
COSMOS 
CORPORATION 

1735 Eye Street, N.W. * Suite 613 * Washington, D.C. 20006 • (202) 728-3939 

PREL.IMINAFiY STUDY OF THE UTILIZATION
 
OF A.I.D.'S EVALUATION REPORTS
 

Robert K. Yin
 
Carol H. Weiss
 

Oona H. Cheung
 
Joanne Capper
 

December 31, 1988
 

Submitted to: 

Center for Development
Information and Evaluation (CDIE)

Bureau for Program and Policy
Coordination (PPC) 

Agency for International 
Development (A.I.D.)

Contract #PDC-0000-C-00-8163-00 

Research and Consultirg Division !!nformation Systems Division 



ii
 
PREFACE
 

The improved utilization of evaluations is one of the continuedchallenges facing federal 
agencies. 
 In the field of intornational
 
affairs, such a challenge is even 
greater-, qiven the cross-cultural
 
boundaries that also must be transcended.
 

The present study was a preliminary inquiry 
into the utilization
of evaluations produced by a central staff office of the Agency for
International Development 
 (A.I.D,), the Center for Development information and Evaluation (CDIE). Although the COSMOS team had 
investigated this topic previously for other agencies, 
no systematic inquiry
had been attempted for A.I.D., by COSMOS or other research teams. Thefindings of the study were reported to A.I.D. officials (C. Haven
North, Paula Goddard, and other CDIE :taff) at an 
oral briefing on
November 28, 1988, 
and drafts of this report also were available for
comment. The authors also presented a special workshop on case studymethods on December 29, 1988. The project lasted about four months,
from September to Cecember 1988. 

Professor Carol H. Weiss of Harvard University, on subcontract toCOSMOS, conducted part of the evaluation efforts to interview key
policy officials bcth within and outside of 
A.I.D., and contributed to

Section II of this report.
 

The aut-ors would like to thank the many persons who consented to
be interviewed as 
part of the study, including readers of A.I.D. evaluation reports here and abroad. 
Their cooperation was essential to thecollection of information about utilization. In additio,, the study'sproject officer, Nena Vreeland, provided helpful advice and access to
A.I.D. records throughout the study. 
She was also instrumental in
assuring that the study's activities would be ccmmunicated effectively,

both during the design stage and when early findings were available.
This assistance notwithstanding, the authors alone are 
responsible for

the information in the oresent report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

5ummary Findings
 
This study was an 
initial empirical inquiry into the utilization
 

of A.I.D.,s evaluation reports. 
 The study examined 33 reports produced
 
by A.I.D.'s Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE),
 
deliberately chosen to cover 
six topics: rural irrigation, higher
 
agricultural education, development management, women 
in development,
 
policy reform papers, and the International Fund for Agricultural 
Development.
 

In conducting the study, the project team collected 
information
 
fron three sources: face-to-face interviews with top officials in
 
A.I.D. and 
related agencies; telephone interviews with 

of 45 readers of the reports on these six topics; and 

a random sample 

an analysis of 
the reports themselves. Overall, the results were as follows: 

* About half of the readers could define some 
utilization outcome. 
 This was regarded as
 
high proportion, relative to other studies on 
similar topics.
 

* Relatively equal 
amounts of utilization were
 
found for each of the six topic-,, even though

CDIE staff had predicted greater variation
 
among the topics.
 

S The reports themselves were judged to be 
attractive and well presented, but only a
small fraction identified their potential
audiences, and only a minority contained 
such basic features as the study objectives.
 

a Interviewees were generally pleased with
 
their experiences in using the evaluation 
reports, but also had numerous suggestions 
for improvement.
 

* A major area for such improvement is dis
semination--i.e., 
how the reports are dis
tributed. For instance, even the present

study encountered great difficulty in tracing

the readers of the reports, based on the
 
names in A.I.D. mailing lists.
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Findings from Interviewing Tor Officials 

The study called for interviews with ten senior officials at
 
A.I.D./Washington, D.C., 
and five officials of collateral organiza

tions. Included in the latter were the Congress, the U.S. General
 
Accounting Office, and the World Biank. 
 These interviews were intended
 
to 	provide a glimpse, rather than an authoritative account, of informa

tion utilization at A.I.D.
 

These officials acknowledged their awareness that CDIE's reports
 

were intended to feed policy debate, discussion, and development,
 

cross-cutting projects, prograns, and geographic areas. 
 Further, these 
officials expressed satisfaction with the reports and could point to
 
specific instances of utilization. The officials were pleased with the
 
quality of the reports and the appropriateness of the topics they 
covered, with some of the comments being:
 

" 	I'm impressed that the topics have an almost
 
uncanny relevance to what's happening in the
 
field.
 

* 	CDIE does a good job of figuring out what the
 
topics should be. 

" 
CDIE is free of the bane of pressure groups
inside and outside the agency trying tc dri
termine its topic selection.
 

" 	CDIE's interaction witn the field is better 
than the rest of the Bureau for Program and
 
Policy Coordination (PPC).
 

" 	CDIE does an excellent job relating to the 
operating agenda of other bureaus and offi
ces. 
 It should do a better job regarding
 
top management.
 

Overall, only a few officials voiced negative opinions, and even
 

they pointed to a particular aspect of CDIE's work as falling short, 
rather than the whole body of work. 
When asked for suggestions for
 
improvement, the officials pointed to 	needed improvements in the way 
the reports are disseminated and circulated, as 
well as possible ways
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of 	diversifying CDIE's dctivities and communications to make them more
 

effective.
 

Findings from a Random Samole of Readers
 

The study tried to identify a sample of readers by contacting 
names randomly selected t,-nCDIE's report mailing lists. This search 
procedure produced the greatest frustration and may bear some lessons
 
regard-Ing the dissc:.ination process. 
 Of nearly 3,000 eligible address
ees, 150 were selected for contact, but only about 30 percent were
 
found to be readers of any of the reports being studied. Further, most 
readers could not identify the specific report or reports that had been 

read.
 

One possibility is that this difficulty in trac:ing the dissemina
tion process may lead to incorrectly negativc impressions about utili
zation. However, once a reader was identified, 50 percent of such
 
readers could identify a utilization experience. These experiences 

included:
 

e 	Using "lessons learned" to guide projects;
 

* 	Using information to influence the budget
 
process;
 

* 	Using an analytic matrix in a report, to
 
orient teams prior to their departure for
 
field visits;
 

* 	Using reports to establish whats happening

in Africa as a guide to allocate funds within
 
a new budgeting format;
 

* 	Learning how to examine new mzrkots;
 

* 	Becoming more Informd about A.I.D.s evolu
tion of Ideas, priorities, and concepts; and
 

* 	Sensitizing others on issues regarding women
 
in development.
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These readers also had recommendations for improving utilization, 
including suggestions about the type of material appearing in the
 
reports, the type of communication efforts, dissemination techniques, 
and related activities.
 

Findings about the Characteristics of CDIE Reports
 

A separate analysis called for a detailed reading and coding of
 
the characteristics of 33 CDIE reports. Using a formal instrument, the 
study team examined these reports with regard to the presence or 
absence of features identified, in previous studies, as 
facilitating
 
the utilization of evaluation reports more 
generally. Such features
 
included: 1) the relevance of the topics to agency probiems or con
cerns, 2) items pertaining to the metho6ological credibility of the
 
report, 3) the style of presentation, and 4) any reported communication 
between tiie report's authors and potential users of the information. 

From this analysis, the most important finding was that only two of 
the 33 reports identified the audience or potential 
users of the
 
report, and only about 40 percent of the reports defined the objectives 
of study. Improvements along these and other features were considered
 

ways in which the reports could be changed in the future.
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1. EXPLORING THE USEFULNESS
 
OF EVALUATION REPORTS PRODUCED BY A.I.D.
 

The present study was a preliminary inquiry into the utilization of
 
evaluation reports produced by the U.S. Agency for International
 
Development (A.I.D.). 
 The inquiry focused on the evaluations produced
 
by the central evaluation unit of A.I.D., 
but not the individual pro
ject evaluations produced by the A.I.D. missions and regional bureaus.
 

In A.I.D.,s two-tiered and decentralized evaluation system, the
 
first-tier evaluation unit--the Center for Development Information and
 
Evaluation (CDIE)--is centrally located in 
a staff bureau (the Bureau
 
for Program and Policy Coordination--PPC). CDIE's evaluations, the
 
subject of the present study, are intended to serve broad objectives
 
with regard to the development, assessment, and implementation of
 
agency policies and programs (AI.D. Evaluation Handbo1k, 1987). 
 The
 
organization in Figure 1 shows the central 
location of CDIE's Bureau
 
for Program and Policy Coordination. In contrast, the second- tier
 
project evaluations sponsored by the line missions and bureaus are an
 
integral part of every funded project, and are intended to produce 
information of immediate relevance for improving the specific project
 
being evaluated (A.I.D., Eyvluation Handbook, 1987). These second-tier
 

evaluations were not part of the present study.
 

Evaluations Produced by thLe Center for DeveloDment Information 
and Evaluation (CDIE) 

CDIE undertakes a variety of activities. These include:
 

• The operation of a variety of information
 
services--e.g.,
 
-A computerized database of A.I.D. projects;
 
-A research and reference service; 
-The A.I.D. Library;
 
-A clearinghouse for A.I.D. documents; and
 
-The dissemination of abstracts and 
news
letters about A.I.D. activities.
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9 The provision of technical assistance--e.g.,

-To establish local development information
 
centers; and
 

-To evaluate A.I.D. field projects.
 

e 	The support of workshops and conferences; 
and
 

* 	The sponsorship of in-depth evaluations.
 

The current inquiry again only focused on 
the last activity--i.e.,
 
production of CDIE's evaluation reports. Since its inception in 1984
 
(CDIE's predecessor units 
were the Office of Evaluation and the Office
 
of Development Information), CDIE has completed 54 evaluations, 12
 
occasional papers, seven special evaluations, and two syntheses;
 
currently underway are another 48 evaluations (Chetwyrid et al., 1988). 
These reports appear in attractive form--e.g., professionally printed
 
and bound, with covers containing the artistic theme of a Mercator map
 

of the world.
 

CDIE-sponsored evaluation reports are initially distributed
 

through a basic mailing list. In addition, as part of CDIE's
 
activities, the technical information staff annually respond to ebout
 
12,000 requests for information as well as requests for further report
 
distribution (Chetwynd et al., 1988). 
 However, no systematic
 
information is collected regarding the utilization of CDIE's reports 
or
 
any other outcomes emanating from its evaluation activities. As a
 
result, the present study explored these outcomes and the conditions
 

associated with them.
 

ScoDe of the Present Stu_ 

The study's objectives were to: 

a 	Define and assess the utilization outcomes
 
from a selected group of CODIE's previous
 
evaluation reports; 
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* 	Identify the characteristics of CDIE's
 
evaluation reports that might affect utili
zation outcomes; and
 

a 	Identify other conditions that might affect
 
utilization outcomes.
 

Of 	important note is that the study was only a preliminary investiga
tion, due to the limitation to a modest level of effort and a short
 
(four months) duration of study. (See Appendix A for a full 
descrip

tion of the study's framework and methodology.) Thus, the inquiry was
 
limited to a subset of 33 evaluation reports--covering six substantive
 
topics; similarly, information about utilization was limited to inter
views with 60 individuals. 
 Fifteen of these were top officials within
 

and outside of A.I.D. who described their potential utilization needs
 
and experiences with CDIE; forty-five were readers and recipients of
 
the reports. However, no effort could be made to validate the utili
zation outcomes (or other information) reported in these interviews.
 
Further, the study only covered a portion of the full 
range of A.I.D.
 
activities related to utilization see the three highlighted in
areas 


Figure 2).
 

Nevertheless, the present study represents an 
initial empirical
 
inquiry into the utilization outcomes and processes for A.I.D.'s first
tier evaluation reports. 
 No 	such inquiry has previously been con
ducted. Section II of this study describes the findings from the 

interviews of top officials. Section III describes the findings from 
the interviews of readers and the analysis of the 33 reports. Finally, 
Section 1V covers the conclusions from the study.
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II. FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEWS WITH TOP OFFICIALS
 

The purpose of CDIE's evaluations is to inform and influence the
 
developmeiit of policies and programs at A.I.D. 
To gain some under
standing of the extent to which that mission is being fulfilled, the
 
study called for interviews with senior officials at A.I.D./Washington,
 
D.C. (ten interviews) and in collateral organizations (five inter
views). Represented in the latter group were the Congress, the General
 
Accounting Office (GAO), and the World Bank. 
 The choice of respondents
 

was made by the A.I.D. project officer for the present study.
 
Because the people interviewed represented the major bureaus and 

offices of A.I.D. and its major partner organizations, the findings
 
include relevant information about the extent to which CDIE's studies
 
are expected to inform policy and program decisions. At the same time,
 
the interviews did not explore well 
the Influence of the evaluations on
 
project design and redesign, although almost all 
the A.I.D. senior of
ficials made reference to their experience with CDIE reports during
 

their years in field missions.
 

The limited number of interviews does not provide an authoritative
 
account, but rather a glimpse of the situation at A.I.D. regarding
 
utilization. Nevertheless, on many issues there was such 
consensus
 
that the findings should provide guidance to those planning for CDIE's
 

future activities.
 

The Information-Use Enironment
 
A.I.D. is an 
agency that constantly deals with uncertainties. The
 

often volatile economic and political situation in developing coun

tries, shifting directions in countries and in domestic politics,
 
changes 
in tha global economy, uncertain technologies of development-
all create a need for good information. A.I.D. managers recognize 

their dependence on good information. Among the statements top 

officials made are: 
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A.I.D. is not a big rescurce-transfer agency
compared to the Bank. Our big resources are ideas, 
technology, problem solving skills. A constant in
fusion of new ideas is essential. We take in 
information, distribute it, and get our counter
parts interested. Information is our biggest
 
comparative advantage.l
 

It is important for A.I.D. not only to look ahead but also to look
 

back and see what it has accomplished. The agency, and the Congress,
 
want to know what has worked and what has not. Studies of this sort
 
provide some direction for the future. Said 
one A.I.D. manager:
 

Congress has been frustrated in finding out about
 
our accomplishments, so they look at expenditures,
 
at inputs. Both A.I.D. and the Congress need to
 
change from a 'pre-audit- mentality, where you look 
at vhere the money has gone, and instead see what 
has been accomplished. CDIE is an important player 
in that effort. 

There is a constant stream of decisions to be made at every leve),
 

"ncluding policy decisions, program decisions, project decisions,
 
decisions in specific countries and regions and those that cut across
 
regions, and decisions in specific sectors and those that cross-cut
 
sectors. 
 Each of them calls for Information. Among the informational
 

needs mentioned in the interviews were:
 

e Review of the Foreign Assistance Act;
 

* The debt problem in developing countries;
 

e What to do in the private sector;
 

a 
What can be done with small budgets;
 

e What makes for sustainability of projects;
 

iQuotes from the interviews are in respondents, own words, but in 
many cases, the quots have been shortened and condensed. 
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9 	Trade ard investment--the effects of
 
reduction and eventual elimination of the
 
U.S. trade deficit on countries in southern
 
Asia;
 

e The effects of structural adjustment on the
 
poor; 

* 	Energy;
 

* 	Local currency policy;
 

o 	Urbanization;
 

9 Micro-enterprises;
 

e Child health;
 

* 	Interest rates;
 

* 	The effects of development assistance on a
 
whole country; 

a Employment generation;
 

9 Entrepreneurship; and
 

o 	The conjunction of rapid population growth
 
and a deteriorating resource base.
 

As 	one person said:
 

Information is the key to the 1990s. 
Countries that have
 
good Information will do better. 
CDIE is a source of
 
important information, 

Exgectations Regarding CDIE 
All interviewees agreed that the work done by CDIE was essential 

to A.I.D, that CDIE should do studies which give a broad overview of
 
tha agency, and which cross-cut projects, programs, and geographic
 
areas. The interviewees also agreed that CDIE's task is 
a difficult
 
one and that on the whole they have been successful. Some officials
 

were highly enthusiastic, others less so. 
But even those whose views
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were more tempered believed that CDIE is doing important work and doing
 

it fairly well.
 

Some specific comments about expectations from CDIE:
 

e 	CDIE is not fettered with all the responsibi
lities we have, and so it can be reflective,
 
and long-range. We have to fight fires.
 
They can lay out an agenda of problems,
 
issues, possibilities, with a five-year time
 
horizon.
 

* 	CDIE should be responsive to the needs of
 
operating managers in the field.
 

* 	Their main audiences should be other bureaus
 
and offices and top-level managers. Early 
next year, CDIE will need to identify the
 
needs of the new Administrator.
 

* 	They should look ahead and break 
new ground.
 

* 	They should define program and policy issues
 
that are not addressed by other offices and
 
bureaus but that are central to A.I.D.'s 
program.
 

o 	CDIE should take an independent look. 

e 	We need the work CDIE does, if only

politically, to defend A.I.D. on the Hill.
 
But it's also intellectually necessary; we
 
should learn from our mistakes.
 

e 	CDIE should transfer experience--above the
 
regional bureau and outside the normal
 
bureaucracy. For example, work in Africa
 
should learn from the experience in southern
 
Asia. CDIE can do a great deal to codify and
 
legitimate that experience.
 

* 	CDIE helps us understand where we are, so
 
that we can convey that to the public and the
 
Hill.
 

* 
CDIE is the best place t4,pull together the
 
research and evaluations from different 
bureaus.
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* 	I expect a first-tier synthesis which looks
 
at the current new concerns of A.I.D., like
 
small-scale industry and entrepreneurship,
 
and asks basic questions--with an eye to
 
applications.
 

* 
CDIE can make the other research in A.I.D.
 
smarter. It can serve as a technical con
sultant.
 

* 	It should identify functional issues that
 
slip through other evaluations that take a
 
narrower view.
 

* 
I want to know how other missions have done a
 
project, the key variables they looked at,
 
the methods they used. I want to know how
 
they measure institutional change. I look
 
for substance, methodology, and expertise.
 

* 
When you decentralize an organization, you
 
have to strengthen information flow to the
 
center, because the director has to be 
responsible at the back end.
 

Given the scope and diversity of expectations for CDIE's
 
performance, it is remarkable how widespread the perception is that 
they are doing pretty well at it. Changes are suggested, but they are
 

largely at the margin. 

Expectations Regardingjbe Useto be Made of CDIE Studies
 

There is considerable consensus in the agency about how CDIE
 
reports should be used. 
 Except in rare cases, nobody expects them to
 
provide 
immediate guidance for in-.ediate decisions. As one person
 

said:
 

Feeding into a specific decision is relatively
 
rare. That's not expected. That would make CDIE a
 
focus of great contentiousness. It's better for
 
them to be able to pull together the knowledge 
resources from across the agency in a non-combative
 
envi ronment. 
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Other respondents gave somewhat different explanations for not
 
expecting direct decision-oriented guidance:
 

CDIE reports have to be applicable to the Far East, 
the Near East, Latin America, and Africa. Their
 
task is so broad that It's hard to be prescriptive.
 

Overwhelmingly, respondents place high priority on the broader
 
functions that CDIE reports serve. The interviewees look to CDIE for
 

the kind of incisive, cross-cutting views that challenge current think
ing in the agency and help decisionmakers to re-think policy. They
 
value what has come 
to be called "the enlightenment function" of CDIE's 
work. (See Appendix A for a definition.) Some of the responses were: 

9 	CDIE's studies are the basis for policy
 
discussion.
 

* 	Their work helps us to focus our own
 
thinking. It supports our current thinking 
or forces us to change. 

* 	It provides an information base for better 
dialogue. 

* 	CDIE helps us think about broader strategies 
and policies: what things we should be 
involved in, where we've done well in the
 
past, and models for the future.
 

A staffer in Congress gave d similar type of response regarding 
expectations for CDIE studies:
 

We use their studies as general education, as
 
background for things we're doing.
 

Although some A.I.D. managers said that they (arid others) used 
CDIE studies to validate their own ideas and justify what they propose
 

to 	do, most stressed the attraction of novel ideas and innovative
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approaches. 
They turn to CDIE for challenge. An illustrative response
 

was:
 

Studies have two functions. One is maintenance-
the normal feedback of information to operating
 
arms of the agency. This is needed. But the
 
second is innovation--to bring in new ideas.
 
That's what I look for.
 

Several people talked about CDIE as 
the storehouse of agency
 
experience. CDIE collects information about the successes and failures
 
of projects and programs, and it archives the history for later
 

retrieval. One interviewee said:
 

Most people find out what's going on by finding the
 
people in the agency who know. When you can't
 
reach the right people or the people have left the
 
ajency, CDIE keeps the operating wisdom available.
 

A few interviewees spoke about their expectation for CDIE reports
 

as influencing the design of projects in the field. 
 One official said,
 
"The studies should affect project design, but they should have more
 
effect at the policy level. There's more leverage at the agency level
 

and the level of bureau policy or country policy." Another was more
 
insistent about the importance of influencing project decisions:
 

CDIE evaluations should help us design projects.
 
They should be useful in implementation as well.
 
Of course, evaluations done in the missions are
 
more 
important for midcourse alteration and for
 
planning follow-on projects. CDIE should have
 
conceptual input.
 

Another A.I.D. manager tended to agree that CDIE should be useful
 

to technical people in the missions, and L7so with the idea that the
 
CDIE input was likely to be conceptual in nature:
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You move toward a project in small incremental 
steps. The increments are fueled by information,
 
like that in the CDIE studies. CDIE provides this
 
kind of thing.
 

Another said:
 

CDIE should help in the design of new programs and

projects or the reassessment of country strategies. 

Other people expected CDIE to perForm addition~al functlons:
 
foresee new needs and provide new 
tools, capture people's attention and
 
got them to think about issues, and keep important issues on the agency
 
agenda. But over all, the main expectation was for new insight. Said
 

one manager: 

CDIE should build up a body of knowledge and create
 
a new conventional wisdom. 

Uow Well CDIE Meets Expct oj__ _ns;n ewees' EXDerience 
Judgments about the character of CDIE's studies were 
generally
 

positive. Given the high level of expectations, one might have 
expected some disappointment. However, only a few people voiced
 
negative opinions, and even they pointed to a particular aspect of
 
CDIE's work as falling short, rather than the whole body of work.
 
Three elements of expectations are discussed below: the us 
 that the
 
agency has made of CDIE studies, the quality of the studies, and the
 

selection of--oics to be studied.
 
se f _QDIE studies. Almost all the senior agency officials who 

were interviewed mentioned making use of CDIE reports. In line with
 
the prevailing expectation for enlightenment, a common use was a gain
 
in understanding, often coupled with a sense that the understanding had
 
an influence on the agency's policy discussion. As examples,
 

interviewees said:
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e 	I use the general ideas from CDIE work;
 

• 	Discourse is influenced. People cite a
 
study...; and
 

* 	I make use of CDIE studies to identify broad
 
policy questions that would otherwise not be
 
seen.
 

A few officials talked about "instrumental" uses of CDIE studies,
 

that is; 
using them directly as the basis of decisions. (See Appendix
 
A for a fuller definition.) Although the officials did not see this as
 
a reasonable expectation by and large, they did find that having the
 
data in hand led to action. Two comments were:
 

* 	I use the ideas from CDIE: 
 (a) for signi
ficant reallocation of budget; and (b) for
 
change of policy.
 

e 	If we have a good idea and can back it with
 
data, we can get things done.
 

It 	should be noted that the 
latter comment credits CDIE studies not
 

with the origin of the "good idea," but also with support and
 

justification.
 

A ew officials talked about the use of studies for project design
 
in the field. Basing their responses on their experience in missions,
 

they said:
 

* 
When the bureaus cnd offices get interested
 
in a study, it causes the technical levels to
 
pay attention. Then, that affects project
 
planning and design.
 

e 	An irrigation engineer in the mission 
ran
 
with a study from CDIE. He changed his tune.
 
He got involved with water users associations
 
and a marketable distribution system.
 

@ 	 When I did an irrigation project in Nepal, I 
used CDIE data. It was helpful in project 
design. 
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9 	In the field, we borrowed staff from CDIE and
 
used them to find out what other countries
 
had been doing. We used the information for
 
project devel opment.
 

A staff member of the Foreign Affairs Committee in the House of
 
Representatives reported that the Congressional support agencies 
use
 
CDIE's reports. The Congressional Research Service (CRS), said the
 
staffer, uses the reports extensively, and the Office of Technology 
Assessment (OTA) has used them on occasion.
 

Three officials were more skeptical about the extent of use. One
 
said that although he could point to examples of direct impact, he
 
wasn't sure how much influence the studies wore 
really having. He said
 
that it is difficult to trace second- and third-order effects; these
 
can build up and be important, but it was hard to know whether anything
 
is in fact happening. Another official 
spoke of the lack of effect In
 
the missions, Life in the missions is so hectic that people don't have
 
time to read reports. As a consequence, impact on the field 
("and
 
A.I.D. Ji the field") is negligible. A third official believed that
 
CDIE was failing to meet the information needs of A.I.D.'s Administra

tor. His 
concerns were not being recognized, and little effort was
 
being made to keep him apprised of the knowledge that CDIE produces.
 

Quality of studles. Most people believe that the ouality of
 
CDIE's reports is good. Although there is general agreement that the
 
wcrk was better when former Administrator Bennett gave the studies
 
program his full support, and the best people in the agency were
 
released to 	work on studies around the world, nevertheless there were 
no 	complaints either from inside o, outside the agency. 
 Some
 
appraisals were enthusiastic; 
more were positive but qualified.
 

Interviewees said:
 

• 	The quality of tne research is very good.
 
That's the least of the problems.
 

e 	Very good. CDIE has access to excellent
 
people and uses them consistently.
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* 	Mixed. It depends on the contractors doing
 
the work. They generally get good people,

but they can't pay enough to get people like
 
Lehman Brothers.
 

* 	Overall, pretty good. The reports are
 

literate and that's always nice.
 

a 	They've always been pretty good.
 

e 	Quite good.
 

e 	CDIE is on the cutting edge.
 

9 	Pretty good. The ones I've read are good.
 

a 	At the beginning they picked the best people
 
to do the evaluations. With thE support of
 
the Administrator at that time, they could
 
override the excuses, "You can't have him."
 
So the reports were good. They may not be
 
quite so good now.
 

Selection of Topics for Study. Everyone interviewed was satisfied
 

with the selection of topics for study. The current process for set
ting the studies agenda is for the head of CDIE to go to senior manage
ment, division directors, and mission directors about every 12-18
 
months, and to ask them what issues are on their mind. 
 Then, CDIE
 
fi!uds out what the issues are on the Hill. They also look at the
 

budget and see where the agency's major investments are. This process
 
generates a disorganized list of topics. 
The CDIE staff reviews the
 

list and creates a draft agenda, including some topics that they
 
believe should be included. 
They go around and ask for reactions and
 
send the draft to the missions for comment. There is an effort to make
 

the process participatory.
 

People in CDIE would like 
a more formal advisory structure, such
 

as 
a standing advisory group corprised of deputy assistant administra

tors from the bureaus. Such a committee would meet three or four times
 
a year and give ideas, review the agenda, and participate in the work
shops that are held to communicate study findings. However, people at
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this level 
are very busy, and so far there has been a reluctance to 
develop a new structure. 

Nevertheless, the interviewees believed that appropriate topics 

were being selected. Some comments were:
 

I'm impressed that the topics have an 
almost
 
uncanny relevance to what's happening in the
 
field. 
 Field people from the larger missions
 
see the work as relevant to their key con
cerns. Washington may not share that view.
 

e 	The selection process is not bad. 
 T've been
 
involved in some of the discussions. CDIE 
does a good job of figuring out what the
 
topics should be. There's a long lag before 
the reports come out, but that's inevitable.
 

6 CDIE is free of the bane of pressure groups

inside and outside the agency trying to 
determine its topic selection. It's not
 
driven by other pressures, and so it's
 
relevant to agency operations. 

* CDIE's interaction with the field is better 
than the rest of PPC. CDIE has a lot of 
contact with field missions around both 
evaluations and studies. 

e 	CDIE does an excellent Job relating to the
 
operating agenda of other bureaus and of
fices. 
 It should do a better job regarding
 
top management.
 

Other Comments. 
 A.I.D. managers made some other comments about
 
CDIE, almost Pll of them laudatory:
 

* 
Their work is not too academic or theoretical.
 

* 	CDIE does well maintaining its viability as 
a
 
cooperative process across the agency.
 

* 	Their location in PPC is okay. They have
 
sufficient latitude there. 
 Structure is not
 
a bottleneck.
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9 	They do good methodological work on evalua
tion. I use their methodology work when i go 
out to the missions to stimulate evaluation. 

Recomme nd I~tLDrvm nt
Ro~om~nd21;ons for Improvemen. 

The respondents were asked for their recommendations for improving
 
CDIE's work. Despite the positive words about CDIE and the generally
 

favorable climate, the interviewees made numerous suggestions. By far
 

the largest number had to do with dissemination, which was almost
 

unanimously judged to be the weakest element in the program. 
A.I.D.
 

managers and staff from Congress and GAO suggested a range of practices 
for getting CDIE reports promptly to people who could use them, grab
bing 	their attention, and 
seeing that the lessons they conveyed found
 

their way into policy and practice. 
A number of other recommendations also were made, ranging from the
 

physical location of CDIE's office to the rotation of people between
 

CDIE 	and the field.
 

Disseminaion. 
A few people believed that dissemination was work

ing well. Said one person:
 

From 	a field perspective, dissemination is no
 
problem. A cable summary alerts us to reports 
before they arrive, and we get them promptly. 
Maybo CDIE is more relevant to the field than to 
Washington. 

A few others believed that dissemination was being blamed for the
 
failure of A.I.D. people to pay attention to the messages in CDIE's
 

reports. However, the large majority of the people we spoke to
 
recommended that new 
steps be taken to catch people's attention,
 
particularly on issues of current concern to the agency. 
 Said 	one:
 

Put dissemination at the top of the list of things
 
to 	being improved. 

And said another: 
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Marketing is crucial. 
 CDIE has to get information
 
to the Administrator and, more important, to the
 
next level down. 

Many officials said little more on the subject, other than that
 

CDIE had to work harder at disseminating its reports. But there were 
specific suggestions on circulation, summaries, format, and new
 

communication modes.
 

On circulation, the most popular suggestions was that CDIE stop
 
sending out blanket copies of the full 
report and instead send sum
maries. Those people who want more information can request the report.
 

Several respondents believed that people in Washington, D.C. and in the
 
field were more likely to read executive summaries. One official
 
suggested circulating abstracts, which would be even briefer than the 
usual executive summary. However, he recognized that policy people
 

want different information from project technicians, and one of CDIE's
 
abiding problems is the diversity of its audiences. Another official
 
suggested that CDIE send abstracts not only of its own work but of 
journal articles and other, reports, so that people in the field can be 
kept up-to-date on research in their area. One respondent recommended 
targeting particular reports to particular groups. This procedure, he
 
said, needs someone knowledgeable and sensitive to what different
 

people in the agency do and want. 

Other suggestions were:
 

* 	Send a monthly newsletter that tells people
 
what reports have come out that month, along
 
with a brief description of each;
 

* 	Circulate a listing of all available reports,
 
enabling people to ;know if they have a
 
complete set of past reports and alerts them 
to what is available; and 

e 	Circulate a list of the studies that are 
in
 
the pipeline, so that people know what work
 
is 	 underway and approximately when it will be 
ready.
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Regarding format, the interviewees suggested more graphs, charts,
 
photographs, and pictures. One official thought that a media consul
tant should review the current format of 
reports and make suggestions
 
for improvement. He also suggested that CDIE examine reports from
 
other agencies, as well as from corporations, to see what eye-catching
 
schemes they had developed. Another official suggested that the covers
 

of reports should instantly let the reader know what the report con
tained. 
 The title should clearly convey the subject matter, a color
 
coding scheme should indicate the area of the world and the sector for
 
which the report was appropriate, and an index should list the key
 
contents. 
 If people knew just what a report was about, they would
 

refer to it when a need arose. 
Several officials said that new communications modes should be
 

exploited. There should be increased 
use of computers and telecommuni
cations, CDIE should be a key link in the telecommunications network,
 
not 
only for its own work, but for the work of the rest of the agency. 
There should be computer links to universities and the development 

community. If Harvard, Cornell, Stanford, and other universities 
across the U.S. could 
access A.I.D. materials, it would increase their
 
influence. If missions had computer 
 links, they could access CDIE 
reports when they needed them.
 

E_ iding -he CDIE Agenda. Several recommendations were made to 
make CDIE more responsible to agency needs. One was: Keep abreast of
 
the Administrator's agenda and feed him materials on 
issues he is
 
engaged with. Let the Administrators know "what we found out this
 

week." CDIE should have its antennae up to hear what is needed and on
 
which issues, particularly by top management. 
Three officials made the
 
suggestion that there be more collaboration with users on defining
 

topics for study: get mission directors more involved; and get feed
back on a continuing basis from users about their problem.
 

Another suggestion was: 
 Define problems more cavefully, and
 
define the clients for the studies; figure out what behavior change is
 
desirable and gear dissemination to that change.
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Providing More Occasions for CDIE InDut. 
 One person recommended
 

that CDIE be plugged into functional 
reviews, and that CDIE evaluations
 
be used to help administrators cut budget requests to meet the Office
 
of Management and Budget (OMB) mark. Evaluations "should help us
 
choose what to do and stop doing what doesn't work." Also, CDIE
 
"should be a substantial player in the PPC process, so what we've
 
learned from experience is factored into the po".icy shop and the budget
 
shop." Another official said that one of the ,,anagement issues that
 
needs attention is the coordination of units within PPC. 
 "That's PPC's
 
problem, not CDIE's." 
 He said that there should be a process to force
 
coordination and "not depend on our knowledge of who is doing what."
 
Another interviewee suggested that CDIE should measure 
its productivity
 
not so much by the number of reports written and sent out 
as by the
 

number of stupid projects stopped.
 

Inside CDIE. A few suggestions were made for enterprises that
 
CDIE might undertake. Two people suggested that CDIE should incorpo
rate the elements of a think tank. One explained that CDIE could be a
 
place where top thinkers of A.I.D.--i.e., people who have spent signi
ficant time in the field and have 
a wealth of experience and ideas-
could spend a sabbatical and come up with first-class thinking about
 
development. There was a recommendation that CDIE expand beyond the
 
development database and the program of evaluations and studies to
 
include research on development.
 

One official was enthusiastic about the possibility of retrospec
tive evaluations. "There are fascinating lessons to be learned, for
 
example, from the attempts that the agency made to do something about
 
poverty in Brazil in the 1960s. 
Many African countries are now where
 

Brazil was then."
 

Another suggestion was that CDIE keep a good rotation of people in
 
from the field and back out. 
 In that way, CDIE staff would have a
 
better sense of the kinds of studies that are needed and can 
serve as
 
communication links when they return to the field.
 

Conferences, Workshops, and Training. 
It was generally agreed
 
that conferences and workshops that communicate the results of CDIE
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studies have been effective. One official suggested, "Put post-report
 

workshops on the road. 
 Send them around to the missions." Another
 
idea was: "About 90 percent of people on home-leave go in the summer,
 

because of school vacations. 
 Maybe MDIE could mount a program in
 
Washington in the summer for people from the missions, and give them
 
extra leave if they attend the workshop." Another official suggested
 

the use of video at workshops, with the videotapes being available for
 

circulation.
 

Other ideas were:
 

e 
Get word out to the mission directors'
 
conferences, which are heid 
once a year, and
 
to the conferences of technical groups (like

agriculture, health, and family planning).
 
They don't meet every year, more like
 
biennially, whenever they can scrape together
 
enough money; and
 

e 	Use the Development Studies Program (DSP) as
 
a channel for dissemination. They offer two
 
one-week seminars a year. This year It's on
 
policy reform and sustainability. They're
 
not using much A.I.D. material. DSP and CDIE
 
should be two sides of the same effort.
 

Geograghical Location. 
One official said, "I have underlying
 
uneasiness about their physical separation from the rest of us. 
 It's
 
hard to get to Rosslyn. There has to be an occasion. I'm more likely
 
to drift down to talk to someonp in our own building even if they're
 

not directly working on the subject." Another person said, "One option
 
is to move them from Rosslyn to Washington, but we need to think about
 
that." Another interviewee said that as long as CDIE has just an
 
outpost in Washingtoii, D.C., they should put their best marketer there,
 
so 
that they have the best chance to influence policy and budgets.
 

Support from the TOD. 
 A constant refrain throughout the inter
views was the need for visible support for CDIE's studies progrwm from
 
the top of the agency. If top managemrent showed an interest in having
 
people use the results, the rest of the agency would be more likely to
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show interest. 
 Several officials spoke nostalgically about the days 
when Doug Bennett was Administrator and gave CDIE evaluations high 
priority. In those days, the lessons permeated the agency's work. 
 If 
stL.ries are to have similar influence now, top managers have to signal 
their support. Officials said: 

* 	Staffing and promotion of evaluation people

has to sho, that the Administrator supports
 
the eval uati ons; 

9 	Unless the agency leadership makes it clear 
that intellectual leadership has something to
 
do with getting ahead, it's hard to get

people's attention.
 

e 	For staff in the agency to pay attention to
 
CDIE's results, you need the leaders of the 
agency to exercise interest In the evalua
tions--or leaders on the Hill. 

* 	The next Administrator should help CDIE 
get the message out to take the studies
 
seriously.
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III, FINDINGS ABOUT UTILIZATION:
 
INffERVI 7WS WITH READERS AND ANALYSIS OF REPORTS
 

This section describes the findings from the second and third
 
sources of data: 
 1) data collected from interviews with the recipients
 
of the reports, and 2) information based on an analysis of a subset of 
CDIE's evaluation reports. The mjajor objective of the study was to 
determine the utilization outcomes emanating fron 
a selected group of
 
CDIE's evaluation reports. 
 These findings are therefore analyzed
 

f i rst. 

A. 
How Much and What Kind of Utilization?
 

Forty persons, 
randomly selected from A.I.D. distribution lists,
 

were interviewed who had received CDIE-published reports on one of four 
topics: 
 development management, higher agricultural education, women
 
in development, and rural irrigation. 
 Appendix A presents the complete 
methodology. Of Important note is that all four topics represented
 

considerable CDIE efforts, but that one topic--Uevelopment management-
was deliberately selected because utilization was thought to be low.
 
Thus, the final array of topics was intended to reflect a variety of
 
utilization. 
 At the same time, most interviewees could not relate
 

their experiences to any specific report. 
 The findings therefore
 
pertain to reports read by the interviewees on one of the four topics. 

Because the 40 persons were selected in a manner different from 
five additional persons who were interviewed about the remaining two 
topics (the Policy Reform Papers and the International Fund for Agri
cultural Development), the main analysis Is devoted to the information 
from the 40 interviewees and the initial four topics. The findings 
from the other five interviewees are then reported separately. 

Who Was Interiewed? 
Appendix A fully describes the procedure for selecting inter

viewees. Certain stratifying characteristics were an explicit part of 
the design--i.e., manipulated by the study team:
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* 
By prior design, 28 were targeted recipients

(persons who were sent the report as part of
 
its initial distribution), whereas 12 were
 
report requestors (persons who independently 
asked for the report) (see Q. 1 in Appendix

E); 

* 	By design, the 40 interviewees were evenly
 
split among the four topics (Q. 2);
 

@ 	By design, 39 acknowledged having received
 
and read CDIE's evaluation reports (the

other was not sure but was interviewed
 
anyway) (Q. 3);
 

Certain other characteristics were observed outcomes--i.e., not 

manipulated by the study team:
 

e 	Unrelated to prior design, 13 were from
 
within A.I.D., and 27 were from organizations
other than A.I.D.;
 

* 	Thirty-two acknowledged having received two
 
or 	more CDiE reports during the past twelve 
months 
(25 of these said they hac received 
four or more reports) (Q. 6); and 

e 	All but one said they had received the re
ports promptly, with little time lapse 
(Q. 7).
 

These characteristics indicate that the 40 persons reflected varied 
background conditions in terms of topics of 
interest and organizational
 

locations, and that all but one had received and read CDIE reports. 

How Much Utilization? 

Regarding utilization,
 

Eighty-five Percent (34 out of 40 interviewees) 
said that they had used the information Inthe 
reports, the majority of these uses (19 of.34) were 
reported to be conceptual, and not instrumental
 
uses (Q. 10). 
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Some illustrative items that were coded 
as 	either being instrumental or
 

conceptual uses were as follows: 

INSTRUMENTAL (ACTION) OUTCOMES:
 

e 	Used "lessons learned" to guide projects;
 

* 	Used information to influence the budget
 
process;
 

* 	Used an analytic matrix in a report, to
 
orient teams prior to their departure for
 
field visits;
 

* 	Used reports to establish what's happening
in Africa as a guide to allocate funds within
 
a new budgeting format;
 

* 	Identified and developed critique of A.I.D.'s
 
programming, which was later used in educa
tional and lobbying efforts;
 

* 
Used data in a book on women in development;
 

* 	Used data and design to dev-1op new propo
sals; and
 

* 	Used reports as resource materials for gra
duate courses. 

CONCEPTUAL (ENLIGHTENMENT) OUTCOMES:
 

* Used as ways of examining new markets;
 

* 
More informed of A.I.D.'s evolution of ideas,
 
priorities, and concepts;
 

* 	Sensitized others on issues regarding women
 
in 	 development; 

* 	Identified issues of sustainability;
 

* 	Clarified perspectives on world development
 
oy providing examples; and
 

* 	Demonstrated a particular need for building
 
long-term relationships within institutional
 
settings.
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An examination of these items leads to the observation that, although
 

the reported rate of utilization was high (85 percent), the types of
 
utilization were not entirely policy 
or decision-oriented. Instead, a 
good proportion of the oruses appear to have been in educational 


academic situations. Further, the utilization experiences were vaguely
 

stated in several instances.
 

Due to the importance of the utilization tDpic, the Interviewees
 

also had to answer a second question, in which -hey had to 
name a
 
specific example illustrating their use or learring From CDIE's 
reports. 
 In addition, the responses were cooed to distinguish academic
 
from policy-making settings. The results were that:
 

Seventy percent (28 of 40 interNviewees) coula give
specific ex JofutIiLJ o[!: however, when 

academic settings were excluded, this proportion 
was 
reduced to 50 percent (20 of 40). Again, the
 
majority of these uses (11 of 20), 
were conceptual

and not instrumental uses (Q. 14).
 

The examples that were given by the interviewees included the following 

items: 

SPECIFIC EXAMPLES OF UTILIZATION:
 

a 
The report findings and rpnommendations

(about Tunisia) were usei in developing a 
proposal to the Tunisian Government, and in 
later implementing a project;
 

* Learned that the project the interviewee was 
evaluating was poorly designed, compared to
 
other A.I.D. projects; 

* Surprised to learn the extent of A.I.D. in
volvement and the degree of changes predicted

for the next ten or twenty years;
 

* 
Read two or three higher agricultural educa
tion reports before going out on a design
 
team to set up an agricultural school in a 
developing country; 
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* Implemented elements of long-term linkage of
 
the university and the public, into the
 
design of a new project; and
 

* Used development management reports to
 
analyze the problems of managing projects in
 
Africa.
 

For this question, _,.thcua t 'I, al r ,zeof uri izatior was lower 
(70 percent; 50 percent when research settings were excluded), the
 

types of examples appeared to be -obust incidents of utilization.
 

How Is the Rate of Utiliza_tion to be InterDreted?
 

Overall, the ability of 85 percent of the interviewees to discuss 
utilization in general and of 7(" percert to provide specific examples
 

should be considered as high proportions, given the fact that these
 
CDIE -valuation studies were not directly aimed, during their design,
 

at these specific user, audiences. (Other findings on the rate of
 
utilization of research reports sponsored by other federal 
agencies,
 

includ__g utilization in academic settings, typically indicate a rate
 

of about 40 percent--e.g., 
see Peterson and Leinbach, 1981; interviews
 

of decisionmakers regarding the 
use of anyDtype of social science re
search reveal a rate of about 65 percent--see Weiss, 1980.) At the
 
same time, these high proportions included conceptual as well as in

strumental outcomes, with the conceptual 
uses being the more frequent
 
of the two. Thus, in terms of the frequency of sheer action resulting
 

from the information in an evaluation report, the utilization rates may
 

not have met the highest expectations.
 

Three important caveats also need -to be made in interpreting the
 
results. First, as 
noted previously, utilization was only assessed
 

through the verbal reports of interviewees; no attempt was made to
 
corroborate these reports through the collection of other types of
 
evidence. Thus, the findings are based on what people have said about
 

their experiences, without any further proof of these experiences.
 
Second, and more interesting from the perspective of CDIE's
 

program, the 40 interviewees were only identified after an 
extensive
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process of selecting and contacting a much larger number of persons on
 

the initial distribution lists, either for targeted recipients, or for 
report requestors. As shown In Table 1, 88 targeted recipients were
 
Initially chosen, ultimately leading to the identification of 28
 
persons who had read the reports and therefore could be interviewed, 
meaning that only 31.8 percent could be interviewed; similarly, 42
 
report requestors were initially selected in order to identify 12 to be
 

interviewed--a yield of 28.6 percent.
 
These low proportions suggest that tracking the dissemination
 

process--i.e., from CDIE to a person who actually has received and read 
a report--may be 
a tortuous path, possibly reflecting the diffusion of
 
information more 
generally through large bureaucracies and among their
 
constituents. 
 Such difficulty may lead to negative Impressions about
 
the utilization of CDIE's evaluation reports, though 
in fact the real
 
phenoxnenon may have to do with how Information spreads and diffuses
 
more generally as well as with institutional communication processes-
e.g., 
the problem of tracking a piece of information sent to an offi
cial title or an 
office dS opposed to a named individual--than with any
 
facet of the evaluation process. (An illustrative distribution list
 
for report requestors, which shows how reports were addressed, is 
presented in Appendix F.) 
 On the dissemination topic, interviewees had
 
several ideas for improvement in publicizing CDIE's services and
 
products, and communicating with their audience and 
users. Illus

trative suggestions are presented in Figure 3. 
Third, utilization has only been assessed In terms of the 

frequency of utilization, and not its qualiJy. However, a- any analyst 
would readily acknowledge, evaluation utilization might indeed be 
valued in qualitative terms--with a significant impact for a single
 
utilization event far outweighing the minor impacts for a larger number
 
of events. Unfortunately, the present study had no way if assessing
 

the quality of the utilization.
 

Summary. A summary interpretation of these utilization findings
 
may be tentatively stated as follows. 
 First, information dissemination
 
within a bureaucracy and from a bureaucracy into the field may be a 
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spotty and tortuous process, especially given the geographic dispersion 
and decentralized nature of an agency such 
as 	A.I.D. Expectations for
 
the flow of evaluation information must also be interpreted within this 
broader informiional 
context, and will be reflected in a potentially
 

inefficient process for disseminating the results of evaluations.
 
However, once readers of a CDIE evaluation report have been Iden

tified, rather high rates of utilization are found--if one counts both 
instrumental and conceptLal utilization as reported l'v those inter
viewed--and if one ignores the qualitative significance of utilization. 

What Conditions Were Associated with Utilition? 
The analysis of the responses from the 40 interviewees also
 

included an examination of several other conditions potentially related 
to 	the extent and nature of utilization:
 

e 	The characteristics of the interviewee-
e.g., whether the interviewee had been a
 
targeted recipient or a report requestor;
 
and
 

* 
The features of the reports that interviewees
 
perceived as being attractive or helpful.
 

Each of these conditions is investigated next. (The analysis was
 

conducted by 	 carrying out chi-square tests between the characteristic 
of interest and either of the two utilization outcome variables; due to 

the small sample size, "significant" results are reported wherever the 
statistical level of significance was lower than p <.10. The pertinent 

chi-square tables are then shown in Appendix G.) 
Were Key Characteristics of the Interviewee Related to Utiliza

tion? Four characteristics of the interviewees 
were investigated to
 
determine if they were possibly related to differences in the reported
 
rate of utilization: 1) whether an interviewee was a targeted recipi
ent or a report requestor (requestors were expected to show a higher
 
rate of utilization); 2) the topic of the reports received by the
 
interviewee (those in development management were expected to show less
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utilization); 3) the organizational location of the interviewee (those
 

in A.I.D. were expected to show higher utilization); and 4) whether an
 
interviewee was able to be substantively conversant about The reports'
 
topics or not (the more conversant ones were expected to show higher
 
utilization). 
 The results can be summarized a; follows:
 

* Report requestors did not report more utili
zation than did targeted recipients, to any
stat'.;tically significant level. However,
 
ten of the 12 interviewees who could not give
 
a specific example of utilization were
 
targeted recipients (see Table 1, Apendix

G);
 

* 	No significant differer.ces in utilization
 
rates were found in relation to the four
 
topics covered by the interviewees (see Table
 
2, Appendix G);
 

* 	 No significant differences were found In 
utilization in relation to the organizational
 
location of the interviewee, althougt there
 
was a slight tendency for those in "other"
 
organizations to report more action outcomes
 
than their counterparts in A.I.D. or in the
 
university (or academic setting) (see Table
 
3, Appendix G); and
 

* 	Interviewees who were conversant about the
 
substantive topic did not report significant
ly more utilization than those who were not
 
conversant (see Table 4, Appendix G.)
 

Overall, none of the four characteristics of the interviewee that 
were
 
investigated were significantly related to differences in utilization.
 

Of these results, possibli the most unexpected were the lack of
 
differences in relation to the four topics and to the interviewee's
 
ability to be conversant about one of these four topics. 
The CDIE
 
staff had hypothesized, at the outset of this study, that the devel
oprent management topic had suffered from less utilization--but this
 
was not borne out (a major caveat again being that the present study
 
did not 
assess the quality of the utilization outcomes--which might
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have varied significantly and in the direction predicted by the CDIE
 

staff).
 

Similarly, high utilization rates were found without the need to
 
engage in substantive conversations about the topics (the CDIE staff
 
had feared that interviewees might not directly report utilization of
 
CDIE studies, but might indirectly show such utilization by being know
ledgeable about the information contained in the studies). 
 In 	fact,
 
nearly 44 percent of the interviewees were substantively conversant, 
but there was no relationship between this trait and utilization.
 

Were Key Features of the Report , Perceived as Being Helpful or 
R lean- glRated to Utilization? Interviewees were asked how they 
used the reports and also to rate the reports. Key aspects, -ll
 
expected to be 
positively related to utilization, were whether the
 
interviewee reported: 
 1) reading the report to learn lessons about
 
program design; 2) being able to skim the reports or 
read sections
 
selectively; 3) thinking the reports to be 
on 	relevant topics; or 4)
 
considering the reports to ofbe appropriate length. 

Of 	these characteristics, the results 
were as follows:
 

* 	Those reading the reports for program design 
purposes did have more action outcomes than
 
enlightenment outcomes (p <.10) and could
 
name more examples of utilization (p < n.s.) 
(see Tables 5 and 6, Appendix G);
 

* 	 Those who read the reports selectively also 
demonstrated more action outcYnes (p < n.s.)
and could name more examples of utilization 
(p <.05) (see Tables 7 and 8, Appendix G); 

* 	 No significant differences or trends were 
found in utilization in relation to whether 
the interviewees thought the reports covered 
relevant situations (see Tables 9 and 10,
Appendix G); and 

* 	 No significant differences or trends were 
found in utilization in relation to whether 
the interviewees through the reports were of 
an appropriate length or not (see Tables 11 
and 12, Appendix G). 
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To the extent that these verbal 
reports can be trusted, the results
 
suggest that how interviewees "read the reports" 
is more likely to be
 
related to utilization than how interviewees "rate the reports." 
 Of
 
course, to the extent that any such 
relationship can be demonstrated,
 
the causal 
direction may still be questioned--e.g., utilization may
 
begin to occur, resulting in an interviewee returning to a report and
 
reading it 
more closely for program design or more selectively in
 

general--rather than vice-versa.
 

What Were the Suqgestions for Improving Utilization?
 
Many of the interviewees had their own suggestions for improving
 

utilization. 
 Some comments pertained to the nature of the reports,
 
whereas others pertained to the dissemination or communication process.
 
With regard to the nature of the reports, illustrative comments were:
 

e 
Use more hard data and be more rigorous in
 
analysis (conclusions are mushy: either too
 
obvious or have no insights);
 

s 
Document who conducted the evaluation
 
(sometimes they don't);
 

* 	Give more original data so readers can make
 
their own interpretations;
 

* 	Deal more with issues in immediate past, not
 
remote past;
 

e 	Provide more concrete examples in reports and
 
practical suggestions for field staff for a
 
variety of development assistance agencies or
 
organizations;
 

e 	Would like to see 
reports which articulate
 
the conflicts between World Bank, Treasury,

State Department, and A.I.D. (given by a
 
budget committee staff at U.S. Senate);
 

* 
Provide more work on evaluation methodology,
 
and information of other international
 
agencies' approaches in evaluation; and
 

* 	Emphasize more on impact evaluations.
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Comments pertaining to the dissemination or communication process are
 

previously listed in Figure 3.
 

What Were the ResDonses from Readers on Two Other Topics?
 
Five targeted readers for two other topics--Policy Reform Papers
 

and International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)--were pre
selected for interview by the A.I.D. project officer of the present
 

study.
 

Utilization of Policy Reform Papers. 
 Four of the interviewees
 
were readers of the Policy Reform Papers. The interviewxes--two
 

mission and two local 
A.I.D. staff--did not cite any significant
 

utilization:
 

e Two interviewees said overall CDIE reports
 
had no influence on either their thinking or
 
action (Q. 10), and they could give no
 
utilization example (Q. 14); and
 

e 
The other two could cite conceptual
 
utilization examples (Q. 14), but only with
 
reports on other topics.
 

As an example of the overall reactions on the policy reform topic, one
 
interviewee remarked, "the information was valuable, but was 
not
 

utilized."
 

Utilization of IFAD Report. 
 Only one interviewee--whose work
 
includes coordination of international donor agencies--was selected for
 
interview. Although the interviewee did not deal with or use CDIE
 
services very much, the IFAD report was utilized extensively in her
 
office. Quoted examples of utilization were as follows:
 

* The report's findings were used to change
 
their program direction, and to examine how
 
much funding it (IFAD) dese, a.s; and
 

* The report has certainly changed their focus
 
and recommendations presented to the U.S.
 
Government: sustainability, a problem area
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identified in the report, was stressed; while
 
targeting benoficiaries, the successful 
side,
 
was de-emphasized.
 

The successful utilization of the IFAD report also prompted the
 
interviewee to learn more about CDIE--a remote A.I.D. unit with which
 
she has been unfamiliar--and to increase her expetations from other
 

CDIE reports.
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B. Characteristics of CDIEtS Evaluation Reports 

Thirty-three of CDIEs evaluation reports, covering tha same
 
topics as 
those identified for the telephone interviews, were analyzed
 

to determine the major characteristics of CDIE's reports. 
The 	analysis was 
based on the coded characteristics of the
 

reports, in which a reader-analyst used a formal instrument maketo 
judgments about the presence, absence, or quality of various report
 
features. These features had been defined by previous studies (e.g., 
Rothman, 1980; Weiss, 1980; and Yin, Bateman, and Moore, 1985) being
as 


desirable features in evaluation or case study reports, for the pur
poses of increasing utilization. The features fell into four catego

ries, each of which is discussed further below:
 

1. 	The presence (or absence) of audience
related features;
 

2. 	The presence (or absence) of information
 
related to the topic (or project) being
 
eval uated;
 

3. 	The presence (or absence) of methodological
 
or presentational features; and
 

4. 	The reader-analyst's ratings uf varicus 
presentational features of the reports. 

Quantitative Enumeration of Reog.tChracteristics 
What Reports Were Reviewed? The general characteristics of the 33
 

reports were as follows. First, the reports were distributed in the
 
following manner with regard to the topics of study: 

Rural Irrigation: 	 ii (33%) 
Development Management: 10 (30%) 
Higher Agricultural Education: 8 (24%)
Women in Development: 1 (3%)
Policy Reform: 2 (6%)
Int. Fund for Agric. Dev.: 1 (3%) 

Total 33 (100%) 
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Second, all but seven 
reports covered a single, funded A.I.D. project--
i.e., were single-case studies; and among the seven that were not
 
single-case studies, one was 
a report of an evaluation workshop, and 
the others were either: synthesis papers (describing A.I.D.'s experi.
ence in certain policy topics--e.g., rural irrigation or women in 
developnent) or reports of multiple funded projects (i.e., multiple

case studies).
 

What Wre the Features of the ,eDorts? As mentioned previously,
 
the coded features for each report fell 
into four categories. The
 
first category doalt with audience-related features, and the frequency 
with which the reports reflected these features is shown in Figure 4. 
The figure shows that only a very low percentage of the reports identi
fied the intended audience or user(s) of the report (Q. 6, Appendix C),
 

and only 
a very minor percentage indicated any presentations or commu
nications of the findings with any "intermediaries"--i.e., individuals
 
or groups who in turn might communicate with the audience or users (Q. 
42). About one-third of the reports indicated that the findings had
 
been the subject of some sort of presentation or workshop involving the
 
audience or users (Q. 41), 
even though such persons were not identi

fied.
 

As a precautionary note, the identification of the relevant
 
audiences may have occurred outside the context of the publisht'd
 
report. For example, interviews with the authors--beyond the scope of
 
the present study--might have revealed that the authors of CDIE repolts 
had typically targeted their reports to specific audiences but simply 
did not report such targeting in the published reports. However, 
barring such a reality, a major finding from the present analysis is 

that:
 

* Only atiny fraction of the reports (two of
 
33) Identified the audLence or user(s) for 
the report.
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The second set of features to be investigated were those features
 

related to the topic (or project) being evaluated. Figure 5 shows
 

that, of such features:
 

* 	The majority of the reports described: the
 
programmatic issues of concern 
(Q. 7, Appen
dix C); the intervention(s) be-ing evaluated
 
(Q. 11); the anticipated outcomes from the
 
intervention(s) (Q. 12); and the substantive
 
conclusions (Q. 25);
 

* 	However, only a minority provided quantita
tive comparisons in dealing with evidence
 
(CL. 22); readily distinguished evidence from
 
conclusions (Q. 23); or entertained
 
alternative explanations (M. 26); and
 

* 	Only 14 of the reports contained policy
recommendations (Q. 27), and only 1 report
 
addressed the feasibility of the recommended
 
actions (Q. 2B).
 

The last of these findings was interpreted as being related to the low
 
frequency with which the reports had identified their potential 
audi
ence or user(s). 
 In 	other words, if such an aualence or user had been
 
identified, recommendations would have been 
a natural outcome of more
 
evaluation reports, and the feasibility of any recommendations would 

considered important subtopic covered.have been an to be However, 
without such a pre-identified user, the need for recommendations and
 

their discussion--i.e., reference to the reality of resource or 	 imple
mentation constraints--may be neglected.
 

The third group of features concerned the frequency with which 
various methodological or presentational features were found among the
 

reports. Figure 6 shows that:
 

* 	The feature most frequently present was an
 
indication of the timeframe for the study
 
(Q. 9);
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* 
However, other important methodological or 
presentational features--such 
as a statement
 
of the objectives of the study in the first
 
place (Q. 1O)--occurred in only a minority
 
of the studies; and
 

e 	Some critical features--such as the presenta
tion of the evaluation team's instrument
 
or protocol (M. 19) were largely absent from 
any of the reports. 

Aong these features, the absence of the objectives of the study ap
peared to produce two critical shortcomings. First, the scope of the 
evaluation was not set at the outset, and thus the acceptable range of
 
relevant data or of later conclusions could be interpreted as being 
undisciplined and potentially biased. 
 Second, the absence made the
 
studies more difficult to read, because a reader did not know what 
issues were being addressed by the report, and whether the report would
 

be relevant to the reader's needs.
 

The fourth group of 	 features derived from the reader-analyst's 
subjective ratings of a variety of presentational features. Figure 7
 
shows the results, using a three-point rating scale (good, acceptable,
 
or poor). The results indicate that the reports scored well 
on these
 
features with the exception of: 
 a) the use of graphic presentations,
 

and b) the clarity with which data or evidence was presented in the
 

text.
 

Overall, in addition to the low percentage of the reports that
 
identified their potential 
audience or user(s), the analysis of the
 

reports revealed that: 

Only a small minoritv of the reDorts 
contained certain basic methodological 
features--e.g., a statement of the study's 
obiectives, the presentation of the study's
protocol, and a clear identification of the 
study's data or evidence. 
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Too often, the text of a study was organized in the following fashion:
 
1) a statement of the programmatic and geographic background of the
 

p-oject being evaluated (but no statement of the objectives of the
 
evaluation); 2) a description of the actiorns that had been 
implemented;
 

and 3) a concluding section on "lessons learned" (but with 
no citation
 
of data or evidence prior to drawing thpse lessons). Such a text would
 
then commonly be followed by a series of appendices, usually lengthier
 
than the text itself, covering various topics in greater depth but
 
still not 
providing a framework or data for the conclusions in the main
 

body of the text.
 

Qualitative Observations aboLitJhe ReDorts
 

The following are some otier observations about tne reports,
 
intended to clarify some of the descriptive features just enumerated.
 

Presentational Features. CDIE's reports strike a reader as 
being
 

carefully edited and produced. They have a high printing and cover
 
quality and are attractive documents. In earlier years, the use of
 

photos appears to have been more frequent, but few of the reports
 
contain any graphic materials--a notable absence in the contemporary
 

era of desktop publishing.
 

The most striking other presentational feature of the reports is
 

that virtually every report is authored by three- or four-person teams.
 
How the teams divided the work, assured comparability of effort across
 

individuals, or arrived at their collective assessment 
is not indi
cated, leaving the reader to make the inference that the teams might
 

not have operated in any predictably cohesive fashion. Such an impres
sion is reinforced by the overabundance of separate papers appearing as 
appendices--as if these provide the individual authors with their own
 
opportunities for analyzing some aspect of the projects being evalu

ated.
 

Project or Programmatic Information. 
The reports generally
 

provide a narrative description of the project or projects being
 

evaluated, including a summary table of 
project's features--e.g., the
 
amount of funds invested in the project, and the time over which the
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investment occurred. In virtually every report, 
a map is included,
 
showing the country within which the project took place.
 

At the same time, the reports usually lacked any analytic
 
framework regarding the project(s) being evaluated. For instance,
 

reports on development management invariably omitLed 
 any organization
 
chart of the project's organization, or any discussion of the organi
zational 
processes that were expected to occur--e.g., a logic diagram
 
of the causal flow of events, as is commonly found in program evalua
tions and especially "evaluability assessnents" (see Wholey, 1974).
 
Without such a framework, the reader cannot know the author's precon
ceptions or expectations about development management.
 

"Lessons Laarned". Nearly every report has 
a concluding section
 
that covers the lessons learned from the evaluation., The presence of
 
such a section is 
a desirable feature, but the "lessons" themselves, in
 
many reports, appear not to be as 
well organized as they could be.
 
Observations about these 
 reports include the following: 

e 	In some cases, there are too many lessons. 
In one extreme case, a report had 29 under
lined or bullated items, reflecting infer
ences or lessons, when the report itself was 
only 15 pages long. 

* 	In most cases, the audience for the lessons
 
is unclear. Thus, one does not know to
 
whom the lesson is addressed or what action
 
(if any) is to be considered. 

e 	In most cases, the lessons are not ordered
 
in a helpful seauence. For instance, 
project-level lessons might be segregated
from program-level lessons. 

In 	the absence of a clear statement of the study's objectives, the
 

"lessons learned" section assumes a critical function, helping a reader 
to decide whether a report is likely to address a relevant need or not.
 
As a result, some of the substantive characteristics of the lessons
 
learned might have benefited from closer review and scrutiny, to avoid 



48
 

overly obvious, trivial, or global lessons. For instance, one report
 
had the following as three of its 
first four lessons:
 

* 	"Demonstration projects are more likely to
 
be replicated if they are clearly success
ful ;" 

* 'rTechnology and the requisite equipment for
 
its utilization must be readily adaptable to 
local conditions and easily repairable at
 
in-count-, facilities;" and
 

e "Farmers are more apt to accept experimenta
tion if their risks are limited."
 

On the surface, no knowledgeable reader is likely to quarrel with these
 
lessons--or to feel 
that much has been learned. Such conditions may
 
indeed be 
important in developing countries; however, more informative
 
might be lessons about how these conditions are to be produced in a
 

given project setting.
 

A final observation is related to the absence of a clear section
 
on 	recommendations. Already noted is that only 14 of the 33 
reports
 

recommendations begin However,(42 percent) had 	 to with. evaluation 
studies should be required to have recommendations and also to specify 
them in a manner readily distinguished from other sections of the text
-e.g., conclusions or lessons learned. 

Methodological Features. The quantitative analysis of the reports
 
suggested that methodological concerns were not frequently documented 
in the CDIE reports. 
Many reports did have a separate appendix des
cribing the study methodology, and location in an appendix is probably
 
appropriate for this topic, given the policy-making nature of the
 
presumed audience(s). 
 However, most of the appendices were limited to
 

coverage of the "field visit"--e.g., the number of sites visited, the
 
time of the fieldwork, and the general approach to interviewing infor

mants. In contrast, any methodological sections could also cover some,
 
if not all, of the following:
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e 
A description of the study's debIgn--i.e.,
 
the logic linking the study questions to
 
the data to be collected; 

e 	An indication of why the particular project
 
was selected for evaluation; and
 

* 	An indication of the language in which the
 
evaluation was conducted, the selection or
 
background of any translator, and the possi
bility of bias resulting from the use of such
 
translators. 

Notably absent, in the case of synthesis reports, was any description
 
of the synthesis methodology--e.g., the use of cross-case research
 

designs (Yin, 1984)--raising a question of whether the authors were
 

aware of the formality with which syntheses should be done according to 
the current state-of-the-art. 

Information on Four Topics. The following further comments were 
made by the top officials whose interviews were described in Section II 
(13 of the 15 officials responded to this portion of the inquiry). 

Seven interviewees knew the women in develogment (WID) report.
 

Their responses regarding its usefulness varied. Several believed that
 

it did not represent anything new but rather confirmed what people
 

already knew on the subject. Even so, some of them believed that the
 
report served a useful 
purpose. Said one: "It confirmed what I knew.
 

So it wasn't new information that I learned--but that's [still] learn

ing." 

Others believed that the report made a significant contribution.
 

One A.I.D. manager said:
 

It was very influential. Among those who are
 
interested in the subject, it's a landmark report.

It put the subject in a different perspective. It
 
was useful not so much in specific recommendations
 
but for helping to redefine the subject. The WID
 
office makes a lot of use of the report.
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Another manager agreed that it brought out new ideas. He believed 
that because WID is a relatively new field, there is less theology 
around and therefore more receDtivity to new ideas. 

A third type of response to the report was that it circul'ited in 
the missions and kept the gender issue on the agenda. They paid little
 
attention to whether the report provided new 
ideas or confirmed pre
conceived ideas. The use that they reported was that the report helped 

to maintain interest in the subject. 
Five officials were familiar with CDIE's work on development 

management. About half of them believed that the study was useful. 
Said one: 

It's not a study that affects life tomorrow. But 
it can have an infiltrative effeci.. on the agency.
 
I don't denigrate studies that don't show impact

right away or that aren't cited. They may still
 
affect our work. 

Another said that the work had been useful 
in the field, although he
 
couldn't think of a particular effect that it had had. He said, "It
 

becomes part of the knowledge base and allows people to speak 
authoritatively."
 

Those who were unconvinced of its utility explained the reasons
 

why the study had not had much influence. One said that because it
 
didn't fit sectoral divisions, it was hard to get people interested in
 
it. Another said that management is a very diverse and "personal" 
subject. "Development management is a matter of good people, and 

therefore it is difficult for A.I.D. to deal with." 
Six interviewees knew the CDIE reports on iirrigatio n. Most of 

them cited their experience in missions and the occasions on which they 
drew upon the irrigation work. Said one:
 

In the mission, we used the ideas about water users 
associations and upland watershed management...It 
was very helpful to line people. 
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Several officials said that the report Is widely quoted and cited
 

and is now common wisdom. 
Five interviewees knew the current work on agricultural higher 

education. One of them had been serving in a mission where some of the 
original work was done. 
 He was very supportive of the findings and
 
recommendations Three other, interviewees also spoke in highly lauda
tory terms about the study. Said one: "It's very good and 
relevant."
 
Said another: "I've heard from several sources that it's the single
 
best thing that CDIE has done." One official said that the report
 
recast the terms of discussion. By suggesting radical changes in the
 
way that agricultural higher educational institutions related to con
sumers, it was changing the agency's thinking. 

The other A.I.D. manager thought the study was a good one and in
 
fact had 
sent the report to the Yemen mission that is building an
 
agricultural university from scratch. 
But he wasn't sure how much It 
was actually influencing decisions. 
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L,O.	CNCLUSIONS ABOUT THE UTILIZATION 
OF CDIES EVALUATION REPORTS 

The present study was a partial investigation of the outcomes and
 
process whereby CDIE's evaluation reports are utilized. The scope of
 

the study was limited 
in two ways. First, it was limited to three
 
facets of the utilization process: 1) the overall information utili

zation environment within A.I.D.; 2) the reported uses 
by a small
 
sample of interviewees; and 3) the characteristics of a selected group
 

of evaluation reports. Second, within each facet, the scope of data
 
collection was limited: 
 The findings on the information utilization
 
environment were based on interviews with a small and handpicked group
 
of top officials, and the analysis of the reports dnd utilization out

comes were based on the prior selection of several but not all of the 

topics covered by CDIE's reports. 

Given these reservations, the following represent the major conclu
sions and recommendations from the study.
 

Information Ut-ilization Environment within A.I.D.
 

The need to make a preliminary assessment of this environment was
 
based on the following concern: 
 If 	any type of information is not
 
commonly used to make decisions--e.g., where a federal agency is simply
 
carrying out a Congressional mandate or entitlement program--little can
 
be expected in utilizing evaluations, but this outcome would not 
noces
sarily reflect on 
the evaluation process. Our investigation of this
 
environment, summarized in Section II, led to the following tentative
 

conclusions:
 

9 	The A.I.D. environment involves a constant
 
stream of decisions, in which information is
 
readily sought and used.
 

e 	In relation to these decision-making needs,
 
officials consider CDIE's role to be the
 
provision of cross-cutting ideas that may
 
challenge current thinking or cause the re
thinking of policy--more than the provision
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of immediate guidance for making immediate
 
decisions.
 

* Similarly, CDIE evaluations are expected to
 
have more of an effect at the policy level
 
than at the project-design level.
 

* 	Given these expectations, CDIE's reports 
appear to top officials to be of high quality 
and focused on appropriate topics. 

This portion of the investigation also revealed a theme to be repeated
 
in a later facet of our study, that a major candidate for any improve
ment involves the process whereby CDIE's reports are disseminated.
 

Certain presentational features--such as 
the uso of graphs and
 
pictures, or the inclusion of the major conclusions of the study within
 

the title or on the cover of the report--were considered ways of im
proving the readability and attractiveness of the reports. Other
 
changes, including an increase in opportunities for interpersonal com
munication--so that A.I.D. staff could interact directly with the eval
uation staff--also were suggested as being helpful. Finally, the ready 
availability of the full listing of reports as well as of studies cur
rently underway were perceived to facilitate the dissemination process. 

The major conclusions regarding the utilization reported by 45 

interviewees were that:
 

9 	Among those identified as having received
 
and read CDIE reports on four preselected
topics, a high rate of utilization outcomes 
was reported--covering conceptual as well 
as instrumental uses; but 

* 	 Identifying those who had received and read 
CDIE reports was not necessarily an easy 
task. 
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Due to the limited nature of this portion of the present study, more
 
definitive conclusions might have to await additional 
data collection 
efforts in which: A larger number of persons is interviewed; the 
interview results are corroborated by other direct measures of utili
zation; and the quality and not merely the quantity 'f the utilization 

is assessed.
 

At the same time, these preliminary results must be viewed as
 

heartening. The rate of utilization appears to be higher than that
 
reported in other comparable situations, and utilization appeared to be
 
qualitatively significant for the two topics--Policy Reform and Inter
national Fund for Agricultural Development--in which the design and
 
implementation of the evaluation study was directly aimed at 
a specific
 

target audience.
 

Report Char ace rlstics 

The najor conclusions from an analysis of 33 of CDIE's reports 

were that: 

* 	The reports were attractive and weil
 
presented; but
 

* 	Only a small fraction identified their
 
potential audience(s) or user(s); and
 

a 	Only a minority contained such basic
 
features as study objectives, study protocol,
 
or 	even study recommendations.
 

Compared to standards defined by previous research on the role of 
report characteristics in the evaluation process, CDIE's reports appear
 

to fall short wi.h regard to these basic features, and there appears to 
be some room for improvement in the future. 

Recommendations
 

This preliminary analysis of the utilization of CDIE's evaluation
 

reports suggests the following recommendations: 
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1. 	 CDIE should improve the process whereby 
its reports are disseminated. The impor
tant changes are related to the develop
ment of better ways of identifying indi
viduals who may be part of the target 
audience.
 

2. 	 CDIE should require all of Its reports to 
identify their audiencQ_and make action 
recommendationsas a result of the_ 
evaluation (or clearly indicate the 
inability to arrive at such recommenda
tions). In general, it is anticipated 
that 	such audierces and recommendations
 
will 	be for policy purposes. 

3. 	 CDIL should investigate other ways of 
making its reports more readable. These
 
include the clarification of major con
clusions or findings even in the title or
 
cover of the report, the definition of a
 
study's objectives, and the use of
 
graphic and other techniques reflecting
 
the current state-of-the-art in producing
 
effective written presentations.
 

Any specification of 
how these changes might be more effectively 
integrated with CDIE's other activities--e.g., training and orientation 
provided to evaluation authors, increased interpersonal communications 
or sponsorship of briefings an- workshops about evaluations in prog
ress, 	 or selection of topics directly relevant to the needs of A.I.D. 
decisiornakers--was beyond the sccpe of the present study, but is
 

worthy of further investigation. 



___ 
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DEVELOPING A UTILIZATION FRAMEWORK 
AND ETHODOLOGY
 

The study was based on a framewor'k for evaluating utilization.
 
Such a framework had to recognize two conditions: 1) the type of
 
research to be 
utilized (in this case, evaluation studies), and 2) the
 
domain in which utilization was expected to occur 
(in this case,
 
A.I.D.'s world of decisionmaking, policy development, program design,
 

and agency management--a world typical 
for a federal agency--e.g., see
 
Weiss, 1980).
 

Given these two conditions, the relevant utilization framework
 
differs from those situations in which 
a new technology or some other
 
type of information is to be 
utilized, or In which new "practices" or
 
some other domain 
are the dominant environment for utilization. Figure 
A-i provides a taxonomy of the fuller array of types of research that
 
can 
be utilized and the domains for utilization in the public sector,
 
also indicating prior examples of 
utilization evaluations befitting
 
each 
row or column o- the Laxonomy. (The present utilization study
 
dominantly falls within the first rov' and within the first and third
 

columns of the taxonomy.)
 

A Policy Framework for Evaluating the Utilization of CDIE's Reports
 
More specifically, the relevant framework needed to acknowledge at
 

least three relevant conditions within A.I.D.: 
 1) the overall
 
environment for utilizing information; 2) CDIE's activities related to
 
the design and implementation of its evaluation reports; and 3) the
 
utilization outcomes from CDIE's 
reports. Figure 2 of the main text
 
depicted each of these conditions. They are discussed next.
 

Environment for Utilizing Information. The characteristics of
 
this environment form a baseline expectation for any 
information
 
utilization, regardless of the efforts made to 
produce good reports or
 
to encourage the utilization of evaluation findings. 
 For instance, if
 
the A.I.D. decisionmaking environment is 
one in which decisions are
 
routinely made on the basis of 
intuitive preferences, personal experi
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ences, or directives from the Congress (but not any reference to
 
empirical information--whether from evaluations not), wouldor one 
predict less utilization from any evaluation effort than if the
 
environment were more dependent upon empirical information. 

As a result, any evaluation of the utilization of CDIE's reports
 
must begin with an 
accounting of this environment. Are A.I.D. policy
makers accustomed to using empirical information in general? Are they
 
interested and desirous of 
having more such information? Do they have
 
time to assimilate such information? Has the information been useful
 
in the past? These are the questions addressed by Section 
II of the
 
text, to set the general level of expectation for utilizing CDIE's
 

evaluations.
 

CDIE's Activities. CDIE ds an organization plans and implements 
its evaluation activities. These activities may be conducted with 
greatir or lessnr quality and effort, and must therefore be the subject 
of the next portion of any assessment. 

Covered by these activities are five critical 
organizational
 
processes, also shown in Figure 2 of the main text: 
 A) How CDIE plans
 
and implements its evaluation process; B) How CDIE sets the agenda for 
its evaluations, allocates the resources, and assigns the staff to 
conduct the evaluations; C) How the evaluation process is carried out
 
and the resulting characteristics of the evaluation reports; D) The
 
role of related evaluation efforts, such as the publication of research 
syntheses and methods papers; and E) The nature of 
specific dissemi
ation and communication efforts aimed 
a- transferring information from
 

CDIE to the potential users of its evaluations. The way that CDIE
 
organizes 'these activities can 
directly affect any utilization.
 

_ jijizatig. The third set of conditions deals with the utili
zation resulting from the production of CDIE's reports. These
 
conditions include the opportunities and barriers to utilization, 
as
 
well as 
at least two different types of outcomes: conceptual outcomes
 

and instrumental outcomes (Weiss, 1981a).
 
The recognition of these two types of outcomes is 
an important
 

step in evaluating A.I.D.'s utilization experience. 
At a simplistic
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level, 
most people may believe that information utilization only occurs
 
when a specific action outcome can 
be identified--e.g., decisions made
 
or new practices installed--and may tend to Judge the success of any
 
utilization according to the occurrence 
and significance of these
 

actions. 
However, previous research on utilization (Weiss, 1981a) has
 
identified at least five situations 
in which such actions cannot be
 

expected, 
even though the evaluation activity may have been successful:
 

I. 	The evaluation findings do not imply that
 
any action should be taken;
 

2. 	Several evaluations of the same activity
 
point to conflicting actions;
 

3. 	Other conditions--e.g., organizational 
or
 
political constraints--are considered more

important than implementing the results of
 
the 	evaluation, and therefore no action 
is
 
taken;
 

4. 	Other constraints--e.g., a fixed budget-
preclude any action from being taken; 
or
 

5. Actions occur, but only after a lag and over
 
a protracted period of time, so as to appear

indiscernible.
 

Moreover, action results are not necessarily the most important utili
zation outcome. If a decisionmaker becomes 
aware of new concepts or
 
ideas as a result of an evaluation, the evaluation may have served an
 
important purpose 
even though no specific actions ensued. This is the
 
outcome that may be defined as 
"conceptual" utilization--a condition
 
also regarded by some as an "enlightenment" outcome (e.g., Weiss,
 
1981b; Yin and Moore, 1988). Such an outcome can typically be assessed
 
by determining what the user may have "learned" from an evaluation-
independent of whether any action was taken.
 

.
 

evaluating utilization in A.I.D. 


SummJzn1nThree conditions formed the basic framework for
 
The 	specific methods and data
 

collection used in the study are 
described next.
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Design and Data Collection Methods
 
Due to the limitation in the study's resources, no attempt was
 

made to cover the entire framework. Instead, attention was focused on
 
a subset of the three conditions: a) information from a small 
group of
 
key persons regarding the A.I.D. information utilization environment (a 
portion of the first set of conditions); b) the characteristics of the
 
reports (a portion of the second set 
of conditions); and c) information
 
about utilization from a small 
group of persons that received the
 
evaluation reports (a portion of the 
third set. How evidence on each
 
of these topics was collected is described next.
 

The Information Utilization Environment. A CDIE staff person
 
helped to identify 15 
key policy officials for a set of face-to-face
 
interviews. These officials represented the top officials within
 
A.I.D., staff "ersons on the Congressiondl committees concerned with 
A.I.D., and members of related agencies (e.g., the staff of the 
internat';onal 
division of the U.S. Government Accounting Office) who
 
collectively formed part of the decision-making environment for A.I.D.
 

The extent to which these officials used information in carrying 
out their actions, and their knowledge and use of the information In 
CDIE's evaluation reports, were the main topics of data collection.
 
Section II of the main text presents the findings.
 

Character.istics of CDIE's Evaluation Reoorts. 
 The available
 
reports, including three pre-publication drafts, on six substantive
 

topics were selected for analysis:
 

- Rural Irrigation (11 reports);
 

- Higher Agricultural Education (8 reports); 

- Development Management (10 reports); 

- Women in Development (1 report); 

-
 Policy Reform Papers (2 reports); and
 

- The International Fund for Agricultural 
Development (1 report). 
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The significance of these topics was as 
follows. The first three
 
topics represented topics in which CDIE had 
invested significant
 
resources over a multiple-year period of time--thus accounting fc' 
 the
 
large nLnber of reports on these topics. However, CDIE staff felt that
 
broad utilization had resulted on 
two of these topics (rural irrigation
 
and higher agricultural education) but 
not the third (development
 
management). A key objective was therefore to confirm this suspicion
 
and also to ascertain whether the reports on the third topic differed
 
in any way from those on 
the first two, with the possibility that such
 
a difference might help to explain any differential utilization.
 

The fourth topic (women in development), though represented by
 
only a single report, was considered to be a cross-cutting topic of
 
interest throughout A.I.D. 
The extent of utilization and the possible
 
relationship of 
any of the report's characteristics were therefore
 

considered of interest.
 
A similar interest led to the selection of the fifth and sixth
 

topics, with one (policy reform) being a set 
of papers intended to
 
address a practical problem, and the other (International Funa for
 
Agricultural Development) an 
evaluation of a major A.I.D. initiative in
 
which the evaluation was directed at 
a known "go-no-go" decision with
 
regard to the level 
of U.S. support for the Fund.
 

Overall, the selection of these six topics was 
intended to reflect
 
the different conditions that typically lead to CDIE's reports, 
as well
 
as 
to reflect the extremes of utilization results. Appendix B contains
 

a list of the reports reviewed in this study.
 
All 
33 reports were then analyzed by using the same instrument,
 

which, along with the tabulated characteristics, is found in Appendix
 
C. 
The instrument contained items reflecting three generai 
charac
teristics of evaluation reports that have been related to utilization,
 
as revealed in previous research (e.g., Rothman, 1980; Weiss and
 

Bucuvalas, 1980; dnd Yin, Bateman, and Moore, 1985):
 

o The relevanco of the topic to agency problems
 
and concerns;
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o The credibility of the report, as reflected 
by its methodological features; and 

o The style of presentation of the materials in 
the report. 

ReciDients of CDIE Evaluation Reports. 
 The known recipients of
 
reports 
on each of these six topics were the subject of the third data
 

collection effort.
 
For the first four topics, CDIE staff provideJ two types of A.I.D.
 

report distribution lists from agency records. 
The first included the
 
initial mailing lists prepared by A.I.D. staff to distribute the rele
vant reports when they 
were first published. 
 These lists included
 
various A.I.D. offices and overseas missions, as well as public and
 
private organizations and individuals working in
areas related to the
 
report's topic. 
 This type of report recipient was considered a
 
"targeted recipient." 
 The second type of distribution list included
 

individuals or organizations that had requested a specific report on
 
one of the four topics, by contacting the document handling facility at
 
A.I.D. This second type of 
report recipient was considered a "report
 

requestor. " 

For each of the four topics, the goal was to interview seven 
targeted recipients and three report requestors (this ratio reflected 
the relative lengths of the two original distribution lists). 
 Address
ees were selected randomly from both types of mailing lists for inter
views. Telephone contacts were then made, 
in an attempt to reach the
 
individuals who had actually read the reports on each of the four
 
topics.
 

Among those individuals contacted, only a srlall 
portion were
 
eligible to be interviewed--a significant phenomenon that also is
 
discussed in Section III of the main text. 
 S~ame of the reasons for the
 
low eligibility rates were 
as follows. 
In the case of the targeted
 
recipients, many had not received reports in their field of 
interest;
 
therefore they could not remember having read or used the reports being
 
tracked. 
 For example, many targeted recipients were more interested -n
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the project design and evaluation methodology series of papers than in
 
the impact evaluations of 
overseas projects. Some of the recipients
 
worked only in the field of higher agricultural education, although
 
they had received reports on rural irrigation. A small portion of the
 
contacted recipients said they had 
never received any of the A.I.D.
 
reports, while other recipients were ncc available for interviews
 
because of business trips. 

In the case of report requestors, the process of making an 
initial
 
contact was more complicated because the mailing lists did noi. always
 
include the Individual who had actually placed the order, with the
 
lists only containing the name 
and address o an organization. When
 
such an organization was contacted, it 
was difficult for the staff
 
(usually the receptionist or tne librarian) tc 
identify the person who
 
had actually received or read the reports. In these cases, staff were
 
asked If anyone 
in their offices worked in the particular field of the
 
report's topic, or worked on 
any international projects. When such 
a
 
person was identified, he or she would be 
a candidate for an interview.
 
If, however, two or three individuals were referred but none of them
 
had ever 
read any A.I.D. reports, another prospective interviewee or
 
organization was 
selected from the original distribution lists.
 

With both the targeted recipients and the report requestors, the
 
search concluded when an individual 
who had read the report was finally
 
identified. An interview guide was then used to direct a telephone
 
interview, including Interviews with persons located overseas. 
 Each
 
interview lasted about 20-30 minutes, and all 
questions were answered
 
without Interruption. 
 The guide covered the following topics:
 

o 	Familiarity with CDIE reports and services;
 

o 	Opinions about the quality of the reports
 
in general;
 

o 	Examples of utilization outcomes, both
 
conceptual (e.g., what did you learn?) and
 
instrumental (e.g., what actions did you
 
take); and
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o 	Recommendations about improving the reporting
 
or evaluation process.
 

Embedded within the interview guide was a two-fold approach to
 
each interview. One orientation was about the reports and their
 
characteristics--the most common orientation found in utilization
 
studies. 
 The other orientation was about the substantive ideas in the
 
reports--usually overlooked in utilization studies. 
 A major hypothesis
 
was that an interviewee might not be 
able to say much about the
 
reports, but might very well 
have much knowledge about the ideas in
 
these reports. This two-fold approach made it 	 necessary for the 
interviewer to have substantive knowledge about the reports, and to 	be 
conversant about the 
ideas contained within them.
 

In 	 addition, the interview guide contained open-ended questions, 
closed-ended questions, and rating scales. 
The variation in these
 
types of items was intended to -,pond to earlier methodological
 
observations 
 regarding weaknesses in the commonly used utilization 
measures, which were mainly limited to open-ended questions (Connor, 
1981).
 

Table 1 of Section III presents the number of addressees who were 
selected, contacted, and interviewed, across all 
four topics. For the
 
remaining two topics, several targeted 
users were identified by CDIE's
 
staff, due to the targeted nature of these evaluation (vfforts. There
fore, no sampling procedure was used. The number of persons contacted 
and interviewed for these topics also is shown in Table 1. 
Finally,

Appendix D contains a list of all interviewees, with their affiliations
 
and telephone numbers, and Appendix E has the tabulated dietributions 
of 	responses from these interviews.
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LIST OF CDIES REPORTS REVIEWED
 

Rural Irrigation 

Benedict, Peter, 
Sudan: Tiee Rahad Irrigation Proiect, Project Impact
Evaluation Report No. 31, March 1982. 

Casstevens, Thomas W., 
et al., Qn-farnY ater Management in Aegean

Turkey, 1968-1974, A.I.D. Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 50,

December 1983. 

Clapp-Wincek, Cynthia, The Helrnand Valley Project In Afghanistan,
A.I.D. Evaluation Special Study No. 18, December 1983.
 

Friedkin, Tom, et al., 
Bangladesh Small-Scale Irrigation, A.I.D.
Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 42, April 1983. 

Holloran, Susan, et al., Sederhaaa:I.njonesia Small-Scale Irriation,
Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 29, February 1982. 

McCarthy, John W., Jr., et al., A Soil 
and Water Conservation ProjectIn Two Sites in Somalia: Seventeen Years Later, A.I.D. Project Impact
Evaluation Report No. 62, August 1985. 

Painter, James E., et al., 
The On-Farm Water Management Project in
Pakita , Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 35, June 1982. 

Steinberg, David, et al., 
Irrigation and AID's Expeience: A Consideration Based on Evaluations, A.I.D. Program Evaluation Report No. 8,
August 1983.
 

, et al., Korean Irrigation, A.I.D. Project impact Evaluation
 
Report No. 12, December 1980.
 

s et al.,
,_ Philippine Small Scale Irrigatin, Project Impact
Evaluation Report No. 4, May 1980. 

Wilkinson, John L., 
 Peru: Improved Water and Land Use in the Sierra,A.I.D. Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 54, December 1984.
 

Development Management 

Agency for International Development, Report of a Prearatory
Evaluation Workshop onthe Management of Agricultural Projects in
Africa, A.I.D. Evaluation Special Study No. 33, January 1986. 
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Hermann, Chris, et al., 
Development Management in Africa:
o~fI~h Agicutura The CaseAnlyss ad Panning Projiect in Libeoria, A.I.D. 
Evaluation Special Study No. 37, December 1985.
 

Honadle, George, 
 e mntJ Mnagement in Africa: 
 Context and
Strategy--A Synthesis of Six Agricultural Projects, A.I.D. Evaluation
 
Special Study No. 43, January 1986.
 

Nicholson, Norman, et al., Dt 
 in Africa t The

Case of the Egerton Collee ni Prject in Keny, A.I.D. Evalua
tion Special Study No. 35, December 1985. 

Painter, Thomas, et 
al., yQg pm ntManagement in Africa: The Case
of the Niamey Department Development Proi~ct i-pNiger, A.I.D. Evalua
tion Special Study No. 36, December 1985.
 

Rondinelli, Dennis A., Development Management in Africa: 
 Experience
with Implementing Agricultural Develoament Projec , A.I.D. Evaluation
 
Special Study No. 44, July 1986. 

Rosenthal, Irving, et al., Development Management in Africa: The. 
Case of North Shaba Rural Development Project inZaire, A.I.D. Evalua
tion Special Study No. 32, December 1985. 

Seymour, Matt, Development Management in Africa: The Case of the
Bakel Small Irrigated Perimeters Pro iec in Snega1, A.I.D. Evaluation 
Special Study No. 
34, December 1985.
 

Warren, Marion, et al., Developmt Management in Africa The CaQseof the Land Conservation and Range_Delopment Projec! In Lesotho,

A.I.D. Evaluation Special Study No. 31, December 1985.
 

White, Louise G., Managing Development Programs: 
 Managing Strategies
and Project Interventions in Six Agricultural Proects, 
A.I.D. Evalua
tion Special Study No. 38, January 1986. 

Higher Agricultural Education
 

Busch, Lawrence, Universities for Development: Report of the Joint
indo-U.S. Impact Evaluation of the Indian Agricultural Universities--ASynthesis of the Tam Reports, A.I.D. Project Impact Evaluation Report,
Pre-publication Draft, February 1988.
 

Eriksen, John H., et al., K hiversity in Thailand: AnAnalysis of Institutional Evolutionand DevelopmentImact, A.I.D.
Project Impact Evaluation Report, Pre-publication Draft, June 1988.
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- _, et al., The Hassan II Institute of Agriculture and Veteri-

DaEy Medicine in Morocco: Institugjonal Development and International
EJJ2, 
 A.I.D. Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 65, July 1987.
 
Gambel, William K., 
 et al., Three Nigerian Univerities__adJhjr


Role1JAgricltural Development, 
A.I.D. Impact Evaluation Report No.
66, March 1988.
 

Hansen, David 0., 
 et al., Doiric Republic:
~n The Su.rior In. jj
 
fAu trD oent a Private Institution of HigherAricutZ-al_L~fAJiU 
A.I.D. Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 67, March
 

1988.
 

Price, Edwin, and Conrad Evans, Ethiopia: Alemava UniverityQf

Agriculture, A.I.D. Project Impact Evaluation Report, Pre-publication

Draft, July 1988.
 

Theisen, Gary, et 
1., Indonesia: The Bogor Institute of Agriculture, A.I.D. Project Impact Evaluation Report, Pre-publication Draft,

July 1988.
 

Welsch, Delane, et al., Mal_ wi: uat ColgA.D
Ariutua 


Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 64, July 1987.
 

Women in Development
 

Carlon'l, Allce Stewart, Women 
inDevelopment: 
 A.I.D.'r Experience.
1973-1985, Vol. I., Synthesis Pape, 
 A.I.D. Program Evaluation Report

No. 18, April 1987.
 

Policy Reform Papers
 

Hermann, Chris, Designing Monitoring and Evaluation SysteW: 
 Issues

ad Oportunitles, A.I.D. Evaluation Occasional Paper No. 14, 
October
 
1987.
 

, ----
Informaton Planning for PQIry Reform_LD!: _ , A.I.D. Evaluation Occasional Paper No. 
13, August 1986.
 

International Fund for Agricultural Development
 

Agency for International Development, Program Reviewof theInterna-

LionLFund for LAgricultural Development (IFAD), A.I.D. Evaluation

Special Study No. 21, January 1985.
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A.I.D. EVALUATION PROJECT
 
REPORT ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT
 

This instrument is designed to gather information about the quality of selectedA.I.D. reports. Please answer each question by writing your response
in the boxes provided, or by checking the appropriate category.For open-ended questions, please write briefly in the space provided.When completing these ratings, be sure to check the entire study being reviewed. 

All materials of the report should be considered. 

I. General InformatIon 
KeypunclKolun 

1. Title of the report 

2. Repoort Code: Anst Code: lI ] Date: 1-2/3-4 
3. Date of publcabon (please write t rumber): Month [Z J Year 5-6/7-84. Author(s) of the report: 

9-10 

5. The topic to which this report addresses:
 
(check ore only)


Rural Irgaoon

Develooment Management 
 2 10 

11Women in Development 3
Higher Anricultural Education 14 A

Employment Generation 
 5 0IFAD 6 1
Policy Reform 7 2
Other: 1- 0 

I1. Rel.vance to Aoency Problems andC9_1 
Does the report identify: 


(Check oisT)
 
6. A specifi group(s) of audience or user?De sci: 2 1 j30[r3Di)] I L2J 12(C2c 

7. Programmatic issues being addressed? 24 7Q 2 13 

8. How audiencesluseors are related tothe identified programmatic issues? 1l~ 327 o2F14LJL 0Descnibe: 14 

9. "rimeframe of the study? 26E] 7 F 0 15 

Il1. CredibIlIty of Reeort 

A. Evaluation Design: 
.lnakJ;. LIiI.InLUloI 

1.YesHow well does the report describe: 
2-No 1-Excellent 

2-Acceptable 
9-Cannot Tell 3-Poor0-N/A 

g-Cannot Tell10. Its study 0t~ective(s)? 1 2 9 0l 2 3- 9 011. Interventon(s)? 13 19 0 1 "- T9- -I27 2 0 4[J 10 14 4 1 4[lJThroughout this instrument, this response applies only when there is insufficient, or ambiguous information for making a judgment. 

Page 1 of 4 
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... 
12. Outcome(s)? 

13. Evaluation methodology ? 

e 

16 

2 

14 

.-99-

0 

D~es cr b ed 

1-Yes 
2-No 
9-Cannot Tell 

09-Cannot0 

3 [-] 

o .ILu.tP ..epC 

i -Excellent 
2-Acceptable 
3-Poor 

Tell 

6 

Keypuncho u m 

Column 

2r3 97 
93 042 -

8 2 14 3 
14. Concems about possible threats to internal validity? 6 25 

15. Descnbe the general quality of tha presentation of the evaluation 

0 2 D17- 1 3 2 25 2 

design in the report: 

8. Data Collection: 

How well does the report descibe: 

16. The study's source(s) of evidence?

Desenbe malor source(s) of evidence: 

17. The study's data collection activities?
Briefly d(scnbe these actvties: 


18. The st Jy's sapling method?.v-d 

1 
'N__ 

2 9 
0 

0 
2 

Described 
1-Yes 1-Excellent 
2-No 2-Acceptaofe 
9-Cannot Tell 3-Poor9-Cannot Tell 

9-Cannot TelL9 2 
9 

3 
6 

9 
7 

0 
2 

19 12 0 2 L"] - 6 8 5 12 2 

13 18 0 2 -7 3 5 5 18 2 
19. Documentation of data collection activities--e.g., an instrument or protocol? ,

2 29 0 220. Describe the general quai y of the presentation of the data collection inthe report: 
Li 0 1 1 29 2 

2as~"
C. Data Analysis: 

1-Yes 
2-No

How well does the report describe: 9-Cannot Tell 
21. The study's analytic procedures? 1 2 9 0 
22. Quanttative comparisons? and 10 21 0 2 [1] 
23. Distinction between findings and evidence? 724 0 2 [U 

24. Describe the general quaJity of the presentation ot the data analysis inthe report: 

Quity ofPresentation 

1-Excellent 
2-Acceptable 
3-Poor 
9-Cannot Tell 

-

Li 

1 

2 

0 

2 

6 

5 

3 9 

2 21 

224 

0 

2 

2 

Page 2 of 4 
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[ Keypuncht 
J Column 

D. Conclusions a Recommendations: 1-Yes -Excellent 
2-No 
 2-Acceptable
 

How well does the rep-ro describe: 
 9-CannotTell 3-Poor9-Cannot Tell 
25. Conclusion(s) of the study? 1 2 9 0 1 2 _. A2_Q26. Alternative interpretation(s)? 1 31 0 1 
 10 9 13 0 7 

1031 1Qj
27. Recommendation(s) about policy action(s)? and 

0 1 31 1 
14 18 0 1 F 4 5 5 18 

28. Feasibility of recommended action(s)? 1 31 0 1 D-i 1 0 310 

29. Describe the general quality of me presentation of the conclusion(s) and recommendation(s) in the report: 

IV. Style of Presentation 
Not
 

Decenbe thn quaJity of the report interms of: 
 (C h k(Check one) Applicable 
30. Appropnateness of language; 17 E] 12 2 3~3 0 48J1 
31. Graphic presentation; 4 E] 11 - 67 I 0 [] 1 4932. Level of details; 14Z 10W2 8 0 9] 1 5
33. Technical presentation; 7 j 15W1] 10 ] 00 1t 5134. Format of presentation; 7 16 2 9 0 [E i 5 
35. Completeness of presentation: ~11f 15 F 6 E310 [E 1 53
36. Use of execuve summary; 14 1'] 21 6 [] 9 1 54 

37. Use of appendices and abstrcts; 5 [] 11 E]13 E]3 [1J 1 5
38. Manner of presenting evidence or t] 

1 5 
4 10 2 18 

39. Organization of materials. 6 E] 13E] 13 E o 9 57 
40. Descnbe the general quality of Presentation style: 

Page 3 of 4 
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V. 	 Communication and Interaction Between Authors) and Userfs) 
KeypunchNot 
 Column
 

Does the report identify any attempt of the author(s) to communicate Y&Iwith the useris) by: 	 U2 CA IMIZU Applicable 
(Check one) 

41. 	 Presentation and.orbiefing; 
9 []23rY 0 ] 58 

42. 	Communication withintermediary; 
7 	 30 f7 0 [5 

43. Having operational staft review recommendations and provide 0 1 20F 1 60imolementabon details; 

44. Having users in advisory panel: and 0 E132W2 0 Fg1 61 
45. 	 Other kinds of meetng: _ 

7r"32 1 62 
46. 	 Descnbn the actons undertaken by the author(s) to communicate
 

wmth the report's auoences or users:
 

VI. 	 Analyst's Comment! 

47. 	Analysts additional comments (Please list the appropriate question number): 

Page 4 of 4 
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LIST OF INERVIEWEES: 
1. TOP OFFICIALS 

Janet C. Ballantyne 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Administrator
 
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination 
Agency for International Development
 

Richard E. Bissell 
Assistant Administrator
 
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination
 
Agency for International Development
 

Richard N. Blue
 
Advisor on Development (A.I.D.)
 
House Foreign Affairs Committee
 
U.S. Congress
 

John Competello 
Regional Inspector General for Audit/Washington
 
Office of Inspector General
 
Agency for International Development 

Jess Ford and Lynn Moore 
National Security and International Affairs Division
 
U.S. General Accounting Office
 

William P. Fuller 
Deputy Assistant Administrator
 
Office of Development Planning
 
Bureau for Asia and Near East
 
Agency for International Development
 

Paula 0. Goddard 
Deputy Associate Assistant Administrator
 
Center for Development Information and Evaluation
 
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination
 
Agency for International Development
 

Margaret Goodman
 
Staff Consultant
 
House Foreign Affairs Committee
 
U.S. Congress
 

Molly Hageboeck
 
Chief of Staff
 
Office of the Executive Secretary 
Agency for International Development
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George A. Laudato 
Deputy Assistant Administrator
 
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination 
Agency for International Development
 

Alexander R. Love
 
Counselor to the Agency 
Agency for International Development
 

W. Haven North
 
Associate Assistant Administrator
 
Center for Development Information and Evaluation
 
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination
 
Agency for International Development 

Gerrald Pitchford
 
Staff Consultant
 
House Foreign Affairs Canmittee
 
U.S. Congress
 

Yves Rovaii
 
Director General 
Operations Evaluation Department 
The World Bank 

Frederick W. Schieck 
Deputy Assistant Administrator
Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean 
Agency for International Development
 

John R. Westley
 
Associate Assistant Administrator
 
Office of Development Planning
 
Bureau for Africa
 
Agency for International Development
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LIST OF INTERVIEEES: 
2. REPORT RECIPIENTS AND REQUESTORS
 

,9eportRecipients on DeveloDment Management
 

James Lowenthal 
Agricultural and Rural Development
 
Bureau for Asia and Near East 
Agency for -nternational Development
 
(202) 647-8262
 

Karen Anderson 
The Washington Consulting Group
 
Washingtnn, D.C. 
(202) 457-0233
 

Rob Werge

Planning and Policy Analysis
 
Peace Corps
 
Washingtoi,, D.C. 
(202) 254-5650 

Allan Reed
 
Mission Mbabane, Swaziland
 
Agency for International Development
 
268-42071
 

Patricia McPhelim
 
Checchi & Co.
 
Washington, D.C.
 
(202) 452-9700 

Theodor Gal di 
Congressional Research Services 
Library of Congress
Washington, D.C. 
(202)287-7665 

Peter Cook
 
The World Bank 
Washington, D.C. 
(202) 477-5252
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Report Req!estors on D-evel opment .Management 

James Christiansen 
Department of Agricultural Education
 
Collece of Agriculture
 
Texas A & M University
 
College Station, Tex. 
(409) 845-2951 

Dennis Ignasial
 
International Program
 
School of Agricultural Sciences
 
University of Maryland
 
Eastern Shore, Md. 
(301) 651-2200 

Dennis Rondinelli
 
Research Triangle, Inc.
 
Chapel Hill, N.C. 
(919) 541-6215
 

Reports Recipients on Higher Agricultural Education 

George Hill
 
Office of Planning and Budgeting
 
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination 
Agency for International Development 
(202) 647-6483 

Donald McKenzie
 
Program and Regional Operations Staff 
Bureau for Africa 
Agency for International Development 
(202) 647-8269
 

Charles Flickner 
Committee on Budget
 
U.S. Senate
 
Washington, D.C. 
(202) 224-0834
 

John Pollock
 
Institute for International Development
 
Harvard University 
Cambridge, Mass. 
(617) 495-9268 
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Erna Kerst
 
Project Office 
Mission Niamey, Niger

Agency for International Development
 
227-734215
 

Duane Everett
 
Institute and Human Resources Division
 
BIFAD
 
Agency for International Development 
(202) 647-8409
 

Ronald Brown
 
Director of International Programs
 
Mississippi Statc UnivArsity
 
Starkville, Miss.
 
(601) 325-3204 

Reort Reuestors on Higher Agricultural Education
 

Leland Voth
 
Mission Kingston, Jamaica
 
Agency for International Development
 
(809) 929-4850
 

Arnold Radi
 
Iission Lilongwe, Malawi
 
Agency for International Development
 
265 -73163 2 

Dale Harpstead

Department of Crop 
 and Soil Sciences 
College of Agriculture

Michigan State University 
East Lansing, Mich. 
(517)355-6885 

Report Recipients on Women inDevelopme,
 

Patrick Henderson 
Mission Kigali, Rwanda
 
Agency for International Develcpment
 
160-250-75 746 
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John Erikson
 
Ithaca International Ltd.
 
Ithaca, New York
 
(607) 257-2541
 

Thomas McCowen
 
Office of International Agriculture
 
College of Agriculture
 
University of Illinois
 
Champaign, Ill. 
(217) 333-6420
 

Frederic Shaw
 
Project Concern International
 
San Diego, Calif. 
(619) 279-9690
 

Anita Spring

College of Liberal Arts and Sciences
 
University of Florida 
Gainesville, Fla.
 
(904) 392-2031
 

Anne Ferguson
 
Bean & Cowpea Collaboration Research Program
 
Michigan State University 
East Lansing, Mich.
 
(517) 355-4693 

Stephanie Wilson 
International Economic: '.avelopment Area
 
Abt Associates Inc.
 
Washington, D.C.
 
(202) 362-2800 

Report Reuestors on Women in Development
 

Audrey Lutz
 
Sheladia Associates, Inc.
 
Riverdale, Md.
 
(301) 779-4313
 

Raymond Rifenburg 
Mission Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic
 
Agency for International Development
 
(809' 41-2171
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Kathy Desmond
 
Independent Consultant
 
Washington, D.C. 
(202) 522-3703 

R_rt Recipients on Irrigation 

Howard Minners 
Office of Science Advisor
 
Agency for International Development

(703) 875-44 44 

Tej~'al Gill 
Renewable Natural 
Resources Management Division
 
Bureau for Science and Technology

Agency for International Development 
(703) 875-4307
 

Jerry Wol gin
 
Chief
 
Policy Analysis and Research Division
 
Bureau for Africa
 
Agency for International Development 
(202) 647-2944
 

WiiIiam Levine
 
Abt Associates Inc. 
Washington, D.C.
 
(202) 362-2800
 

Jim Chapman
 
Chemonics International Consulting
 
Washington, D.C. 
(202) 466-5340
 

E. Walter Coward, Jr.
 
International Agricultural Porgram
 
Department of Rural Sociology

Cornell University
 
Ithaca, N.Y.
 
(607) 255-3092
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Kenneth Shapiro
International Agricultural Program
 
College of Agriculture

University of Wisconsin
 
Madison, Wis.
 
(608) 262-1271
 

Report Requestors on Irrigation
 

David Wilcock
 
Development Alternatives Inc.
 
Washington, D.C.
 
(202) 783-9110 

Elizabeth Seyler
Associates in Rural 
Development
 
Burlington, Vt.
 
(802) 658-3890 

Bill R3u
 
Bread for the World
 
Washingt n, D.C.
 
(202) 269-0200
 

Report Recipien' on Policy Reform
 

James Fox
 
Office of Development Programs 
Bureau for Latin America and Carribean
 
Agency for International Development 
(202) 647-5668
 

Emmy Simmons
 
Policy Planning and Evaluation Division
 
Office of Development Planning

Bureau for Africa
 
fgency for International Development 
(202) 647-3335
 

Jonothan Sperling 
Program Office
 
Mission Tunis, Tunisia
 
Agency for International Development
 
216-1-781947
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Bruce Mazzie 
Project Office 
Mission Cairo, Egypt
Agency for International Development
 
20-2-3.48211
 

Lorraine Simard
 
Program Office 
Mission Costa Rica 
Agency for International Development
 
506-33-11-55
 

Report Recipient on IFAD
 

Barbara Upton
 
Office of Multilateral Financial Institution Staff
 
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination
 
Agency for International Development 
(202) 647-8342
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS: 
1. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS WITH TOP OFFICIALS 

Interview with A.I.D. Administrators
 

1. 
 I've been looking through the directory, and ! see quite a few 
people in A.I.D. bureaus who seem to have evaluation responsibilities.What do you see as special about the studies done by CDIE?
 

2. How would you characterize their program of studies? 
 [What is

distinctive about it?]
 

3. What specific kinds of things do you expect the Administrator's
 
office to gain from CDIE studies?
 

PROBE:
 
- specific guidance in making decisions
 
- changing priorities among issues (agenda setting)
 
- changing people's thinking about issues
 
- providing support for a position already held
 

4. For what kinds of problems and 
issues do you seek out information
 
of the kind that CDIE studies might be able to provide? [What kinds of
decisions are made In this office?]
 

5. Can you think of any particular CD!E study that influenced what
 you did or what you thought? What influence did it have?
 

6. Let me ask you 
now about two topics that CDIE has studies. One is
rural irrigation and the second 
ls women in development. Can you think

of any ideas about rural irrigation or women in development that you
got from CDIE studies? 
Or any ideas you had that were changed?
 

7. Do you know of any other people whose thinkinq on either of these
subjects was influenced, either directly by CDIE studies or indirectly

because findings from the studies came into currency around -'he agency? 

8. If you were envisioning an ideal research program for this agency,

what would your image look like?
 
[Now take resource constraints into account.]
 
-How could CDIE move toward this kind of program?

-How would you like to see a research program planned and topics for
 
study selected? Who would participate in planning?


-How would results be disseminated? To whom would they be
 
disseminated? 

[Inside A.I.D.? To the missions?]
 
[To Congressional committees? 
 To host governments? Universities
with large development programs? Other development organiza
tions?]
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9. 
 What kinds of effects or impacts would you reasonably expect from
 a research program of this sort?
 

10. What do you 
see as CDIE's current weaknesses? Current strengths?
Do you have any clearcut ideas about how they can extend the influence
of their studies on A.I.D. decisionmaking?
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2. TAUI I TfER EN _Q.TD~L~j:A~n DI'2. TfABULATED DISTRIBUTIONS OF TELEPHONE INTERVIEW RESPONSES
 
(Reflects Interview Prutocol) 

Questions 
 Number o nses
 

1. Type of Respondent 

a) 
b) 

A.I.D.-targeted report recipient 
Requestor of report(s) 

28 
12 

2. Topic Area Covered by Respondent 

a) 
0) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 

Development management
Higher agrvcultural education 
Women in development 
Rural irrigaton 
IFAD 
Policy reform 

10 
10 
10 
10 

3. Org&nizational Affiliation of Respondent 

a) 
b) 

c) 

d) 

Within A.I.D. 
Outside A.I.D., in university or 
research organi:ation 
Outside A.I.D., in some other 
organization 
None of the above 

13 

10 

16 
1 

4. Familiarity with CDIE Products and Services 

a) 
b) 
c) 

Specifically knowledgeable 
Generally knowledgeable
Not knowledgeable 

18 
17 
5 

5. Acknowledgment of Having Received and
Read CDIE's Impact Evaluation Report(s) 

a) 
b) 
c) 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

39 
0 
1 
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6. Number of Report(s) Received from ODIE 
in Last 12 Months 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

0-1 
2-3 
4 or more 
Don't know 

3 
7 

25 

4 

7. Receipt of Report(s) Soon After Publication 

a) 
b) 

c)
d) 

Yes 
No 

Sometimes 
Don't know/Report not requested 
until later 

24 
1 

3 
12 

8. Criteria 
to Read 

to DtZermine Which Report(s) 

a) 

b) 
c) 

d) 
e) 
f) 

Relates to current problem, task or 
situation 
Depends on who conducted the evaluation 
Depends on time pressures and other 
materials to be -ead 
Other 
Both a) and c) 
Both a) and d) 

31 
0 

0 
3 
4 
2 

9. Extent of Reading and Using the Report(s) 

a) Read certain reports in selected 
areas of interest and skim others 34 6 

b) Use extensively in many aspects of 
program design and implementation 12 28 

c) Thoroughly read all 
cross your desk 

reports that 
2 33 

d) 

e) 

Skim--read executive summaries, 
tables of contents, selected charts 
and tables, and bibliographies 

Read sections that are relevant to 

a particular project or problem area 

29 

24 

11 

16 

f) Circulate among staff 34 6 

g) Encourage contractors or students 
to read 13 27 
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10. Influence of Report(s) on Respondent 

a) Enlightenment only 
b) Action only 
c) Both enlightenment and action 
d) No influence 

19 
12 
3 
6 

11. Rating of Reports' Quality 

Very Poor oor kay Good Great Can't Tell 

a) Readability 0 1 3 32 4 0 

b) Emphasizing
right aspects 0 1 13 20 4 2 

c) Accuracy 0 1 7 26 1 5 

d) Sensitivity to 
complexity of 
situation 1 0 11 21 6 

e) Appropriateness 
in length 0 1 7 19 10 3 

f) Relevance to 
respondent's 
situation 0 2 10 17 11 0 

g) Written in an 
interesting way 0 3 8 26 1 2 

h) Good research 
quality 1 1 7 26 1 4 

12. Aspect(s) of Reports Which Contributed to 
Respondent's Use of them 

a) Specific section(s) or content(s) of 

the report 26 

b) Specific topic(s) of the report 3 

c) Methodological characteristics of the 
reports as a whole 3 

d) Some other characteristics of the 
reports as a whole 11 

e) No response 3 
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13. 	 Type of Concern(s) Addressed by Reports as
 
Perceived by Respondent
 

a) 	 Project design 
 15
 
b) Policy 
 9 
c) 
 Both 	project design and policy purposes 14
 
d) 	 No response 
 2
 

14. 	 An Example Which Illustrates Respondent's
 
Having Learned or Used the Findings from a
 
CDIE 	 Report 

a) 	 Learned only 
 11
 
b) Used in action setting 9

c) Used in research setting 
 8
 
d) No example given 
 12
 

15. 	 Awareness of Other People Whose Thinking
 
Has Been Influenced by CDIE report(s)
 

a) 	 Aware of others 
 26
 
b) Not aware of others 
 13
 
c) 	 No response 
 1 

16. 	 Suggestion(s) to Disseminate CDIE Studies
 

a) 	 Try new types of reports or materials 12 
b) 	 More written information (e.g. listings)


about available reports 6 
c) Additional communication efforts 4
 
d) 	 Other, none of the above 5 
e) 	 No improvement needed 
 3
 
f) Don't know/No response i0
 

17. 	 Reason(s) that CDIE Reports Are Not Better
 
Used
 

a) 	 Real life barrier(s) to implementa
tion of results 
 7
 

b) 	 Lack of knowledge of reports' availa
bil ity 
 7
 

c) 	 Inadequacies 
related to reports 2
 
d) Information overload--no time to read 
 11
 
e) 	 No problem at all 
 5
 
f) Don't know/No response 8
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 PAGE1


REQUESTORS FOR 
DOCUMENT
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 001-227-014556
 
SESRTCIC
 
HEMSEHRI 
SOKAK 1
 
06700 GAZIOSMANPASA
 
AlKARA
 
TURKEY
 

REQUESTOR 
NO: G01-271-01305
 
7


SETTLEMENT STUDY CENTRE
 
CENTRO DE ESTUDIOS REGIONALES
 
URBAN0-RURALES CERUR
 
P.O.8. 2355
 
R-I0VOT 
76120
 

ISRAEL
 

RLQUESTOR NO: 
 001-617-015338
 
FOODS AFRICA CO
 
PO BOX 4217
 

KAMPALA
 

UGANDA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 001-663-015205
 
ASMARA UNIVERSITY BOOKST3RE
 
P.O. BOX 
1220
 
ASMARA
 

ETHIOPIA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 003-002-001185
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 003-002-008174
 
USAID / KHARTOUM
 
AGENCY FOR 
INTL DEVELOPMENT
 
U4CLASSIFIED VIA 
AIR POUCH
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20523-2200
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 003-002-009012
 
AID ENERGY OFFICER
 
USAID / DAKAR
 
AGENCY FOR INTL DEVELOPHENT
 
WASHINGTON 
DC 20523-2130
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 003-002-009448
 
USAID / PHILIPPINES
 
APO SAN FRANCISCO 
 CA 96528
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 003-002-014162
 
USAID / ORETORIA
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELGPMENT
 
UNCLASSIFIED VIA 
AIR POUCH
 
WASHINGTON 
DC 20523-9300
 
USA
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 DB=ORDER3OS 
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REQUESTORS FOR DOCUMENT
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 003-649-009683
 
DEPT OF 
STATE, MOGADISHU (ID

WASHINGTON 
0C 20521-23S0
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR 
NO: 004-002-000914
 

REOUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-00907G
 
BUREAU PROGRAM POLICY COORDINATION
 
CENTER FOR DEVELOPMENT
 
I1ORMATION AND EVALUATION
 
PpC / COIE / DI
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 CC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-OU9078
 
BUREAU FOR PROGRAM & POLICY
 
COORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 2G523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 00-002-0C30T8
 
DUREAU FOR PROGRAM & POLICY
 
COORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
UASHINGTON 
DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-0090T8
 
BUREAU FOR PROGRAM & POLICY
 
COORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009078
 
BUREAU FOR PROGRAM & POLICY
 
COORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009078
 
BUREAU FOR PROGRAM L POLICY
 
COORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20523
 
USA
 

http:PF=VVBOR2PF.PF
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REQUESTORS FOR DOCUMENT
 

REOUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009078
 
BUREAU FOR PROGRAM & POLICY
 
C3ORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT
 
JASHINGTON 
 DC 20523
 
USA
 

1EQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009078
 
BUREAU FOR PROGRAM & POLICY
 
COORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELDPMENT
 
J4SHINGTON 
 DC 2C523
 
USA
 

REQUESTCR NO: 
 004-0C2-009078
 
3URE-'l FOR PROGRAM & POLICY 
COORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL 
JEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 2C523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NU: 
 004-002-009078
 
BUREAU FOR PROGRAM & POLICY
 
COORDINATION
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTCR NO: 
 004-002-009079
 
BUREAU FOR SCIENCE L TECHNOLOGY - S&T
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009079
 
BUREAU FOR 
SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY 
- S&T
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINSTON 
DC 20523
 
USA 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009079
 
BUREAU FOR SCIENCE 9 TECHNOLOGY - S9T
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATTONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009080
 
BUREAU FOR ASIA
 
AGENCY OR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTCN 
DC 20523
 
USA
 

http:PF=VVBOR2PF.PF
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REQUESTOR 
NO: 004-002-009082
 
BUREAU FOR AFRICA
 
AGENC'Y FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
,ASHINGTON DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUCSTOR NO: 004-002-009082
 
dUREAU FOR AFRICA
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
JASHINGTON 
 DC 20523
 
USA
 

REDUESTOR NO: 004-002-0 908 2BUREAU FOR AFPICA
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
,ASHINGTON DC 
 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-00908
 
4
BUREAU FOR FOOD, PEACE@ AND 

VOLUNTARY ASSISTANCE
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 3EVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009084
 
BUREAU FOR -OOD, PEACE, AND 
VOLUNTARY ASSISTANCE
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009085
 
M[SCELLANEOUS OFFICES
 
AGENCY FOP INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
DC 20523
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 004-002-009085
 
MISCELLANEOUS OFFICES
 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
WASHINGTON 
 OC 20523
 
USA 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 008-002-000615 
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN 
LAND TENURE CENTER LIBRARY 
STEENBOCK MEMORIAL LIBRARY, RM 434
 
550 BABCOCK DRIVE
 
MADISON WI 53706 
USA 

http:OF=VVBOR2PF.PF
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REQUESTORS FOR DOCUMENT
 

REQUESTOR NO. 008-002-007913
 
CHEMONICS
 
2000 M ST NW
 
SUITE 200
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20036
 
USA 

REQUESTOR NO: 008-002-007913
 
C.-_EMONICS
 
2000 M ST NW
 
SUITE 200
 
WASHINGTON DC 20036
 
USA 

REQUESTOR NO: 008-002-011383
 
MAMADOU JALLOW - ORT
 
2325 I STREET, NW
 
SUITE 320
 
,ASHINGTO. CC 20006
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 008-002-012621
 
DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES INC 
624 9TH ST NW
 
6TH FLOOR
 
WASHINGTON 
DC 20001
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 008-002-013168
 
A. BEN DAVID VAL
 
20009 NORTH ,14TH STREET
 
SUITE 404
 
ARLINGTON 
VA 22201
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 008-002-013366
 
BIRCH AND DAVIS ASSOCIATES
 
8905 FAIRVIEW ROAD
 
SUITE 300
 
SILVER SPRING 
MD 20910
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 017-109-007653
 
AGRAR UND HYDROTECHNIK GMBH
 
POSTFACH 100132
 
ESSEN 1
 
GERMANY 4300
 

REQUESTOR NO: 017-109-015388
 
UNIVERSI TATSBIBLIOTHEK
 
UND TIB
 
WELFENGARTEN 1B
 
0-3000 HANNOVER 1
 
WEST GERMANY
 

http:PF=VVBOR2PF.PF
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R-QUESTOR Nj: 017-136-000727
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 017-14 1-015GO5
 
KONINKLIJK INSTITUUT 
VOOR DE TROPEN
 
BIBLIOTHEEK SSS
 
MAURITSKADE G3
 
1092 AD AMSTERDAM
 
HOLLAND
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 117-157-001331
 
UNIVERSITY OF SUSSEX
 
INSTITUTE OF DEVELOPMENT STUDIES
 
LIBRARY
 
ANDREW COHEN BUILDING
 
FALMER
 
BRIGHTON SUSSEX
 
UNITED KINGDOM BN1 9RE
 

REQUESTOR NO: 0 17-157-014327
 
SELLY OAK COLLEGES
 
CENTRAL LIBRARY
 
BRISTOL ROAD
 
DEPARTMENT OF 
SOCIAL STUDIES
 
BIRMINGHAM
 
ENGLAND B29 6LQ
 

REQUESTOR 
NO: 017-157-015304
 
UNIVERSITY OF BRADFORD LIBRARY
 
BRADFORD WEST YORSHIRE DOT loP
 
ENGLAND
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 017-488-008407
 

REQUESTOR 
NO: 017-703-011279
 
UNIVERSITE LAVAL
 
DIVISION DES ACQUISTIONS
 
PAVILLON BONENFANT
 
CITE UNIVERSITAIRE9 QUEBEC
 
CANADA G1K 7P4
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 017-703-012966
 
UNIVERSITY OF GUELPH
 
LIBRARY
 
ACaUISITIDNS SECTION
 
GUELPH, ONTARIO
 
CANADA NIG 2W1
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 017-703-013527
 
UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA
 
INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
50 COLLEGE LANE
 
OTTAWAvONTARIO
 
CANADA TIN 6N5 

http:PF=VVBOR2PF.PF
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REQUESTOR NO: 017-70.3-013734 
SULLEY GERIBO
 
4308 EADY COURT
 
GLOUCESTER ,ONTARIO
 
CANADA KlJ 8X6
 

R7QUESTOR 
NO: 317-7r3-014311
 
U.IVERSITE 
LAVAL
 
CENTRE SAHEL
 
PAVILLION CHARLES DE 
 AONNICK 
CITE UNIVERSITAIRE
 

QUEBEC 
CANADA GiK 7P4 

REQUESTOR 
NO: 130-002-013379
 

WORLD BANK
 
1818 H. STREETN.W.
 
ROOM G1055 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20433
 
USA
 

REgUESTOR NO: 
 140-002-000232
 
NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY
 
LIBRARY OF AFRICAN STUDIES
 
AFRICANA BIBLIOGRAPHER
 
EVANSTON 
 IL 60201
 
USA 

REQUESTOR 
NO: 140-002-000567
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 140-002-009253
 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
ST. PAUL CAMPUS CENTRAL LIBRARY
 
1984 BUFORD AVENUE
 
ST. 
PAUL MN 55108
 
USA
 

REQUFSTOR NO: 
 140-002-009253
 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
ST, PAUL 
CAMPUS CENTRAL LIBRARY
 
1984 BUFORD AVENUE
 
ST, PAUL MN 55108
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 140-002-009253
 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
 
ST. PAUL CAMPUS CENTRAL LIBRARY
 
1984 BUFORD AVENUE 
ST* PAUL MN 55108
 
USA
 

http:PF"VVBOR2PF.PF
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REQUESTORS FOR 
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DOCUMENT
 

REOUESTOR NO: 
 140-002-010840
 
AFRICANA
 
NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
 
EVANSTON 
 IL 60201
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR 
NO: 140"OC2-U11
 
3 0G
,3RTHERN 
ILLNOIS UNIVERSITY
 

)EPARTMENT OF 
POLITICAL
 
SCIENCE
 

JEKALB 
 IL 60115
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 140-002-013690
 
UNIVERSITY CF 
MARYLAND
 
JFFICE OF 
INTERNATIONAL
 
PROGRAMS
 
1109 SYMONS HALL
 
COLLEGE PARK 
 MD 20742
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 140-002-014228
 
PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY
 
PATTEE LIBRARY
 
SERIALS RECORDS
 
UNIVERSITY PARK 
 PA 16802
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 140-002-014237
 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY
 
DEPARTMENT OF RANGE 
SCIENCE
 
RANGE MANAGEMENT LIBRARY
 
NRB 110
 
LOGAN 
UT 84322-5230
 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 140-002-014332
 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
 
ROOM 3028
 
MCCARTHY 
HALL
 
GAINESVILLE 
FL 32611
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR 
NO: 140-002-014368
 
UNIVERSITY OF 
ARIZONA
 
UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
 
GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS DEPARTMEN"
 
rucsON 
AZ 85721
 
USA
 

http:PF=VVB(R2PF.PF
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REQUESTORS FOR DOCUMENT
 

REQUESTOR NO: 14i-002-014495
 
TULANE UNIVERSITY IEDICAL 
CENTER
 
JEJPARTMENT OF BIOSTATISTICS 
AND
 
•-PIDE IIOLOGY,1430 TULANE 
AVENUE
 
SCHOOL OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND
 
TROPICAL MEDICINE
 
NEW ORLEANS LA 70112
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 14G-002-014844
 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
 
GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS DEPARTMENT
 
UNIVERSITY LIBRARY 
DAVIS CA 95616
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 140-002-014897
 

R£.IUESTOR NO: 140-002-015157
 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY
 
RANGE SCIENCE DEPARTMENT
 
NR 210
 
NR BUILDING
 
LOGAN UT 84322-523C
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 150-002-008963
 

REQUESTOR NO: 150-492-008963
 
UN CENTRE FOR 
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
DOCUMENTATION & PUBLICATIONS OFFICER
 
MARUNOUCHI 2-4-7
 
NAKA-KU
 

NAGOYA 460
 
JAPAN
 

REQUESTOR NO: 160-002-014203
 
TECHNOLUGY MANAGEMENT GROUP
 
743 GRAMATAN AVENUE
 
MT. VERNON NY 10552
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 160-002-014725
 
PUBLISHERS SERVICES INC.
 
5437 CREEPING HAMMOCK DRIVE
 
SARASOTA FL 33581
 
USA
 

REQUESTOR NO: 160-002-015651
 
CONSERVATION INTERNATIONAL
 
1015 18TH STREET NW
 
10TH FLOOR
 
WASHINGTON 
 DC 20036
 
USA
 

http:PF=VVBOR2PF.PF
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REQUESTOR NO: 
 170-002-007835
 
WILLIAM CARLSON
 
4620 BUTTERWORTH PLACE, NW
 
JASHINGTON 
 DC 20016
 
USA
 

ReQUESTDR NO: 170-002-01 3 167 
COL.i;4AIA UNIVERSITY 
410 AVERY HALL
 
NEW YORK NY 10027
 
USA 

REQUESTOR 
NO: 170-002-015642
 
IJOMA I EGEDA
 
5229 KENLIWORTH AVENUE
 
HYATTESVILLE 
 MD 20781
 
USA 

REQUESTOR NO: 
 219-002-013482
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SELECTED CHI-SQUARE TABLES FOR UTILIZATION VARIABLES
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--- -----
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---------------------------------

G-1
 

Table 1
 

Crosstabulation: 
 QIA 
 TYPE OF REPORT USER

By Q13 
 EXAMPLE OF LEARNING OR USING REPORTS
 

Q13-> 
 Count ILEARNED 
ACTION IRESEARCHIJNO 
 fLRow
Tot Pct ONLY 
 EXAMPLE Total
QIA 

TARGETED 
 1 8 1 56 10.4 
 1 2820.0 15.0 10.0 25.0 70.0 

-
 ---...-------

REQUESToR 
 3 I 3 0 4I .2 
 127.5 7.5 i0.0 
 5.0 30.0
-
 --+ -------- +Column i 9 
 8 12 40
Total 27.5 
 22.5 20.0 
 30.0 100.0
 

Chi-Square D.F. 
 Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5
 

2.62626 
---


3 .4529 
 2.400 
 4 OF 8 ( 50.0%)
 
Statistic 
 Value Significance
 

Cramer's V 
 .25624
 

Number nf Missing Observations 0
 



--------------------------------- 

------- 

---------------

---------------
-------- 

------------ -------- 
-------------------

----------------------- ----- ------------

G-2 

Table 2
 

Crosstabulation: 
 QIB 
 TOPIC OF REPORTS
 
By Q13 
 EXAMPLE OF LEARNING OR USING REPORTS
 

Q13-> 
 Count ILEARNED 
ACTION IRESEARCHINO

Tot Pct JONLY j I 

QIB CI EXAMPL I Row 
+ Total
DEV. MGT. 
 3 5 J 1J
7.5 102.5 12.5 2.5 25.0S+-------+-------

HIGHER AGRIC. ED +----------------+.2 10. I 101.3 

1 5.0 10.0 2.5 7.5 
 25.0
 

+-------+---------WOMEN IN DEV. +-------------41 1 1 4 10
10.0 
 2.5 
 2.5 10.0 
 25.0
 

I 
 +---------
RURAL IRRIG. 10

25 10.0 25.0 

Column 
 ii 
 8 12
Total 27.5 22.5 
9 40
20.0 
 30.0 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5
 

12.00000 
 9 
 .2133 
 2.000 
 16 OF 16 (100.0%)
 
Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance
 

-
 -m
 

Cramer's V .31623
 

Number of Missing Observations = 0 



---------

------ --- -- ----------- -------- ------------------

G-3
 

Table 3
 

Crosstabulation: 
 QIC ORGANIZATIONAL AFFILIATION OF RESPONDENT
 
By Q8 
 !NFLUENCE OF REPORTS ON RESPONDENTS
 

Q8-> Count ENLIGHT- ACTION ENLIGHT. NO NE Row
Tot c ENMENT ONLY I& ACTION Total
 
QiC ------------------------------ 4----------------A. I.D. 6 1 4 1 2 13 

15.0 10.0 j 2.5 5.0 j32.5S+-----------------------+----------------
UNIV/ACAD. 5 I 13 0 

12.5 2.5 2.5 
 7.5 25.0
+12.5++ 

OTHER ORGAN. 
 j 8 1 j.1 1620.0 17.5 2.5 40.0
 
+---------------- +NONE OF ABOVE I 1 1 

SI 1 2.5 2.5
 
+---------------

Column 19 12 
---- - -

3 
 6 40
Total 47.5 
 30.0 7.5 
 15.0 100.0
 

Chi-Square D.F. 
 Significance 
 Min r.F. Cells with E.F.< 5
 

-


12.06866 
 9 .2095 
 .075 14 OF 16 
(87.5%)
 

Statistic 
 Value Significance
 

Cramer's V 
 .31713
 

Number of Missing Observations = 0 



---- -------- ----

------------ ----------

------------ -----------

-------- --- ------------ -------- 
------------------

---------------------------------

G-4
 

Table 4
 

Crosstabulation: 
 Q8 
 INFLUENCE OF REPORTS ON RESPONDENT

By Q20A WHAT RESPONDENT LEARNED ABOUT TOPIC AREA
 

Q20A-> 
 Count iCONVERS. NOT I Row
 
Tot Pct
Q8 -- ICONVERS. Total
 

QENLIGHTENME~NT 

7 f 118
1 17.9 1 28.2 1 46.2
 

ACTION 
 ONLY 

12.8 17.97 30.8122I 


ENLIGHT. 
& ACTIO 
 .2 2.3 1
5.1 2.6 
 7.7
 

NONE 3 6 
7.7 
 7.7 
 15.4
 

Column 17 22 39
Total 
 43.6 
 56.4 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5 

.92981 
 3 
 .8182 
 1.308 
 4 OF 8 ( 50.0%)
 
Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance
 

Cramer's V 
 .154,41 

Number of Missing Observations = 1 



--------------------- -------------------

-------- --- ----------- --------- 
------------------

----------------------- ----- ------------

G-5
 

Table 5 
Crosstabulation: 
 Q7B 
 USE EXTENSIVELY IN PROGRAM
 

By Q8 
 INFLUENCE OF REPORTS ON RESPONDENT
 

Q7B 

Q8-> Count 
Tot Pct 

JENLIGHT- ACTIONfENMENT ONLY 

--

IENLIGHT. NONE 
& ACTION 

Ro 
I Total 
. 

YE 3. 
7.5 .15.0 75 

30.01
300 

NO 23 16 15. 3 28 
4oo0.0 0 7.5 7.5 70.. 

Column 
 19 
 .2 
 3 
 6 40
Total 
 47.5 
 30.0 
 7.5 15.0 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 


6.54135 
 3 
 .0880 
 .900 5 OF 8 ( 62.5%)
 

Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance
 

Cramer's V 
 .40439 

Number of Missing Observations = 0 

5 



---------------------------------

--------- ---- ---------- -------- 
------------------

--------------------- ----- ------------

G-6
 

Table 6 

Crosstabulation: 
 Q7B USE EXTENSIVELY IN PROGRAM

By Q13 
 EXAMPLE OF HAVING LEARNED OR USED REPORT
 

QT3-> Count LEARNED 1ACTION RESEARCHINO 
 IRowTot Pct OLYTotalQ7B
YES --- ---------------------------------------5 3 3 I 12 

12.5 7-.-5 7.5 
 2.5 30.0
 
N6. .5 .. 2815.0 15.0 12.5 2715 1 70.0 

Column 
 ii 9
Total 27.5 8 12 40
22.5 20.0 
 30.0 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5
 

4.19553 
 3 
 .2411 
 2.400 
 4 OF 8 ( 50.0%)
 
Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance
 

Cramer's V .32386 

Number of Missing Observations = 0 



-------------------------

------------------------------------

------- -- ----------------------------

----------------------- ----- ------------

G-7 

Table 7 

Crosstabulation: 
 Q7E READ SECTIONS RELEVANT TO PROJECT AREAS
By Q8 
 INFLUENCE OF REPORTS ON RESPONDENT
 

Q8-> Count jENLIGHT- ACTION IENLIGHT. NONE RowTot Pct JENMENT JONLY 
 I& ACTION 
 I Total

Q7E 


YES .7.ll. 
 1 2
27.5 17.5 5. 0 0 60.0 

NO 

20.0 12,5 

5 2 1j6.
2.5 5.0 40.6 

Column 
 19 12
Total 47.5 30.0 3 6 40
7.5 15.0 100.0
 

Chi-Sauare 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5
 
- -

.21564 
 3 
 .9750 
 1.200 
 5 OF 8 ( 62.5%)
 

Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance
 

Cramer's V .07342
 

Number of Missing Observations = 0 



-----------------------------

----------

----- --- --- ----------- -------- 
------------------

---------------------------------

G-8 

Table 8 

Crosstabulation: 
 Q7E READ SECTIONS RELEVANT TO PROJECT AREAS
By Q13 
 EXAMPLE OF LEARNING OR USING REPORTS
 

Q13-> Count fLEARNED 

Tot Pct 

JACTION RESEARCH NoJ RowONLY 
 EYAMPLE 
 Total
Q7E 
 -+ 

YES l 11 4 2 I 7 24 

27.5 I 10.0 jNo 5.0 17.5 60.0I I ° I+-----------+-------------+---
NO 
 5 156
12.5 15.0 12.5

5b 16
40.0
+-- +-------------4------------

Column 
 ii 9 8
Total 27.5 12 40
22.5 20.0 
 30.0 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5 

12.33796 3 
 .0063 
 3.200 
 5 OF 8 ( 62.5%)
 

Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance 

Cramer's V .55538 

Number of Missing Observations = 0 



---------------------------- ----------

------------------------------
------------------------------------------

-------------------- ---- ------------ -------- ------------------

----------------------- ----- ------------

G-9 

Table 9 

Crosstabulation: 
 Q8 
 INFLUENCE OF REPORTS ON RESPONDENT
 
By Q9F 
 RELEVANCY TO SITUATION OF RESPONDENT
 

Q9F-> Count 
 IPOOR OKAY GOOD IGREAT RowTot PctI
 
Q8 - --------------------------------------------


ENIHTNEN.53. 

2.5 197.5 
 22.5 
 15.0 
 47.5 

-. ---- ----- -- ----4- - -  - - -4 7.5
ACTION ONLY 
 4 04 
 1 12 
1 1i0.0 0 0 I0.30.0
 

ENLIGHT. 
& ACT. 

5.1.
2 
 3
 
5.0 2.5 7.5
NONE
 

Column 
 2 10 
 17 
 11
Total 
 5.0 25.0 42.5 
40
 

27.5 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5
 

8.43869 
 9 
 .4906 
 .150 13 OF 16 ( 81.2%)
 
Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance
 

Cramer's V .26518
 

Number of Missing Observations = 0 

http:ENIHTNEN.53


----------------- ---------------------

----------- ----------------------------

--------- --- ----------- -------- 
------------------

------------------------ ----- ------------

G-10
 

Table 10 
Crosstabulation: 
 Q9F 
 RELEVANCY TO SITUATION OF RESPONDENT


By Q13 EXAMPLE OF HAVING LEARNED OR USED REPORT 

Q13-> Count 
Tot Pct 

IjLEARNED
IONLY 

1ACTION IRESEARCHINOS~~ LEIRw oa 

Q9FPOOR --
P11 2 

OKAY 

GOOD 

4 

ioo 

10.0 
4 

I 2. 

7.5 
.3 

1 1 

2.52.0'f 

2.5 
.3 

5.0 
-7 

10 
5. 

2510 
17 

GREAT 7.72 7.42 
 11
 
7.5 5.0 10.0 5.0 27.5 

Column ii 9 8 12 40Total 
 27.5 
 22.5 
 20.0 
 30.0 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5
 

6.64692 
 9 
 .6738 
 .400 15 OF 16 ( 93.8%)
 

Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance
 

Cramer's V 
 .23535 
Number of Missing Observations = 0 



---- -----------

------------------

----------

------ ----------- -------- ------------------

----------------------- ----- ------------

G-11 

Crosstabulation: Q9E 
By Q8 

Table 11 

REPORTS HAVE APPROPRIATE LENGTH 
INFLUENCE OF REPORTS ON RESPONDENT 

Q8-> Count IENLIGHT- ACTION Row
ENLIGHT. NONE 

Tot Pct JENMENT ONLY 
 I& ACTION 
 Total
 

Q9E--- ------ - --- --------------------POOR 11 

SI 2.7 j 1 2.7 
OKAY+------------+---------------4 

11 8.Y 1 18.98.1 .1 
 2.7 18.9 

GODV 3 10435.1 10.8 19
5.4 51.4+------------------------------------

GREAT 

2
8.13 12

8.1 5.4 1 105.4 1 27.0 

Column 
 19 11 2 
 5 37
Total 51.4 
 29.7 5.4 
 13.5 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5
 

11.10088 
- -- ---


9 .2689 
 .054 13 OF 16 ( 81.3%)
 

Statistic 
 Value Significance
 

Cramer's V 
 .31624 

Number of Missing Observations = 3 



-------------------------------------------

----- ----------------------------------------------------

-------------------- ----- ------------

G-12
 

Table 12
 

Crosstabulation: 
 Q9E 
 REPORTS HAVE APPROPRIATE LENGTH

By Q13 
 EXAMPLE OF LEARNING OR USING RErORTS
 

Q13-> Count A C T I O N
ILEARNED 
 IRESEARCH NO
Tot Pct jONLY I 
Row 

Q9E I 1EXAMPL- ----------------------------------------- I Total
 
POOR 1 .
 1
 

_ 2.7 


I II I 
2.7
 

OKAY37 

1 8.1 2.71 
 I 8.1 18.9
G O D 
 4 - - - - - - - -- -- -- ----------------- + 

10.8 13.5 13.5 13.5 51.4
 

GREAT 
 1 83 .3 .3
2.7 10
1 8.1 
 8.1 27.0
 
Column 9 9 
 8 11 37
 
Total 
 24.3 24.3 21.6 
 29.7 100.0
 

Chi-Square 
 D.F. Significance 
 Min E.F. 
 Cells with E.F.< 5
 

7.99239 
 9 
 .5349 
 .216 15 OF 16 ( 93.8%)
 
Statistic 
 Value 
 Significance
 

Cramer's V 
 .26833 

Number of Missing Observations = 3 


