, a slight majority of people would now reduce economic aid in the aftermath of the 
Cold War. Further, concerns for U.S. economic interests have risen dramatically over prwious 

• years: + Concern for protecting U.S. jobs has doubled over measures in 1991 and 1986. + Also, 
concern for protecting our business interests has risen in the past few years. • And somewhat 
fewer people now think it's important to raise other nations' standards of living. + At the same 
time, somewhat more people today than in 1986 think it's important to promote democracy in 
developing countries. · 

I 
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If there were a loss of support for foreign aid, one reason might be that 
people don't think U.S. assistance has any effect. Instead, at least three 
of eveiy five persons think that foreign aid is effective in: • Feeding 
the poor and hungry; • inausing food production; • ena>uraging 

democracy; + strengthening 1bird World economies; + i'aising education; and • reducing 
children's death rates. . 

However, people are not optimistic about all aid: + They are not sure about the effects of U.S .. 
assistance on protecting war victims or conserving Third World natural resources. + They tend 
to be skeptical of the impacts of aid on reducing poverty. • And they do not ·believe that aid 
can reduce population growth rates in developing countries, although most support 9birth • 
control" programs. 

Overall, though, Americans are more likely to believe that the United Nations can do a better 
job in effectively assisting developing countries than can the U.S. government or private 
businesses or charities . 

. HIGHER . While Americans have more empathy for the TIUrd World, more 
ATI'ENTION ... · ·. understanding of global linkages, and more support for foreign aid than 

expected, they also are more interested and better infon:ned than they 
were some years ago. Their use of the mass media has not changed 
since 1986, but there is good evidence that +They read more;• talk 

more; and + know more about the Third World than they did five years ago. 

However, they also are more passive than expected: +They are less active in Third World 
groups and causes than before; + their learning is more passive than active - and mainly 
through television; and + they give less money to charitable organizations than they used to. 

Only a few (11 %) have been members of groups involved with 1bird World issues. But, other 
than membeIS of churches, PI'As, and professional associations, as many people belong to 
groups involved with Third World issues as belong to many other types of civic, business, 
service, labor, religious, human rights, or fraternal organi7.ations (all in the 5~-15~ range). 

• • • • • 

I 
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A NEW CUMATE FOR FOREIGN AID? 

L BACKGROUND 

A national telephone survey of 1201 Ameri.;ans, 18 and older, was recently undertaken (March 
9.21) for the Bu..'Uu for Food and Humanitarian Assistance (FHA) of the U.S. Agency for 
International Development (A.LD.). The study was undertaken as a part of the overall 
assessment of the Bureau':; Development Education (DevEd) Program. 

The DevEd program was aut.'lorized through the Biden-Pell Amendment to the International 
Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1980. The purpose of the amendment was to 
facilitate public discussio~ analysis, and review of development and its causes among the 
.American people. 

This survey was done to establish a basis for comparing the views toward foreign assistance of 
groups targeted by the program with the general public. Also, in order to see trend~ in public 
opinion, many questions in this 1993 study are idlentical to questions asked in a 1986 study, 
What Americans Think undertaken by Interaction and the Overseas Development Coundl . .And 
some questions are identical to questions in :studies done in 1991 and 1987 by the Chicago 
Council on Foreign Relations: American Public Opinion and U.S. Foreign Polisy.1 

The question of foreign aid was approached in several ways: (1) comparison of views today 
with those of two previous studies on support or non-support for U.S. foreign policy goals - to 
discern trends; (2) the reasons underlying support or non-support for the U.S. role in world 
affairs; (3) support or non-support for humanitarian aid and economic aid to the Third World 
and to Eastern Europe; and (4) perceived effectiveness of U.S. assistance programs. 

In the study, the "Third Wodd" and/or "Developing Countries" were defined as countri~ of 
Africa, Asia, and Latin America. "Eastem European" countries were defined as countries that 
emerged after the break up of the Soviet Union and the communist countries of Easterri Europe. 
In both cases, these are countries "whose economies and standard of living are lower than in the 
United States, Western Europe, and other more industrialized countries.• r-

The study was designed, monitored, and analyzed by lntercultural Communicatio~ Inc. (ICI), 
the Washington, D.C. research firm conducting the DevEd evaluation. Interviewing and 
tabulations were done by National Research, Inc. of Washington. And the sample was provided 
by Survey Sainpling, Inc., Fairfield, Connecticut; it compares vaywell to U.S. Census da~. Any 
finding may vary by plus/minus 3 percent du~ to sampling. 

Although ICI consulted with FHA about the survey, the study was carried out independently 
of A.l.D. offices. At no time during the inter\liews was A.LO. either mentioned or identified as 
the sponsor of the survey. Instead, respondents were told only that they were being interviewed 
for "a national public opinion survey (on) America's relations with other countries.• 

Christine E. Contee, What Americans Think: Views an 09Velopment and U.S.-Thlrd Waid Relations. 
Washington, O.C.: lnt•actlon and 1he Ov8r38&9 Development Council, 1987. Jam E. Rielly (ed.), American 
Public Opinion and U.S. Foreign Policv. Chicago: lhe Chicago Council on F«elgn Relations, 1987 and 1991. 

, \\o\ 
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U. AMERICANS' WORLD VIEW JS NOT PROVINCIAL 

It is popularly held that Americans have a provincial view of the world: most look inward not 
outward, and don't see international mterconnections. In contrast, the national study finds that 
large majorities (about 65% to 855) see global linkages among naiions, believing that 

• ~CONOMIC INTERDEPENDENCY: 1be economies of the developing countries and 
of the Eastem European nati~ns do affect the U.S. economy. 

+ IMP ACTS ON 1HE U.S.: Stronger Third World economies will have pot.itive lmpacts 
on U.S. business opportunities, trade, jobs, national seauity, and local communities. 

• GLOBAL LINKAGES: Helping the Third Wodd develop will have positive eUects on 
world peace, prosperity, and democracy. 

TABLE 1: LINKAGES AMONG NATIONS 

•from what you have hell'd or :rad, w0uid,yo1i"··~~~·ec:o11omiea'lri>it:::: '::J;::ii);g:;·.:.;::{?:i'.tiki :~:,.::.:.:;.:·:'::1~~~.:,:,:>;:t::;'. 
(lhe Third World)(Eastem Europe) affect th•'~.S:.e~omy •.great d81J~·:):: >~MtJSorn~ ;.: ./:',.:·Noni/Not·:.'.:" 
somewhat, not v•ry much or not at a111• ·~:.":. 'fi.:'i';:;,,: ... :.'.:/f;':\~,:::f':?,:/·: :: '· ':') ·P·:/+::r:y ... ::·,'.·;·i ·,:-:;:::\:Effect":;·:-,.::':: .~·Mueh Effect · 

+ Effect of "Third Wald' economies on 1he U.S. 83% 15 

• Effect of •eastern European• economlet on the U.S. 78% 21 

=~==-=~t:::~~~~~-~~it: 
+ !J.S. business opportunlti• In 1he Third World 80% 15 

• U.S. sales and exports to the Third World 73% 23 

• The U.S. economy 72% 22 

• Jobs in the United Stat• 68% 25 

• U.S. naticnal security 84% 21 

• You, your family, and your community 84% 17 

• The environment In the U.S. 54% 22 

•1n the tang run, do you.11iinli'1hid hiiip1n'a 'jhans'w~d,·~1~1 .. ~·~;}~t'.i'.l~:;~ ~:::~:;:;:[~t!~1t:~Xi¥1'1:~;t:1i~l 'f:i:tk;:~:?~~'.f'>"~~ · . 
develop wlH have great posltlv~ --·~• ~.:P,ot.mli~:.rr•~t":Cl,:r}l ,;~~·( ,ifr::;Nane/Not 
no effect at all on...?.• .. · .::):\''.':}:{'f'ti?J:;:::"::';":;:',')):'..',:,:;:;n::r:¥1'.,:(%%t;J::faf*'.'*';f:);.~;:i~):::'t~'~':¥;:)::'t't:::': 9(@Efect M%t ·~~llluch Effect 

• Improving world prosperity 84% 14 

• Improving world peace 18 

• Improving democracy In the world 78% 20 

NOTE: Percentages total from left to right. The •oan't KnerttfNot Sure" reaponses ••emitted In all tables. In this 
table, the responses are also anltled far those saying 'No Impact' to the CJ!estlons about positive or negative Impacts. 
The 'No Impact' responses are fflN except In two cases: 15 pa-cent Rf the Third World has no poeitlve or negarJve 
Impacts on 1hemselves and 1heir communities and/or no Impacts on the U.S. environment 

,/ 
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ECONOMIC INTERDEPENDENCY: As shown in Table 1 above, at least three of every four 
Americans 18 years or older see great or some effect of 1hird World economies and P.astem 
European economies on •he U.S. economy. As compared with a similar question ulced in the 
1986 •What Americans Think• study, somewhat more people today (83'1) see Third World effects 
on the U.S. economic system than saw the same seven years ago (74'1 ). 

IMP ACTS ON THE U.S.: Table 1 also shows tha.t at least two-thinls of the public believes that, 
if Third World countries do become stronger economically, there will be very positive or 
somewhat positive impacts on U.S. social and economic conditions. 

Of every 10 people: +Eight see positive ii:npacts on U.S. business opportu&"lities in the Third 
World. + Seven see positive impacts on U.S. trade, our economy, and jobs. +The smallest 
number, but still a majority of over five of every 10 people, see positive impacts on America's 
environment. + And as many as six of every 10 Americans expect a positive, penonal impact 
of stronger Tili.rd World economies on themselves, th!!ir families, their communities. 

GLOBAL LINKAGES: Finally, the table shows that about eight in 10 people believe that, in the 
long n.m, "helping Third World oountries to develop" will have positive effects on world 
prosperity, peace, and democracy. 

I em,,;:;.ent · I The Idea that a parochial American public is insulated fmm the global 
interdependendes of nations is undercut by the findinp .here. The public 

sees wide-ranging interrelationships between the U.S. and other countries and between the 
vitality of the Third World and that of all nations. So high are the levels of agreement and so 
peivasive is the theme of interdependency, that it can't be a newly acquired thought. With the 
exception of the environment, the large majorities of people who see intemational connections 
versus those who don't usually dominate by margins of about 3-to-1 or more. The consistency 
of the pattern suggest values more bedrock than artifidal or momentary. 

m. SUPPORT FOR FOREIGN AID IS STRONGER 1HAN EXPECl'ED 

It is also conventionally believed, and widely reported in the media, that many Americans are 
inaeasingly ·opposed to foreign aid, espedally to economic assist.ance. Instead, very large 
majorities (70%-90% range) support U.S. foreign involvement and majorities (SOCJ,-70% range) 
support humanitarian and economic foreign assistance to the 'I1Urd World and to Eistem 
European countries. The general climate of opinion is very favorable: · 

• HUMANITARIAN AND ECONOMIC AID: •Humanitarian assistance" is more 
important than "economic assistance," but both types of aid should be given equally 
to developing countries and to countries of Eastem Europe and the fonner Soviet 
Union (Table 2) • 

+ FOREIGN POLICY GOALS: It's important to pmtect human rights, protect victims of 
ethnic conflict, improve standards of living, and help bring about democracy. But it's 
essential to protect Americans' jobs and business interests (Table 3 and 4). 

\~) 
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+ U.S. LEADERSHP ROLE: US. "monl and economic leadership la vital to a peaceful 
and prosperous wodd," mad helping others to develop "will pay great and lasting 
dividends to us all" ffables 5). · 

+ PREE MAR.KET FORCES: Pree and open trade ii good forwodd prosperity. We have 
nothing to fear from helping countries to fem themselves and to develop, even if they 
compete with us fl'able 6). 

TABLE 2: MORE SUPPORT FOR HUMANrTARIAN AID 
"The United States provides forr,;ign aid to (developing countriea In the Third Wortd)(Eastem European countri88). 

Such foreign aid lndudea humanitarian llld 8"d econcmlc 811istance. • 

• Develcplng countries 23 

• Eastern European countries .. 71% 24 

;:~.r::c::.·:;~1 ·~.:~,~- ~-A ... ~~~~:~~=-~:~;,~~,~-:~~'·"~,*~~{..·::-:~:~-i:1.::i:;;;~.!i~~~;:,~i::~·:_:_, ·~:·:·::::-!:~~~:,::::';:,:, 
+ Developing countries 53% 39 11--------...;._.;;._ ___________________________________ ....,_ _______ ij 

• Eastern European countries 51 % 44 

HUMANITARIAN AND ECONOMIC AID: As shown in Table 2 above, more people support 
giving humanitarian assistance than economic assistance. + But there has been no loss of 
support over the past several years for economic: aid to other countries (52% today, 54" in 1986). 
• Nor has there been any decrease in the number who say that we should support Third World 
countries even if they "compete with us economically and politically" (about 65J, today and in 
1986). 

Moreover, Americans don't make any regional distinction in their preferences for which 
countries should get either form of aid: + People favor giving "humanitarian assistance~ equally 
to d!!veloping countries (72%) and to countries of Eastem Europe and the former Soviet Union 
(71 % ). + Fewer, but still one-half or more, support "economic as&istance• equally to developing 
nations (53%) and Eastern European countries (51 "). 

They do make a distinction, however, when forced 
to choose among the developing nations, the 
former-USSR nations, and Eastern European 
countries. And their concerns lie more in favor of 
the Third World. 

If they had to choose among U.S. aid redpients, 
more people favor assistance to the Third World 
(41 %) than to former USSR nations (23%) or to 
Eastern Europe (17%). However, if the Eastern 
European and ex-Soviet responses are combined, 

I 

SOVIET 
UNION 
23% 

E. EUROPE' 
17" 

ASIA, AFRICA, le 
LAMERICA 

41% 

DK 
11% 

• 
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about equal numbets of people support 1bird and ·s..~rut· Wodd assistance (40~ range). 

In all cases, people are much more likely to say that our motives in giving foreign is •more the 
desire to protect our national securitr (4-05-50'1 range) than our •generosity" or our desire •to 
sell our products.• + At least tw~fifths of the people believe tha~ •national security" is the 
principal motive for aid to the Thim World and to Eastern Europe. + Only in the case of the 
Third World do many people think our aid is motivated by generosity (32~ ), which is somewhat 
more than those saying the same about aid to P.astem Europe. 

FOAEIGN POLICY GOALS: As shown below in Table 3, there is widespread support for 
seveJ.~l U.S. foreign policy goals; and support is maximum where Americans can dearly see their 
self-interest at stake. · 

People were asked about the importance to them of six U.S. •foreign policy goals,• five of which 
were asked in two earlier studies (1991, 1987) by The Chicago.Council on Foreign ReJations. 
Combining "very important" with •somewhat important" teSponses: + Nearly everyone wants 
U.S. foreign policy to protect •the jobs of American workers.• + Similarly, nine of 10 want 
protection for "the interests of American business abroad. · • At nearly the same levels of 
assertiveness (80%-90% range) most people also favor protecting human rights, protecting civil 
war victims, raising living standards, and promoting democracy in other countries. 

TABLE 3: SUPPORT FOR FOREIGN POLICY GOALS 

:=:r~;::£-::s~:~~tL8J1=~ 
• Protecting 1he jobs of American workers 98% 2 

• Protecting the Interests of Arnerlean business abroad 90% 8 

• Protecting.~!efendlng hummi righ18 In other countries 88% 10 

• Helpi'!~~prf.~ 1hff mandard of Uvlng of ie. d6wloped countries 88% 14 

• Helping ii= b111ig a democratic farm of gcMmmant to Dlher countries 83% 18 

• Proteciing victims of ethnic con111cl8 and civil WS8 In CICh• countries 79% 18 

Taking out the "somewhat important" responses, Table 4 below compares trends for the. :iverv 
important" policy goals today with the same questions asked in two previous studies. 

As Table 4 shows: + There has bi..-en a enormous jump in the number of people saying that it 
is •very important" to protect American jobs (doubling to 87,, in 1993 vs. 39,, in 1991 and 43% 
in 1987). • There is also a marked increase in the number today (4~) saying that it is •very 
important" to protect American business interests abroad (27,, and 32~ in 1991 and 1987, 
respectively). • Another indication that ecor:iomic concems are at the core of public opinion is 
the decline in those saying irs very important to raise others' living standards. 

On the other hand, helping •demoaacy" to grow in other countries has taken on greater 
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importance for the public, increasing from about three of every 10 people in earlier studies to 
about four of every 10 today. 

TABLE 4: 1RENDS IN -vERY IMPORTANT" l'OAEIQN POLICY GOALS 

• Protecting 1he jabs of Amafcan WOfkera 

• Protecting the Interests of American business abroad 

• Protecting and defending human rights In other counlries 

• Helping to Improve the llandard of IMng of Ilea developed countries 31% 

• Helping to bring a demOcratlc form of govanment to Olher coun1rles . 

AMERICA'S LEADERSHIP ROLE: The public is both keen on a prominent U.S. role in world 
affairs and unthreatened bY. the prospects of economic or political competition: About nine out 
of every 10 persons believe that• American economic and moral leadership is vital to a peaceful 
and prosperous world" (Table 5). 

As Table 5 shows, some of the reasons Americans support active world leadership and assistance 
to others (all in the 80% range) are that + We help make other countries •more stable.• +We 
keep them as "allies." • And our "aid is essential if other countries are to become self-sufficient.• 

Indeed, "In the long run, helping other countries to develop will pay great and lasting dividends 
to all of us." 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

TABLE 5: REASONS FOR U.S. LEADERSHIP 

American moral and eccnomlc leadenihip la vital to a peacaful .,d 
prosperous world 

Helping other countries to develop will m9'ce them more atable 

U.S. aid helps us make or keep Olher ccun1rles a a!lies 

Helping Third World to develop will pay Weal W\d lasllng dividends 
to us all 

U.S. aid Is essential H other countries•• to beccme aetf.auftlcient 

81" 8 

17 .• 

21 

19 

31 

FREE MARKET FORCES: As shown in Table 6 below, about nine of every 10 American adults 
say that "free and open trade among all nations is good for international prosperity"; and that 
we should help farmers in other countries •even if it means that they buy less food from the 
U.S." 

... 
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And about seven in 10 do not think irs against our interest to help developing nations because 
•they will compete with us economically and politically" (67%). 

• 
• 
• 

TABLE I: ENCOURAGE ECONOMIC COMPET1110N 

Free and open trade among 1111 nallona II good for lntematlona.I 
prosperity 

Help farmers In Cllher countrlee to learn to 'JON their own food even 
ff they buy less from U.S. 

Against our lnt•esta to help developlng counll'fea becauH 1hay wUJ 
compete with us economlcally 111d politically 

10 

11 

I Comment , , , ' I At least for the geneial dimate of American public opinion, the 
"atmosphere" for continuing humanitarian and economic: assistance to other 

countries is very favorable. Many of the questions are somewhat abstract concepts and may be 
easier to answer favorably than to answer more specific questions that pose trade-offs and 
require people to choose among alternatives. 

On the other hand, there is no gainsaying the consistency of findings that Americans are very 
strongly in favor of foreign aid and active U.S. leadership in the world aaoss many measures 
of support or non-support. 

And, amidst the rush of technical assistance to the OS, NIS, and Central and Eastern Europeans 
countries - about which many people are skeptical, they are saying to our policymakers: "Don't 
forget the Third World." And for a fairly sizeable group, charity is a good enough reason to aid 
developing countries. 

IV. SELP·lNTERESTS ARE PIRST, BUT NOT EXCLUSIONARY 

Another popularly held view is that Americans' preoccupations with their own problems 
deaeases their interest in helping others. Certainly, the public puts its self-interest before others, 
but not exc:lusively: 

+ · CHAR.In' BEGINS AT HOME: Among our first foreign policy obligations is 
protection of American jobs and business interests. And we need to solve some our 
own problems before tuming to the problems of othen. 

+ BUT WE SHOULD HELP OlHERS: People in developing counmes are different from 
us, and their problems are largely of their own making. But we should and we can 
help them. 

.. 

~\ 



TABLE 7: 8ELf.INTERESTS AND DIFFERENCES 

E~~&T~~ 
+ Solve our unemplO'jmant problem• befare aeallng Jobe In Cllhs 

countries 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Solve our own poverty problems before turning to CICh« countries 

Educate our own children before Investing In .clucation In Olher 
countries 

Many aid programs are bad beC8J98 they mllke cauntrlea 
dependent on us 

Third World countrf a& to blame for own problem• '>ecauH of poor 
planning 

To blame for their hunger atd poverty because of their ccrrupt 
governments 

Causes of hunger and poverty In Third World •• the same as 
those In U.S. 

Give them less aid and leave them alone to develcp In their own 
WltfS 

Their problems are ao overwhelming that .nythlng U.S. does hu 
no effect on Improving condlUons In developing ccun1rla 

81% 8 

81% 9 

8 

18 

75% 21 

74% 23 

37" 61 

56 

CHAR.In' BEGINS AT HOME: As shown earlier in Table 3 (page 5), at least nine of every 10 
adults say that important U.S. foreign policy goals are to protect •the jobs of American workers• 
and to protect "American business abroad.• 

Moreover, as shown above in Table 7, nine of every 10 also say that before we tum to the 
problems of other countries, we need first to: + Solve our own poverty problems; + solve our 
own un!mployment problems; and+ educate our own children. 

And one reason for taking care ounelves first is that, in the long mn, •many aid proPms are 
bad because they make other countries too dependent on us• (83~ ). 

BUT WE SHOULD HELP 01HERS: Table 7 also shows that three of every five persons believe 
that "the conditions that cause hunger and poverty in the Third World• are different &om the 
causes of hunger and poverty in the U.S. These •different" causes are further exacerbated by 
ineptitude and cormption. That is, three of every four adults believe that Third World · • 
governments are largely to blame for creating their own problems because of poor planning. 
An equal number says that the countries are largely to blame for their hunger and poverty 
because of their cormpt governments. 



• 

' 

9 

This is a rather bleak picture of the Third World. However, most people - about another three 
of every five - aJso feel that the •problems in developing muntries• are not •so overwhelming" 
that U.S. assistance cannot improve conditions there. And a comparable number &a)'i that we 
should not cut our aid and •Jeave them aJone• to develop on their_ awn. 

'1: ·· · . · ' .. , · ;;; .. ¥: Be it U.S. jobs, business Interests, or eduC1tion, the smvey confinns the 1:~~\~ 
importance of self-interest. Uke all people, Americans think of their own 

interests first, but not to the exclusion of the welfare of others. Indeed, fully two out of three, 
see improvements in the Third World having some positive impacts on themselves, their 
families, and their communities. 

Yet, widely prevailing publi_c opinion requires that we take care of ourselves first and don't 
deplete our own resources in assisting overly dependent Third World countries. After aJl, they 
are different from us, and they have made many of their own problems. 

Most people feel that Americans and Third Worlders have little in common. Although there is 
a strong sense of humanity in the public's conc:em for developing nations, Americans resist the 
notion that the conditions that cause destitution and want in those countries are the same kinds 
of conditions here. Having said that, Americans are not daunted by the problems of developing 
countries, and don't think we should cut them off to work thing.'5 out alone. Rather, most people 
say that we should help other countries, and that there are many good reasons for doing so. 

V. SEVERAL TYPES OP ASSISTANCE HAVE LESS PRIORITY TODAY 

Alth'Jugh the public sees interdependent social, economic, and political systems among nations 
arad although they widely support U.S. foreign aid, their support for certain programs does not 
hav~ the same order or strength of priority as it did some years ago. nus could be related to 
the end of cold war, weakened U.S. economic conditions, and new priorities: 

• 

• 

• 

NEW PRIORITIES EMERGE: Helping countries to prevent the spread of the AIDS 
disease is the top priority among assis~ce programs for developing countries. 
Suppressing illegal drugs has high priodty too • 

• . . 
TRADmONAL PRIORITIES DEO..INE: Otherwise, people give lower priorities to 
specific assistance piograms than they did in 1986; although disaster relief and health 
progmns continue to have highest priority. 

SPENDING PRIORITIES CHANGE: With the "end of the cold war with Russia," 
people are more likely than not to say that foreign aid should be reduced, and that the 
first order of business is to protect U.S. economic self-interests. 

\ \.\ 
. t' 
\ 
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• Helping countries to prwent 1he epread of AID• d._. (HIV) 7.8 NA 

• Helping countries to ccntrol 1he product of llegal drugs Sld 7.1 . NA 
narcotics 

:::=:~~=~i:·::~~·,:~=;·,~i=~i:i~~~1:~]~1~rr.~r~i: ·!r1i=:!:i'.I=~~ '.~.~1;:!~~.·:::;,;~:. 
• Relief far victims of dlsastera Rice floods, ctoughts, S'ld ur1hqulkes 7.4 8.3 

• Education on fanlly planning and provlclng birth control 7.1 7.5 

• Programs that help ~es lower lnfB'lt demh ratee 7.0 7.3 

• Helping farmers In 1hC118 countries buy l88ds and basic equipment 8.7 7.8 

• Giving ath• countries food to feed their hungry populations 8.5 7.1 

+ Building large projects like roads, dims, end hospitals 5.9 8.5 

+ Helping victims of e1hnlc c:cnftlct and civil war 5.8 5.8 

+ Supporting small businesses started by people In thoee countries 5.8 5.9 

+ Giving people unlveralty or other training In 1he U.S. 5.2 5.8 

+ Using aid to rent land for U.S. mUitary b8988 in lhoee countries 4.8 8.0 

NEW PRIORITIES EMERGE: Table 8 was generated using a JO.step scale on which people 
were asked to rate the priorities of different programs - where •1• on the scale is the •Jowest 
priority" and "10" is the highest priority.• A score of 5.5 would be the expected mid-point on 
the scale. So, any rating above 5.5 could be taken as positive and any rating below could be 
interpreted as negative. · 

There is evidence that new priorities are in the public's mind. As shown above in Table S for 
all 12 types of prpgrams rated: + •Helping countries to prevent the spread of AIDS (HIV) 
disease" has the highest average priority rating (7.9). + And •helping countries to control the 
production of illegal drugs and narcotia• also ~tes highly (7.1 average rating). 

TRADmONAL PRIORITIES DECLINE: On the same scale of priorities, people rated 10 othe~ 
aid programs, using the same questions asked in the 1986 "What American Thinks• survey. 
Although ratings are somewhat lower aaoss the board, health and relief programs in general 

• 

have maintained highest public priority. Food program have second priority. And other types • 
of aid have lower priority. Using aid for military purposes is the lowest priority today. 

More specifically: + Highest priority is given to disaster relief and health programs. With 
average scores of 7.0 to 7.4, people favor aid for disaster relief, birth control, and lowering iri.fant 

/~ 
\ 
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deaths. Average scores in 1986 were soniewhat higher, ranging fmm 7.3 to 8.3. • Food 
programs are the second highest prlority. Aiding farmen to buy seeds and equipment and 
giving food to hungry populations score, on the average, from 6.5 to 6.7. Scores in 1986 were 
higher. from 7.1 to 7.6. 

t Of Jess priority is a mixture of programs aimed at building infrastructure, protecting 
minorities, supporting small businesses, and providing education in the U.S. They also receive 
lower ratings today than previously .. • And of least priority today is using aid to buy land for 
military bases. It drops sharply to a 4.6 rating. down from 6.0 in 1986. 

As such, most aid programs have lower priority today than in 1986. But, with the exception of 
educating others in the U.S. and using aid for military purposes, all aid programs receive 
positive ratings. 

Of course, as suggested by the prlority for AIDS and chugs, other.aid programs that were not 
asked about may have higher priority than those some seven years ago. 

SPENDING PRIORITIES CHANGE: With the •end of the cold war with Russia,• Americans 
are more likely than not to say that •economic assistance to the Third World should be reduced• 
(53% vs. 43% ). Unfortunately, this was the only question asked on the subject. 

"With the end of th• cold war with Ruuia, 
the United Statea' economic aulatance to 
the Third World should be reduced.• 

At the same time that peqple would cut •economic assistance,• their concern for U.S. economic 
self-interests has risen dramatically over previous years. That is, as noted above, Americans' 
concern for protecting U.S. jobs has doubled over previous measures in 1986 and 1991. And the 
importan.:e of protecting U.S. business interests has increased greatly. There's no doubt that the 
domestic agenda is the first concern. But, also at the same time - and also noted above, helping 
to bring about democracy in other countries has become for more people a very important 
foreign policy goal than in previous years. 

II CommeD.l '' "II The findings indicate that lhme is a new context. a changing public 1hood, 
.. · ·· · · .. for foreign assistance programs. New health and public safety priorities are 

emerging in place of some traditional assistance programs. But it seems that 
economics are largely defining the changing climate. Although the level of support for 
"economic assistance" is unchanged from 1986 measures, the public's perception may be that 
such assistance - foreign spending - is less important now in the aftermath of the Cold War. 

There seems to be, however, a qualification to that perception: A sense that there is more to gain 
than Jose from •appropriate• assistance programs; and these gains translate as benefits to the 
United States as well as to a more stable, &ee, and prosperous world. 

Apparently, appropriate programs would not abandon needy countries and would retain vital 
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U.S. leadership in world affairs. Such usistance would encourage &ee-market competition 
among nations, even where U.S. assistance would make countries more competitive - but 
toward the goal of self-reliance. Further, appropriate assistance would indude •humanitarian 
usistance, • for which support is very high. And appropriate assistance would also include 
democracy-building, for which support has increased since 1986. -

VI. AMERICANS BELIEVE MOST FOREIGN AID JS EPPECI'IVE ~ 

One argument in the debate about foreign aid is that U.S. assistance programs just don't work. 
So, if there were a loss of support for foreign aid (which there isn't) or if public priorities are - • 
changing (which they may be), one probable reason might be that American's don't think that 
our assistance has any effect on conditions in developing countries. Instead: 

+ MUCH AID IS EFPECl'IVE: American foreign aid works in feeding the hungry, 
encouraging democracy, raising education, reducing childnn's death rates, and in other 
ways. What is more, the United Nations might· be able to do better. 

+ SOME AID IS PROBLEMATIC: People are divided over the effects of our aid on 
protecting victims of ethnic conB.icts and on conserving natural nsources. 

+ SOME AID IS NOT EPPECTIVE: American aid doesn't work in reducing poverty or 
'reducing population growth. 

TABLE 9: EFFECTS OF U.S. ASSISTANCE 

•co you think that U.S.· eu1stinc1 to Third World c=;;iitrl .. tiU"'h&CI :.?t ···0reltlsome'') ~<·.Nanemai \:-: 
great effect, aome effect, not much effect, ar not effect It all on...?~;·:,:·,::'~ ;;·:·;.:!\Effect ):;.;:r,! '.'..11uch .Effect ·., 

• Feeding the hungry and poor 77% 23 

• Improving their ability to produce their own food eupply 88% 28 

• Encouraging the growth of democracy 88% 29 

• Strengthening the Third World economies 83% 34 

• Increasing people's level of ecllcation 82% 34 

• Reducing derl!h rates among chUdren 59% 38 

• Protecting vlctlms of ethnic contllcta and clvll wsa 51% 45 

• Conserving the Third Wartd countries' nalUral resources 47% 44 

• Reducing poverty 45% 53 

• Reducing population growth rates In 'ihOH c:ountrtes 29% 65 

SOME AID IS EFFECI1VE: As shown in Table 9 above, large majorities of American adults 
say that ~u.s. assistance to developing countries has had great effect (or) some effect on a variety 
of social and economic problems. 

... 
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Two-thirds or more say that aid is effective for: + •Feeding the hungry and the poor"; + 
improving nations' capacities to •produce their own food supply"; and + •encouraging the 
growth of democracy.• A little less than two-thirds say U.S. aid is effective for. • •strengthening 
... national economies·~ + increasing people's •Jevel of education•; and + •reducing death rates 
among children.• 

With this positive picture of effective U.S. aid, it's 
notable that about one-half the public thinks that 
the United Nations would do the "best job• in 
assisting other countries by reaching •the largest 
number of people in the fastest time and the lowest 
cost• This is more than twice the number choosing 
either private business or private charities or the 
U.S. government (15%-20% range), although the 
U.S. may be seen as part of the U.N. assistance 
effort. 

SOME AID IS PROBLEMATIC: As Table 9 also 
shows, the public is divided about evenly on the 
effects of foreign assistance on •protecting victims of 
ethnic conflicts and civil war' and on helping 
countries to conserve their •natural resources.• 

U.S. GOV'T 
18% 

PRIVATE 
BUSINESS 
15" 

PRIVATe 
CHARITIES 

16% 

SOME AID IS NOT EPPEC'ITVE: But most people (53%) don't think American aid has any 
effect on "reducing poverty,• and as many as two out of three (65%) think our aid has no effect 
on •reducing population growth• in developing countries. 

II 
CoDIDlent II From one-half to three-fourths of American adults believe that U.S. aid to 

.· developing countries has positive effects for seven of the 10 types of 
11=::======-=i assistance programs queried. The programs cover a wide range of adverse 
conditions in developing countries- for example, feeding rrograms, agricultural production, and 
democracy-building. 

Where the public is skeptical is on the effectiveness of aid in d~ing with the environment and 
poverty. Where people are downright disbelieving is in the effec:\iveness of aid to combat.rapid 
population growth, although they support "birth control• programs as a rather high priority. It 
is these three conditions in combination that are the generalizec'I, but vivid, media images coming 
out of the Third World: Abject poverty, eroc:ling lands, buming rain forest, and teeming 
populations outst?ipping their land and water resource be·'.:.:. 

Images even under desperate drcumstances can, of course, be positive. The many months of 
nightly television pictures of the blue-helmeted U.N. teams and their relief convoys jn Bosnia 
have probably etched on the public's mind a new and significantly positive image of the 
effectiveness of the world body. 

.. 
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VD. PUBUC ATI'ENTION TO 'I1IE nmm WORLD JS IDGHER 

At the same time that Americans have more sympathy for the Third World and show more 
support for foreign aid than expected, they also are more interested and better informed than 
they were some five years ago: 

+ INFORMAL COMMUNICATION HAS INCREASED: Although media-use has not 
changed, Americans read more, talk more, and are better informed about the Third 
World than "five years ago." · · 

• BUT THE PUBLIC IS MORE PASSIVE: However, people are less active than before 
in Third Wodd causes; leam more passively than actively; and, with their current 
economic: constraints, give less money than before. 

•.. · ~~f,,~~''.!'\f;f;:.;{ Q, 

&6% Read Mor• '· · .,. ·;:.:·:'. 
. ... .· ..... : ... :·· ·;::.: .... 

-Secauae of family, Job, and other reapon81bllitiea, our 
lives change from year to year.-ln your own caae, 
compared with ftve yura ago, are you more Ukely or Iese 
likely to ••• • 

INFORMAL COMMUNICATION HAS INCREASED: At leas~ two-thirds of the public (65%· 
75% range) say that today, •compared with five years ago,• they read more, talk more, and are 
better informed about "issues in 1bird World countries.• 

People are exposed to the mass media today at the same levels they were in 1987. That is, of 
every 10 adults: • Nine have high television exposure; + eight have high daily newspaper 
exposure; and + six have high exposure to news magazines. Another six of 10 say they listen 
frequently to "news programs on the National Public Station,• but we are not sure if there was 
any confusion with commerdal radio. 

Q. •About how often, If ever, do you talk with other 
people about major International luuea...atmoat 
every day, two or thr• tlmea a week, once a week, 
once every two weeka, or 1 ... than thlll? • 

.· 
More than one-half say that they talk about •major international 

issues" at least two or three times a week. And two out of five lay some claim to opinion . 
leadership, saying that someone has asked their •opinion or advice on major international issues 
in the news" within the past few days. · 

Btrr nm PUBLIC IS MORE PASSIVE: Despite their apparently higher involvement in 
communication about the Third World, if Americans do l~ anything about developing 
countries, it's by far more likely to be through television - the easiest, most passive kind of 
exposure - than by any other means. 
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In a year's time: + More than twice as many people see •television programs about 1blrd World 
countries• (85'°) than hive exposure through any other single medium. • At the next highest 
level of exposun (40%-range) are movies/videotapes and pamphlets/brochures. These, too, are 
behaviors requiring little exertion. + As potential exposure becxm1es more difficult, fewer (20'°-
30% range) can recall getting anything in their mail or reading any books. • And where 
exposure requires exertion, only a few (101 or less) take courses, attend *J>eeches, or go to 
conferences or meetings. · 

The findings above for higher self-claimed communicition behavior gain aedence with the 
.. opposite finding that, compared with five yearn ago, some people are •more ac:tive• (19'°) but 

twice as many (42%) are •Jess active in groups, issues, or causes" concemed with the Third 
World. 

•(Compared with 5 yeara ago) Are you more active 
or Ina active In groups, luuu, or aoclal cauau 
concerned with Third World countries?• 

Only about one person in every 10 has "ever been a membet' of any programs, groups, or causes 
concerned with developing countries (111 ). Only a few more have •ever participated in any 
programs" concerned with Third World issues (13% ). 

As shown in Table 10, Americans are also •Jess likely to donate money• to such groups than 
previously. Fewer people today than in 1986 say that they have •made any donations of money 
in the past 12 months to any charitable organizations.• In fact, it's a very sharp drop-<>ff (only 
55% today vs. 81 % in 1986). 

• 

• 
• 
• 

TABLE 10: DONATIONS TO CHARITABLE ORGANIZATIONS 

Made donallon of monl\' In 1he last 12 months to 9lf/ charltllble · 
organizations or other groupt promoting social or non-polhlcel e&1998 

- .,., 

YES: Gave less than $100 total donalian In 1he p811112 months 

YES: Gave mere that S100/19181han $500 total donalicn 

YES: Gave mere than $500 tctal donBtion In 1he pat 12 months 

52"' 

28 

13 

81% . 
48% 

31 

18 

Of those who do give money, slightly more people give smalJer amounts and slightly fewer 
people give larger amounts than before. That is, compared with 1986, a few more people give 
under $100 a year (52% now vs. 48% previously) and a few less people give over $500 (13% now 
vs. 18% previously). 
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-~,~~§~~ The findings don't mean that Americana have stopped giving. On the 
contruy, within the past two years or so, nine out of 10 have given •food, 

money, or clothing to help poor people• in their own communities (915). And four out of 10 
have done the same •to help poor people in other countries• (42'1). . 

Neither do the findings ~ggest that the public is dropping out of organized activities related 
to Third World causes. Leaving aside high memberships in churches, PTAs, and professional 
associations, Americans are as likely to belong to groups concemed with the Third World (11 ~) 

-

as to belong to any other kinds of dvic groups, business associations, service organizations, • 
fraternal orders, environmental groups, human rights groups, religious clubs, veterans 
organizations, labor unions, or others (all in the 55-155 range). 

,. 

But the data are rather convincing that, even though people are more conversant and 
conversational than before ·about problems of developing countries, they take the easiest path 
to knowledge and get most of their conversation-starters through television and more often in 
the living room than in the classroom. 

vm. ARE 1HE FINDINGS CREDmLE? 

The purpose of this March 1993 survey was to nssess public support or non-support for U.S. 
humanitarian and economic assistance to other nations in order to compare prevailing views 
with those of special audiences targeted by the A.LD. Development Education (DevEd) program. 
The survey was not designed to •diagnose• the limits on support or non-support For example, 
we did not ask people to choose between domestic and foreign aid programs. We know from 
many studies that, when faced with domestic trade-offs, public support for many types of 
foreign assistance declines. 

Domestic budget alternatives to foreign aid were not the issue here, although certainly our 
findings show the force of national self-interests. Rather, as part of the overall DevEd 
evaluation, we sought to leam what people feel about assisting other nations and whether they 
do or do not see bilateral or global implications of trying to improve sodal, economic, and 
political conditions in other countries, especially the developing countries. Th~ following 
addresses some questions about the study. 

+ IS 1HE STUDY PARTISAN? The study was undertaken independently of A.LD. offices, 
and AI.D. was never mentioned to respondents at any point in the interviewing. 

The survey was designed, monitored, and analyzed by Intercultural Communication, Inc. (IC) 
a specialty social research firm. The ICI project director, Dr. Gerald Hwsh-Caar, co-developed 

· the CBS New Poll, now shared with the New York Times. He is a recognized international 
authority in social research. Two of his several textbooks, Survey Research and Third World 
Survey, are standards in the field and are used around the world. 

Interviewing and tabulations were done by National Research, Inc., a subsidiary of Hamilton & 
· Staff, one of the premier sodal and marketing research firms in the country. The sample was 

I 
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provided by Survey Sampling, Inc., the most prominent and reputable sampling finn in the U.S. 

+ IS THE SAMPLE BIASED? As compared with 19VJ U.S. Cepsus estimates and with the 
1986 •What America ThinJcs• sample, the demographic characteristics of U·,e FHA sample have 
no important deviations &om the demographit'B of the other two distributions. 

AB expected, people in lower income and education groups tend to be pnerally less 1uppo.1ive 
of foreign assistance than are people in higher groups. And there is a tendency in the sample 
toward under-representation of lower-education and ~t'wer-income prople. But the differences 
in their views, which are often min~r, are not enouitfi to change the consistency of findings. 
That is, if either the lowest or highest education or income groups are removed from total 
sample results, the pattern of findings (for example, interdependent economies, support for 
foreign assistance, support for U.S. leadership, effedS of foreign aid) remains the same. 

DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS 

1993 1992 
SAMPLE CENSUS 
(%) (%) 

• MEN 50 49 

• WOMEN 50 51 

• WHITE 87 81 

• BLACK 7 12 

• ASIAN/OiHER 8 7 

• 18-24 YRS 14 14 

• 25-34 25 23 

• 35-64 47 45 

• 85& OLDER 13 17 

• UP TO HIGH SCHOOL 42 55 

• SOME COi.LEGE 27 19 

• COi.LEGE GRADUATE+ 31 28 

• EMPLOYED 83 80 

• UNEMPLOYED 7 4 

• NOT IN LABOR FORCE 30 38 

• UNDER $15,000 14 23 

• $15-$25,000 19 17 

• MORE THAN $25,000 67 80 

• PROTESTANT 48 

• CATHOLIC 27 

• JEWISH/OlliER 25 

1987 
SAMPLE 
(%) 
48 
52 

84 
11 
5 

18 
24 

50 
24 
28 

25 

(f'f 

24 
19 

> 
>80 

> 
>75 

. . . . 

+ ARE RESPONSES INCONSISTENT? Trend data show strong consistency in certain 
then-and-now behavior, such as media exposure and group memberships, where they should. 
Where there is a change in trends (e.g., support for demoaacy, protection of American jobs and 
business interests), the changes are supported by answers in the same direction to other, related 
questions. 
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Regardless of trends, Americans'· nsponses to different types of questions on the same subject 
at different places in the intemew show pattems cf strong mnsistency and amgruency (e.g., 
foreign aid is necessary for other nations' self-suffidency, stability, and democracy; and changes 
in these Third World conditions will have positive impacts on glgbal a>nditions) . 

. 
To avoid •reponse set" (people getting into a mt. answaing a atdng of similar questions in the 
same way): Questions were balanced so that about as many were phrased positively as were 
phrased negatively; similar types of question were put in different places in the questionnaire; 
and, where questions were asked in a aeries (e.g., •do you agree or disagree with the following 
statements"), the order of questions was reversed for every other respondent. 

Where people could be inclined to inflate their. answers to enhance their self ·image (e.g., claiming 
to read more, talk more, and know more about 'lbird World issues), they resist the inclination 
to inflate their answers to other, related que:stions that could be even more self-enhancing (e.g., 
they are less active in and give less money to Third ·World causes than previously). Moreover, 
if they claim one type of general behavior (e.g., give less money today), they support it with 
their answers to specific: questions at other places in the interview (more give under $100 and 
fewer give over $500 than in 1986). 

There are other examples. We are fully satisfied that the critical mass of people interviewed was 
listening to the interviewers and answering the questions carefully. Capridous responses would 
not have produced the same pattems of consistency across time, topics, or sentiments. 

• .. i.RE DIFFERENCES OBSCURED? Many questions offered responses with different 
levels of intensity (e.g., •strongly agree• and •someWhat agree•). We usually combine the 
"stroragly" and the "somewhat• answc:rs in the tables, and report then1 together as positive ,.2t 
negative. We do this for simplidty on the basis that there is less chance of error in discerning 
a positive feeling (agreement) vs. a negative feeling (disagreement) than there is in discerning 
whether a positive feeling is strong or moderate. 

Yet, people's answers seem to be more discriminating than impulsive (e.g., they strongly favor 
birth control assistance but don't think the assistance to-date has had much effect). Nor do 
people take refuge in "middling" responses. Where they feel very strongly, they say so (e.g., 50% 
to 90% say it is "very important" to protect U.S. jobs, U.S. business, and other people's human 
rights.) Still, as opposed to a general population survey, levels of intensity may be more 
important in the analysis of population sub-groups who have apedalized familiarity with or 
expertise in the survey topic; for example, those 11 perdmt who belong to groups concerned 
with Third World issues. 

+ ARE RESPONSES AWASH IN "DONT KNOWS"7 The •true• distribution of responses 
to any given questioning could be skewed if the thinking person's meaningful views were 
obscured by large numbers of other people's meaningless •don~.t know• rnot sure" evasions. 

This simply isn't the Olse. The percentages of •don'Z knows• typically hover around the 1-2 
percent or 3-4 percent levels. Only occasionally do •don't knows" rise to the 7-8 percent level. 
And rarely m-e they h.ig.her.. This is not an unthinking or uninterested American public that 
either cannot or wiU V~)t ar-..swer questions about international issues. 
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