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13. SUMMARY

In spite of key personnel changes in participating universities the projects
are generally on schedule. Progress towards fulfilling objectives I — VI is

commendable, i.e. with respect to production systems, time use, participation

in labor markets (including efficiency and integration) and farm income
(sources & differences) barriers to participation of landless in development

_process, -constraints to adoption of new technologies and their impact on output,

income and employment. Objectives VII and VIII (Models analyzing aggregate

impact of trade, taxation and domestic agricultural policies, policy and

institutional changes to increase participation of rural poor) still await
treatment by Purdue and Cornell. Work planned and tentative results appear
to be in conformity with driginaf objectives and the prospects for achieving
the purpose of project by Dec. 78 are good. One problem seems to exist in
Purdue; only very recently all the data were retrieved from Brazil and

put on cards and tapes for analysis, which may signal a tight schedule for
fulfilling all objectives by year end. Also, at this time the scope and pro-
gress on the Mexican part of the study are not entirely clear. For various
reasons Michigan State has abandoned the intention to use supplemental
information from Ghana, Bolivia and Ethiopia, but added the Nigerian segment.

*DS/AGR Comment: A September 1, 1978 report from Purdue indicates that
Mexican data are now being analyzed and readied for reporting.

14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

The evaluation began with on-site visits to the three participating universities
in December 1977. 'These visits brought forth the set of progress reports

upon which this phase of the evaluation is made. The project is evaluated as a
whole from the components submitted by the individual universities. The
evaluation was a regular one and made by several DS/AGR/ESP division members
(Drs. Day, Infanger and Elterich) at this time. It was performed in accordance
with the Evaluation Plan of the PP with respect to financing, study design

scope and methodology. The basis of the evaluation was the first (annual)

and the second (semi-annual) reports of the Michigan State, Purdue and Cornell
Universities covering the period up to December 1977 and other mate.ial attached
to these reports and on-site meetings by Dr. C. Infanger. \
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