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A1 Detailed Description of method used
Rationale

The objectives of the market research were:
To examine how users of research portals and repositories might be segmented;
To examine the attitudes of Intended Users of research portals and repositories towards using the
internet as a channel for finding research evidence;
To establish the relationship Intended Users of research portals and repositories have with the
portals and repositories under investigation and what they value about their services.

In addition to these main objectives, the market research also explores some of the assumptions and
hypotheses in the Theory of Change. The questionnaire (see Annex A.2.2) covered the following topic
areas: demographics, occupation, ICT context, participants’ use of evidence, and specifically how they
find, access and use research evidence online.

Developing the Method

The online questionnaire was initially drafted based on reviewing questions used in research on related
topics, drawing on the evaluation questions and Ellis framework for structure. It was developed through
an extensive process of consultation within the evaluation team (including our Advisory Group and
DFID Management teams), with our in-house survey experts and through piloting.

The questionnaire went through several iterations, based on piloting at Inception phase and Stage 2.
Feedback from these pilots resulted in improvements being made to the structure of the questionnaire,
as well as our definition of evidence and research evidence, whilst still keeping it as short as possible to
minimise the risk of respondents dropping out before the end. In addition, early findings from the first
country case study, Ghana, prompted the revision of some questions.

The questionnaire was distributed using the industry standard software, Snap Professional’.
Recruitment and sampling

Our population of interest was development actors worldwide, but with particular emphasis on trying to
reach policy-makers in the South, since these groups are less well researched in the literature. Within
this broad group we identified” the following selection criteria for respondents:

Has sufficient internet access to enable browsing of websites;

Is interested in or already seeking research evidence to inform their work;

Fluent in English;

Working in one of seven target categories of policy actor’. See Table 1 below:
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Table 1: Target Intended User groups for the Market Research
Development worker in civil society (e.g. employed by a Elected member of local or national government (e.g.
national or international non-governmental organisation, or Member of Parliament, member of regional/sub-national
community based organisation) legislature or council, Councillor/local council member,
government minister)
Academic/Researcher (e.g. researcher or postgraduate Civil or public servant
student based in a research institute, university, or think
tank) with an interest relevant to poverty alleviation or social
change in the South
Development Consultant Knowledge broker/intermediary for policy makers” (e.g.

Parliamentary committee clerk, Parliamentary researcher,
Parliamentary librarian, assistant/secretary to Member of
Parliament, Government departmental librarian)

Media professional (e.g. journalist, editor, commentator for
online, print or broadcast media)

This table has been revised slightly since it originally featured in our Inception report to avoid any
potential overlap between two of our categories. These were originally:

e National Legislature or elected member of local government (e.g. Member of Parliament,
member of regional/sub-national legislature or council, Councillor/local council member)

e Executive branch of national or local government (e.g. civil servant, ministerial advisor, local
council worker, government minister)

Having concluded during the Inception Phase that random sampling methods would not be practical in
this context, we used purposive sampling to recruit respondents within each of the categories of target
group. From our investigations in the Inception Phase we assumed an average 10% response rate for
this research. Therefore, in order to get the target 50-100 respondents per segment5 our target sample
frame size needed to be 500-1,000 per target group. Our targets aimed to produce a combined sample
of up to 700 respondents in the South and 300 in the North. We anticipated this would also allow us to
disaggregate by gender and some countries/sub-regions. Section A.2 presents the total number of
respondents and how they are distributed across the categories of Intended User, gender, region, etc.

Sample frames

The first sample frame (Wave 1), which had 5,824 contacts, was developed through initially tapping into
Mott MacDonald and Open University contact databases e.g. project contacts, consultancy services
team database and Open University alumni, and added to through desk-based searching of publicly
available email addresses e.g. government directories.

As recommended by DFID, the questionnaire was emailed® initially to the first 500 members (batch 1)
of the Wave 1 sample frame only (on 3rd November, 2015) to allow a rapid review of responses
received to ensure the questionnaire was working as intended. The questionnaire was modified slightly
in the light of the responses received and was then sent to the remaining 5,324 email addresses (batch
2) in Wave 1 on 16th November. For this, and each subsequent wave of issuing, the questionnaire
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stayed open for at least three weeks and recipients received at least two reminders. Where data were
available, the invitation emails were personalised. In cases where open links were used (e.g. when
sending to a closed network or set of personal contacts) reminders were not often possible. Section A.2

summarises the mailouts of the questionnaire, the delivery rates and the response rates for each wave.

he Open
niversity
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A.2 Market research metadata

The table below summarises the different waves of respondent recruitment

Table 2: Waves of Market Research respondent recruitment
Total
Total Sent Total Received undeliverable Total completed Response rate
Wave 1 batch 17 500 425 75 50 12%
Wave 1 batch 2 5,324 4,713 611 659 14%
Wave 2 N/A (6 open Unknown Unknown 149 Unknown for
links) open links
Wave 3 3,651 2,960 691 79 3%
Wave 4 781+ 3 open 609 172 (open links  21+37 from open 3% for direct
links unknown) links mail, unknown
for open links
TOTAL 9756 + those 8282 +those 1474 (open links 945  9.2% (unknown
sent open links  received through unknown) for open links)
open links

Wave 1, Batch 2 was built up using OU's alumni database, Mott MacDonald's country offices' contacts
and some desk-based research. This sample was a mix of largely academic, government and
consultant contacts®,

Wave 2 was a set of Open Links to closed networks e.g. Evidence Based Policy Development Network.

Wave 3 was a sample included a large proportion of Southern government contacts obtained from
Southern government websites.

Wave 4 was a top-up sample of predominately Southern government contacts and knowledge brokers
and a set of open links issued to networks of development actors e.g. association of parliamentary
librarians.

Almost all questions in the questionnaire were mandatory (with options allowing respondents to
effectively skip if preferred e.g. “Don’t know” or “not relevant”). The survey team was only sent data
from fully completed and submitted questionnaires and although calculated during pre-testing to take
on average 20 minutes to complete, some respondents’ experience was that this could take a lot longer
depending on how much information they provided and fast the questionnaire loaded on their browser.
These factors will inevitably have affected the response rate.

A questionnaire was marked as undeliverable if the sample member’s email address was no longer
working and the response rate is therefore ‘Total completed divided by Total received’. As the sampling
method was purposive rather than random, the response rate tells us more about our efficiency in
sourcing respondents than the representativeness of the results i.e. we cannot calculate statistical
validity of the data regardless of response rate. However, we believe the response rates of individual
waves do tell us something else of value:

7 This pilot batch was partly reported on in the Stage 2 Interim Report and the full 50 responses were used to inform the
development of the coding approach; in fact some early challenges to the original Theory of Change emerged as part of this
process where the evaluation team used the ToC for coding and struggled (e.qg. replacing Accessible with Discoverable).
Their The findings about Southern Internet used, albeit not as part of the larger dataset in the main report, but did
influence our evaluation approach.

® Wave 1, Batch 1 and Wave 1, Batch 2 are sub-samples of a single sample (Wave 1); Batch 1 being the 1% 500 members of
Wave 1 and used to test the final questionnaire before it was amended and issued to the remaining 5324 members.
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a) Southern government contacts are particularly hard to reach through online research. About 1
in 8 of every email sent to Wave 1, Batch 2 resulted in a completed questionnaire being submitted
compared to about 1 in 45 of every email sent to Wave 3 (largely sourced via Southern government
websites). A contributing factor to this difference was the number of email addresses that were found to
be not working among Wave 3 (18.9%).
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This is reflected in the distribution of respondents we recruited to the Civil Servant category. The 55
respondents who completed the online questionnaire and met the full sampling criteria for Southern
civil servants were from 14 countries; however 10 respondents were from South Africa and 21 from the
Philippines - two countries that have made notable advances in e-government.

Figure 1 Southern Civil Servant Respondents by location

Where Southern Civil Servants are based, n=55

Philippines
South Africa
Nigeria
India
Albania
Uganda
Mauritius
Malawi
Cambodia
Maldives
Zambia
Rwanda
Kenya
Ghana

25

o
(4]
=
o
=
8]
N
o

b) Online surveys are at risk of being blocked as spam: despite using respected online survey
software we know that email providers' spam filters prevented emails from the Survey Team reaching
some recipients (where respondents told us they found the email in their Spam folder).

c) A trusted, recognised sender is effective: We have anecdotal evidence that non-recognition of
the sender affected response rates for the direct emails from the Survey Team while an open link
emailed directly to individual selected members of KM4Dev by a KM4Dev member, with one reminder
had a 21% response rate.

How data were analysed

Respondents were first coded into categories of North or South, based on the information provided
about their location combined with World Bank data®. Using this North/South variable and other
classification data they had provided, respondents were then placed into the 10 original categories,
plus Southern (Other) and Northern (Other). We identified that the Southern (Other) category had
enough respondents within it (63) who could be classified as Multilateral/Donor Agency staff based in
the South to create an 11" category of Intended User (see Table 3) capable of being analysed
separately.
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The new North/South and Respondent Category variables and existing classification variables were
used for basic frequency and disaggregation reporting for all questions (see Section 5, in main report).
However, four groups of Intended User had fewer than 50 respondents thus making them unsuitable for
reporting on as separate groups. Their data is included in the wider analysis where appropriate. There
remained 652 respondents across the seven larger (Primary) groups of different sizes (from 55 to 163
respondents). This presented a challenge in reporting at a headline level about Intended Users; our
early analysis showed some emerging differences in information behaviour between the groups but
being of different sizes, there was a risk that a larger group’s behaviour could skew our headline
findings. Weighting was ruled out because the true sizes of these groups in the wider population are
not known; for the same reason, we were not able to weight by gender as information on the gender
distribution among Southern academics, for example, is not available.
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To resolve this challenge, we present the data in several ways in the next section. For each question
we report the overall responses (all who answered the question), but for most questions we also
present (and use as headline findings in the main Evaluation Report) the mean average of the
percentages across the seven groups that have at least 50 members and refer in these cases to the
sample as Primary Intended Users. Thus, when the findings relating to Primary Intended Users are
reported, the responses of larger groups (such as Development Consultants in the North and South) do
not outweigh those of smaller groups (such as Southern Civil Servants). For comparison purposes we
also present the findings from individual groups e.g. civil servants, where appropriate, to illustrate
differences between their behaviour.

A.2.1 Market research findings

Introduction to findings

The first set of questions (Q1 to Q14) was asked of all 945 participants of the online market research
and tell us the general composition of the sample. Question 14 helped us to identify which of the
respondents met the full sampling criteria by asking them if they ever have to find research evidence for
work, for themselves or for other people. Those who answered No (95 respondents, 10% of the
sample), were taken directly to Question 33 which asks about awareness and use of various portals
and repositories likely to be of interest to development actors — skipping questions relating to
information behaviour and research evidence.

The analysis of Questions 15 to 22 is based on a sample of 850 respondents (those who replied Yes or
Don’t Know™ to Question 14). Of these, 671 fall into the categories of Intended User that we sought to
reach through purposive sampling (although not evenly as Table 3 illustrates). Two respondents gave
an answer to Question 22 that excluded them from some subsequent questions meaning that
Questions 23 to 32 were asked of 848 respondents.

The online market research aimed to obtain responses from 50 to 100 of three categories of
development actor in both the North and South, and of four categories in the South only. As the table
below shows, and was observed at Interim Reporting stage, some categories proved harder to recruit
than others and as was noted in 1, a new category was able to be added.
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Table 3: Categories of Development Actor

Who met sampling % of whom
Respondents criteria female

Academic/Researcher (North) 66 66 48.5% (32)
Academic/Researcher (South) 81 77 45.5% (35)
Development Consultant (North) 186 163 42.3% (69)
Development Consultant (South) 157 145 33.1% (48)
Development worker in civil society (North) 45 42 57.2% (24)
Development worker in civil society (South) 91 83 31.3% (26)
Elected member of local or national government 15 13 23.1% (3)
(South)
Civil servant (South) 65 55 40% (22)
Knowledge broker/intermediary for policy makers 14 14 35.7% (5)
(South)
Media (South) 14 13 53.8% (7)
Multilateral/Donor Agency Staff (South) 68 63 41.2% (26)
Other (North) 94 80 55% (44)
Other (South) 49 36 55.6% (20)
TOTAL 945 850 42.5% (361)

The Northern development worker in civil society category fell 5 short of the target, with 45 responses

(of which only 40 were asked the wider set of questions about research evidence use) and the following

categories only achieved 14 or 15 respondents:

= Elected member of Southern local or national government

= Southern knowledge broker/intermediary for Southern policy makers (e.g. Parliamentary
researcher, Government departmental librarian)

= Southern media professional (e.g. journalist or editor of national newspaper)

This makes these four groups unsuitable for reporting on as separate groups in this report, although
their data is included in the wider analysis. Their responses have also been treated as further sources
of qualitative data about their respective category of Intended User.

In this report, the expression “Intended Users” is used as shorthand for the sub-sample of 734
respondents who meet the full sampling criteria and fall within one of the 11 final groups of Intended
User of research portals and repositories (3 categories across North and South — making 6 groups -
and 5 unique to the South). The expression “Primary Intended Users” is used to refer to the seven
groups for whom we have more than 50 responses and is typically reported as a mean average across
their responses to avoid larger groups biasing the results.

Although the sampling method used does not allow for statistical significance to be reported, we have
taken as our guide the appropriate margins of error for the sample sizes involved before highlighting
differences between groups. We assume there would need to be at least 9 percentage points between
the genders, for example, or 21 percentage points between findings from Multilateral/Donor Agency
staff in the South, and Southern civil servants in order to point to them as being different.
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Summary of Market Research Results by Question

Question 1: Which region are you primarily based in? (Please select one option from the list
below) n=945

Figure 2 Respondents by Region

Sub-Saharan Africa

South Asia

North America

Middle East and North Africa
Latin America and Caribbean

Europe and Central Asia

East Asia and Pacific

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Table 4: Respondents by Region
Region Count %
East Asia and Pacific 140 14.8
Europe and Central Asia 289 30.6
Latin America and Caribbean 19 2.0
Middle East and North Africa 20 2.1
North America 61 6.5
South Asia 95 10.1
Sub-Saharan Africa 321 34.0
Total 945 100.0

Which country are you primarily based in?

These responses enable us to classify the respondents as being based in the North or South using the
latest World Bank list of High Income countries as the Northern list (World Bank, 2016).
This classification results in the following subsamples:

e Respondents based in the North: 391

e Respondents based in the South: 554

The following countries had more than 25 respondents in them:

e UK: 171

e South Africa: 50
e Nigeria: 48

e Kenya: 39

e United States: 40
e Philippines: 38
e Rwanda: 35
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e Australia: 34
e [India: 29
e Uganda: 28
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Figure 3 Location of respondents

Location of respondents, n=945

= North = South

Thinking of the last 10 years, for how many of these in total have you been based in [country
selected in previous question]? N=945

The data were collected to enable us to check if required against possible bias when looking at the
country/region location of respondents.

Figure 4 Respondents’ years spent in country based in over the last 10 years

Prefer not to say .

Less than 5 years _

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
Table 5: Respondents’ years spent in country based in over the last 10 years
Less than 5 years 182 19%
5to 10 years 719 76%
Prefer not to say 44 5%
Total 945 100%
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This distribution stays about the same for the different samples, for example, among the 848
respondents who answered questions 23 to 32, 77% Southern respondents had been based in their
main country for 5 to 10 of the last 10 years.
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Question 2: Which type of organisation do you currently work for (if you are employed by more
than one, please select the main one)? N=945

This question, together with the next question on role, was asked to enable us to identify respondents
by target group category (through combinations of organisation type, role and country).

Figure 5 Respondents by organisation type
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Local government
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Government donor agency (e.g. USAID, DfID)
Multilateral organisation (e.g. UN)

Other (please specify)

International civil society organisation (charity, faith-
based organisation, etc.)
National Government (excluding overseas aid
departments)

University department / Research institute / Think tank

Consultancy (private sector or self-employed)
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Table 6: Respondents by organisation type

Organisation Type Number of respondents Percentage of total

Consultancy (private sector or self-employed) 337 35.7%

University department / Research institute / Think tank 184 19.5%

National Government (excluding overseas aid departments) 88 9.3%

International civil society organisation (charity, faith-based 81 8.6%

organisation, etc.)

Other (please specify) 66 7.0%

Multilateral organisation (e.g. UN) 44 4.7%

Government donor agency (e.g. USAID, DFID) 41 4.3%

National civil society organisation (charity, faith-based 37 3.9%

organisation, etc.)

Local government 16 1.7%

Media (e.g. national newspaper) 15 1.6%
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Organisation Type Number of respondents Percentage of total
Private charitable foundation (e.g. Bill and Melinda Gates 15 1.6%

Foundation)

Parliament / Political party 13 1.4%

Network (e.g. professional association) 8 .8%

Total 945 100%

Question 3: Which of the following best describes your MAIN role in that organisation? N=945

Figure 6 Respondents by main role
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Community / Development worker =
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Table 7: Respondents by main role
Main role Number of respondents Percentage of total
Advisor / Consultant 369 39%
Programme / Project manager 178 19%
Researcher / Academic 128 14%
Other (please specify) 80 9%
Lecturer 38 4%
Programme / Project support 34 4%
Communications / Marketing 25 3%
Elected representative 20 2%
Librarian / Information Professional 17 2%
Research support 14 2%
Journalist / Editor 13 1%
Community / Development worker 9 1%
Fundraiser 7 <1%
Student 6 <1%
Trainer 4 <1%
Volunteer 3 <1%
Total 945 100%
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Question 4: In which sector do you mainly work? n=945

Figure 7 Respondents by sector
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mainly work)
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Table 8: Respondents by sector

Main sector

o

Number of respondents

<
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Percentage of total

Health 301 32%
Education 179 19%
None of the above 132 14%
No specific sector/generalist 123 13%
Agriculture, Food Security and Nutrition 50 5%
Economic Growth and Labour 40 4%
Conflict and Security 25 3%
Gender and Equality 24 3%
Environment 19 2%
Infrastructure 15 2%
Water and Sanitation 14 2%
Climate Change 14 2%
Energy 9 1%
Total 945 100%
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Question 5: Which of the following age categories do you fit into? n=945
This question was used to aid analysis of information behaviour (based on an assumption about
relationship between age and behaviour). Just over half (55%) of respondents classed themselves as

aged 45 to 64 years old.

Figure 8 Respondents by age category

Prefer not to say
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Table 9: Respondents by age category

Age categories Number of respondents Percentage of total
18 to 24 years 7 1%
25 to 34 years 92 10%
35 to 44 years 165 18%
45 to 54 years 248 26%
55 to 64 years 268 28%
65 years or older 155 16%
Prefer not to say 10 1%
Total 945 100%
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Question 6: What is your highest level of education?

Figure 9 Respondents by highest qualification
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Table 10: Respondents by highest qualification
Highest qualification Number of respondents Percentage of total
Masters or Doctoral degree 784 83%
Bachelor’s degree or similar 117 12%
Professional qualification 31 3%
High school or baccalaureate or A-levels 6 <1%
Other/None of the above <1%
Prefer not to say <1%
Total 945 100%

Question 7: Are you...? n=945
Female: 399 (42.2%)

Male: 533 (56.4%)

Prefer not to say: 13 (1.4%)

Total: 945

The table overleaf highlights the distribution of genders in each category of Intended User. Women
comprised around 40+% of most groups of respondents, but not amongst Southern Development
Workers or Southern Development workers™. However, it is important to note that because of the
sample size, although it looks like there are differences in gender ratios between the Northern
Academics and Southern Development Workers in Civil Society they are (probably) not big enough for
us to assume that this is the case outside of the people who took part in the Market Research.

™ Only considering those groups that had a minimum of 50 respondents.
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Table 11: Respondents by development actor categorisation

Prefer
not to
Female say Respondents % female

Elected member of local or national 3 12 0 15 20%
government (South)
Development worker in civil society 28 62 1 91 31%
(South)
Development Consultant (South) 52 104 1 157 33%
Knowledge broker/intermediary for policy 5 8 1 14 36%
makers (South)
Multilateral/Donor Agency Staff (South) 27 40 1 68 40%
Development Consultant (North) 77 107 2 186 41%
Academic/Researcher (South) 35 45 1 81 43%
Civil servant (South) 28 36 1 65 43%
Academic/Researcher (North) 32 32 2 66 48%
Media (South) 7 6 1 14 50%
Development worker in civil society 27 17 1 45 60%
(North)

Question 8: Which of the following best describes how often you access the Internet for any
purpose (i.e. for work/leisure etc.)? This should include access from any device (Desktop,
Laptop, Tablet or Mobile) and from any location (home, work, internet café or any other
location).

(Please tick one box only), n=945

98% of respondents said they access the internet at least a few times a day (Many times or A few
times).

Figure 10 Respondents’ frequency of accessing the internet

Don’t know ‘

| use the internet more than once a week |
but not every day

| use the internet about once a day |

| use the internet a few times a day -

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900
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Table 12: Respondents’ frequency of accessing the internet

| use the internet many times a day 838 88.7%
| use the internet a few times a day 88 9.3%

| use the internet about once a day 8 .8%

| use the internet more than once a week but not 8 .8%
every day

Don’t know 3 .3%
Total 945 100%

Question 9: If you would like to explain your answer, please use the space below (149
responses)

Some of the answers given indicate that “how often you access the internet” was interpreted by some
respondents as meaning having internet connection (the opportunity to access the internet) e.g.
“Always connected to internet during working hours and evenings”. A selection of answers given by
those who selected “Many times a day” illustrates some of the different contexts that may lie behind
internet access frequency.

Mainly via laptop but check emails on mobile phone when out of the office. [Development Consultant,
Northern]

The cost of the internet connection in PNG [Papua New Guinea] is more than the total salary of most
professionals in the country [Academic/Researcher, Southern]

...we have very poor accessibility to academic materials and as such | rely on on-line materials to
conduct my work [Academic/Researcher, Southern]

Have my tablet with me all the time so i scroll regularly the [whole] day. | use my laptop and computer
when i start working on my projects [and] use internet as [needed]. My cell phone is also always
[connected] to my [emails and] with internet connections always [Civil servant, Southern]

| am always on internet through my smart phone that is always on and i use my laptop for at least an
hour daily [Civil servant, Southern]

When the network is available, | use the Internet [Elected member of local or national government,
Southern]

Question 10: Which of the following devices do you ever use to access the Internet for any
purpose (i.e. for work/leisure etc.)?
(Please tick all that apply), n=945

Almost all respondents (97%) said they (ever) use a laptop or desktop computer to access the Internet.
71% of respondents used a laptop or desktop computer, and a mobile; and 40% or respondents used
both of these devices plus a computer tablet e.g. iPad. Just 67 respondents (7%) used Smart TV to
access the Internet.

Mobile or cell phone use
Focusing just on the 734 respondents in the “Intended Users” sub-sample (i.e. those who meet the

sampling criteria with the addition of Multilateral/Donor Agency staff in the South), 74% (542
respondents) said they use a mobile or cell phone to access the Internet.
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The table below shows there is not a large variation between types of Intended Users'? with those
using a mobile or cell phone to access the Internet ranging between 65% and 79%.

Table 13: 9% of Target Users that use a mobile phone to access the internet

Target User Group

% that use a mobile

phone to access the
internet

Academic/Researcher (North) 7%
Academic/Researcher (South) 65%
Development Consultant (North) 76%
Development Consultant (South) 72%
Development worker in civil society (South) 71%
Civil servant (South) 75%
Multilateral/Donor Agency Staff (South) 79%

Question 11: How do you use the internet, if at all, to keep up to date with your

sector/profession?
(Please tick all that apply), n=945

Figure 11 Respondents’ use of online tools to keep up to date
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Use Google Alerts to monitor news stories
Sign up to follow blogs

Periodically monitor Twitter

Join email discussion lists

Join groups on online social networks e.g. Facebook
or LinkedIn

Browse online journals

Subscribe to email newsletters/alerts

Email colleagues / contacts to exchange information
/ articles

Periodically revisit favourite websites

o

100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900

2 Focusing just on the categories that have at least 50 respondents
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Table 14: Respondents’ use of online tools to keep up to date

Number of Percentage of

Online tool used to keep up to date respondents Total
Periodically revisit favourite websites 788 83%
Email colleagues / contacts to exchange information / articles 787 83%
Subscribe to email newsletters/alerts 695 74%
Browse online journals 615 65%
Join groups on online social networks e.g. Facebook or LinkedIn 504 53%
Join email discussion lists 338 36%
Periodically monitor Twitter 262 28%
Sign up to follow blogs 222 24%
Use Google Alerts to monitor news stories 192 20%
Subscribe to RSS feeds 139 15%
Other (please specify) 49 5%

Don't know 4 4%

Analysis of the Northern and Southern respondents separately shows there are minor differences
between the two groups in the popularity of some of the tools but not large enough to suggest these
differences exist in the wider populations from which the samples were drawn.

Looking at gender, there are even fewer differences, with one exception: 80% of the female
respondents said they subscribe to email newsletters/alerts to keep up to date with their sector
or profession, compared to 69% of male respondents. The table below illustrates how these
differences continue in the North and South.

Table 15: Respondents’ subscription to email newsletters/alerts

Total in Who subscribe to email Percentage of subsample
Gender North/South sample newsletters/alerts who subscribe
Female North 188 159 85%
Female South 211 161 76%
Male North 198 144 73%
Male South 335 223 67%

Question 12: Do you ever have to find EVIDENCE of any kind for yourself or other people as
part of your work? (Please tick one box only), n=945
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Figure 12 Respondents who ever have to find evidence for work, for themselves or for other people

= Yes = No = Don't know

Table 16: Respondents who ever have to find evidence for work, for themselves or for other people

Number of Respondents Percentage of Total Sample
Yes 882 93%
No 45 5%
Don't know 18 2%
Total 945 100%

A definition was provided of Evidence and Research Evidence. The percentage of respondents giving
Yes as their answer to this question is close to 93% in the gender and North/South sub-samples. 18
said Don’'t Know (2 North and 16 South).

Question 13: Please think of a time you recently looked for EVIDENCE of any kind for work.
What was the subject matter and what type of information or data were you looking for?
(Please write in below)

This question was asked to help put analysis of other questions into context (see analysis of Question
14 for example). 830 respondents (out of 882 who said they ever look for evidence) answered this
question.

Question 14: Do you ever have to find RESEARCH EVIDENCE for yourself or other people as
part of your work?
(Please tick one box only), n=945

This question was included to help identify respondents who matched the full sampling criteria (and
could be classed as Intended Users), specifically people who are interested in seeking, or who are
already seeking, research evidence to inform their work.
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Figure 13 Respondents who ever have to find research evidence for themselves or others

= Yes = No = Don'tknow

Table 17: Respondents who ever have to find research evidence for themselves or others

Number of Respondents Percentage of Total Sample
Yes 826 87%
No 95 10%
Don't know 24 3%
Total 945 100%

Those who answered No (95 respondents, 10% of the overall sample), were not asked questions about
information behaviour in relation to obtaining research evidence and were taken directly to Question 33
which asks about awareness and use of various portals and repositories likely to be of interest to
development actors. 40 of the 95 were based in the North (10% of the Northern respondents), 55 in the
South (10% of the Southern respondents).

Questions 15 to 22 (below) therefore were answered by a sample of 850 respondents (those who
replied Yes or Don’'t Know™ to Question 14). Of the Don’t Knows, 6 were based in the North (1.5% of
Northern respondents) and 18 in the South (3.2% of Southern respondents). From this point in the
report, we refer to this sample of 850 respondents as “Research Evidence Seekers” (within this sample
of 850 we find the subset of “Intended Users” however the 850 includes respondents that also fall into
the Other Northern and Other Southern categories).

Table 18: Respondents who answered that they never have to find research evidence for themselves or others

Category of Respondent
Number of responses

Northern development consultant 23
Northern academic/researcher 0
Northern development worker in civil society 3
Southern development consultant 12

13 We included the option Don’'t Know to enable respondents to skip the question if desired or to allow for respondents not
understanding the term Research Evidence and the definition provided. However, the answers provided to other questions
suggested that those who selected Don’t Know did use Research Evidence and tended not to skip other questions. For
example, none of the 24 ‘Don’t Knows” selected the option ‘Don’t Know’ in the next multiple choice question (How often, if
ever, they use colleagues as a source to find research evidence).

20



Evaluation of DFID Online Portals and Repositories:

S
Volume Two: Appendices | i

Category of Respondent
Number of responses

Mott MacDonald

The Open
University

Southern academic/researcher 4
Southern development worker in civil society 8
Southern media professional 1
Southern knowledge broker/intermediary for policy makers 0
Southern national legislature or elected member of local government 2
Southern civil servant 10
Multilateral or donor agency staff based in the South 5
Other (Northern) 14
Other (Southern) 13
Total 95

As the table above shows, many of the 95 respondents who said No fell into some of the priority
categories of Intended User for research portals and repositories. Furthermore, the 95 who said No
included 12 Eldis users, 14 R4D users and 8 SciDev.Net users, so the answers they had provided to
Question 13 were examined. One interpretation is that there seems to be a group of people who fit the
intended target audience of the portals and repositories but have a need for practical information rather
than research evidence, for example respondents were looking for:

What is best practice in medical terms, comparing UK and German practice.

Educational Policy, frameworks, quality assurance guidelines - all related to higher education.
Sometimes statistics related to HE institutions or students. Also security briefings for international travel
risk assessments

Monitoring influence — methodology

country background information on proposal writing.

The amount of GDP allocated to Health sector in countries across Asia and the pacific

Market-based sanitation Nature and number of sanitation businesses
However, a second interpretation may be that these were ‘false negatives’ i.e. that these respondents
do search for research evidence, but still answered ‘no’ potentially as the question and/or the definition
of research evidence were not written clearly enough.

Question 15: If you would like to explain your answer, please use the space below:

All respondents were given the opportunity to explain the answer they gave to Question 14 (whether
Yes, No or Don’t know). Of the 95 respondents who said ‘No’, 10 provided a response as listed below:

Development consultant (North) working in governance and institutional development: my clients are
[rarely] interested in research. also: research takes too [long] to produce findings that are relevant
NOW.

Development Consultant (South), working in Governance: Research evidence is of value in project
design (and proposals) but as this is already determined by the time | am running a project, there is
much less need for the level of detail that would [qualify] as "research evidence" in my day-to-day work.
I would normally expect HQ support in accessing relevant material for reports, etc., when necessary.
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Development worker in civil society (South), working in Economic Growth and Labour: Up to now is not
familiar to me.

Multilateral/Donor agency staff, Generalist, (South): Not yet. As my work focuses on the bridge
between research and policy, where evidence-based policy can mean evidence in the broadest sense,
i.e. local wisdom, diagnostic studies, expert opinion and research evidence.

Other (retired), worked in Health, (North): research evidence was not part of my role, but would have
been performed one layer above, at MOD level.

Other, working in Education, (North): Rarely.
Development consultant, working in Health, (North): | don't have to, but it might be relevant.

Other, working in Environment, (South): | just use internet, read newspapers to collect the information
on this subject.

Development worker in civil society, working in anti-slavery/anti-trafficking, (North): It isn't necessary
though | do use it when relevant material is available; perhaps from reports or studies, | use UN and
ILO findings, indices and statistics regularly.

From reading these comments, and those that the wider group of 95 gave to Question 13 (which asked
about a recent search people had made online for evidence), it would seem that some respondents
(including two Northern development consultants) said No because they did not understand the term
‘Research Evidence’, the definition provided, or the distinction between Evidence and Research
Evidence. Others gave reasons that suggest they encounter research evidence but do not actively seek
it out or that other people supply them with it.
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Question 16: How often, if ever, do you use the following sources to find RESEARCH EVIDENCE
for yourself or other people as part of your work?
(Please tick one box per row), n=850
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Table 19: Frequency of use of sources to find research evidence

Source of research evidence Frequently Occasionally  Rarely  Never Total
Ask friends/family to recommend sources 66 224 344 212 4 850
Radio programmes and/or their online 68 162 319 295 6 850
sites/apps

Television programmes and/or their online 71 176 315 284 4 850
sites/apps

Blogs 75 209 312 239 15 850
Twitter 77 139 191 431 12 850
Help desks / enquiry services (online, 96 168 310 270 6 850
telephone or face to face)

Social networking sites e.g. Facebook or 141 234 241 229 5 850
LinkedIn

Email discussion lists 181 271 232 160 6 850
National or local newspapers and/or their 195 263 256 135 1 850
online sites/apps

Ask colleagues to recommend sources 265 452 124 9 0 850
Email newsletters/alerts 272 321 183 71 3 850
Websites that summarise, profile, link to or 386 324 105 29 6 850

report on other people’s research, evaluation
findings or data

Government websites of the country in which 429 294 98 29 0 850
you are primarily based, e.g. national data

portals

Specialist journals in print or online 488 254 79 24 5 850
Other organisational websites that make their ~ 553 242 47 7 1 850

own research, evaluation findings or data
available online e.g. research institutes,
bilateral donors, inter-governmental
organisations or consultancies

Other (optional question) 37 17 9 107 129 299

From the above table we can see that the category of website that Eldis and SciDev.Net™ fall into are
used frequently by 45% (386/850) of the respondents and the category of website that R4D falls into is
used frequently by either 50% (429/850) or 65% (553/850) of respondents depending on whether it is
considered a government website or bilateral donor website.

14 We avoided using the term “research portal” because the way it is interpreted is too broad to be useful in this questionnaire.
Instead we used the following description “Websites that summarise, profile, link to or report on other people’s research,
evaluation findings or data”.
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Figure 14 Frequency of use of sources of research evidence
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Figure 15 shows the distribution between sources of particular relevance to DFID portals, among
Primary Intended Users in the South.

Figure 15 Sources used Frequently by Primary Intended Users to find research evidence (Southern only)
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In the analysis of question 11, a difference by gender in use of email newsletters or alerts was
observed, with a higher percentage of female respondents making use of them to keep up to date with
their sector or profession. This difference is not noticeable here i.e. among the “research evidence
seekers”. The gap is just 5 percentage points: 35% of female respondents use email newsletters/alerts
frequently as a source of research evidence compared to 30% of male respondents.

24

900



Evaluation of DFID Online Portals and Repositories:

iversity

Mott MacDonald

The Open

@
4

Uni

However, there are a couple of differences in use by gender:
64% of female respondents said they use specialist journals in print and online Frequently,
compared to 52% of male respondents.
71% of female respondents said they use Other organisational websites that make their own
research, evaluation findings or data available online Frequently, compared to 60% of male
respondents.

Question 17: If you would like to explain any of your answers, please use the space below:

85 respondents added a comment to explain the selections they made (of which some were along the
lines of “nothing to add”).

Question 18: You said you use websites that summarise, profile, link to or report on other
people’s research, evaluation findings or data [FREQUENTLY / OCCASIONALLY / RARELY]. If
these websites were no longer available to you, what difference would that make to your work?
(Please write in below)

Only respondents who had indicated in Question 16 that they used “websites that summarise, profile,
link to or report on other people’s research, evaluation findings or data” at all as sources of research
evidence were asked this question and were given the option of selecting “Don’t know” rather than
writing an answer. Based on reviewing the answers provided, we recommend the question is edited if
used in the future, to change the wording to “what difference, if any” and to include a tick box option to
say “Little or no difference”.

The purpose of Question 18 was to understand the value knowledge brokering websites create for their
users and examine the relationship between use and reliance i.e. would people who use these
websites miss them if they weren’t there, how much and why?

The answers provided by the 709 respondents who did supply one (out of a possible 815) were coded
by the extent to which the lack of availability would create a detrimental effect on the respondent:
little or no effect e.g. “Not much. Not my primary source of information”.
some effect e.g. “These are so important to me. | need my evidence quickly and easily to drop into
the reports | am writing.”
unclassified effect - where the meaning of the whole answer is unclear or it is unclear if the
consequence would be significant e.g. a respondent who answered “I look for alternate sources” is
describing what they would do in response, not how much effort it would cost them.

Table 20: The effects on respondents’ work if knowledge brokering websites were no longer available to them

Don’t know 33 9% 46 14% 27 26%
Little or no effect 22 6% 65 20% 41 39%
Some effect 295 76% 177 55% 31 30%
Unclassified effect 36 9% 36 11% 6 6%
Total 386 100% 324 100% 105 100%

59% of Southern Intended Users (263 respondents) reported there would be some negative effect on
their work if websites that summarise, profile, link to or report on other people’s research, evaluation
findings or data were no longer available to them.

The answers given by these 263 Southern Intended Users were then coded further by the type/s of
effect. The coding was developed through a bottom-up approach and with reference to the Theory of
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Types of effect:

= Availability: the respondent expected that there would be less research evidence available to
them.

= Longer to find: the respondent expected that it would take them longer to find research evidence.

= Harder to find: the respondent expected that finding research evidence would be harder.

= Direct impact on quality of work/decisions: the respondent was able to give concrete examples
of how not being able to make use of these websites would have negative consequences on the
influence of their work, the effectiveness of their decisions, etc.

= Lose syntheses/summaries: the respondent expected that they would lose access to valued
syntheses or summaries of research (the terms are used interchangeably by respondents).

= Harder to keep abreast/stay current: the respondent expected that their ability to keep up to date
with what was new would be affected.

= Harder to judge quality: the respondent expected that their ability judge the quality of the research
evidence they found online would be impaired.

= Would be missing sources: the respondent was concerned that they would not encounter some
sources of research or information as a consequence.

= Key starting point: the respondent would lack one of the main places they use to start their
searches for information or research.

= Affect ability to connect with others: the respondent expected that their opportunities to connect
with other people such as research authors, or others working in their field, would be reduced.

= Risk of duplicating research: the respondent expected that the risk of them carrying out research
already undertaken would be increased.

= Less well-informed: the respondent expected to not know as much about subjects of relevance to
them.

= Have to turn to physical sources/photocopying: the respondent expected having to need to visit
libraries and other physical sources more (or even at all) and/or make copies.

= Forced to find other sources: the respondent anticipated needing to seek out and identify new
sources of information/evidence/publications as a result.

= Harder to verify/triangulate information/evidence: the respondent expected that they would be
less able to check information obtained elsewhere.

= Less able to support writing with evidence: the respondent expected that their reports or other
outputs would be more likely to lack evidence as a consequence.

Table 21: Effect on Southern Intended Users’ work if knowledge brokering websites were no longer available to
them (among 263 who anticipated a negative effect)

% of respondents citing the effect (of 263

Frequency of mentions Intended Users based in the South who

Types of negative effect on work within 263 responses anticipated one or more negative effects)
Longer to find 73 28%
Availability 57 22%
Uncategorised effect (non-specific) 50 19%
Direct impact on quality of 22 8%
work/decisions

Harder to find information/evidence 21 8%
Other (only 1 or 2 respondents per 15 6%
effect)

Lose valued syntheses/summaries 13 5%
Harder to keep abreast/stay current 11 4%
Would be missing sources 8 3%
Affect ability to connect with others 7 3%
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Frequency of mentions Intended Users based in the South who

Types of negative effect on work within 263 responses anticipated one or more negative effects)
Less well-informed 6 2%
Have to turn to physical 6 2%
sources/photocopying

Lose a key starting point for searches 6 2%
Harder to judge quality of material 5 2%
found online

Forced to find other sources 5 2%
Less able to support writing with 3 1%
evidence

Harder to verify/triangulate 3 1%
information/evidence

Risk of duplicating research 3 1%

Q19: How do you judge whether you can trust RESEARCH EVIDENCE that you find online?
(Please write in below), n=945

This question was kept deliberately open rather than supplying a list of options for three main reasons:
= toreduce social desirability bias - respondents putting down criteria they think they “ought” to use
= to allow respondents to use their own language

= to enable unprompted and unexpected criteria to emerge

780 respondents provided an answer to the question (92% of those asked) and 70 selected the option
“Don’'t Know” [referenced as Question 20 in the questionnaire]. These were coded using a bottom up
approach guided by consulting existing guidance on judging research evidence and information,
including the DFID How To Note on Assessing the Strength of Research Evidence (DFID, 2014) and
Lucey’s factors of “good information” (Lucey, 2005). After coding the pilot set of responses obtained
through Wave 2, it was noted that the methods used by respondents could be broadly categorised by
stages of reading material found online:

Do I trust the source? This is a broad category where judgements are made about whether or not the
research evidence can be trusted based on provenance, author, publisher, website where it was found,
person who made them aware of it, etc. Respondents often used the term “source” or “trusted source”.
490 respondents said they use some aspect of the Source to judge whether or not to trust the research
evidence they found online. 158 respondents only referred to Source as their method for judging
trustworthiness.

Does the material appear trustworthy? This category is a set of filters that respondents apply that do
not require reading of the main content such as what kind of peer review process has it been through?
When was the research undertaken? What are the citation metrics*>? What references are in the
Bibliography? 201 respondents referred to using one or more of these Filtering criteria to judge
trustworthiness of research evidence found online and 20 respondents only referred to using one or
more of them as their method.

Do I trust it having read it? These criteria required the respondent to read the material and included
methods such as judging the quality of the research design and analysis, in some cases using a formal
checklist to do so, examining how well it was written. 157 respondents mentioned one or more of these
criteria in their answer.

15 Respondents were sometimes imprecise about whether the citation metrics referred to the journal it was published in, or the
article itself.
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167 respondents (21% of those who gave an answer) went beyond this stage and made specific
reference to triangulating, cross-checking or comparing the research evidence with what they already
knew or with other sources.

The following set of codes emerged:

Table 22: Methods by which respondents judge whether they can trust research evidence found online

Percentage (of those who

Number of responses answered the question,

Method used by respondent making reference to it n=780)
Assessment of source (general) 338 43%
Triangulating/comparing to other sources 167 21%
Author 148 19%
Research quality (methods, analysis, etc.) 147 19%
Peer review 124 16%
Organisation (funder or producer) 109 14%
Journal published in 102 13%
Personal judgement/experience/instinct 82 11%
References made within source/bibliography 51 7%
Citations/impact metrics 50 6%
Consult other people 25 3%
Recommended by others 21 3%
Unclassified response 48 6%
Quiality of writing 8 1%
Using external checklist 5 1%
Date research undertaken 5 1%

Primary Intended Users and categories

62% of Primary Intended Users who answered the question said they use the source of research
evidence to help judge if they should trust it; 18% of those who answered listed no other criteria. This
last finding varied by group being as low as 8% for Northern Academics and as high as 27% for
Southern Consultants: “usually trust the research evidences published in an authentic source. for
example; UN, DPs (DFID, USAID, DFAT...), international organisation, national but renowned
organisation.. Also the agencies whom the DPs and UN bodies trust” [Southern Consultant]. 20% of
Primary Intended Users (who gave an answer to the question) do not judge research evidence in
isolation and made specific reference to triangulating, cross-checking or comparing the research
evidence with what they already knew or with other sources.
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Question 21: Have you received any formal training in how to use the internet to find
RESEARCH EVIDENCE? [Question 20 was the option to select “Don’t Know” to Question 19], n=850

Table 23 Research evidence seekers who have been trained in how to use the internet to find research
evidence
Don't % of % of
Yes % of Total No % of Total know Total Total Total
All n=850 271 32% 565 66% 14 2% 850 100%
Male 131 27% 340 71% 6 1% 477 100%
Female 136 38% 218 60% 2% 361 100%
Prefer not to say 4 33% 7 58% 8% 12 100%
North 113 32% 234 67% 1% 351 100%
South 158 32% 331 66% 10 2% 499 100%

The table above shows that 32% of respondents in this sample (“research evidence seekers”) had
been trained in how to use the internet to find research evidence. There was no difference when
looking at the North and South sub-samples, but a possible difference is noticeable when looking at
gender with 38% of women (136 out of 361) saying they had received formal training in how to use the
internet to find research evidence, compared to 27% of men (131 out of 477).

Question 22: How often do you search the internet (from any location and using any device) for
RESEARCH EVIDENCE for yourself or for other people as part of your work?
(Please tick one box only), n=850

Figure 16 Frequency of searching the internet for research evidence
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Table 24: Frequency of searching the internet to find research evidence online
Frequency Number of responses %
Many times a day 213 26
A few times a day 173 21
About once a day 66 8
More than once a week but not every day 222 27
Once a week 6
Less often than once a week 110 13
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Frequency Number of responses %
Not at all 2 0
Total: 833 100
Don’t know 17

The chart above excludes the 17 respondents who selected “Don’t know” and shows that about a
quarter of this sample search the internet for research evidence for work many times a day and 82%
search at least as often as more than once a week. The two respondents who said “Not at all” (i.e. who
do not look online for research evidence) were a Southern Researcher/Academic and a
Project/Programme Manager for a Government Donor Agency in the South who had explained in
earlier questions that they use evidence but other people collect it for them when requested. These two
respondents were redirected to Question 33 onwards and the sample for Questions 23 to 32 becomes
848.

46% of respondents who were able to say how often they searched the internet for research evidence,
said that they searched a few or many times a day (386 out of 833). There appears to be a difference
between North and South for this result:

39% of those based in the North answered a few or many times a day compared to 52% of those
based in the South, i.e. those in the South tend to search more frequently.

Figure 17 Frequency of searching the internet for research evidence
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48% of Primary Intended Users (compared to 46% of all Intended Users) said they searched
online for research evidence for work a few or many times a day. The chart below shows how this
behaviour varies by category. The numbers of respondents in each Priority Target Group requires large
percentage gaps between findings in order for conclusions about differences in behaviour to be inferred
but we were able to identify that Academics/Researchers (globally) were more likely to be searching
this frequently for research evidence, than any other group.
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Question 23: Please think about the last time you searched online for RESEARCH EVIDENCE for
yourself or other people for work. Which, if any, of the following did you do?
(Please tick all that apply), n=848

Figure 19 Respondents’ approach to searching

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or
more words about the subject you were interested in

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or
more words to find a specific article, report or paper

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or
more words to find a specific website

Visited one or more bookmarked websites

Other approach to searching online (please specify)

Don't know

None of the above

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
Table 25: Respondents’ approach to searching
Approach to searching Number of respondents %
Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words 760 90
about the subject you were interested in
Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words 597 70

to find a specific article, report or paper
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Approach to searching Number of respondents %
Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words 452 53
to find a specific website
Visited one or more bookmarked websites 396 a7
Other approach to searching online (please specify) 101 12
Don't know 8 1
None of the above 1 <1

848 respondents answered the question. 54% used a search engine to navigate their way to a known
website which means that a proportion of organic search in website statistics could be accounted for by
people who are using a search engine as a substitute for bookmarking or typing a full address into the
navigation bar on a browser. If this is the case in the wider population, it implies a need for portals to
focus on homepage design and website name promotion.

101 respondents provided one or more other approach to searching. Those occurring most frequently
were searching online resources provided by a library, research databases such as ResearchGate, or
citation/bibliographic databases (particularly PubMed).

The chart below illustrates the distribution of responses among the Primary Intended Users.

Figure 20 Approaches used by Primary Intended Users, the last time they searched online for research evidence
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Multilateral/Donor South B Mean average
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The table below focuses on responses from Southern Civil Servants who are research evidence
seekers, n=55:

Table 26: Southern Civil Servant research evidence seekers’ approach to searching

Number of
Approach to searching respondents

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words about the subject you were 47
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Number of
Approach to searching respondents

interested in

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words to find a specific article, 32
report or paper

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words to find a specific website 23

Visited one or more bookmarked websites 22
Don't know 3
Other approach to searching online (please specify)

None of the above 0

Question 24: On that same occasion, while searching online for RESEARCH EVIDENCE, did you
do any of the following?
(Please tick all that apply), n=848

Figure 21 Action taken while searching for research evidence
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Read an overview, synthesis report or article to orient yourself to the subject 735 87%
Viewed a video 225 27%
Viewed a PowerPoint presentation 428 51%
Listened to an audio clip/podcast 139 16%
Followed a link to raw data 272 32%
Followed a link to a related article 644 76%
Used a website or database’s own search engine 377 45%
Checked an online forum 154 18%
Downloaded a PDF document 734 87%
None of the above 7 <1%
Don't know 9 1%

The use of internal site search was of particular interest to the Evaluation team so was analysed more
closely. There is no obvious gender or North/South difference among those who answered the question

but there is a difference based on if respondents said they had received formal training in how to find

research evidence online: 52% of people who said they had received formal training used a site search
the last time they looked online for research evidence (140/271) compared to 41% of people who said

they hadn't had formal training (233/563).

The chart below illustrates the responses provided by Primary Intended Users:

'® It must be remembered that the Market Research only reports on what people say they remember doing not what they actually

did.
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Figure 22 Action taken by Primary Intended Users while searching for research evidence
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Question 25: On that same occasion what did you do, if anything, with the RESEARCH
EVIDENCE you found during your search online?
(Please tick all that apply), n=848

Figure 23 What respondents did with the research evidence they found online
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Table 28:  What respondents did with the research evidence they found online

Number of
Action taken respondents %
Emailed it, or its website address, to a colleague 417 49
Saved or printed it for future reference 761 20
Mentioned it on Twitter 56 7
Mentioned it on a social networking site e.g. Facebook or LinkedIn 83 10
Sent it to an email discussion list 105 12
Other (please specify) 88 10
Nothing - | did not find any useful research evidence on that occasion 10 1
Don't know 12 1

Of the 88 Other responses, the most common next steps taken were:
Used/cited it in a report (31 respondents)

Used/cited it in academic paper/presentation (16 respondents)
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The chart below presents the findings as provided by Primary Intended Users:

Figure 24 What Primary Intended User respondents did with the research evidence they found online
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Across the evaluation research methods, there was a focus on investigating the extent to which social
media is a means of discovering research evidence. The person making the research evidence
available on social media need not be the originator or publisher, as this next chart shows by
presenting the proportions of Primary Intended Users who mentioned on either Twitter or a social
networking site, the research they found online.
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Figure 25 Proportions of Primary Intended Users who mentioned on either Twitter or a social networking site, the
research they found online
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Q26: If you would like to explain any of your answers, please use the space below:

This question was asked to aid understanding of information behaviour of individual respondents in
relation to the preceding three questions. There were 58 responses to this question.

Q27: What, if any, problems do you commonly experience in using the internet to search for,
find or access RESEARCH EVIDENCE for yourself or other people, for work?
(Please write in below), n=848

653 respondents out of 848 provided an answer; 195 selected the option “Not applicable/don’t know”.
574 of these were Intended Users of the research portals and repositories. 36 of these made
comments that confirmed they have few or no problems and 4 comments could not be classified
(meaning was too unclear). As a result, 73% of the 732 Intended Users asked this question
commonly experience one or more problems in using the internet to search for, find or access
research evidence for work, particularly:

38% (204 of 538 Intended Users reporting a problem) Gated access to webpages or files
(requires password, site blocked by organisation or country firewalls, subscription or payment required)

25% (135 of 538 Intended Users reporting a problem) Problems related to searching (don’t know
how to construct searches, general search engine problems e.g. Google, too many search results, etc.)
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3% (14 respondents of 538 Intended Users reporting a problem) Usability of specific websites

Other problems include:
unable to judge sources for quality
finding contradicting information within the same search
being side-tracked (by interesting “stuff’) while searching

Out of 497 Southern respondents (not limited to Intended Users), 28% reported problems relating to
paywalls and firewalls, 21% reported problems with internet access, and 19% reported problems with
searching the internet.

Q28a: Can you give us an example of a website (NOT a search engine) that you frequently use
to find or access RESEARCH EVIDENCE for yourself or other people, for work?
(Please write the name of the website below, including the website address if possible), n=848

663 respondents provided one or more examples (out of a possible 848). This question was
deliberately positioned before Q33 so that any mentions of Eldis, R4D or SciDev.Net at this point would
be unprompted. Some caution should be used in interpreting the findings from this question as some
respondents listed more than one website, others named generic types of websites (these were
excluded from analysis) and the naming of a website could be linked to how recently it was used.
However, the data is useful for investigating what type of websites are frequently used and why (when
combined with the data obtained in the next question).

The infographic below shows how frequently different websites were named, unprompted, by Intended
Users (the size of the text is relative to the frequency of mentions and limited to the top 50 websites).
The most frequently named websites were: WHO', and the World Bank, with 42 and 40 mentioned
respectively, followed by the PubMed, Lancet and ODI websites (all mentioned at least 20 times).
Google, Google Scholar, Cochrane, DFID, ResearchGate and Eldis followed, with at least 10 mentions
each. R4D was mentioned by 8 Intended Users and SciDev.Net by 3.
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Figure 26 Infographic indicates which websites were most commonly named by Intended Users as sources
frequently used to find research evidence
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Among the responses provided by Southern Civil Servants it was evident that the government websites
of the countries in which they are based are key sources.

Q29: Why do you use this website frequently to find or access RESEARCH EVIDENCE for
yourself or other people for work?
(Please write in below)

Of the 663 respondents who answered Q28, 472 Intended User respondents gave usable responses to
this question. These were analysed to identify any common themes. The most common reasons people
gave were:

Reliable content (trusted/of good quality/reliable) — 175

Content is relevant — 156

Comprehensive collection (breadth and volume) — 102

Website is easy to use or convenient — 58

Content is up-to-date — 40

Website provides links to other sources — 25

Content is well written e.g. good summaries or synthesis — 20

Full text material is free — 14

If we assume that respondents use “being likely to find relevant content” as a prerequisite for repeated
use of a website when looking for research evidence and thus exclude “Content is relevant” from
analysis, then the next three most important criteria for respondents are: comprehensive collection,
trusted content, easy to use/convenient website. The following websites were all described by one or
more respondents as having all three of these criteria:
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JSTOR (journal articles accessed via library subscription) http://www.jstor.org/

REACH Resource Centre (for emergency, recovery and development decision-making)
http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/

3ie (International Initiative for Impact Evaluation) http://www.3ieimpact.org/

PubMed (biomedical citations database) http://www.ncbi.nIm.nih.gov/pubmed

Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation (based at University of
Washington)http://www.healthdata.org/

Questions 30 to 32

The free text responses provided for these questions have been analysed and reported on separately
in Section 5 of the main Evaluation Report as an input to drawing out plausible pathways between
portal use and uptake of evidence in policy and practice.

Q30: Comparing your experience now to two years ago, please select the response which most
accurately describes your experience:

‘l look online for RESEARCH EVIDENCE for work...."
(Please tick one box only), n=848

Figure 27 Frequency respondents look online for research evidence in comparison to two years ago

B More frequently than two years ago
W Neither more nor less frequently than two years ago
W Less frequently than two years ago

® Don’t know

The following chart shows how these proportions change for the Primary Intended Users only.
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Figure 28 Frequency Primary Intended User respondents look online for research evidence in comparison to two
years ago

2%

= More frequently than 2 years ago
= Less frequently than 2 years ago
= Neither more nor less frequently than 2 years ago

Don't know

Q30a: You said that you look online for RESEARCH EVIDENCE for work [RESPONSE to Q30].
Please use the box below to explain why this is. (Please write in below)

743 people provided additional information.

Q31: Comparing your experience now to two years ago, please select the response which most
accurately describes your experience: ‘Finding RESEARCH EVIDENCE online for work is...'

(Please tick one box only), n=848
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Figure 29 Ease of finding research evidence online compared to two years ago

M Easier now than two years ago
B Neither easier nor harder than two years ago
W Harder now than two years ago

m Don’t know

The chart below shows how the proportions differ for Primary Intended Users only.

Figure 30 Ease of finding research evidence online compared to two years ago for Primary Intended Users
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= Don't know
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Q31a"®: You said that finding RESEARCH EVIDENCE online for work is [RESPONSE to Q31].
Please use the box below to explain why this is. (Please write in below)

674 people provided additional information.

Q32: Comparing your experience now to two years ago, please select the response which most
accurately describes your experience: ‘My colleagues and | discuss the quality of RESEARCH
EVIDENCE obtained online...' (Please tick one box only), n=848

Figure 31 Frequency of discussing quality of research evidence obtained compared to two years ago

W More frequently than two years ago
W Neither more nor less frequently than two years ago
W Less frequently than two years ago

M Don’t know

Again, the chart below illustrates the proportions when looking at the Primary Intended Users only.

Figure 32 Frequency of discussing quality of research evidence obtained compared to two years ago (Primary
Intended Users)

= More frequently than 2 years ago = Less frequently than 2 years ago

= Neither more nor less frequently than 2 years ago = Don't know

® The results of the analysis of responses to Q30a, 31a and 32a can be found in the main report Section 6.
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Q32a: You said that you and your colleagues discuss the quality of RESEARCH EVIDENCE
obtained online [RESPONSE TO Q32]. Please use the box below to explain why this is.
(Please write in below)

517 people provided additional information.

Q33ato Q33n: How often do you use the following websites (for any purpose)? Frequently,
Occasionally, Rarely, Don’t use it but aware of it, Not aware of it, Not sure (Please tick one box
only per row), n=945

The chart below illustrates the level of use (at all) and awareness among Intended Users, of the three
DFID portals, the sites used as comparators in the Value for Money assessment (Section 8 of Main

Evaluation Report) and Google Scholar as a benchmark site.

Figure 33 Comparing use and awareness of the DFID funded portals and their comparators

Eldis Google Scholar ~ Pambazuka R4D (DfID) SciDev.Net Zunia
News
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M Everuseit M Don'tuseitbutawareofit ™ Notaware of it

The market research found that among Intended Users, awareness of the DFID portals ranged
between 41% (SciDev.Net) to 54% (R4D), with Eldis occupying the middle at 47% as illustrated below.
As a benchmark, Google Scholar’'s awareness among this same group was 76%.
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Figure 34 Awareness and use among Intended Users

Awareness and use among Intended Users
n=734
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However, awareness is only part of the story as all the portals had some unmet potential to increase
their use with between 21% (R4D) and 26% (SciDev.Net and Eldis) of those who were aware of the
portals reported that they did not use them. Among these, just 16 were the same people and cut across
several sectors, target group categories and countries. By comparison, Google Scholar's unmet
potential for use was 15%. A conclusion one might draw from this analysis is that to attract 100 new
users to R4D, for example, you need to make 126 people aware of it. Though, this should be
approached with caution as it is unlikely to be as straightforward as this and absolute measures of
awareness in themselves are unhelpful (although comparing year on year trends of awareness can be
useful if promotional activity is being undertaken). However, it is reasonable to conclude that there is
the opportunity to both increase awareness and to increase use by understanding what needs the
portals are not meeting for Intended Users and using this understanding to guide decision-making
about content, design, promotion, associated services, etc.

The same analysis was carried out on the three sectors that had more than 50 Intended User
respondents: Health (considered to be relevant to all three DFID portals), Education and Generalist.

46



Evaluation of DFID Online Portals and Repositories:

Volume Two: Appendices \‘:

Mott MacDonald

The Open
University

Figure 35 Awareness and use within health sector
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Figure 36 Awareness and use within education sector
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Figure 37 Awareness and use amongst generalists
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A similar pattern of awareness and use can be seen among the Southern civil servants (see chart
below).

Figure 38 Awareness and use amongst Southern civil servants

n=55 research evidence seekers
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Other findings of note from the sample n=734 (Intended Users) include:

= 119 respondents said they use Eldis, R4D and SciDev.Net, including six Southern civil servants (in
a mix of sectors and countries).

= 16 respondents said they were aware of but did not use any of Eldis, R4D and SciDev.Net.

= 198 respondents are aware of none of the three websites.

Eldis, R4D and SciDev.Net each had a small proportion of respondents who were aware of their

website but did not use it (between 79 and 89 respondents). Among these, just 16 were the same
people across several sectors, target group categories and countries.
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Questions 34 to 48

Respondents were asked follow-up questions about their perception of the DFID portals depending on
the response given in Q33 about their awareness or use of Eldis, R4D or SciDev.Net. Frequent users
were asked why they use the website so often, while occasional, rare or non-users (who were aware of
the sites) were asked what changes would need to be made, if any, to increase their use. It was not
possible to randomise the order of the portals listed in Q33 for technical reasons so there is a slight
limitation that those who were subsequently asked about all three portals will have been asked about
Eldis first and SciDev.net last, and may have provided less information about the latter portal.

All the comments have been analysed for common themes and these are presented below with
comments from Intended Users that illustrate these common themes.

Eldis

Frequent users of Eldis — largely because they appreciate the content (and some comments on
ease of use, and from getting the email newsletter.)

It offers a lot of information on development work as well as manuals or handbooks valuable to our
policy work. [Southern civil servant]

it really has very current information [Southern development worker in civil society, working in
Agriculture, Food Security and Nutrition]

It tends to provide me with the kind of information which | need for my work, and it is more accessible
than some of the other sites. [Southern development worker in civil society]

good repository of grey literature as well as published. [Southern academic/researcher]

Because it is really useful, and maybe the most efficient - among the ones i know - in terms of "value
for time" and relevance of the findings. [Northern development consultant]

And from people who use it less frequently, or not at all, about what would need to change for
them to use Eldis more often or at all (these were mostly about needing more content relevant
to the respondent, but then improving the search function and the need to prompt them to use
it/being discoverable]

Before | worked on development, and now on health, Eldis don't have much docs on health. [Southern
civil servant]

More topics on public financial management and government budgeting [Southern civil servant]
interface. sometimes very hard to get to the information. needs to be indexed better. brings up
superfluous records so i would just leave the website because it is just to time consuming to go thru it.
[Southern development consultant]

| used to receive regular mailings which would lead me to follow up on interesting articles and then |
might browse beyond these. The mailings stopped and | didn't pick up on this to revive them. [Northern

development consultant]

| forget about it, ELDIS rarely comes up in M&E discussion groups or in social media [Southern
development consultant]
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Two respondents observed that the website was down (believed to be on different dates)

Well: | just tried to access it to refresh my memory. The main improvement | could see is making sure it
loads at all: | couldn't access it. [Southern development consultant]

Well, at the moment the site appears to be down! My previous impression of Eldis was that it focused
on agriculture, and | haven't looked at it recently as that's no longer what I'm working on. However, I'm
open to looking again if the site comes back up. [Northern academic]

R4D

Frequent users of R4D - on why they use it so often; again largely because they appreciate the
content, but also reputation comes up quite strongly

It offers valuable information for policy support work. [Southern civil servant]

Because it offers an excellent range of information (reports & projectetc.) - it's one of my bookmarked
websirtes to refer to [Southern development worker in civil society]

This website provides me with most of the information I require in my day to day work. [Southern
development worker in civil society]

Government's perspective; guaranteed quality. [Northern academic/researcher]

And from people who use it less frequently, or not at all, about what would need to change for
them to use R4D more often or at all. The largest number of comments are to do with subject
coverage not matching the respondents’ needs, although given the nature of R4D, this seems to be an
explanation for reduced/lack of use, rather than a criticism. A very close second is the search function
and other design issues.

Most of the information i require is region specific and DFID is mostly country specific so not sure what
change can be made [Southern development worker in civil society]

More structured packaging by region [Southern civil servant]

A better search function. Site is too cluttered and hard to navigate. Site assumes that you know what
you're looking for and whether it is project based or not - in reality | want to browse thematically and
have better breakdown of publications within each main theme. A summary on the main page would
also be useful - it takes time to click through to the website hosting the article and often it is not relevant
to what | am looking for. Often the papers are not available anyway. Although the site includes
information on whether a paper is peer reviewed or not there is not further information on the credibility
of the publisher. | prefer to use sites that | am familiar with and which provide this level of detail.
[Northern academic/researcher]

SciDev.Net

Frequent users of SciDev.Net —on why they use it so often; also largely because they
appreciate the content, but in this case the next common is being prompted to use it.

Collates information on new researches across a variety of themes and areas with links for further
information [Southern civil servant]
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It has good news and timely research [Southern media professional]

And from people who use it less frequently, or not at all, about what would need to change for
them to use SciDev.Net more often or at all. No single factor emerges strongest: the three most
common are to do with content topic (again, is that fair given it is a specialist site), improving design
and reminding people to use it.

scientific information available is sometimes not giving a clear picture of what it is like in countries being
looked at [Southern development worker in civil society]

More alerts from them made available including some of the articles in open access Journals [Southern
academic/researcher]

Not a bad site but the page designs are too loud and generally distractive with the information in the
blocks rolling up and down [Southern civil servant]

Comments also suggest that SciDev.Net was being confused with Science Direct either because of
what the respondent says about having to pay for articles or because they admit it, e.g. Apologies! |
read this as science direct. Have never heard of this. [Southern academic on climate change]

Q49: Any other comments on the questionnaire or topics covered

238 comments were submitted. There was some feedback on the length of the questionnaire but some
respondents in every category of Intended User commented on what they had learned through doing
the questionnaire, usually that they had learned about useful websites they had not previously known
about, but also it had made them think about how they approach their searching.

Q50: We would like to ask a selection of people who have completed this survey a few follow-up
questions by email or telephone. Would you like to participate in this further research?

(Please tick one box only) Yes, No, n=945

423 respondents agreed to being contacted again and supplied either an email address or telephone
number.

Q52: Would you like us to email you the final report of our evaluation?
(Please tick one box only) Yes, No

766 respondents requested the final report and several commented that they were particularly
interested in seeing the findings.
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A.2.2 Market Research Numbered Questionnaire
DFID PORTALS EVALUATION: Online market research

Questionnaire issued to Wave 1, Batch 2 onwards

Numbers have been added to the questions (including sub-questions/answer options where
appropriate) based on the numbering used in the dataset. This is the questionnaire that was
issued to Wave 1, Batch 2 and subsequent samples, and includes some questions not
included in the version received by Wave 1, Batch 1. Some respondents will only have been
asked some of the questions, based on the answers they gave earlier in the questionnaire.

QZ1: Which region are you primarily based in?

East Asia and Pacific

Europe and Central Asia
Latin America and Caribbean
Middle East and North Africa
North America

South Asia

Sub-Saharan Africa

Qlato Q1lh: Which country are you primarily based in? [answer choices are a dropdown list
dependent on the region selected in Q1]

Qla_lastl0years to Q1lg_lastl0years: Thinking of the last 10 years, for how many of these in
total have you been based in COUNTRY.?

Less than 5 years
51to 10 years
Prefer not to say

Q2: Which type of organisation do you currently work for (if you are employed by more than
one, please select the main one)?

52

University department / Research
institute / Think tank

Consultancy (private sector or self-
employed)

Multilateral organisation (e.g. UN)

Parliament / Political party

National Government (excluding
overseas aid departments)

Government donor agency (e.g. USAID,
DFID)

Local government

Private charitable foundation (e.g. Bill
and Melinda Gates Foundation)

International civil society organisation
(charity, faith-based organisation, etc.)

National civil society organisation
(charity, faith-based organisation, etc.)

Independent library / information
service

Media (e.g. national newspaper)

Network (e.g. professional association)

Other (please specify)
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Q3: Which of the following best describes your MAIN role in that organisation?

Advisor / Consultant Programme / Project manager

Communications / Marketing
Community / Development worker

Elected representative Research support
Fundraiser Student

Journalist / Editor Trainer

Lecturer Volunteer

Librarian / Information Professional Other (please specify)

Q3a: Please specify

Q4: In which sector do you mainly work?

Agriculture, Food Security and Nutrition
Climate Change

Conflict and Security

Economic Growth and Labour
Education

Energy

Environment

Gender and Equality

Health

Infrastructure

Water and Sanitation

No specific sector/generalist

None of the above (please tell us in which sector you mainly work)

Q4a: Please specify

Q5: Which of the following age categories do you fit into?

Under 18 years
18 to 24 years
25 to 34 years
35 to 44 years
45 to 54 years
55 to 64 years
65 years or older
Prefer not to say

Q6: What is your highest level of education?

53

Masters or Doctoral degree

Programme / Project support
Researcher / Academic
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Bachelors degree or similar

Professional qualification

High school or baccalaureate or A-levels
Other/None of the above

Prefer not to say

Q7: Are you

Female
Male
Prefer not to say

Q8: Which of the following best describes how often you access the Internet for any purpose
(i.e. for work/leisure etc.)? This should include access from any device (Desktop, Laptop,
Tablet or Mobile) and from any location (home, work, internet café or any other location).
(Please tick one box only)

| use the internet many times a day

| use the internet a few times a day

| use the internet about once a day

| use the internet more than once a week but not every day
| use the internet once a week

| use the internet less often than once a week

Don’t know

Q9: If you would like to explain your answer, please use the space below:

Q10 _1to Q10_6: Which of the following devices do you ever use to access the Internet for
any purpose (i.e. for work/leisure etc.)?
(Please tick all that apply)

Laptop or desktop computer
Computer tablet (e.g. iPad)
Mobile / cell phone

Smart TV

Other device (please specify)
Don't know

Q11 1toqll 12: How do you use the internet, if at all, to keep up to date with your
sector/profession?
(Please tick all that apply)

Email colleagues / contacts to
exchange information / articles

Subscribe to email newsletters/alerts Join email discussion lists

Periodically revisit favourite websites
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Subscribe to RSS feeds Periodically monitor Twitter

Sign up to follow blogs Use_ Google Alerts to monitor news

stories

Join groups on online social networks :

e.g. Facebook or LinkedIn Other (please specify)

Browse online journals Don't know

Ql1la - please specify

Q12: Do you ever have to find EVIDENCE of any kind for yourself or other people as part of
your work? (Please tick one box only)

Yes
No
Don't know

Q13: Please think of a time you recently looked for EVIDENCE of any kind for work. What
was the subject matter and what type of information or data were you looking for?
(Please write in below)

Q14: Do you ever have to find RESEARCH EVIDENCE for yourself or other people as part of
your work?
(Please tick one box only)

Yes
No
Don't know

Q15: If you would like to explain your answer, please use the space below:

Q16a to Q16q: How often, if ever, do you use the following sources to find RESEARCH
EVIDENCE for yourself or other people as part of your work?
(Please tick one box per row)

Frequently, Occasionally, Rarely, Never, Don’t Know
a) Ask colleagues to recommend sources
b) Ask friends/family to recommend sources
c) Help desks / enquiry services (online, telephone or face to face)
d) National or local newspapers and/or their online sites/apps
e) Radio programmes and/or their online sites/apps
f) Television programmes and/or their online sites/apps
g) Email newsletters/alerts
h) Email discussion lists
i) Social networking sites e.g. Facebook or LinkedIn

j)  Twitter
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k) Specialist journals in print or online

[) Government websites of the country in which you are primarily based, e.g. national
data portals

m) Other organisational websites that make their own research, evaluation findings or
data available online e.g. research institutes, bilateral donors, inter-governmental
organisations or consultancies

n) Websites that summarise, profile, link to or report on other people’s research,
evaluation findings or data

0) Blogs
p) Other
q) Please specify

Q17: If you would like to explain any of your answers, please use the space below:

Q18: You said you use websites that summarise, profile, link to or report on other people’s
research, evaluation findings or data FREQUENTLY. If these websites were no longer
available to you, what difference would that make to your work?

(Please write in below)

Q18a: Don’t know

Q19: How do you judge whether you can trust RESEARCH EVIDENCE that you find online?
(Please write in below)

Q20: Don’t know

Q21: Have you received any formal training in how to use the internet to find RESEARCH
EVIDENCE?

Yes
No
Don't know

Q22: How often do you search the internet (from any location and using any device) for
RESEARCH EVIDENCE for yourself or for other people as part of your work?
(Please tick one box only)

Many times a day

A few times a day

About once a day

More than once a week but not every day
Once a week

Less often than once a week

Not at all

Don’t know
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Q23 1to Q23_7: Please think about the last time you searched online for RESEARCH

EVIDENCE for yourself or other people for work. Which, if any, of the following did you do?

(Please tick all that apply)

h
n

Visited one or more bookmarked websites

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words about the subject
you were interested in

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words to find a specific
article, report or paper

Used a search engine (e.g. Google) and typed in one or more words to find a specific
website

Other approach to searching online (please specify)
None of the above
Don't know

Q24 _1to Q24 _11: On that same occasion, while searching online for RESEARCH
EVIDENCE, did you do any of the following?
(Please tick all that apply)

Read an overview, synthesis report or article to orient yourself to the subject
Viewed a video

Viewed a PowerPoint presentation

Listened to an audio clip/podcast

Followed a link to raw data

Followed a link to a related article

Used a website or database’s own search engine
Checked an online forum

Downloaded a PDF document

None of the above

Don't know

Q25 1 to Q25_8: On that same occasion what did you do, if anything, with the RESEARCH
EVIDENCE you found during your search online?
(Please tick all that apply)

Emailed it, or its website address, to a colleague

Saved or printed it for future reference

Mentioned it on Twitter

Mentioned it on a social networking site e.g. Facebook or LinkedIn
Sent it to an email discussion list

Other (please specify)

Nothing - I did not find any useful research evidence on that occasion

Don't know
Q25a: Please specify

Q26: If you would like to explain any of your answers, please use the space below:
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Q27: What, if any, problems do you commonly experience in using the internet to search for,

find or access RESEARCH EVIDENCE for yourself or other people, for work?

(Please write in below)
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Q27a Don’t know/not applicable

Q28a: Can you give us an example of a website (NOT a search engine) that you frequently
use to find or access RESEARCH EVIDENCE for yourself or other people, for work?
(Please write the name of the website below, including the website address if possible)

Q28b: Don’t know/not applicable

Q29: Why do you use this website frequently to find or access RESEARCH EVIDENCE for
yourself or other people for work?
(Please write in below)

Q29a: Don’t know

Q30: Comparing your experience now to two years ago, please select the response which
most accurately describes your experience:

‘| look online for RESEARCH EVIDENCE for work...."
(Please tick one box only)

More frequently than two years ago

Neither more nor less frequently than two years ago
Less frequently than two years ago

Don’t know

Q30a: You said that you look online for RESEARCH EVIDENCE for work [RESPONSE to
Q30]. Please use the box below to explain why this is.
(Please write in below)

Q30b Don't know

Q31: Comparing your experience now to two years ago, please select the response which
most accurately describes your experience: ‘Finding RESEARCH EVIDENCE online for work
is..."
(Please tick one box only)

Easier now than two years ago

Neither easier nor harder than two years ago

Harder now than two years ago

Don’t know

Q31a: You said that finding RESEARCH EVIDENCE online for work is [RESPONSE to Q31].
Please use the box below to explain why this is.
(Please write in below)

Q31b: Don’t know

Q32: Comparing your experience now to two years ago, please select the response which
most accurately describes your experience: ‘My colleagues and | discuss the quality of
RESEARCH EVIDENCE obtained online...'

(Please tick one box only)

58



Evaluation of DFID Online Portals and Repositories:

iversity

Mott MacDonald

The Open

@
4

Uni

More frequently than two years ago

Neither more nor less frequently than two years ago
Less frequently than two years ago

Don’t know

Q32a: You said that you and your colleagues discuss the quality of RESEARCH EVIDENCE
obtained online [RESPONSE TO Q32]. Please use the box below to explain why this is.
(Please write in below)

Q32b: Don’t know

Q33a to Q33n: Ho