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This article presents a study on the pathways and processes regarding the use of evaluation findings of com-
munication campaigns from two international organizations, the Office of the High Commissioner for Human
Rights (OHCHR) and the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC). Several years after the completion of
the campaigns and their evaluations, our research identified 28 instances of use and six instances of non-use of
the evaluation results, of which the large majority being surprising in nature. Results showed that evaluation use
facilitated formal and informal changes at the individual and the organizational level; and, this pattern occurred
in a predominantly non-linear fashion, interconnected and overlapping, while gradually decreasing in time and
space. Evaluation use was mostly unpredictable, which reflected how meanings are constructed by staff mem-

bers, as they adjusted and interpreted the findings in opportunistic ways.

Evaluation use (or utilization) has received considerable attention
in the evaluation field, as many empirical and conceptual studies have
sought to understand how it facilitates changes at individual and or-
ganizational levels (Alkin, Daillak, & White, 1979; Christie, 2007;
Ciarlo, 1981; Cousins, Goh, Elliott, & Bourgeois, 2014; Johnson et al.,
2009; Patton et al., 1977; Weiss, 1979). However, researchers have
concluded that contemporary theories of evaluation use are, “simulta-
neously impoverished and overgrown”; “Impoverished” in that there
has been little understanding of the underlying processes that lead to
use; “Overgrown” in that too much attention has been paid to the ca-
tegorization of use and what influences use (Mark & Henry, 2004, p.
37).

This article contributes to the understanding of underlying pro-
cesses that lead to evaluation use: additionally, it aims to understand
how evaluation use actually occurs by mapping individual instances of
use or non-use of two evaluations. This is based on a conceptual fra-
mework drawing from the model of Henry and Mark (2003), while
expanding it to consider issues of meaning, linearity and anticipation.
We base our observations on findings from communication campaigns
of two international organizations, the Office of the High Commissioner
for Human Rights (OHCHR) and the International Committee of the Red
Cross (ICRC). These evaluations were conducted in 2009 and 2010; and,
some four years later, these evaluations were again revisited to examine
the underlying processes of use.

The definition for ‘evaluation use’ was proposed by Johnson et al.
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(2009) as, “any application of evaluation processes, products, or find-
ings [used] to produce an effect” (p. 378). This definition of evaluation
use has been expanded to also include ‘evaluation influence’, defined as
the, “capacity or power of persons or things to produce effects on others
by intangible or indirect means” (Kirkhart, 2000, p. 7). However, it is
important to distinguish that this article makes reference to use rather
than influence. We consider the direct effect of evaluation findings within
the organizations (‘use’) rather than indirect effect outside or inside the
organizations (“influence”). Thus, the construct of influence is less of
interest because it is indirect (Johnson et al., 2009); here we will ex-
amine the ‘direct use’ of evaluation findings within organizations.

1. Literature review

Different forms of evaluation use have been described and debated
in the literature with broad consensus emerging around four types:
instrumental, conceptual, symbolic and process use (Ciarlo, 1981;
Cousins & Leithwood, 1986; Patton, 2000; Shulha & Cousins, 1997).
Together with these definitions, the majority of the research has fo-
cused on determining which factors may increase evaluation use.

At first, these factors focused on the methods, quality and products
of the evaluation and organizational settings, with less focus on other
factors, notably human users and their context (Alkin & Taut, 2002;
Hgjlund, 2014a). Context factors were integrated from the 1980s on-
wards, including resource scarcity (Mowbray, 1992), organizational
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structures and processes, program aspects (Mathison, 1994; Torres,
Preskill & Piotnek, 1996), institutional contexts (Hgjlund, 2014a), and
the existing evaluation practices within organizations (Hgjlund,
2014b). However, research studies on human factors have focused on
skills and competences of the evaluator rather than the user
(Contandriopoulos & Brousselle, 2012; Cousins & Leithwood, 1986;
Johnson et al., 2009; Shulha & Cousins, 1997).

1.1. Pathways model of use

When broadening the range of factors, researchers started to con-
sider the processes of use itself, which is also the focus of this article
(Cousins, 2003; Henry & Mark, 2003; Mark & Henry, 2004). Drawing
from organizational and social behavior theories, Mark and Henry ex-
tended the model to processes and pathways for change at the personal,
interpersonal, and collective levels. Their model described a taxonomy
of underlying mechanisms that lead to evaluation use at each level. For
example, at the individual level, a program manager “elaborates” by
reading the evaluation report, reflecting on her current approach, and
then changing certain aspects of the findings. At the interpersonal level,
a discussion within the project team involves members ‘persuading’
each other of the merits of some findings. At the collective level, an
evaluation report can lead to ‘policy change’.

There have been two documented attempts to apply the pathways
model to studies of evaluation use, but they were not successful. The
researchers cited difficulties in adjusting their methodologies and col-
lecting data needed for pathway modeling. However, they focused on
identifying indirect influences on evaluation use (Johnson et al., 2009;
Weiss, Murphy-Graham & Birkeland, 2005).

2. Conceptual framework

Drawing from Mark and Henry’s model and the existing literature
and research, we developed a conceptual framework with five cate-
gories to analyze instances of use:

1) Was use anticipated or unanticipated? Anticipated use was defined
as use being based on explicit recommendations of an evaluation re-
port. Unanticipated use occurred when an instance of use was drawn
from the evaluation findings, implied or explicit, but was not a formal
recommendation (what Kirkhart (2000) referred to as “unintended”
use).

2) Type of use. Four types of use were considered as mentioned
above; conceptual, instrumental, process and symbolic. Non-use was
added and defined for this study when an instance was identified, such
as an evaluation report recommendation or finding, but no use oc-
curred, In other words, a non-use was added when there was no action
taken as a result of the recommendation or finding (Ciarlo, 1981;
Cousins & Leithwood, 1986; Patton, 2000; Shulha & Cousins, 1997).
This type of non-use has been referred to as “active” non-use, in that a
person has been active in not using a given recommendation or finding
(Alkin & King, 2017). Instances of “Passive” non-use were not con-
sidered within this definition; that is, when a person was not aware of
an evaluation and therefore took no action.

3) Level of use. Three levels of use were considered, individual, in-
terpersonal and collective, as developed by Henry and Mark (2003).

4) Process attributes. The attributes used are those identified by
Henry and Mark (2003) that describe the mechanisms through which
change occurs as a result of the evaluation, and are split over the three
levels of use. For example, these would include attitude change at the
individual use, or policy change at the collective level.

5) Instance validation. Each instance was triangulated and validated
with documentation of the organization and/or other interview re-
spondents, based on validation strategies of previous studies of
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evaluation use (Ciarlo, 1981; Hgjlund, 2014b; Weiss et al., 2005).

In addition to these five categories we broadened the model to
consider the concepts of reception and meaning. We considered the
initial “reception process”, how the meaning of evaluation results
emerged afterwards and what use people made of these results; the
meaning of which they have created. Evaluation reports are texts, and
as with most written communication, the interpretation is not fully
determined by the “text” itself. The meaning of the text, and in our case
of the evaluation reports, builds upon several factors such as 1. situa-
tional context, 2. the processes, 3. resources available, and 4., the text
itself (Bauer, 1964).

Parallels can be observed in audience reception studies of mass
media programs, which ask: How do people receive and make sense of
media texts? The debates on audience autonomy have been likened to a
pendulum swinging between times when we believed audiences are
entirely passive, and that it is the “text” that determines its meaning
and ‘use’ operates like a hypodermic needle injection. At other times,
we have believed that audiences are freely interpreting the “text”,
giving it even opposite readings from those intended; as such, the ‘text’
has little determining power (Bauer, 1964; Hall, 1980; Katz, 1980). The
literature also recognizes that the reception process is a dialogue be-
tween audiences and authors that influences meaning; similarly, the
level of involvement of people in an evaluation process influences their
use of its findings (Johnson et al., 2009).

3. Methodology

This article examines the pathways regarding the use of evaluation
findings within two communication campaigns for the OHCHR and
ICRC. Both campaign evaluations were carried out by one of the authors
in 2009-2010 in collaboration with the communication units of the
organizations, using qualitative and quantitative methods (O’Neil,
2015).

The ICRC is the founding body of the International Red Cross and
Red Crescent (RCRC) Movement. From January 2009 to December
2009, the ICRC ran a global campaign, “Our world. Your move” on the
60th anniversary of the Geneva Conventions. The aim of the campaign
was to raise awareness of today’s major humanitarian challenges and
the work of the RCRC Movement.

The OHCHR is a component of the United Nations system and
conducted a global campaign on the 60th anniversary of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) from December 2007 to
December 2008. The aim of the campaign was to increase knowledge
and awareness of human rights among the broadest audiences possible,
while also empowering rights holders to claim and enjoy their rights.

Beginning in 2014, the researchers interviewed the campaign
managers in the ICRC and OHCHR, who had both managed the cam-
paigns and commissioned these evaluations. In this respect, given the
managers’ involvement, the context could be considered favorable to
evaluation use (Johnson et al., 2009). The managers referred to other
staff that knew of and potentially used the evaluation findings. We thus
used a snowball sampling technique, which led to six interviews with
ICRC staff and five interviews with OHCHR staff. Interviews were semi-
structured and focused on identifying instances of use or non-use of the
evaluations, and how use was perceived and validated among staff.

We also analyzed internal documentation regarding the campaigns
and references in the continuing policy processes. Documentation was
examined and considered in an iterative manner; as staff mentioned
documentation in their descriptions of use or non-use, copies of the said
documentation were requested. This documentation included those
internal to the organizations, such as campaign concepts, strategies and
implementation plans, and those publicly available, such as campaign
goals and objectives and organizational-level communication policies.
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Our unit of analysis was the individual instance of use. An instance
of use for this study was defined as where an interview respondent
identified a specific occurrence where the evaluation was used or not
used. We then tracked and documented the pathway for each validated
instance of use and non-use based on the descriptions provided by in-
terview respondents. Questions of reception and meaning were dis-
cussed during the interviews.

In addition to interviews, respondents reflected on other possible
influences concerning the changes they described. The five categories
are detailed in Table A2 and the coded results in Table A3 (see
Appendix A). Each instance of use is given a unique identifier for
subsequent reference (e.g. ICRC5).

The interviews were transcribed and instances identified and cate-
gorized according to the above conceptual framework. Each instance
was examined and compared to the instances mentioned by other in-
terview respondents. This led to a reduction of instances in which the
same specific occurrence was mentioned by more than one interview
respondent, and provided a form of validation.

Each instance was mapped across the three levels of the conceptual
framework; individual, interpersonal and collective. In doing so, an
additional analytical element emerged — one of linearity. Each instance
was categorized as being either linear or non-linear. Linear categor-
ization occurred when an instance progressed from one level to another
in sequential steps. For example, a manager considered an evaluation
recommendation (individual level); it was then considered in a staff
meeting (interpersonal level), where it was decided no action was to be
taken. Non-linear categorization occurred when an instance progressed
from one level to another, but went back and forth between levels be-
fore change was made (or not). For example, a staff member would
consider an evaluation finding to be worthy of action (individual level)
and discuss it with her manager (interpersonal level). The manager
would ask the staff member to consider the finding further (individual
level) before it was discussed at a staff meeting (interpersonal) and
implemented in the next campaign approach (collective level).

4. Findings

We identified 28 instances of use and 6 instances of non-use: 15
instances of use and 3 instances of non-use in the ICRC and 13 instances
of use and 3 instances of non-use in the OHCHR. Henry and Marks’
(2003) pathways were modeled as such: Findings travel through three
levels within organizations — from individual to interpersonal to the
collective — in a causal chain. In some respects, our study confirms this.
Communication staff individually reflected on the evaluations findings
and considered their implications before they were rejected or referred
to group discussions, and some eventually ended up as references in
strategy documents. The numbers of incidences that diminished from
step to step were: 34 at the individual level; 25 at the interpersonal
level, and 20 at the collective level.

However, the linear pathways model was a simplification of how
influence and decision-making actually happened. Use was found to
rarely occur in a strict linear fashion. Henry and Mark also recognized
the overlapping nature of pathways. Communication staff described
how the evaluation findings traveled in a series of interrelated and
complex processes: the digestion of information from the evaluation in
conjunction with other information and influences; balancing this with
pre-existing beliefs and assumptions; discussions with colleagues to
seek their opinions and to build a consensus often worked in a cyclical
manner jumping back and forth between the individual and inter-
personal levels or even skipping levels (i.e. interpersonal); culmination
of efforts that led to change(s) to policies and informally to campaign
practices and communication in general.

This description coincides with the literature that challenges the
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rational theory of organizational behavior and decision-making; that
decisions are rarely taken in a linear and rational way. They emerge
from the building of shared understanding and from reconciliation of
conflicting perspectives, which happen in group discussions and
meetings (Clay & Schaffer, 1986; Juma & Clark, 1995; Mintzberg &
Waters, 1985; Mohammed & Ringseis, 2001; Sutton, 1999).

An example of an instance of use illustrates the complex pathway
that can be taken. As illustrated in the diagram below, As illustrated in
Fig. 1, OHCHR4 was a direct recommendation of the evaluation find-
ings on providing further guidance to partners. In 2010, both the
communication manager and the senior staff member reflected upon
the recommendation, which was then discussed with the broader
communication team. It was agreed that the recommendation had
merit, but limited funding meant that it could not be adopted formally.
More so, additional support was provided informally with existing re-
sources for the next campaign (completed in 2010) enabled by a cam-
paign model that integrated partners and other evaluations highlighting
the key role of partners. This support continued for two more years. In
2014, the recommendation was re-visited, integrated in a concept note
for the 2014 campaign, discussed with the team, presented to the
management and eventually adopted as formal policy for campaigning,
some four years after the initial discussion.

To further understand the pathways to use or non-use, we cate-
gorized each instance on three variables; 1) use vs. non-use 2) antici-
pated vs. unanticipated; and 3) linear vs. non-linear. This can be or-
ganized into a categorization of six pathways as described in the
following table, and labeled using travel analogies:

As seen in Table Al, use/non-use, occurring in a non-linear way
(18—categories 3, 4, 5 & 6), was seen slightly more than use/non-use
occurring in a linear way (16-categories 1, 2, 7 & 8). According to the
evaluation use literature, the most expected way that use would occur
would be category 1: Anticipated linear use. However, this was not a
dominant way that use occurred; rather, it was unanticipated and could
be equally linear or non-linear (categories 2 and 4). Two additional
categories could also be added to the above categorization continuing
the possible combination of criteria: 1) use was not anticipated, did not
occur and happened in a non-linear way; and 2) use was not antici-
pated, did not occur and happened in a linear way. No instances were
found for these categories so they are not considered in this article. We
now explore each of the six pathways in some detail with the following
examples:

1. Direct route: Instance ICRC1 (Reduce complexity of messages and
products) is an example in which a recommendation of the evaluation
report was taken up by the communication manager, agreed upon by
the team, and implemented in the next campaign launch. This direct
implementation was facilitated by the fact that the recommendation
confirmed the pre-existing beliefs of the campaign staff, and promised
some cost-savings.

2. Unexpected hop: Instance OHCHRS8 (Learnt monitoring and eva-
luation terminology), through participating in the evaluation, a staff
member learned and became familiar with monitoring and evaluation
terminology, such as “outcomes” and “indicators” which was not an-
ticipated as part of the exercise. This learning was also influenced by
the introduction of the results-based management system at the time of
the evaluation that used similar terminology.

3. A planned ramble: OHCHR4 (further guidance for partners) is an
example of an anticipated non-linear use, where it was a direct re-
commendation of the evaluation findings but it was not directly im-
plemented. Rather, changes were first seen informally (i.e. adapting
existing practices) with eventual formal change adopted for campaign
policy. As seen in Fig. 1, the recommendation was only one of the in-
fluences that contributed to a change of the campaign policy.

4. Unforeseen foray: Instance ICRC11 (possibility to use campaigns to
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Instance Individual Interpersonal Collective

Communication manager

reviewed recommendation, Discussed between

considered and thought communication manager, Further support to
OHCHR4: about it, priority given senior and other staff on partners provided
Fu‘rther this and other findings; informally with existing
guidance for agreed that action needed resources for next
partners Communication senior staff on this recommendation but campaign in 2010

reviewed recommendation, only possible over time

considered and thought P 3 U b d‘b

. L . 'se enabled by
sbeut & /____,.-""'Use impeded by campaign model that
__________ - limited funding —but  jytegrates partners
--------- supported by 4

Recommendation is pending

for some 4 years until
funding available

v

communication staff Support to partners
continues informally

Use enabled by other ’ -
N with existing resources

evaluations - :
highlighting partners for campaigns 2011-13

Communication manager
drafts concept note for 2014
campaign reflecting
recommendation

A

Presentation of draft
concept note to
communication team

Concept note adopted

v
2014 Campaign

A

Communication manager
modifies draft concept note

Presentation of concept
note to senior management
group

implemented based on
concept note with
further support to

partners formally
integrated

Fig. 1. Example of anticipated non- linear use —instance OHCHR4.

mobilize publics) is an example in which the evaluation report provided
an unanticipated input into internal discussions on the role of com-
munication and mobilizing publics that were ongoing at the time of the
evaluation and continued for the following years. This was considered
non-linear as described by staff; discussions took place in parallel and
moving between the individual to interpersonal level (and back again),
with an anticipation that policy revision would occur. The evaluation
was one of the many inputs into the eventual policy revision.

5. Expedition starts/stops: Instance OHCHR14 (set measurable ob-
jectives and target audience) was a specific recommendation of the
evaluation report that was considered by the campaign manager and
not directly dismissed. The campaign manager discussed this with his
staff on several occasions before concluding it was not feasible, given
that the campaign model relied largely on partners, which complicated
efforts to be more specific and precise in targeting and measurement.

6. Travel plans cancelled: Instance ICRC17 (integrate further needs of
low technology contexts) was a specific recommendation of the eva-
luation report that was considered by the campaign manager and dis-
missed directly without internal discussion or reflection. In taking this
decision, the campaign manager indicated that rapidly changing con-
texts in which the organization was working were the main influences;
the gap between low and high technology contexts (e.g. access to in-
ternet and mobile networks) was narrowing rapidly and would be
further so by the next planned major campaign.
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5. Discussion
5.1. Meaning and sense making

The reception process differed notably according to the staff mem-
bers’ roles. Campaign managers in both organizations commissioned
the evaluations and were involved in all steps of the evaluation process
potentially favoring their use (O’Neil, 2015). Therefore, they viewed
the evaluations as a direct feedback on the campaigns they managed,
and they provided evidence of most instances of use (24 in total). The
senior campaign/research staff members of both organizations were
similarly involved in the evaluation process and could cite 19 instances
of use. Less involved in the evaluations were campaign staff members
who provided fewer instances of use (7 in total). Only one campaign
staff member, who started her job after the evaluation had been com-
pleted (at the ICRC), was able to cite an instance of use (ICRC14).

Consequently, the meaning of the evaluation findings varied. Of
note, out of the 34 instances identified, 16 were stated recommenda-
tions of the evaluation findings and 18 were not, that is, they were
“unanticipated uses”. These were mostly instances drawn from the
evaluation findings (implied or explicit) but they were not stated re-
commendations. These instances, mostly identified by campaign man-
agers, were their constructions of meaning drawn from the evaluation.
In some cases, there was shared meaning among staff concerning what
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was not explicitly stated in the evaluation findings. For example, re-
garding the OHCHR1 “review timing of campaign material”, both the
campaign manager and senior campaign staff member identified this
spontaneously as the primary use for them, although it was not a stated
recommendation or explicitly advocated in the report.

Out of the four staff that started after the evaluation was completed,
only one ICRC staff member knew of the evaluation and could cite an
instance of use of the findings (ICRC14). More so, these staff members
could cite instances of campaign policy or practices that had changed
but they did not know that the evaluation findings had contributed to
these changes alongside other influences. For example one OHCHR
interviewee (P4) mentioned that the, “importance of partners has in-
creased as has our support”, which was an instance of use cited by two
other colleagues. This meant that significant meaning of the evaluations
was lost for these staff members, who were not directly involved in the
evaluations, but were subsumed into a pool of generalized knowledge.
This phenomenon has been observed previously (Weiss, 1981).

At the same time, the meaning assigned to the evaluations differed
in the organizations. Within the ICRC, the evaluation was the latest
major evaluation of a communication campaign and had taken on a
symbolic status amongst the campaign manager and staff members.
ICRC interviewee 12 commented, “Whenever I read a new concept note
for a campaign or communications action I share the [evaluation] re-
port with the relevant staff; it became a reference point for me”. In
comparison, within the OHCHR, after the completion of the present
evaluation, the organization has carried out four more evaluations of
campaigns (as their campaigns ran annually). Therefore in the inter-
views with the campaign manager and staff, feedback on the evaluation
overlapped with that of the other evaluations. The distinctions were
blurred, as seen when OHCHR interviewee O1 discussed use, “I learned
from this evaluation but also from those that followed, it all works
together in that way”.

We did not find any evidence that the evaluation findings had tra-
veled further beyond the inner circles of campaign staff, although a
limitation of the study was that not all possible users of the findings
were identified. As seen above, use was concentrated on those that had
direct interaction with the evaluations. However, this did not limit the
wider impact of the evaluation findings on policies as documented in
several instances of use, where the campaign manager acted upon a
finding that then impacted on broader policies (e.g. ICRC11,
OHCHR10).

5.2. Attributes of change processes

Henry and Mark (2003) developed a typology of change process
attributes at each of the three levels, individual, interpersonal and
collective, that was applied to each instance of use. The attributes were
the mechanisms through which change was described as occurring or
not. At the individual level, the evaluation findings went through a
process of reception, selection and meaning as described above. In most
instances identified, they were then a trigger for raising the given issue
in the minds of the communication staff (attribute of salience), that led
them to thinking it over and developing it further (elaboration). In
some cases, this in turn influenced their opinion or strength of their
opinions in bringing it to the ‘top of their mind” (priming). By being
involved in the evaluation process, one instance of skills acquisition was
found. However, it was mostly knowledge that was acquired, an addi-
tion to the original typology of Henry and Mark.

In reality, the evaluation findings triggered these attributes but they
overlapped and were interconnected with other influences and existing
beliefs of staff. For example, an evaluation finding could trigger more
thought on the specific issue in an individual, bringing it to the
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forefront of many competing issues, while simultaneously reinforcing
their existing opinion and providing momentum to raise the issue with
colleagues. In this regard, the thought process as described by com-
munication staff was compatible with the cognitive psychology concept
of mental models (Johnson-Laird, 1983; Vandenbosch & Higgins,
1996). That is, staff integrated the evaluation findings into their ex-
isting beliefs that then supported their actions and decisions, mostly
confirming existing models in these two cases rather than creating new
ones (Hall, 2011; Vandenbosch & Higgins, 1995; Vandenbosch &
Higgins, 1996).

The major variations to the original typology were seen at the in-
terpersonal level. Whereas Henry and Mark (2003) describe a setting
where individuals seek to influence others through persuasion and as
agents of change, what was found in these two organizations was a
more subtle process of discussion and consensus building. This is sup-
ported by the literature on group dynamics and organizational change,
which emphasizes the development of shared understanding and re-
conciliation of conflicting perspective that happens largely through
group discussions and processes (Mohammed & Ringseis, 2001; Sutton,
1999). Evaluation findings and recommendations brought by in-
dividuals to the interpersonal level were discussed. In most cases, a
consensus was reached concerning whether to proceed or not to the
collective level, with discussions and reflections back and forth between
these two levels. This did involve persuasion and justification in some
instances to convince colleagues of the worth of the issue, but was also
compounded by colleagues with supportive or non-supportive opinions
(influenced or not by the evaluation) and other sources, such as per-
sonal experiences or available monitoring data. In turn, this led to a
setting where the interaction did bring about change, but more often
there was common agreement found rather than individuals competing
to influence.

At the collective level, the typology of Henry and Mark (2003) was
more extensive than what was seen within the two organizations stu-
died. Where agreement was found regarding the existing typology was
that the evaluation findings did trigger policy change in some cases,
albeit not always immediately and influenced by other sources as de-
scribed above. Further, an additional attribute was added of “practice
change”, an informal change to the way that a campaign was managed,
such as the prioritization to a given area of work (e.g. monitoring or
setting objectives). Practice normally has no written dictate and has
been referred to as “informal implicit rules” (Mark, Cooksy & Trochim,
2009, p.6), which is still considered a type of policy. A number of the
attributes anticipated by the typology were not found within the
identified instances of use, such as agenda setting (moving of the issue
on the public agenda) and diffusion (influence on another sector or
jurisdiction). This is also due to the fact that the evaluations were in-
ternal to the organizations, within a specific technical area (commu-
nication) and not foreseen to influence a larger policy debate (and
eventual social betterment), as was the case in the examples cited
within the original typology of Henry and Mark.

5.3. Similarities and differences in use between the ICRC and OHCHR

Similarities were found between the organizations in the pathways
mapped, such as a gradual decrease of use from the individual to the
collective level. This difference was seen in the meaning attached to the
evaluation. The evaluation had a more symbolic status in the ICRC,
whereas in OHCHR, it was consumed within other evaluations, as dis-
cussed earlier. There were also differences between the organizations in
how use occurred, based on the typology developed above. As seen in
Table 1, a distinction between the two organizations is that non-linear
processes were more prevalent in the OHCHR compared to the ICRC.
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This reflects the meaning attached to events: the evaluation that oc-
curred occasionally (i.e. the ICRC case) was more likely to be used di-
rectly and take on a symbolic status in the long term.

5.4. Limitations

In our study one of the authors had carried out both the evaluations
and the assessment of their use, thus running the risk of author bias.
This is a known issue in past studies although not explicitly addressed
(Ciarlo, 1981; Hgjlund, 2014b; Russ-Eft, Atwood & Egherman, 2002).
We addressed the problem explicitly. We sought to minimize bias by
involving a second author and validating carefully any instance of use
claimed as described above. Limitations to the generalization of the
findings of this study has to be considered as the contexts being studied
contained elements that were favorable to evaluation use, i.e. the in-
volvement of the campaign managers in the evaluation process.

Our study worked with an interval of four years between the eva-
luation and the follow-up study of uses. Alkin and Taut (2002) suggests
that the optimal time period for studying use is one year after the
evaluation. The memory of participants is limited and the likelihood of
liberal reconstruction increases over a longer period of time. However,
this study did not find particular issues with poor recall; on the con-
trary, the extended period worked well in identifying longer term ex-
amples of creative and unexpected use of evaluation results which in-
deed takes time to develop and to take hold. That they were attributed
to evaluations of four years earlier even strengthened the evidence.

6. Conclusion

The implications of the key findings of this study are as follows:

1. Use was found to occur slightly more non-linearly than linearly. This
implies that thinking about evaluation use has to be seen in organiza-
tional settings where decision-making and policy construction are in-
terconnected, overlapping and more cyclical than linear in nature, with
changes occurring both in a formal and informal manner, recognizing
the existing policy science literature cited above.

2. Over half of the instances of use were unexpected and not contained in
the explicit recommendations of the evaluation reports. This illustrates well
de Certeau’s notion (1990) of how policies are actually implemented,
what he called “bricolage” where campaign staff interpreted the eva-
luation findings in opportunistic and unanticipated ways. The un-
expected guidance drawn from the findings did not go against the in-
tentions of the evaluations but remained within their overall directions.
However, the staff effectively resisted any undue imposition; they
confidently rejected recommendations that were felt to be in-
appropriate or incompatible with organizational priorities. This phe-
nomenon of unexpected use has been documented previously (Alkin &
King, 2017; Kirkhart, 2000).

3. The overall meaning assigned to the evaluations was linked to the
frequency of evaluation occurring. Regularity of carrying out evaluation
meant that findings and their use were fused, losing the boundaries
between evaluations and entering a cycles of continuous reflection and
decision-making. Evaluations carried out infrequently are more likely
to take on symbolic meanings. Also spatial distance and time impacted
whether the attention of potential users was received (what Luhmann
(1990) termed the reach problem); only a limited circle of
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communication staff was reached with the distance of time. At the same
time, those who were outside the evaluation process did not know how
evaluations eventually contribute to changes in practices and policies,
as previously seen (Weiss, 1981).

4. The contribution of evaluation findings to foster change was not al-
ways a simple and direct process. Instances were found where evaluation
did lead to change in the practices and policies of the organizations.
However, change was rarely direct, immediate and formal. This implies
that when studying evaluation use, this aspect has to be taken into
consideration linked to thinking about broader impact of evaluation
(Alkin & King, 2017; Cousins et al., 2014).

5. Evaluation use never occurred in a vacuum. In identifying instances
of use, other factors were described that contributed to changes seen,
conferring with Alkin and King’s position (2017) that “evaluation in-
formation may be one of multiple influences at a given time” (p.6). A
combination of factors were often at play, whether they were pre-ex-
isting beliefs of staff, or the campaign models used; these factors could
both enable or impede use.

The conceptual framework used from this study drew heavily from
the pathway model of Henry and Mark. This model was found to be
appropriate for mapping individual instances of use across its three
levels. The attributes of change processes were useful in determining
and categorizing the underlying mechanisms of use with this study
adding some attributes not covered in the original model. At the same
time, the creation and categorization of six pathways of use by this
study was a complement to the model and effectively provides another
perspective of analysis.

The pathway mapping used to trace individual instances of eva-
luation use required direct interaction with users of the evaluation
within the organizations. With personal interviews and analysis of
documentation, this methodology can be used for future studies.
However, the limitations arise from the amount of work involved in
documenting and coding each instance of use and the necessity of ac-
cess both to internal documentation of organizations and potential
users of evaluations. Without such access, using this methodology
would not be possible.

Previous studies have showed the low prevalence of communication
and campaign evaluation in companies (30-50%) and even lower in
International Organizations (13%) (Macnamara, 2006; O’Neil, 2013;
Watson, 1997; Xavier, Patel, Johnston, Watson & Simmons, 2005). The
present study showed how evaluations are used by communication
professionals, albeit in a limited sample of two organizations and where
campaign managers were involved in the evaluation process. In the two
cases studied, evaluation findings were used to improve efficacy of
future campaigns, and mostly so in a surprising way, opportunistic
ways and often delayed in time. Staff extracted meaning from evalua-
tion findings that supported their understanding and existing or shifting
priorities. Evaluation findings proved to be of value to communication
staff, even if not applied directly and to the letter.

7. Conflicts of interest
None

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding
agencies in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.



G. O’Neil, M.W. Bauer

Appendix A

Table Al
Categorizaton of pathways of use in both organizations.
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Label Description Number of instances
ICRC OHCHR Total
1. Direct route Use was anticipated and occurred in a linear way. 4 1 5
2.Unexpected hop Use was not anticipated and occurred in a linear way. 5 4 9
3. A planned ramble Use was anticipated and occurred in a non-linear way. 2 3 5
4. Unforeseen foray Use was not anticipated and occurred in a non-linear way. 4 5 9
5. Expedition starts/stops Use was anticipated, did not occur and happened in a non-linear way. 1 3 4
6. Travel plans cancelled Use was anticipated, did not occur and happened in a linear way. 2 0 2
Totals 18 16 34
Table A2
Conceptual Framework for Analysis of Use.
Type of use Anticipated Level of use Process attributes Validation
®Conceptual ® Yes ® Individual Individual ©® Documentation
® Instrumental ® No ® Interpersonal ® Attitude change ® Staff
® Non-use ® Collective ® Behavior change
® Process ® Elaboration
® Symbolic ® Priming
® Knowledge acquisition”
® Salience
® Skills acquisition
Interpersonal
® Change agent
® Consensus”
® Exchange”
® Justification
® Minority-opinion influence
® Persuasion
® Social norms
Collective
.

Agenda setting
Diffusion

Policy change
Policy-oriented learning
Practice change”

2 These attributes were added by the authors during the analysis.
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