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This is 
surprising.

• The research4impact 
profile builders had…
– Interest
– Resources
– Opportunity



This is 
interesting.

• Observing an unmet 
desire to collaborate 
that reflects 
uncertainty about 
relationality – how to 
relate to potential 
collaborators, and 
how they will relate 
to us



Step back: 
How to connect evidence to policy

• Two ways:
– Information dissemination
– Collaborative relationship-building

• Collaborative relationships between researchers 
and policymakers are critical for evidence-informed 
policymaking (Bogenschneider and Corbett 2010, Haynes et al 2011, 
Tseng 2012, Oliver et al. 2014, Cairney 2016, Bogenschneider et al. 2019, 
Crowley et al. 2021, Levine 2021, 2024)

– Example: Mobile vans



Some Fundamentals
• Unmet desire: New collaborative relationships that 

people would value don’t necessarily arise on their own
• Collaborative relationships can have multiple goals

– Informal collaboration
– Formal collaboration

• New collaborators often begin as strangers, who are 
uncertain about relationality (Epley and Schroeder 2014, Sandstrom 
and Boothby 2020)
– Relationality is multi-dimensional & key form of collaborative 

capacity
– Status-based stereotypes heighten uncertainty
– Political polarization heightens uncertainty

• Example of civic engagement (Allen 2016)



Three Tests

• Key Q: Under what conditions do decision-makers 
wish to engage in new collaborative relationships, 
and with what impact?

• Various outreach strategies 
• Various types of policymakers (org, electeds, 

managers)
• All RCTs in which we aim to overcome uncertainty 

about relationality



Test #1 (Volunteer org leaders) 
• Partnership with 501c3 that builds awareness of climate 

solutions in chapters across US
• N=456 group leaders
• Opportunity advertised via email to speak with a researcher 

re: volunteer engagement
• January 2019
• Randomly assigned to 1 of 4 groups

– Baseline (N=113)
– More details about info being shared (N=110)
– Two treatments that explicitly overcome uncertainty about 

relationality
• Will efficiently share what you know (N=118)
• Value others’ information (N=115)

• Outcome: Did they want to talk?



Test #1 (Volunteer org leaders) 

• Signaling that you will efficiently share what you 
know

• Signaling that you value others’ information



Test #1 (Volunteer org leaders):
% Choosing to Collaborate
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(Total N=456; p=.01 baseline vs efficient diff of proportions test; p=.05 baseline vs. value; p=.49 baseline vs. more info; p values two-tailed and robust to randomization inf.)



Test #2 (Local Policy, with Elizabeth Day)
(Individual-level, cluster randomized RCT;  Fall 2022)



Test #2 (Local Policy)



Test #2 (Local Policy)



Test #2 (Local Policy):
Results

Group
# county 
legislators

% legislators that 
requested a 
meeting

Baseline 141 0.0%

Baseline + social comparison info 141 0.0%

Baseline + personal relevance info 142 0.0%



Test #3 (Local Policy, with Elizabeth Day)
(County-level RCT; Spring-Fall 2023)



Test #3 (Local Policy)



Test #3 (Local Policy)



In-person 
Intervention



Test #3 (Local Policy):
Results

# counties # counties in which 
we had at least 
one meeting

# counties in which we 
increased research use 
(i.e., policymakers used 
research from a 
research brief)

Email only 13 0.0% (0 of 13) 0.0% (0 of 13)

Email then phone 12 16.7% (2 of 12) 8.3% (1 of 12)

In-person, then 
email

13 69.2% (9 of 13) 61.5% (8 of 13)

(z=2.62, p=.009 for uptake on in-person vs email-only; z=2.81,p=0.005 for URE on in-person vs email only [though note 
additional assumption for unbiasedness]); p values two-tailed and robust to randomization inf.)



Test #3 (Local Policy):
Results

(t=1.74, p=.095 for in-person versus email only; p value two-tailed and robust to randomization inf.)

# counties Total number of unique viewers 
of research briefs (other than 
their own) in our online library

Email only 13 2

Email then phone 12 3

In-person, then email 13 19



Summary of Three Tests

• Unmet desire
– New collaborative relationships with decision-makers 

that people would value do not always arise on their 
own

• Importance of relationality
– In addition to resources/interest/opportunity, 

relationality is a key collaborative capacity that varies 
across decision-makers

– Resolving uncertainty about it increases decision-
makers’ desire to engage



Actionable Next Steps

• Surface unmet desire to collaborate: Use 5 
questions on next slide

• Meet unmet desire
– Self-service
– Third parties



5 questions to surface unmet desire
1. What types of policy do you want to influence, and what kinds of decision-

makers do you want to engage with?
– Home visiting state leads? Community agencies? Elected/appointed 

policymakers and their staff? Agency staff?

2. Would you be looking for informal collaboration (knowledge exchange) 
and/or formal collaboration (new projects over which you share 
ownership, decision-making authority, and accountability)?

3. What hesitations do you have about interacting with them? What 
hesitations do you think they have about interacting with you?
– Capacity? Interest? Stereotypes? Lack of permission? Legal constraints? Other 

relational concerns?

4. Why should they want to engage in a collaborative relationship with you?

5. Why do you think these connections don’t exist already?
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***Extra info***





Test #1







Test #2



Data from early research4impact 
matchmaking (2018-2021)

Goal of requesters Number of 
requests

Informal Collaboration
(Knowledge sharing to discuss a large research 

literature/gain ideas about how to measure impact)

128



Data from early research4impact 
matchmaking (2018-2021)

• N=123 who moved forward after scope call, and 
had at least one match

• 109 of them (88.6%) reported that the initial 
interaction provided actionable information that 
was useful for the challenge in their work they 
identified when they initially reached out



Data from early research4impact 
matchmaking (2018-2021)

Goal of requesters Number of 
requests

Informal Collaboration
(Knowledge sharing to discuss a large research 

literature/gain ideas about how to measure impact)

128

Formal Collaboration
(Work on a new research project)

73



Data from early research4impact 
matchmaking (2018-2021)

What ultimately happened among those who wanted a formal 
collaboration and stated early on that they began one? 

(57% of formal collaboration requesters; N=42)



Unmet Desire Among Local Policymakers

• Unmet desire for a more evidence-informed 
policymaking process

• National sample collected by CivicPulse
• Focus on local policymakers because they’re important
• Focus on local researchers because new collaborative 

relationships are highly doable
• N=541 
• Spring 2021
• Survey weights to increase sample representativeness
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