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BACKGROUND TO THE WORKSHOP

by
P.M. Mbithi

As pointed out at several recent conferences and by
various Government officials and individuals concerned
with development programmes, research in Kenya is character-
ized by a lack of communication and co-ordination between
various bodies. This results in:=-
(a) research duplication and overlap
by different research organizations
working in the same field,

(b) very poor dissemination of research
findings at a level and frequency which
would be useful to those who could use
the results e.g. policy makers and
practitioners in the field, and

(¢) 1lack of public awareness of various
findings and programmes.

The Workshop on the Production, Dissemination and
Utilization of Social Science Research Findings was
called to address itself to the above and to come up
with recommendations on how these problem areas might
be eliminated or alleviated.

The responses which have come from numerous sectors
of our community indicate the wide spread concern with
the purpose for which the Workshop was called. We are
grateful to the Friedrich-Ebert-~Stiftung for its
support which has enabled us to convene this workshop.



OPENING ADDRESS
Professor B. A. Ogot, Deputy Vice-Chancellor
University of Nairobi

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I am informed that this Workshop is going to discuss the
problems of co-ordination of research; that is the problems
of producing relevant and useful research findings; dissemi-
nating these at a level and frequency so that they reach the
maximum number of consumers; and, the problem of co-operation
between researcher and practitioner in utilizing and
implementing research recommendations. This has come at a
critical time for as recent conferences and contacts among
researchers and planners have shown there has been a
degree of mutual misunderstanding. Statements about
researchers! ineffectiveness -~ that they are not producing
the kind of research needed for planning action programmes
for economic developments - take many forms. The classical
view of the impractical academic researcher, hidden in a
university ivory tower, is still held strongly by some
people and probably with some Jjustification. But it would
be a serious state of affairs if indeed our researchers
pursued irrelevant problems, produced their findings only
in academic journals, and refused to collaborate with
planners, in the mistaken interests of pursuing some
abstract and irrelevant knowledge.

However, we in the University have heard our re-
searchers make a different kind of plea. It is held widely
that the planners and policy makers are not telling re-
searchers exactly what it is they want researched.
Researchers ask, What are the relevant problems? What are
the national priorities?

The need for a strong and sustained dialogue between
researchers and practitioners is critical. I am told
that this Workshop includes representatives from the
Government, East African Community, international agencies,
publishers, private ané voluntary organizations, and the
University. It appears to me that this Workshop, therefore,
offers a unique opportunity for a constructive dialogue



among researchers and those who disseminate and/or use

research findings.

I am aware that involved in this problem of communi-
cation between researchers and decision maker, is the
question of "How much?" Is the flow of information
reaching the civil servants, for instance, not too copilous
and too technical to be of immediate use? Shouldn't the
University amass and keep an up-to-date store of infor-
mation, but send to Government only the most significant
findings®

On the other hand this kind of dialogue will only bpe
meaningful if we have civil servants who are development
conscious and who realise that any progress must depend on
knowledge and not simply on enthusiasm. There is a tendency
in certain circles in Kenya touday bto disregard professional
and expert opinion, Any country which does not exploit its
brain-power cannot hope to develop. I would, therefore, plead for
a greater willingness on the part of decision makers to
seek answers about the many difficult problems they are
being called upon to tackle.

As you are all probably aware, the establishment of a
dialogue is only one of the many ways by which we can
increase the efficiency of the use of research resources
available to our nation. Allow me to gouggest some areas
which I feel should be touched on in your deliberations:

(a) What is the existing and probable future
mechanism for identifying and articulating
our research needs, bottlenecks, and research
priorities? Is there a need for a co-ordinating
and administrative body such as a National
Research Council?

(b) What are the best techniques for co-
ordinating and integrating our wvaried
research efforts? What are the best ways
of efficiently utilizing our research
resources, such as esvailable manpower
and expertise? How can we accelerate the

localization of research resources and at
what cost?
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(e) What is the role of social science
research in planning policy formu-
lation, teaching, and adult education?

(&) What are the best structures and
process for disseminating research
S0 as to reach our population and
aid in alleviating ignorance and poverty?
Are there other alternatives to the
use of scientific journaks, compli-
cated jargon, writing long academic
reports, etc?

These and many other problems which you will raise are
crucial to a healthy development of a research tradition in
Kenya., Their solution involves a co=operative effort by all
of us here and I hope your recommendations after the deliber-
ations will not be taken Jjust as stgtements on paper but will
be put through the relevant implementation process,

I would particularly 1like to stress one aspect of the
fourth area we have identified, i.e. the role of the theorist
in developing public opinion. We have already stressed the
need tc have a meaningful dialogue between the researchédrs
and the decision makers, But there is an even more funda-
mental question of educating the public on basic questions
of development. Up to now, it has been left to fund-
raising organizations such as the Freedom from Hunger
Campaign Committee;, and the ciwil servants and politicians.
Excellent and remarkahle though their work is, it is not ideal
that the major educational effort is in their hands, as much
of it necessarily relates to appeals to deal with efforts
rather than causes of under-development. Moreover, popular
appeals like "We must plan our families" or "Go back to the
land® create popular misconceptions which can be a barrier
t0 an understanding of wider development issues., Theorists
should, therefore, recognise that they have a crucial role to
play in formulating public opinion favourable to development.
It is am enormous task because it requires an enormous sense
of reality. But it is an essential task; for we need a
sharper, better-defined public opimion to provide the will
and the leadership for change.



In conclusion, let me mention a touchy issue which we
are all aware of. This is the problem of research
documentation and data retrieval. In general terms, Kenya
hosts a staggering array of research programmes and
researchers. Likewise, Kenya continues to lose a lot of
her raw d@ata either because after research is done it is
never analysed or pulled out of the cupboards in which it
is deposited or, and this is more serious, researchers take
it out of the country. This loss if it were ever estimated
in monetary terms would be staggering to a developing
economy., I hope in this Workshop, or another of a similar
kind, an attempt will be made to cost this loss, The loss
is even more critical when these raw materials which are
later sold to Kenyan educational institutions at a great
loss in foreign exchange.

I, therefore, urge the participants in this Workshop to
use a mature approach in deliberating on the nature and
utility of social science research in Kenya., I urge you
10 begin by agreeing on what the problems really are
before you attempt prescriptions.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I once again welcome you to this
Workshop and wish you luck in your deliberations,



SOCIAL SCIENCE PRODUCTI _ DISSEMINATION AND
IMPLEMENTATION IN KENYA: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY

Joseph Ascroft, Niels Roling, George Ruigu
Ingtitute for Develcpment Studies
University of Nairobi

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

The present study is essentially an exploratory fishing
expediticn in the as yet unchanted waters of social science
wesearch in Kenya. It was motivated by an underlying percep=-
ticn of overlap, wastage of resocurces, and lack of concord
between researchers and practitioners in an area of inquiry
afflicted with over=production of knowledge and poor
dissemination and under-utilization of the knowledge
produced: The present study seeks to produce an inventory
£ personal interview research conducted in the social
sciences in Kenya, with particular emphasis upon research
conducted since January 1970. It is a beginning effort, a
pilot study, distinguished as much by the interesting
questions it asked as by the interesting questions it inad-
vertantly omitted. It was, furthermore, carried out at
incrdinate speed in order to meet the deadline of the
Workshop, Completion time from planning through question-
naire design, datz zathering, and processing to report
preparation was barely one month,

The study was commissioned by the organizers of the
present Workshop and funded by the Friedrich-Ebert-=Stiftung.
The research mainly consisted of senior and junior research
workers drawn from the Institute for Development Studies
assisted by a team of University student interviewers. It
benefited also from advice and information relevant to the
study provided by colleagues and scholars both in and out of
the University.

Sample Selection

The sample was selected in two stages. The first stage
congisted of a purpesive selection of the main social sclence
research data gathering institutions, organizations, and
and agencies known to the present researchers, The second stage
sonsisted of all those other institutions, organizations, and
agencies known to stage one respondents to be actively engaged
in social science data gathering research invoelving



personal interviewsy This method of sample selection was
forced upon us because we knew of no existing sampling frame
from which to draw a representative cross-selection of
respondants. As a result we have no clear way of assessing
the representative nature of our sample, 1t being likely that
our method of sample selection may well have failed to include
significant proportions of social science researchers. There
are, for instance, a large number of individual researchers,
mainly foreigners, roaming the country at present. Unless
they were directly affiliated with the institutions we inter-
viewed, they were largely ignored. Furthermore, because of ¢
time constraints, our survey was restricted almost exclusively
0 respondents living within the Nairobi area.

We initially aimed at completing about 50 interviews,

20 in stage one and 30 in stage two. MNortality came in
three major forms. In the first place we found great diffi-
culty in compiling a list of 40, let alone 50, institutions,
organizations, and agencies engaged in empirical social
seience research. Secondly, a number of institutions
nominated by others as being actively engaged in social science
research denied the allegation. Finally, a few researchers
engaged in personal interviewing refused to be personally
imterviewed. Indeed, many of our sessions were marked by
responded reluctance to sit long enough (average interview
time was one hour) to answer deeply enough or state their
opinions well enough to allow ws to code thelr answers in
eategories other than "don't know" or "can t think of any
problems."

The present study 1is exploratory rather than confirm-
atory, it having been done without benefit of specific
hypotneses to be tested. Indeed, it can hest be regarded
as a pilot pretest which aims not at testing hypotheses, but
at developing testable hypotheses which later could be studied
more thoroughly and systematically. It is hoped that one
outcome of the present Workshoep may well be the development
of an expanded and sharpened research instrument, the
results of which would feed into the follow-up workshop
envisaged to be held in the middle of this year.

Before we proceed with presentation of the tabulated
results, the reader is cautioned that the bases for
calculating percentages in the tables are usually small.



The smaller the base the lower the stability of the percentages,

and, therefore, the greater the range of error around each
percentage.

THE RESULTS

We interviewed 29 institutions engaged directly or
indirectly in social science research conducted in Kenya
based on personal interviews with people as the primary
source of information. Our decision to limit the area
of inquiry to research based on personal interviews was
dictated mainly by time constraints. To have included
research based on secondary data sources or on content
analysis would have required much more time than we were
allowed,

Type of Research Institution

The 29 institutions surveyed may be classified as
follows:

Table 1: Tpye of Institution No. %
University and its Institutes 10 34
Government/Other Parastatals 8 28
UN Agencies/Bilateral Donors/Foundations 6 21
Commerce and Industry 3 10
Voluntary Organizations 2 1

29 100

Nature of Research Involvement

Of the 29 institutions, most claimed to have carried
out or to be still continuing to carry out personal inter-
wiew research, while about half of them claimed to have
asked some other institutions Jr individual researchers to

carry out research on their behalf (see Table 2).

Table 2 Research Involvement No. %

Carried out research vefore 1970 18 62

Carried out research after 1970 23 79
Asked others to carry out research

before 1970 = 17

Asked to carry out research after 1970 13 45

Total = 59 203

Base = 29



Q

It is clear from the figufes in Table 2 that many
institutions were engaged in more than one type of activity
at the same time, some having carried out their own research
as well as asking others to do so on their behalf, while
¢ thers have carried out or asked others to carry out research
both before and after 1970. In addition, about a third of the
29 institutions claimed to have either disseminated or
implemented scme other institutions' social science research
findings.

In the following pages we propose first to talk about
research actually carried out by the institutions them-
selves after January, 1970. Following that, we shall briefly
%21k about research carried out before January, 1970, and

about the other types of involvement in social science research.

RESEARCH CARRIED OUT AFTER JANUARY., 1970.

This section treats only those personal interview data
gathering research projects undertaken from January, 1970 to
the present time. During this period, a tokal of 62
individual research projects have been carried out, or are
still being carried out, by 23 out of the 29 institutions
surveyed. For purposes cf analysis we shall treat these
individual projects rather than the 29 institutions as the
units of analyses so that our percentaging base now becomes
62. Purthermore, we have cross-tabulated the results by
projects (35) carried out by the University and by projects
(27) carried out by all other types of institutions added
together (see Table 3):. We have taken out the data in this
way because of an underlying belief that the most pressing
meed for dialogue is between University based and non-
University based researchers.

Table 3. Who Carried Out Research No. %
A:. Ugiversity anrd itz Tnstitutes 35 57
B. Bilateral Donors/U.N. Agencies/Foundations 10 16
Government and its Parastatal Bodies T 11
Commerce and Industry 7T 11
Voluntary Organizations 5
Sub-total 27 43

A. University + B. Others Total 62 100

In the present section, we shall deal first with two
matters concerning the actual exdcution of the 62 research
projects, Secondly, we shall deal with _-atters concerning



the dissemination of findings arising from these research
projects, and, thirdly, with matters concerning the

implementation of these findings.

Matters Concerning The Research Execution
What were the main types of problems researched during

the past two years in Kenya? We have attempted to classify
the problems studied in the 62 research projects carried out
since January, 1970 into the general categories listed

in Table 4.

Table 4:
Types of Problems Studied University Other Total
Agricultural/Rural Development 29% 26% 27%
Economics/Industrialization 9. 37- 21-
FPamily Planning and Welfare 6 26 15
Socio-Psychological/Political 20 4 13
Educational/Adult Vocational 11 7 10
Urban/Housing 11 4 8
Employment/Migration 1 0 6
Public Health 3 7 5
Opinion/Listenership 3 7 5
Total = 100% 107%  104%
Base = 35 27 62-

Research concerned with general rural development,
particularly with respect to the diffusion or extension of
agricultural technology, dominates the list of recent
problems studied or still being studied. Sociological
research, frequently with psychological or political
overtones, occupy University researchers more so than non-
University researchers, who appear to have been concerned
more on problems of family welfare, especially family
planning, and economic problems, especially urban
industrialization and rural entreprenuership.

Who asked for the research to be carried out?

Table 5:
Research Requesting Institution University Jther Total
Government and Perastatal Bodies 42% 37% 40%
University and University Institutes 46- 4- 26-
Bilateral Donors/UN Agencies/Foundations 6 37 20
Voluntary Organizations 6 11 8
Commerce & Industry 0 11 5
Total = 100% 100% 100%
Base = 35- 27- 62
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Most of the research carried out in the past two years nos
requested by Government or its parastatal bodies. About
half of these requests were fulfilled *— the University
while the balance were fulfilled by non-University
institutions. Much of the balance of research carried out
by the University was requested within the University
while many of the non-Government requests fulfilled by
non-University bodies were requested by the U.N. agencies,
foundations and especilally bilateral donors.

Who funded the research carried out in the past two years’
Table 6&:

Research Funding Institutions University Other Total
Bilaterzl Donors,/UN igencies/Foundations 20% 60%  37%
Government =znd its Faraestatal Bodies 40 - 22- 32
University and University Institutions 34 0 19
Voluntary Organizations 6 7 T
Commerce and Industry c 11 5
Total = 100% 100% 100%
Base 35- 27 - 62

Researeh carried out by the University tends to be funded
elther by itself or by Government whereas non-University-based
research is largely funded by the U.N. agencies, foundations
and especiglly by bpilateral dcnors.

Where was the research actually carried out?
Table 7:

Research Locaticn University Other Total
Country-wide/Selected Urban/Rural Areas 26% 33%  29%
Nairobi and its Immediate Environs 2¢ . 26 - 23
Central Province 26 11 19
Western Province 6 22 13
Eastern Province 11 0 7
Nyanza Trovince 18 4 6
Rift Valley Province 3 4 3
Total = 100% 100% 100%
Base = 35- 27 - 62-

Nearly a third of the research projects were claimed to have
been carried out on a country-wide basis. We have
reservations about this claim and believe that many claimants
conducted their research in purposively selected rural or
urban areas scattered around the country rather than in

all parts of Kenya., Central and Western Provinces have been
researched more than the others, while our sample failed to
reveal any research carried ocut in the past two years in the
Coast Province or in the North Eastern Province, except

where these have been included under “"country-wide" research
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The University appears tc pay more attention to Central Province,
especially Nyeri District, and to Eastern Province,; particularly
Machakes., Non-University researchers have been more active in
Western Province, especially Kakamega District. Nairobi
features fairly prominently perhaps because of its convenience
and proximity to the researchers' home bases.
What was the nature of research carried out? Here we

used the following UNESCO definitions® which categorizes research
activitiss into three classess

Fundamental Research (oriented or non-oriented):

any activity directed towards the increase of
scientific knowledge or the discovery of new
fields of investigation, without any specific
practical objective.

Applied Research:

any activity direeted towards the increase of
scientific knowledge, with a specific practical
aim in view,

3. Experimental Development:

systematic use of the results of fundamental and
applied research and of emprical knowledge directed
towards the introduction of new materials, products,
devices, .rocesses and methods or the development of
prototypes and pilot plants.

Izble 8: Nature of Research Oniversity  Other Total
Fundamental 3% 15% 8%
Applied 71- 63- 68-
Experimental Development 26 22 24
Total = 100% 100%
Base = 35- 27- 62-

Nearly all of our respondents do mot perceive the research
being conducted in their organizations as “eing of the
fundamental "ivory towered" variety. Interestingly, this
perception is lower in University than in non-University
institutions. Indeed, a quarter of the University than in
research projects are deemed to be experimental in nature,
the pay off being controlled implementation rather than mainly
dissemination of knowledge gained through research.

Which branches cof the socizl sciences are involved in
data gathering personal interview research? Many of the
research projects straddlied more than one research branch,
some of the projects being multi-disciplinary efforts, as
can be observed by the fact that totals in Table 8 add up
t0 more than 100%.

*

Manval for Surveying National Scientific and Technological
Potential, UNESCO Science Policy Studies and Documents




Table 9: Social Science Branches University Other Total

Economics T 46% 56%  50%
Sociology 52- 37- 45 -
Agricultural Economics 20 26 23
Public Health 11 30 19
Political Science 14 15 15
Anthropology 17 4 15
Psychology 14 0 8
Education 11 4 2
Don’t know ) 4 2
Total = 185% 176% 179%
Base = 35- 27 - 62-

Many of the projects studied were claimed to be socio-
economic in nature, hence the prominence of economics and
sociology. In addition, sociology was frequently coupled
with agricultural economics.

What was the sampling method used? For purposes of
asking the question, definitions were prepared and shown
to the respondents. These definitions were as follows:-

CENSUS: All members of a given population are
interviewed.

RANDOM SAMPLING: Members of a given population
are selected for interview in such a way that
population has an equal non-zero chance of
being selected.

3. QUOTA SAMPLING: Members of a given popul=tion
are selected for interview by predetermining
quotas for specific categories in the population
according to known population parameters. Members
felling in each category are selected until the
guota is filled.

4, TURPOSIVE SAMPLING: People to be interviewed are
selected either haphazardly or to conform to some
predetermined researcher bias. The sample is not
representative of any population.

Table 10: Sampling Method Used University Other Total
Random 57% 22% 42%
Purposive 17 - 59- 35-
Quota 29 15 23
Census 17 7 13
Don't know 0) 4 2
Total = 120% 107%  115%
Bese = 35- 27 - 62 -

leny researchers combined two or more sampling methods,

hence the greater than 100% totals. The most reliably
representative sampling methods are random and census sampling.
These appear to have been used more by University researchers.
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The least reliably representetive form of sampling is purposive

sampling. These appear to be largely used by non-University
based researchers.

What was the field method used in carrying out research?
Here again, we prepared the following definitions which were
shown to respondents:

1, DPARTICIFANT OBSERVATION: The researcher observes his
subjects while participating in their activities or
daily lives.

2. UNSTRUCTURED PERSON-TO-PER3ON INTERVIEW: Researcher
asks guestions on predetermined issues, frequently
allowing respondent answers to determine the next
question. Also known as in depth interviews.

3. MAILED (QUESTIONNAIRE: Questionnaires are sent by mail
to respondents for them to complete and return.

4. STBUCTURED PERSON-TO-PERSON INTERVIEW SCHEDULE:

Interviewer visits respondents who are each asked the
same questions, the answers to which are recorded on a

questionnaire.

Table 11: Field Method Used University Other Total

Structured Interview Schedules 71 33 53

Participant Observation 49 26 39

Unstructured Interviews 46 26 32

Mailed Questionnaire 11 26 15

Don't Know 0 4 2
Total = 177 115 141
Base = 35 27 62

University researchers are particularly given to employing

more than one field method within the same research framework.
Typically, a full-scale structured interview schedule is preceded,
especially during the problem definition stage, by limited parti-
cipant observation and unstructured interviews. Non-University
based researchers are more likely to settle for one*field method
and conduct all their research in that mode.

What were the methods of data processing used? In this
regard, two lists, one dealing with counting and sorting technigues
and the other with computation technigues, were prepared and shown
to respondents.



Table 12: Data Frocessing lMethods University Other Totals

A. Counting and Sorting

Pencil and Paper 51% 79% 63%
Counter-sorter 43 11- 29
Computer 60 19 42
Don't Xnow 0 4 2
Totals = 154 _ 113 136
B. Computation
Pencil 47% T4% 60%
Desk Calculater 37- 15- 27 -
Desk Computer 26 T 16
Computer Centre 57 19 40
Don't Know 0 4 2
Totals = 167 119 145
Base = 35 27 62

There appears still to be a heavy reliance upon tedious

manual methods of data processing insplte of the increasing
availability of more rapid mechanized technigques. This re-
liance is particularly manifest among non-University-based
researchers. The tendencies among University based
researchers is to use pencil and paper methods mainly for
processing varvicipant observation and unstructured inter-
view material, and to use counter-sorters and computers for
processing structured interview schedules and mailed
questionnailres.

WWhat were the maln types of respondents studied?

Table 13: Tvype of Respondents University Other Totals
Farmers 27 26 27
Citizens/Adults in General 26 26 26
Entreprensurs 11 37 22
Government Officers S 2! 16
Women S 11 10
Householders , 14 0 8
Non-Adults in General 9 T 7
Product Consumers 0 11 5
Other 3 0 2
Totals 105 144 123
Base 35 27 62

Given that farmers may also be regarded as entrepreneurs,

then, the potentizl for entrepreneurship appears to have
been the main subject of interest in “he units of
analysis selected for research.

What were the main problems enccuntered in the process
of executing the research?
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Teble 14:
Main Problems of Execution University Other Totals
Respondent Reluctant to Give Information 31 59 44
Lack of Skilled Staff/Lack of Know-how 26 22 24
Deadlines/Underestimation of Time Needs 34 0 19
Lack of Co-operation from the Authorities 14 0 8
Lack of Sampling Frame/Finding Addresses 11 11 8
Problems of Transportation 6 0 3
None Yet/Can't Think of Any 21 26 23
Total = 143 118 129
Base = 35 27 62

Nearly a guarter of the respondent had either not encountered
any difficulties yet or could not think of any salient problems
which may have afflicted their research. In mitigation, most
of our respondents were answering on behalf of the primary
researchers, many of whom were no longer in the country. Thus,
our respondents were not in the best rosition to offer
determinate answers. On the whole, the time-honoured research
problems of respondent reluctance and lack of adeguate

sampling frames affected many projects. University researchers
seem to be particularly afflicted by a failure to meet deadlines,
by a lack of co-operation from the authorities, and by
transportation problems.

Generally, the research expertise necessary for dérawing
reliable samples, and for utilizing electro-mechanical and
electronic data processing equipment aprpears to rest more
within University-based researchers Tthan in ncn-University
based researchers.

Matters Concerning Dissemination of Findings

Were the results disseminated and, if so, to whom?
Teble 15:

Disseminated: To Whom University Other Totals
Not Disseminated/Research Incomplete 23% 44% 32%
Partly Disseminated 11- 4 - 8-
Disseminated to Government 46 A1 44
Disseminated to Non-Academic 60 19 42
Professionals/Practitioners
Disseminated to Academic Community/Univ. 60 15 40
Disseminated Outside Kenya 11 7 8
Internally Disseminated/Confidential 9 4 7
Disseminated to the General Public O__ 15 7
Total 220 149 188
Base 35 27 P
About & third of the research conducted during the past

two years has not yet been disseminated. 1In this regard, non-
University-based researchers are less inclined to disseminate

their results, perhaps because they lack the University's
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built-in dissemination systems of public seminars, conferences
and journals. These systems, on the other hand, tend to apply
only within the University, thereby perhaps giving University
researchers a false sense of widespread dissemination. This
part is further illustrated in the table which follows.

In what form were the results disseminated?

Table 16:
Form of Dissemination Uhiversity Other Totals
Not Disseminated 23% 44% 32%
Report/Pape» ‘Document 69- 33- 53-
Public Lecture/Seminar/Conference 43 4 26
Newspaper/Radio 6 15 10
Book/Journal 17 7 13
Don't Xnow 0 7 3
Total = 158 110 137
Base = 35 27 62

The most common form of disseminating research findings is
by way of a written report frequently backed up by a public
seminar or conference. This mode of information diffusion,
however, is pecullar more to University researchers than to
others.,

What were the main problems of disseminagtion and how
could the process be improved?

Table 17:
Dissemination Problems and Improvement University Other Totals

A, Problems Encountered

Not Disseminated 23% 44% 328
Lack of Outside Interes /Feedback 26- 7 - 18
Poor/Ineffective Distribution 29 4 16
Lack of Staff/Office Facilities/Time 35 0 19
No Problems Yet/Can't Think of Any - 29 45 36
Total = 142 100 121
B. Sugeested Improvements

Not Disseminated 23 44 32
More Publicity/Built-in Feedback 31 15 24
More Dialogue with Authcrities 29 11 22
More Readable/Simplified Summaries 6 7 8
Can't Think of Any Improvement 29 45 37
Total = 120 122 123

35 27 62

Problems of dissemination appear to affect University-based
researchers considerably more than other researchers who have
either not disseminated their research, or claim to have
encountered virtually no dissemingtion problems. In so far as
University researchers are concerned, the lack of effective
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administrative machinery for churning out the research findings
to all relevant people and gathering feedback from them seems
to be a major source of frustration. Thus most University
researchers suggest improvements such as more effective
publicity and dialogue as a means of ameliorating this
frustration.
Matters Concerning Implementation of Findings

Have any of the findings from research conducted in the

past two years been implemented? This question proved difficult
to answer mainly because the period of two years was insufficient
to allow for effective, observable implementation to take place.
Indeed, many research projects have as yet to reach the
implementation stage. Thus, as can be observed from Table 18,
over half the projects carried out, or still being carried out,

have not had any of their findings implemented.

Table 18:
Implementation of Findings University Other Totals
Not Implemented 54% 59% 57%
In Process of Planning Implementation 17- 4- 11-
Partly Implemented 23 0 13
Implemented 20 26 23
Don't Know 6 11 8
Total = 120 100 112
Base = 35 27 62

While much of the University research has not as yet been
implemented, more University-based than non-University-based
researchers claim to be actively engaged in planning
implementation procedures. Furthermore, about one-fifth of
them claim at least partial implementation of their findings.
Much of the implementation which is claimed to have taken
place has been in connection with Government programmes.

How successful was the implementation of the findings if

any?

Table 19:

Success of the Implementation University Other Total

Not Implemented 54% 59% 57%

No Indicgtion Yet 20- 16- 19-

Partly Successful 17 4 11

Successful 3 7 5

Don't Know 6 11 8
Total = 100 iC0 100
Base = 35 27 62

It is understandable that in these early stages of implemen-

tation, not enough time has transpired to allow evaluation
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of the success of the implementation. Where these evaluations
have been possible, at least partial success has been claimed,
especially by University-based researchers.

What were the main problems of implementation and how can

the process be improved?

Table 20: .
Problems and Improvement Suggestions University Other Totals
A. Problems Encountered
Not Implemented 54% 59% 57%
Lack of Co-operation/Dialogue 23- 4 - 14-
Operational Problems/Lack of Skilled 14 11 13
Staff/Finance
Data Misunderstood/Misapplied 14 4 10
Can't Think of Any 9 30 i)
114 108 112
B, Improvement Suggestions
Not Implemer+*~d4 54 59 57
More Follow up/Dialogue/Co-operation 54 7 34
Auth