Part 1
Introduction

1.1 Abstract

This document reviews the interim findings from Phase 1 of a Department
for International Development (DFID) funded project (R7127) concerning
thedevel opment of practical guidelinesfor research dissemination strategies.
Resultsfrom areview of literature, case study analysisand interviews with
key informants are discussed.

A total of 32 documents were examined in the literature review and
discussion hasbeen summarised accordingto rel evant themes. Four selected
case studies are presented to highlight both effective and less effective
approaches to research dissemination, and the findings also draw on inter-
views with key research contractor staff involved in managing research
projects for DFID and other donor agencies. Discussion of the key issues
arising from analysis of these three activities is presented. The findings
conclude with recommendations for Phase 2 of the project.

The purpose of Phase 1 isto understand current thinking and approaches
to dissemination of research as adopted by sector based agenciesbothin the
UK andinternationally. Thisfacilitatesaninitial analysisof commondissemi-
nation strategiesused, problemsand constrai ntsexperienced, andfactorsthat
aid effectivedissemination. Thisinturnisusedto providetentativeguidance
for research contractors and DFID alike for dissemination of projects.

1.2 Methodology
Methodologically, avariety of techniques(both quantitativeand qualitative)
were employed during Phase 1.

For the literature review, a mix of document types were searched at the
WEDC Resources Centre, including published project reports, books, aca-
demic and professional journals, conference papers and grey literature
sources. Electronic databases were searched using selected keywords to
collate relevant referencesfor inclusion in the review. The critical database
on dissemination related issues was found to be the Social Science Citation
Index (years1990-98), although other databases, including ArticleFirst, Net
First, and Contents First were tried.



The case studies presented in this document seek to pose questions about
howand why variousresearch contractorsapproach dissemination. A multiple
casestudy approachwas adopted, with emphasisonliteral replication sothat
corroboratory evidence could enhance the analytical generalizations drawn
from the studies.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 13 key informants as a
means to understand how individual research contractors approached
dissemination of research outputs. Inthemajority of casesthoseinterviewed
were personnel from UK based organizations (in 11 cases), although aone
day visit to the IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre (IRC) inthe
Netherlands permitted accessto valuable non-UK perspectives on dissemi-
nation.

A picture of previous and current dissemination strategies employed by
DFID research contractors was compiled by consulting with a series of
ENGKAR bid documents. The dissemination pathways employed in each
document were recorded and compared. Due to limited access to these
documents at DFID Headquartersin London, the analysis presented hereis
based on the bid documents from three research contractors.

E-mail correspondence with the information officers of various sector
agenciesand other contactsbasedin Switzerland, theNetherlands, Colombia,
Tanzania, Sri Lanka and Zimbabwe helped provide a broader input to the
research.



Part 2
Literature review

Key points

Information and knowledge tends to stay where it is generated.
Hence the need for more effective dissemination strategies for
research

A critical challenge isto improve the accessihility of research, not
only in terms of its physical availability but also in terms of user
comprehension

It isrecognised that the linear, unidirectional model of information
flow lackscredibility. Interactivity, feedback andthecentral position
of usersin dissemination need to be stressed

Reliance onasingleresearch output will rarely meet the needsof all
target audiences; researchers shoul d produce more than onekind of
output, and disseminate it through a variety of mediato maximise
exposure

Theimportance of intermediaries asinterpreters of research results
iscritical for the adaptation of findingsto the local context

Support to active research networks and the creation of new ones,
especialy thosethat cut acrossintellectud or institutional boundaries,
isto be encouraged (Platt, 1987: 196)

The main barriersto improving dissemination are ones of time and
institutional (dis)incentives acting on the researcher

Notall researchershavethewill or theskillsto beactivedisseminators
themselves, butif donor agencieswishtoseemoreactivedissemination
they might influence this by the way they distribute their resources



» Therearemany methodol ogical problemsassociatedwithdissemination
impact. How can the impact arising from the use of a particular
dissemination pathway be disentangled from the importance and
val ue of the research findings themsel ves? How can dissemination
impact be measured?

» A key conclusion wasthat dissemination activity per se should not
be confused with the impact of the research disseminated

2.1 Publications reviewed

The review was widespread and covered a variety of document types
(published and grey literature, books, leaflets, academic and popular journal
articles). A total of 32 documents were consulted.

Withinthe WS& S sector, thereisrelatively little explicit consideration of
dissemination of research asanissueinitsown right. Typically, the sector’s
mai n preoccupation of recent yearshasbeenwithInformation, Educationand
Communication (I EC) issues, anditiswithinthesepublicationsthat di ssemi-
nation appears, although normally as a secondary issue.

Two (unexpected) outcomesfrom the review werefirstly the discovery of
several valuabledisseminationrel ated textsfocused on social policy research
produced by theDepartment of Health. In particular, work by Platt (1987) and
Richardson et a (1990) proved to be of key importance. Similarly, the
disciplines of women’'s health contributed important documents to the
review. Secondly, aparallel DFID sponsoredinitiative (managed by theMax
Lock Centre, University of Westminster), originating within the urban
planning section of Engineering Division, hasprovided useful sourcematerial.

Although thisresearch focuses on disseminationissues, itisclear that this
cannot be entirely divorced from aspects of the communication debate, and
therefore, the literature review touches on a broader spectrum of subjects
thandisseminationalone.

A list of references consulted can be found in Annex I.

2.2 Note on terminology used

In reviewing the literature, it became clear that many terms are used
inconsi stently, or meaning had been interchanged from one text to another.
Inan effort to clarify thissituation, thisdocument drawson an IRC/WSSCC
text (Gorre-Daeet al, 1994) whichincludessomeworking definitionsof key
terms:



Data: recordable facts
I nfor mation: meaningful combinations of data

K nowledge: the sum of what isknown by an individual, or about a subject.
K nowledgeiscreatedthroughtheaccumul ation of sel ecteditemsof information.
Knowledgeisinformation which has been interpreted and made concretein
thelight of theindividual’ sunderstanding of the context (World Bank, 1999)

Communication: thetransmission of data, information or knowledgebetween
two or more points.

Inthis context, dissemination relatesto the mechanisms by which datais
transmitted. Snowsill (1995) suggeststhat disseminationisanactiveconcept,
oneinwhichinformation flowsfromasourceandistargeted and tailored for
the intended audience. Lomas (1993) supports this definition of dissemina-
tion.

Throughout the document when discussing the term ‘information’, there
isan assumption that this refersto research which fallsinto one of the four
basic types of sector based information (Visscher, (1998)), including:

» Operational project and sector: relating to the progress and impact of
sector projects and programmes

» Technical: covering technol ogiesand methodol ogies

» Management:informationgeneratedfor useintheplanning, administration
and day to day operation, management, performance and evaluation of
specificinstitutions

» Public: toincrease public awarenessat global, regional and country level
about the value of WS& S.

These categories of information need not be mutually exclusive; the
important element isthat the information istailored to the needs of specific
users.

2.3 The need for improved dissemination

The importance and significance of improved sector dissemination has
been acknowledged and recognised at various international fora (Visscher,
1998; Lewando-Hundt and Al Zaroo, 1999). Two explicit examples of this
acknowledgement include the United Nations Conference on Environment



and Development (UNCED), which identified weaknesses in information
management and sought ways of improving the sharing of experiences and
dissemination of information, and Chapter 40 of Agenda 21, which argued
that all stakeholdersareusersand providersof information, thereby indirectly
emphasising the need for dissemination.

Therecognition of the central place for sector dissemination has begunto
filter down to key institutionsin the international community, who increas-
ingly advocatetheneed for relevant, timely information on availableknowl-
edgeand past experienceinthesector. TheResearch Councilsinthe UK, and
the European Commission both specify that research proposals must carry
strategiesoutlining dissemination and user engagement (L ewando-Hundt and
Al Zaroo, 1999). TheWorld Bank hasstressed theimportanceof ‘ knowledge
management’ as aguiding principle in its operations, and the 1998 World
Devel opment Report, entitled Knowl edgefor Devel opment, stressedtherole
of knowledgein advancing economicandsocial well being. Similarly, DFID’s
own White Paper on International Development echoes this new thinking
about knowledge transfer,

“Research is an important weapon in the fight against poverty. Without
research, many development interventions would fail or be much less
successful; andresearch hassignificant multiplier effects- solutionstothe
causes of poverty in one part of the developing world may well be
replicablein another. The principle of shared knowledgeisan important
component of the partner ships which are essential to development. The
gover nment seesthe continued investment in knowledge generation asa
key element in achieving its aims and objectives for international
development.” (DFID, 1997)

Furthermore, theWhite Paper recogni sestherol eof effectivecommunication,

“Much knowledgeisalready available but often it needsto be adapted to
the particular circumstances of devel oping countries. In other instances,
existing knowledge is insufficient and investment in new knowledge,
research and technology development is needed. Results need to be
communicated effectively and the conditionscreatedinwhichthey can be
implemented.”

The concept of knowledge sharing for development is not new, nor
particularly innovative, indeed many commentatorsarguethatitisavital step
intheresearch lifecycle (Hénault, 1991). Thelong standing problemisthat



the transfer of information is inherently difficult, since even those with
knowledge may not be conscious of what they know or what itssignificance
is. Because knowledge has a tendency to stay where it is generated (what
Hevey (1994) described asknowledge's* sticky’ characteristic), theneed for
improved dissemination is as critical an issue as ever. According to the
literaturereviewed, thisneedrevolvesaroundthreebroad arguments: theneed
to addressthefailureof existing policiesand methods, the need to avoid | oss
of knowledge and the need for value for money.

Sector professionals are beginning to question old orthodoxies about
research and its place in international development, and indirectly are
guestioning the efficacy of existing policiestowardsdi ssemination of sector
knowledge. Mutter (1998:1), reflecting on how the Habitat Agenda was
disseminated, poses asimple but provocative hypothesis,

‘That far too large a proportion of the research that is undertaken in the
field of Urbanization...remainsfar tooinaccessibletothepeoplethat really
need to be ableto make use of it in thefield'.

Assuming this premise to be true, the author questions the need for more
research, and argues that increased emphasis should be placed on new
mechanisms for knowledge transfer and the measurement of the success of
itsimplementation in the field. Similar comments are recorded by the Max
L ock Centre (1998) when describing theinadequacy of the current research
communication process,

“...thetransfer, aswell asthe creation, of knowledgeiscritical, thoughit
is often seen as an additional and optional extra and, at worst, is not
considered at all.”

Accordingly, much of theresearch produced through programmes such as
ENGKARSisunavailableto the poor or those agencieswho represent them.
Walt (1994:234) in adiscussion of how research influences policy states,

“...both the research community and policy makers accept that much
research communication, whether through reportsto sponsorsor funders
or through scholarly journals, isesoteric, opaque and unclear.”

This point is supported by the Max Lock Centre (1998) who argue that
exi sting mediaand di sseminati on pathwayshave provedinadequateto thetask



of wider transmission of researchfindings. Publications, radioandtelevision
responses, videos, manned enquiry services, even when successful hardly
make a discernibleimpact on the development needs of the poor. New uses
of existing media, and new methods of delivering research will need to be
developed if the impact of research on development is to be adequately
assessed. For the benefits of research in development to be appreciated, the
failure of existing approachesto sector communication need to be urgently
addressed.

Box 1: Importance of dissemination

The more local the research topic is set and developed, the better the chance that
the research results will be disseminated to people who will put them in practice.
An example is the unique Netherlands Development Assistance supported
multidisciplinary long-term research programmes for development. Since 1992
scientists in Nicaragua, Bolivia, Mali, Uganda, Tanzania, Vietnam, India and
Bangladesh were given the freedom to set and implement their own research
agenda with Dutch funding. The only condition was that the research had to aim at
poverty alleviation. The research scientists in combination with policy makers and
people at the grassroots level decide the research topics. An autonomous steering
group decides how the research will be implemented and how it will be
disseminated.

In some countries this demand driven, multidisciplinary research on poverty
alleviation has worked so well, that governments now involve these research
programmes in policy development. In the massive floods in Bangladesh, for
instance, the local research team sent researchers to the stations, harbours and
slums of Dhaka, Chittagong and other cities to find out if the floods were driving
many villagers into towns. This information was shared with organizations dealing
with relief work in the cities as well as those which helped in the villages. The
Research programme brought NGO’s together to identify systematically which
families needed relief assistance. This happened in 20,000 of the 68,000 villages
in the country. The local researchers also checked if the assistance reached and if
it was distributed fairly.

The programme also researched the situation of people who could not repay loans
in time, because of the floods. This information was tabled in the consultation with
government, banks, aid agencies and donors. In Kerala, India, local researchers
work together with municipalities. They published in Malayalam a hand book for
elected local leaders, stressing their duties and rights. Together with local training
courses this contributes to better local decision making.

In Bolivia, Bangladesh, Nicaragua, Tanzania and Vietnam the multidisciplinary
research programmes publish their research results in newsletters. In Nicaragua
members of parliament are among the subscribers. In Bangladesh the
researchnewsletter is also published in a popular magazine. In all eight countries
the programme has contributed to strengthening of local research capacities.



Snowsill (1995) touches on the second argument; the need to avoid | oss of
knowledge through inadequate research dissemination. Although much
information gained through research may beaccurateandrelevant, itisonits
own, of littleor no use. Without further action to disseminatetheinformation
from research effectively, the knowledge gained from it may belost. Hamdi
and Kalra (1998) reinforce this point by arguing that although there are
substantial volumesof knowledge on sustai nabledevel opment embodiedina
variety of manuals, guidelines, databases etc, the challenge for research
contractors is to make this knowledge more broadly accessible to commu-
nitiesand civil organizationsinaformthatiseasily understood, simpletouse,
and practical.

A strong argument for the need for improved research dissemination,
focusing onthe need to maximisevaluefor money, ismadeby Hevey (1984).
Inmany spheres, government hasinvested (over several years) largeamounts
of money in practice oriented research with theaim of devel oping guidelines
for best practice, or to create databases for informed, rational decision
making. However, there is a worrying low level of research awareness
amongst sector stakeholders, despite this investment. Policy decisions are
frequently taken despite the existence of relevant research findings, and
practitioners, for whom much practice oriented research isdesigned, seldom
hear about it. In his study of the dissemination of research within social
services departments in the UK, Stapleton (1983) builds on the value for
money argument. Many millions of pounds are invested in social services
research per year, leading to thousands of research projects, yet the results
of thework tend not to surface beyond particular (local) context inwhichthe
project was commissioned. Hence much of its usefulness and value is
wasted.

An analysis of the literature on the need for improved dissemination
indi catesthat the production of research outputs shoul d not continuewithout
acritical consideration of itsvalue, usefulness and impact. Attention to the
effective dissemination of research in order to realize its true potential and
benefitsfor fellow researchers, academics, policy makers and practitioners
istherefore central to development.

2.4 Research dissemination process

The process of disseminating research has received various theoretical
interpretations. Much of theliterature reviewed emphasises different * mod-
els' for this process, which are briefly discussed here.

Visscher (1998) identifies three basic components to the ‘ conventional’,
linear model of information transfer:



« Information producers: relate to individuals or organizations which
create or produce information (research institutes, NGO's, government
institutions, etc). Much of thedevel opment orientedinformationwhichis
produced originates in Northern based institutions. Dietvorst (1994)
estimates that 94 per cent of IRC’s basic publication list is published by
Northern based institutions and 88 per cent of these authors are from
industrialised countries. An obvious constraint to the model isthat much
of the information is producer, not user focused.

« Information media: constitute many different dissemination pathways,
including newsletters, data banks, training courses, exhibitions, radio,
television and the I nternet.

« Information users: comprise a diverse range of groups with a broad
cross-section of interests. According to the conventional, linear model of
information transfer, information users are effectively passiverecipients
of information.

Othersrecogniseasimilarly rigid, linear model to research dissemination.
The Max Lock Centre (1998) describe three steps including knowledge
generation, knowledgeoutput and knowledgetransfer. ITDG (1998) propose
asimplified model of information flow between the original sources of the
information and the end users. In all three cases, the assumption underlying
the models is that dissemination is a one way process, top-down from
specialists in the sector to a passive and grateful audience. A visua
comparison of these different modelsis provided in Figure 1 below.

Thekey considerationwiththoseconventional model sisthat theeffectiveness
of the processis only as strong as the weakest link in the linear chain. In
reality, themodel sareonly approximationsof thedi ssemination process, and
information flows are typically more complex. Increasingly, contemporary
thinkinginthesector (Kingetal, 1998; Eraut, 1994) hasstressed information
transfer asaninteractiveprocess, requiring atwo-way exchangeof information,
knowledgeand experience. DeJong (1999) providesfurther insightsintothis
process by describing an example of changing roles. The researcher may
begin as a user of information (in identification of a project). Following
compilation and analysis, their role changes to one of provider through
disseminationof findings. Finally, theresearcher becomesauser of information
again when feedback is incorporated into project outputs. Mutter (1998)
supportsthisidea by arguing that |earning from the experience of othersin
order to define and identify requirements for development has become a
central theme of knowledge transfer locally.
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Therevised mode of disseminationrecogni sesthecomplexity anddiversity
of the communication process, one in which there are a variety of roles
performed, where feedback is incorporated into transfer and where lateral
connectionsandknowledgediffusionat al level stakeplace(seel TDG model

in Figure 2).

Max Lock Centre Visscher (1998) ITDG (simplified)

Knowledge generation Information providers Source

v

Information provider

Knowledge output Information media ‘

Resource centre

v

Local or national
project

v

Implementing
organisation

v

Field or extension
workers

v

End users

Knowledge transfer Information users

Figure 1. Comparison of conventional research dissemination models
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CHEC et al (1998) develop this contemporary model of dissemination
further with their emphasis on the ‘community learning’ process. The
community learning approach stressesfive key elements:

» Theinformation to be communicated: must be suited to the needs of
the community. While communities hold intimate knowledge of what
aready exists, whatisrequiredandwhat will work, specialistintermediaries
can supply particular technical and non-technical information that is
needed.

« The identity of users: key representative groups act as activists in
community projects, operating asachannel forinformationand resources.
Who these people are, and how representative they are will affect the
outcome of the learning process.

« Theidentity of the disseminator: government, NGO, donor workers
may act astrainers and educators. Existing channels of communication
need to be strengthened, and community based capacity building should
be stressed. The identity of disseminators may encourage or alienate a
community depending on the associ ations attached to the person / groups
involved.

» Howthedissemination processwor ks: disseminators need to know not
only what information isto be disseminated, but how it should be given.
Community learning canoccur throughinterpersonal communication, by
‘learningthroughdoing’ training, or by informal andtraditional channels.
M ethods of communication need to be assessed to ensure that users are
not alienated by the process.

« Where the learning takes place: focusing on ‘place’ in the learning
process.

Thisapproachisincorporatedintheconcept of thecommunity learningand
information centres (CLIC’s). By focusing on the where learning occursin
the community, CHEC et al havegiventhought to the placeinwhich usersof
researchwill learnabout itsfindings, aperspectivewhichisfrequently lacking
in thinking on dissemination. The concept of CLIC involves the use of
community based focal points (such as street, bars, homes, schools, health
clinics, libraries etc) for training and information dissemination, where low
incomecommunitiescan accessarangeof informationonasustainablebasis,
serving as a ‘one-stop shop’ that meets the diverse needs of communities.
Development of CLIC's depends crucially on a thorough analysis of the

12



Media:
- personal
contact
Information sources, e.g. DFID ENGKAR research - paper
- electronic
I} a / J J
.| Intermediary, specialist communicator, information |
provider e.g. specialist journal
Specific, .
e.g. technical aw:ri:ler;gs of
Information specific target
groups
Resource centres
e.g. library ‘
[
Specialist L
> Develop.menl Practitioners communicators
agencies e.g. artisans,
technicians...
A
Local media:
- newspapers
e.g. exchange e.g. experiential - radio
visits learning, - community
training, theatre
demonstration -TV
T y
— USERS - information diffusion amongst users
Small audience Big audience
Specific General
information information
Figure 2. Information flow model (after ITDG)

learning needs and resources of the community, its location (determining
accessibility), ownership (determining operation and use), design (determin-
ing activities) and management.

I n studying thedissemination of informationtothepolicy level, Lewando-
Hundt and Al Zaroo (1999) cite Crosswaiteand Curtice’'s(1993) typol ogy of
four dissemination model's, comprising:
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Therational model: makinginformationavailableissufficientforittobe
incorporated into policy making process

The limestone model: Richardson et a (1990) argue that the rational
model rarely occurs and that in fact research findings tend to infiltrate
policy making in the same way that water trickles down through porous
rock, circuitously and gradually

Thegadfly model: emphasi sesthe dissemination of research asmuch as
the research itself so that there are meetings to feedback results to an
advisory group, media, and funders

The insider model: researchers exploit links within government or
international agencies and are able to adapt the presentation of research
findingsto specific policy making audiences

All the modelslisted in this section do not give detailed guidance on what

mediawould be best to used to disseminate information. Thisis considered
below in section 2.5.

Irrespective of the conceptual framework which guides dissemination,

Snowsill (1995) argues that dissemination of research is a process which
incorporates four key elements for consideration:

Resear ch obj ectives: thereisaneed to determinewhether dissemination
is part of the research objectives. How and to whom findings are
disseminated is dependent on the purpose for which theinformation will
be used, i.e., the research objectives.

Dissemination isfrequently dictated by the funding and other resources
left after the project hasfinished. But resourcesfor dissemination should
be dictated by the type of dissemination needed, rather than vice versa.
Theimplication of thisistoincorporatedisseminationfromthebeginning
of the research, and to be aware of possible target groups.

Audience: information should not berestricted only to policy makersand
other sector professionals. An important first question is, ‘Who do you
want the findings to reach? since how the information is disseminated
depends on how that information will be used by that audience. Deciding
on specific audiences goes back to the purposefor which theinformation
will be used.

Communication: when planning dissemination of researchfindings, two
issuesneedto beconsidered (i) the presentation of materials, and (ii) how
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the materials are accessed by the peopleto whom they are most rel evant.
Research findings need to be adapted to thelocal normsand val ues; they
may heed to be disseminated to quite different audiences. Appropriate
presentation is key if the findings are actually to be read; reports which
only comprise pages of dense text are often not the best way to
communicateresults. Thecritical aspect isto maintain abalance between
conciseness and comprehensiveness.

Effectiveness. measuring effectiveness is not simple, since what is
definedas‘ good’ disseminationmay besubject tovariation. Effectiveness
may be related to the implementation of a policy or simply receiving a
report, but without a clear paradigm for a dissemination strategy, it is
difficulttoknow whereto begintheeval uation process. Possiblequestions
to beasked when eval uating disseminationinclude: Whowereyoutrying
toreach?Didyoureachthem?What weretheconsequencesof disseminating
the information Can the dissemination process be improved?

Box 2: Sector resource centres

The availability and access of objective information is a crucial aspect in informed
decision making (Visscher,1998). Information has to be close to the user and
users need to be assisted to ensure they can access the information they really
need without going through a laborious review process. IRC have identified Sector
Resource Centres that operate through a network of centres as a way of achieving
this objective. A typical resource centre would have a number of key roles,
including:

Acting as a knowledge broker and clearing house for sector information

Sharing experience with other resource centres

Constituting a sector memory in a country or region where they operate as they
will store available information in a retrievable way

Supporting innovation by linking in to applied research and innovative training
Encouraging and helping other sector institutions to comply with their social
mission and adopt the changes that are needed to improve sector
performance

A number of organizations in the WS&S sector are already working in this manner,
such as CINARA in Cali, Colombia; NETWAS in Nairobi, Kenya. Others such as
CREPA and ESTHER/EIER, Burkina Faso; Sarvodya, Sri Lanka and NEWAH, Nepal
are growing into these types of centres. Some of these are involved as partner
organizations in the MANAGE dissemination project.

The development of a resources centre network as described is an important way
in which supply and demand of sector based information can be matched.
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2.5 Dissemination media

2.5.1 Media variety
Thereisaconsensusintheliterature onthe need to employ awidevariety of
media for dissemination (Snowsill, 1995; Stapleton, 1983; Richardson,
1990)), sincetheoptimummediachoiceislikely to bedependent onthetarget
audience and purpose and nature of the message (all of which vary).

Although the list of potential media is extensive, ranging from verbal
communicationtechniquestovirtual librariesaccessiblethroughthel nternet
(seesection 2.5.3 onmediatypology), there hasbeen undue emphasisplaced
on disseminating research findings via the written word, even though this
mediuminitself isnot themost eff ectivemeansof communication (Stapleton,
1983). A rangeof mediatypes, drawing ontheoral and visual communication
traditions, need to be employed. Conferences, seminars, workshops and
other formsof interpersonal communication held on national or regional basis
add valueindifferent waysto dissemination; they providean opportunity for
researchers to meet and exchange information, to provide ongoing mutual
support and advice, to encourage collaborative proj ectsinvolving morethan
oneauthority, to formulate new areasfor future research and to act asafocus
for the wider dissemination of research previously undertaken.

Similarly, little effective use hasto date been made of visual techniques of
dissemination, such as film or video, or of mediums such as role play or
theatre.

2.5.2 Media appropriateness

Appropriatemediafor disseminationisarecurringthemeintheliterature. Walt
(1994) echoes many authorswhen arguing that thefirst dissemination action
attheend of aprojectistypically thewriting of papersfor journals. Although
there may be strong incentives for this, the role of the journal in providing
broad based dissemination is limited. Much research is not written in an
accessible form for non-experts.

The media chosen for dissemination should always meet the needs of the
specificaudiencetargeted, and withinthe medium sel ected, language shoul d
be unambiguous, clear and accessible (Snowsill, 1995). For anon-technical
audience, technical languageandjargon frequently leadsto misunderstanding
and misinterpretation. The use of appropriate |anguage becomes especially
important if communication between different sectorsisto be effective.

TheWorld Bank (1999:133) reinforcesthe need for appropriate packaging
of information, and argues that adapting knowledge is critical because,
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“...0ne size often does not fit all. In many cases, if knowledge is to be
effective, it needsto belocally created or recreated, domestically owned
andinternalised.”

A variety of outputs, such as short policy briefings, practitioner oriented
recommendations or checklists, and technical outputs for the research
community are the logical steps from this debate on appropriateness.

2.5.3 Media typology

Theselection of dissemination pathwaysmay reflect the particular institu-
tional biasand ‘mind-set’ of an organization, rather than an analysis of the
relationship between product, target group and media. The following table
representssomeof thecommon, formalised di ssemi nati on pathway's (adapted
from Max Lock Centre, 1988) although others can no doubt be identified.

A comparison of the relative advantages and disadvantages of these
pathwaysisincludedin Annex V.

Thereisconsiderabledebateintheliteratureconcerningtherelativemerits
of arange of mediatypes, someof which havebeenincludedinsection2.5.1
above. Briefly, other considerations noted are reviewed below.

A large number of written research reportsfail to think of who isreading the
output and how it will be applied. Hevey (1984) argues that much scientific
researchispublishedinthetechnical jargon of theresearchcommunity, primarily
for the benefit of academics. Thisisgeneraly the fault of a system of funding
research on short term contracts that rarely allows time for the material to be
redrafted for non-specialist audiences. Furthermore, the incentive structure in
many organizationsrewardsthosewithlargenumbersof academicpublications.
Asaresult, research basedinformati on often becomesinaccessibletotheaverage
practitioner. Richardson (1990) supportsthisview and arguesthat the val ue of
the classic research report needsto be questioned. Typically, thesereportstend
tobelongand unfocussed, and thosefor whomthey are produced may think that
theinvestment toread themisnot worthwhile. Thesheer lack of timefor reading
lengthy reportsisastrong complaint frommany usersof research. Additionaly,
thesalienceand practicability of researchfindingsareoftenunclear. Recommen-
dations are framed with little understanding of the perspective of the person
taking the issue forward.

Talking about research through face to face contact is increasingly
recognised as akey means by which those concerned with policy, aswell as
practitioners, |earn about i ssueswhich concernthem (Streatfield and Wil son,
1980 as cited in Richardson, 1990). Conferences and workshops help to
enliven research findings and allow for assessment of a researchers
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Table 1: Typology of typical dissemination methods

Type

Working documents

Notes ‘

0

Concept notes, field diaries, and reports for internal
use and the wider research community

Research reports 0  Detailed summary of research to satisfy funding
requirements or those with high level understanding of
subject

Refereed article 0O Directed at research community

Professional journal O Directed at practitioner community

Stand alone manual O Classic linear dissemination product. Single product for
single audience

Stand alone text book O  Educational model - influencing practice through higher
education courses

Training manual O To support an active training process

Networking O Reaches members who share common research
interests. Potential for interaction and discussion of
findings

Internet, e-mail 0 Immediate, convenient dissemination. Potential may
be, or is temporarily underdeveloped

Intermediaries 0 Specialist agency intervening to disseminate and
explain research to local constituency

Popularisation O As ameans for reaching a wider audience. Influencing
policy from below; uses mass media

Publicising O  Use of mass media as means of marketing new
research

Participatory concept O  Knowledge disseminated to the community level using
participatory techniques

Policy briefs O Directed at policy and decision makers

Interactive computer O  Showing decision makers on their screens the impact

presentation of research results on planning

Demonstrations O  Seeing research results on the ground can be

persuasive

knowledgefor thesubject. The scaleand typeof consultationisanimportant
consideration; many prefer theinformal workshop, especially practitioners,
which may allow for learning of details about how to change practice.
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Newspapers generally tend to focus on what can be defined as ‘ newswor-
thy’, and pressure groups tend to focus on research that can be used to
support their cause. It should be noted that Platt (1987) recognises the
important roleof theapparently accidental (informal) intransmittingideasto
those not in routine contact with them.

The Internet as a dissemination pathways offers great potential (as
demonstrated in developed countries), but opportunities to exploit this
medium for research dissemination are restricted in developing countries
where poor connectivity and slow download times can make accessing
information atime consuming and costly business.

Indiscussingthedelivery of information, I TDG (1998) arguethat informa-
tion provided directly from remote sources, external to thetarget audiences
local context, isunlikely to beeffectiveasameansof dissemination. Problems
such as misinterpretation of users' needs or delivery through unsuitable
mediums are cited as reasons for avoiding such a strategy. An alternative
process is advocated, one in which a series of intermediaries are used to
repackage the information and forward to the target audience in the most
appropriatemediumavailable. Thisessentially invol vesthedecentralization of
dissemination, where delivery would be according to choices made by the
intermediary, based on their experience and feedback from users.

Thecentral importanceof intermediariesto disseminationisrecognised by
many, notably the Max L ock Centre (1998), Platt (1987) and Lomas (1993).
The key advantages of using intermediaries are that disseminated research
findings have to be adapted to prevailing (local) norms, values and the
attitudes and expectations of the immediate user community. This cannot
effectively be done by some outside agent, but requireslocal bodieswho are
knowledgeabl e and seen as credible within the specific environment.

Since most development knowledge is applied by intermediaries with
technical training, the task for research contractors is to look at ways of
providing knowledge in a format that can better facilitate communication
betweenintermediariesand beneficiaries, possibly by using special presenta-
tion skills, interpreters or particular, locally based media. Identified key
intermediaries can help to reach the ultimate clients of the research, and can
beinvolvedinthediscussionsabout what and howto disseminatethefindings.
Similarly, the World Bank (1999) advocates the use of intermediaries when
transferring internationally available knowledge. Well trained government
officials or other stakeholders have the potential to merge international
knowledge with local knowledge to devise locally appropriate policies or
projects.
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However, Platt (1987), advisescautionwhen solely relying onintermediary
organizations in transmitting research. Different types of intermediary
organizationwill abstract and usedifferent research findings, someof which
may not align with the central message of the project. There are potential
difficulties for researchers in using dissemination pathways which might
inadvertently misinterpret the findings from research outputs.

The significance of socio-intellectual networks to the communication of
research ideas was recognised by Platt (1987). Where networks are already
established, dissemination of results was found to proceed automatically
among network members. Where such networkswere absent, the constrain-
ing forces of social structure and intellectual habits made it difficult for
knowledgeof shared interest to betransmitted. A logical inferencefromthis
conclusion is that those networks which tend to cut across boundaries (of
different stakeholders) are of particular value and significance.

2.6 Barriers to effective dissemination

The literature surrounding constraints to effective dissemination of re-
search focus on two categories: barriers which prevent the researcher from
disseminating their work; and barrierswhich prevent research findingsfrom
reaching their potential audience, in ausableform.

Stapleton (1983) cites Hooper's (1983) work which identified three
barriers preventing staff disseminating their work: organizational, practical
and psychological.

« Organizational: institutional priorities may dictate that the results of
research are used only for internal consumption, and that no priority is
givento disseminating thework to awider audience. A constant paradox
whichishighlighted in theliteratureisthat using research conducted by
others was seen as valuable, yet spending any time making one's own
research available was not encouraged.

» Practical: certainpractical difficultiesact asdisincentivesfor researchers
undertaking dissemination, the most obvious of these being time spent
photocopying material, the bureaucratic elementsinvolved ininvoicing
organizationsfor publicationswhich arefor sale, and the need to prepare
research in any format other than that in which it was presented to the
client. Platt (1987) and Richardson (1990) argue that researchers are
frequently handicapped in dissemination by lack of time. Thisfrequently
beginsat the proposal writing stagewherenot enoughtimeisallocated for
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writingupresearchfindings. Whentimeismadeavail ablefor dissemination
it may be at the expense of other activities on which their livelihood
depends, or which help in career promotion (i.e., academic paper
production).

» Psychological: in many cases, applied researchers lack confidence in
disseminating findings for fear of critical peer review, especially from
within the established academic research community. Furthermore, the
lack of ‘reward’ from within the researchers’ institution associated with
disseminationactsasastrongdisincentive. Richardson (1990) arguesthat
in many institutions, dissemination does not ‘ count’; it lacksintellectual
credibility and hence there is little credit (and incentive) for active
dissemination.

Regarding barriersto application, adiverserange of ideasis presented by
several commentators. Stapl eton (1983) reportsthat themain constraintsare
that decision makerseither view theresearch asirrelevant, or areunaware of
it, and secondly that research may be disseminated in an unusable, or
unobtainable format. By way of illustrating thislatter point, aninternal IRC
document (IRC,1998) refersto a meeting between the Head of the Swedish
Natural Resources Department in the Swedish Development Agency and a
staff member fromaUK international devel opment research contractor. The
Department Head is quoted as saying,

“He admitted, we are paying you and othersto generate all thisresearch
and information. But we don't have the time to even read the executive
summaries of your outputs.”

TheWorldBank (1999), inidentifyingwhy information sharing effortsfail ,
identify three further considerations which can be included as barriers of
application: the lack of support from senior management, organizational
incentive structures which do not reinforce knowledge sharing and the
difficulty of identifying the impact of knowledge sharing (important as
justificationfor dissemination). Lomas(1993) and Payne(1998) both discuss
theimportanceof thecredibility of thedisseminator asafactor and constraint
inthe process of communicating research findings. Wherethe credibility of
the disseminating agent islow, the process of communicationislikely to be
compromised. Others such as Lewando-Hundt and Al Zaroo (1999) argue
that ownership issues (copyright) and delays from publishing in academic
journals act against the applications of research findings.
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Both the barriers (for researchers and application) imply that research
workers need to understand the information needs of their target audiences
more intimately. Possible options to overcome these barriers focus on
improving the perception of dissemination and its value to the research
process, thereby bringing about positiveinstitutional incentivesregardingthe
transmission of research findings. An example of such incentives might
include aclear message from senior management to researchersto dissemi-
nate their work.

2.7 Dissemination impact

Lewando-Hundt and Al Zaroo (1999) argue that despite the increased
importancelaidondissemination, thereisstill relatively few evaluativestudies
of dissemination conducted. Theauthorscitework by Potvin (1996) incalling
for both process and outcome evaluations of dissemination, the former
focusing on tracing how dissemination transactions occur, while the latter
measure the extent to which these changes are achieved. Further research on
thekey areaof eval uationremainsapriority if effectivedisseminationistobe
achieved.

Much of thediscussion (with afew exceptions) rel ating to indicatorsof the
impact of dissemination tendsto stressthe methodol ogical difficultiesof the
process. The key methodological problemisto disentangletheimpact of the
dissemination pathway from the importance and value of the research
findingsthemselves, yet thereislittlepublished work onhow to overcomethis
problem.

TheWorldBank (1999) arguethat organi zations must be prepared to accept
someambiguity when eval uating theimpact of knowledgesharing exercises.
Although dissemination outcomes can be illuminated through quantifiable
surveys, focus groups, etc, the results may not be easy to interpret. Impact
may be assessed through correlations with other measures, but causal
connections are difficult to trace and are often speculative. Few organiza-
tions, if any, have established credible measures to establish a causal
rel ationshi p between spending on knowledge sharing and specificimprove-
ments in key performance measures of those projects.

Platt (1987) explicitly discussesimpact of dissemination and its measure-
ment within the social policy research field, arguing that academic citation
servicescan beused totracedisseminationimpact (withinthisdiscipline, the
most obviousserviceisthe Social ScienceCitation Index (SSCI)). Thereare
however, concerns over the validity of using citations as an objective
measurement of research impact. Granovetter (1983: 217) refers to ‘the
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strength of weak ties' in the transmission of scientific information, which
implies that dissemination occurs because of personal connections or
‘intellectual proximity’ within a subject. In essence, using citations as an
indicator of dissemination impact fails to recognise that citations are not
represented randomly across a subject, but tend to reflect the informal and
formal knowledge networksthat exist in each discipline.

TheMax Lock Centre (1998) initsreport from aworkshop on dissemina-
tioninJuly 1998, suggeststhat variousdigital formsof communication (such
as websites, electronic discussion groups) can address to some extent this
problem of unquantifiable disseminationimpact. ‘ Hits' onweb homepages,
and archiving messages from el ectronic forums, however crude, do at |east
provide a measurable indicator. The measurement of dissemination impact
needsfurther research to determine best practice approaches, and to explore
the possibility of using qualitative measures more effectively.

2.8 Summary

Generally, the literature within the WS& S sector on dissemination of
research has shown itself to be poor and incomplete; a much richer body of
material hasbeenfoundindisciplinesoutsideinternational development and
many lessons can, and need to, be learnt from these sources. This is
particularly truewith regard to market segmentation of research outputs, use
of avariety of dissemination mediaandtheaccessihility of researchfindings.

More specifically, it is clear that the literature lacks sufficient depth with
regard to three subject areas:

« theuser perspectivesondissemination of research:- very littleconsideration
isgiventothe perspectiveof NGO's, government and other devel opment
organizationsin the South concerning their needs, problems, constraints
and prioritiesregarding dissemination

» the impact and evaluation of the success of dissemination:- including
comparisons between different dissemination pathways, the application
of different dissemination mediafor different audiencesand indicatorsof
impact of dissemination

« ways of overcoming barriers to effective dissemination.
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Part 3:
Case study analysis

Thissectionisdividedintotwo parts. Inthefirst, theresultsfromananalysis
of the dissemination pathways proposed in ENGKAR bid documents are
presented and discussed. In the second, a series of short case studies drawn
from a cross-section of organizations working in the WS& S and health
sectors are reviewed.

The breakdown presented in section 3.1 is based on the analysis of 37
ENGKAR proposa documents from three research contractors. A broader
cross-section was originally planned for Phase 1, but limited access to
ENGKAR proposals at DFID headquarters restricted the range of potential
examples to draw on.

Thecasestudiespresentedin section 3.2 posequesti onsabout how and why
variousresearch contractorsapproach dissemination, and arefocused onthe
organisation as the unit of analysis. Clearly, the cases cannot claim to be
representative, but they are presented asindicative of how different agencies
havemanaged di ssemination. |n somecasesthelessonslearnt aredrawnfrom
negative, rather than positive experiences.

Each case study ends with a series of key learning points specific to that
example, and part 3 concludes with some preliminary cross-case analytical
generdizations.

3.1 Dissemination pathways proposed in ENGKAR bid
documents

Several points of note arise from Table 2. There is no mention of summary
reports(not the sameasan executivesummary inthefinal report). Therefore,
unlessthefinal report document isabrief and concise publication, aseparate
summary publicationwill becrucial if itistoberead by staff withlimitedtime
intarget audience organizations. Itisalsoinformativeto seethat publication
inacademicrefereed journal sisacommon dissemination pathway. Thismay
reflect more the institutional incentives which exist within many research
organi zationsto beseento publishinacademicarenas, rather thanan objective
assessment of the best way in which to disseminate findings. Academic
journalss, although having adefiniteplaceindissemination, arenot widely read
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Table 2: Modes of dissemination, ENGKAR proposals, selected contractors

No. %

Final report 20 54.0
Selected distribution list 15 40.5
UK workshop 3 8.1
Regional workshop 15 40.5
Article (popular journal) 24 64.8
Academic refereed paper 19 51.3
Face-to-face conference 2 54
Electronic conference 3 8.1
Global Applied Research Network (GARNET) 7 18.9
Other network 15 40.5
Website 5 135
Training course 9 24.3
Peer review comment 5 13.5
Demonstration project 5 135
Dissemination via:

0  Extension services 1 2.7
O  British Council offices 1 2.7
O International organization 7 18.9
Total cases (37)

outsidetheacademiccommunity or accessiblefor across-section of potential
research users. Their value as a primary dissemination pathway should be
critically reviewed.

Inlight of thispoint, it isencouraging to seethe emphasiswhichisplaced
on writing articles in popular journals (such as Waterlines, and DFID
WATER). However, these figures may be skewed somewhat by the presence
of HR Wallingford proposals which include, as a matter of course, reliance
on DFID WATER, which is edited in-house.

Networking, in one form or another, is popular as a pathway. This may
indicatethe considerablepotential that networkinginitiativeshavetoreacha
wide, geographically dispersed audienceat |ow cost andtoindirectly infiltrate
adjacentintellectual networks.
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However, at present there is considerable emphasis placed on the use of
documentary modes of dissemination, with the final report as the principal
means of presenting research findings. Although it is recognised that
researcherswill naturally wish to bring together all aspects of their research
activitiesas part of the process of gaining an understanding of the subjectin
guestion, it may not be the most effective way of reaching target audiences.
If researcherswereto put greater emphasisintheproduction of non-technical
reports and non-documentary modes of dissemination (such asthe prepara-
tionof training materials) thentheremay beflexibility torecyclethismaterial
in different formats, such asjournal articles or briefing papers designed for
avariety of target audiences.

3.2 Selected case studies
3.2.1 Urban Waste Expertise Programme (UWEP)

Background

The Urban Waste Expertise Programme is a six year programme which
startedin 1995. The programmeisdivided into two stages; aresearch project
phase which was completed in early 1997 and a pilot project phase which
started later inthe sameyear in Mali, the Philippines, Indiaand Honduras.

UWEP has two stated aims (i) to improve the living conditions of
beneficiaries in Southern countries, and (ii) to create employment among
beneficiaries and improve working conditions. Thefirst of these objectives
isfocused on low income urban neighbourhoods; UWEP aimsto reach this
group through intermediary organizations, such as CBO’sand NGO's. The
second obj ective focuses on reaching small and micro-enterprises activein
waste management. Other target groups include local authorities and donor
organizationswho arekey if the second of these objectivesisto berealized.

UWEP is managed by a Netherlands based consultancy group, WASTE
Advisers on urban environment and development, with support from the
Netherlands Devel opment Assistanceof the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Dissemination of the programme
The original programme proposal for UWEP makes explicit referenceto
dissemination,

“The collected and elaborated information [will], in order to have as
many peopleaspossibleprofiting fromit, bedisseminated to thedifferent
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target groups, havingdifferent sourcesof information.” (UWEPProgramme
Proposal, 1997:31)

The main instrument to achieve the aims of the programme is to supply
appropriatetarget groupswithrel evant informati ongenerated through applied
research projects. For UWER , dissemination playsadual roleandinvolvesthe
target groups, either (a) enlarging knowledge on urban waste management,
or (b) increasing awareness of the potential role for small and micro-
enterprises in waste management.

Through dissemination, UWEP aims to influence the decision making
process of selected target groups in the following ways:

Awakening: attention to the problem and itsimportance

I nformation: knowledge of the background and what needs to be done
Consideration: weighing up dis/advantagesinthelight of possibleaction
Decision: deciding to act in a particular way

Changingbehaviour : realising new attitudestowardsan existing problem
Maintaining behaviour: holding on to new attitudes

oukwpnE

I nfluencing thisdecision making processmeansintervening withinforma-
tioninacertain phaseinthedecision making processfor eachindividual target
group (in alanguage appropriate to their context).

In deciding on the groups to be targeted in the research, a series of key
guestions were posed while planning the programme:

e Wheat is the relation of a particular target group to the goal/s of the
programme?

* Who gains most by reaching the envisaged goal/s?

* Who (and in what way) can contribute to reaching these goals most
effectively?

« Arethetarget groupsattainable (physically and socially)?

Reaching target groups

Target groupsare abstracted from the broad UWEP network, and typically
consist of private sector organi zations, government bodiesand intermediary
organi zations. UWEP starget groupsinclude:

Directbeneficiaries

« Intermediary organizations. CBO’s, NGO's, devel opment organizations
representing low income urban neighbourhoods
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» Local experts
» Local authoritiesand donor agencies

Indirect beneficiaries
e Small and micro enterprises active in urban waste management in
Southern countries

The messages which are disseminated to these divergent groups vary
accordingtoeachgroups’ characteristicsand needs. A simpleexampleisthat
local authoritiesand donor agenciesmay favour, or be persuaded by factsand
figures, whereasNGO'’smight need more practical advice ontheapplication
of research findings.

Theaim of changing attitudes and behaviour towards waste management
has been left to intermediary organizations, who have closer contact with
sometarget groups, notably urban neighbourhood residents. Thereare some
concerns however with decentralised dissemination, particularly relating to
the intermediaries’ agenda and the affect this has on dissemination, and
validating dissemination.

Themedia
Thisrefersto the channels by which UWEP communicates its messages.
Criteriafor choice of mediainclude:

*  Will the medium reach the envisaged target group?
* |sthe medium suited for the message?
*  Will the medium havethedesired effect?

Although UWEPemploysmixed media, thechoiceinevitably bringswithit
limitations- impersonality, difficulty in controlling themedia(and message),
and the mono-directional nature of most mediachannels. UWEP employsa
cross-section of media types including: oral communication (workshops,
seminars, persona visits), printed media (books, issue papers, working
documents, articles, Q& A, informationleaflets), periodicals (UWEPannual
plans, UWEP news), audio media (radio interviews), audio-visua media
(video), and electronic media(e-mail bulletin, website, e-conferences, news
groups). UWEP also makes use of technical journals, local newspapers,
networks, loca resource centres and databases of contacts.
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Combining target group, media and obj ectives
UWEP made a clear attempt to link the programme’s target groups to
specific programme objectives and specific dissemination pathways.

Urban Waste Expertise Programme - key points

Disseminationisoneinstrumentin achieving UWEPgoals(ameans,
not an end)

Disseminationisclearly thought out andintegratedintotheprogramme
proposal

Target groups for research outputs are identified before the project
commences and their information needs are assessed

Dissemination needs to be guided by a strategic framework of
intervention (i.e., timely dissemination of outputs to maximise
impact of dissemination)

Decentralised disseminationthroughintermediary organizationsisa
realistic channel for effecting attitudinal and behavioural change.
Concerns with using intermediaries are acknowledged, however

Mixed media may need to be used to optimise effectiveness of
communication (although there may be limitationsto consider)

The main constraint has been one of time to adapt source material
towards various target groups

Repetition of the messageto be disseminated isan effective way of
reinforcing communication

3.2.2 Hygiene Evaluation Procedures (HEP) Handbook

Background

The Hygiene Evaluation Procedures (HEP) handbook was conceived asa
field based companion to Actions Speak: the study of hygiene behaviour in
water and sanitation projects (Boot and Cairncross, 1993), and managed by
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the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine. Unlike Actions Speak,
theHEPfocused onfield personnel who needto plan, designand managetheir
own hygienebehaviour evaluations.

Theprimary emphasi s of the HEP has been on qualitativeinformation and
how to gather, abstract and interpret thistype of data, with aview to making
qualitativeresearch skillsmoreaccessibleto practitionerswith limited or no
prior training. Additionally, HEPwasdevel oped asapractical solutiontothe
limitations of strict questionnaire or other stand al one approaches of evalu-
ating water and sanitation related hygiene practices. It emphasi sesthe use of
mixed methodologies and tools which can be selected and combined to
maximisedatareliability.

DFID supported the devel opment and field based testing of the handbook,
based on qualitative assessments of hygiene practices, in five different
countriesin Africaand Asia. Preparation, testing and review of thehandbook
were carried out in two phases: (1) the development of the draft handbook
throughtheactivitiesof the Environmental Health Programmeat theLondon
School of Hygiene& Tropical Medicine, and (1) serial field-testing, review
and publication. Phasel |1, focusing ondissemination, wider field testing and
revision of the handbook is currently underway (with UNICEF funding).

HEP was developed for field level personnel in WS&S, and hygiene
education projects. Anticipated target audiences included: water/sanitary
engineers, public health technicians, community workers, health educators,
communication specialists, healthworkersand other public health practition-
ers. Project planners, managers and trainers were also targeted.

Dissemination of HEP Handbook

A decision was made to conduct the dissemination of the HEP Handbook
through training workshopsand seminars. UNICEF funded thefirst regional
training of trainer (TOT) workshop for Southern and Eastern Africa. This
was convened in Eritrea (upon the initiative of UNICEF Eritrea). Five
countriesin the region participated. The main dissemination pathways used
for the HEP Handbook included:

e Training of trainers workshops

« Trandation of handbook into languages other than English (into French
and Spanishinordertocater for Francophoneand Central/South American
users. An Arabic trandation has been started, but has yet to receive
funding)

» Dissemination of handbook by agencies active in the sector, mainly
UNICEFandWaterAid
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However, there have been some unexpected outcomes from the dissemi-

nation of HEP in the Southern and Eastern African region, which provide
general lessons of interest for the dissemination debate. Theseinclude:

Themainfocushasbeen on usingtraining of trainersworkshopstowiden
dissemination of the HEP approach. Thefirst TOT workshop produced
15 skilled trainers (out of 35 who participated) for UNICEF and its
partnersintheregion. Thereasonthat all 35 could not conduct follow up
training was that most of them had little or no previous experience with
the use of qualitative methods of investigation and analysis, and one
week' strainingwasnot enough for themtotrainothers. However, al were
capabl e of harnessing the necessary social science skillsand resourcesin
their own countries. To date, the most successful dissemination activities
following the Asmara workshop are those conducted by WaterAid
Tanzania. Theremaining ‘ action plans’ formulated at the workshop (for
Ethiopia, Malawi and Zimbabwe) have not materialised, because of what
isthought to be afunction of time, initiative and funding constraints. In
Eritrea, there was immediate follow up in one province, before conflict
with Ethiopiadivertedinterest.

The uptake of the HEP handbook has not been limited to the anticipated
target audiences. For example, inthe UK, schoolsof nursing and primary
care have shown great interest in the HEPR, partly because qualitative
research methods are part and parcel of their training courses.
WaterAid took hold of HEP and distributed it in the field. In 1998, an
international workshopwasconvenedin Bangladesh onhow theHEPwas
beingused. Thecritical discovery wasthat the Handbook had not actually
reachedthefield, becausethosein project officeshad kept the publication
on their own book shelves.

Hygiene Evaluation Procedures Handbook - key points

* Theresearch identified specific target audiences for its findings

e Trandation of research outputs into local languages was actively
pursued

 |tshouldnot beassumedthat trainingtrainerswill necessarily widen
disseminationof researchfindings. Regular monitoringandincentives
for knowledgetransfer need to be built into dissemination practices
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e Often research findings which are disseminated will be used and
applied in more ways than may be expected

3.2.3 MANAGE - The Role of Communities in the Management of
Improved Rural Water Supplies in Developing Countries

Background

This action research project, co-ordinated by IRC, studies the factors
affecting the willingness and capacity of communitiesto take responsibility
for their own water supplies, and of support agencies to undertake new
facilitatingroles.

Researchteamsfromlocal non-governmental organi zationsinsix countries
- Kenya, Cameroon, Nepal, Pakistan, Guatemalaand Col ombia- areworking
with community research groups in 22 communities to develop and docu-
ment apartici patory research and support methodol ogy whichlocal commu-
nitiesand support agencies can continueto usein future, and which they can
share with othersin their countries or localities.

Theoverall objectiveof theM ANAGE projectistoimprovetheefficiency,
sustainability and cost effectiveness of water management by rural commu-
nitiesin devel oping countries. More specifically, the project aimsto:

« Toimprovethecurrent stateof understanding on community management
of rural water supply through the participatory assessment and analysis
of the performance of selected community-managed rural water supply
systemsin six developing countries.

¢ Toanalyseandidentify thesupport requirementsfor successfully building
capacity for community management of rural water supply systems.

¢ To develop and test approaches, methods and tools to enhance the
capacity of rural communities to manage their own rural water supply
systemsin an efficient, sustainable, gender-conscious and cost-effective
way.

» Toenhancetheresearch and support capacitiesof thepartner organizations
insix developing countries.

» Todisseminateand sharefindingson research and approachesconcerning
community management of rural water supplies at community, national
andinternational levels

The project started in 1994 with four years of learning followed by
development of a dissemination strategy from 1998 - 2001 to stimulate the
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devel opment of sound community managed water supply systemsin devel-
oping countries.

Dissemination of results

Theproject hasgiven dissemination ahigh profile; itisviewed asacritical
activity not only towards the end of the project but throughout the research
cycle. A key feature of MANA GE hasbeen that dissemination opportunities
have been built into the project through workshops with research partners,
regional level consultation and country level forums. These mechanisms
provide an opportunity to follow up on particular research findings and to
develop further ideas during the course of the research.

All six partnershave signed aproposal for an active dissemination strategy
for the promotion of community management of rural water supplies in
developingcountries.

Thekey mechanisms employed for dissemination include:

e Audio-visual material, produced for country and sub-regional levels

» Publications(disaggregated for different elementsof theresearch, and by
target audience)

« Electronic networking (web page on the IRC site)

» Trainingactivities(Trainingof trainersof partnerinstitutions, tobeapplied
locally)

« Informationfocal points(country teamsto organi zedocumentationunits,

information products and services in response to local demand)

IRC participationin selected consultations

Thepartnersthemsel vesdeci ded what mix of dissemination activitiesisthe
most relevanttosuittheirlocal situation. Thepartnersinvolvedare: CINARA
(Colombia), NETWAS(Kenya), NEWAH (Nepal), PAID, (Cameroon), SER
(Guatemal a) and AgaK han Housing Board (Pakistan). Someof thesepartners
also play arole as sector resource centres in the country, or region.

MANAGE - key points

» Dissemination is viewed as a dialogue with project partnersand a
stimulus to the process of mutual learning, rather than the linear
transfer of knowledge from information producer to information
consumer
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» All project partnershave been asked to submit adissemination plan,
with abudget for consideration

« Different levels of dissemination are envisaged for the project
(disaggregated according to partner capacity)

» Dissemination isgiven ahigh profile throughout the project

3.2.4 The Sisterhood Method

Background

Community based estimates play acrucial rolein drawing attention to the
problem of maternal mortality and as a basis for action. In the majority of
developing countries, however, routine sources of information - health
facilitiesandvital registration, areseriously deficientintermsof coverage of
the population and reliability. It is well recognised that the prospects for
improving these sources, to the point where they yield reliabl e estimates of
maternal mortality inthecommunity, areextremely limited. Inresponsetothe
call from the Safe Motherhood Initiative for new approaches to estimation,
ateamat theL ondon School of Hygieneand Tropical Medicinedevel opedthe
Sisterhood M ethod.

This method was first tested in the Gambia in late 1987, and yielded an
estimate of the maternal mortality ratio (maternal deaths per 100,000 live
births) of 1005. Sincethenthesisterhood method has been used in numerous
countries, asillustrated in the figure below, and is now cited as one of the
sourcesof estimatesintheWHO Global Factbook onMaternal Mortality. The
extent to which the method has been widely applied is one indicator of the
effectiveness of the dissemination process. It indicatesthat the message has
reached amajor part of theintended audience - individualsworking infield
contexts in which a community based estimate of maternal mortality is
needed. The range of potential usersis enormous in terms of skillsin data
collection, management and interpretation, and in terms of the scale of
operation, from national tolocal levels. The application of thismethod does
not, however, give any indication of the capture of another type of audience
- policy decision makers. One of the ultimate objectives of developing the
sisterhood method wasto increase awareness of levelsof maternal mortality
among decision makers as a stimulus to improved resource allocation and
programme action. It is extremely difficult to judge the extent to which the
method has affected policy; improvementsin the allocation of resourcesto
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maternal health in countrieswhere the method has been applied may be one
indirectindicator.

Appropriate dissemination of the Sisterhood Method has thusinvolved a
spectrum of communi cation to cover technical and non-technical audiences.
This process of dissemination has evolved as the needs and feedback from
users have become apparent. Thefollowing mechanismshave played apart:

Poster presentations at international scientific and donor mestings
Short articlesin organizations' newsletters

Detailedjournal papers

Teaching sessions and practical work lessons

Seminar and conference presentations

Letterstojournals

Workshop presentations

Model questionnaireand applicationguidelines

Sisterhood Method - key points
* A variety of dissemination mediaare employed

» Messages are targeted to specific audiences

3.3 Summary of case studies

Analysis indicates a degree of consensus between the case studies with
regardtotheapproachtodissemination, particularly over theidentification of
target audiencesto be reached by the research; through the decentralization
of dissemination activities to intermediaries; and reliance on a variety of
disseminationmedia.

Animportant differenceinapproach canbeidentified between UK (re: HEP,
Sisterhood Method projects) and non-UK (re: UWEP; MANAGE projects)
based contractorsexperiences. |nbothinstances, thenon-UK based contrac-
tors had devel oped aframework and strategy to guide dissemination which
underpinned the research project. Thisframework laid emphasis on factors
such as analysing the information needs of target audiences; disaggregating
disseminationactivitiesaccordingtotherel ativeskillsof project partners; and
givingdisseminationahigh profilethroughout thecourseof theresearch. The
MANAGE project encapsul atesacritical conceptual gulf: here, dissemination
is viewed as a dialogue with project partners with the aim of stimulating a
process of mutual learning and capacity building. The dissemination pro-
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grammeisthe second phase of the MANAGE project, with anew budget for
wider sharing of the results of this participatory action research on commu-
nity managed water systems.

Emphasisisgiven to the use of adecentralised dissemination approachin
themajority of the case studies, relying onintermediariesto reach end users,
particularly at community level. Closely associated with thisapproachisthe
needfor rigorousmonitoring and eval uation of dissemination plans. TheHEP
example demonstrates that it cannot be assumed that dissemination will
proceed as planned, even when a framework has been established.
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Part 4.
Key informant interviews

Key informant interviews - key points

Only one of the contractors interviewed possessed a formalised
dissemination strategy. This tended to reflect the commercialy
oriented natureof that organi zati on. Inmost other cases, dissemination
had happened in an informal, ad hoc manner

There was very little commonality over dissemination pathways
employed. The main consensus was over the use of concise,
readable summaries of research (either in ‘ newspaper’ format, or
through glossy marketing style leaflets on research projects)

Themain constraintsto disseminationwereidentified aslack of time
and resourcesfor dissemination, and the institutional disincentives
which acted on the type of research outputs produced

Increased recognition of the need to ‘slice’ research data into a
variety of outputstargeted at different audiences

Research contractors are not necessarily best placed to manage
disseminationactivitiesor writeoutputsfor specificaudiences(context
specificdisseminationat community level) shoul dbel eft tointermediaries,
as contractors may lack the skills required for the task)

A series of semi-structured interviews were conducted with selected

research personnel with a view to understanding how each institution
approached dissemination of research findings. Theinformationincludedin
thissection representsasummary of the main discussionsarising from these
interviews. Part 4 concludes with a series of key learning points.
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4.1 Summary

Ines Restrepo Tarquino (Sanitary Engineer, CINARA, Cali, Colombia)
explained that CINARA’s dissemination strategy was not focused, nor
systematic, but had evolved informally. The main dissemination pathways
usedincluded:

e ‘Agua workshops:- international conferences held every two years to
alow for knowledge transfer to key regional and international contacts

» Researchplacements:- to permit professional / technical diffusionof ideas
from CINARA to other units, and vice versa

e ‘Team learning projects :- projects in which research findings from
previousoutputs, and knowl edge from sector professionalsingeneral are
applied to aspecific devel opment project

» Research ‘stations':- used as a way to popularize understanding of the
technology or research being used

* Newspapers:- such as Agua y Vida, which disseminate information to a
wide cross-section of stakeholders

Aguay Vidawasaninteresting exampleof how theval ueof adissemination
pathway could becomecompromised. Used primarily asameanstoreachand
inform mayoral level in Colombia (mayors have primary responsibility for
water and sanitation service delivery), CINARA have been forced to cease
publication becausethenational government (throughthe Ministry of Devel-
opment) sought to compromise the newspaper’s content and editorial line.
Furthermore, the Colombian government was reluctant to see an NGO
(successfully) disseminating technical information in the WS& S sector
(there was presumed to be some jealousy over the role and importance this
conveyedto CINARA).

Interms of theimpact of dissemination, the use of these pathwaysdidlead
to sometangible changesin practice at governmental level (although recog-
nition of CINARA'srole in thisis not publicly acknowledged). By way of
example, the use of non-conventional treatment technologies at municipal
water plantsisadirect outcomeof CINARA researchand advocacy activities
inthisfield.

AttheUniversity of Leeds, Professor Duncan M ar aranked the principal
dissemination pathways employed for WS& S sector research as follows;

» Books (key text and specialist)

» PapersinacademicrefereedjournalssuchasWater Science& Technology
andWater Research
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e Research monographs
¢ Conferences

Of these pathways, books were considered the most effective way to
disseminate research and to influence knowledge transfer. For staff at the
University of Leeds(incommonwith many UK universities), themotivation
wasto write up individual or collected research findings into a book on the
subject. Therationalefor thisapproach was based on the understanding that
practising engineers will rarely find timeto read scientific papers, but may
read key text booksinthesector. Additionally, bookscanreachthenewcomer
to the subject, whereas paperstend to ‘ preach to the converted' . Books also
have some potential to reach Third World undergraduates, a key group if
research is to have any longer term impact.

Access to written outputs (i.e. books and papers) was acknowledged as
being problematicin many devel oping countriesgiventhefragilelibrary and
communications infrastructure. However, it was noted that a now aban-
doned, but effective bridge between producers and users of information had
beenthe English Language Book Society (supported by the British Council).
EL BShad supplied technical publications (including the whol e spectrum of
Engineering discipline publications) todevel oping country librariesand book
stores at very low cost.

The main constraints to the research contractor for dissemination were
identifiedas:

« Timetaken to produce outputs (i.e., monographs). Leeds have recently
started to employ technical writers to produce research monographs

e Conflict of interest on time (i.e., intellectually, researchers may be
focusing on new research projectsrather than disseminating thefindings
from previous research)

 |nstitutional disincentives, especially withinUniversitieswherepromation
and advancement are linked to publication of academic refereed papers,
rather than publicationin popular journals

Geoff Pear ce explained that HR Wallingford Ltd. are using a conceptual
framework to guidedissemination of researchwork carried out for DFID and
thereby encourage take-up of resultsin follow-up projects and in uptake by
other organi zations. Therangeof dissemination pathwaysused aredescribed
bel ow.

The take-up may result in direct transfer of technology to developing
countries, and represent atangiblebenefit added totheoriginal DFID project
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funding. Insomecasestheoutputsareutilisedfor other funding organi zations
inprojectscarried out aspart of HR Wallingford’ sconsultancy activities. The
research outputs are offered free of charge to organizations in developing
countries, and are made available to other commercial organizations at
nominal costs. All of whichisintendedto encouragetheuseof project results
after the project hasitself been completed.

Research outputs aretailored to the particul ar (information) requirements
of sector audiences, e.g. softwarefor particul ar typesof problems, guidelines
for local managers. This type of targeting of the project beneficiaries is
integral totheresearch process. Disseminationisviewed asameanstoanend,
not as an end in itself.

Themain dissemination pathwaysused by HR Wallingford include:

« DFIDWATERnNewsl etter:- theEngineering Division newsl etter onresearch
in WS& S sector was proving to be astrong and effective dissemination
pathway, withadistributionlist of 6,000 sector professionalsinternationally.
Indicatorsof impact arelimited, and are anecdotal in evidence, but many
contributing project managershad commented onthevolumeof information
reguests following publication of areview of their funded research. For
contractors, the process of contributing to WATER wasrelatively simple
and straightforward.

e Technical reports:- the Overseas Development series are written with
specific target audiencesin mind

» International Programme for Technology Research in Irrigation and
Drainage (IPTRID):- this network provides a major influence for
dissemination of technical information on the subject. HR Wallingford
providetechnical intellectual inputintothenetwork. |PTRID offersadded
value to technical outputs by widening circulation and permitting peer
review of outputs

e International Commission on Irrigation and Drainage (ICID):- provides
official / governmental representation for the subject to all countries

» One page project summaries;- ‘OD Technical notes are used as a
marketing tool, to allow for ‘ knowledgefrom the DFID structureto enter
into other [agency] structures

Other, complementary but secondary pathwaysinclude:

One-off publications

Internet / HR website (with acommercial orientation)

« Counterpart publication and dissemination (local publishing of findings
inEnglish)
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« Audio-visual media:- Slide packs, videos, teaching aids;

« Software:- (CD-ROM'’s, expert systems, etc). Packaged and distributed
to key informants. Some software packages are offered free, some are
priced

Jeremy Cain (Institute of Hydrology (IoH)) explained that there was no
formalized process for developing a dissemination strategy at the I nstitute.
Research project proposals were frequently used to define the target audi-
encesfor dissemination, andfor | oH projectstarget groupstypically involved
avariety of stakeholders (although community based users are not primary
stakeholders - thisgroup is usually reached through intermediaries or other
representatives). When research tools are developed it is usualy with
different stakeholdersinmind, anditisusually these stakehol dersthat define
the dissemination tool to be produced.

Thekey dissemination pathways used include:

End of project workshops

Concise summaries of research (i.e., ‘marketing’ style brochures)
End of project findings outputs (i.e., manuals, guidelines, etc)
Software packages

Academic, refereed papers were not necessarily an effective means for
communicating researchfindings, eventothespecialist audienceof research-
ers which they seek to inform. The lesson that needsto be learnt is that the
style of writing research findings is important if wider accessis to be an
objective, and in many cases, the text and language used in papersactsasa
barrier tocommunicationrather thanfacilitating comprehension. Appropriate
use of case studies to communicate lessons both about context and to
conceptualize findings has been recognised as acritical step.

It was clear that loH places an emphasis on research staff producing
academic, refereed papersin scientific journals, and that there had been very
littleinstitutional recognition of thevalue(strictly intermsof dissemination)
from abstracting findings for popular journals.

Frank Farquharson (IoH) argued that the Institute was a good example
of the transformation taking place in the traditional research contracting
environment. The traditional approach had been to win research funds for
devel opment purposes, conduct the research and write papers based on the
findingswhichwere submitted to academicjournals (aprocedurewhichwas
consistent with the promotion and advancement structures internaly).
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Today, researchfindingsarebeing ‘ sliced’ to meet the needs of different and
specific audiences, and there is agreater consciousness of who the outputs
are being written for, and their particular information needs.

A further point made during this discussion was the necessity to co-opt
other ingtitutional structures to assist in dissemination of research results.
Therefore, |oH woul d seek to usewel | establishedinstitutional platformsand
networkstowiden dissemination of researchfindings. Anexamplecited here
wasloH’sFRIEND project, thefindingsof which had beenincorporatedinto
arelevant UNESCO network.

Advocating theintroduction of specialised staff withininstitutionsto deal
withdisseminationwasapoint madeby CeliaKirby (IoH). Contractorsneed
not only aformal communications policy, but personnel or aframework to
allow for research to be disseminated. This argument was echoed by other
intervieweeswhofelt that asresearch contractor agencies, they werenot best
placed or qualified to disseminate the results of research.

Two constraints were raised during this discussion to achieving more
effective research dissemination. There is a pressing need to resolve the
‘conflicting culture’ which is typical within many research contractors
organi zation; advancement and promotionarefrequently linkedto publication
of research resultsin journalswhich areread by asmall proportion of sector
professionals. Secondly, there are problems of how dissemination activities
are perceived within many institutions (i.e., that it is not ‘respectable’, and
should not be valued in the same way as research activity).

Gillian Lewando-Hundt and Astier AlImedom (London School of Hy-
giene& Tropical Medicine) explainedthat LSHTM' sapproachtodissemina-
tionwashest described asinformal. A typical approachto disseminationwas
to focus on the production of academic, refereed journals. Within the
Environmental Health Programme (1990-95) there had been an attempt to
widen the approach with an informal policy whereby for every academic
paper submitted, an equivalent article(s) was written for a practical / non-
academicjournal (e.g. Waterlines, Child Health Dialogue).
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Part 5:
Discussion and recommendations

5.1 Discussion

Phase 1 of this research was designed to facilitate some initial analysis of
current thinking on research dissemination as a way of guiding the more
substantial work envisagedin Phase 2. Asindividual activities, theliterature
review, casestudy analysisand key informant interviews haveraised critical
points. This section draws these findings into a wider discussion.

Itisatruismtosay that research cannot be used unlessitisavailabletothose
who might best useit, at the time they need it, in aformat they can use and
with findingsthat are comprehensible and adaptabletolocal circumstances.
The lessons learnt from the literature review, case study and interviews
support this view. However, dissemination of research, as practised by UK
based research contractors investigated in Phase 1 fail to meet these
fundamental criteria. Undue emphasisisstill placed on the production of a
single, often lengthy output for a (perceived) homogenous audience.

Thereason for this may be attributable to several factors. Thefirst isthat
inthemajority of casesdissemination activitiesdo not havelegitimacy within
theresearch life cycleor withinthose organizationsworking ininternational
development. Researchers and others involved in communicating research
need to feel that time alocated to this task is time properly spent. For
dissemination effortsto beimproved the activity needsto be viewed as part
of the research process; a central part of the wider process of planning and
executing research. Appropriateinstitutional incentivesarerequiredtobring
about this change in status and behaviour.

Secondly, the typical conceptual approach to dissemination is one which
places it firmly at the end of the project. The orientation of research
contractors at this stage of the research may be to satisfy the donor agency
by producing a report commensurate to the funding available, rather than
focusing on the needs of potential users of information. The cases analysed
inthisreport demonstrate that dissemination isa continuing process, which
is likely to occur before, during and certainly after the research has been
completed. Thisapproachisonewhich offersopportunitiesfor feedback and
learning duringtheresearchlifecycle, potentially increasing theadded value
of thework commissioned. Embedding disseminationinto aresearch project
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in this way implies an enhanced role for quality assurance procedures to
prevent communication of partially informed findings.

Thirdly, thereisvery littleawarenessor critical analysisof thedissemination
mediaavailableto research contractors, or to incorporating the views of the
potential usersof researchinto astrategy guiding itsdissemination. Because
thereisvery little interaction between the producers of information and the
intended users, it isunsurprising if research outputsfail to meet information
needs in the South. Given the diversity of potential users of research
information, it isinevitable that information needs will vary depending on
experience and capacity. The needs of those already exposed to many
different sourcesof information will differ markedly fromthoseinrural and
urban communities who still have very little information at their disposal.
More appropriate packaging of information (leaflets, summaries, policy
briefings, videos, theatre) will facilitate the process of dissemination, andis
oneway inwhich these diverse needs of arange of information users can be
met.

Dissemination of research is not a precise science, in which measured
inputsleadto specific outputs. Likewise, an optimal amount of dissemination
cannot be specified; this depends on the project and the range and nature of
the audiences for a study. Some projects will inevitably warrant much less
dissemination than others, and thisneedsto bejudged objectively during the
project’slife cycle. Therecommendationswhich follow insection 5.2 areto
betaken asbroad guidelinesand suggest waysin which research contractors
and DFID can improve the process of research dissemination.

5.2 Recommendations

Theserecommendati onsarebased onananalysisof theactivitiesundertaken
during Phase 1. In order to ensure that these points have some basisin what
canbepractically achieved, itisintended that Phase 2 of theresearch beused
to validate and consolidate these recommendations through more thorough
user consultation and peer review processes both with relevant DFID staff
and a cross-section of research contractors (see Part 6: Recommendations
for Phase 2 and Logframework for the project listed as Annex 1V).

For research contractors

« Plan and integrate a dissemination strategy into the life cycle of the
research project. Makereferenceto, or crosscheck, individual dissemination
plansagainst aseriesof key planning questionswhensubmittingENGKAR
research proposals (see Annex |1 for an example)
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Usea' cascade’ model of research outputsof increasing detail, complexity
and technical specialisation. This model needs to be linked to a clear
understanding of target audiences, and appropriatedisseminati on pathways
to reach those groups. Production of brief, concise summaries of the key
research findings which communicate the range and importance of the
conclusions should be a high priority. Research outputs need to be
accessible - i.e., attractive to pick up and simple to navigate around.
Outputs do not need to include everything that has been found by the
research.

Identify, assess the information needs, and write research outputs for
different target audiences (i.e. policy, practitioner, researcher, public,
etc).

Use a variety of dissemination media when communicating research.
Consider who the research is intended for and link outputs to target
audienceinformationneeds(refertoAnnex |11 on‘ Planningadissemination

strategy’)

Adopt an‘ equality of dissemination pathway’ approachtotheproduction
of papersfrom research. For every academic refereed paper submitted to
ajournal, a paper written for a popular outlet should be submitted

Consider dissemination opportunitiesduring thelife of theproject, rather
than at the project end (thisassumesthat qual ity assurance proceduresare
designed into the research from the beginning). Interim reports could
highlight potential disseminationoutputs.

Submit a dissemination report with DFID’s formal terminal report
detailing what channels have been used, and any instances of impact of
dissemination (this to be used in assessing future ENGKAR proposals
fromthesamecontractor). Early writtenmaterial isinva uableindissemination
terms. Contractors should produce a short summary of their findings
before they write up their results formally, to give DFID a sense of what
isavailable, and to assist in the process of planning dissemination.

For DFID

Closer monitoring of dissemination activitiesisrequired. Thereisaneed
for dissemination arrangementsto beformalisedintheresearch contract.
Thiswould lead contractors to state the kinds of publications and other
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outputs to be envisaged by the research and the time at which they are
likely to be produced.

Makeacondition of ENGK AR funding that research contractors use and
contribute details of their research projects to existing DFID funded
dissemination channels, such as the Global Applied Research Network
(GARNET), Engineering Division's WATER newsletter, ID21 research
reporting service and the Waterlinesjournal .

Ease the administrative requirements regarding applications for small
funds (to be used for dissemination purposes). An example gathered
during Phase 1 rel atesto attemptsto gainfunding for thetranslation of the
HEP Handbook into languages other than English. Thiswasrejected by
DFID onthegroundsthat it wasadministratively burdensometo manage.
Greater flexibility on this issue would increase the effectiveness of
disseminationactivities,

Thereisaneed for internal advocacy of research findingsto DFID staff,
especially at Field Officelevel. DFID shouldcritically review itsexisting
proceduresfor disseminating research to desk and field offices (seelater
point on research liaison unit).

DFID could greatly aid the dissemination process by sending a clearer
message to research contractors (through ENGK AR bid documentation)
that di sseminationisanimportant and val ued aspect of ENGK AR funding.
Stronger incentive systems for dissemination would help, and might
includelinking futureENGK AR funding todissemination performanceon
previous projects. In turn, this will enable research contractors to put
pressure on internal management structuresto recognize theimportance
of this facet of research work

DFID should consider the creation of aresearch liaison unit. Thiswould
consist of a (small) team of people who are aware of current research
projects and current development projects. As research reports were
submitted, the liaison unit would review them and ensure that DFID
development projects benefit from the information gained. This might
simply mean forwarding reports to projects or asking researchers to
contact or visit particular projects, or to prepare targeted publicity
materialsif appropriate.
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A further roleof theliaison unit could beto produceaseriesof factsheets.
Thesewouldbeshort, colourful threetofour pagedocumentssummarising
and promoting researchresults. They would bewrittenjointly beresearchers,
communication specialistsfromtheliai son unit and devel opment workers
involved in the original research. These factsheets would be distributed
worldwide to all who registered an interest (possibly viaDFID WATER
newsletter). Recipientswould have aring binder for these factsheetsand
there would an annual index produced. In this way, the results from
previousand on-going DFID researchwould beavailableinan accessible
format in the offices of awider constituency of development agencies
worldwide.

A factsheetsserieswoul d provideaval uablesourceof ideastodevel opment
workers as well as links to networks of researchers who could help in
adapting ideasto local circumstances.

Adequatefundingfor dissemination activitiesneedsto extend beyondthe
activeprojectlifecycle. Thiswould meanthat apredetermined amount of
time after the compl etion of the project would be set aside, when thetime
and expenses of researchers are paid for.

In an attempt to be moreresponsiveto the particul ar dissemination needs
of projects, DFID could provideinitial funding for the science only part
of a ENGKAR project, with dissemination funding being reserved. A
meeting between the research contractor and DFID staff after two thirds
of the project has been completed could be arranged at which time the
outcomes and findings to date of the project would be examined, and a
better picture of how and what needs to be disseminated could be made.
The meeting could also draw on wider DFID staff knowledge (both HQ
and desk based) to determinethedissemination strategy to beused and the
most effective way in which to target audiences locally.

Buildintoresearch proposalsmoreexplicit methodsof measuringimpact
of effective dissemination.
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Part 6:
Recommendations for phase 2

Althoughtheliteraturereview, casestudiesand other analyseshaveprovided
substantive discussion on research dissemination, consultation was limited
and focused on information providers. A key activity isto gain information
usersperspectiveson theresearch dissemination process. In particul ar, there
isstill aneed for more detailed study and analysis of the following:

The needs of Southern based information users with regard to the
dissemination of research from DFID contractors(including government,
NGO’sand broad organization categoriesnot normally coveredin DFID
research, such as students, teachers, consultants, etc.)

Phase2will employ consultation exercisesin country (viaworkshopsand
limited field study visits) to determine the perspectives that Southern
based information users have on research findings disseminated from
Northern based contractors. Key issueswill beto determine user focused
criteriawhichleadto effectivedi ssemination strategi es, and to understand
how dissemination canbeintegratedintotheexistingmainstreaminformation
channels such as textbooks, newspapers, television, etc.

Developinganunderstanding of therel ativemeritsof different dissemination
media. Thisisreguiredtofacilitatean understanding of what di ssemination
strategies work and why.

There is limited guidance on what media are best used to disseminate
information in given (developing country) situations. Phase 2 of the
research will involve more extensive surveying of existing information
providers (both Northern and Southern country based), analysing the
responses onwhy they chose particular mediaand their experienceswith
these media, and highlighting commonly identified advantages and
disadvantages with different mediain different situations. The method
developed would have to be tested through controlled information
disseminati on exercisesand modified accordingtotheresultsand feedback
obtained. Suchaprocesscouldinvolveestablishing criteriaonhow torate
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different media for particular situations for different stages in the
dissemination process. From this rating selection processes could be
developed.

An exploration of potential indicators of theimpact of dissemination
A comparison of different indicators of the impact of dissemination will
be made (based on consultation with Southern based usersand providers

of information), with emphasisbeing given to both possible quantitative
and qualitativeapproaches.
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Table 3: Dissemination checklist questions by research stage

This table includes a list of key questions for consideration (by research contractors) during the research process. Questions are
disaggregated according to various stages of the research process, as identified by Kolsky (1990). Questions may occur under more
than one stage, and are listed in italics where they are of secondary importance.

Stage Key questions

Identify priority areas of need Who will be the intended beneficiaries of research outputs?

Are beneficiaries convinced they need it? Are you able to assess demand?

Are those who need it involved in producing and disseminating it? Do they own it?
How will the research findings be used by the target audience/s?

What are the existing channels of dissemination that are available?

Where and how will dissemination take place? Does this suit the medium?

Who will conduct dissemination? (e.g., you, an intermediary...?)

e o o

What is the relevance of the research findings and who are they relevant for?

Develop specific research questions

Develop research plans and
proposals

What are the main aims of dissemination? What is it for?

In which direction will information go? What are the constraints?

How much information will be included in the outputs - and why?

What are the existing channels of dissemination that are available?

Where and how will dissemination take place? Does this suit the medium?

Who will conduct dissemination? (e.g., you, an intermediary...?)

O oo o oog o

Is the information reproducible if necessary?
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O

What facilities, time, money, energy are available for dissemination?

O How will the impact of dissemination be evaluated? What indicators will be used
to judge impact?

O What is the relevance of the research findings and who are they relevant for?
Submit proposals for funding
Review/approval by funding sources
Perform research, including quality Are the outputs comprehensible? Can they be adapted to local circumstances?
control and monitoring What level of language will be used in dissemination outputs?
Disseminate research results and 0 Are the outputs comprehensible? Can they be adapted to local circumstances?
develop applications 0 What level of language will be used in dissemination outputs?

0 What are the existing channels of dissemination that are available?

0 Where and how will dissemination take place? Does this suit the medium?

O Who will conduct dissemination? (e.g., you, an intermediary...?)

O Is the information reproducible if necessary?

How much information will be included in the outputs - and why?

Are those who need it involved in producing and disseminating it? Do they own it?

Dissemination of applications




Table 4: Planning a dissemination strategy

This table (after Feuerstein, 1993) summarises who might need access to findings, how and why? It is a guide which can be adapted
to individual situations and to stimulate ideas for planning a dissemination strategy.

Who needs access

Reasons to disseminate

Which findings are needed and

Methods for dissemination

findings why

Community O Access to WS&S information | Summary of results to create O Meetings
members (not interest and support in WS&S ) )
directly involved in O Discussions
research project) 0 Mass media

O Newsletters

O Pictures

O Demonstration
Community 0 Take a part in the planning, Fuller periodic summary of O Meetings
members (directly implementation, monitoring results so that they can continue . )
involved in research and dissemination to have a key involvement 0 Discussion
project O Study of results

0O Mass media

O Newsletters

O Pictures

O Demonstration
Main investigators O Responsibility for project Regular flow of findings to be O Thorough meetings
and staff implementation and able to monitor project, make

monitoring community decisions and adjustments, plan | U Study of results
decision making and action
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District and O Receive information and/or Full results or summary only for O Full report or summary (1-2
provincial level specified active role analysis of lessons learnt and pages)
departments, O Disseminate lessons learnt policy decision making 0 Mass media
agencies, o s t fut ti 0 Di i
organizations upport future action iscussions
O Meetings
[0 Exchange visits
O Courses
National level 0 Receive information Full results or summary for 0 Summary
ministries, agencies, | O pisseminate lessons analysis of lessons learnt and 0 Discussions
organizations . policy making .
O Support future policy and 0 Meetings
action O Policy briefs
O Interactive computer
presentations
O Articles
External funding O Receive information Full results or summary for O Full report plus summary and
agencies [0 Disseminate lessons analysis of lessons learnt and discussions
. policy making
O Support future action
International 0 Receive information Full results or summary for 0 Probably summary only
agencies, UN 00 Disseminate lessons analysis of lessons learnt and 0 Discussions
Development 0 s fut . policy making O p ati " i
agencies upport future action resentations at meetings
O Articles
Scientific community | 0 Receive information and Full scientific results 0 Papers, international and
build on research in the national
design of further studies O Verbal presentations and
conferences
0 Seminars
O Articles
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Table 5: Dissemination pathways: comparison of relative advantages and disadvantages

Pathway

Working documents

Notes

Concept notes, field diaries,
and reports for internal use
and the wider research
community

Advantage/s

0 May target research findings

to particular groups

‘ Disadvantage/s

O Problems with limited access

Research reports

Detailed summary of research
to satisfy funding
requirements or those with
high level understanding of
subject

Provides a single reference
point for all aspects of the
research

Assumes report read by single
audience group

May be written in inaccessible
manner

Academic, refereed journal

Directed at research
community

Informs scientific community
of findings; citations lead to
wider impact on intellectual
networks

Limited audience

May be written in an
inaccessible manner

Lacks practical orientation

Professional journal

Directed at practitioner
community

Reaches a wide practitioner
oriented community

Academic rigour may be lower
than refereed journal

Stand alone manual

Classic linear dissemination
product. Single product for
single audience

Typically encompasses all
research findings from project

Difficult to identify salient
points for specific target
groups

Stand alone text book

Educational model -
influencing practice through
higher education courses

Potential to impact on wide
audience

Potential to influence
development professionals

Difficulty in accessing key
texts in Southern countries

Not practice oriented

Conference, workshop, seminar

Face-to-face contact with
peers on specific subject

May allow professionals to
learn more about research

Potential for networking

Expense

Training manual

To support an active training
process

Helps to translate information
into knowledge which can be
applied

Limited audience

Expense
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Networking

Associations of individuals /
agencies which share a
common goal or purpose and
who contribute resources in
two way exchange

Reaches members who share
common research interests.
Reduces ‘reinventing of
wheel’

Potential for interaction,
discussion and review of
findings

Typically, low levels of active
participation

Requires strong incentives for
participation

Time consuming to operate
and manage

Internet, e-mail

Worldwide electronic network
of linked computers

Immediate, convenient

Wide interest in electronic
media

Access to hardware limited in
Southern countries

Potential may be, or is
temporarily underdeveloped

Expense

Intermediaries

Specialist agency intervening
to disseminate and explain
research to local constituency

Ensures that research is
translatable - based on local
norms

Problems may arise if
research agenda of
intermediaries is not
consistent with research
project

Popularisation

As a means for reaching a
wider audience. Influencing
policy from below; uses mass
media

Reaches wide audience

Core message may be diluted
or misinterpreted during
process of popularisation

Publicising

Use of mass media as means
of marketing new research

Reaches wide audience at
relatively low cost

No control over interpretation
of message

Participatory concept

Knowledge disseminated to
the community level using
participatory techniques

Translates research results
into practical guidance at
community level

Time consuming

Policy briefs

Directed at policy and
decision makers

Potential to influence on
decision making process

Difficulty in gaining access to
decision makers

Interactive computer Using PC software to High impact Difficulty in gaining access to
presentation demonstrate research findings decision makers
Limited access to hardware
Expense
Demonstrations Seeing research results on High impact Limited audience

the ground can be persuasive
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