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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This evaluation focused on two purposes., One was to analyze tne
progress of the CTTA project and secondly, to look beyond the project ang
assess needs and opportunities for supporting more viabie technology trans-
fer activities.

The CTTA project in Honduras and Peru was plagued with financtal con-
straints, severe political uncertainties and slow agricultural anc general
economic growth rates 1in Honduras and disaster for boin growin rates 1n
Peru.

The CTTA experimental project was not a communications pro ezt DJut
rather a test of a well conceptualized and systematic technology transfer
process. The process includes a developmental investigation; a prior-
itizing of communities, commodities and technologies; a valicat-or
component; a transfer strategy with multiple conventional extension anc
communication elements; a formative evaluation component; and cContinudus
forms of feedback for all participants. The process inteyrates farmers,
extensionists, researchers and communications personnel into a systematic
team focusing on technology transfer, The components of the process are
not new but they are down in black and white and the integration of tne
components is a reality.

Skepticism on finding a potentially viable transfer mode pervaded tne
evaluation team. The very favorable qualitative measures of output from
the CTTA process changed this skepticism into a very hopeful attituce.
There are positive qualitative outputs on changes in attitudes {confidence,
creditability and motivation), physical results (ylelds and produtt
quality) and knowledge transfers {training of farmers, extensionis:s,
extension leaders, etc.). There is some positive evidence in Honduras for
the institutionaiization of the CTTA technology transfer process.

There are some limitations associated with the c.periment however,
The tests were made with subsistence or near-subsistence farmers and not
across client groups. The output from the summative evaluation component
has been minimal for reasons that extend beyond financial consideratigns.
As a consequence, there are few quantitative measures of project output.
There is also very incomplete evidence on the institutionalization process,

As one looks ahead, the focus has to be on further testing of wna:
appears to be a favorable technolagy transfer process and on restructuring
approaches to obtaining quantitative measures of output (productivity, net
incomes, cost effectiveness, etc.). Future activities should also explore
why missions are unenthusiastic and not eager to continue its funding, how
the process could enhance previous African iavestments in farming systems,
and how to cultivate World Bank interests in blending CTTA components witn
the heavily supported and costly Training and Visit system of technology
transfer. Another critical need is for a comprehensive analysis of
transfer modes relevant to develaping countries that focuses on descriptive
and quantitative evidence of cost effectiveness and net social as well as
private benefits.
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A. POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC SETTING

The two countries, Honduras and Peru, most directly involved witn thne
(TTA project exhibit major political and economic differences,

Honduras: Throughout the 197U's real growth rates (GNP per cap':a’
were favorable at an average in excess of & percent. The growth resulteg
from domestic industrialization, increased exports to Central America anc
increased investments in the private sector and from foreign assistancze
loans and grants.

The agricultural sector, accounting for a large share of the GNP |in-
cluding agricultural production, input suppliers, food processors ang
distributors plus public services to agriculture) haa lower real grow:ir
rates. For much of the period of the 1970's the agricultural growth rates
failed to exceed the annual population rates of 2.8 to 3.U percent.

Duriny the 1980's real growth rates have declined. The general waric
recession, the oil crisis of 1979, tne inability of Central American
importers to pay for Honduran exports and the Nicaragua involvement explain
the decline., The situation is characterized as a general recession wi:in
severe balance of payment problems, budget deficits, declining employment
and increases in malnutrition,

The austerity type policies of the 1980's have focused on maintaining
fixed exchanye rates, low levels of inflation, lower levels of pudlic
investment with Jlow levels of operational support for public prograns.
Without large infusions of foreign aid, the economy would have recorgec
even lower levels of economic growth,

Like most Central and some South American countries, the current
economic situation in Honduras is related to an unfortunate mix of policies
in place since the 1960's or earlier, In yeneral terms tnese inciuce 2
relative neglect of the agricultural sector, a heavy dependency on an
industrial import substitution set of policies, a strong preference for
price and exchange rate stability, a strong dependence on foreign as con-
trasted to domestic sources of investment, and an expansion of the pudiic
as contrasted to the private sector as a source of increased employment.
In general these policies persist into the late 19B0's, and explasn low
levels of economic performance,

Peru: Throughout the 1970's economic and agricultural growth rates
occasionally exceeded population growth rates. In 1984 and 1985 agri-
cultural growth rates were quite favorable but overall annual real economic
growth rates were 2 to 3 percent.

In the last two to three years, there have been neyative growih rates,
high inflation rates that reached over 900 percent in 1988 [some estimates
suygest 2,000 percent), increasing puplic deficits, declining pudlic in-
vestments, substantial shifts in food consumption patterns [substitution of
grains and tubers for poultry, fish and meat) anc apsolute austerity f€ar
all public proyrams.



in addition, Peru has pursued polices that have eliminated most forms
of extermal assistance. The economic disaster in Peru is related to un-
workable international financial policies, unsustainadble subsidy and income
transfer policies, the lack of responsible monetary and fiscal policies,
overburdened levels of public employment and among others an ijncrease in
public enterprises. The dismal economic status is further impacted 'by
actions of political groups attempting to overthrow the fragile democratic
process in the country.

As in Honduras, policies relating to industrial import substitution,
relative neglect of agriculture and a dependency on public versus private
employment generation have confounded the present and future econamic
prospects.

Except for some growth in exports, including agriculture, the country
is an economic disaster, In turn the political vioclence and resulting
insecurity has led to cdpital flight and extremely low levels of foreign
investments,

B. SALIENT PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The title of this project, "Communications for Technology Transfer in
Agriculture" (CTTA), tends to be misleading. Thé CTTA concept is primarily
a process of technology transfer which includes an expanded communications
capacity as one of its components rather than as a conventional communi-
cations endeavor. The CTTA concept is primarily an improved application of
technology transfer.

The CTTA approach is described in detail in a subsequent chapter; but
briefly, includes at least the following components: developmental inves-
tigation for a set of communities, a prioritization of communities or ex-
tension agencies in the area, identification of the set of technologies
most applicable to the prioritized locations, some further verification of
the tecimologies, the design of an overall strategy for technology transfer
including communications strategies, implementation of the overall
strategy, in addition there are periodic formative evaluations of how the
overall strategy is working, and continuous feed-back from farmers and
extension agents to researchers and extension administrators which provides
for adjustments to the overall strategy.

This CTTA technology transfer process has been tested in Honduras and
Peru, The project was also active in Indonesia and Jordan, but there was
insufficient time and resources to evaluate its effectiveness and impact in
those countries. This report is restricted to Peru and Honduras.

The overall CTTA project purpose emphasized the development and demon-
stration of more effective communication support systems for technology
transfer in agriculture., This objective embodied a recognition that while
most transfer (extension) systems included some communication components,
they were not an integral part of the overall technology transfer mode,
Tne challenye was how to increase the complementarity of the communication
processes in technology transfer.

The CTTA technology transfer process is not new. However, the process



brings a systematizing of critical elements, provides a workplan for exter-
sionists and researchers, provides mechanisms for ready adjusiments I0 @
chosen strategy in response to variable and changing conaitions, as well as
adding an orderly process for technology transfer,

Another project aim was institutionalization of the transfer process,
An important institutionalization characteristic was collaboration with an
existing institution, not creation of yet another public entity. [osi'-
tutionalization was to focus on the transfer and acceptance of a con-
ceptualization of the transfer process, including training of extension anc
communication personnel, to assist in some capitalization and o d7s-
seminate the conseqguences of enhanced technology transfer.

The CTTA, as an experimental project, also included a summative
evaluation component. At least three dependent or output variables were
the focus of attention. These included measurement of changes in:
attitudes by farmers and extensionists, productivity and farm incone,
capacity or knowledge of individual farmers and extension agents relating
to technoloyy, and institutional capacity to organize, implement and manage
the technology transfer process.

Two additional project desiyn characteristics are salient. One
relates to how the transfer process accommodates variability and the otner
to linkages with input suppliers.

Accommodating variability requires knowledyge of physical daifferences
(micro-climates, soils, etc.) among locations, socio-cultural differences,
variations in risk aversion and related client group characteristics. 1ine
project design allowed for accommodating variability in identifying appro-
priate technologies to be transferred, in adapting communication moges and
in continually evaluating the effectiveness of transfer modes as reiates o
site variability.

The project also was designed to collaborate with input suppliers, Ir
both Peru and Honduras the input suppliers were predominantly public enter-
prises. Given private sector involvement in input markets, collaborative
activities with such firms and the CTTA process would be relatively easy.
The complementarity of interests are very evident, Such actions wouid
include fertilizer, chemical supplies, certified seed asscciations,
veterinary input suppliers and general livestock services such as arti-
ficial insemination, Commuynication modes were to be structured with input
suppliers of seeds, fertilizers, chemicals, etc, To date, however tners
appears to have been very modest involvement with input suppliers in the
CTTA process.

C. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

A special feature of this evaluation related to the [1mited time spent
in two project locations, In both Honduras and Peru the tnree person tear
(see Appendix B) spent only one week in each location.

Due to travel restrictions in Peru, tne team did not visit the Huaraz
site but did bring farmers and extension personnel to Lima. Tne team ais2
interviewed tne leader of the project from Punc but again Dy arranging &



visit to Lima. In Honduras two team members visited the primary CTTA site
at Comayagua as well as two communities served by San Luis extension
agencies. In addition the team met with extension agency personnel from
Olanchito. This agency was adapting the CTTA process in collaboration with
project personnel but funded from non-project resources,

In addition to those visits and direct interview opportunities, the
team conducted many other interviews. These included meetings with project
personnel, AID officials, ministerial officials, Peruvian INIAA extensiaon
transfer directors, agency extension directors and previgus extension
directors, foundation (FUNDEAGRO} leaders in Peru, ccllaborating NCSU/MIAC
colleagues in Peru, agricultural communication ieaders at the agency and
national levels, scientists and research directaors in both countries,
selected leaders of programs to develop private extension oryanizations and
selected leaders of various organizations not directly connected with the
project (see Appendix C). As is the usual event, exit conferences were
held in Peru and Honduras with USAID officials. In addition, the team met
met with S&T and regional bureau representatives to discuss findings and
passible next steps. These efforts were complemented by visits with pro-
ject personnel in Washington, both prior to and after field visits in Peru
and Honduras.

The team was more than well supplied with reading materials, These
ranged from pre-project papers to the project paper, to specific project
design documents, to quarterly reports, to formative and summative design
papers, and to extension materials and other documents including some
drafted for the evaluation by project personnel (see Appendix D).
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A. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CHRONOLOGY

The antecedents of the CVTA project date back to April, 1983 wnen
USAID/Honduras and the Honduran Secretariat of Natural Resources [$%R
jointly sponsored a three-day seminar on Agricultural Communications far
government agencies involved in technology transfer to farmers. The
seminar created considerable interest in the direct tnvolvement of commyni-
cations personnel in the technology transfer process, As a follow-up, in
March, 1984 Dr., Howard Ray (AED) led a USAID/Honduras funded assessment of
the state of ayricultural communications in Honduras. The assessmer:t
report led to the establishment of tne Department of Agricultural Communi-
cations in the SNR which reports directly to the Secretary and forme~ly nacg
been a part of the Directorate for Extension,

Concurrent with these developments in Honduras, 0Or., Anthony Meyer,
S&T/ED, was working on the development of the CTTA project in AID/W whnicn
was approved in April, 1985, AED was contracted by AID/W to impliement tne
CTTA project in September, 1Y85, A project team, headed by Dr., Ray, then
developed an fimplementation plan for the pilot effort, selected a proje:z:t
site and negotiated a Letter of Understanding between USAIJ/Honauras ana
the SNR.

The new Honduran government, elected in November 1985, ratified tne
draft Letter of Understanding in March, 1986, Comayaqua was picked as the
pilot project site., Representatives from the SNR visited Washingion 1in
August, 1986 to meet with AED and AID/W personnel and to interview canat-
dates for the field director position. Beginning September 13986 the SAR
team accepted Valerie Barzetti for a short {four month}) assignment as fied
director, pending identification and cantracting of a more experienced
person, She was joined by three short-term advisors to work on the iden-
tification of appropriate agricultural technologies, the developmental
investigation and establishment of the Comayagua office and staff, Dr.
Milton Munoz replaced Ms, Barzetti in February, 1987 as the resilent prg-
ject advisor,

The following presents a brief overall chronology of tne CTTA project.

1, Project agreement was signed on April 15, 1985 scneauleda for the
period 1985 to 1992.

2. Implementation was initiated at the primary site in fomayag.z,
Honduras in September, 1986 under a program director appointed dy AED.

3. Implementation at Comayagua started with three extension agencies 1N
September, 1986, by November, 1987 five extension agencies were adged
and by March, 1988 five additional extension agencies were part of tne
experimental program,

4, Evaluation activities were initiated in Comayagua on May 1, 1987 ana
the first round of data had been collected by December 31, 1988 unage-
a sub-contract with Applied Communicatign Technologies [(ACT ;.



5. Implementation in Peru was plagued by political instability but the
project was initiated in Huaraz in January, 1987. A developmental
jnvestiyation was conducted in Huaraz in February, 1987 and the first
formative evaluation in June, 1987.

6. Implementation of project activities in Puno, Peru were initiated in
June, 1988 and funded by two external donors. The Puno activities
involve eleven communities with the process being tested in eight,
with three others as controls, The developmental investigation was
completed in November, 1988,

7 About the same time, November 1988, project activities were initiated
in an extension agency in Chiclayo and the developmental investigation
was initiated in December, 1988,

8, Implementation of a modified version of the CTTA process was initiated
in the Jordan Valley and in a Jordanian Highlands project in October,
1987 and terminated in late 1988,

9. Implementation of the communications media component of the CTTA
process was initiated in Indonesia in QOctober, 1987, The project is
continuing but is not a complete test of the CTTA process.

10. Two exploratory studies on the application of the CTTA process were
conducted in Senegal in 1987 and in Niger in 1988,

B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS

The relatively poor econgmic status and increasing poiitical in-
stability in Honduras along with an economic and political disaster in Peru
do not provide hospitable conditions for any development project. These
economic and pelitical conditions raise serious issues associated with the
implementation of CTTA and the prospects for its institutionalization.

Moreover, the CTTA project was designed at a time {1984 and 1985) when
the financial crunch of AID had not expressed itself. The project design
included an eiyht-year time frame, a primary site in Honduras and eight
collaborating sites with scheduled funding of $19.5 million. Funding
arrangements involved three units within the Science and Technology Bureau
(Education, Rural Development and Agriculture} plus mission buy-ins where
the CTTA concept was to be tested., Post-1985 funding restrictions have
resulted in diminished levels of activities within the primary site in
Honduras; a reduced scope of work for a collaborative site in Peru, plagued
by political violence; a sharp cut-back in home office involvement; and
only partial collaboration for two sites in Indonesia and Jordan. As of
April, 1983 about $7.3 million has been obligated for the project.

There are other special conditions relating to the CTTA project. The
three conditions discussed below relate the project to the broad goals of
an agricultural science development strategy, to the essential components
of such a science-based strategy and to the interface of the CTTA project
with the previously funded AID projects in Farming Systems and Interpaks.



The targyeting of CTTA to subsistence or near subsistence producers in
Honduras and Peru raises a number of issues. The chosen clientele for the
project face severe poverty conditions (limited resources, low real in-
comes, low nutritional levels, etc.). There are other ayricultural client
groups that are substantial contributors te increased economic growih
rates, that produce the market surpluses to feed increasing urban popu-
lations, that produce the food and fiber exports that yield foreign
exchange and that produce raw materials for indigenous manufacturers or
contribute to import substitution strategies. There is a special concern
over the applicability of the CTTA process to these other client groups 1in
that such groups usually require more complicated technolgies, have suc-
stantially different levels of education, and are more involved with inpyt
and product marketing firms, The relatively simple tecnnologies uncer
study in Peru and Honduras may not be typical of the needs of other Client
groups.

A second special condition focuses on the CTTA process as oniy one of
many components in an agricultural science-based developmental strategy.
The other components include the development of new knowledge of things and
their uses (research beyond simple adaptation); an educational component
relating to training farmers, scientists, transfer agents, administrators,
business leaders, etc.; also included are components that relate science to
factor marketing firms as well as to product marketing firms {assembly,
storage, food processing, distribution, etc.); a final component relates to
the development of a rational set of agricultural policies., All of thnese
components, inctuding the technology transfer component, involve many pri-
vate and public institutions as well as processes for integrating actions
among and within components.

Clearly, the CTTA, to date, has focused on only one component [tech-
nology transfer) and has concentrated on only one client group among nany
in a science-based strategy. In Peru the CTTA project focused on near-
subsistence farmers while in Honduras the focus was on smail farmers witn
some marketable surplus,

Another special condition concerns the interface of the Farming Sys-
tems and the Interpaks projects, funded by AID/Washington. There are
selected aspects of farming systems ({(diagnostic developmental investii-
gation, adapting technologies and feedback processes} involved in the 774
process, However, because the systems project was discontinued, more
direct linkages were not possible,

Clearly much of the philosophy and process of the Interpaks project
are not woven into the CTTA process. Notably, the concern for rational
policies and the institutionalization process of Interpaxs was not evigent
in the written or observed process of CTTA.

C. PROJECT FUNDING

An estimate of the obligated funding is shown in Tadble 1. For tne
total project through FY 1989, a total of $7.3 million has been oblijataa
or plans exist for their obligation in FY 1989, Tne pilot sites have
received 78 percent of the funding with the balance for nome office opera-
tions.,



Table 1: Summary of Programmed versus Obligated Funding for CTTA by
Location and Source through FY 1989,

Programmedl/ Obligatedgi
Location S/T  Missions Total S/7  Missions (Qther Total
---------------------- {$000) mmmmmwmmmmammmmmmcm e
Honduras 1,400 1,300 2,700 930 285 8453/ 2,060
Peru 400 400 800 410 410 820
Other Sites 3,600 6,900 10,500 120 2,383 3415- 2,844
Home Office 1,700 990 2,690% 1,537 1,537
Total 16,6008/ 2,997 3,078 1,186 7,26l
1/ Source: [Illustrative budgets in the project paper.
2/ Obligated and planned through FY 89.
3/ Tnis amount was designated for FHIA through Cornell University.
4/ Note allocations in Table 2.
5/ Estimated from illustrative budgets in the project paper.
/  Contingencies and inflation not included, the programmed total was

$19.4 million with $7.3 million planned from $/T and $12,1 million
planned from missions.

Table 2 provides a detailed account of the sources of funds obligated
to the project. Note that of the obligated amount as of April, 1989. some
42 percent is from Mission, 41 percent from the Central Bureau and 17 per-
cent from other sources,



Table 2: Sources of (bligated CTTA Funding by Location ana Year,

Years
Sites 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 Toral
---------------------- ($OUD) =-rommcmmmmam e
Central
S/T 722.3 685.0 540.0 659.0 400.01/ 2,9587.3
Missions : )
Honduras/SNR 285,04/ 285.0
Peru 150.0 120.0 140.90 410.0
Indonesia 10.0 2,072.7 2,082.7
Jordan 300.0 30¢.0
Sub-Total
(thers
Specials S/T
(Tech 1D for Africa) 46.0 46.0
Honduras/FHIA  250.0 250.0 250.0 §95.0 B45.0
Indonesia 3.0 3.0
ROCAP (regional
network) 11.0 1.0
ROCAP Conferences/ 100.0 103.J
CDIE {Bogor INstitute
of Ag./Indonesia) 13.7 13,7
ANE/TR (Site Dev.,
Asia/Near East) 50.0 50,4
S/T (RD-Innovation
Activity in Africa) 100.0 100.3
USAID/Sri Lanka 17.7 17 .7
Subtotal 250.0 299.0 424 .4 117.7 1,185.3
Total 972.3 1,134.0 1,004,7 3,375.4 685.0 7,261.8

1/ At this time, S/T Education and S/7 Rural development have obligated
$225,000 and $175,000, respectively to CTTA.

2/ This includes $95,000 for FHIA and $35,000 for the SNR for CTTA,

3/ Designated to AED for developing a regional conference on technology
transfer. Tnis has been an on-going effort involving [ICA and otlners
with & scheduled conference in November or December, 1929,

The data in Tablie 3 attempt to summarize actual odligations tnrougn
April, 1989. As stated in Section 1l1.B, there were drastic reductions
between the project paper stage and actual expenditures for the total pro-
ject. There was roughly a 60 - 65 percent budget reduction over the perioc
1985 to 1989. The obligated amount through June, 1930 of $7.3 miilion
represents but 36 percent of the programmed $19.4 million,



Including the year 1989, obligated amounts totaled $7.3 million from
1985 to June, 1990, Actual expenditures through April, 1989 are sub-
stantially below the obligated amounts. Clearly there is a large amount in
the pipeline which suggests an opportunity to re-budget some of the
obligated funds to respond to some of the recommendations in Sections IV
and V.

Table 3: A Summary of Project Obligations by Contractors and Locations.

Contractors
AED - ACT Cornell
Locations as of 6/30/90 as of 12/31/88 as of 9/30/88 Total
-------------------------- (3000) ~=ammwmmmm e acemee e
Honduras CTTA 339,72 .1
1,177.0 2,060.0
Honduras FHIA .1 543.6
Peru 637.4 144.0 38.6 820.0
Indonesia .8
2,808.1 2,844.0
Jordan 35.1
Home 0Office 1,139.1 226.9 171.0 1,537.0
Total 5 761.6 746.1 - 753.3 7,261.0

As is known, the AED was the prime contractor with two sub-contracts.
One was to ACT for the summative evaluation and another to Cornell Univer-
sity for assisting in communications strategies. The data in Table 3
summarize planned and utilized expenditures by contractor by locations.

AED has executed over §$5.7 million or 79 percent of the obligated
amounts. In Honduras the majority of the field expenditures by AED have
been to develop the CTTA process. Again it is not clear how much of the
expenditures in Indonesia and Jordan relate directly to the CTTA process,

The sub-contract to ACT focused on the summative evaluation. The
obligated amount of $746,000 represents about 50 percent of the original
project paper estimate. As of December 31, 1983 the prime contractor sus-
pended all financial support for ACT,

The Cornell University sub-contract was designed to assist FHIA in
Honduras and to assist the development of communication strategies in
Honduras, Peru and other sites with an emphasis on Asia. With FHIA, the
university focused on developing a communications unit and its communi-
cations strategy and on building an endowment for the foundation. Project
resources were expended for FHIA assistance in both the communications and
endowment development. The sub-contract was suspended as of July 1, 1988,

10



D. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

As with the funding analysis, financing methods and budget reductiagns
required substantial departures from original estimates of tne level! of
technical assistance, Table 4 data are not complete but the relevant com-
parisons are executed against adjusted levels of effort.

For Honduras and Peru on the implementation component, the executed
amounts of technical assistance, both lonyg- and short-term, represent aboutl
75 percent of the adjusted levels, Approximately 72 percent of tne iong-
term and 72 percent of the adjusted short-term levels have been executea,

At other sites, there are large gaps on both long- and short-term
technical assistance levels of executed against adjusted amounts except for
the Cornell University assistance to FHIA,

With respect to the evaluation component, given the incomplete data
set, the aggregate executed levels exceed the adjusted levels., However, as
shown in Table 4 the evaluation sub-contract with ACT on evaluat:ion
originally programmed over 275 person months, This level of effort was
drastically reduced and assiygnments shifted. However, as of early 1933,
the ACT evaluation unit had implemented 91 person months of assistance witn
43 months of long-term assistance in Honduras and Peru along with anotner
14 person months of short-term assistance in the same countries,

The data on the level of effort for the other sub-contract witn
Cornell are very incomplete. The general view 15 that the programmed
assistance to FHIA has been completed. However, the uncertainties over
future activities for FHIA, including the communications component, raise
doubts about how effective the CTTA project and its institutionalization in
Honduras has been., {learly, the relationship of the communications com-
ponent of FHIA to national efforts on adapting the CTTA process are nighniy
uncertain.

11



Table 4: Summary of Technical Assistance Programmed versus
Executed for the Period 1985 - 1992,

Programmed -» _, Executed 3
Type and Location Initially Adjusted—/ as of April 19893/
Implementation:
Long Term:
-------------- (Person Months) —=------~--
Honduras/SNR 102.0 48.0 34.0
Peru 42.0 42.0 30.0
Other Sites 264.0
Jordan 36.0 14,0
Indonesia 340.8 67.0
Honduras/FHIA 48 .0 48.0
Home office 336.0 n.a.ﬂ/ 154.,8
Sub-total 744 .0 514.8 347.8
Short Term:
Honduras/SNR 37.0 10.0 6.0
Peru 8.0 6.0 8.0
Other Sites 38.0
Jordan 220.0 1.5
Indonesia 38,0 6.8
Honduras/FHIA 2.0
Home Office 88.0 n,a n.a.
Subtotal 173.0 274.0 22.3
Subtotal: Implementation
Long-term 744.0 514.8 347.8
Short-term 173.0 274.0 22.3
Total 917.0 788.8 370.1

1/ Estimated from the project paper.
2/ Adjusted as budgets were reduced,
3/ Estimated by AED.

4/  Figures not available.
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Table 4: (continued)

Programmed ., Executed
Type and Location Tnitially  Adjusteds’ as of April 13333
EVALUATION:
Long Term:
-------------- (Person Montns) ------w--o-
Honduras 48.0 24.0 19.3
Peru 0.0 24.0 24,0
Other Sites 0.0 0.0 0.0
Home office 195.0 0.0 34,0
Sub-total 243.0 48,0 77.0
Short Term:
Honduras 5.6 10.0 10.0
Peru 3.5 4.0 | 4.0
Other Sites 34.5 n.a. n.a.
Home Office 0.0 0.0 3.0
Subtotal 33.6 14,0 14,0
Sub-total: Evaluation
Long-term 243.0 48.0 77.0
Short-term 33,6 14.0 14.0
Total 276.6 62.0 91.0

/ Estimated from the project paper,
2/ Adjusted as budgets were reduced.
3/ Estimated by AED.

4/  Figures not available,
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111. DESCRIPTION OF PRIMARY PROJECT COMPONENTS AND DUTPUTS
A. Description of the Project Process

1t is the belief of the evaluation team that the CTTA project was not
able to generate the hoped-for level of interest or support within AID
because it was perceived as a traditional agricultural “communications”
project, i.e., one which promotes the use of print and broadcast media in
the transfer of agricultural technology. What we found is that the pro-
ject, as implemented in Honduras and Peru, is much more than a "“communi-
cations" project. It has succeeded in developing a systematic process for
the transfer of agricultural technology which is farmer-client group sen-
sitive, integrates research and extension, provides for a high degree of
farmer participation, utilizes existing personnel and resources in an
orderly manner and inspires a surprisingly high level of motivation and
enthusiasm among project participants.

The process includes the following steps:

1. Investigation: The first step in the process is a developmental
investigative effort which involves the following steps.

a) An analysis of the client groups to be served -- where they live
and how they are organized, what they grow, the levels of technology that
they employ, the problems that they are encountering in crop production,
their social, economic and cultural characteristics; their preferred modes
for receiving information;

b) The identification of available improved technologies are com-
pared with views of the farmer-client group toc determine if they are
suitable for the conditions faced. This comparison may suggest additional
adaptation of known technologies and involves looking at the costs and the
economic benefits that might be derived from use of the technology, the
ease of application and the risks involved, especially for low resource
farmers;

c) Gathering information on agricultural sector support systems to
determine if the inputs, credit, marketing and other goods and services
required ta enable the farmer to adopt the technology are or can be made
available in an adequate and timely fashion.

2, Pianning and Strategy Development: The information collected in
the investigation phase is used to develop a strategy which identifies and
prioritizes the farmer communities, crops and technologies to be included
in the technology transfer program, A comprehensive communications
strategy outlines the wmedia to be used which includes interpersonal
communications by extension agents, graphic and print media (manuals,
posters, leaflets) and radio broadcasts. A procedure is developed for
breaking down the technologies into easily understandable messages which
are geared to the agricultural calendar.

3. Validation: Both the technologies and the mass media messages
are tested at the farmer level to assure that the technologies are
appropriate and to determine how well the messayes are understcod, their
acceptance by farmers and the degree to which they are able to convince the
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farmer to utilize new technology.

4, Production and Distribution: Once the technologies and messages
are validated, the printed materials and radic programs are produced for
mass diffusion. The production process is directly tied to the agri-
cultural calendar to assure that messages reach the farmers in a timely
way. Printed materials are distributed by extensionists through diverse
channels such as community Jleaders (teachers, mayors, nurses, etc.,) and
farm supply stores., The same technologies and messages are transmitted by
the extension agents, the printed media and the radio broadcasts so tna:
they reinforce one another,

5. Formative Evaluation: The CTTA process emphasizes the neea for
periodic evaluations to determine: whether messages are reaching the
farmers as planned; which channels are being used; which messages are deing
assimilated and which need reinforcement; which technologies and pehaviars
are being adopted, how they are applied and with what results; and, now
farmers' attitudes and willingness to take risks are being changed., Thne
formative evaluation 1is intended to provide fast results for immediate
decision-making. For that reason, it tends to use methods that are
affordable and gquick rather than rigorous or precise., The formative evalu-
ation is part of ongoing project management,

6. Continuous Monitoring: Throughout the process, there is pro-
vision for continuous monitoring to be able to act quickly in the event of
unforeseen problems. This provides a permanent feedback system between
farmers, extensionists, researchers and other public and private sector
officials.

In the pilot effort in Comayagua, Honduras, the various steps in the
process were carried out at the extension agency level by a team composed
of the agency director, one or two researchers, one Or two extensionists
and a social promoter. The agency team was assisted by the Regional Com-
munications Unit which was composed of an agricultural engineer as {hief, a
journaiist, a photographer, a draftsman, a library assistant and a
secretary.

For basically the first time, public sector research and extensign
personnel worked together to find out what kinds of production proslems
were bothering farmers, what levels of technology they were using, ang what
kinds of technology would be appropriate for their circumstances, The
pilot effort started in three agencies serviny a total of 2,530 farmers. A
sample of 350 farmers was drawn from census lists and the technoliogy icen-
tification and a developmental investigation were completed by the ageniy
team, The next step was the development of an extension/communications
strategy which identified priority groups of farmers, priority crops, tne
technologies to be transferred and the channels that would be usea for
getting the information to the farmers., A similar plan was prepared wnicr
prioritized research activities based upon farmers' needs,.

As logical and simple as it seems, this CTTA approach was a major
departure from the way that research and extension had traditionally bneer
carried out in Honduras. The traditional approach was for the SNR Research
- Department to establish its own research priorities with no direct
reference to the perceived needs of farmers, Research Department personnel
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carried out adaptive research at the experiment stations, regional trials
at experiment stations and on farms, and validation trials on farmers'
fields with almost no involvement of extensionists or farmers -- for the
on-farm trials the farmer provided the land but the researchers did every-
thing else, This gave the farmer no sense of participation or ownership.
The technological packages were then "turned over" to the extensionist for
“transfer" to farmers.

Extension program targets were set at the central level of the Secre-
tariat of Natural Resources -- usually the number of hectares by crop to be
"covered" by each Regional Directorate and extension agency. It was then
up to the Regional Director and Agency Director and often the individual
extensionist to decide how to "cover" or transfer technology for the
assigned area. This resulted in ad hoc, uneven technology transfer with a
multiplicity of approaches and messages, many of them in conflict.

The process introduced by the CTTA project fostered close coliabo-
ration between the researchers, extensionists, communications personnel and
farmers beginning with the investigation phase to determine farmers'
problems and levels of technology. The technologies selected for transfer
directly addressed farmers' needs. The validation of the messages assured
that they were appropriate for the target audience and reinforced each
other. The formative evaluation and continuous monitoring adjusted the
program to deal with any unanticipated problems.

ﬁOutﬁuts:

The strong points of the approach are: It serves as a mechanism to
integrate research, extension and farmer client groups into a cohesive,
functioning system; it is very client-group sensitive, responding to needs
identified in the investigation phase; it provides for a high level of par-
ticipation by farmers; it makes rational use of existing resources supple-
mented by modest levels of operational support; it takes a set of pre-
viously uncoordinated activities and puts them in an orderly sequence; it
gives all participants a clear sense of program objectives and their role
in achieving them; it achieves a high level of motivation and enthusiasm on
the part of all those involved.

The experiment called for the output of the CTTA process to be
evaluated in at least three ways. These included changes in attitudes,
transfer of knowledge (changes in capacity) and changes in physical output
{yields, net farm income, etc.). There has been no analysis of the output
measures in an organized quantitative manner,

However, the team accumulated qualitative data which supports a very
optimistic impression of the technology transfer process. Attitudinal
changes relating to changes in confidence by farmers in extensionists was
frequently expressed by farmers., These were the same extensionists that
farmers previously complained about in terms that they seldom visited the
community, had conflicting messages and generally displayed little interest
in their work.

There also appeared to be changes 1in credibility among farmers and

extensionists in governmental commitment., Knowledge that was reliable was
being transferred and within even a single cropping cycle began to yield
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positive results.

There have been changes in motivation among all process participants.
It appears that motivational changes are related to the fact that the
process produces increased self-esteem for a lot of people. They are given
a viston, there are no empty promises and knowledye transfer produces
visible results.

{hanges 1in capacity involved training sessions with farmers, exten-
sionists, extension leaders and agency communications personnel, There
were frequent training sessions and very glowing reports on the content and
value of such efforts,

The reported changes in yield come from recall of a small group of
farmer experiences and no effort has been made to evaluate net inconme
changes., There were reports of significant yield increases, particulariy
in rice, resulting from the use of improved seed and cultural anc ferti-
lization practices. A reform sector group in San Luis, Honduras reportec
increases in rice yields from 2.0 MT/ha to 5.2 MT/ha. A farmer in £squias,
Honduras increased his yields from 1.7 MT/ha to 5.0 MT/na. Potato yieldas
among collaborating farmers in Peru went from very low to medium per hec-
tare with major improvements in quality, A few farmers reported simiiar
yield changes in soft corn production,

Extension Tleaders in Honduras and Peru had very favorable commen:ts,
One very experienced extension director in Peru commented, "This system
confirms many things that extensionists knew but such knowledge was not put
down in black and white." Another extension director in Honduras adcea,
"Anyone who has seen the results wants to participate,” There were many
such comments but one final one by the technical director of INIAA in Peruy
should be added, “INIPA's (now replaced by INIAA) experience was tnat
under T&Y methods, only 5 to 10 percent of the farmers could be reacnel
directly, but with CTTA you can reach 30 to 40 percent."

‘A principal drawback of the approach is: its inability to deal witn
some of the major problems affecting the agricultural technology system in
Honduras and Peru, e.g.: the high degree of politicization within the
Honduran Secretariat of Natural Resources; the 1inability to attract and
retain technically qualified personnel because of the uncertainites
inherent in the SNR's employment practices (i.e, large numbers of contract
personnel who are not sure whether they will be paid until six or eignt
months into the year, the high turnover of personnel when political admini-
strations change); the discontinuity caused by the high rate of turnover of
personnel; the low salary levels in Peru which contribute to high ievels of
moonlighting and personnel turnover; the economic crises faced by botn
countries, with resultant budget uncertainties and short-falls.

B. AN ELABORATION OF COMPONENTS AND OQUTPUTS OF THE CTTA PROCESS

The central component of the CTTA is indeed "Communication" out
communication with a capital “C" rather than a lower-case "c". Or, put
another way, Communication versus communications. The latter term denstes
the actual media, messages, and communications strategies designed ang

implemented by the project, while the former highlights the much broager
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action of on-going, interactive dialogue among all the critical players in
a technoloyy transfer (TT7) system: farmers/producers, extensionists, re-
searchers, and communicators,

While some eariier models of TT have paid lip service to the need for
dynamic dialegue [i.e Communication) among these players, CTTA has built
and tested a methodology that actually operationalizes this model. More-
over, as interviewees with decades of research and extension experience in
both Honduras and Peru emphasized, this methodology is not entirely new but
rather gives fresh order and meaning teo previous approaches involving
farmers, researchers and extensionists, with communicators now serving as
“brokers" who tie these units together within a true system of technology
design, development, and diffusion.

To give just a sampling of the extensive commentary in this vein, as a
high-placed SRN staffer observed, "For many years the government of
Hondruas has been unable to organize its agricultural research and exten-
sion systems. ...There was total pandemonium. ...With the institution-
alization of the unified methodoloygy...CTTA will be fundamental for the
future of agricultural development in Honduras." And from a USAID/Honduras
administrator, "The 'harmony' between the CTTA approach and the structure
and needs of the agricultural establishment in this country is impressive."

Similarly, in Peru a longtime INIAA/INIPA staffer explained, “CTTA...
makes a team out of farmers, researchers and extensionists." INIAA's
technical director noted that, “CTTA represents a way to systematize our
work."

Field~level extension personnel in both countries emphasized the clear
sense of purpose and organization that this approach has brought to their
work, Others commented on the goal direction they felt it provided, and on
the “new understanding,” "cohesiveness," and “"recognition of mutual respon-
sibilities" that it has engendered. As one man summed up, "This method-
ology works for everyone,"

The apparent success of this project and the enthusiasm it has gene-
rated among all players in the public agricultural technology system of
Honduras and Peru is both explained and illustrated by reference to four
key components of the CTTA approach: a fundamental emphasis on farmer
participation; tight integration of researchers, extensionists and farmers;
design and utilization of extremely client-sensitive communications stra-
tegies; and continual attention to monitoring and feedback mechanisms.

Farmer Participation

Farmer participation is the core of the CTTA process. While other
models give rhetorical importance to this element, the Honduras and Peru
projects have actually operationalized it as both the beginning and
iterative end-point of the technology transfer process.

Farmer participation begins in the diagnostic investigation where, as
members of a Comite Agricola interviewed in Honduras pointed out, "For the
first time, someone asked us what our problems were; before this, we
thought that our government was deaf."
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After problems are prioritized witn farmers and potentially
appropriate technoiogies are selected in consultation with researchers,
producers tnen participate in validatiny the technologies. This is azcom-
plished through in-depth interviews and focus groups, and then througn on-
site farmer or cooperative-managed experiments. This process often leacs
to innovative adjustments in the application of the technology so as to
give it a petter "fit" with producers' economic, social, and cultura’
realities. An instructive case example follows:

Transferring Planting Techniques for Maize in the Andes

CTTA diagnostic work revealed that most Huaraz farmers ware
unaware of the benefits of controllied spacing and plant densities
for maize., Planting is traditionally done by women, who follow
along behind the plow, dropping a continuous line of seeds, Tne
team recommended that farmers planting by hand, drop three seeas
into carefully spaced pockets made with a Spade, Some researcners
indicated that this technique alone could increase production by
15 percent,

Participating producers noted a number of drawbacks to this recom-
mendation, however, For one thing, pecple were unfamiliar witn
the metric system in which researchers and extensionists measured
distance, More serijous, the proposed technique empodied the bacx-
breaking work of repeatedly gouging out pockets and then Ddending
over to seed them {an estimated total of some 21,000 <imes in
order to sow a single hectare)., tEtqually important, such heavy
work would have to be done by men. Yet throughout the Andes, a
profound ideological analogy between female fertility and agri-
cultural productivity stipulates that women must sow the seed,

Based on these inputs from participating farmers and futner con-
sultations with researchers, the technology recommendations were
revised and a creative compromise was Struck. Men continued to
plow and women to plant, but with a difference., Women now carried
a light staff cut to the exact distance for spacing belween
plants, which they laid down as they proceeded, carefully dropping
only three seeds at each interval,.

Once a technology is validated, the next step is to design and test
effective and intelligible communications strategies to extend it. Farers
are necessarily key participants in this process, too., Via foclus yroups,
surveys, in-depth interviews, consumer panels, etc. they critique every
aspect of the print and broadcast media under preparation. 1In raais boroac-
casts, their voices and views are often incorporated directly inio pro-
gramming. Even after CTTA media are put into play, farmer realtions 9
them are continually monitored and assessed via formative evaluations; and
refinements are made to the communications strategies as needed.

Further, producers also participate in the broader dissemination of
media and information, as they share and discuss materials ang broadcasts
with peers. Likewise for technology diffusion., Whether as demonstration
farmers or merely as enthusiastic practitioners of a new technigque, farmers
are the single most credible source of agricultural information among the:r

peers,

19



Indeed, in both Honduras and Peru, participating families and
communities have been approached by neighbors who want to learn how they,
too, can join in and benefit from the CTTA process, For example,
stimulated both by radic broadcasts and by firsthand observation of
improved technology in action, 13 other coummunities have sought out
members of Comunidad Recuayhuanca (one of the CTTA/Peru sites) to inguire
how to to obtain CTTA courses and publications. Tnis kind of burgeoning
popular demand and appreciation for public extension services is directly
linked to the fact of producer participation in the technology development
and transfer process.

Research, Extension, and Farmer Integration

Research. Interviewees in both Honduras and Peru described a long
history of duplication of research and/or a proliferation of research and
development projects. Because the CTTA promotes communication across the
agricultural techology system as a whole, many interviewees opined that,
along with some institutional restructuring, the CTTA approach constitutes
an important tool for confronting the common problem of research fragmen-
tation and the concomitant dissipation of scarce human and financial re-
sources -- what one Honduran scientist termed “random research.”

As noted throughout this report, the CTTA approach is grounded in a
diagnosis of producers' present agricultural knowledge, practices, and
perceived problems. Working from this diagnosis represents one of the
principal ways that research, farmer, extension and communications inte-
gration is achieved. Research attention is directed to and focused on
concrete research questions and problems that are immediately relevant to
the needs and goals of specific producer groups within a nation, as
enunciated 1in the diagnostic studies ideally conducted jointly by
researchers, extensionists and communicators with farmers,

With the CTTA process, the developmental investigation in particular
has a number of beneficial effects on research. As one hichly placed
member of INIAA quipped, “"Too many of our scientists think they are in the
First World when it comes to designing technology suitable for the socio-
economic realities of the Third World. “We need to get our feet on the
ground."  Another added that such participative developmental diagnoses
make researchers aware of an important need witnin the agricultural science
system as a whole: to provide a broad selection of technologies, not just
technological "recipes" that may or may not fit a given clientele's
circumstances.

Still other research benefits of the CTTA process were cited. As
INIAA's research director observed, appropriate technology often does
exist, but it simply has not been reported or communicated. He noted that
CTTA has encouraged scientists to do a better job of reporting their
findings instead of "just leaving them in their desk drawers." At the same
time, it has heightened awareness of possibilities for adaptation of
"shelf" technology. This has come about because now, researchers interact
more directly with extensionists and communicators, who "lay concrete
demands before the researchers," based on the deveiopmental investigations
among farmers. Numergus interviewees also noted that CTTA has increased
direct interaction between scientisits and farmers through increased on-
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farm interviewing and research via CTTA teamworking. As one Honduran
scientist summed up, “CTTA shook uS awake and gave us a new light Dy which
to guide our research," A particularly eloguent mini-case from Peru aptiy
illustrates this "awakening."

Combating Papa Kuru, in Peru

ne of the principal potato pests throughout the Andes 1is papa
kuru {Quechua for ‘potato worm', Spanish ‘gorgojo de los Andes,'
Preynnotrypes sp.). The larvae of these species tunnel into and
feed upon the potato tuber. This causes losses not only in crop
bulk, but also in crop quality., The galleries teft by the
larvae's feeding are filled with the insects' feces, thus ren-
dering the potatoes inedible either by human beings or animals and
naturally destroying the commercial value of the crop. The
problems do not stop there, however, The larvae also transmit a
potato virus; and the aduylts feed on the leaves {(cf. Quispe
Caceres 1987),

0f course, technoloyy exists to combat this common plague., Butl as
the CTTA team soon discovered, the standard recommendations
involved applying pesticides which virtualiy none {in the case of
Ambush) or only a few {Sevin 85PM or Dipterex, combined witn
Gusathion) of the producer clientele could possibly afford, not to
mention the additional cost of a backpack sprayer {1/100,030 1in
1989).

CTTA personnel thus returned to researchers to inquire what alter-
native technologies might exist to meet the needs of less wealthy
producers. Based on the project's diagnosis of farmers' current
practices and on the concrete prodblem definition of finding no- or
low-cost ways to attack papa kuru, one outcome of tnis dialogue
among the team was that researchers recailed a near-forgotion
technique, one so simple that they had not thought it required
extension until they were informed that producers did not know it,

This "forgotten" technigue consisted merely of better lana pre-
paration by plowing three times at certain intervals, insteaa of
just one time, before planting, Each plowing unearths more of tne
noxious larvae, exposing them to the merciless frosts and the
intense high-altitude sun of the Andes, anc¢ to the voracious
appetites of birds.

Along with other recommendations for field cleaning, weed control,
and crop rotations, researchers recalled yet another simple, low
cost technigue to combat the ubiguitous papa kuru, Tnis involved
higher hilling around the base of the potatc plant, s0 that tne
adult insect cannot deposit its eygs close to the tubers.

When these two techniques were communicated, they were readily
accepted by producers at all economic levels, despite the extra
labor entailed. At the same time, researcher were stimulated to
elaborate still other recommendations involving the use of less
expensive commercial pesticides (Gusathion and Volaton) for pro-
ducers with some capital to invest in their potato crop.
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Moreover, working together, the team devised a creative, cost-
effective way to apply pesticides with paint brushes rather than
expensive sprayers, frinally, where necessary, communicators
helped to translate commercial pesticide doses into measures
comprehensible in local terms, like "X numbers of tuna can-fuls
per water pail."

The outcome of this instance of true integration was dramatic, In
Huaraz, plots infested with papa kuru previously yielded only five
or no 100 kg sacks of usable potatoes. Now, these same plots
regularly yield 20 sacks of edible and/or commercially acceptable
predice.

A parallel case could be recounted for CTTA efforts to combat utush, a
principal pest of maize in the Andes. The result is that producers now
reap larger, “cleaner" choclos which sell for twice the price of untreated
maize. Another example is the rethinking of formal methods for randomiy
sampling pest infestations in the irregularly shaped fields of non-Western
farmers. The chanyge allows farmers to determine whether pesticides are
worth the expense once they have learned how to identify the different
life-cycle stages of the pests, where to search for them, and what
chemicals to apply when. :

There are many telling testimonies to the power of the CTTA process
(see bibliography). However, the overarching point is that even the best-
trained and funded extension systems and the most sophisticated, "slick"
communictions media cannot succeed unless researchers are accurately
informed of farmers' current technical, informational, and socioeconomic
resources and can thus identify/devise and communicate realistically
workable solutions.

Extension. Extensionists also welcome the concrete, contextualized
problem focus that the CTTA process brings. By responding to producer
concerns with truly appropriate technology, it makes extension‘'s job of
technology transfer more successful and professionally rewarding. Armed
with information that producers need, want, readily comprehend, have
participated in providing and validating, and (as per some field inter-
views) may even be willing to pay for, extension agents reportedly have
experienced impressive gains in motivation, status, morale, and pro-
fessional self-esteem.

As one Honduran field agent put it, “Now I know that any work I do
will have an impact. Why? Because I know it responds to a real need,"
Such has been the shift in motivation that, when official vehicles break
down, agents have been known to take a bus or even walk long distances so
as to be sure to arrive on time for their meetings with clients!
Reportedly, too, clients now assemble for such meetings early, instead of
straggling in tlate or skipping them altogether. Indeed, agents describe
how, in anticipation of their visit, clients even wait along the road to
welcome agents when they arrive.

These shifts in the behaviors, attitudes, and rmutual confidence of altl

players in the agricultural science system stand 1in direct contrast to
previous situations described for both Honduras and Peru. Extensionists,
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frustrated with very poor linkages to research, were poorly motivated to
perform, or alternatively, tried to create technology recommendations of
their own. 1In either case, extension generally held very low credidility
and esteem among farmers.

Certainly, a deciding factor in creating more confident, sustained,
and/or widescale integration between extensionists and farmers has beer the
communications media. Numerous beneficial outputs of this media-
supplemented approach were cited. Interestingly, CTTA media are considered
to have almost as many positive impacts on extensionists as producers, *~or
example, extension directors remarked that the media are just as usefui for
reinforcing extension training as they are for educating farmers. Mary
extensionists also emphasized how the media have helped to systematize Ine
information that they are to deliver to producers of a given region ang
socioeconomic, cultural, and linguistic type.

The very existence of these media has also lent extension a ceriain
cachet and renewed motiviation. They now have tangible {print; ang
striking (radio) materials to back up their interpersonal, verbal message
deliveries. As one field agent put it, "Before, we went to tne Camnpo
empty-handed, The only materials we had to work with were ourselves.”

Moreover, these media provide a way to maintain contact witn tne
client population throuyhout the year, despite problems such as: lack of
vehicles, repair funds, and fuel for adequate extension visits; relatedly,
the nighly dispersed settlement patterns of many client groups; infra-
structural and/or climatological conditions that effectively isolate many
producers during much or even all of the year; in Peru, co-op lanc
invasions, inter-community disputes, and terrorist actions that threalen
the safety of extensionists and sometimes even the clients they attend; 1in
Honduras, annual salary and contractual tangles that can lieave tnhe
extension service virtually unmanned during eight months of the year.

Indeed, many interviewees commented that radi¢ and print media
constitute many producers' only contact with extension. Although CT7TA 1is
not designed to substitute for the indispensible interpersonal contact,
extensionists nevertheless opined that tnis indirect contact was "better
than nothing,” and that at the very least these media served to gQuide pro-
ducers to sources of more complete information.

Farmers. Farmer integration has been amply discussed 1in preceding
sections, Here, we will merely note how the team was struck with pro-
ducers' real hunger for, and appreciation of, competent, reliable extension
assistance and improved agricultural technoloyy. Paraphrasing just a sma'l
sampling of farmer commentary in this regard:

I have been a farmer for more than 40 years and the trutn is that
in our community we really have not made any significant
innovations. What we needed were facts. But before this project,
extension always stayed with the big producers. It never came to
us small ones. {From a Comite Ayricola member in Honduras.;

This program is practical, and we are really learning from it.

Before, we did not even know what caused such tnhings as plagues of
insects, so we could not combat them. We would like more infor-
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mation on how to improve our production of broad beans, cattle,
guinea pigs, and poultry, too {as well as maize, potatoes, and
wheat]. We need to become more “technified." (From farmer inter-
viewees in Peru.)

Planning and Communications Strategy Development

One of the strongest features of the CTTA process is the attention
devoted to planning and communications strategy development. Using the
developmental investigation as a take-off point, project personnel, working
as a team, prepare detailed plans and strategies for diffusing selected
technologies to priority groups. Program participants were uniformly
enthusiastic about the benefits of concrete plans for geographic and target
audience outreach based upon the investigative stage, Both field agents
and extension directors described how, before, their efforts were vitiated
by a diffuse, disorganized approach to clients in their assigned regions,
With only rudimentary or obsolete baseline information on the distribution
of producers and crops, research and extension personne! were unable to
efficiently allocate their scanty human, vehicular and other resources even
by such basic parameters as population densities and zonal production
potentials.

With extension goals re-defined in terms of concrete locales and their
problems, the programs focuses upon a priority selection of communities or
agencies until solutions are achieved. Thereafter, a new prioritization is
made and other sites are targeted, The results of this kind of coordinated
planning and follow-through is professional gratification for and increased
confidence among all participants as each witnesses the positive outcomes
of his/ner active participation in the CTTA process. As one field exten-
siontst in San Luis put it:

Before, we {extensionists) had no jdea of what we were extending
or why. There have been big changes., Now we know how many people
will be attended, where, and what training we will give them,
Before, we were expected to work with everyone, everywhere, We
were just told, "You have to give such and so number of talks and
field days." Everything was by numbers, not by objectives., All
of the planning was done at a much higher, central level, we just
received the orders. Often, we couldn't read, much less under-
stand, some of the charts of numbers they sent us from the
regional level."

The same degree of attention was given to determining the approaches
to be used for communicating technical information. CTTA communication
strategies can be broadly classed into print and broadcast media. The
latter consist of radio programs and spots geared primarily for farmer
consumption. Printed materials address the entire gamut of players in the
public-sector agricultural science system and include: administrative and
ministerial reports; scientific and project documents; extension guide-
books, newsletters, and newspapers; and manuals, flyers, bulletins, and
posters directed to farmers. CTTA is also designed to provide support to
research and extension database and information services, 1ike Honduras'
CEDIA.

Here we discuss only the strategies directed to farmers. However, it
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is important to note that communicator's preparation and production of
materials with and for research, extension and administrative units
represent another communications strategy that works to enhance overall
integration and motivation within the agricultural science system,

Without visual aids, it 1is difficult to capture and “"communicate”
textually what is "different” about CTTA communications strategies.
Certainly, it is not the physical quality of their production. Wnile some
(notably administrative and ministerial) documents are very hanasomely
done, many are of the most modest sort imayinabie {nhanddrawn and mimeo-
graphed or stencilled}. Because of CTT7A's exceptionally rocky funciny
history, radio broadcasts, too, approach the minimum technical guaiity o
be audible and engaginy., It is testimony to the great creativity and
dedication of CTTA communicators that, working with jerry-rigyed or K-Mart-
quality equipment, project broadcasts have had such powerful impacts,

Once again, the secret to the success of CTTA communciations
strategies lies in the "process": the initial diagnosis of farmers'
linguistic, educational, socioeconomic, agroecological, etc. charac-
teristics and preferred communications channels for acguiring crecidle
agricultural information; above all, researchers, producers, extiensionists
and the participation of communicators alike in the painstaxing validation
of media content, presentation, scheduling, etc,; and tne continual
monitoring of media relevance and efficacy via "formative evaluazions.”
Together, these elements embody much of the social marketing savvy built
into the CTTA approach.

The participatory validation process merits particular discussion,
Naturally, the scientific content of messages is carefully reviewed with
researchers. But even more important, working closely with communicators,
representative farmers as "consumers” also critically evaluate all design
features of the agricultural communications strategies and messages, Tnis
includes considerations like the following.

al The timeliness of delivery vis-a-vis the aoricultural calengar
and the target clientele's daily work routine, There is little point in
delivering a message on, say, land preparation when planting is in fuli
swing, Likewise for print or broadcast communications that are tg D2

delivered at a time of day when the farmer is to busy t0o receive then,

b 0f course, the choice of language and lexicon, Little is o de
gained by couching messages in aliem tongues and terms. Accurate trans-
lation of scientific jargon or unfamiliar national-language terms 1Inic
everyday farmer vocabulariy is a must,

¢) Closely related is the choice of dialect and vocal styie in racio
broadcasts and aramatizations, Ceteris paribus people give nmare
credibility to information delivered by a co-ethnic or peer,

d) The graphic design and layout, visual symbology, logical
organization, color scheme, and even the typestyles of printed matter must
all be validated for intelligibility and appeal. 70 give jusi a few
simple examples of farmer inputs that trigyered re-formuiation o
materials, Peruvian producers were led astray by an initally pooriy
designed graphic which caused them to misapply pesticides. Honduran farmer
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critics found the order of frames in a cartoon-style flyer on land
preparation techniques illogical. Others were unfamiliar with Western-
world symbols like the skull-and-crossbones on poisonous chemicals.,
Peruvian consumer panels judged a script-like font much more readable than
an elite type.

e) The "interactive" quotient of strategies for example in Peru,
technical manuals that included a self-test at the end, can verify their
understanding of the lessons; and in Honduras, racio formats that include
opportunities for farmers to recount their own experiences with new tech-
nology, pose questions, and enunciate fresh additional needs or concerns.
Information assimilated in an interactive or participative fashion 1s more
likely to be remembered and used,

This list is only exempiary, not exhaustive, of the kinds of features
that CTTA attends to in designing its communications strategies. This is
the unigue contripution of CTTA communicators.

Monitoring and Feedback

These constitute the fourth key component of the process, The
objectives are to measure progress to that point, determine strengths and
weakness in technology transfer implementation, and feed this information
back into the process so as to make timely corrections and improvements,

The latter may consist of revising message content or structure; re-
targeting outreach efforts to new or more precisely defined populations;
re-allocating investments to reinforce communications channels shown to be
most effective or, conversely, most lacking; returning to researchers with
new or corailory technical problems to be solved; and so forth.

In CTTA formative evaluations to date, aspects of message assimilation
has been quantitatively assessed through surveys of client subsamples to
discover whether farmers have received the messages promulgating different
technology recommendations, can accurately recall the recommendations, have
acted upon them, and have done so correctly. Qualitative data may also be
gathered through participant observation and open-ended interviews on other
behavioral and attitudinal changes, crop outcomes, and client concerns.

In essence, this monitoring and feedback component is what makes the
CTTA methodology a true “process," in contradistinction to other, more
rigid approaches. It 1is dynamic rather than static, client and context-
sensitive rather than institutionally driven, and participative rather than
hierarchical.

To conclude, the four basic components outlined here add up to
“"Communication” in the fullest sense of the word and with it, a successful
system of technology design, development, and delivery.

C. INSTITUTIONALIZATION
The project paper calls for institutionalization of the CTTA approach

through the development of procedures for the effective use of communi-
cation for technology transfer in agriculture and the integration of these
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procedures into the on-going research/extension systems of participating
nations,

As discussed above, the project has been successful in developing an
effective process for technology transfer, but it has been only partialiy
successful in ipstitutionalizing the process in the two pilot countries,
However, it must be borne in mind that CTTA has been functioning for oniy a
relatively brief time, 33 months in Honduras and 30 months in Peru,

In Honduras, the CTTA process was used as the basis for designing :the
"Unified Methodology for the Delivery of Services." Tnis has 3
officially adopted by the Secretariat of Natural Resources as tin
approach for the delivery of all Ministry services, including tecnno:
transfer. The interest in a unified approach to technology transfer
Honduras was not new, The annual national extension conventions of I3
and 1987 devoted considerable attention to the subject which Jed to =
formation of a commission to develop a common methodoloyy for tecnno ag:
transfer. The project advisor and key staff of tne CTTA project played
major roles in drafting the new methodciogy. In December, 1983, tne 3X%2
distributed the unified methodology to regional and general direltorates
with instructions to Secretariat employees to systematically introduce tne
methodology for the delivery of services.

T
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As of April, 1989, the methodology was being applied in Comayagua
department (the CTTA pilot area) and was just getting started in five othar
regions. Tne SNR has formed a technical team with representatives from
research, extension, livestock, human resources and communicaticns to
introduce the methodology throughout the country., A substantial training
effort will be required to institutionalize the methodology n the pudl:c
sector, including site visits and training sessions for SNR personnel at
the pilot site in Comayagua.

The SNR Department of Agricultural Communications (DCA), which 1s xey
to the whole CTTA process, is supported entirely by PL-480 funds., SAR
officials stated that a line item for the DCA is to be placed in the GJn
budget beginning in January, 1990, Given present financial stresses on tne
GOH, however, USAID/Honduras should monitor this closely to help assure
that the DCA obtains GOH funds next year. With budgetary support from JCA
assured and a good training proyram for the unified metnogology in place,
the CTTA process stand a very good chance of being institutionalizea in
Honduras.

In Peru, the CTTA process has attracted a ygood deal of interesi ang
support in the National Research Agency (INIAA) and at the fiela leveil in
Huaraz and Punp but it is understandably a long way from being institu-
tionalized within the public sector, The prospects for institution-
alization of the CTTA process in Peru are less bright, The project has
made good headway in demonstrating the benefits of the process in Huaraz,
INIAA and Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) officials have visited the pilot
site and came away impressed with the improvements in coordination, farmer
involvement, and coverage which have resulted from applization of the CTTA
process.

When the extension service was moved out of INIPA and back t0o the MJA
in 1988, the CTTA project was retained in INIAA. The rationale for tnis
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decision was that CTTA is a research project that should be carried out by
the research agency. Based upon the success in Huaraz, INIAA decided to
support extension of the methodology to Chiclayo and also to Puno, where
the project is working closely with CIDA-funded programs 1in alpaca and
traditional Andean crops. While officials in INIAA and the MOA have
expressed their interest in and support for the CTTA approach, there has
been very little movement to institutionalize the process within either
INIAA or the Ministry. There are no comprehensive documents which describe
and explain the process and there are not sufficient trained personnel
within INIAA to take over direction of the program when the AED technical
staff withdraws. The evaluation team urged Jose Ignacio Mata and Martha
Cruz to consider shifting their priorities during the time remaining under
the project to concentrate on steps necessary to institutionaiize the CTTA
process within the public sector.

The ability to move forward with institutionalization in Peru is
severely constrained by funding problems, The contracts for Mata and Cruz
will have to be terminated at the end of June unless additional funds are
made available. USAID/Peru indicated that the only local source of funding
for continuing the services of Mata and Cruz after the end of June would be
from the Agricultural Technology Development and Transfer (ATT) project.
Whether or not these funds are made available is up to INIAA. The Tech-
nical Director of INIAA indicated that they had been impressed by CTTA's
work but were not sure whether they would have funds to continue Mata and
Cruz, given all of the other demands on the ATT project.

The S&T Bureau should explore the possibility of utilizing core funds
to continue Mata and Cruz for one additional year (through June, 1990) to
allow sufficient time to thoroughly document the process carried out in
Huaraz, prepare training materials for INIAA to extend the methodology to
other regions of the country and work with INIAA staff to develop their
capacity to carry on the program in the absence of Mata and Cruz. As
stated in Section IV, the first priority for the use of core funds should
be pilaced on documenting and disseminating program results from Honduras,
If sufficient funds are available after assuring proper wrap-up of the
program in Honduras, the second priority should be to continue Mata and
Cruz in Peru for one more year. An alternative would be to persuade INIAA
and/or FUNDEAGRO to use ATT project funds to fully or partiailly fund con-
tinuation of the two AED technical advisors. Another variation would be to
try to obtain funds from the Administrator's set-aside for Private Pro-
vision of Public Services {described in Section V) for a buy-in to the CTTA
project to allow Mata and Cruz to work with FUNDEAGRO for a year or two to
apply the CTTA methodology to the pilot private sector technology transfer
enterprises contemplated under ATT. In any case, the costs charged to the
AED contract for maintaining the two advisors in Peru would have to be
sharply reduced from the 1988-89 rate of $18,000/month, This should be
possible given their relatively modest salaries.

D. COMPARATIVE EXTENSION MODES
This section reports on selected qualitative and quantitative measures
of output for three transfer extension modes: the training and visit (Tav)

system, conventional extension with some communications support, and the
CTTA technology transfer process. '
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There are other modes such as the research/extension liaison unit and
the contact/neighbor extension mode being implemented in Ecyaddr and
Guatemala, respectively. These are not included because the data base is
even less complete than for the three selected modes.

The criteria chosen for this comparative evaluation include cnanges in
attitudes (confidence, credibility and motivation), physical outputs
(yields, net farm incomes, etc.), changes in knowledge or capacity amcng
individual farmers and extensionists as well as institution leaders, ang 2
comparisan of technology transfer components,

A brief description of each mode follows:

1. Training and Visit (T&Y) -- During 1987, this transfer moce was
being iyp]emented in over 40 developing countries on a national or project
basis.2’ Major features of the TaV system include a high ratio of agents
to farmers, bi-weekly training of field extensionists by subject matter
specialists, a regularly scheduled set of visits to contact farmers wno 1r
turn extend knowledge to neighboring farmers, close supervision by exten-
sion leadership, provision of motorbikes or other forms of mobility along
with adequate operational support, and agents' exclusive devotion 1o
extension,

As reported by G, Feder and others, the costs of establisning and
maintaining the T4V system are relatively high, Between 1980 and 1935 tne
World Bank supported many T&V systems where the total costs were about $200
million per year., There are few extension systems in the developing wdrid
that annually allocate even 10 to 20 percent of this amount.

The T&Y system includes a feedback process from farmers to specialists
to researchers. The system is also flexible in adapting to group meetings,
demonstrations, the use of selected communication modes and a calengarizing
of problem sets by crops. In some locations the T&V system selects
priority communities and in each location the contact farmers are carefully
selected as representative change agents.

2. Conventional Extepsion -- [n this mode extension 1is generailly
organized as a division within a national institution responsibie for
generating and extending agricultural technologies. The extension division
operates nationally with regional and local agencies, a corps of extension
specialists, a communications department within the extension division,
modest feedback processes linking extensign agents to researchers, a low
ratio of agents to farmers and usually an assignment of some non-
edycational functions to field extension agents, In most countries tne
extension plan calls for national coverage with little prioritization of
communities, agencies or techniques,

1/ Sources: ‘"Does Agricultural Extension Pay? Tne Training and Visit
System in Northwest India," G. Feder, L. J. Lau and R. H. Slade, AAZA,
Vol, 69, No. 3, Auy,, 1987, pp. 677-686; Training and Visit Extension,
D. Benor and M. Baxter, World Bank, Washington, DC, 1984; "Insti-
tutional Development, The World Bank and India's New Agricul:tural
Extension Programme,” J, Dev, Studies 20(1984):303-17.
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In general terms, ayents have poorly programmed workplans, low
salaries, poorly structured career Tladders, low levels of operational
support and very modest modes of transport, Moreover, they are subject to
frequent political interventions and have low status as compared with
researchers.

In many developing countries, national extension programs are
organized as a part of national commodity programs. Typically, there is an
excessive number of such programs with inadequately trained and supported
staff.

3. CTTA Process -- Although this has been described in other sec-
tions of this evaluation, several salient characteristics of the process
are reiterated here.

The process starts with a selection of locations; a needs assessment
or developmental investigation is completed; communities, commodities and
relevant technologies are prioritized; a diffusion strategy is developed
and implemented; periodic formative evaluations assess the strategy's
successes and weaknesses; the process provides for a continuocus feedback;
and, as part of the strategy, training activities are held with farmers,
extensionists and institutional leaders. Another important characteristic
of the CTTA process is the inclusion of communication specialists as equal
participants in all components.

Unfortunately, all of the extension modes discussed above have failed
to develop some critical linkages. These include linkages with public or
private educational institutions, with input suppliers and product
handlers, and with the communications and training departments of the
International Agricultural Research Centers.

The section that follows reports on selected output criteria for the
three extension modes. This comparative analysis 1is preliminary because
time does not permit compiling more complete data bases. The comparisons
are based on data assembled from selected publications of the T&Y system,
unpublished reports on the evaluation of extension projects conducted by
the National Institute for Research and Promotion (INIPA) in Peru, a report
on an ex-ante evaluation of research and extension in Peru (the estimates
of internal rates of return assume a conventional extension approach), the
report of the evaluation team on the CTTA process, and upon experiences
gathered from many publicatiog§ and visits related to agricultural tech-
nology transfer activities.= This analysis, while preliminary, is
illustrative of the product that could result from an in-depth study of
different extension modes.

The comparisons are presented in Table 5.

2/ Unpublished reports from 1985 and 1987, "Summary of an Evaluation of
Extension Programs by INIPA," A. Carrasco Gutierrez and M. D.
Openshaw, Lima, Pery, February 1989, See the report on "Potential
Benefits of Agricultural Research and Extension in Peru," G. W.
Norton, V. G, Ganoza and C. Pomareda, AAEA, Yol., 69, No., 2, May 1987,
pp. 247-257
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Table 5:

Agricultural £xtension Modes,

Preliminary Comparisons of Selected Output Criteria for Three

Extension Modes

T&v Conventional CTTA
Jutput Criteria System Extension Process
Attitude Changes
Confidence between 5 rmers
and extensionists= N.A.lf Yery modest Very favgradle
Confidence between
extensionists and
extension directors N.A. Little to none Very favoredle
Confidence between
extensionists and
researchers N.A. Very modest Very favoradle
Motivation of extensionists N.A. Poor Good to very good
Motivation of extension
directors N.A, Poor Good to very good
Credibility with farmers N.A. Modest Very favaracle
Capacity Changesgf
For individual farmers Modest Modest Very favoradie
For extension Agents Favorable Poor to modest Very favoradie
For regional extension
directors Modest Modest Favoranie
For national extension
directors Modest Very Modest Favorable

1/  Not available (N.A.} from limited bibliographic search but on-joing studies
in the World Bank may provide estimates.
2/ “Extensionists" refers to field or agency level extension personnei.

aoverall strategies.
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Table 5: Continued.

Extension Modes

T&V Conventional CiTA
Qutput Criteria System Extension Process
Physical Qutput Changes
5.1 to 13.3} 3 to % & to 10%
Yields per hectare increase increase®’ increase®/
Net farm incomes N.A. N.A. N.A.
Qualitative
Quality of physical output N.A. N.A. evidence
Cost/benefit ratios 15 - 18%7/ N.A8/ N.A.
Adoption rates NLA, 5 to 33% 10 to 70%
Comparison of Components
Integrai
Developmental investigation None None component
Integral
Formative evaluations None Special studies component
Feedback mechanism Modest Modest Very favorable
Partial Partial Integral
Communications components  involvement involvement component

Reference the paper by G. Feder and others in journal of AAEA, August 1987

on procedures. The comparison is for two areas with and without the T&V
system on wheat production.

Reference is to two unpublished papers on an evaluation of extension

project of INIPA, 1985 and 1987.

The data are extensive in terms of the

number of locations, crops, value added, etc,
Reference is to unpublished data from Honduras as reported by a member of

the summative evaluation

team.

Reference is to estimates of internal rates of return from the AAEA paper
See the paper for specific procedures used to

by G, Fedor and others.
estimate these rates.

Norton and others estimated internal rates of return to research and
extension in Peru that ranged from 17 to 38 percent under varying
assumptions. There are no known estimates of internal rates of return for

the extension component,
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£. SUMMATIVE EVALUATION

The CTTA summative evaluation is not part of the CTTA process, byt
rather of the experimenta) design of the project., As such, it was to
evaluate changes in attitudes; yields and farm incomes; knowledye or in-
creased capacities through training of farmers, extensionists, researchers
and others; and cost effectiveness.

Qutputs from the summative evaluation have been minimal. Tnere is an
unanalyzed data set that includes baseline surveys (Honduras and Peru',
follow-up surveys in Honduras that remain to be analyzed and selecteg
descriptive reports on crops and agencies in Honduras along with an assess-
ment of the formative evaluation in Peru.

Even recognizing the financial pitfalls of the CTTA project, tnere
should have been some preliminary results from tne summative evaluation
process but the evaluation team was unable to obtain analyses of bas2iine
data in either Honduras or Peru or analyses of follow-up surveys completed
in 1987 and 1988 in Honduras. There appear to be various reasons for sucn
low productivity, independent of financial constraints.

Some probable reasons are described below:

l. There was a lack of agreement, beginning in the design phase, over the
focus of the evaluation on communications as an instrument to Change
farmer behavior versus productivity and income changes resulting from
the CTTA process,

2. There was synchronization of the implementation and evaluation com-
ponents in the beginning but as implementation proceeded, tne project
drifted away from a narrow focus on farmer behavior toward thne
transfer process itself. However, at this point the evaluation
methodoliogy, with its narrower focus, was already in process.

3. The evaluation team postponed some of their activities to Support
implementation needs for descriptive data on communities ang
commodities,

4, There was a substantial lack of agreement among pro)ect personnal
(operational and evaluative} on the summative evaluation's design,
The debate centered on the instruments' over-design, complexity ana
inadequate specification. This clearly delayed progress on tne
summative evaluation.

5. Early on in the project, agreement was reached to drop the requirement
to evaluate productivity and net income changes. This choice legd to
confusion among project personnel but was based on the complexity of
the relationships between variables and the high cost of completing a
formal creditable economic and efficiency evaluation,

6. Further delay arose from disagreements over the failure to adeguately
specify dependent-independent varijable relationships for a general set
or sub-sets, Data were gathered on over 2,000 independent variadies
in Honduras and some 1,500 variables in Peru. A clear model 3¢
probable relationships was not specified in the original dasign. [=
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would appear that such relationships were to be specified as the
evaluation proceeded or after the data sets wera available,

The design for the summative evaluation was neygatively fimpacted
because the implementation phases moved much faster than anticipated.
Another explanation was that attitudinal and adoption chanyes
involving many crops with many production phases necessitated early
decisions on the overall strategy.

The overly descriptive statements on the evaluation methodology raised
more questions than answers. The concern was, what would be done with
all that data? An example was the excessive detail as to what and why
for each step of each commodity produced.

Disagreements associated with the multiple tier of managers (imple-
mentation ana evaluation) delayed decisions on the evaluation process.
Another area of disagreement and delay might be associated with
indecisions on how to utilize the data set developed for the formative
evaluation.

Some implications of these probable causes for low productivity

associated with the summative evaluaticn and recommendations are presented
in the next section,
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IV. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO CTTA

Throughout the developing world, there is & consensus that pudiic
efforts to transfer agricultural technologies have not been successfyl,
There are many explanations for this, inciuding poorly managed anc over-
staffed extension bureaucracies; a severe lack of motivation of extension
personnel; weak linkages between researchers and extensionists that may Dde
associated with the educational and cultural gaps between these pro-
fessionals; low pay and the lack of career opportunities; a failure to view
and institutionalize the reality that technology development and delive-y
are elements of a science-based system; and the view that extensionists are
not educators but rather ministry representatives in rural areas with meny
non-educational responsibilities.

The preceding paragraph paints a picture of seriously ailing T7 sys-
tem, It also forms the basis for skepticism that team members Drougnt to
this evaluation. This critical and skeptical attitude was challengea by
pre-field meetings in AID/W where many suggested that CTTA was a "magic
bullet” on technology transfer.

In summary form, tne team reports that the CTTA process has changed a
skeptical attitude to a very hopeful attitude. The CTTA process, comuni-
cations is but one component, has been singularly successful in changing
attitudes of researchers, extensionists and farmers, enhancing crop yieigs
and perhaps farm incomes, along with favorable knowledge changes impactiing
farmers, extension workers, and regional as well as national extension
leadership.,

The CTTA tecnnology transfer process, described in Section iii, dces
not involve any really new components., Rather it incorporates a set of
activities that brings a systematic approach to technoiogy transfer, a
disciplined workplian to field extensionists, a motivational and configence
element that reduces the gap between researchers and extensionisis, a con-
fidence-building element between field extensionists and farmers, along
with a knowledge enhancement rtor all participants 1in the process tha: may
be an absolute requirement for institutionalization,

Unfortunately, at this time most of the evidence in support of tne
CTTA process is qualitative and anecdotal. This type of evicencte 1is
necessary but insufficient,

Some fuyrtner requirements are positive forms of evidence that the
process is operative with client groups with higher educational leveis ana
clients that require more complicated technoloyical packages. In adaition
there must be positive quantitative estimates of productivity changes, net
farm income improvements as well as a data base for comparing net transfer
process benefits (perhaps least cost comparisons} among alternative tecn-

noloyy transfer modes (training and visit, conventional extension ana {174
technology transfer, etc.)

Another sufficient condition relates to an explanation of tne neces-
sary conditions for institutionalization. The output of tne CTTA process
relating to the transfer of knowledge, including tne training 0f pa~irin-
pants, is required.
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Still another guantitative indicator would relate to greater explana-
tory evidence on the output of the communications component,

Even without these guantitative assessments, however, one can say that
the CTTA process appears to make a Jot of people feel Tike something, This
focus on motivation of all the participants appears to be related to the
fact that participants are given a vision of what might be, there are no
empty promises because the vision appears to become reality, there is a
hard training component for all participants and the process works when
given administrative and leadership support.

Clearly, the CTTA experiment has stimulated some creative thinking
about how USAID might assist “"sick" agricultural extension programs. The
following recommendations address essential future actions that c<ould re-
duce uncertainties associated with the CTTA process.

These recommendations are:

1. That resources be mobilized to further test the CTTA process with
other ¢lient groups. There are options in Honduras by keeping Dr, M. Munoz
working in selected locations on further testing of the process, Similarly
in Peru there are options to continue Jose Ignacio Mata working in Puno and
Chiclayo on public agencies as well as with FUNDEAGRO on private sector
extension transfer processes. The requirement for further testing is that
such tests provide qualitative and quantitative data on the process.

2. That a video tape be made to graphically depict the CTTA process
and to disseminate at least the qualitative findings of the process to
date. The video should include activities in Honduras and Peru, directed
at developmental leadership audiences 1in various countries, produced in
Spanish and English. Wherever possibie it should incorporate quantitative
evidence on outputs relating to attitudinal shifts, agricultural yields and
farm family incomes, knowledge gains and training acievements as well as
evidence on net benefits or the cost effectiveness of the process.

3. That resources be mobilized and a conceptual outline made to
prepare an end-of-project document suitable for dissemination to the global
development community with interests in agricultural technology transfer,
This document should complement the videotape, summarizing and graphically
illustrating the CTTA process. The present project directors in Honduras
and Peru should be involved in preparing materials for inclusion in the
document, based on their firsthand insights. Again, s0 as to make most
efficient use of scarce resources, creative, cost-effective publishing and
dissemination arrangements should be investigated,

4, That resources be mobilized in support of new more scientifically
reasoned and financially reasonable initiatives to complete selected
elements of the summative evaluation. The first priority should be to
guantify changes in attitudes (confidence, credibility and motivations)
associated with the CTTA process. A second priority would focus on guan-
tifying changes in yields, net incomes and on calcuiating the cost effec-
tiveness of this approach relative to other TT systems, A third priority
would focus on guantifying changes in knowledge transfers particularly as
associated with the institutionalization process.
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For each of the priority analyses, an initial requirement is to
conceptualize and model the relationships in question. There is a need to
carefully specify the dependent variables as well as the indepencent
variables. Ffurther, there is a need to carefully specify the metnodoalojies
to be used.

Given a methodology, the next step would be to assess the existing
data base found in formative evaluations and the raw data availadle fronm
summative evaluation efforts. The need for additional data sets woulc
result from this assessment,

The general approach to completion of the summative evaluazion shoulc
focus on gquality data (measurement, not recall data), small sanples ang
very careful specification of the issues to be evaluated.

It is also recommended that further summative evaluation efforts focus
on the CTTA process, include a strong economic orientation, be performed oy
agriculturally expert investigators and provide a mechanism for cooperating
with the present project directors in Honduras and Peru,

5. That project leadership review a Study on CTTA institution-
alization in Honduras that was initiated by Dr. 0. Hernandez., If tne
paper, not yet completed, contains essential descriptive material,
decisions should be made on how to complement the paper, purchase the re-
vised version and disseminate it to development leaders in Honduras, Peru,
and other countries, as well as to USAID Missions.

6. That the remaining resources associated with the projelt, which
are very limited in amount, be directed at field sites for further vaii-
dation and in support of new initiatives to complete summative type
evaluations. This recommendation implies sharp reductions in nome-office
support for project activities including the summative evaluation,

7. Tnat discussions be initiated with USAID missions in Honduras and
Peru regarding their reluctance to provide further fundin3g in tnese
countries, Thneir concerns may relate to a lack of knowledge of the {774
process, insufficient knowledge of net benefits and possioly inadeguate

knowledge of cost effectiveness.

8. That efforts be initiated with the Worid Bank on tw0o Jissues.
First, an exploration of how the CTTA process might impact the general im-
pression of the high costs of the Training and Visit system. Seconciy, an
exploration of World Bank interests in further testing and tne guantitative
evaluation of the CTTA process.

9. That efforts be initiated with the African Bureau on an expiora-
tion of the probable complementarity of the CTTA process to farming systens
research, The African Bureau has invested heavily in this area and tne

CTTA process may provide a mechanism for enhancing the product of previsus
investments.
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V. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -- LOOKING AHEAD

In attempting to look ahead to future Agency needs in agricultural
technology transfer, the team met with a number of S&T and regional bureau
staff in AID/W. We encountered general agreement that many of the public
sector extension organizations in AlD-assisted countries are ineffective
and a drain on domestic budgets., There was also the feeling that AID had
tried for years to improve these oOrganizations but had been unsuccessful
and that Mission Director and Agency leadership were reluctant to commit
any further resources to public sector technology transfer programs. There
was, nevertheless, the recognition that ayricuitural technology was
critical to economic growth. 1In Asia and Africa there is continued AID
support for agricultural research, but almost no resources for technology
transfer, This has been left largely to the World Bank and its T&YV
approach. In Latin America, frustration with the ineffectiveness of public
sector extension programs has led to AID support of private sector founda-
tions, farmers' associations, or private voluntary organizations as alter-
native technology transfer mechanisms.

We believe that improved approaches to technology transfer are needed
if the developinyg countries are to make effective use of the technology
being generated by the International Agricultural Research Centers and of
the investments in improving national research systems. The CTTA project
offers one such approach which should be thoroughly documented and widely
publicized, as suggested in Section IV. As the CTTA project enters its
final phase during FY 1990-91, the Science and Technology Bureau should
give serious consideration to developing a follow-on project in technology
transfer. Such a project should provide for continued dissemination and
application of the CTTA process, but it should also be expanded to include
research and field support activities related to options for increased
technology transfer by the private sector and to the special problems of
natural resources managemeni technology transfer. To this end, we
recommend:

1. That over the next two years {FY 90 and 91), the remaining CTTA
project resources be concentrated on documenting and publicizing the
technology transfer process developed in Honduras and Peru.

2. That concurrently (during FY 1990-91), tne S&T Bureau a} should
tap into the resources set aside by the Administrator for proposals related
to the Private Provision of Public Services to fund a study of the rich and
growing experience in private sector approaches to technology transfer,
including a comparative analysis of the cost-effectiveness of selected
private and public technology transfer mechanisms, b) use the Smal)
Activities Fund to conduct a state-of-the-art study of technology transfer
approaches for natural resgurces management.

3. That the S&T Bureau undertake a Tri-Directorate (HR, FN and £N)
collaborative effort to develop a FY 1992 follow-on project to CTTA which
would have the capability to assist field missions and host governments
that want to improve their technoloyy transfer system in agriculture and
natural resources management, The tools available to the project would
include the CTTA process, private sector approaches to technology transfer
and improved approaches to technology transfer for natural resources
management.
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APPENDIX A: SCOPE OF WORK
Mid-Term Evaluation Team
26 March - 15 May 1989

I. Activity to be Evaluated

Communication for Technology Transfer in Agriculture {lontract No,
936-5826-C-00-5054-00)

Total Project Cost: $19,433,000
($7,295,000 S&T Central, $12,138,0u00 AID Missions)
Total Contract Cost: $16,804,016
Initial FY: &5
Final Contract Year: 90
PACD: 9/30/92

11. Purpose of the Evaluation

This interim evaluation will give information for two different yet reiatez
purposes:

A. to analyze project progress toward the objectives set fortn in the
Project Paper (PP) (as defined by the output, purpose and goal
statement of the projects logical framework); and, if appropriate, to
AID to improve management and utilization of remaining project
resources; and

B. to look beyond the LOP and assess Office, Directorate and BureaJ neecs
and capabilities for sypporting more effective technology transfar in
agriculture, especially through the use of enhanced communication,
Analysis of these broader programming issues {see A.1.D. Evaluation
Handbook April 1987) will be available to help shape future pragran
development and planning in technology transfer and related
initiatives.,

I11. Background

The Communication for Technoloyy Transfer in Agriculture {CTTA} Project was
authorized as an eight-year activity to be managed jointly by tne Burea.
for Science and Technology's Offices of Education, Rural and Institutional
Development, and Agriculture, The project purpose as presented in the =°
is to "develop and demonstrate a more effective communication suppor:
system for technology transfer in agriculture".

CTTA uses an innovative extension approach to transfer technology to
farmers, This approach, which is based on social marketing technigues, is
characterized by:

a) the analysis of farmer needs and the “feed forward” of this
information to Research and Extension to help snhape their priorities;

b} the identification of communication channels used by farmers to becone
informed of appropriate available technologies, and tne informel ang
targeted use of multiple media to transfer appropriate technologies to
farmers; and
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c. the permanent monitoring and frequent evaluation of activities to
determine the efficiency and effectiveness of the media utilized.
Theoretically, this insures a dynamic flow of information from the
“bottom-up" to help shape implementation.

The intent of CTTA is basically twofold: 1) to increase the impact of new
technologies on the farmer in an efficient and cost-effective manner, and
2} to institutionalize the CTTA approach to technology transfer in
agriculture, Only through institutionalization can activities initiated by
the project be sustained beyond the life-of-project funding, and tnis will
be an important concern of the evaluation,

Project outputs (as set forth in the PP, pp. ii-iii) are expected to
include evident impact in five key areas:

1) development of effective procedures for providing communication
support for technology transfer;

2) production performance of the farmers in the pilot sites;

3) organizational changes induced in the collaborating institutions;
4) ¢iffusion of the communication methodology to additional sites; and

5) modification of the accepted norms for conducting extension among the
international community.

To achieve these cutputs the PP calls for $7,295,000 of S&T funding and
substantial complementary funds from field missions. However, Central
funding constraints have made actual funding less than half that originally
anticipated. This must be taken into careful account by the evaluation
team, especially as related to purpose A of this evaluation.

Two interim evaluations were scheduled in the PP (8/87 and 8/89). However,
this evaluation is expected to adequately address all the interim
evaluation information needs of project management. This is especially
true given the strong communications channels that exist between A.I.D./W
project management and the cooperating missions, and given their strong
endorsements of CTTA.

The timing of this evaluation is appropriate for several reasons. The
A.1.D. Evaluation Handbook (April 1987, p. 15} notes that a "major factor
in determining when to evaluate is the contribution of the evaluation
process itself to improved communication and policy dialogue with A.I.D.
recipients during key junctures in implementation and program development,"
The project does indeed appear to be at "key junctures" in at least two
project sites {(Honduras and Peru) especially as regards the institution-
alization of CTTA procedures and methodologies. The evaluation process at
this time, and the written report that will follow, could contribute
substantially to attainment of lTong-term project objectives,

The recent and innovative CTTA research activity in Niger has also
generated a great deai of interest in the academic and the development
communities. Requests for the research report "A Case Study on Farmer

4
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Innovations and Communication in Niyger" have exceeded all expectations,
with over 500 copies distributed internationally to a broad audience of
scholars and development specialists. Interest in this research continues
to grow, and the contractor for CTTA, the Academy for Educational
Development, has put increasing emphasis on developing expertise in
indigenous agricultural knowledge and their applications to rural
development. The evaluation team should assess possible implications of
this research, and of AED's apparent commitment to continue to analyze
these kind of issues, for tne larger CTTA Project.

This is also an appropriate time to assess project performance toward
provision of the five kinds of outputs envisioned in the PP, and help
disseminate information through the Agency {and the donor community) on the
progress that has been achieved. The Agency needs to know why the
collaborating missions feel this new approach to technology transfer in
agriculture has proven successful, and an evaluation will allow project
management to disseminate these conclusions widely., This will 2lso nelp
address purpose B of the evaluation, looking beyond the LOP to assess
future Office and Bureau needs and capabilities for supporting more
effective technology transfer in agriculture,

1¥. Statement of Mork

A.1.D. (Evaluation Handbook, p. 23) requires that all evaluations examine
several broad concerns “that are applicable to virtually any type of
development assistance." These are:

0 "Relevance., Are the development constraints the project was initially
designed to address major problems that are germane to the current
development strateyies supported by A.I.D.?

0 Effectiveness., Is the project achieving satisfactory progress towara
its stated objectives?

0 Efficiency. Are the effects of the project being produced at an
acceptable cost compared with alternative approaches to accomplisning
the same objectives?

0 Impact. What positive and negative effects are resulting from tne
project?

) Sustainability. Are the effects of the project likely to become
sustainable development impacts -- that is, will they continue after
A.l.D., funding has stopped?"

The evaluation team is expected to go beyond a simple examination of inpits
and outputs to address these larger issues, and in particular, to assess
the utility of the CTTA model, This can make the evaluation process
especially useful in promoting policy dialogue, and help address the
longer-term issues of purpose B.
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Specific questions to be addressed are:

Program areas:

i.

10.

11.

i2.

What do the primary stake holders say about both the actual and
potential utility of the project? (e.g., farmers, nationals in
relevant public and private sector institutions, researchers, AID and
USAID staff, project staff [present and former]).

What does the CTTA methodology actually look like "on the ground"?
What are the operationa) priorities, e.g. how are staff and budget
resources allocated? What is the role of host country counterparts in
this process?

How is reality stacking up against the theoretical models presented in
project documents? Specifically, how appropriate is the soc¢ial
marketing model for agriculture? How has the implementation plan been
changed or adapted and why?

How important a model is it for the transfer of agricultural
technologies (of marginal utility? of great potentiai?)? Does CTTA's
field experience suggest ways it can be improved?

Can mass media serve farmer needs under variable production
conditions? What needs to be adapted to variable circumstances? How
universal is the methodology?

How appropriate/effective/tested/adapted to local circumstances are
the agricultural technologies CTTA is working with? How were
they/should they be seiected?

what, if anything, can CTTA do in situation where the technologies to
recommend to Jocal farmers are not yet apparent? How useful can the
methodology be to the process of technology selection?

How effectively has CTTA used mass media to encourage adoption of new
technologies?

What has been the actual role of evaluation in the project, and how
has it related to implementation?

How is farm-level data collected and analyzed? What criteria are used
for selection of regions? wvariables? target crops? Has CTTA's field
methodology (e.g. sampling techniques, controlled comparisons) met
accepted scientific standards?

How much project emphasis has been placed on measuring actual project
impact on productivity, rather than simple message reception? Shouid
more/less emphasis be given to this issue in the future?

Are effective procedures for providing communication support for
technology transfer being developed? Are they cost-effective?
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13.

14,
15,

Are client needs being address (i.e. has production perfarmance in the
pilot areas been affected? better extension service? greater
coverayge?)?

Are there signs of diffusion of the communication metnodologies?
What Evaluation data should be given priority for analysis and

reporting? What are the needs of different audiences [AID/W, USAIDs,
host-country governments, etc.}?

Management areas:

1.

6.

Have the appropriate people, finances and commodities been in tne
right place, at the right time, operating under the rignt incentives
to insure effective implementation?

How effective is management by AID, AED, sub-contractors? what anout
the three office funding model? Should this model be continued or
encouraged in future S&T projects?

How is CTTA understood and supported within AI3? What are the main
obstacles to securing more interest and buy-ins from USAID Missions
and REgional Bureaus? What implications might this have for futire 0°
the project, and for any potential follow-on activities, projecis or
initiatives in technoloygy transfer in agriculture?

How effective has been the technical assistance {short and long-terT,
contractors and subcontractors, etc,) provided to missions? How C2n
it be improved?

How has the project interacted with organizations involved in tne
technology transfer process in the private sector? public sectar?
PVO community?

How effectively are the project's findings being disseminated marxketec
to potential users?

Institutional areas:

1‘

2.

What aspects of the CTTA approach have received attention in tne
institutionalization process?

Explore the ACT methodology for documenting and analyzing the
institutionalization process. Should this be given priority?

How has motivation for acceptance and commitment to change bdeen
generated and/or raised in order to allow for project inception 1o
take place?

What has been the political will and absorptive capacity, both
technically and financially, to accept and implement the CTTA
approach?
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12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

i7.

What has been the attitude within the concerned agencies, the pilot
regions and the national level towards the extension approach proposed
by CTTA? To what extent is this approach satisfying the government's
extension philosophy, needs, and concerns?

In Honduras, what has been CTTA's contribution to the definition of
MNR's Unified Extension Methodology?

Is institutional capacity in cooperating institutions being developed?
(i.e. is there any change in the way extension services are being
carried out that can be attributed to CTTA?). What evidence is there
that any changes will be lasting?

Do research administrators better understand and consider the point of
view/situation of the farmer thanks to CTTA?

What aspects of the project will be sustainable?

To what extent has CTTA had access to agricultural technologies proven
to be economically feasible for farmers?

What training has been given at the agency, national and regional
levels to implement the CTTA approach? In what area has this training
taken place? How effective has it been in laying the ground work for
CTTA activities within and outside the pilot region? How has this
training been followed up?

What capacity has been developed within the government to better
manage an extension approach based on the use of multiple media? What
technical expertise has been developed to produce more and better
quality media?

What incentives for change and adoption of CTTA perspective exists at
the agency, regional and national levels? To what extent has an
incentive system been utilized to encourage adoption of the CTTA
approach?

What linkages between extension and research has CTTA strengthened at
the agency, regional and national levels? To what extent has farmer
invoivement in farm research proposed by CTTA been adopted?

Within current budgetary constraints of the GOH and GOP, what
financial support for CTTA related activities can be expected in the
future? Has enough local support been given to date?

Is CTTA profitably addressing the full range of potential S&T and
Agency needs for assistance in technology transfer in agricutture, or
should the project be modified? If so, how?

Should the S&T Bureau begin planning a new initiative in technology
transfer in agriculture, to begin after the PACD of CTTA? Should this
new initiative be a "follow-on" to CTTA, or a completely discrete
activity? How would it differ from the current CTTA project?
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18. CTTA works to improve technology transfer through enhanced
communications between farmers, research and extension. It has not,
however, directly addressed improving communications between thess
actors and other elements of the broader technology development ana
transfer system, e.g. private sector research and input provision
entities, agricultural policy makers, faculties of agriculture, etc,
Should CTTA or a future S&T project address this broader technology
system, and if so, how?

Y. Methods and Procedures

The evaluation team will review available project documents and conduct «ey
informant interviews with project staff, A,1.D./W and mission staff, ang
project counterparts in Honduras and Peru, It will also make field
observations and interview intended beneficiaries in these countries. In
addition, in collaboration with A,I.D./W project management, it wili nelp
prepare a cable soliciting evaluation information from those missigns not
visited by the CTTA team (Indonesia, Jordan, and pernaps Niger;, and
incorporate that information into the evaluation report.

The evaluation must assess the progress that has been made with respect t
the institutionalization of the CTTA approach within (but not limited to
the project's pilot regions. It should specify factors that have
contributed to or hindered progress towards that goal. This information
will be used in planning the initiation of the institutionalization
activities in other countries where the CTTA Project can be implemented,

As regards project implementation, the team's emphasis will be on proviging
project management with sound and useful judgments to help maximize projez:
outputs to the Project Assistance Completion Date. They will also help
A.1.D. to assess future needs, capabilities and priorities for technalagy

transfer in agriculture,

Institutionalization should be assessed at three different levels: agen:y,
regional and national. Data will be collected mainly through interviews
with concerned parties at each level. Agencies to be visited witnin tne
pilot regions will be sampled. The sampling will be intentional, Tne
purpose of this sampling will be to select, through key informants'
insights, those agencies where institutionalization activities are expec:ec
to show most and least progress. The same approach will be adopted in tne
selection of regions, projects and programs which may have manifestez
interest and involvement in CTTA activities., The evaluation team wiil
consider the sustainability of observed institutional change.

In addition to assessing institutionalization at an organizational! leavel,
the evaluation team will assess the actual impact of this institusion-
alization on technology transfer priorities and strategies. Tnis will
include specification on what is not being done differently after insti-
tutionalization, and how this may relate to changes in technology trans€asr
processes in the two countries visited,

Vi. Evaluation Team Composition

The evaluation team of three persons should be interdisciplinary, witin
expertise in both social and agricultural sciences, and in comunicatior
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theory. Given the dual purposes of this evaluation {and especially purpose
B) the team should have substantial first-hand experience in working with
the broad technology development and transfer system, including agri-
cultural research and extension, private sector input suppliers, faculties
of agriculture, etc.

Language proficiency in Spanish is required for at least two team members,
and team composition should include both men and women, to avoid gender-
based constraints to effective communication.

As recommended in the A.I.D. Evaluation Handbook (April} 1987, pp. 25-26),
"wherever possible" one team member should be an A.I1.D. direct-hire staff
not directly associated with the project., He/she must also have the
necessary skills and experience to perform all the required evaluation
functions, The Handbook notes that "their participation serves as a direct
link to Agency operations, expediting the transfer of experience and
lessons learned from the evaluation" {p. 260).

YI1. Reporting Requirements

A1.D.'s required format for evaluation reports includes an Executive
Summary, Body of the Report, and relevant Annexes.

The executive summary states the development objectives of the activity
evaluated; purpose of the evaluation; study method; findings, conclusions
and recommendations; and lessons learned about the design and implemen-
tation of this type of develepment activity.

The body of the report should include discussion of (1) the purpose and
study questions of the evaluation; (2) the economic, political and social
context of the project; (3) team composition and study methods; (4)
evidence/findings of the study concerning the evaluation questions (5)
conclusions drawn from the findings; (6) recommendations based on the study
findings and conclusions, stated as actions to be taken to improve project
performance. ldeally, the report should not exceed 40 pages length,

Appendices should include a copy of the evaluation scope of work, the most
current Logical Framework, a 1ist of documents consulted, and individuals
and agencies contacted. Additional appendices may inciude a brief
discussion of study methodoloyy and technical topics if necessary.

A complete draft of the evaluation report must be delivered to A.1.D.
project management no later than June 15, The final draft should be
delivered within 30 days of receipt of comments on the first draft from
A.1.D. project management.

46



LD Sebegre VR

Potost Titie & Mumteer: _Compunication far Techinology Iransfer. {n Agricultyre (CTTA):

RARRATIVE BAMARY | —GRHCTVELY WAFiAaLE RSRATORS " |

FAOECT DESIGN

LOGICAL FRAMEWOAK

Like of Projomt

SUMMANY
Fomry___B5 v 2
Totu UL Fundisg 41; -._5,[‘”
Misstons 317,138,
936-5026 Oste Prepsred: WMarch, 198%
''''' TTNEANE OF VINFICATION INPURTANT Alsuwrniors

Bvcvar Ot The mad -
h:t-::-d--m loﬁ&mop-the use

of educational technology and
communications to support development
objectives across sectors.

Pabvat Aapesr: 10 develop and demonstrate
» wore effective commmicstion support
system for tachnology transfar in agri-
culture.

Dutputs:

I Talemotation of

2. The acceplance of

and procedures developed under this
roject to LDCs not orl
included in this projec

by other donor agencies and
developmmnt professionals.

the approach
gi nally
th; approach

1.
project publications and seminars.

2.
Mitston projects and {n recomsendat jor

by otner danol sgencies to tielr
field reps.

Requests for VA resulting from.

Incorporation of the approach in
H

T. ii:‘:vu lﬁﬂ"lh‘;"'o'f sppropriale

agricultural technology and cullpboral iy
institutions af participaling sites.

2. Continued interest on the part of
dovelopment professionals in the wse of
communications to support tech. transfer
in fculture.

3. That the wse of isproved commmica-
tion support can make & difference in
technology transfer at the sitles

lmpact will be evident: 1) in the
development of effective procedures
for providing cussmnicstion support
for technology transfer; 2) in the
groductlon Prfomce of the farmers
n the piTot sTtes; 3T in organize-
tional changes in the collaborating
TnitTtutions: 4) 1n the diffusion of
the communication methodology teo
additional sites; and 5} in
modification of the accepted noris for
for conducting extension smong the
international comsunity. Specific
outputs include:
1. filot activities at 9 sites to
development » more effective commami-
cation support systes for tech. trans-
fer. “Developmental® and "networking”
procedures will be produced,
2. Summative evalustions of these 9
sctivities.
3. In-service training and institu-
t::mliution of procedures at sach
site.
4. Significant technology transfer at
each site,
5. Mffusion seminars and TA Mission.
6. Instructional manual and videotape
serjes.
1. Reports, pubiications and papers.

= Funding and TA to conduct and
evaluate interventions in 9 LDCs and

fer in agriculture.
2.

extension systems of
LDCs. :
3.

E‘A_B'" 1yl

countries.
2.
in-service trainin
key procedures wil
alized at each site.
i

of hatan.
I. |heh=en opment of procedures
for the effective use of

commmication for technology trans-

The integration of these pro-
cedures in the on-going research/

The completion of diffusion
f&ﬂ&ﬂ.‘.i%%ﬁlﬂc?f

- e ¥entions will

at least J-years duration

3 to 5 il persopnel wil) recelv
at each site;
be institution-

12 diffusion seminars/TA Missi

participating

include in-depth interviews with
mesbers of the target audience and
agricultural workers to assess projec
implementation knowledge, practices
and yields and to assess institution-
alization of the procedures.

selected.
Ourtitions that will inieoms praposs hus inee 1. Profru wnsgement data. Ammemptions for ashipving purynes
2. Evaluations at each site which 1. That ke commitmont and ability to

participate in the project and provide
collaborating professionals amd
equipmont remains constant.

2. That natural disasiers, economic
fallure, or war to not prevent Lhe
conduct of project interventions and
evaluations.

3. That the RLD produces successiul

RN%WNJ tmpact, is successfully

e of
in 9

Same as above.

fur ptlioving Butpuax
1. Full-time participation of
key HC counterpart personael.
2. Cooperation of line personnel of
collaboratin? organizational units.
3. Availability of IC media production
and distribution facilities; radiv air
time.

provide in-service training required.
Funding to conduct the diffuston |
activities, '

i

' be. semi
TS Pt it uct {ony!
mm spers presenting
Mgrr Type ond iyt Asanption far providing ingaar
Mission 1. The obligalion of A.1.0. funding
fy 85: 300 sccording Lo plan.
FY 86:1300 1500 2. The selsction and continued
'Y 87:1300 2000 functioning of competent contractars and
FY 88:1300 3000 TA staff.
FY 89:1200 3500
FY 90: 800 1500
FY 91: 200 138
FY 92: 295 ———

4"5 '}



APPENDIX B: TEAM MEMBERS

Dr. A. J. Coutu

The team Jeader is associated with N.C, State University. He has
participated in agricultural evaluations tn Latin an¢ Central America.

Dr. Coutu has over 25 years of experience in Agricultural Development,
including long term assiynments in Peru and Washington, D.C., under
contracts with USAID,

As an agricultural economist, he has participated in the preparation
of project identification documents, project papers, project evaluation and
special study assignments with many USAID missions., He was trained a%t tnre

University of Connecticut, Harvard University, Duke University ana N.Z.
State University.

Dr. Coutu was on leave from N.C. State University to USAID/W from miz-
1970 to mid-1973. He was head of a new office of agricultural sector
analysis in the Technical Assistance Bureau of AID. In this office he
established an administrative unit to focus on agricultural assessmer:
methodologies, proyrammed a series of projects on agricultural policy
analysis and implemented agricultural sector assessment and planaing
programs in South Korea, Thailand, Mexico and other locations.

He has taught courses in economic development, production, economics
and economic principles as well as being a contributor to the developmen:
literature with a book on Peru, many papers and journal articles. He aiss
serves as the coorainator of a long-term agricultural service develgpnars
project in Peru and as a research coordinator on tne APAP Il projezt along
with participation in agricultural science projects in Costa Ricza ang
Uruguay.

John B. 0'Donneil

Mr. O0'Donnel is an A.I.D. Senior Foreign Service Officer with over 25
years experience in agricultural and rural development programs in Latin
America and Southeast Asia. He is currently serving as Deputy Agenc,
Director for Human Resources in the Science and Technology Bureau of AID,

Since 1971, Mr, 0'Donnell has specializea in Latin American progracTs
with assignments as Chief of the Office of Agriculture ana Rural Deveiop-
ment in Peru {1977-82) and Ecuador {1985-87) and Deputy Chief in Guatermala
(1974-77). He was alsc Deputy Director and Acting Director of tne Office
of Rural and Institutional Development in the Science ana Technology Buresau
(1982-85), Supervisory Program Analyst in the Latin American Bureau [197i-
73} and recipient of AID sponsored graduate training in Agricultural
Economic and REgicnal Planning at Cornell University (1973-74}.

From 1962 to 1970 Mr. 0'Donnell held various AID positions relatez %2
agriculture and rural development in Vietnam, Thailand, and Peru. He zis2
served as A.l.D. Officer-in-Residence at the Asia Training Center in Hawii:
(1966-69) directing rural development training programs for AID officers

47



assigned to Southeast Asia.

During his AID career, Mr. 0'Donnell has designed, managed and
evaluated a wide range of agriculture and rural development projects
including a number in agricultural research, extension and education,
agricultural policy and planning, agricultural marketing and regional
development, cooperative development and nature rescurces management,

He graduated from Stanford University in Economics and History and did

graduate study in Economic and Agricultural Economics at Cornell and the
University of Hawaii.

Dr. Constance M, McCorkle

Dr. Constance M. McCorkle has 17 years' experience in international
research and development, spanning some 20 countries of Latin America and
Africa, and including several long-term assignments in Peru and short-term
consulting in Honduras. She has participated in the preparation of USAID
project papers, project identification documents, and a variety of project
evaluations (mid, final, internal).

A faculty member in the Department of Rural Scciology at the
University of Missouri-Columbia, Dr. McCorkle also coordinates the
Sociology Project of the Small Ruminant Collaborative Research Support
Program, which operates in Brazil, Indonesia, Kenya, Morocco, and Peru.

Dr. McCorkle holds a Ph.D., and a M,A. in anthropology from Stanford
University, plus a secaond Stanford M,A. in linguistics with a
speciaiization in sociolinguistics. Her underyraduate studies were done at
Rice University anrd the University of Madrid, Spain.

Dr. McCorkle's research interests are wide)ranging and
interdisciplinary. She has worked in a variety of topics in the sociology
of language and applied linguistics, gender and sex-equity issues,
bi¥ingual education, and communications. However, her primary research and
teaching activities center on international agricuitural development, with
major concerns in: farming systems research; qualitative methodology;
rural community development, quality)of)life, and equity issues;
appropriate technclogy and indigenous knowledge systems; cultural ecology;
theories of development, deveiopment policy-making, and program management;
the roles of social scientists in international R&D; and the structure of
training programs for students of all disciplines planning careers in
international arenas.

Dr. McCorkle has lectured, published, conducted research, and/or
advised develapment programs in all these areas. She has authored 15
articles and book chapters, edited several anthologies on agricultural
development, and is presently at work on a scholarly text on peasant
agriculture in Peru.
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APPENDIX C: PERSONS CONTACTED:

--- UISI---
OLFice of
David Bathrick, Director, Baidf—eaT Agriculture, S4T Bvresy, AdjW .
Clifford Block, Director, &SitD—dffica—oiRurat—and—imstitortone+ Of fice of Education,
SET Buresw, AIGJWA].
N. C. Brady, Senior Assistant Administrator, ysatP=Bureau for Science an3
Technology, AIDIW oegiee of and Inshhwhine|
Eric Chetwynd, director, oS3 RuralADevelopment, sq;r Bumu!A!D/W
Dennis Foote, ACT, .
enn CT, Inc bivector for

William Furtick, W‘W - : oo A L
Antﬁm Gayoso, :"’b'rector Human Resovrces) S4r amﬁ:,no’ F"‘*Mvz;haw
John Grayzel, ws&yRura] Development AID(W S4T BUrEY;
Orlando Hernandez, forMerly ACT/AED Wis ion
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