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ABSTRACT

The evaluation of USAID funoed farming systems research
projects must play an important role in the design of future
projects if one is to builad on past experience <to improve
project performance. The oevelopment of an institutions)
memory ie particulsriy important as FSR s new and still
taking snape, Baseo on a comparison of four mid-term
evaluarions of FSR projects and & review of an Agency funded
study, it appears that evaluations are not contributing all
That They mignt o tncreassing the knowiedge base,
Frequentiy, cruciatl impiementation issues are not covereo
ang informarion is presented Iin a confusing and inaccessible

formar.

Tnis study outliines the role of evaluation in USAID,
analyses four mio-term evaluations and proposes a list of
auestions o be addressed by evaluation teams. These
questions agdoress key issues related to prolject design and
implementation. The proposed questions could improve future
project performance by increasing the Agency’s understanding

af {ts past experiences with FSR projects,
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CHAPTER 1

Introcduction

According to official USAID policy, project evaluations
should play a primeary role in project design. [n theory,
they are to be read and assimilated to help those involved
in project design determine effective strategies. 1t would
appear, however, that they are not being used to fulflll
this essentfal role. This is not surprising. Lack of
substantive information, differing formats and unclear
presentations have impeded effective use of project
evaluations. This impediment poses a particuilarly serious

proplem for Farming Systems Researcn (FSR) projects,

During the last decade, b!lateral and multilateral agencies
nave fnvested heavily {in agricultural researcn projects
which employ a farming systems research methodol ogy
(Crawford, 1982). The FSR approach to agricultural research
is new ang remains in a formative stage. Farming Systems
Research projects are not likely to yield a rapid impact.
Their payoffs are expected to occur ten to fifteen years
after the beginning of project implementation, once the
methodology has been institutionalfzeg within host country
research policy. This extended time frame, coupled with the

newness of the methodology, hianlights the need for input
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from past and on-going efforts when designing new and
implementing existing FSR projects. If USAID’s experience
with FSR projects Is not well documented and ut!llized,
project designers and implementors wiltl likely repeat
unnecessary errors. [f the Agency is to profit from past
experiences, It must establish an effective Institutional

memory from which to learn.

Eatablishing an institutional memory within USAID is
oifficult. Rapid turnover 1in host country, mission and
bureau personnel; the decentralized nature of project
pltanning ang evaluation; ang the use of outside consultants
all ninder the estab!ishment of an internal knowledge base
which might be used to itmprove project design. For this
resson, useful evaluation documentation, containing specific
substantive information In & clear accessible format s

necessary {f one is to avoid past pitfalls,

In an attempt to alleviate this problem, this paper proposes
a gene;al evaluation format for farming systems research
projects, containing & serfes of specific questions to be
asked by evaluators, designed to solicit important answers
pertaining to the characteristics, constraints angd potential
impact of FSR projects. Although each FSR project s
unique, a8 unifying concept and methodology are common to

all, The creation of a8 general format and serifes of
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questions would fncrease the amount of substantive
Informat ton conveyed in mid-term and final evaluations and
present it in a clearer and more accessible format. This
would encourage greater use of project evaluations by both
project designer and project field staff., A standardized
set of core questions would permit cross—-project comparisons
on specific issues such as the role of the farmer in on-farm
testing, guarantees to the farmer against yield loss during
trials ana incentives used to encourage participation in on-
farm trials, The use of a short, specific, question-answer
format, In conjunction with elements of USAID’s Project
Evaluation Summary (PES) (USAID Handbook, 1980) would also
facliiitate inputting information into the agency’s
evaluation dats bsank. Past evaluyations wouid then be more
accessible to potential users, Finally, this knowledge would
be useful to both national programs which design and
implement iInternally funded projects and FSR efforts funded

by other donors,

This paper is organized into five sections. The first
section provides an overview of the evaluation of
development projects. It discusses the reasons for project
evaluations and Iiodentifies evaluation clients. Specific
problems relating to the evaluation of agricultural research
projects, in genersl, and farming systems research projects,

in particular, are treated. Standard evaluation research

(3)




methodology and its applicabllity to agricultural research

projects is then nvestigated.

The second section deals with project evaluation at USAILD,
both in theory and practice. It covers the nature of the
evaluyation mandate within the Agency, the specific
guigelines to be followed In project evaluation, the roles
of individuals at the bureau, mission and project leveis and
the Agency’s decentralized evaluation Infrastructure. A
summary of conclustfons reached In a 1982 USAID commissioned
study entitied, "AID Experience in Agricultural! Research: a
Review of Project Evaluations" (Crawford, 1982) s then

atred and discussed.

The third section compares mid-term evaluations of four
farming systems research projects: the Gambia Mixed Farming
and Resource Management Project, the Lesotho fFarming Systems
Research Project, the Botswana Agricultural Technology
Improvement Project and the Malawl! Agricultural Research
Project. The extent of coverage pertaining to key issues
tnvolving constraint fgenttfication, research design,
testing and general implementation f{ssues (s investigated

angd individual formats are compared.

The fourth section proposes a general evaluation format -

containing questions addressing pre-implementation {ssues,
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target group identification, problem diagnosis, the design
of research, testing new technologies, diffusion of results,
interdiscipl fnary characteristics, institutional 1inkages
and support andg general impliementation issues. Finally, an
attempt s made to define approplate interaction between the

project team and outside evaluators.

The fFinal section summar | Zes the paper and draws

conclusions,
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CHAPTER 2

AN OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS

2.1 _wWhy Evaluste?

Project evaluations are conducted for three primary reasons:
tn determine progress toward achieving specific goais; to
impraove planning, implementation and impact of future
Drojectg; and to provige a measure of accountability (Hoole,

1978)

Evaluations are, by nature, comparative. Progress may be
evaluated according to varfous criterfa. A project may be
compared to: oblectives enunciated either during project
planning or the early stages of implementation, conditions
which existed prior to project implementation, progress
achieved in past or on-going similiar projects, change
occuring in an untreated control! group or parameters
defining an apsolute standard. In reality, project
evaluAations, although focusing on one criterion, often use
several., For instance, an evaluation team whose scope of
work mangates g comparison against prior stated objectives

may also evalyate agafinat baseline conditions or be
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influenceod by past performences of similar projects

elsewnere.

Improving planning and execution provides a fundamental
rarionale for project evaluation. Development activities
snonld be viewed as a continuium {(design—-impiementation-
avaluation~gesign), both within Iindtvigua) projects and on
an organization-wige vDasis, Comprenensive and thorough
avalyations, presented clearly, could make vaiuable
rontributions to improved future performance by Iincreasing
the institutional know | edge base and alding in the

refinement of field methodology.

2.2 Jaoentification of Evaluation Clientele,

For evaluations to serve the purposes iistéd above,
evalyators must cleariy jdentify those people interested in
the resylts of their study. Evaluations serve as a tool for
many different cilients: host country officials, donor
mission ang neadquarter personnel, project flield staff,and
to a lesser degree, academics at research institutions and
policy makers and program planners {in other donor
organizations. Cook (1985) refers to this identification as

stakenholder analysis.

Theae wvArious clients seek different Iinformation from
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pro ject evaluations. It s important that evalustors
igentify ano prioritize client needs if full use i3 to be
made of evaluation resuits. [n <the case of agriculitural
research projects, host country officials might be primarily
;”concerned with yield resylts from agronomic tests while the
gonor mission ang project personnel may be more (nterested
in the adoption rate of a particular recommended cropping
pattern or the institutionaiization of a research
methodology within the host country research strategy. Donor
heagquarters might seek to determine how a particular
project fits Into a regional development strategy while
academics and personnel from other organizations may want to
compare a project evaluation against results achieved in
other similar projects. As Cook (1985) mentions, the
analysis of gifferent client Nneeds may help Iidentify and
correct OJivergent and unrealistic expectations on the part

of interested clients,

2.3 Specific Probl in val in Agr 1 lttural R ch
Projects

The evaluation of agricultural research projects is
complicated by a number of factors which are inherent to
research projects. Many of these factors are related to

delayed or Iindirect impact.

Tnrough experience, the donor community has come to reallize
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that agricultural research projects require a ten to fifteen
yvear gestation periog before <thelir true impact is known
{(USAID, 1985), Although many projects have discrete sub-
puUrposes, such as the Jgevelopment of Iimproved cropping
patterns for specific recommendation domaines which may be
developed in five years, the major purpose of most
agricultural research projects is to create an effective
research capabi)ity within the host country. A project team
can only attempt to lay the groundwork for the
instituionalization of an approach or methodoclogy. As a
result, project Iimpact c¢an only begin to be judged by the
time the project staff completes Its contract. This
obviously poses a major problem for project evaluation.
Project evaluators cannot Jjudge progress by only examining
outputs but must act as seers, predicting future impact,

based on the grouncwork layed by the project team.

Institution pullding projects are often difficult to assess
because that which is necessary to create an effective
institution ts difficult to measure. In terms of
agricultural research projects, evatuators have difficulty
in quantifying the committement of the host government to
research, the effectiveness of research—extension
interaction or the contribution of base-iine studies.
These, however, must be assessed if predictions of project

impact are to be formulated. Because many of the

(9)



ingredients needed to deveiop a research capacity are not
easily quantified, cost-benefit analyses contribute little

to project assessment.

In sddition, there are inherent difficulties In measuring
progress against fixed goals. Agricultural research Is
undertaken because solutions to constraints are unknown.
Comparing progress against goals developed before project
implementation s often inappropriate because I(nitialty
specified goals may prove to be fli-conceived or

unreal istic.

Finaltly, most agricultural research projects operate within
a six to eight year time-frame. During this time, host
country and donor mission and project personnel change.
Priorities, both within the host country and donor
organizations may alter, due to a reorfentation of research
strategies or budgetary constraints. These factors, In
conjunction with those described above, pose major obstacies

in the evaluation process.

.4 Evatuation Probl 1 F1 Farmin Research

Evaluating of farming systems research projects presents
three special problems, {n addition to those already cited.

First, the FSR methodology concentrates on developing
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technologies for specific "target areas". These target
areas are formulated based on the similarity of farmers with
respect to agronomic, economic and social constraints. Due
to the narrow focus of the research and the time constraints
within which a technical assistance team operates, It is
often gifficult to Judge the applicabllity of a technology
to similar but unidentical systéma. This makes the

evaluation of diffusion potential far more difficult.

Secono, Assessing farming systems research projects requires
that the projects be evaluated from two distinct but
interrelateg perspectives. FSR projects, like other
development interventions, must be judged against some fixed
objective or basel ine condition. In acggition, the
impiementation of the methodology must be evaluated. It is
difficult to assess the extent and potential impact of, for
example, farmer involvement in the design and implementation
of on-farm trials, research-extension cooperation or the
benefits of multi—-disciplinary interaction. Yet these
aspects must bDe evaluated through proxtes, I|f evaluations
are to provide valuable feedback into the design of future

projects.

Finally, Farming systems research evaluation s further
compl icated by its technical anad methodological specificity.

fvajyators musat have not only the technical expertise to
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assess scientific and economic issyes, but also possess a
firm knowledge of FSR methodology. This combination is often

harg to find,
.5 Evaluation Ressarch Meth 1

Evaluation Research utilizes a spec!fic methodology which s
used to determine the impact of social action programs. It
employs specific types of tests to differentiate project
relateq effects from thnose caused by external factors,
These external effects are refered to as "threats to
valigity”. Evaluation Research test designs seek to insure
four types of vallidity: Internal, external, construct and

statistical conclusion validity (Hoole, 1978).

Internal validity examines whether changes occuring during
program impiementation were a result of program activities
or were due to exogenous factors. External validity measures
whether the observed impact of a program can be reproduced
st a later aafe or generalized to similiar environments.
Construct validity examines whether one can generalize from
observed results to develop theoretical constructs.
Statistical conclusion validity insures that the conclusions
obtained were not the result of incorrect use of statistical

techniques (Hoole, 1978).
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There are several different evaluation designs which can be
grouped into three categories: exper imental, quas -
exper imental ang preexperimental {Hool e, 1978).
Experimental desigﬁs are characterized by a comparison of
the treated group with one or more cop;rol groups chosen at
random. Measurements of the treated and control group(s) may
be taken at discrete intervals either before and after the
treatment has been introduced or at the post-treatment stage
only. This category minimizes threats to internal valldity
and, In consequence, s the most powerful available to
evaluation researchers. Quasi-experimental designs differ
from experimental designs in that the control group is not
randomly selacted. This adversely effects assurances thet
perceived {impacts are cdue to project activities (internal
val idity) and therefore is less powerful. The least powerful
designs fall finto the preexperimental category. These
designs might entall a post-test comparison of the treated
group with a non-random selected group, a pre-test/post-test
comparison of the <treated group, Or a post-test only
compar ison of the treated group. Most final evaluations fall

into the latter group (Weiss, 1972).

Several factors constrain the application of more powerful
designs to the evaluation of agricultural research projects,
Evaluations using control groups or treatment only time

series sgnalyses are very time consuming and expensive,
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Often data needed to establish baseline conditions in the
control groups are unavailable. The project evaluated may
nave i{nappropriate or unrealistic goals thus making a
compar ison of progress against stated goals infeasible.
Finally, the sirze or potenttal impact of the project can be
so small that designs other than the post-test only may be

unable to detect project impact. (Hoole, 1978).
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CHAPTER 3

EVALUATION IN USAID

3.1 __Nature of the Mandate

The Agency for International Development is obligated, under
Section 621A of the Forefgn Assistance Act (USAID Handbook
on Project Design ang Evaluation, 1980, p. 127) to develop a
management capability which systematically assesses USAID’s
programs and projects and measures actual results against
projected resylts. To fulfill this mandate, the Agency has
created an evaluation finfrastructure which incorporates
evaiyation needs into project oesign, assesses program and
project performance and impact, recommencs corrective
actions for on-~going activities and transmits its findings
to policy makers at the project, mission, regional and

Washington levels.

3.2 Types of Evaluations

The Agency conducts several different types of evaluations.
Internal project evaluations are routinely undertaken Dy

praject team members and sappropriate personnel from the
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JSAID mission and the heost country government, These
evaluations focus on ways which project performance may be
improved and, as such, are valuable learning tools for
project management. The Agency, as an integral part of the
project design process, schedules mig—-term and end of
prolect evaluations for atl USAID funded projects. These
evaluations are staffed by outside consultants, host country
paersonnel ang Agency staff from outsicge the mission. Mig-
term evaluations monitor the provision of inputs and the
resuiting outputs, assess progress towards objectives,
review TtThe continued relevance of the project purpose and
measures of achievement anc make recommendations to improve
project effectiveness (USAID Handbook, 1980) End of project
evaluations seek to assess the extent to which the prolect
nas achievea its purpose and to determine {f the project has
nsg an impact on Intended peneficiaries. The Agency also
conaucts Impact Evaluations for selected projects. These are
staffed by members of USA]JD/Washington’s Bureau for Program
ang Policy Coordination (PPC) and assess project impact, one
or more years after the project completion date (Vreeland,
1985). Agdition activities undertaken <to Jjudge specific
aspects of project performance incluge: financial audits
conducted by the Agency’s auditors, project completion
reports submitted by project team members, sector
assessments which evaluate similar projects in different

Incatinne  ana regtonal reports which deal with the ensembie
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of projects in a geographic region.

3.3 Purposes of Evaluation

Tne tnhree maln purposes of evaluation In usalo, as
enunciarted in the Agency’s Handbook for Evaluation (p 16)
are: improveg project, program and policy performance,
knowlroge gain and accountability, to which the greatest
priority s attached to <the first. According to USAIOD,
evailuartions should aid project managers and project team
memthers to identify root causes of problems and propose
viable solutions. Evaluyations alse contripute to the
imfmediate information needs of those responsipble for policy
making and program deve)opment, In sadition, evaluations
fulfill 3 longer term need " by accumulating over time
documented evidence, reflecting real experience, that can be
analyzed, compared and synthesized."(Vreeland. 1985. p. 20},
to improve future policy formation., Evaluations provide
accountanility, by examining the cost effectiveness of a
project oJdesign and by assessing the performance of those

involved in the prolject.

In aadition to these three primary purposes, evaluations
also are intengec to ctlarify purposes and goals, bufid
cperational content {nto wunclear or unfinfsned project
Aesfagn, accelerate project implementation and improve

communication smong prolject participants by providing a
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forum in which to air concerns (USAID Handbook, 1980)

To FulfFimn the above purposes, USAID requires that
evaluations agddress three Key fssues: ‘relevance.
effectiveness, efficliency, impact and sustainabllity.

Relevance asks 1f the Issues adoressed by the profject still
pose a8 major problem to improved welfare. Effectiveness asks
if the project is achieving 1its stated objectives,
Efficiency refers to the degree of cost effectiveness of a
strategy TO achieve set purposes. Impact considers the
effects of a project on attaining a wider goal such as
improved national nutrition or an increase in the national
standard of 1iving. Sustalnability asks |{f positive,
project-related effects will cont { nue after project

activities are terminated.

The Agency establishes the groundwork for fuyture evaluation
in the original Project Paper. The Project Paper outlines
the intent of the project, the implementation plan, the
external assumptions inherent in the project design and the
means of measuring progress, These means are empodied in the
Project Paper’s " Logical Framework ", The . log-frame
matrix " defines the project’s goal, purpeose, outputs and
inputs ano establishes " objectively verifiable indicators "
of achievement, the means of verification and 11sts

fmportant assumptions retating to the feasibllity of
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attatning those I(ndicators of achlievement (USAID, Office of
Personnel Management, 1980). Project designers nave only a
timiteg ability to specify relevant and feasible indicators
because of the substantfal unknowns in future project
implementation. While it Is clearly recognlizeg that the
targeted measures of achievement only establish tentative
fnotcators of success, they do provide the evaluator with a
starting point from which to compare project progress. The
Project Pfaper alsc includes an Evaluation Plan which
stipulates the nature and timing of future project

aevaluyations,

3.4 R neibtlitl for Eval {on

The Agency’s project evaluation system fa highly
ocecentralized. Etacnh mission is responsible for scheduling
evaluations, the recrultment of the external evaluation team
mempers, the development of scopes of work which specify
issues to be examined during the evaluation process and the
tranamission of evaluation team findings to appropriate

personnel n Washington.

USAID/Washington maintains an Office of Evaluation, located
in the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination. This
entity develops evaluation methodology, coordinates

evatuation activities at the Regional Bureau levels and
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conducts evaluations of organization-wige programs and
proolems. It also maintains a data bank, the Oevelopment
InfFormation System, which provides project descriptions,
evaluations and other program documents to those requesting

this information.

Each regional bureau has an evaluation office which supports
in—-country evaluation efforts and serves as an advisor on
intra-bureau evaluation issues. Regional Bureau Evaluation
Officers provide a focal point for the collection and
dgissemination of evaluation findings and methodology and aid
in the selection and training of Mission Evailuation
Officers. The extent of the Regional Bureau’s involvement in
anc control of project evaluations varies. The Asia and
Latin Amerfca Bureaus tend to exercise stricter contro! of
evalyator selecticn and the evaluation scope of work than do

other Bureaus (personal communication, Vreeland).

Missfon Evaluation Officers facilitate the mission-level
evatuation process by helping Project Managers organize
their Evaluation Plan, dgrafting the Annual Evaluation
Scheduie, coordinating the formal Project Evaluation Review,
preparing the Project Evaluation Summary and keeping a
record of follow-up actions., The Evaluastion Officer does not
explicitly evaluate projects, buf rather serves as 8 system

mangger.
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The Project Manager is the key player in the evaluation
process at the mission level. The manager selects evaluation
team members from consulting firms or academic institutions,
handles logistice, provides orientation and support to the
evaluators and, most importantly, writes the scope of work
describing the Iissues and duties to be addressed by the
evaluation team. What emerges from the above discussion s
a picture of the evaluation process {n USAID which is very
cgecentral izeq, placing greatest responsibility for the
creation of usefu) evaluation documentation at the mission

tevel, with the Evaluation and Project Officers.

This decentralized system has important fimplications. It
places the process close to a primary stakeholder, the
project manager, and allows the offlicial to create a scope
of work, tailoreg to his information needs. On the other
hand, allocating total responsibility for the scope of work
to the project manager means that relevance and specificity
may vary widely. Spacious, non-specific sacopes of work often
give rise to spacious, non-specific evaluation reports,
Scopes of work and resulting evaluation reports may
concentrate on certain aspects of a project while neglecting
others, Oecentralized evaluations makes comparisions of
simtrar projects difficult, at best. Cross—-project

comparisons can provide a valuable mechanfism by which policy
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makers and project designers can refine resaarch
methodologies and implementation procedures. Site specific
scopes of work also produce different evaluation report
formats, thereby complicating the incorporation of
evaluation team findings and recommendations into the

central data base.

Clearly, the-benefits of a decentralized format must be
balanced against the information needs of those stakeholders
removed from the imnmedliate project environment. Perscnnel
directly involved Iin the project are presumably knowledgable
apout the project environment and the basic project
activities. They need Informed assessment of particular
issues, Other personnel, removed from the project, often
need more substantive I[(nformation which describes prolect
activities and develops &8 clear rationale for evalustion
team recommendations. A process which {incorporates the
specific information needs of the Project Manager, the
project staff and the Mission Evaluation Officer with the
needs of Bureau and regional policy makers, program analysts
ang project designers could make a valuable contribution to

the design of future projects.

3.5 A Summar £ ncl fon h In_an tISA Fun
Study

In 1982, USAID’s Office of Evaluation, Bureau of Program and
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Policy Coordination, commissioned Development Alternatives
Incorporated, to conduct a study of agricultural research
projects to: review historical trends f{n agricultural
research, fidentify those projects in SAID’s agricultural
research portfolio and " fdentify major Issues affecting the
design and implementation of agricultural research projects
by reviewing evaluations of a sample of those projects.”

{Crawford, 1982, p.1)

The authors analyzed evaluatioﬁ documentation for 48
projects, 33 of which were on-going at the time of the
study. They were unable to reach conclusions as to promising
strategies in agricultural research, due to a8 Jlack of
substantive {nformation conveyed Iin the project evaluations.
They found that evaluations lacked sufficlient background
information to inform readers who did not have close prior
knowledge of the project. As a result, the evaluations’
potential Input into policy formation and project design was

minimal.

In general, mid-term evaluations focused on monitoring
inputs and cutputs and made recommendations for fine-tuning
project management. Few evsluatlons.devoted much emphasis to
Judging overall performance (Crawford, 1982, p 41). There
was only scant coverage of past activities, approaches

and ensuing results and factors which contributed to project
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success.

Specifically, major areas left unaddressed by most

evaluations containing an on—~farm component Iincluded:

- problems involved in the implementation of on farm
research

- the role of multi-disciplinary research in project
activities

- the participation of amall farmers in the research process

- the analysis Oof the effects of new technology on project
beneficiaries

- the ability of the government to support project related
reccurent costs

- the relation between government pricing polictes and the
proposed technological innovation

- the adequacy of financial and aoministrative support given
to host country researchers

- the contribution of host country counterparts to project
success

- the level of contractor support for its technical
assistance field team

~ the effectiveness and timel iness of short term

consultancies

From a review of 44 evaluations, only five covered problems
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encountered in the implementation of on—-farm <trials, <three
described the role of farmers in the research process andg
two discussed the ability of the government <o support

recurrent costs {Crawforcd, 1982)

There was substantial inconsistency not only in the scope of
issues covered, but also regarding the format in which they
were presented and the methodology used. Many of the
evaluations did not contalin a lessons learned section, the
scope of work of the evaluation team, the extent to which
various préject participants were contacted, the amount of
time allocated to the evaluation or the discipl inary
composition of evaluation team members {(Crawford, 1982, p.

151).

What emerges from this study 1is a picture of the USAID
evaluation of agricuitural research projects which {s not
only of minimal utlility to policy makers and program
designers, but also to project team members and USAID
misston project officers. In the following section, four
farming systems research projects will be examineg, in light
of the conclusions obtained from the preceeding study. With
the exception of the Lesotho project, the other projects

were not included 'n Crawford,s study.
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CHAPTER 4
A COMPARISON OF MID-TERM EVALUATIONS

IN FOUR FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH PROJECTS

4.1 Tne Gambia Mixed Farming and Resource Management Project

This project contained many different components. Although a
few of its components were never operationaillized, it was
considereqd a success, due largely to the adoption of malize

by target area farmers,

Lengnht of contract: 6 years

Project implementation began: 5/81

Mig-term evalustion conducted: 4/83

Funding level: $9 miilion

Contractor: Colorado State University

Composition of the technical assistance team: 2 agricultural

ecornomists, 2 agronomists, | range ecologist, 1 sociologist

The goal of the Gambia Mixed Farming and Resource Management
Project {(MFP) was to "increase the economic well-being of
rhe rural people of the Gambia"” by fostering "

intfensifiration ana integration of crop and 1ivestock
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enterprises with existing Gambfan farming systems so as to
contribute to increasing net rural income on an ecologically
sound and sustained yield basis" (Project faper,1980, p. 3).
The project paper divided the project into six components:
(1) Langd Rescource Use Evaluation and Ctassification
ang Cartography; (2) Grazing Areas Development and
Managemaent; (3) Malize Improvement for Increased Food
and Feed Production; (4) Improved Rural TeChnolOQQ; (5)
Srengthening Ministry Planning and Evaluation Capacity: (8)

Agricultural! Skills Training ang Communication.

The purpose of the (Land Resource Use and Evaluation,
Classification and Cartography component was to provicde the
Government of the Gambia (GOTG) with lana use maps
containing detailed information on current langd use
patterns. A asub-component was to furnish training in aerial
photographic interpretation. Migway through the project,
aerial photography had been completed but much of the work
was of unsatisfactory qual ity ang was being reworked at the
time of the evaluation. The training of local personnel had

not yet been initiateg.

The Grazing Areas Development and Management component was
o provioge support to the government in Jdeveloping and
managing control led grazing areas to Iimprove animai

nutrition and to alllign carryling capacity with the exlsting
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ruminant population. This was to be achieved through
assisting in the agevelopment of &a national land use
strategy, the training of specializeo pasture agents and by
aiding the government in the planning and implementation of
8 program to create animat access routes to grazing areas,
wells, firepreaks ang stock handling facilities., Gambia‘s
rangeland is saig to be overstocked and overgrazed. When
left fallow, natural vegatation provides inadequate animal
nutrition. To remedy this, the project has introduced
improved grasses and forage legumes. These new varieties
were tested in the field. A national! resource inventory was
being conducted and feeding trlals using c¢rop bDy-products

were introduced.

The objective of the maize Iimprovement component was to
increase production of matze for human ang animal
consumption by dJdeveloping a technical package, testing
cultivars, experimenting with fertilizer response and plant
densities ang training extension workers to use the new
package. The project undertook on-farm and on—station trials
to test grain and fodger yields. The project issued seed and
fertilizer on credit to participating farmers. Maize was
unexpectedly well received as a food source by village
women. In response, female extension workers developed a set

of recipes wusing maize and demonstrated these recipes at

pubtic gatherings.
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The purposes of the [mproved Rural Technology component were
tTo preserve the value of crop residues by transporting them
after harvest to village housenolds and to improve the
contripution of draft power by creating better harnesses and
yvokes. The project paper advocated the purchase of 400 farm
carts, to bDe sold through the Gamblan Cooperative Union to
interested farmers. The project team considered this aspect
to be peripheral to the overall project purposes and
consequently did not pursue implementation. At the time of
the evaluation, research on improved farm implements had not

been initiateaq.

The Strenghtening Mintfstry Planning angd Evaluation Component
was charged with: developing quantitative and qualitative
information describing and analyzing Gambian }ivestock and
land use systems, monitoring ana evalyating results from
fiela testing of technical packages and training Gambians in
fielg survey techniques. The project’s Soclio-Economic Unit
(SEU) was regponsibie for implementation. The SEU conducted
several surveys. The initial baseline survey covered socfal
composition of compounds, cropping patterns and land use,
1ivestock ownership and management, integration of crop and
livestock practices and avallability and use of labor,

capital and credit. Other surveys addressed cattle herding,

the functioning of Livestock Owners Assoclations (LOAs),
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research—-extension )linkages and constraints to technology

transfer.

The final component, Agricultural Skills Training and
Communication, was to provide local anda international
training to support and sustain project activities. In
aodition to training in relevant physical and socia)
sciences, trafining {in the use of media for agricultural

extension was programmeqd,

Major Fingings of the Evaluyation Team

The evaluation team found that substantial progress was
being made {n each of the project’s main thrusts., On-farm
research was proceeding on schedule and was relevant toc the
neeas of l1imited resource farmers., The project’s initfial
design was deemed to be overly complex and placed too many
demands on project personnel. This has been largely
corrected through on-site redesign. Much of the success to
date s attributable to excellent cooperatiﬁn on the part of
host country both tn the staffing and implementation of
project activities. [t was found that implementation could
be substantially improved by accelerating the project’s data

processing capacity.
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Assessment of the Evaluation

The project, itself, was complex, containing six different
componentsﬁ This complexity (s reflected in the evaluation
report. The report contains much information but it s

presented in a confusing and unorganized fashion.

The body of the report is divided into the following
sections: rationale and sSUMMary, project design,
impl ementation mechanisms, major thrusts of the project,
rejagtionship to USAID strategy and conclusions. This was
followed by annexes, deal ing with separate project

components, sach of which followed a different format.

The evaluation provided substantial information concerning
the specifics of various on-farm trials, but did not discuss
the design of the research or the farmer’s roie in the
testing process. The dispersed and overdrawn manner In which
the evaluation was presented prevented easy access to
specifics of project implementation. Thus, this evaluation

is of Yittle use to future FSR design teams.

4, The Lesotho Farmin tems Project

The Lesotho project 1l1lustrates what can happen when 8 host

coyntry is unprepared and ambivalent about accepting a8 new
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research methodology. The FSR approach clearly lacked
sufficient government and farmer support to institutionalize

project activities.

Length of contract: 6 years

Project impiementation began: 4/78

Mid-term evaluation conducted: 3/81

Funding tevel: $9 million

Contractor: Washington State University

Composition of technical assistance team: chief research
officer, farm management economist, sociologist,
commun fcat ion special ist, animal scientist, marketing
economist, range management specialist, administrative

officer

The goal of the Lesotho Farming Systems Research Project
{Project Paper, 1978) was to " improve the quality of rural
Tife." This was to be achieved through the creation of more
productive agricultural enterprise mixes which were:
acceptable to farmers, commensurate with Ilimited farmer
resoyurces and ecologically sound. To attain the stated
purpose, the project attempted to: create a farming systems
research unit within the Ministry of Agriculture, engage in
on—-farm applied research in specific areas, and train a

caare of professionals to support project activities,
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The estap)l ishment of a farming systems research unit was
hindered by several factors: lack of support by elements in
the Mintstry of Agriculture, i{nadequate human resources and
an finsufficient agronomic data base. [ts establishment was
predicateg on the assumption that " Interdepartmenta)
coordination ang cooperation exists among MOA (Minfstry of
Agriculture) divisions and sections in tﬁe Research uUnit"”
{Project Paper p. 3). This assumption was largely invalid.
As a result, support for this component was tenuous. Many
peopie fn the Ministry beljeved tﬁat the technical
assistance team shouild wWOork within the existing
organizational structure. At the pDeginning of project
implementation, the Research Division (RD) of the M#Ministry
of Agriculture had ten staff members, only three of whom had
Bachelor of Science degrees. The absence of skilled
counterpart scientists and institutional support, coupled
with scant baseline know!ledge, resulted in a change In
project direction. It was decided earliy on <that this
component of the project should concentrate on establishing
a general research capability in the Research Division,
rather than creating a2 more narrowly focused farming systems

research unit.

The Farming Systems Program component was charged with
ageveloping three alternative technologies to be tested in

tnree agro—-ecological environments. A baseiine asurvey was
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conducted among 471 housenoids in the three target areas.
Farm records were kept for & more |imited number of target
group farmers. On-station trials with maize, cowpeas,
sorghum and soyDean were begun (although the specific
purposes of the tests are not included In the evaluation).
Trials aimeg at improving draft animal nutrition were
undertaken. Timely access to draft snimals appeared to be a
major constraint to Increased agricultural productivity,
particulariy among poorer farmers who often rent oxen at
planting time. Planting was often delayed due to anima)
fatigue. To address this constraint, the project team began
testing the effects of protein and mineral supplements on
weignt gain and the practicality of rotational grazing on
communal pastures. At the time of the evaluation, results of

the livestock and cropping trials were not yet avajiable.

Major Finding of the Evaluation Team

The evaluation <team found that the project designers were
overly optimistic in planning the establisnment of a
separate farming systems unit within the Research Division
of the Ministry of Agricuiture. An {nadequate project time-
frame, finsufficient host country support and a lack of
adequately tralned local scientists made such an activity

impractical and inappropriate. The team felt that mproving

the general research capacity within the existing
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organizational) structure was more feasible and useful. A
national researcn strategy was sorely needed to give

direction to existing research efforts.

The effectiveness of the applied research component was
nindered by an absence of existing cropping guidelines to be
tested and scarce counterpart personnel. The purpose of
project team activities in target areas was unclear to local
farmers, Farmers thought that the main focus of the project
was local ized rural development. As & consequence, farmer
expectations were raised and dissatisfaction with <the
absence of tangible results threatened project credibil)ity.
The evaluation team advocated instituting a research
activity, yvielging quick, if 1imited, payoffs, to establish
credipility among target area farmers. The unavailability
of inputs also limited the cholice 6F potential appropriate
technologies for testing. At the time of evaluation, it was
too early to predict acceptance of technological

innovations.

In terms of general implementation {ssues, the technical
assistance team was not adequately orfentated before
arrtving fn Lesotho and was glven insufficient support by
the USAID mission, during the beginning stages of project
impliementation. Project effectiveness was further impeded

by poor relations between the contractor, host country
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officials ang USAID/Lesotho.
nt of th val i

The Lesotho evaluation follows the Project

Evaluation Summary (PES) contained in the USAID handbook.
The evaluation closely monitors the provision of inputs
(technical assistance, training, commodities, construction,
host country contribution) and the progress toward achieving
targeted outputs. |t does not, however, provide insight into
the manner §in which the research was designed nor does |t
specify what technclogies were being tested and how test
procedures were carried out., As & result, this lack of
substantive information makes the evaluation of little use

To those not irectly involvea in the project.
4.3 Botswana Agricyltural TOV nt Pr ot

This project, at mid-term, was considered to be a mcdel for
the Jdesign and implementation of future FSR projects.
Attention was focused on the need to inspitutionallze
project activities by Iinvolving diverse Host country

anencies in al'l aspects of the project.
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Length of contract: 5 years
Project implementation began: 4/82
Mio-term evaluation conducted: 7/84
Funaging level: not given
Contractor: MIAC
Composition of technical assistance team:
3 agricultural economiscts, 2 agronomists, 1 animal

scientist

Tne goal of this project was to improve small farmer welfare
and increase proguction througn the dJdeveiopment, diffusion
and agoption of appropriate technology. The project purpose
was to improve the Ministry of Agriculture’s capacity to
develop and extend cropping recommendations relevant to
smal) farmers, This was to be achieved through the
initiation of applied research in two different Ilocations
ang in—country anad overseas training of host country
professionals in relevant disciplines and reseach

methodolingies (Project Paper, 1982).

The project team identified the major constraint facing
smal1 farmers in Borswana as an inabllity to estabiish
atanas, due to an inadequate gquantity and distribution of
rainfalt. This severely limits avallable cropping
alternatives. The research teams tested a number of cropping

aiternarives, In response €to the major molisture constraint.
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These includea testing ridge plowing, weed control,
replanting and overseeding/ thinning. There were no test
resylts guring the two years, due to the prevailing drought
congitions. [t was determined that !imfted access to animal
rraction, stemming from l1abor bottlenecks at planting time,
was anorher significant constraint. In response, the
project planned to experiment with draft management to
facilitate esrily plowing, improved harnesses and yokes and
appropriate post—harvest crop by=-proguct and forage

rechnology.

The project team placed considerable emphasis on the need to
institutionalize project activities., To this end, the team
artempted to inform policy makers within the Ministry of
Agriculture of project activities, through the institution
of seminare, discussions and visits to the research sites.
The project establ ished 1 inkages with the Botswana
Agricultural College by {ncorporating BAC researchers into
praject activities and providing input Iinto curriculum
deve lopment . It was recognized that enthusiastic support by
senior officials was crucial to long-term project success.
The project provioced funding for a Research-Extension
Limasion Officer (RELO) who sought to Iimprove research-
exrension linkages by participating in policy meetings of
the research and extension units and by arranging seminars

which focused on relevant issuyes, The prolject team fnvolved
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enunterparts in all aspeects of planning and implementation
anad providead extensive on-the-job training in survey

rechniques and micro~-computer use.

Major Fingings of the Evaluation Team

Despite the absence of on-farm test results, <the evaluators
found that the project team was doing an exceptional Jjob in
the implementation and institutionalization of project
activities. Many factors contributed to mid-term project
syccess: a well designed project paper, competent and
expertienced project <tTeam members, extensive existing
baseline data, a Jlong history of in=country research in
Botswana, previous host-country experience with farming
systems research projects, strong 1inkages with ministry
officals ang other on—going projects and excellent relations
between researchers and farmers. Continuing constaints to
improved project performance were: a lack of gualified host
country personnel and poor relations between government

research and extenslion personnel.,

Assessment of the Evaluation

The Botswana evaluation uses the PES and provides a
supplementary narrative which responded to issues inctuded

in the scope of work., The scope of work 1s detalled and
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aggresses many issues which are of paramount importance to

the success of farming systems research projects.

It is clear that the evaluation team had both extensive
knowl eadge of FSR methodology and considerable prior
experience in evaluating adaptive research proljects. The
evaluators high! fighted the prolject team’s efforts in
instituticonatizing project activities through !inkages with
the research angd extension services at the policy making and
fielad levels, és well as, 1inkages with other on-going
projects ang international research centers, The evaluation
also discussed exogenous factors which had a positive
influence on project progress, including, the existance of &
substantial data base, the long tradition of agricultural
resegrch in Botswana and prior host country experience with
farming systems research projects. Although the evaluation
dig 1ist the number of agronomic trials undertaken, f{t dia
not describe micro~issues related to on-farm testing (the
role of the farmer 1{in research design and testing,
guarantees against farmer risk, financial analysis of the
proposed technology.) Nevertheless, the evaluation clearly
highlighted {mportant 1{ssues responsible for project
success, ahd consequently, could be of use in future project

agesign.
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4,4 Malawi Agriculturasl Research Project

The project’s difficulties at mid—-term Hhighliight the
importance of multidisciplinary cooperation oduring the
research process. The absence of cooperation resulted in a

suspension of the project’s on-farm research activities,

Length of contract: S years
Project implementation began: 5/80
Mid-term evaluation conducted: 2/83
Funding level: $9 million
Contractor: University of Floriaca
Composition of the technical assistance team: 3 agronomists,
2 horticulturalists, 1 plant breeder, | agricultural economist,

1 anthropologist, | animal scientist

The purpose of this project was to improve the capacity of
the Department of Agricultural Research to develop relevant
research for small farmers. This was to be achieved through
the creation of separate research units for agricuitural
economics and farming systems research (to be headed by the
project team agricultural economist and anthropologist,
respectively), the Iintegration of team scientists {nto

commodity focused research endeavors at the malor research
station and the provision of U.S5. university training for 30

host country personnet. Farming systems research was, thus,
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part of a larger research effort (Project Paper, 1980).

The major objectives of the Farming Systems Analysis section
(FSA) were: to establish an fFSR program, create a research-
extension liasfon system, conduct diagnostic  surveys,
inittate on-farm tests of potential technology packages and

monftor farmer adoption.

An FSR wunit was established at the major research station
and comprised of the contractor team anthropologist and four
host country nationals, A diagnostic survey was undertaken
by members of the FSA unit, research station agronomists and
extension service agents. After evaluating survey resuits,
on—farm testing of maize varieties and fertilizer
applications was finitiated in four locations. The muiti-
disciplinary activity which existed during the diagnostic
phase was not reassembled during on-farm testing. Tests
were designed, monitored and analyzed by the farming systems
anthropologist, without the solfeitation of significant
input from elither host country or project team scientists.
As a result, substantfal friction developed between the FSR
unit and other components within the research project. At
the time of the evaluation, muiti-disciplinary cooperation
was virtually non-existant and the second round of on—farm,
farmer-managed trials was suspended, pending the official

fncorporation of an agronomist 1into the Farming Systems
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Analysis section.

Major Findings of the Evaluation Team (Specific tg the FSR
Component)

The evaluation team found that lack of multi-disciplinary
cooperation serfously affected the FSR section’s mandate to
create retevant technology for the small farmer. The absence
of sufficient agronomic input resulted In dublous <testing
methodologies and inappropriate test conclusions. The team
al'so found that host country personnel assigned to the FS5R
section were not appointed on merit and were {ll-equipped

for thelr roles.

Findings Relevant to the Project At-Large

It was conciuded that there was confusion and disagreement
among project team and host country personnel as to the
general project purpose (institution bullding, adaptive
research or training) and the specific role that the farming
systems research component would play therein. The absence
of a national resesarch strategy defining research
priorities, coupled with a lack of input from the FSR and
agricultural economics sections, resulted in commodity based
research which had only minimal applicabliiity to smali

farmers. Many of the research studies undertaken by members
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of the agricultural economics section were macro-oriented
and only indirectly applicable to small holder constraints,
Project success was further hampered by poor project
management which was manifested 1n unclear participant
responsibilities and uncoordinated financial accounting. The
evaluation team, nevertheless, felt that a follow-on project
could make a substantial! contribution to the original

project objectives,

The evaluation is divided into sections devoted to:
introductton, inputs, outputs, purpose assessment, project
management, previous evaluations and conclusions and

recommendations.

A substantisl portion of the evaluation deals with
monitoring budget allocations, commodity and construction
fnputs, and training. The evaluation compares the output of
the farming systems component against project paper
obJective§ but does not discuss problems encountered in the
imptementation of on-farm research, the nature of test
monitoring, nor the spectific role'of the extension service
during farmer managed testing. Although the evaluation does

emphas ize the mportance of multi-disciplinary cooperation,

other methodological I(ssues relevant to farming systems
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research are not treated. The document provides little which

can be drawn upon for future project design.

4.5 Ap Overview of Mig-Term Evaluations

If an evaluation s to contribute to Improving future
project design and Iimplementation 1t must assess a wide
range of key lssues relevant to FSR and present those fssues
in a clear and orgenized fashion. The following tables
identify important areas of concern and note whether these
topics were treated in the project evaluations. The
importance of these Iissues will be discussed n the

following chapter,
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lssyes
Orientation of team before arrival no yas
Role of mission Iin in-country orientation no yes
Overview of host country agriculture no no
Qual ity of the project paper yes yes
Research organization ataffing

and capapilities yes yas
Existing cata-base no no
Local support for FSR no ne

Source: Evaluation Reports, respective countries

All four evaluations discussed the utility of the

3

3

3

yes

yeas

yes

project

paper and tha capabilities of the host countries’ research

organizations but did not provide an overview of host

country agriculture nor discuss local government support for

farming systems research. Only one of the four evaluations

discussed the orientation of the project team after arrival,

the role of the mission in project team orientation

magnituoe of the exiating data Dase.
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Comparison of Coverage
Target Group Orlentation
Issyes Sambio Lesotho Qotswgng Malawi
Reasons for target area selection no no yes no
Process used for decision no no no no
Source: Evaluation Reports, respective projects
[ssuyes surrounding the selsction of target areas weare
virtually Ignored despite their Importance to project
success. Only the Botswana svaluation discussed the reason
for target area seleaction,
Jabie 4,3
ri F £
riptiv 1 ic Ph
1ssyes i (s W, i
Methods of data collection yes no yes no
Scope of basaline survey yes yes ves no
Participation oy other entities yes no no yes

Source: Evaluation Reports, respective projects
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Al) svalustions, with the exception of Malawi, described the
scope of the baseline survey. Only two evaluations discussed
data collection methodoiogy or the participation of other

entities (n the descriptive snd disgnostic phase.

Table 4.4

Comparison of Coverage of

the Qesign Of Research
Issyes Gambta Lasotho Qotswana Msiawi
Appropr lateness of research priorities yes no yes ves
Assassment of on-farm trials nc no no no
Financia!) analysis of proposea technology yes no no no
{nput of farmers into the design process no no no no

Source: Evaluation Reports, respactive projects

while tnree evaluations discussed the appropristeness of
research priorities, no evaluation described the role of the
farmer in the design of research. Two evaluations assessed
on-farm trials and only one anaiyzed the financial

implications of the proposed technology.
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Comparigon of Coverage of
Tasting

lsayes Gambia Lesotho Ootswana Malawl
Manner in whnich research participants

were chosen ves no no no
Relevance of tests no no yes yes
Provision for farmers risk fncentive no no no no
Extent and description of monitoring yes no no no
Farmers’ role in testing no no no no

Source: Evaluyation Reports, respective projects

fFew avaluations covered obasic fissues fundamental to the
imp)ementation of on-farm testing. Neither the farmers’ role
in testing nor the provision of incentives and guarantees
against risk for participating farmers was described. Only
one evaluation discussed the marner In which research
participants were chossn or procecures for monitoring on-
farm tests. Two evaluations assessed the relevance of the

research for the small farmer.
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ispyes, Gambin (ewotho GCotswana Malaw!
Nature and extent of muiti-disciplinsry

interaction ' no no yes yes
Intercaisciplinary team composition vas yes yas yes

Source: Evaiuation Reports, respective projects

Although each evaluation cgescribeo the atasctpl inary
composition of the technical assistance team, oniy the
Botswans and Malawi evaluations outliined the nature and
extent of multi-disciplinary cooperation during the various

phases of project implementation.
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1sayes

Linkages with commodity based research no yes ves
Linkages with academic fnstitutions no no yes
Cooperation with other on-going projects no no yas
Host country prior experience with FSR no no ves
Rote of the extension service yas no yes
Nature of relations between the host

Country research and extension services yas yes yes

Source: Evaluation Reports: respective projeacts

Every evaluation looked at the relationship bDetween the
research and extension services (which was uniformly poor),
yet, with the exception of the Bﬁtswana assessment, crucial
tinkages with other agencies were not Investigated, This was
80 despite the recognition <that |inkage (s essential for

project institutionsal ization.
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Comparison of Coverage of
lmplomentation [ssues
lasyes _Gemolg Lesotho Botswane Malawi
Ungerstanding/agreement of project purpose
oy:s farmers no yeas no no
host country officlials no yas no yes
project team no yes no yes
Magn {tuce of recurrent costs yas no no yes
Compatence of project team with respect
to: technical akills yes yes ves yes
language skills no yes no
Suttability of tratning component yes yes yes yes
Availabiiity of inputs yes yes yes no
Aelation Detween macro policy and
project activities no vas ves no
Adgequacy of project time frame yes ves yes yes
HOst country financial support yes vyes yes yes
Quality of project management yes yeas yes yes

Source: Evaiuation Reports, respactive projects

Every evalyation discussed the suftablility of the project

training component, the availability of inputs, the adequacy
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of the projects’ time frame, the extent of host country
country financial support and the quality of project
management. Only the Lesotho anc Botswana evaluations
descriped the critical retationship between project
activities and government macro—economic policies, such as
commadity pricing and credit for small farmers. The
technical sxilis of the project team were assessed in each
evalyation but only one evaluation assessed the team’s
languasge skills, The extent of understanding and agreement
as to project purpose was discussed in half of the

evaluations.
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The following table denotes whether the evalustion formats contained the

following Items:

Components

Summery

Log frame

Scope of work

Reasons for evaluation
Persons contacted
Lessons |earned

Table of contents

B8ibt fograpny

List of project publicattons

33333 %3%§

Source: Evaluation Reports, respective projects

The avaiuation formats differed widely.

evajuation {ncluded the <team’s scope

EEREREEE

of

wOrk .

yas

yes

yeas

yas

yas

yes

Only the Botawana

Each

evaiyation team structured and organized Its findings in a

differant fashion.

The preceeding tables illuatrate that fssues critical
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thorough assessment of FSR projects were frequently omitted
from project evaluations. This is hard!y suprising in view
of the !imited direction provided by the evaluation teams’
scopes of work. In the following chapter, & standardized
format and set of questions is pr&posed. aimed at making FSR

evaluations more comprehensive and better organized.
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CHAPTER 5
A NEW EVALUATION FORMAT
The concluslions reached in both the Development Alternatives
study and the preceeding comparison of four farming systems
research projects clearly indicate that the evaluation of
agricultural research projects in general, and FSR projects
in particular, is contributing little <to Increasing the
knowledge base of the project’s stakeholders., Increasing
this knowledge base 1s critical for farming systems research
pecause the methodology s new and still in its formative
stage. The potential payoffs are not immediate., Much more
needs to be learned about the planning and implementation of
FSR projects and evaluations could contribute significantly

to the learning process.

Although each FSR project is unique, the {ssues and prcblems
confronting it are sufficliently similiar to make cross-
project comparisons a valuable source of iInformation. Cross-—
pro ject comparisons could be great!y;facilltated through the
use of a generalized evaluation format for the Agency’s
portfolio of FSR projects. Evaluations should describe the
pre—~implementation environment, tell what nappened, explalin

why it happened, assess the likely impact of the project and

proviade  recommendations to improve on-going or future
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project performance. Many of the evaluations reviewed have
asasessed project performance without describing basic
project activities such as: the technology being tested,
difficulities involved in on-farm testing or the role of the
farmer in the technology generation process. This
information is essenttal If future projects are to profit

from past experiences,

Evaluation 1s <typically implemented in a short time frame,
thus, there exists a8 need to rap!dly‘assess the project. A
systems approach s required as the project is one of many
interacting components within the country’s development
strategy. To improve the quality of evaluation In FSR,
several discussion guestions are proposed, for each of the
nine major types of {ssues that should be covered in
evaluyation: pre-implementation fssyes, target group
orientation, the descriptive/diagnostic phase, the design of
research, technology testing., technology diffusion,
interdiscipl inary characteristics, institutional
linkages/support and Implementation issues. These issyes
are associated with the four standard stages of farming
systems research and the project environment in which it

functions.

The sections are introduced Dy paragraphs explaining the

typea and importance of the information being sought. The
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evaluator should keep in mind that there are no right or
wrong answers as FSR 1s still evolving. Evaluation should be
most (nterested n assessing the adegquacy and breadth of
cons igerations taken into account to ultimately provide a
basis for evaluating what works and why. Each question is
proceeded by 8 code which indicates the persons to be
consulted in formulating responses to individual questions.
(MPaMission Personnel, TATP=Tecnnical Assistance Team
Personnel, HPCsHost Country Project Counterparts, HRSPsHost
Country Research Station Personnel, HMO=HOST Country
Ministry Officials, HEP=aHost Country Extension Personnel,
FaFarmers). WwWhen responding to the proposed questions, the
evaluation team should !ndicbte from where the information
was solicited by cirecling the appropriate codes. An
explanatory paragragh follows each set oOf questions,
outlining the rationale for the questions. Within the

paragraph, cduestions are refered to by number.

S.1 AN OVERVIEW QOF FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH

Before proceeding with the exposition and discussion of
questions to be asked by the evaluation team, a brief
agescription of the goals, processes and characteristics of

FSR s {n order.
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There 1is a substantial wvariety of opinfon as to what
constitutes farming systems research and how 1t should be
operational ized, Most of the disagreements, however, center
on implementation issues such as site selection {ie. target
area verses recommendation domaine (Shaner, Philipp and
Schmenhl, 1982) or survey techniques i{e. baseline data survey
verses rapia appraisal (Gl!lbert, Norman and Winch, 1980;
Shaner, Phnilipp and Schmehl, 1982). There (s little
disagreement as to the basic goals anad stages of the
approach. However, the specific objectives relating to how
this general goal will be achieved will vary from project to

project.

Tne goal of Farming Systems Research is to create technology
which is appropriate for the small, Iiimited resource farmer
{Gilbert, Norman, Winch, 1980). The methodology emphasizes
the needs and constraints of small farmers, adopts a
problem—solving perspective and Iinterdisciplinary approach
and stresses the importance of a complementary relationship
with commodity bDased research efforts (Shaner, Philipp,
Schmehl, 1982). Farming Systems Research attempts to assess
the opportunities and constraints facing small farmers and
identify small changes in cropping or animal husbandry
practices which can result Iin jlarger, positive changes (n

farmer productivity. wWhere there 13 minimal existing
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technology that can be adapted through on-farm trials, FSR
has a major role in helping to establish basic reseagrch
priorities that will ultimately generate appropriate
technology for small farmers. The methodology looks at the
farming system as a series of interreiated activities (le.
cultivation, husbandry, off-farm employment,consumption,
marketing)—— each of which has an interrelated impact on
farmers’ decision maklné. Recognizing that problems facing
farmers cut across disciplines, FSR approaches problem
solving from a multidiscipl inary perspective, drawing upon
expertise n a wide range of areas. The methodology is
premised on the belief that FSR s not a substitute for
commodity based research, but rather compiements research
station activities. [t also emphasizes the Iitinerative
nature of research and the need for feedback 1 inkages
between research. and extension, both to fidentify farmers’

problems and to assess prototype technology.

Research impl ementation is divided ({(into four stages:
gescriptive/diagnostic, research design, testing and
diffusion (Gilbert, Norman, Winch, 1980; Shaner, Philtipp,
Schmeh), 1982; Byeriee, Coll inson, 1980). In the
descriptivesdiagnostic phase, researchers use surveys and
interviews to learn about the farming system and {dentify

constraintes to increasing productivity. In the research

Hdesign phase, avalilabie technologies are first assessed to
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getermine {if they appear appropriate to extend as on-farm
trials. If no potentially applicable technologies can be
immediately identified, prototype interventions are tested
and refined in a controlled environment. [f results appear
encouraging, the technology(ies) is then tested by
researchers and/or farmers on farmers’ Field;. If the new
technologies vyielg Iincreases in productivity, they are
transmitted to the extension service for diffusion (Shaner,
FPRiltipp, Schment, 1982). In aodition, FSR is increasingly
recognized as responsible for identifying macro-constraints
to  technniogy acoption ang communicating needed changes to

policy makers.

5,2 PRE—~IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

These questions seek to ascertain the general environment in
which project activities began. Empirical Fihdlngs support
the notion that project success in agricultural research is
more a function of political and institutional factors than
direct project outputs (Murphy, 1983). A project may be well
organized ang implementeg, but chances of success are
minfmal uniess the external project environment is condusive
to achieving project purpéses. Conversely, a very positive
project environment can compensate for weaknesses in project
Aesign and execution. The following aquestions treat host

COURTry  development priorities, prior research experience,
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the preparation of mission and project personnel and the
suitapility of strategies and objectives enunciateg in the

Project Paper.

Government Policy-Key Questions

For maximum impact, an FSR project should serve as a
nuilaging bliock in the development strategy, !n general, and
the research strategy in specific. The following questions
are proposed to provioge the evaluators an understanding of

current polticy directions,

1) What are the country’s medium term development goals? How
does the project purpose mesh with those goals? MP,
TATP, HMO

2) At the beginning of project implementation, did the
country have a long term research strategy?

MP, TATP, HMO

Questions | and 2 deal with the macro policy and strategy
environments. I1f the host country government is emphasizing
aggregate vyield increases rather than improvement in smal)
farmer weifare, it may bDe less disposegd to support and
inatityrionalize a project which is not in concert with its
meadium term priorities. This can substantially impact

prospects for project success. Simitiarly, I{f there is no

preconceived, long-term agriculturail research strategy, It
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will be gifficutt for policy makers to define the role which

The

project plays in the development process and hence

impede institutionaiization of project activities.

Prior Experience ang Current Data-Key Questions

Projects are not ingependent, but are affected by reiated

past and existing activities, To provide the evaluators with

a historica)l context Into which the FSR project falls, the

following questions are proposed:

4)

s)

&)

7)

wnat is the nature, quantity and quality of relevant pre-existing
agronomic ang economic data and cropping recommendations?

To what extent has the project attempted to utilize existing
information? MP, TATP, HRSP, HPC, HEP

what types of agricultural researcnh have been undertaken

in the country? What was the magnitude of past research
efforts? TATP, HRSP, HPC, HEP

Have there been other FSR projects implemented in the
country? (£ so, what type of results have they produced?

MP, TATP, HRSP, HMO, HEP

What experience did nost country and project team

personnel have with interdgisciplinary research?

TATS, HPC, HRSP

what types of cdevelopment activities have been introduced

Iin the project areas? How have farmers responded to these

initiatives? MP, TATP, HPC, HMO, HRSP, HEP, F
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Ouestion I assesses the pre-existing data bDase. If there is
a reliable pody of data, the time needed for a description
of the farming system and a diagnostis of farmer constraints
may he shortened. The existence of a set of cropping
quinelines can provige project researchers with a starting
point  for technology testing and redesigning. The presence
of these attributes can accelerate the
descriptive/diagnostic phase. Questions 4, 5, 6 and 7 try to
ascertain the breadth of host country experience with
agriculturatl research and the types of gevelopment
activities In which the target area farmers have
participateq.

If a country nas had a long history of agricultural research
ang prior experience {in FSR, project impiementation and
linkages can be greatly facliltitated, 8s was the case in the
Botswana project. Likewise, past negative experiences of
target area farmers with deveiopment projects can hinder
project implementation. A string of project fallures coulo
discourage farmers from participating in project activities,
particuiarly when benefits are uncertain and not immediately
apparent. This is particularly true for projects involving a
1ivestock component. Farmers may be understandably reluctant
to experiment with 1'ivestock management, given the magnl!tude

of thelr caplftal investment, This reluctance can be

magnified 1f they have had negative experiences with past
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development projects.

Host Country Perceptions and Perscnnel Orientation-Key
Questions '

Host country perceptions of FSR and prior orfentation of the
technical assistance team are important determinants of
potential for project success. These {ssues are addressed in

the fFollowing questions:

B) How is FSR viewed by diverse members of the research and
extension services? TATP, HPC, HRSP, HEP

9) How familiar was the project staff with past research
efforts? MP, TATP

10} What role did mission personnel play in project team

orientation? MP, TATP

Question B8 explores the opinions of research and extension
personnel with regard to F5R. I[If FSR s perceived as an
inferfor, "unscientific" methodoiogy by a majority of host
country researchers, pro&pects for the fnstitutionalization
of the project methodology and activities may be severely
proscribead. Questions 9 and 10 describe project team
orientation. Familiarity with past research successes and
failures can often provide guidance when planning
implementation strategies. The role of mission personnel is

especially important In prolject team orientation. The
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provision of logistics support, background briefing and the
introguction of project team members to host country
officials can greatly aide project start-up (see Lesotho

mid-term evaluation).

Characteristics of Project Design

The main objective measure against which a project |is
compared is the project paper. Consequently, (t {s important
to assess the adequacy of this "ex—-ante" prediction of
probable impact to determine to what extent it should serve
as a yardstick against which implementation should be
Juogeo. The following questions are iIntendecd to explore

these i{ssues,

11) How realistic and suitable was the project purpose and
the measurements of achievement as stated in the project
paper? TATP, HPC, MP

12) How specific was the project paper with regard to
implementation plans? TATP

13) Is (was) the project time~frame of sufficient duration
to determine the probability of success or fallure?

TATP, HPC

Questions 11, 12 and 13 seek to determine the relevance of
project paper oblJectives and the guidance offered therein.

Although the project paper provides only prel Iminary
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objectives and guidelines, <the absence of an implementation
plan can retard the Iinitiatfion of project activities.
Despite the fact that the project paper is not "written In
stone"” a brief assessment of the relevance of the project
paper can provide valuable feedback into the design process.
In adodition, {f the evaluation scope of work demands a
comparison of project outputs with the measures of
achievement contained {in the project paper, the relevance
and feasiblility of those measures must be assessed at the
outset. This is particularly true because there exists
institutiona! incentives to exaggerate probable impact to

insure project approval.
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5.3 TARGET GROUP ORIENTATION

Target areas or recommendation domaines (see Shaner,
Phitipp, Schmenl, 1982, p.44 for the distinctions) are
locattons where fleld research activities will take place.
These areas are designated bpased on the agro-climatic
environment and the homogeneity of farmers with respect to
cropping and animal husbandry practices, resource endownent,
access to markets and ethnic affiliation (Shaner, Philipp,
Schmehl, 1982). Relative homogeneity is necessary to Insure
that technology developed at one site may be transfered to
others within the target area angd to similar locations
beyond +the specific research target area. The guestions
which follow are to determine the rationale for target area

selection,.

Target Ar 1 { on—=K fon
Comprehensions of the reasons underpinning target area
selection is crucial to an appreciation of farmer

motivations cencerning adoption of proposed technologies.

14) How was the target area chosen? Who was involved In the
decision making process? TATP, HPC, HMO

1S5) What criteria were used in the selection of the target
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area? TATP, HPC, HMO

It 18 very important to understand how and why a target area
was selected because the choice of target area obviously
effects prospects for project success. The selection process
also ingdicates the degree to which the project collaborates

with other institutions.
5.4 T RIPTIVE AN I T

The objective of this phase is to gain a thorough know!edge
of the farming system within the target area, through the
use of site visits , Informal interviews and structured
surveys to better understand the constraints facing smal)
farmers, Opinions vary with respect to the amount of
base) ine data needed. Some practicioners believe that
extensive surveys are necessary while others advocate the
use of 8 more rapic appratsat (Gilbert, Norman, Winch,
1980). The cholice of methodology and scope of data have
important Implications for constraint identification and

research efficifency.

11 fon M logi 2] nstrain ntification-
Ke st lon
Clearty, data collection methodologlies and anaiyses

determine the accuracy of constraint identification vyet,
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typically, evaluations do not discuss these 1{ssues in

detail,., These questions address these {ssues.

16) What types of data were collected? HOw were they
collected? What contributions did the data make to
constraint tdentification? TATP, HPC

17) Wwhat were the major constraints i{dentified? TATP, HPC

18) How were Iinterviewees chosen? TATP, HPC

There are almost as many methods of FSR data collection as
there are finstiutiona) practioners. Document ing data
collection methodology and relating it to project needs and
ob jectives allows for cross-project comparisons which might
lead to conciustons regarding prefered methodology. FSR has
been criticized for not being cost effective. A review of
approaches could point toward techniques which are less

costly in terms of time and money. but not less effective,

r Pa ns an myn | iston Maki fon
It is essential €O assess project activities {n the context
of estabiished agricultural practices to fully understand
the proposed changes, The following gquestions provide

needed background information.

19) What is the seasonal breakdown of agricultural

activities guring the yvear? TATP, HPC, F
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20) Are there labor bottlenecks during the cropping cycle?
1f so, what impact does the proposed technology have on
those bottlenecks? TATP, HPC, F _

21) How are community wide decislions reached in the viliage-
by general consensus, by a select group of elders or by a

few powerful individuals? TATP, HPC, HEP, F

Questions 19 and 20 are informational in nature and help
those not directly involved in the project better understand
project activities, facitlitating the identification of
common constraints in USAID"s portfolio of FSR projects.
Question 21 addresses the community power structure. [t 1is
necessary to recognize the dynamics of community-wide
decision making because it effects both the selection of
farmers to participate in on-farm tests and methods of
technology diffusion. In a tbrget area where substantial
infiluence resides in a few individuals, their incluston in
and understanding and endorsement of the tests can greatly
impact farmer perceptions and Iinvolvement {n research
activities and eventual diffusion. This knowledge is

important when assessing on—farm research activities.
5.5 THE DESIGN OF R ARCH

Initial research priorities should evolve after the

completion of the descriptive/diagnostic phase. The design
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of research involves the identification of opportunities to
rel feve percetved constraints. If no "likely solutions™ are
evigent, it will be necessary to initiate applied research
trials at the experiment station. On the other hand, ft fis
often possible to design interventions for farmer field
testing,based on an assessment of prior locatl reéearch

results.

In the four projects reviewed, scant information was
avatlable concerning the specifics of research design. In
some cases, research strategies were not evident fe. was
ressarch geared to increasing production, quality resistance
to biological or physical pests or storabllity? The
questions which follow try to t1luminate key aspects of the
design process 380 that results from <testing can be
understood and linked with critical elements of the
preceeding stage. This linkage {s necessary if one 1{s to
understand the underiying reasons behind success or fallure
of the tests and farmers’ultimate response to

reccomendat ions propcosed.

Characteristics of the Research Design—Key Questions

The technologies which are ultimately proposed are
adetermined by resuits achleved In the design phase. To
asseas the potential for widespread adopttion, it 1s

necepasary to understand the process by which the
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recommendat fons were developed.

272) What were the technologies being tested? How were the
research priorities established? TATP, HPC

23) How were farmer practices gupticated at the
research station? TATP, HPC

24) Does the proposed technology require aogditional farmer
or government inputs e, money. provision of fertilizer,
machinery etc.and are these inputs within the capacity

of farmers to acquire ? TATP

Farming systems research is a generic term for an approach
to applieg research. Technologles developed within the FSR
framework run the gamut from ones which require no
adgitional physical inputs but only simple changes in
manaqgement practices, ie: earlier planting, to ones which
invoive substantial asdditional inputs or significant changes
in management. The magnitude of these changes s defined by
the extent to which farmer practices are oduplicated during
the design stage. Technologies developed which correspond
closely to farmer practices may have a Dbetter chance of
pearing fruit but the potential payoffs are probabiy less
significant than with a package of complementary {nnovations
(Colltinson, 1982). The framework in which technologies are
ogeveloped provides {Informatfon as to the complexity of the

technoliogy transfer, Questions 23 and 24 address these
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issues,

Research Relevance and Feedback-Key Questions

The following questions treat research activities within the
rontext of the whole farming system, look at the role which
the farmer plaved in the design process and assess the
adequacy of research direction, as outlined in the project

paper.

258) How do research activities fit into the holfistic
orientation of FSR? TATP, HPC

26) What were the major aesfgn problems !n the project
paper, as identified by the project staff? How were these
addressed? TATP

27) How was feedback from researchers, extension agents

ang farmers solicited in the project design? TATP, HPC, F

Question 25 relates to the effects of the proposed
technology on the larger farming system. It is aimed at
determining the impact of the innovation on farmer decision
making. Question 26 aodresses tne”extent ana adequacy of
guicgel!ines contained in the project paper. Although the
document is only provisional, a well concelved project paper
can have a determinant effect on project success, as was the

case fn the Botswana project. Question 27 attempts to

Aetermine the {involvement of farmers and fleld personne!l in
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technology design. Inappropriate research designs.can often
be foentiflieg earily, through consultation with research,
extension farmers concerning the proposed fnnovation.
Innovations may be inappropriaste for cultural, economic or
agronomic reasons. Screening during the
gescriptive/diagnostic phase may not be complete. For this
resson, feedback from research, extension farmers during

research gesign can prove invaluable,

5.6 TESTING

Testing is founded on knowledge acaquired in the descriptive
phase ang experiments conducted In the design stage. The
nescription of test procedures and analyses of results in
the four project evaluations were insufficient to permit
comparison. The role of the farmer in technology testing was
virtually ignored. The following questions try to highlight

important elements of this stage.

Farmer ang Field Selection

The choice of farmers and fields for participation in
testing has a crucial effect on forthcoming research
results, The selection process should be clearly outlined by

the evaluators.

2A) What were the improved practices being tested? TATP
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Z29) How were research participants chosen? TATP, F

30) How were the fields selectedg? TATP, HPC, F

Questions 28, 29 and 30 address the manner in which farmers
fielos were selected. There is a wvariety of opinion
concerning selection criteria. Conducting on—-farm testing,
using only progressive farmers, holds the possibility for
greater cooperation ang results obut can distort perceptions
of the technology’s potential and exclude the needs of the
poorest farmers. Conversely, the selection of representative
farmers may provige a clearer picture of overall potential
but can complicate testing and does not show what could be
aone, given improved management practices (Col!inson, 1982).
It is important for the evaluator to understand the power
structure in the target areas because [t can dictate farmer
selection., In an area where a few respected findividuals have
substantial inflyence on farmer decision making, the
selection of those individuals for participation Iin on-farm
testing may prove cruclal if the technology 1is latter
diffused. Obviously, the composition of participants and
cholce of fields have major Impacts on testing results. The
selection process and rationale behind it should therefore

be clearly stated.

Implementart ion of Tests-Key Questions

These questions adgdress basic issues pertalning to the
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implementation of field testing. Often, the specifics of
testing are not covered In evaluations despite the evident

importance of this information.

31) Ota farmers undgerstand the goals of the tests? What
measures did the team take to insure understanding? TATP, F
32) What changes in management, labor or caspital were
required to implement the technology?
33) Dict the testing involve substantial fnconviences for the

farmer? ¥ so, what were they? F, TATP, HEP

Every cdevelopment project, regardless of {ts nature, must
establish, early on, cregibility with its intended
beneficiaries. This {s particulariy true for FSR projects
where benefits are not immediate. Intensive project activity
fn target areas invariably heightens vi{llager expectations
of immediate, tangible results. This leads toc discouragement
and dissatisfaction when those results are not forthcoming
(see the Lesotho evaluation)}. According to the USAID funded
study (Crawford, 1982) less <than 15% of the evaluated
projects containing an on—-farm testing component, mentioned
on-farm implementation problems. The Botswana evaluation
stated that relations with farmers were excellent but didn’t
say why. Two years of no-harvest research trials can dampen
enthusiasm for participation in the testing phase. Because

the farmer-researcher relationship was evidently good, ft is
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important to know how the issue of project credibility was
dealt with, Farmers must clearly understand the purpose of
project activities if credibility s to be established.

Question 31 aodresses this issue,

Questions 32 and 33 deal with the magnitude of changes

embodiead in the tested technology and inconveniences
resulting from participation in testing activities. |If
testing procedures excessively disrupt normal farmer

activities, the participant may not devote as much time for
cultivation of test fields as he ordinarily might. This

obviously effects test results.

Monitoring of Plots-Key Questions
It is essential for the vevaluator to wunderstand the

monitoring procedures used in field testing because they can
provide valuable insight {ntc the reasons underpinning
adoption. Close monitoring of tests will allow for further

refinement of the methodoliocgy before diffusion.

34) How often did the project team and/or extension service
visit the research plots? TATP, HEP, F

35) How were the farmers’ tests monitored? TATP, HEP, F

Questions 34 and 35 treat the monitoring of on-farm testing.

The i{nvolvement of extension personne! in the monitoring of
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the tests can greatly enhance effective diffusion. Extension
agents can familiarize themseives with the technology and
provide recommenadat ions and insfghts based on past
experience. The lack of participation can diminish
enthusiasm neeged to diffuse a proven technology. Monitoring
may finvolve simple observation of the technology durfing the
cropping cycle or it may entaf) interviews with farmers
concerning impressions about the tested innovation. This
information can significantly contribute to better

understanding the reasons for adoption or non-adoption.

Incentives an ran K ion
If farmers are to participate in fleld research, incentives
and guarantees agalinst risk often must be provided. These

questions focus on the nature of incentives and guarantees.

36) Were incentives used to promote cooperation among
farmers? [f soc, what were they? TATP, F

37) Were there guarantees against farmer risk? TATP, F

 0uest|ons 36 and 37 concern fncentives and insurance for
participating farmers. Incentives may guarantee
participation but Farmer§ may be more interested In gaining
those incentives than in conducting tests in the prescribed

manner. On the other hand, the absence of Insurance agalnst

farmer risk can dlacourage participation 1{in the testing
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phase. These basic implementation |ssues were not discussed

in the four evaluations.

Methodol ng Analysis—-Ke ion
These questions cover central issues related to data
collection and analysis techniques and help the evaluator

better understand the research process which was smployed.

38) Were control plots used in the tests? TATP, F

39) What was the testing methodology? How many trials and
replications were performed? What were the yielad
increases/decreases? TATP

40) Were resylits achieved under typical biological and
physical conditions ie. rainfall, temmperature, insects?
TATP, F

41) what types of analyses were conducted on test result
data? Were the data of sufficient quality and quantity to
accurately assess the innovation? Were data analyzed in

a timely fashion? TATP

Questions 38, 39,40 and 41 discuss general testing
methodology. With the exception of the Gambtan evaluation,
little was said about field testing methodology. This data
can prove very useful to project design and implementation

teams by accumulating a body of knowledge from which lessons

can pe ograwn.
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Farmer Invoiv nt_an ] 5) i Problema—K ast |
The following questions are intended to highlight farmer
involvement in on-farm testing and discuss problems

encountered in the implementation of on~farm tests.

42) Wnhat was the role of the farmer in the implementation
and evaluation of the tests? F, TATP
43) Wnat were the problems encountered in conducting on-farm

research? TATP

Question 42 adgadresses farmer invoivement in the tests,
Desplite the fact that the farmer s the intended
peneficiary, his/her role in the testing phase is rarely
oiscussed (Crawford, 1982). The extent of farmer involvement
in testing can be a critical factor in the decision to adopt
the proposed technology. Question 43 attempts to sSummarize
problems encountered during the testing phase. Cross-project
comparisons could fdentify a set of I{ssues and possible

solutions to the problems typically confronted,

5.7 DIFFUSION

Ouring the diffusion stage, promising technologies,
confirmea in the testing phase, are disseminated, often to

specific ptlot areas. The national extension service assumes
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the major role In extending the technology to new areas
{Shaner, Philipp, Schmenl, 1982). Obviously, if the
technologies are not diffused, the project impact can be but
minimal. Extension services are beset by common problems,
chiefiy, inadequate budgets, a shortage of human capital and
poor relations with host country research estabplishments.
Farming systems research projects can have only a limited
impact on these problems. The diffusion of technologies face
many constraints. For this reason, learning more about what
happened and why can contribute to improvead project design.
(This section may not be relevant for mid-term evaluations

as technologies are rarely diffused at mid-term,)

F rs Influencing A ) {on
These qguestions assess the adoptién of proposed technologies

ang factors which aided or impeded adoption.

44) HOw was the acoption of the technology assessed? How was
this determined? TATP, HPC, HEP, F

45) wWhat were the farmers’ reasons for non-adoption? TATP,
HPC, HEP, F

46) What were the socio-cultural factors which aided or
impeded adoption? TATP, HPC, HEP, F

47) Were existing price incentives to farmers adequate to
encourage adopting the research generated technology?

TATP, F, HEP
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48) were Influential fFarmers and local organizations used to

encourage adoption? If yes, nhow? TATP, F, HEP

The ultimate indicators of success for FSR projects are the
adopt fon rate and the sustainability of project activities.
Questions from the preceeding sections should help the
evaluator better understand factors effecting the adoption
rate. Questions 46 and 47 address socio-cultural and
economic itssues which may have effected rates of adoption.
Farmers do not base their decisions regarding adoption sojey
on agronomic considerations. Government pricing policies and
cultural norms substantially influence farmer behavior.
These fssues must be assessed by the evaluation team.
Question 48 <tries to determine Iif the help of local
organizations and elites was solicited. In <traditional,
hierarchical societies, their endorsement of a new

innovation can prove critical for adoptton.

Technigues and iti faor Diffusion—-K uest i ons
The following questions treat methods of diffusion and the
capacity for cooperation between the research and extension

services.

49) what is the published project output? Who recelives
coples of publisned reports? TATP

50) were any media used to disseminate the technologies. [f
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so, how? TATP, HPC, F, HMO
S1) Were there adequate | inkages between research and
extension to effectively disseminate the technology(ies)?

TATP, HRSP, HEP

Questions 49 anad 50 pertain to the manner in which test
resuits and technologies were diffused. A project ctan only
be nstitutionalized if members of the host country research
and extension organizations are awgre of and involved in
project activities., In consequence, the extent to which
research findings are disseminated can give an indication of
afforts by tThe project team to Inform collegues of project
progress. Question 51 addresses the key issue of research-
extension cooperation. Documentation of problems and project
team efforts to improve this relationship can help in the
design of strategies which minimize sources of potential

conflict.
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5.0 INTERDISCIPL INARY CHARACTERISTICS

Farming Systems Research methodology stresses the need for
interdiscipl inary codperation. A frequent criticism of
commodity based research is that it has often failea to
approach problem solving from an fnterdiscipl inary
perspective (Crawford, 1982). Problems facing farmers are
not segmented along adfsciplinary 1ines, consequently, FSR
arrtaches great importance to interdisciplinary cooperation

auring all phases of project implementation.

52) HOow was interdiscip!inary research conducted at each
stage of tThe research process? TATP, HPC
§3) wWhat factors helped or hindered the implementation of an

interaisciplinary approach? TATP, HPC

Interdisciplinary cooperation is necessary at all stages of
the research process, Question 52 seeks to determine the
nature of cooperation during the various staages. Question 53
should highlight factors which affect the mplementation

of an interdisciplinary approach.

5.9 INSTITUTIONAL L INKAGES/SUPPORT

Oevelopment projects do not operate in a wvacuum, I[f a

{85)




project s to be successful, it must receive support from
concerned host country agencles ana USALID mission personnel,
I[f activities are to be sustained after the project
completion date, those activities must be institutionalized
within the nost country research strategy. This can only
occur if prior 1linkages have been established with host
country policy makers, research scientists and extension
personnel, both at the national ang local level. The
auestions which follow address government support and

linkage with other agencies,

Integration and Cooperation-Key Questions

The foliowing gquestions deal with the integration of the
project within the host country bureaucracy and the nature

of cooperation with other external entities.

54) Was the project set up as a separate entity or was it
integrated into a ministry? TATP

55) How were commodity and disciplinary agricultural
research programs involved In project sctivities?
TATP, HMO, HRSP

56) What is the nature, {f any, of cooperation with other

on-going projects? TATP

Question &5 gasesses the extent of cooperation petween the

proaject perannnel, research station personnel and minfstry
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officials, Sustainability can only be achieved through
tinkages between the three groups. Development projects can
penefit from consultation and cooperation with other on-
going projlects., Relevant baseline data may be shared and
common  oproblems discussed. Evaluation teams should 100k at

opportunities for cooperation, where they exist.

Role nf the Extension Service

The participation of the extensfon service in all phases of
project implementation can prove critical to project

success. An understanding of their role is essential.

57) wWhat type of relationship exists between the research
and extension services? TATP, HMO, HPC, HEP, HRSP

58) What was the rote of the extension service in:
identifying the target areas, establishing contact with
farmers, helping researchers become familiar with the locai
area, helping with farmer selection surveys, monitoring and

feegback? TATP, HPC, HEP

Question 57 addresses the relationsnhip between the research
and extension services. Although the ability of the project
team o favorably influence that relationship is limited, it
is nevertheless a decisive factor In project success and

must be considered during the evaluation process.
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The extension service plays the major role in the diffusion
of technoliogies, It can aiso provide crucial input into the
descriptive, design and testing phases. Question 58 assesses
The involvement of the extension service 1in project

activites,

Host Country Inputs—Key Questions

A well designed and implemented project can fail if
anticipated support is not forthcoming from host country
agencies,. This issue is addressed In the following

questions.

59) 0i{d the host country government furnish agreed upon
services? If not, how did this effect project success? TATP
60) What changes are necessary to improve project success?

TATP

Questions 59 and 60 address the provision of host country
contributions ano the i{dentification of major constraints

posed by external institutions,

5.10  IMPLEMENTATION 1SSU

The following questions are applicable to all development
projects. Many of these questions were Included in the four

evaluations which were reviewed, but often the information
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was adifficult to locate and not clearly presented.

Interpretation of Purpose and Estab)isnment of Cregdibi)ity-

Key Questions

The guestions which follow deal with the extent of agreement
as to project purpcse and the establishment of project

credibility.

61) Is there agreement among project team, administrators
and extension personne) as to project purpose? lf not, what
are the conflicting interpretations? How might these be
resolved? TATP, MP, HMO, HEP

62) Was the establishment of project credibility ever an

fssue? If so, how was it handled? TATP, HMO, HEP, HRSP

Question 61 addresses the degree of consensus regarding
project purpose and direction. among those involved in
project activities. If there s substantial disagreement,
project credibility at the bureaucratic tevel can be
threatened and the potential for Iinstitutionalization
curtaileg. Credibility must be establishea with target area
farmers, the extension and research services and policy
makers at the ministry level., Each participant identifies
different factors which contribute to credibflity. Clearly,
2 bureaucrat requires consensus, If he is to support the

project. This fssue Is treated in Question 62.
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Cooperation and Financial Aaministration—K estions

al_/

Cooperstion among project participants with regard to both
research impliementation and financial administration s
essential for project success., The following questions

address these issues.

63) Did mission personnel, project members and host country
officials enjoy & cooperative working relationship?
TATP,MP, HPC, HMO, HEP

64) Were there problems with financial aoministration and

auditing? TATP, HMO, HPC

Questions 63 and 64 assess financial and personnel
management ., Cooperative relationships are particularly
important {n projects containing an institution-building

component.

Inpyts and Staffing—K st jons
The availabllity of inputs and the qualifications of project
staff have a determinant impact on project success. These

issues are assessed n the proceeding questions.

65) Were there exceptional difficulties in the provision of

inputs? [f so, what were they? TATP

£6) Were there delays In flelding expatriate technical

(90)




personnel? TATP

67) Was there extensive turnover in host country personnel?
If so, what impact did this have on the project? TATP

68) Was the performance of the contractor in supporting its
field team adequate? TATP, MP

£9) How were short term consultants used? TATP, HPC

70) Dio the host country provide adequately trained

counterparts. If not, what were the major deficiencies? TATP

Questions 65 through 70 address the provisfon of Inputs anc
require no explanation. The <tratning of host country
personnel is 5 major input of institution—-buiiding projects.
Effective on-the-job training is criticat {f the project is
to be sustalineg after the project completion dgate. The
evaluation team should describe the nature of on-the-job

training and identify opportunities for improvement.

Iraining, Publishing ang Recurrent Cogsts

The following questions address the adequacy of training,

opportunities for publisning by host country researchers and

the magnitude of projected recurrent costs.

T1) What was the nature of on-the-job and cverseas training
for host country counterparts? How might this be

improved? TATP, HPC
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72) Were opportunities for publishing extended toc host
country personnel? TATP, HPC, HRSP

73) Does the host country have the apparent ability to cover
the recurrent costs of project implementation? What is the
mission’s policy regarding funding after the project

completion date? TATP, MP

Opportunities for professional recognition are fewer in
appliea, Iinterdisciplinary research, than in commodity or
oisciplinary research, particularly in those countries which
have emphasized the latter. To encourage 1nvolvement of host
country research station sclientists in the project,
possibilities of Jjoint authorship of articlies treating
project-related fssues should be explored. Question 72 looks
at this lssue. The final question deals with the magnitude,
ablility and wiliingness of the host country to assume
recurrent costs. This issue was not treated In the four
evaluations pbut 1is cliearly of central {mportance if the

project is to be sustained.
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CHAPTER 6
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This paper has attempted to elucidate deficiencies fn
USAID’'s evaluation of Farming Systems Research projects and
has proposed a set of questions to be addressed Dby the
evatuation team, aimed at improving present and future
project design and fmp)l ementation through a better
understanding of what happened during the life of the
project and why. The paper discusses the reasons for
evaluation, {identifies the composition and needs of the
evaluation "stakeholders™ and highlights specific problems
relating to the evaluation of agriculitural research projects
in generza)l, and FSR projects, in specific. Evaluation
Research and 1ts applicability to agricultural research
projects Is then Driefly discussed, Evaltuation policy
within the Agency is described, the conclusions of a study
of Agency funded agricultural research projects are aired
and the comparison of four mid-term FSR project evaluations
is ungertaken. A set of questions covering key issues for

- evalugtion {s then proposed.

A review of Crawford’s study (1982) and the evailuations of
FSR projects in Gambia, Lesotho, Botswana and Malaw!
indicate that project evaluations are of little use to

program and project desligners because they lack sufficient
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oescription of project environment and activities, do not
acddress key implementation and finstitutionalization issues
and often do not present the facts and analyses In a clear

and accesible format.

The Agency’s evaluation process is extremely decentralized.
The project manager, within the indfvidual mission, Iis
responsible for developing the scope of work which specifies
the questions and issues to be addressed by the evaluation
team. While <the project manager is famfliar with the major
}mplementatlon issues confronting the project, he may not
have sufficlent knowledge of FSR methodology to develop a
scope of work which addresses all of the key issues relevant
to improving project implementation. A review of several
scopes Of work supports the hypothesis that spacious and
non-specific scopes of work give rise to evaluation reports
which often ignore cruclial implementation 1ssues. While each
FSR project s unique, the methodologies employed in each
project are sufficiently simlljar to aliow the creation of a
generic set of issues to be addressed by teams evaluating
FSR projects. This set of issues, embodied fn the questions
develcoped In this study, can serve as a foundation upon
which Individuallzed scopes of work are constructed. The
incorporation of these questions within scopes of work

should Improve the Agency’s capacity to learn what happened

and why. This standerdized format would permit cross—-project
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comparisions of specific issues and facilitate inputting of

Iinformation into the Agency’s data bases.

According to a recent USAID study entitled, "Plan for
Supporting Agricultural Research and Facuities of
Agriculture in Africa" (1985), the Agency plans to
concentrate on funding commod ity and disciplinary
agricultural research projects rather than projects which
focus on applied research. Dissatisfaction with FSR
projects appears to be growing within the Agency. The
methodology s threatened with a premature demise, If it is
to be sustained, those involved {in project design and
implementation must learn from past experiences. This can
only oe achieved by expanding the knowledge base through the
igentification of & specific and comprehensive set of issues

to be investigated by project evaluation teams.
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