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SUOCOMMITI'EE REPORr

This project was conducted jointly by Cornell University, Purdue Uni
versity and Michigan State University. It was proposed as a joint ver
ture to be based on survey and related data which the three institu
tions already had collected in African, South American and Southeast
Asian countries. The three universities evidently carried out their
own individual analyses with the countries and data they already had.
Each then prepared separate annual project reports and final manu
scripts. Then, a joint summary and synthesis report of 195 pages was
written.

The project was approved in a two-phase operation in 1976. It covered
the period 1976-78 with major reports being written in 1979. A small
one-year extension was requested by Michigan State in 1978. In the
first review in March, 1976, RAC posed some questions of methodology,
actual integration of the projects, data quality and homogeneity. RAC
reviewed the project again in October, 1976 and approved it after
receiving assurance from AID staff on data, methodology and project
management.

The purpose of the project was to provide LOCs, AID and other donor
agencies with a better understanding of the effects on the welfare of
the poor by the following: technical change, agrarian structures,
availability of public services, effectiveness of labor markets, con
straints on the adoption of new technology, trade, taxation and other
developmental policies.

The stated objectives were:

1. To compare and contrast production systems, use of time, par
ticipation in labor markets and family income under different
ecological and institutional environments and at stages of dev
velopment in selected Asian, African and Latin American coun
tries.

2. To analyze sources and differences in income of poor rural
households, including landowners, tenants and landless wor
kers.

3. To analyze the rural labor market with respect to supply/de
mand behavior, migration and efficiency.

4. To analyze barriers to greater participation of landless workers.

5. To analyze restraints to new technology.

6. To develop and test models measuring the impact of technical
change on output, income and employment of poor rural households.
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7. To develop and test policy models for analysis of aggregate im
pacts of trade, taxation and domestic agricultural policies.

B. To identify policy and institutional changes to increase the par
ticipation of the rural poor in, and their benefits from, the
development process.

YJ.iclligan State University had data and made an analysis for three
villages in Kano state in Nigeria' and samples of nine districts in
Sierra Leone. Cornell had data from Central Java in Indonesia, Laguna
and Central Lizon in the Philippines, Chitoor District in India and 'a
Nepalese village. Purdue had for Ceara in Northeast and Sao Paulo and
Minas Gerais in the Southeast. After the project was initiated, the
three institutions submitted semi-annual reports part of the time and
annual reports in other years.

The objectives are broad and wide ranging. The analyses of the three
institutions similarly are broad. The regions and countries from which
the data came are not necessarily a representative sample of the
developing world. However, they provide a wide range of agroclimatic
conditions and generally reflect populations of low income, small far
mers and landless laborers. Subsistence production is important in all
of the country regions for which data were available. Typically, data
were available on both owned farms and share rented units. The various
sample groups also give a range of socio-economic conditions. The
three studies do tackle the same general economic and social phenomena.
They are not, however, exactly parallel in problems analyzed and metho
dology applied. They generally relate farm size, tenure, education and
location to technology used, use of time, level of income, income dis
tribution, consumption and related variables.

The data used for the analyses were mainly from cross-sectional sample
surveys at the different locations. Data of this nature generally has
high variance, thus limiting the quantitative techniques which can
apply to it.

The strong facet of the study is: It lays out the most detailed data
yet available from several world locations on the relationship of tech
nologyto income levels and distribution, and the relation of educa
tion, land, age, location and other variables to income. Since the
data were already available it is well that the study was made to pro
vide deeper and broader knowledge of the phenomena analyzed. The study
does not provide all of the knowledge needed in this area, but is a
positive contribution worth the cost of the project. A better study
and analysis would have been forthcoming had the data initially had
been collected for the purpose it was used. However, to have collected
new data for the specific purpose would have cost much more and would
have required more time.

The project paper proposed the very broad set of objectives mentioned
above. The study teams did quite well on the first five but did not
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make great contribution to the last three. Objectives 6 and 7 dealt
with developing and testing models relating technical change to pro
duction, income and employment of poor rural households, and for
analysis of the impacts of trade, taxation and agricultural policies.
By my criteria, as reflected in the reports, no forrnai models were
developed and tested and trade and taxation policies were generally not
analyzed. (Michigan State did sketch a household model in an annual
progress report.) The three universities did use a mixed set of
quantitive techniques in analyzing the data, but they were not models
in the usual use of the terms. Purdue did a large amount of tabular
analysis and also used linear programming. Cobb D:mglas production
functions, budgeting and classical regression analysis of, for example,
the relation of income and demand for education to land, age, educa
tion, tenure and location. Michigan State used a large amount of tabu
lar analysis and did some regression analysis. It computed some Gini
ratios, coefficients of variation and Theil indices to reflect distri
bution and variances. Cornell used only tabular analysis in its final
report (one progress report mentioned that a production function had
been estimated in the Philippines.) While refined analytical models
were not developed and applied as stated in the objectives, this step
probably wasn't necessary and perhaps could not usefully be acco~

plishedished with the data already available. The three groups pro
bably did about all that was useful with the data, although Cornell
might have employed some more rigorous techniques.

"-

With respect to the 8th objective on policies, and the 7th on taxation
and trade policies, each of the three studies does have a short sec
tion (2, 6 and 9 pages respectively) in the summary, on policy implica
tions. They deal only lightly with trade and taxation policies. Some
of those mentioned by Purdue included: removing educational dispari
ties, employment services, migration subsidies, decentralization of
industry, removing factor price distortions, credit and marketing
facilities, housing, interstate roads and post-migration rehabilitation
programs. Those mentioned in the Michigan State report include:
developing crop variety packages consistent with the factor endowments
of low income producers, credit attached to "minimum input" packages,
removal of price distortions, remove export taxes on labor-intensive
farm commodities, improve lending institution and reduce interest
rates, adjust urban wage rates to better reflect labor scarcity by
skill group, improve transportation, health and and village institu
tutions. Cornell mentions the removal of price distortions, the
promotion of technologies which improve incomes of all classes but
restraint of technologies which worsens the distribution, and the
emphasis of scale nuetral technology. The joint summary also treated
policy quite lightly.

During its reviews, RAC was concerned that the work of the three insti
tutions be truly integrated or coordinated. There is no great evidence
that there was close coordination during the early phase of the pro
ject. (The annual reports available do not discuss coordination, etc.)
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It is not apparent that there was -communication on methodology since
each institution seems to have fairly well decided on or used its own
quantitative and analytical approach. Evidently, there was agreement
on the general form of the final monographs at the three universities.
Finally, in the last year, the common report of the three institutions
was written,. This common report included a summary of the study at
eaCh university. It also included a comparative summary of 26 pages
for the three studies. While there was some coordination, it was pro
bably less than RAC expected and 'recommended. More coordination on
types of analyses made and quantitative methods used would allowed bet
ter comparisons among these several regions and countries over several
continents.

Each university evidently used the quantitative techniques it con
sidered best for particular parts of the data it possessed. It is not
apparent that RAC's concern over methodology at its October, 1976 meet
ing had great effects on tightening up or integrating the methodology.

I

The product forthcoming from these three research projects is an inter
pretation of tyPes of technical change which do not increase employment
and income in developing agricultures; of which socio-economic groups
gain or sacrifice from given technical changes; sources of income for
small farmers and landless laborers; of the allocation of household
members, of time among household and production activities; of the dis
tribution of income as affected by technology and economic, social and
institutional conditions; of production systems and resource alloca
tions on small farms; of fertility behavior and investment in child's
human capital (Le., education); and related data. These interpreta
tations are not all uniformally available in all three studies. The
product also includes a small amount of policy analysis. (Perhaps the
three institutions should now be asked to make an extended policy
analysis from the study results.) The products includes greater
quantitative verification of patterns which were simply held previously
as propositions or hypotheses. It also includes some analysis of cri
teria which can or should be considered in the investment or promotion
of specific technologies. While the product could have been bigger,
it does give A.I.D. and developing countries and institutions better
knowledge of interrelationships among technology, income distribution,
agricultural productivity, family characteristics and resource alloca
tion. The benefit/cost ratio is considerably greater than 1.0

The results can be of considerable use to A.I.D.'s development assis
tance program, developing countries planners, and administrators and
U.S. institutions which conduqt research and technical assistance in
behalf of LIX:s. The fairly large voluille of results should emphasize
to planners, administrators, and politicians (a) the need for selec
ting technologies which can increase productivity without negative
equity impacts, (b) types of programs and policies which can prevent
negative equity impacts and improve income distribution. Communica
tion of this knowledge can be facilited by (1) publishing a good
executive summary which used the results from all three studies and
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circulating it widely over the world, (2) having the three universities
develop a more extended· policy analysis and distributing it quite
widely, and (3) having the three universities distribution their total
manuscripts quite widely. Certainly all missions should have the
executive summary and know that the full reports are available if they
wish more evidence·

The three universities did a l~rge amount of work. While not
accomplishing all objectives fully (perhaps the objectives were some
what misleading and called for more than could be accomplished in time
with the data available) they have added considerably to our knowledge
and the literature relating technology, income distribution and related
phenomena for small farms and low income families in developing coun
tries. The data available for analysis was considerable. The cost
outlay for this study covering hundreds of households from 10 regions
of developing countries was relatively small because it was already
available. The research works have analyzed and interpreted a large
amount of data in a useful, if not optimum, manner. Development pro
cess should be improved as a result of the study.
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Project Evaluation Summary (PES)

BACKGROUND: The project was submitted by Purdue, Cornell and Michigan
State as an unsolicited proposal in 1976. Its purpose was "To provide
LDCs, AID and other donor agencies with a better understanding of the
effects on the welfare of the Rural Poor of factors such as, technical
change, agrarian structures, availability of public services, effec
tiveness of labor markets, constraints on the adoption of new tech
nology, and trade,- taxation and other development policies". Another
consideration was the opportunity to develop and test methodologies
for measuring the effects of rural development and other economic de
velopmentpolicies and progra~s upo~ the rural poor. The proposal was
twice reviewed by AID's Research Advisory Committee (PAC) in 1976
prior to AID's approval.

The principal study areas selected were Sierra Leone and Nigeria (MSU),
Indonesia and the Philippines (Cornell), and Brazil (Purdue). Much of
the data were already available to the universities through surveys o~

studies carried out prior to the submission of the project proposal.

EVALUATION METHODOLCX:;Y: For the past year, PAC has been undertaking
reviews of completed research projects which PAC had reviewed prior to
approval and implementation. This review was based on the report
entitled "Poor Rural Households, Technical Change, & Income Distribu
tion in Less Developed Countries", March 1980, submitted by the three
universities. This report was reviewed by a sub-committee of the PAC
consisting of: Dr. Earl Heady, Executive Director of the Center for
Agricultural Development and Economic Development, Iowa State Univer
sity; Dr. Mary Elmandorf, Anthropologist, Consultant to the World Bank
and Fellow of the Research Institute for the Study of Man; Dr. Walter
Falcon, Director of the Food Research Institute, Stanford University;
and Dr. Eliott Skinner, Dept. of Anthropology, Columbia University.
The sub-committee report was presented at the PAC meeting in
Washington, D.C. on November 14, 1980, and is attached to this PES.

EVALUATION SUMMARY: The criticism raised by the RAC sub-committee are
by themselves, a thorough summary of the project's strengths and short
comings. In general, the criticisms centered on: 1) An apparent lack
of uniformity and coordination in the tyPe of data to be used and the
analysis of it, and 2) lack of an analysis treating the policy impli
cations of the project's findings. Despite the shortcomings, the sub
corrnnittee report stated that the study "lays out the most detailed
data yet available from several world locations on the relationship of
technology to income levels and distribution, and the relationship of
education, land, age, location and other variables to income. "The
sub-committee said the study was a positive contribution worth the
cost of the project. There are implicit recommendations for utiliza
tion/dissemination of project findings, as well as for follow-up on
policy analysis.
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External Factors
Tnere were no external factors affecting this project.

Inputs
Not applicable for this project.

Outputs
Three individual reports and one surmnary report were prepared as
required by the project. '1'hese repOrts have been submitted. The sum
mary report is enclosed as an attachment.

Goal/Sub;Joal
Not relevant

Beneficiaries
The ultimate beneficiaries should be small farm operators. Distribu
tion of the results of this project should enhance understanding of
factors affecting adoption of technology, labor market problems, bar
riers to participation of landless workers, and other problems facing
the rural poor. Therefore administrators (AID, contractors, host
government official, etc) working directly with the Small Farmer and
rural poor should be able to plan programs that will better imPact
upon the target group.

Unplanned Effects:
Tnere were no unplanned effects on this project.

Lessons Learned
The experience of managing this project demonstrates the problems of
coordinating and monitoring projects with several contractors. It is
very difficult to obtain consensus on goals, procedures and methods.
Over a period of three years, interests of one or more of the contra
tors may change, leaving a void.

Specifically, on this project, the principal investigator (PI) at two
of the institutions changed several times. Thus, the feeling of
responsibility to the project was lost. Some assurances that the
originalP.I. would complete the project needs to be required.

The objectives of the project should be concisely stated, with sub
objectives given as necessary. Broadly stated Objectives makes it dif
ficult to measure accomplishements precisely.

Some type of improved reporting procedure may be needed for research
projects. Interim targets or milestones should be identified in the
project paper. These targets could then be used to measure progress
as stated in progress reports.

Special Comments or Remarks

Attachment A: RAC subcommittee Evaluation Report
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Attachment B: "Poor Rural Households, Technical Change and Income
Distribution in Less Developed Countries. A sum
mary Report of Findings From West Africa, Southeat
Asia and Brazil."


