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This is a report of an independent cutside quantitative expert on the. '

" multivariate statistical analysis in the Development Alternatives Incor-
porated (DAI) study entitled:  Strategies for Small Farmer Develocmerit. -
Each of three major research steps are reviewed: (1) modeling and establish. -
ing hypotheses, (2) collecting the raw data and constructing camplex vari~  ‘;
ables, and (3) miltivariate analysis and interpretation. For each step, the '
procedures followed in the original study are surmarized and critical - o

. carmentaries are provided . :

‘As with any extensive empirical study, a nurber’ of questions canbe
raisedabouteachofﬂiestepsintheraearchfortheongmal study ‘Some:
of the implications of these questions are iwre extensive than might be =
reasonable to expect because of a too limited technical input into the study
and because of the tendency to overstate the significanceof the results. For
exanple, further analysis suggests that ‘ex ante profitability may be quite
drmportant in understanding project success and local action partially may be
representing such considerations, so it may not have been appropriate to
ignore or dismiss such considerations in the origmal study:

Despite such reservations, I also conclude that t-he or:.g:.nal stlﬂy J.S
V,qu:l.te provocative in regard to ﬂme mle of local action andpart:.mnatam i.n
- determining project success. The intuition of the autt:ors usually sxbstituhed
“well for more systematic technical procedures. The statlstlcal results often
.ware quite robust to the wost inte.*estmg variations in vanable definitinns
‘and procedures. In particular a significant impect of local avtion in the
determination of project success is supported albelt.nernaps nore in an :
_~interned:.ary role than is md:.cated in tbe orm.gmal study AR

- Further data collection and analysxs should be conducted to mvnst:.gai:e
mre fu.uy the effects of local actmn and partmmatmn ancl the cost and
nechamsm ﬁor inducing them m rural developmg pro:ect-s. R e T



‘A Critical Evaluation of /Quantitative Multivariate Analysis’

Strategies fox Sl Farmer Developrent.

1 have been asked by AID to provide an independen nt! evaltation ‘of the
"nultivariate quantitative analys:.s in the study by Develop'ent Alternatives
" Incorporated (DAT) ent.itled. strategies for Srrall ‘Farmer Develogmt (here-

after referred to as tratﬁies) This report cmstitutes that evaluatim

‘ '.me t_e_g_ study is on a topic. of g::eat imaortance. It considers
the "success ofprojects msofarastl‘eycontm.butetothedevelogxmt

of: snall fa.mers Prmnly on. the: bases of nultivariate regression analysis
of an: ahmst-recurswe model mvolv;mg. "success and "1oca1 actmn," it con- "
cluiesthatthe latterisavervinportantdeten'\inantofthe ﬁomerandthat
_'a mmber of variables often enphas:Lzed prevmusly are nort of - significance. L .;
":»f'l‘he quantitative -analysis’ J.n t.ra@ and the question as to' vhat - extent it
supports the conclus:.ms of—the st\ﬂy have generated oonsn'lerable ccntmversary‘
Cwiuzinmarﬂelsemere ‘herefore it vas decidedtoarrange for this out-
gide’ evaluation by an mdependent quantitatwe expert with expe::lmce in the
f‘_areajof, agricultm:al developnent. ::..

' lI was approached originally by AID to do this evaluation. After a long o
delay, the efforts being pursued to identify a suitable contracting mechanism
fell through. Therefore it was decided to handle the budgetary aspects of
funding this evaluation as part of a contract with DATI. However it was
always emphasized that the funding arrangement was for the convenience of .- =~
AID and was not intended to compromise manymannernyroleas anmdependent :
outside evaluator.



o
'mis evallation is o:ganized around a set of three idealized resea.reh ‘_
. stepss (1) nodeling and establ:.shing hypot‘xeses. (2) a:]lecting the ran o
}'If;'data and ‘constructing oonplex variahles. and (3) mltwariate analYBJ-S and
_ interpretation . A section is devoted to each of these steps In each sec-
- tien the amxoach taken in_g_t_‘ege_s_first is. smm.rized then a ormmmry
is provided._ '.!he fiml seotim gives omoluding remrks |

Mresearchinthesod.alscimoes, andpartieu]arlyineooxmﬁ.cs,
;-f'f--'involves modeling. - By mdelmg I mean: the smplification or the abstrac!:ion
ofia phenotrenm to renresent its: essential elemenis, given a partimlar -
‘ ‘-,question of: interest Modeling inplies a set of Hypotheses which can: be _
| {teeted against enpirical observations to see wh:.ch support is provided for‘
*‘the theories ‘underlying the mdels

 Subsection 1.1. _ Modelin andEstablishin'H'v'

‘The aut:tnrs of § ___ggﬁes nev::.ewed the existmg literature on rural
"fvf‘developtent, but. mmluied that it was of limited use for their purposes
i,},,".l'hel:efox:we they adopted a mre inductive approach. 'me did not pment ,
”j"expncit models of the belivior of smil farmers and of other actors with
in the rural developnent omtext Instead, they posn:ed loosen rela- '
';"tions between dependent varlables (i.e., success. and local aotion) and sets
_"of va.riables which seened plaus:.ble on the bas:Ls of general w:.sdom about ,,,,,
rural developuent and then: own field experienoe. In indicatmg vhmh var:i-
ables were included in the set of possible detemu.nants, of oourse, they .

; 1In the words of Morss (6-11-74): "Considerable discretion will be used in
- drawing on this...source since we have found that all-too-frequently, reali
- does not correspord with the written word.' . : Y':.f:, S ty
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'{‘,inplicitly posited hypothe‘ ' ‘yabout t.he rough nature of the wderlying

xv" E

;relat:l.ms 'Iheir etp:.rical analysxs then led to} focus on. asubset of
vs.ﬁs:;gmficant variables in an mducta.ve procedure (see Section 3 below) .

Subsectim l 2. OmmentaQ

SRt

'l'helackofatheoreticalno&lmderlymgtrpmalysmhasheen
critized (Isemran 6/10/75, Peterson 21/1/76, MoClellano 10/3/75,
t,.'.l'anter 8/3/76). The claim hy the authors of Stratggies that nost e:d.st- A
ing literature provzdes little :ms19h mto the behavior of small farmersand of

other relevant: actors :.ndwd does .,een too. strong rbrsomaasoecm of that
‘behavior," there: seens to. be consxderable erpir:.cal ev:.&nce of omsist

.ency with tradit:.mal eocnomic analys:.s. Perhaps the best exanple is tba
. work:on peasent supply response (see Behrmn 1968, Lau and Yotopoulas
«;1971, and Askari -and, Cmmins 1977 and thereferences therem) . Although
.x;sum.lar work cbee not ex:.st for, all aspects of mportant behavior relat—
:ed »tm,rural develo;ment the authors of S Eﬂes do owarstate the T
pauoity of prJ.or nodel:mg and emplrical test:mg of behaw..or relevant to
their study.

How rm.ght they better have proceeded? F:Lrst they need to have
!s,elaborated on the nature of the .goals of. the donor. From the point of view
of actual (or potential) donors, success. presmtably deperﬂs on the level
and distribution of econorm.c and. noneoonomic outoomes induoed by the pro-
; Ject 'I'he level of ecommic benef:.ts should be neasured by the present
';d:isoomted value of the past, present and future J.noone streans generated
i 121 t‘ne project, net of costs :mcurred by out31ders and by particzpants. ‘}

Noneoonomc outoones mclude health, Mnutntim, political powex etc. 3
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ticns j.nplicit:ly ane assmraa to be separable frcm the stnctly ecmcnilc cnes
and thus are put aeide “:l!'tus may be a strcng assmpti.on.; Sc:me of the ncn- .
ecommic results ney alter s:lgni.ficantly the strictly economc cutcans '
\e.g., good health and good nutritim may :.nprove productivity, see Seladsky
and Taylor 1973) . Separability het:veen eccmmi.c and tmncamic hanefitl |
myhavebeencmvmientoralmstmcessarytokeepthesttﬂyofma@uble
size, but the authors of _g:a;_tggle__ s at least’ should have acknwle@ed explicit—
ly that they are xraking this assutption.

matdetemdnee succes? Succmﬂ.y, theansweristherespmseof
indiv:duals, ‘families and of larger collecivec or grm:ps cf :i.ndividuals to
“their pexcept:lons of ‘the ecomrrdc, natural, technologlcal. soc:Lal, pol.t.tical
and institutional enviromment in whidx they operate, given the:h: e:d.sting
resources, teclmologies, and preferences For ind:.v:.duals and fanﬁ.h.es who
“are snall farmers, there exists’ mns:.derable evidence ‘that*such respcnses " |
areconsistentwimecamdcnmdnﬁ.zingbehaviorasisnenhioredabove 'mese-
xesponses nay be ot only to expected levels ‘of cutcones, but: to higher
nments of thexr subjective prohab:.hty dlstnbutlons wh:.diarerelated to risk
(athough Rou:maset's, 1976, careful recmt study ra:su sone questicns about
thedegreecf ixrportanceoftlﬁsfacbor) Porot:hercollectivaandinstiba— |

tions in’ such commmities I am not awa:e of“snnilar studles, altl'nugh it
seems to be tl'nught w.i.dely that pol:.tical and social power play relata.vely

tal m which they cperate. |

of the inplled struct\mal relatmns and explore‘ what wou]d happen ww- varims,



. level of such strucmral relations. ..For, many- of. the relations (e.g..
of empirmal stu:b.s ex:Lst which would prov:.de some bas:.s for evalmtiug
the reasonableness of the magnitudes Of the estimated parameters which
are obta.med. : Ideally, the aut}nrs of § traﬂ would have been much
:between off to have taken such an approach.
However T th:mk that there are o good reasons why they didmot do
ﬁ(so _f,,me’ fJ.rst 1s the lack of good tested mdels of the de&mi.nants of
fsone poé.e.;bly .'i.mportant aspects of behavior related to rural deve]optent,
such as those related to co].lect.we behavz.or and the detemﬂ.nants of |
wpol:.tlcal power and n.ts dlstrlbutz.on. As noted above, they overstate
the lack of prev:.ous relevant ‘tested models for rural developtent. but there
is :ne:::.t to theu: cla:.m for some such aspects of behav:.or. The second is tha‘- the :
; ion < all of the relevantqstructur:alre]atlons would haverequired
aata . conputoi:' and analytical resources. beyond those, availablé forthe

proJect. l

n} i

?ffstmctional relat.tons w:.ﬂun an almst recurs:.ve franework. 'Ihe fran'em

stmcture snouldbe gmven, but are not. g In‘,_‘fact 1f}the one conponent of \



succzssisdroppedfmnthesetofpossibledeterminateforthelocal
?act.ion variables m“nakyfa? truly recursi”‘ structure the estimtes |
change omsiderably for two of the oompcneits of local action (Behrnan, “
1977) '.lhe other right-hand side variable included in the set.s of possible '
”deteminants can be consider to reflect the nature of resouroe availahility,
the er.munic-political—institutimal ewimmmt :I.n which small farners
operate, and the irrpactof projects-all as swgestedbythemderlying
strwtural relations

5 | Thegeneral strategyof focusingonwhatcanbeoonsideredtohe
zeduced: forms instead of on the mﬂerlyhxg stmctural relatims sesns
warrantedforthe u»'oreasmsmiichareindicatedabove 'Ihefail\:reto

be e:q:licit about 'as many of the underlying relations as:.s possible, ‘h:w-

‘ever, has had two costs. FJ.rst, sare readers have not seen that the __
approadxtakencanbeconsidered tobetheexanﬁ.mtimofreducedfonn
‘rel ations which oould be derived from such a set of mderlymg stmct.tn:al
relations. Seoond, the authors of 8 ggies did not include in thair
analysis soxre posszbly inportant cons:.derationsr which probably would
have occurred to than had they nore expli .itly thought about: the 'under-

lying strmtural relations ex ante expecr.ed profitabn.lity 'ex'!ante ,
risk, dynamic aspects of pu:oject developrent cluxatic cx:nditims, narket

produ:t and factor prioes, the distrzbution of power and of assem. the

legitinacy of: authority, prestige, and status and social distance Sub-
equa'xt analysis of ‘the’ Strategies ‘data in a report which is o:xvplenentaryy

1"’he exclusicn of risk in the nult:l.variate smtis'a.cal analysis is .
. peculiar because the text of: Strat%es places cmsiderable enphasis
“'on the inportance of risk. .



to th:.s cne (Behrnan 1977) suggests that soue of ‘these var-_ables,in .

particular the ex ante meltabillty and‘ nsk ones. probably have

s;gm.f:.cant roles J.n dete:.mnmg success directlyor through 1oca1 action.
mis result casts a sanewhat d:x.fferent hght on’ tl'.e cla;un in Strgg_egies
‘that prev:.ous studies tended to enphasize the wmng variables. -

Section '2. Data Oollection and Vanable mmxtruction
Subsectim 2 1 Procedures in Strafﬂ A

F:Lrst, ‘a defim.tim of: small farmers was: required 'I‘he authors
festabh.shed a‘lower:limit: by reqm.rmg ‘that: small farmers be cultxvators :
"of at least encugh land’ to prov:.de subsistence for their fanu.hes Bt
the upper 1iru.t famers who used chfferent tecl:m.ques ‘than subsistence -
.level farmers, had: substantn.ally more capac:.ty to. oearr:.skthan subs:.stence
'level farners, or cult:.vated s:.gmflcantly mne ].and than the: aver.age :i.n
the area were characterlzed ‘as 1arge famers (S traﬂes. p. 21). |
Next, raw data had to ‘ba" obta:med Seoonda.ry sources revea]ed B

ln.ttle 1n the way of oms:.stent data for nany mportant var:.ables across

small farner developnem: and the feasmlh.ty of obtammg infornatim
Already ex.l.stmg docmentatlon offered rlittle usefuldata. Gensuses or

_surveys would have requ:.red more resouroes "than‘”were ava:.table for the
‘study. Therefore th rce a“vset 4’f .de.v1dua1 fJ.eld

,;mterv:.ews w1th'key“‘1nformants.for each proJect uch mformants included"

fm 0 to, 7 representa’c.wes of forelgn' donors_ :vfrcm O‘to 14 project staf
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l ."'»nen'ber.s, frtm 0to 2 non project repmentat:.ons of the host ¢ goverment,

lfliand from 0 to ll small farmer part:.c:.pants (plus sme gro‘ups of oo-op

 leaders and of small farmer participants). The data for a part:.cular

pxo;ect represented the welghted average of responses frcm a variety of

_‘key respondents, with the weights aevelopnem bythe ju..grent of thelinter-
viewers To increase accuracy, the. results of the mtervleds were sent
;vbadctoﬂainterviweesmﬂ:azequestforoamentsonanymaccmdes

ttlb faci]itate oonparism ac:oss projects, only a few interv:.ewexs were util:l.zed,
After all of the intervlews had been ompleted, the entire team of inter- _’ |
;"‘_'viavexs checked all of the variablesacross pro;ects andwitlu.n pmjectsin a‘
fm:ther effort to. elim.nate anomolies. and to. assure cms:.stency. 'mis -
;'Liﬁpxooess was followed both with the T data and w:.th the oonstructed vari.-

2 ’?éables utilized in the subsequent analysis.

Finally, the aw’ data were: used to oonstruct cnupos:.te variabls

: v;WhidI better :E:.t the desired mderly:.ng theoretl.cal cms.tructs 'me key
':“such va.nables a:e overall sucms and overall local action.

'meoverall sucmss measune, SUOCESS (599) is an equally we:.ghted
2;

i:ffif,average oft ‘our standar:.dized vanables-

“ l'me standarization procedure is to subtract the saxrple mean and to d:.\n.de '
"~ by the sample standard deviatioomn. Thus the standarized variables indicate
... how many sanple standard deviations a particular project is above or below.

- the mean for the sanple for that variable. Standarized variables are

2'.l!hese definitions are paramrased or quoted from Strategies, pp.. 243-
- 361.
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1)  INCOME/COST RATIO (519%): The ratio of total additions
' in oonstant prices received by project participants from
 the most important technological packages associated with
- the project over the period from the inception of the pro-
ject to date divided by the total costs of the prOJect pmd
by the sponsors. :

7) SELF-SUSTAINING INDEX (566*): An index of the la.kelihood
that the benefits generated by the project will became self
sustaining, as indicated by the ability of the project to
draw upon increased income from project participants to pay
for necessary servics and sipplies, the probability that
it will be possible to maintain or expand the level of pro-
ject benefits at reduced ocost in the future, and the peroent—
age of project: costs pa:.d for by dcmest:.c sources. o

3) AGRICUL'I'URAL KNOWLEDGE INDEX (567*): 2n indat of t.he .

agricultural practices adopted by small farmers as a result
of their acquisition of new agricultural knowledge based on
the nuntber of the following eleven indicators for which a
majority of the part1c1pants in the project made "significant"
changes from prevmt.s agncultural practioes: credit (if
repaid) ; participation in an effective local organization;

-use of fertilizer as recommended; use of improved seeds;
use of insacticides, herbicides or pesticides, treatment for

 animal diseases; use of substantially changed harvesting :

_ procedures or adoption of quality control measuces for marketing; -
construction of on-famm infrastructive; maintenance of on-fam . -

: infrastrwt:.ve, pro— g
cessing of agricultural produce; diversification of agricultm:al
cash crops; expansion of land under cash crop cultivation;. .
storage of agrucultural cash crops; improved resource manage- '
ment (a:nservatlm, grazing, etc.). R

4) SELF-HELP INLEX (572*): 2n index of the increased capac:.ty of
local organization or groups to raise the income and mpmve
the welfare of small farmers resulting fram the project, as
measured by the following six characteristics: creation of”
growp. decision-making capabilities; mobilization of resources
from the local population under the auspices of a local gmzp,
mobilization of resources from outside the local area; provision
of services by local groups; creation of new non~traditional
leadership positions and specializations;and v1ab111.ty of local
organization system ‘

'Ihe overall IOCAL ACI‘ION variable (6]9*) also is the sum of four
standardlzed vanables, the flrst two of Whld‘l relate to the mvolvenent: of

small farmers in proJect decnslons and the next t:wo of th.d'x refer to small
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_. famer relative resource conitments.t
1) DWOLVEMENT IN INITIAL PHASE (528*): Small fammer °
involvement in dlalogue, decision makirig and local

area project control in the idea gererauon and pro-
' ject design phases, .

2) INVOLVEMENT IN IMPLEMENTATICN (530%): Snall farmexr’
involverment in dialogue, decision-making and local
area project control in the inplementation phase.’

'3) LABOR OCOMMITMENT (606*): Ratio of additional small
farmer unpaid family labor commitment required to
carplement the technology introduced by the project’ -
evaluated at local wage rates to the average of pre- -
and post-prcject on-farm inoome. :

4) CASH COMMITMENT (608*): Ratio of small farmer addi-
tional cash commitment required by technology intro-
duced by project (i.e., out-of-pocket or locally

~ borrowed payments for additional market inputs evaluated
at 30 percent annual interest rate plus repaid institu-
tional credit valued at actual interest rate) to the
average of pre~ and post-project on-farm income. -

_Subsection 2.2 Commentaryon Data Collection and Variable Construction

""Questions. arise in respect to each of the three steps ind.l.caud ?
above.
i First, in regard to the definition of the largest allowable small -
farmer, it is not clear why the use of a different tedm:.que thanusedby
‘the subs:.stence-level farmers should disqualify farmers frcm this category
'Ooncelvably even different subsistence - level farmers could use ch.fferett ;
.techniqlns Likewise it is not clear that larger than average fann sues
necessarily should disqualify farmers. If the land is heterogeneous and N
~the larger plots are poorer in quahty, the larger farmers by such a cr:.te.rlon
~may be worse off than the smaller ones. Instead of sud1 cr:.teria, :I.t i
would seem preferable to use one related tn mcoma per fanu.ly neuber Of |

lhese definitions are paraphrased from Strategies, pp. 277—287,~ 3';



“ait
'."oourse such distinrticns aresonewhat academc in- any case smce, as the
""V"-authors aclcmledge tne def:mition in Strat_gies is not really an cpera-
tional one- ’

Second, in respect to the collection of Taw data ﬂm are several

‘weaJcAiesses. ) }'I'he progects were not selected in a random fashicn fm any
population, but msrely were t'hcse that were accesslble.‘ 'Ihis undmbtedly‘
creates biases. Fcr exanune, no pro;)ects Whlch already had failed were in—
cluded Given the need to collect origmal data under fairly severe resource
constraints due to the .madequacy of existmg data, hcwever, J.t is hard to
see thatnuhadnuch choice:.n this netter

Forthesanereasmtheuseofkey J.nfcrmants ratherthansurvey
or census data prcbably was warranted I-bwever :l.t should have been justified
onthese groundsasasecond—best alternative, andmtclamedtobe | |
supenor w:.thout qualification Nbreover rules for J.dentify.mg key :Lnforrrants,

fcr scaling qual:.tative variables, and for correctmg anomalies should have :
bee\ mad° explicit. The use of a very “few mtemewers with 1ntensive comrunica-',;
tionamngthemmnyjudgnentpmbablydidlimttleextenttowludzin-
accurac:.@ entered into the raw data because of the failure to estabh.sh mre
precise rules a pﬁigg._. 4 have the feeling from’ my oonversaticns wlth the
interviewers i.hat a conSistent set of such guidelmes indeed’ was established

':mplicn.tly. Nevertheless, one could have more confidence in the cmsistency
of the raw data and :m “the pOSSlblllty ‘of replication if such guidelines
had been made mre expl:.c:.t a Elorl.

e B

One final problem in the data oollecta.on J.S ‘that mst data’ were -

obtained only for a year or two 'I'h:ls precludes the exammation of dynamic
processes except under the strong assunptlons requn:ed to appromete them
w:.th czoss-section ev1dence. ’.!hat different proJects were at different points



'f."of disequilibriun vhen the data’ vas selected“a priord would seén to |
ccnfomd the analysis oorm.derably. | It would have been preferable to L
:':'atrenpt to obtain mre time series data, even though the lnm.ted record
keeping of the projects probably severely restricted the poss:.bility of "
“obtaining all th desivable time series data.” On the other hand, if'a
gvariablerelatedtothegestation periodordegreeofdisequilibriﬁn :
yisaddedtothoseineludedintheoriginalgts_a_t_ggﬁst\ﬂy ithas |
isignificantly nonzero ooefficients estimates only in a few cases, and i& e |
’inclusion doas not seem to alter substantially other coefficient estin’ate '
(Behrnen 1977). S | | . SR o

'mird, in respect to the cmstruction of var:.ables, a mmber of
questions arise, the xrost inph.c:.t of which now are cons:.dered in tum

,,,,, BN

vl 1) Constructim of aggregate variables from me In gia
aggregate variables are constructed from standaridized o:mponents by summg

.the conponents. | Generally equal weight is g:.ven tn each of t.he mderlying
Vitens If, instead, the weights are estmated as part of the mltivariate
;analysm, they often are not equal For exanple, I have estinated such
weights for the cmponents of local action J.n the deternunatmn of sueoess
and found that more than equal weight should be given to overall resouroe
tconmitment/average inocme and to snell farmer participation 1n decision—
making during :Ltrplenentation (Behrnen 1977) . Such alternatwe weighting
schenes do not, however, alter radically the general th'o s of the reeults.v oo
' A mre fundanental queetion is how best to go fran the underlymg
_oonponents to the overall. :mdices. 'I‘he Stra& prooedure :I.S sinply
Ltoaddtpthestandardizedcatponents, smilartotheaddmgofthecouponents
of national :moome 'Ib get the total "prod " the nurber of um.ts of |

Omponent A is added to thosefrom ootrponmt B. w:.th the various oomments
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_made oonpatable in terns of units by(the standardizat:.on»proo.mre’.f

b } ,f»,ﬁ. k & v,—.l

Inphcltly_'diere J.S.. an mderlymg prod tJ.on \prooess in 'wh:.ch eadx”‘of

j\ l?-

the standard:.zed oonponents way be prosh.ded mdependently and each oontributes
Z,equally to the overa]l aggregate.

| Some crrtlcs have in mmd a qu:.te dlfferent way of oombming inforna-
;Et::.on from the oonponents to obta:m the overall aggxegates which theypresune |

-was, used or should have been used (e g., 'I'an‘terf“8‘/3/76, Soos 10/3/75, ‘Freeman

and Iodderxm.lk 4/4/75) . Instead of summ.ng the oonponents, they have ,m |

| m:.nd the use of son'e prmm.pal ocnponents or factor analys:.s procedure to

'jobtam the oommndinensron(s) ofa mmber of oomponents of succees. V In such

a case J.t would be approprlate to undertake rehab:.hty (1 e. oonslstency)

__and vahd:.ty tests to see 1f the constructed J.nd:l.ces are :Lnternally oons:l.stent

iand if they reprsent the oonstruct under mvest:.gat:.on (see Bohrnstedt 1970) .
I have oonst.ructed alternatlve md:.oes based on the first princu.pal =

-ooxrponents for all of the major aggregate var;.ables wh.rch are oonstructed
'{a_from,a mmber of oonponents J.n t_egles (Behrman 1977). | 'Ihe use of these

H

vanables instead of the ongmal ones :m the multl.vanate stat.l.s _cal
:,‘_analysm somet:.mes makes a mns:Lderable dJ.fference.' 'Ihe results obtained

I

uare less S\pport.we of the oonclusmnsm tratgies than are those usi.ng the

or:.gmal var:.ables. o

I»bwever, to ccncluie that the means by wh:.ch one goes from:the e

.&

_oonponents to the overall :mdex 1s :mportant is not to say that ﬁxe"authors

,,,ﬁ_of §_t£a_t_e_g_J£s_ erred 1n the:.r oonstructn.on of aggregate mdloes 'Ihe choioe

E

,,._they made :i.s mre appropriate 1f a E rJ. one th:mks that the d:.fferent
-;T.oonpcnents add to the overall index by reprwentmg d:.fferent dmms:.ons which

are not neoessanly :mterrelated across the sanple. The alternat:.ve choioe

: ;_is preferable 1f a g iori one thmks that the underlﬁng omponents are a11



=14~
“‘frepresenti.ng diffezent faoets of ‘the same phenon'emn so that the best
frepresmtatlon 1s a neasure of the commonness or mterre]atednees amng
.the ooxrponents. In ny Judgnent the forner cl-m.oe wh:.ch 1s the one nede in
gg is nore Justifible than the latter g:.ven the way in whidl nu

was omsldering t.he mderlymg omponents.
| 2) lg_gioal overlap anmong indlces Although \mnous “indices are ‘not

ity

‘oonstructedfrunthesanemderlymg ser:es, ﬂwverbaldescrxptmnsofthe
”variablee suggest that they may be neasuring the sanephermam inwhat
Tanter (8/3/76) calls "logioal overlap " Scme of the suboonponmts of |

the self—help, self-sustaimng, and J.ncreased a;ncultural knowledge
;catpments of success xrey be loglcally measurmg the sane character:.stlcs

as the local action variables, and thus result in a hJ.gh oorrelat:.on w:.thout |
a.ny very useful meaning. Partlcularly suspect is the relat:.on between the

;self-help ocxrponent of suocess and the local act:.on var:.able.s.

o | Elsewhere I discuss the bivanate oorrelat:.on bebneen the sub-
"ccnponents of these var:.ables (Behrnen 1977) In fact the subcu'ponents |

sma\ll farue.r mrolvatent in dec:.sion mak.mg oonponents of local action (but

notw:.th the resource camu.tment vanables) as they are w:.th each other. o
‘v'Ih:Is bivariate evidence is cons:.stent w:.th a problem of log:.cal overlap,
;is not oonclusive. other oontexts vanables wh:.ch measure d.l.fferent
oonstmcts (e.g., oonsurpt:.on”fand J.nccme) are even more h:.ghly oorrelated
because of casuallty, not log:.cal overlap Ult:.mately it seans that the

;declsa.on regardmg the possib:.l:.ty of such loglcal overlap has to be nede not
“on the ba515 of nechamml oorrelat:.ons, but on the basxs of a Eg_mr:.
understandmg oﬁ what oonstructs vanables are attenptmg “'to reprsent.

7», T

_On such a bas:Lsh'J.n my Judgementthere J.S a problem mth the self-help



conponent of success be.mg too} related def:.m.trcnally _to the mvolvement
“in’ decision-naking aspects, f’local act:.on. : 'Iheref '

 regressiors foran alternatxve def.mit:.on of cverall Succﬂﬁs in Whld\ the
”f*‘self.help couponent is deleted (see Behrman 1977) . me‘results are’ q“ite
.‘robust in’ general terms o t-he questi of whether or’ nct the self-hslp
:index 1s mc]_ujed in” overall success.- 'I'h::.s. a1t1'1ough 1eg:.tinate 3 V‘ .
f“%;questlms can be ra:.sed about the w:.sdom of mf'ltﬂing the SEIf'help index
in overall success m the origmal stratgies study thd estﬁ“ates mn@f
therem are nct terribly sensxt:.ve ‘o' that dec:LsJ.on " ? B |

3) Net lncome/p ect cost conponent ‘of" success. ; 'I‘h:.s i.s the cnly

- conponent of success: wh:.ch dlrectly rq>resents the purely eoommic aspect |
ot success.. me interpretation of the success measire’ whi.ch reconciles )

it with’ the dJ.scussicn of goals above in’ Subsecuon 1. 2'is” that th:.s var:l.-
”'T"able represents ‘the strlct:ly eccncmc benef:.ts to’ date, and\ 1.he othe.r three
components of success relate to the probabil:.ty of sustaining S“Ch benefzts

However the def:.m.tmn of th:.s variable ralses ‘al host of problems

fds (.1) There 13 no’ dJ.scomt.mg (ii) Qxly :mcreases m :mccme to date are
‘=7f§5:inc1t1ded mt.hout any estinate of» future benef:.ts, sc there is a biastcwards
"f"”older projects and the pro;;ects 1n the sample ranged cms:Lderably in dura-;f;
t.um, from 1 to 22 !years. : (Jii) The cost rteasure mcludes the tctal pool

o ‘ 5 Faate, ;:r}j _,«.,.;v.«.\ e
e e BRI VR

J'Assmne that the total cost to outsiders of a project is $100 all in the

- first year, and that the net an-faxm incame generated is $10 per year for

""a‘quarter century. The Stragxes calculation of this variable would give

~a value of 0.1 if the project happened to be included in the sample during

+"its fixst year, 0.5 if it happened to be included during its fifth year,
etc. The authors of Strategies realize that their procedure of not dis-
comting and of countIngonly benefits to date implies vhat some may consider
a bias towards older projects, but arque that the procedure is warranted
since it puts an emphasis on proved, sustained projects (p. 248).
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;of ered:.t made ava:.lable thmugh the, pmject, ot just the opportunity cost
of altemative uses (i.e., the subsidy through below-market interest rates o
and through anv default) whmh :i.ttplies a bias agamst projects. w:.th a large B
s credit omponent. (iv)- 'I'he cost, measure does not mcluie addlt.lonal oosw
horne by partxcipants due to the progect (e.g., reductions :.n off—farm laboa:
those imurred by outsiders. . (v) The preferable fom of rela.ting benefz.ts N
}tooostsismttofomtheratio, buttosubtractthelatter £rom the former
,(altlmx;hinth:.srespecttheauthorsof tegeearemgoodoarpanywith
i many, practit:.oners of oost/ .benefit analySJs) .. (v1) 'I'he raw data ‘cover
,;adequately only a few reeent years and only the three nust ixrportant techno-
‘ logical packages (although as nany as .20 were included in some pmjects) ¢
;80 the data base ﬁor calculati.ng this variable is. satevﬂxat weak--especialiy
.for the older proJects considermg only . the three most :utportant techno- :
logical packages also inplies a bias towards those proJects with benefits
ooncentrated in a few technological packages in oonparlson to those w:.th |
‘more chspersed benefits. ‘ |
'ro explore the sens:.twity of the statist:.cal estmates in g

to the peculiar defmit.wn of th:.s major representatlm of the stnctly
eccmonﬁ.c oouponent of suocess, 1twas declded to defme an alternat:x.ve ]
variable.. Collectingneﬂrawdatawasoutsideof the soopeofth.i.seffort,
so sone attract.we possmil:.ti.es could not be. pursued Fmally :Lt was

decided that the best alternative was to follow ' s\Jggestlon of Paul Iseman

--Aecord:.ng to s ies (p. 245), ,_...J.n. nmtber:k of proJects,, ff-farm
income was a key component of total farm income." . Therefore ignoring ey ;
possible changes in: off-farm income may’ “have; :.ntroduoed substantial dis-"
. tortions.
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and to"“ask"the ’nu mterviewers to constmct an’ index of the:r best ecti-

mate of 'tl long-rxrmistrictly economic "success of each progect. ,'.lhe re-

sulting variable ranges frcm l ("econcmic failure") to 5- ("ecommc”t_”;
s\r:cess") When ‘this’ vanable is used as'a depehdent variable instead of
the original incane/cost neasure, the estinates d:l.ffer substantially from ,,
those in Strategies.» On the level ‘of: deternﬂ.nmg the conponents of X uccecs,
therefore, the statistical est.unates are quite sensitive to the peculiaritie‘:‘
Vi of tha' definition of the' strictly econcnﬁ.c benefits. When:a new overall i

.( i3
successneasureisconstmctedmthtlusnewaltemativeasmeofthe

thru..,t of the regressmn estimates is not changed radically (see Behrman

%.1977):" Thus the results are smewhabparado:c.cal in. regard to the sensa.tivity‘

l'to changes in the defmition of" the strictly eoonomic conponent of success.
gy Other peculiarities of ‘variable: defimtions. Other problexre in

def:.mtions are ‘less :mportant. hevertheless it J.S useful to nention mo .
exaxrplee in/ order o' give the-flavor of: these more nu.noru pmblene (1) In’
neasuring the lahor conmtment of sma_l famers cn_y unpaid 1abowas:.ncluded
(p." 282) wh:.ch leads to a peculia.r SLtuation“m which the .abor ‘cumutment
Ffiffvariable would decrease in: value 1f two farners decxded to hire each other
“-instead of working on their own‘farns. (ii) In the cost per participant ‘
?-’vanable only the cost in:the: mast recent year was incll:ded (p 250) which
?»'»v-‘causes substantial problems of interpretation given that the projec& had :
‘,,‘l‘different time profiles of costs and were at different pomts on those pro-

Jlrs at the ‘time oi: data collection - and which causes consrderable doubts
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Section 3. l’ult:.va.nano:.' ‘Analysis and Interpretat:.on

Subsectim 3.1 Pmoedures and’ Interpretatlm :i.n Strateg:.es

Multi.vanate regressxons are presented J.n ___tggz;__ es for the aluost- |
recrusive system amprism success -and 1oc.a1 ac'-..wn and the oonponmts of .
’each Therefore estinates are: available about the determinants of success
fand local action borth fran the overall aggregate relat.wns and frcm smmng
it‘ne relatiom forthe relevant oatpments. «In each case a set of plaus:.ble }"
«"possible determinants. vas: identif:.ed on: the bas:.s of :inplicit theorizing .
andfieldexperienceasisdescribedaboveinSubsectionl.l Thenthe |
‘subset of determinants was selected which is most omsxstent w:.th the vari-
ance in the dependent variable: subject o the oonstra:.nts that: . ({) each
ooeffic:.ent estimate is: si.gmflcantly nonzero at least at the ten peroent
level (i.e., has a t-statistic at least l8.in absolute value) and (.-u) ™
more t-han 6 r:.ght-—hand-side variables enter into the relationship 1n order '.

to have suffic:.ent degrees of freedan 1

Forthesucoessvariableandits ‘
oonponents, in additim regressions were estimted mth alternat:.ve measures
of ‘the" small ﬁrner raouroe ommtmt/average incate and w:.th only the
overa]l Iocal acti.on w.riable. !br a11 of the regressions ordinary least 7
5squares techmques are used 'me authors of ﬂ defend th:.s dxo:.oe
"of ‘A relatively sinple technique because of the experunentalnature of the
;stlﬂyandbecauseofadesuetnkeepthetedmiwlanalysisassiupleas

;possxble in order that :.t be mderstandable to a w:.de readersh:.p. Analys:.s |

g a e e s ete s el wereled e w0 s 0wl 00 e b e ee e e

'l'mzsmanmmmwasreducedtoaslowasdinsomecases in which observations
- had to be dropped kecause of the lack of data. A stepwise regress:.on
program was used, but the procedure is equivalent to that descri.bed in
the text. In cases in which a right-hand-side variable entered in an :
early step but not in the final one the earlier step estimates also were
presented S
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oftmresiduals : was prasenbad i.n a supplementary report (mrs, Sdenson,

'rable l smnnar::.zes these regressmns. It mcludes the followm9 j_nfom.

f"_tion ﬁor each of the dependent vanables

the ooeffic:.ent of det:ern'o.i.namtxon:l

(J.) the cof.fflclent estinetes and

for the "best" regress:.on in the sense of :

) mg mst oons:.staxt w:.th the vanata.ons in t.he dependent variable subJect

to the constraints that all coeff:.c:.ent estmates are s:.gn:.f:.cantly nonzero

at the 10 percent Zlevel2 and that a maxumm of 4 to 6 right—hand-side var:.-
;“ables (dependmg on the number of observatlons) are :mcluded (i) an” '
fj:lnd:.cation of the var:.ables (and of their s:.gns) wh:Lch ave not SLgnificantly'f
i‘nonzero :.n the best regress:.on, but vhich enter mto the other regressmns

”presented J.n t_ﬂles, subJect to the same tno oonstramts nent:.oned above,

(in) an';md:n.cation of var:.ables th.ch ne:.ﬂxer entered the besi' regrasion >
"‘mr the altematwes Wltl" s:.gmficantly nonzero coeff1c1ent est.mationS, but
fwluch were in ‘the a p£1__ spec:.ﬁ.ed Set of candidates; and 4 (for succesf
and 1ts oonponents) the ooeff:.c:.ent of detemn.natmn (R ). J.n the blvariate
relatlon i..n‘whlch the only r:.ght-hand-s:.de vanable is the overall local

ooeffic:.ent of determination (R ) is oorrected for degrees of freedan

LI ‘indicates the extent to which the estimated relation is consistent*
with variations in the dependent variable. The maximum possible value,
;i-thus,a.s 1.0. See further discussion of this statistic in Subsection 3.2

2':l’he standard errors or t-values are not included in this table in order
- to keep it from being too messy.: In. all cases, however, the t-stat:.stxcs
“-are at least 1.8 in absolute value. .: : . : . 2
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Table l Summary of Mulilvariote Regresalon Eatimates l'or
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' ...we found :that overall success' ratings sere moot affected by:
‘ ‘The Local Action taken by smell farmers to corplement out-
‘oﬂ side development management and resources. By itself, this
- factor explained 49 percent of the variauion in the overall
~ success rankings. :
-VWhen the components of Local Action were. ezamrned, two proved
'to be most important in promoting overali suecess: i
*Small farmer involvement in decision-meking in’ the imple-
mentation pnase of a developuent project, [noue deleted]
and - . SRR
»Small farmer Tesource commitment (labor and cash) to a
development project... . DERREEE
-These-conclusions imply -that project success iq dependent on
a set of . positive actions by small farters: .. - ‘
. oTheir participation in project ueeision-nafing (which aopears
more: significant in the implenentateon stage than in the de--:»’
-sign phase); R
oTheir willlingness to. contrlbuue labor and money to the develop—g
ment effort. .
. - Thuse ‘development “rojeets which ook t“e uime and effort to
‘build in an active and cogperating role for small farmers vere.
.significantly more -successful than those projects which. followed
more traditional (externally—dominated) development approaehes.~
- Of course, project success was also affected by a number of
. other factors. As might be guessed, the chances for project -
.8uccess are greater if one works with more progressive farmers as
measured by per capita income and the vercent of output sold for
~cash. . Somevhat surprisingly, greater project success appcared to
oceur in projects located a considerable distence from all-weather
roads  and- in: projects where the literacy Tates o ' participants
vere.low, \Vle believe this is a reflection of a deliberate deci-
.sion by leaders of some of the most successful projects in the
<samp1e to work in remote areas and not the influence of these .

~1”hlo sunmary refers 'to the interpretation of the nultivariqte regreosion @t
analysis as supplemented by other: anulysis in the. reporc, but the multi-’m"

variate quantitative analysis is the core of “the! study,- -and thus, the basis
for mout of the quor eonclueionn.tg'
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facto*s as .,uch.:l . '
k4 ‘-v-mran:: fectors thou.g‘zt 40 be importent in project success
did not turn out to be so in this analysis. Cost per partici-.
pent was not, vhich sugges ted that large outlays spread over - :
few people e %ill not necessarily improve chances for success.
The d.r-ee of suvsidization offered for adoption of new tech- -
rolos, wes not, suggesting tnat small fermers w111 adopt new
sechnologies viith ‘out further incentive if it appears in their .
inte*est to do so. In addition, the growth rate in the num-
ber of oroJect participants showed no relation to project ‘
success, ithereby raising obvious questions concerning the fre-
quent use of this measure as a success indicator. And finally,
the quality cf the physical environment did not appear to be. -
of overriéing importence, as successful projecis were 1aunched
under good as vell as poor farming conditions. L
The policy implications of the analysis are clear. Pro-
Ject designs can most strongly influence potential success in"
rural development projects by deliberately working to generate
various types of small farmer involvement and resource coxrmit-'-f
ment to project activities...
Through study of overall local action..., three var:la‘bles”v
were found +0 be positively associated with the level of 1oca1
action.« . ‘
~oThe specificity of the agricultural :lnformation offered

by the exteniion service; :

. »The importance of local organizations in the proj eot, and
.An effective two-way communications flow between proJ ect
¢ parvicipants and project management end staff. . -

: T‘re size of the subsidy offered to farmers by the: project
appeared to have a negative impact on the overall level of local
-action. Perhaps most importantly, the following varia'bles did.
not appear to have a significant impact:

eFarm units per extension worker; -
o+Reasonable security over landholdjngs,
. sAverage size of farm in project; -

.- «Past experience (good .or bad) with developncnt ef“orts,

- -eProvision of soclal services; G e

~ eInerease in agricultural knowledge genoratcd 'by the projeot,-‘f

ogercent change in farm family income resulting from the pro-- ‘.

ect.

Vhen the involvement components of local aotion were examined
'individually, the most important variables were the existence of
effective two-way cormunications systems and functioning local ~ -
orgenizations or groups. The analysis showed that poor small holders
viith less security over the land they farmed are more likely to
Jbecome involved in decision-making during project design and imple-
‘mentetion than are wealthier, larger farmers. This finding should
signal the policymakers that small farmers will contribute if give'x
-an opportunity. 4 . ,

SO ]"mi le literacy did not appear necessary for project success, it was*
significant in bringing about a small farmer resource commitment.
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A review of the variables which influenced small farmer re-
‘source cormitments of additional labor and money revealed again -
- that poor small farmers are more likely to make greater relative
.resource comnitments than are larger, wealthier farmers. Our
quantitative work suggests further that small farner resource
cormitments would be higher if project planners focused on in-
creasing rural functional literacy, improving land tenure securi-

ty, offering crop-specific extension instruction and proicoting
small farmer involvement in project decislon-making a* the local
level. Large subsidies for adoption or the provision of social
services appeared to have a negative Impact on the willingness of
small farmers to make a resource commitiment. Income inereeses,
in absolute or perceniage measures, did not bring forth larger
comnitments, suggesting the decision-making calculas for farmers
near subsistence is complex and involves far more than the size
of net income gains... = ‘ '

: . Our genecral conclusion...is that getting the benefits of
development to the small rural producer will require fundamental
changes in the project identification, design and implementation

_procedures of AID and other external assistance agencies... '

Commen on Multivariate Statistical Analvsis and
" Interpretation in Strategies , o

- Subsection 3;2;"

T The choice: of multivariate regression analysis vas a krea's{qnable,"one,' .
Altematives might include cabonical correlations and the other approaches.
mclxﬂedinwhatmld (1977) terms "soft nndelipg",,b_\tax_t}manyl of these
3pproaches are quite new, they have some wncertain properties, and they
iﬁiﬁi&iees;eggefan&;iar to the readers. Ordinary least square procedures
‘Egﬁié?dfggiggpgsﬁand.relatively widely understood. The rule far exclud-
ingvariableswhlch ‘are not significantly nonzero at least at ‘the 10 per-
et 21so is consistent with widespread practice, althouh it is ot w
§§Eg§§i§naﬁle;', | o . S ‘, | !,
‘}ln?w;Qn fhe other hand, the rule for limiting the number of right-hand-
'e;ge variables to 4-6 is arbitrary and does not reflect standard practice..
However the imposition of this rule does not seem in itself to have been
very misleading. Only for the regression with overall local action as the
dependent variable was this constraint effective, and even in that case it

did not radically alter the coefficient estimates for most of the variables
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j_ngluied in the relevant regression in Strategies (Behrman 1977).

o Alrmost no mention is made of the traditional problems of nulti.- '
"va.riate regression analysis and their implications for the kresults‘ in S
Strategies: erxors in variables, heteroeckedasticity. ic.lentificat_im,
simltaneity,. specification errar, serial correlation, etc. This is a short-
coming in that almost all of these problems exist in the §_t§ag25'
estimates. As is roted above, for example, the inclusion of the increased
agricultural knowledge conponent of success in the regression for the
‘canponents of local action results in'a s:l.nulu.ne:.ty h:.as 'I.'he deﬁe.nse

of the authors of S gies for not being more concemed with sut:h ques-
tims, ‘however, does have considerable merit: In this experimental venture
they are concerned only with the directions of effects, not the nagnittﬂ&.
so biases or inconsistences in the coefficient estimates are not of great .
'mmt. Nevertheless, such biases could be substantial and even reverse
‘the est:.nated signs. Moreover the use of sinple procedures does _n_.;t_ make
“the nature of the biases clearer to readers,’ as is claimed by the authors .
of 5 Strategies. Therefore it would have been preferable to devote some
effort to cons:.dermg these trad:.tional ecomueu-ic problen's

| Msealsoa:esate;:roblemmtheirinterpretaﬁmofﬂxeco-
effic.i.ents of determination. First of all, the ‘statement is made that-
a"by itself... [local action] explained 49 pe:cent of.the variation i.n,'l:l'a
overall su\ems rankings.” In a sense this is quite msleadangsince -
‘local action is correlated with other right-hand-side variables in'the
preferred relation, and thus is representing in part these excluded vari-
‘ables in the bivariate regression. Since local act:.on is not. orﬁtogonal
with all of the other variables, the bivariate coefficient of deueminatimﬁ |
pmbably gives an upper bound for its effect. Secondly, there is some



the statemmts about "explalm.ng" the vanance .m the dependent variables
are all conditimal m the parta.cular scales wmch uere used for the i

to interpret ooeff:.clents of determination for ord:l.nal based variables
Many econamsts and sociologists have done so, ﬁor exanple, for occlpaﬁonal

status measures. )

' 'A final po:.nt :m respect to stat:.st:.cal procedure 1.s that it would
have seemed quite natural to explore the questlm of whether or not the
estmated relat:.ons were the sare for Afnca and Iat:l.n Amerlca. The o
“authors of Stratﬁgies :mcorrectly claim that they had :.nsuffw@t degrees
ok _Mm do 50 ¢ Sorre smple explorat:l.ons :m Behrman (1977) suggest that“-j?j
!theredis sone ev:dence of a difference between the continents 1in reqarnd to'

the success regressmns.

Tuma.ng now to the quest.:.on of mterpretat:m, the bas:.c pr.'ohlem
‘ﬂls apervas:.ve tendency to overstate thei.r results. | I suspect that the
attﬂaors of Strat_egu.es mght defend tlns style by ar:gu:.ng that too many
quahflatimsmuldcmﬁne the generalhreader towards whlch, in part the g
study is: dlrected , However the laok of such quahflcatlms may be very mi.s-f
lead.mg In a sense the'authors of Strat_e_gles t:y to "have their cake g
and eat o0 They cla;unthat the data mll not support more sophlsticated
g butdraw very strong conclusicns from 1t. Ihe rore: theirf analysis
- 1s :.nductlve rather than deduct;ve, the nore it only suggests hypothses to




be 'tested w:.th other data J.nstead f. testingxwa 01'101'1 hypothesa 'n\ey

e b et

‘ As inanyenpiricalwork, thereareanmberofproblemsorat
v"yleast questicns in each major step underlying ﬂ Many of thase
lawhemnentiored above Although the basic thrust of the results i.n

'regardtothecmsistencyofvariationin localactmnwiththatofsmess
‘;seens fa.irly robust mder nost alternations which I have explored"in Behrnan
a (1977), there are some significant changes in det‘:xils Ex ante profitability
Y_‘f:and risk variables, for exanple, seem quite iuportant. Iocal action. in .
'ifact, may be serving as an intemediary in substantial part for exante
:'profitahility !/breover the other interventim pomts to enoom:'age local
%action are r:ot;:‘zso' clear Exactly what does a pmJect director do to creat-
‘agoodenvironnent for thedevelcpnentof 1ocalacticn? Even if ].ocalac-
tion is inportant in itself, moreover, there is no evidence _.n _t_r_a_tegi_e_s; .
that the expected cost of developmg it is less than the expected baiefits. 3
mrthernore itisnot atall clear ﬂiata]readyeldstmgehteswillnot o
_capture a disproportionate share of thos= gains due to the proJects. Such
ficonsideratimsasthese call for considerably nore care, qualificatims and
:i"’hmﬂ.]ity in interpreting the results of S tgr .. I expect that the B
style of overstati.ng w:.thout qhalification has generated cmsiderable and
not always warranted d:ubts among nore sophisticated readers

i A'Section 4- : conclt:sion

SRR S L B T B

é_f‘,;stage sonetimes come: back to haunt you :at{a_’ later stage 1 have yet o
'see an extensive enpirical study mcluding those mth which I have been
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. ted, ich is nok cpmtoleg:. s gabout ofthe

steps ‘in the analysis.

to substitute good Juignent and J.ntutn.on for systanat:.c'ftedmiqm a little
too nudx. A stronger ted'mical 'irxput’ at=a11 stages of the proJect m\ﬂd

'have been useful in avoidmg nany of these problets lbre care also should
have been taken to not overstate the irplicat:.ons of the analysis.‘
Nevertheless, I f£ind the ‘study” to be- provocative and imovati.ve in

"'an inportant area.” 'Ihe result ‘that. local action is an :mportant dete:mi.nant '
of a reasonable measure of sucoess seems fa.'Lrly robust, even though its ..? ‘

:‘irolev may be‘m:da Tore. mtemedia.ry £6r ¢ ex ante profitabihty than is

__,,.suggested :Ln the orJ.gJ.nal study Ntmerous quallflcatlon need to‘be, nade, i
,;./;but ‘the suggestive results should bevfollowed ‘up w:.th further data co]lect.i.on‘,!

3‘7and analysis so_‘thati the;role ofj;loczl act:.on ‘and part:.c:.pation and the cost '

v'and necham.sm for inducing them can be: understood better B (3 also would be
sira le‘if cngomg and future AID proJects automat:.cally had a systematic

S

a.nd automat:.c data gaﬂaermg":axxd' record.ing prooedure so that at soms future
,;date further analysis oould be made of the deteminants of sucoess and '
},!fallure on the bas:Ls of exlstmg cms:.stent pronect reoords.
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 Appendix:

Vordaifes 1o’

S

ol Codin? ins tructions

Definition .of. Variable and, \‘!hen Applicable, f.'

'Literacy rate, ercen age of project parti-
cipants vho ha"e the _a‘bllity‘ to read a besic .

\“

Cash crop ou unut, i‘or project participants,
percentage of output in cash crops

Per capita incor.e, i‘or project participants,
pre-proj ect per cam.ta income in. cnrrent _

dollars

"Extension workers, on the proJect level,

-average nu:nber of fe.rm units per extension '

worker

Primary extension responsibility, i‘or those
extension workers that interact with the pop-
ulation. - Code:  General or com'binatiou =l;

Crop-specific extension work = 2

[ ) 4

‘Land security; percentage of project parti- |
‘cipants with reasoneble security (those with
titles plus those with reasonable security)

iAverage farm size; for proJect participa.nts,
‘in'acres. In Africa includes both culti- '
vated acreage (of which little was recorded)
In Latin America. included cultivated land

'only

Past experlaz.r'c with orgam.zations, average
‘seore of . projects rarticipants' perceptions -
of similar development projects, goverrment
;organizat* ons, com.unity organi‘.ations and o
;,‘other organizations '

! I.evel of social services- | prior to project

as

ect ( x§ ) level of soc

8 gnifi =.nt, modera...e or none

), early in project (x, ), and late in
89 §a1 ser\rices. _Code

L{Market access, for the project, percentage '
of conx"unities .:i*nin five lcn. of an a11
:weather road

'.‘Degree of‘ subsidiaa'ion, required in getting

,Significant 43 30 nra.,e *3;Little

=23

farmer to accept. ue:-:mo"cgical change. Code:

Hone=1"
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TFsi9%
T523¢

*530%-

?534;:
7355%51

I 566*
X 567*

Xor2x

Ts0g

X599,

Adfus.ed ,otal project incove over the life ;

e

2

s ered
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' Def¢r1‘icn of Variable 2vd, ‘here Apnlicnble,

© Coding Inr'rxc,-ono

l

of the zrofeat to ratio of toial project -
costs, siendardiized (a component of y599)

SﬂaLI farzer involvement in idea gcneration
ard‘iritinl project dezign. Code: Scale
1;5;‘Nor. 1; High irvolvement‘= 5

Sﬂall farmer involvemeot *n the implementa-v;
tion c“cse. Cﬁde scale 1-5; Dialogue = 1;. ' .
Dialo ue, aion-ﬂeklng and proJect conxrol=5‘

Relativn i“portance of individual or groups:
to provide small farmer inputs into the’ inm-
‘plementation phase. Code 1-5 scale; ‘Indi-"
vidual inputs = 1; Group inputs 5 .

Smell fermer technical inputs (eytension,
resesrch, ete.). COde 1-5 scale; None' = 1;
High = 5 :

Exterrally provided project costs divided .
-by the number of farm family participants, :
‘most recent year - '

Rela ive irnortance of individuals or groupso
40 provide small farmer resource commitment.-
- Code same es x531 :

Inporuance of 4vo-way information flow in the
-project.- Code 1-5 scale; Nonexistent = 1;.
Information flow functioned to change both
project cesign and behavior of local partici—4
‘pants = 5 o -

Scale of srl?-sufficiency (a component of'x5§§);f

Scale of 1ncrcasad agricultural knovledge
(a component of x599) :

Scale of sclf-help capability (a comoonentfofw
Percen chnnrc, ore-project and post-project,
in on-farﬂ family incono E

C"cdi:'c citzent; that portion‘of‘Shoiiﬁfdrﬁéifﬂ
" resource conmitment which comcs from actual -
it re ;a"ment

Overall SUCCESS
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Det‘inition of Variable, and .’here Applicable o

Codin,a; In.;truc.tions

XDollar value of‘ 1abo resource connitment in- '

crease or. decrease of mari-days_as a result of
the pro,ject times the prevailing wage rate :
in the area . . , _

Actual money resource coxnmitments (in dollars),
increase or decrease in dollar comitment of
small i‘arner o v

-
_,,_3 B

,Total famer resource commitment, add:ltion ot‘ ’
,x603 and x602 D .

Value of labor resource comitment (
divided by the average of pre-projectbgﬁd
post-proj ect on-farm income, standardized.

Value of money resource coxmnitment (16
divided by the average of pre-project di
post-proj ect on-farm income, standard:lzed'

Value of labor resource conmitment (x
divided by project costs per participg%
most. recent year

Value of money resource commitment (
divided by projects costa per part:lciggat
most recent year : ,

Value of total resource commitment (x
divided by project costs per partic:lpggé
most recent year -

Overall LOCAT, AGTION scale

Total small’ farmer resource commitment (x604)

divided by the average ‘of pre-project and
post-proj ect on-farm income ’ standardized
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‘;Dei‘ini 10'1 o-" "az' sbie zmrl, Vthen’ Anp...icable,
el ind Instruztions ' ;“.Mx,.
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'Literac" rate; ;?*oeﬂ.z:e of project parti- :
'!cipant~ who ;;"e;thn ability to read 8 basic
;farn nanaal '

“Cash ercp cutzut; for rroject particinants,.
porcentage,o; *u-out 'n cash. crops S

?Per'caoiz

2 irsome; l;or project participants,
%pre-p ject rer cepite income in current’.

dollars

ﬁExtension Jorkers, on the proJect level, s
-average numde rof farn units per extension
‘worker

Primary eiue:sion responsibilitj, for those o
“extension wor¥ers that interact with the pop-
ulatiorn. Cole: ‘Genersl or combination =1;
VCron-snn ific extension work = 2,

Land secu.i*"; rercentege of projeot parti-
cipants with reasonstle security (those with
titles plus those with reasonable se*urity)

'”357* Average ferm size; for proJect participants,
in acres. In Africa includes both culti-
. vated acresge {of which little was ‘reeorded ).
P In Latin America included cultivated land
e only.

1»Past ex: ericaze with organizations, average

. score of projects participants!' perceptions
of similar dav;i.;*eﬂu projects, government
organizations, eommunity organizations and
other ovga“;ra*ioqs

180’x81’x82' ﬂLevel of socisl services: prior to proJeot
oL O De : » eerly in proiect (x ), and late in. * -
prggect (x ,) level of soc§a1 services., . Code
aaswsignifignr,, moderete or none.'j; ‘7;

5 for trc proJect, percentage
;» i,“.n f'vn . of an 811

Xia -Degree of sits iii:atiorf nquired iu ge‘ting
‘farmer *o S2380Y techs :rj,cal ch1npo. Code’»
Qigni.i~'"*-'i Lndarate. 3;Iiutlo=2, tNome=1"

S
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'Definition of -Variable and, Vhere Applica‘ble,

‘ Codi n{' Instruct:lona

AdJusted total proJect 4ncome. over the lii'e
of “the project to ratio of- total’ project:-
costs, standnrdized (a component ot‘ 1599)
Small f'armer involvement in idea generation
and initial project design. Code: Scale . .
1-5, None 1; High involvement =5

Small farmer involvement in the implenenta—
tion phase. Code scale 1-5; Di alogue = 1;
Dialogue, deéision-maldng and proJect contro1=5

Relative importance oi‘ :lndividual or groups :
to provide small farmer inpuis into the im-
plementation phase. Code 1-5 scale; Indi- '
vidual inputs = 1; Group inputs = 5

Small farmer technical inputs (extension, |
research, etc.). Code 1-5 scale, None“= 1;
High =5 :

'Externally provided project costs divided

by the number of farm i‘amily participants,
most recent year - : | AT

vrrRelative importance of individuals or groups
to provide small farmer resource commitment.

Code same a8 x531

Importance of two-way information flow in the

project. Code i-5 scale; Nonexistent = 1;..

Information flow functioned to change both .
project design and behavior of local partic..-
pants =5 . e '

..Scale of self-sufficienoy {a component of x599)

Scale of increased a icultural lmowledge
((a component oi‘ 1599 AR

';Scale of self-help capability (a. component o£

%558)

rPercent change ’ pre-pro,ject and post-project,
" :ln on-farm family income .

P

,Credit con: nitment, that portion or small farmer
syresource cormitment which comes from actual '
;f:credit repayment,

‘Overall SUCCESS



’Def‘mi‘icr a0 Varieble, and Vhere Applica'ble

Variatle Humber

Xe02

%603

- € a*n'f Infziructions

V‘Dollﬂr valt.e o“ lt.bor, , esource commitment in-'
.erease or desrnasze of -mnn-days gs a result of .

the projezt iimes ihe preveiling wage rate

~ in the ‘e.rea.

hetual money rescurce ccrmitments (in dollers),
increase cr decrease in dollar cormitment of
small fercer

“m ual farcer resource comitment, add:lt:lon of

x603 and x 602

Value of lsbor resource comitment ( x602)
divided by the average of pre-project an
post-pro ect on-farm income, standardized.

Value ozl resource cormitment (x6 )
divided by the averags of pre-project ggd
post-proj ect on-farm income, standardized

Value of letor resource commitment (x,
divided by project costs per participgg%
most recent year , _ .

Value of money resource commitment ( |
divided ty projects costs per partiﬂigggt
most recent year

Value of total resource commitment (xgg %)

divided by project costs per particip
most recent year

Overall LOCAL ACTION scale

Total small f‘a“mer resource comitment (2604)

‘divided by %re nverage ‘of pre-project and
post-project on~farm income, standardized



