
THE EVALUATION OF USAID FUNDED
FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH PRO~ECTS:

PROBLEMS AND PROPOSALS

A PLAN 8 PAPER
8Y

GEOFFREY O. LIVINGSTON

Submitted to Michigan State University
In pertlal ¥ul¥lllment o¥ the

requ Ir_nts ¥or the degree o¥

MASTER OF SC IENeE

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
August 1985
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PROBLEMS AND PROPOSALS

GEOFFREY O. LIVINGSTON

ABSTRACT

Tn~ evaluation of USAID Funded Farming systems research

proj~cts must play an Important role In the design of Future

projects iF one is to oulld on past experience to Improve

proj~ct p~rformance. The development of an Institutional

memory is particularly important as FSR Is new and stIll

taking Shape. BaSed on a comparison of Four mid-term

",va IIU!lt Ions of FSR projects and a rev I _ of an Agency Funded

c;.~udy, It appears that evaluations are not contrlOutlng all

mlgnt to Increasing the Knowledge OSseo

Fr,.quently, crucial Implementation Issues are not covered

~no InFormation is presented In a conFusing and Inaccessible

Format.

Tn IS stlJr:Jy out lines the ro Ie of eva Iuat Ion I n USA 10,

analyses four mId-term evaluations and proposes a lIst of

ques'rions to oe addressed Oy evaluation teams. These

questIons address key Issues related to project design and

ImplementatIon. The proposed questions could Improve Future

project perFormance Oy Increasing the Agency's understanding

of Its n8st experIences wIth FSR projects.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

According to o~~Icial USAID policy. project evaluations

Should play a primary role In project design. In theory.

they are to be read and assimilated to help those Involved

In project design determine e¥¥ectlve strategies. It would

appear. however. that they are not being used to ¥ul¥lll

this essential role. This Is not surprising. Lack o¥

SUbstantIve InFormatIon. dl¥¥erlng ¥ormats and unclear

presentations have Impeded e¥¥ectlve use o¥ project

evaluations. This Impediment poses a particularly serious

prOblem For Farming Systems ResearCh (FSR) projects.

During the last deCade. bilateral and multilateral agencies

have Invested heavily In agricultural researCh projects

which employ a Farming systems research methodOlogy

ICraw¥ord. 1982). The FSR approaCh to agricultural research

Is new and remains In a Formative stage. FarmIng Systems

ResearCh projects are not likely to yield a rapid Impact.

Their payo¥¥s are expected to occur ten to FI¥teen years

a¥ter the beginning o¥ project ImplementatIon. once the

methodology has been Institutionalized within host country

researCh policy. This extended time Frame. coupled with the

newness o~ the methodolOgy. hIghlIghts the need For Input

(I)



rrom past and on-goIng errorts when desIgning new and

Implementing existing FSR projects. Ir USAID's experience

wIth FSR projects Is not well dOcumented and utilized,

project designers and Implementors will likely repeat

unnecessary errors. Ir the Agency Is to prorlt rrom past

experIences, It must establish an errectlve InstitutIonal

memory rrom whiCh to learn.

Establishing an InstitutIonal memory wIthin USAID Is

dlrrlcult. Rapid turnover In host country, mIssion and

bureau personnel; the decentralized nature Or project

planning and evaluation; and the use or outside consultants

a I I hinder the estabI I shment or an Interns I know Iedge base

whICh might De used to Improve project design. For this

reason, userul evaluation dOcumentatIon, containing speclrlc

sUbstantlv~ Inrormatlon In a clear accessible rormat Is

necessary Ir one Is to avoid past pltralls.

In an attempt to alleviate this problem, this paper proposes

a general evaluation rormat ror rarmlng systems research

projects, containIng a series or speclrlc questions to be

asked by evaluators, designed to solicit Important answers

pertaIning to the characterIstics, constraInts and potential

Impact or FSR projects. Although eaCh FSR project Is

unIque, a unlrylng concept and methodology are common to

~II. The creatIon Or a general rormat and serIes Or

(2)



questIons would Increase the amount o¥ substantIve

fn¥ormetlon conveyed In mId-term and ¥Inal evaluatIons and

present It In a clearer and more accessIble ¥ormat. ThIs

would encourage greater use o¥ project evaluatIons by both

project desIgner and project ¥Ield sta¥¥. A standardIzed

set o¥ core questIons would permIt cross-project comparIsons

on specI¥Ic Issues such as the role o¥ the ¥armer In on-¥arm

testIng. guarantees to the ¥armer against yield loss durIng

trIals and IncentIves used to encourage participation In on­

¥arm trIals. The use o¥ a short. specl¥lc. question-answer

¥ormat. In conjunctIon wIth elements o¥ USAIO's Project

Evaluation Summery (PES) (USAIO Handbook. 1980) would also

¥acl'Itate Inputting In~ormetlon Into the agency's

eva Iuat Ion data bank. Past eva Iuat Ions wou Id then be more

accessible to potentIal users. FInally. thIs knowledge would

be usel'u I to both nat Ione I progr_ wh Ich des Ign and

Implement Internally ¥unded projects and FSR e1'1'orts 1'unded

by other donors.

ThIs paper Is organized Into 1'lve sectIons. The ¥Irst

section provIdes an overvIew 01' the evaluatIon 01'

development projects. It dIscusses the reasons 1'or project

evaluatIons and Identl1'les evaluation clIents. Specl¥IC

prob' ems re Iat Ing to the eva Iuat Ion 01' agr Icu Ituraol research

projects. In general. and 1'armlng systems research projects.

In partIcular. are treated. Standard evaluation research

(3)



methodology and Its aPPlicability to agricultural research

projects Is then Investigated.

The second section deals with project evaluation at USA.lD,

DOth In theory and practice. It covers the nature of the

evaluation mandate within the Agency, the speciFic

guidelines to be Followed In project evaluation, the roles

of Individuals at the bUreau. mission and project levelS and

the Agency's decentraliZed evaluation InFrastructure. A

summary of conclusions reached In a 1982 USAID commissioned

study entitled, "AID Experience In Agricultural Reseerch. a

Review of Project Evaluations" (CrawFord. 1982) Is then

aired and discussed.

The th Ird sect Ion cOl1lPllres mid-term eva Iuat Ions of Four

Farming systems research projects: the Gambia Mixed Farming

and Resource Management Project, the Lesotho Farming Systems

Research Project, the Botswens Agricultural Technology

Improvement Project and the Malawi Agricultural Research

Project. The extent of coverage pertaining to key Issues

Involving constraint IdentiFication, research design,

testing and general Implementation Issues Is Investigated

and Individual Formats are cOl1lPllred.

The fourth section proposes

containing questions addressing

(4)
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target group Identl¥lcatlon, prOblem diagnosis, the design

o¥ research, testing new technologIes, dl¥~uslon o¥ results,

InterdiscIplinary characteristics, InstItutional linkages

and sUppOrt and general Implementation Issues. Finally, an

attempt Is made to de¥Ine apprOPlate Interaction between the

project team and outside evaluators.

The ~Inal sectIon

conclusions.

sUll'l1l8rlzes

(5)
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CHAPTER 2

AN OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS

2.1 Why Evaluate?

Proje~t ~valuations are conducted ror three primary reasons:

to det~rmlne progress toward achieving specirlc goals; to

improve planning, Implementation and Impact Or ruture

projects; ana to provlae a measure or accountability (Hoole.

(978)

Evaluations are. by nature. comparatIve. Progress may be

~valuated accoralng to various criterIa. A project may be

compared to: Objectives enunciated either during project

planning or the early stages or Implementation, conditions

whiCh existed prior to project Implementation. progress

aChIeved In past or on-going slmillar projects. change

oc~urlng In an untreated control group or parameters

aeFlning an absolute standard. In reality, project

~valuatlons. although rocuslng on one criterion. orten use

several. For Instance. an evaluation team whose scope or

work mandates a comparison agaInst prior stated ObjectIves

may also evaluate against baseline conditions or be

(6)



In~luenced oy pas~ per~ormances o~

~1'5ewnere.

similar projects

'mpr~v;ng planning and execution provides a ~undamental

ra~tonaje ~or project evaluation. Development activities

Sho,,10 oe viewed as a contlnulum (des Ign-Impl ementat lon­

evalua~lon-deslgn). both wIthIn Individual projects and on

an organization-wide oasIs. ComprehensIve and thorough

evalua~lons. presented clearly. could make valuable

c~ntrlbutlons ~o Improved ruture per~ormance by IncreasIng

~he Instl~utlonal knowledge base and aIding In the

re~lnement o~ ~Ield methOdology.

?? Identl~lcatlon o~ Evaluation Clientele.

For evaluations to serve the purposes listed above.

evaluators must clearly 'dent'~y those people Interested In

the results o~ their stUdy. Evaluations serve as a tool ~or

many dl~rerent clients: host country orrlclals. donor

mIssion and headquarter personnel. project rleld starr.and

~o a lesser degree. academics at research Institutions and

policy makers and program planners in other donor

organizations. Cook (1985) rerers to this Identl~lcatlon as

stakeholder analysis.

The~e various clients seek dlrrerent Inrormatlon

(7 )
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project evaluations. It Is Important that evaluators

lOentlFy and prIoritize client needs IF Full use Is to be

made of evaluation results. In the case oT agricultural

researCh projects. host country oTFlclals might be primarIly

concerned wltn yield results From agronomic tests while the

donor mIssion and project personnel may be more Interested

In the adoption rate oT a particular recommended cropping

pattern or the Institutionalization a research

methodology within the host country research strategy. Donor

headqUarters might seek to determine how a particular

prOject Tits Into a regional development strategy while

academics and personnel Trom other organizations may want to

compare a project evaluation against results achieved In

other similar projects. As Cook (1985) mentions. the

analysis oT dlTTerent client needs may help IdentiTY and

correct divergent and unrealistic expectations on the part

of Interested clients.

2.3 5peclTIc PrOblemS In Evaluating Aarlcultural Research
Protects

Thle' evaluation oT agriCUltural research projects Is

complicated by a number oT Tactors which are Inherent to

researCh projects. "any oT these Tactors are related to

delayed or Indirect Impact.

Through experience. the donor community has come to realize

(8)



that agricultural research projects require a ten to FIFteen

year gestation perloO beFore their true Impact Is known

(USAIO, 1985). Although many projects have Olscrete sub­

purposes, SUCh as the Oevelopment of Improved cropping

patterns TOr speciFic recommendation domalnes whiCh may be

OeveI opeo In Five years, the major purpose of most

agricultural research projects Is to create an eFFective

research capebi Iity wIthIn the host country. A projeCt team

can only attempt to lay the groundwork For the

Instltulonallzatlon of an approach or methodology. AS a

result, project Impact can only begin to be judged by the

time the project staFF completes Its contract. ThIs

ODvlously poses a major problem For project evaluation.

Project evaluators cannot judge progress by only examining

outputs Dut must act as seers. predicting Future Impact.

osseo on the grounowork layed by the project team.

In~titutlon Dulldlng projects are oFten diFFicult to assess

Decause that whIch Is necessary to create an eFFective

Institution Is diFFicult to measure. In terms of

agricultural research projects. evaluators have diFFiculty

In quantIFying the commlttement of the host government to

research. the erFectiveness Or research-extension

Interaction Or the contribution Or base-line studies.

These. however. must be assessed IF PredIctions Or project

impact are to be Formulated. Because many of the

(9)



IngredIents needed to develop a researCh capacity are not

easIly quantiFied, cost-beneFit analyses contribute little

to proJect assessment.

In addition, 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 Is oFten Inappropriate because Initially

speciFied goals may prove to be Ill-conceived or

unrealIstic.

Finally, 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 reorientation OF research

strategies or budgetary constraints. These Factors, In

conJunction with those described above, pose maJor obstacles

In the evaluation process.

2.4 Evaluation PrOblemS SpeciFic to Farming Systems Research

Evaluating OF Farming systems research proJects presents

three special problems, In addition to those already cIted.

First. the FSR methodology concentrates on developing

(10)



technologIes Tor speclTlc "target areas". These target

areas are Tormulated based on the sImIlarIty oT Tarmers wIth

respect to agronomIc. economIc and socIal constraInts. Due

to the narrow TOcus oT the research and the tIme constraInts

wIthIn whIch a teChnIcal assIstance team operates. It Is

oTten dlTTlcult to judge the applIcabIlIty oT a technology

to sImIlar but unldentlcal systems. ThIs makes the

evaluatIon oT dlTTuslon pOtentIal Tar more dlTTlcult.

Second. AssessIng Tarmlng systems research projects requIres

that the projects be evaluated Trom two dIstInct but

Interrelated perspectIves. FSR projects. lIke other

develapment InterventIons. must be judged agaInst some Tlxed

objectIve or baselIne condItIon. In lIddltlon. the

ImplementatIon oT the methOdOlogy must be evaluated. It Is

dlTTlcult to assess the extent and pOtentIal Impact oT. Tor

example. Tarmer Involvement In the desIgn and ImplementatIon

oT on-Tarm trIals. research-extensIon coaperatlon or the

oeneTlts oT multl-dlsclpllnery InteractIon. Yet these

aspects must be evaluated through proxIes. IT evaluatIons

are to provIde valuable Teedbeck Into the desIgn oT Tuture

projects.

FInally. Tarmlng systems research evaluatIon Is Turther

complIcated by Its technIcal and methOdOlogIcal speclTlclty.

tvellJators must have not only the teChnIcal expertIse to

01 )



assess sclentlrlc and economic Issues, but also possess a

rlrm knowledge Or FSR methodology. This combination Is orten

nard to rind.

?s Evaluation Researcn Methodology

Evaluation Researcn utilizes a speclrlc methodOlogy which Is

used to determine tne Impact Or social action programs. It

employs speciFIc types or tests to dlrrerentlate project

related eFrects rrom tnose caused by external ractors.

Tnese external erFects are reFered to as "t~reats to

validity". Evaluation Researcn test designs seek to Insure

Four types or valldltYI Internal, external, construct and

statistical conclusion validity (Hoole, 1978).

Internal validity examines whether changes occurlng during

program Implementation were a result Or progr_ activities

or were due to exogenous Factors. External validity measures

wnetner tne Observed Impact or a program can be reproduced

at a later date or generallzet! to simi liar envlrorvnents.

Construct validity examines whether one can generalize From

observed results to develop thedretlcal constructs.

Statistical conclusion validity Insures that the conclusions

obtaIned were not the result of Incorrect use or statistical

tecnnlques (Hoole, 1978).

(12)



There are several dlrrerent evaluatIon desIgns which can be

grouped Into three categor t es I exper Imenta I • Cluas I­

exper Imenta I and preexper Imenta I (Hoo Ie. 1978) •

ExperImental desIgns are cnaracterlzed by a comparIson Or

the treated grouP with one or more control grOuPS cnosen at

random. Measurements or the treated and control group(s) may

De taken at dIscrete Intervals eIther berore and arter the

treatment has been Introduced or at the post-treatment stage

only. ThIs category mInImizes threats to Internal validIty

and. In consequence. Is the most pawerrul avaIlable to

evaluatIon researchers. Quesl-experlmental desIgns dlrrer

rrom experImental desIgns In that the control group Is not

randOlllly selected. ThIs adversely ef"reets assurances that

perce Ived Impacts are due to project act Iv Ities (I nterna I

valIdIty) and tl'lererore Is less pawerf"ul. The lellst powerf"ul

designs rail Into the preexperlmental category. These

designs might entaIl a post-test comparIson or the treated

group wIth a non-randOlll selected grouP. a pre-test/post-test

comparIson oT the treated grouP. or a post-test only

comparIson or the treated group. Most Tlnal evaluatIons raIl

Into the latter grouP (WeIss. 1972).

Several ractors constraIn the applIcatIon of" more pawerrul

designs to the evaluation of" agricultural research projects.

EvaluatIons usIng control grouPs or treatment only tIme

serIes analyses are very tIme consumIng and expensIve.

( 13)



Orten data needed to establIsh baselIne condItIons In the

control groups are unavaIlable. The project evaluated may

have InapproprIate or unrealIstIc goals thus makIng a

comparIson Or progress agaInst stated goals Inreaslble.

FInally, the size or potentIal Impact or the project can be

so smell that desIgns other than the post-test only may be

unable to detect project Impact. (Hoole, 1978).

(14)



CHAPTER 3

EVALUATION IN USAIO

3.1 Nature of tne Mandate

Tne Agency for International Oevelopment Is oDligated. under

S~ctlon 621A of the Foreign Assistance Act (USAIO HandDook

on Project Design and Evaluation. 1980. p. 127) to develop a

managP.ment capaDillty wnicn systematically assesses USAIO's

programs and projects and measures actual results against

projected results. To fulfill this mandate. tne Agency has

created an evaluation Infrastructure wnlcn incorporates

evaluation needS Into project desIgn. assesses program and

project performance and Impact. recommends correctIve

actIons for on-going activities and transmits Its fIndings

to policy maKers at tne 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 by

project team members and appropriate personnel from the

( 15)



USAIO mission and tne nost country government. These

~valuatlons ~ocus on ways whlcn project per~ormance may be

Improved and. as sucn. are valuable learning tools ror

project management. Tne Agency. as an Integral part o~ the

project design process. scnedules mid-term and end or

project evaluations ~or all USAIO runded projects. These

evaluations are sta~~ed by outside consultants. host country

p.. rsonnE'1 and Agency sta~~ ~rom outside the mission. Mid­

term ..valuations monitor tne provision o~ Inputs and the

r ..su1ting outputs. assess progress towards objectives.

r ..view the continued relevance or the project purpose and

m..asur..s o~ aChievement and make recommendations to Improve

project e~~ectlveness (USAID Handbook. 1980) End or project

~valuatlons seek to assess tne extent to Which the project

has aChieved Its purpose and to determine Ir tne project has

had an Impact on Intended benerlclarles. The Agency also

conducts Impact Evaluations ror selected projects. These are

sta~~ed by members o~ USAID/Washlngton's 8ureau ror Program

and Policy Coordination (PPC) and assess project Impact. one

or more years arter the project completion date (Vreeland.

(985). Addition activities undertaken to judge speclric

aspects o~ project perrormance InclUde: ~Inanclal audits

conducted by the Agency'S aUditors. project completion

rE'ports SUbmitted by project team members. sector

ass..ssments wnicn evaluate similar projects In dlr~erent

InrRt:lnn~ and r~glonai r~ports WhiCh deal with tn....nsembl~
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OF projects In a geograPhIc region.

3.3 Purposes of EvaluatIon

The three rnaln purposes of evaluatIon In USAID, as

enunciated in the Agency's HandOOOk For EvaluatIon (p 16)

~re: Improved project, progr8m 8nd polIcy perFormance,

knowledge gaIn and accountabIlIty, to which the greatest

~rlorlty Is ~ttached to the FIrst. According to USAID,

evaluatIons should aId project managers and project team

memher~ to IdentIFy root causes of problems and propose

viable solutions. EvaluatIons also contribute to the

ImmedIate InFormatIon needs OF those responsIble For policy

makIng and program development. In addItion, evaluatIons

FulFill a longer term need " by 8ccumulatlng 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

accountabIlity, oy examInIng the cost eFFectIveness OF a

project desIgn and by 8ssesslng the perFormance .0F those

Involveo In the project.

communIcatIon among

In ~ddltion to these

~lso are Intended

operR~fonal content

r1e~fgn" accelerate

three prImary purposes, evaluatIons

to clarIFy purposes and goals, build

Into unclear or unFInIShed project

project ImplementatIon and Improve

project partIcIpants by providIng a
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f"orum In ""nicn to aIr concerns (USAIO HandOOok. 1980)

To f"utf"llt the above purposes. USAID requIres that

ev~luations address three key issues: relevance.

ef"f"ertiveness. ef"f"lclency. Impact and sustainablilty.

Relevance aSks IF the Issues addressed by the project stIll

pose a major prOblem to Improved welFare. EFFectIveness asks

If" the project Is achieving Its stated objectIves.

Ef"f"lclency reFers to the degree of" cost eFFectiveness of a

strategy to achieve set purposes. Impact considers the

eFFects of" a project on attaining a ""Ider goal such as

Improved national nutrition or an Increase In the national

standard of living. Sustatnability asks IF positive.

project-related eFFects will continue aFter project

actIvitIes are terminated.

The Agency establiShes the groundWork For Future evaluation

In tne orIginal Project Paper. The Project Paper outlines

the Intent 01' the project. the ImplementatIon plan. the

external assumptIons Inherent In the project design and the

means 01' measuring progress. These means are embodied In the

Project Paper's" Logical Framework " The " log-Frame

matrix .. deFines the project's goal. purpose. outputs and

Inputs and establishes" objectively veriFiable Indicators ..

of achIevement. the means of verIFication and lists

Important assumptions relating to the Feasibility of

(18)



attaInIng those IndIcators of achIevement (USAID, OFFIce of

Personnel Management, 1980). Project designers have only a

lImited aDlllty to speciFy relevant and FeaslDle IndIcators

oecause of the suDstantial unknowns In Future project

Implementation. While It Is clearly recognIzed that the

targeted measures of achievement only establish tentative

Indicators of success, they do provide the evaluator with a

starting point From Which to compare project progress. The

Project Paper also InclUdes an Evaluation Plan Which

stIpulates the nature and timing oT Future project

evaluations.

3.4 Re,onslbilities Tor Evaluation

The Agency's project evaluation system Is hIghly

decentralIzed. EaCh mIssion Is responsible Tor scheduling

evaluations, the recruitment of the external evaluation team

memoers, the development of scopes of work which speciFy

Issues to De examIned durIng the evaluation process and the

transmIssIon oT evaluation team Tlndlngs to approprIate

personnel In Washington.

USAID/Washlngton maintains an OTTlce oT Evaluation, located

In the 8ureau For Program and Polley Coordination. This

entIty develops evaluation methodology, coordinates

evaluatIon actIvitIes at the RegIonal Bureau levels and
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conducts evaluations of organIzatIon-wide programs and

proolems. It also maintains a data bank. the Development

InFormation System. Which provides proJect descriptions.

evaluations and other program documents to those requesting

thIs InFormatIon.

Each regional bureau has an evaluation orrlce which suPports

In-country evaluatIon errorts and serves as an advisor on

Intra-bureau evaluation Issues. Regional Bureau Evaluation

OFFicers provIde a rocal poInt ror the collection and

dissemination of evaluation rlndlngs and methodOlogy and aid

In the selectIon and training or "Iss Ion Evaluation

OFFicers. The extent or the RegIonal Bureau's Involvement In

and control of proJect evaluations varies. The Asia and

Latin AmerIca Bureaus tend to exercise stricter control or

evaluator selectIon and the evaluation scope or work than do

other Bureaus (personal communication. Vreeland).

"Isslon Evaluation Orrlcers FacIlitate the mission-level

evaluatIon process by helping ProJect Managers organize

theIr Evaluation Plan. draFting the Annual Evaluation

SChedule. coordinating the rormal ProJect Evaluation Review.

preparing the ProJect EvaluatIon Summary and keeping a

record of Follow-up actions. The Evaluation OTrlcer does not

e~pllcltly evaluate proJects. but rather serves as a system

manager.

(20)



The Project Manager Is the key player In the evaluatIon

process at the mIssIon level. The manager selects evaluatIon

team members Tram consultIng Tlrms or academic InstItutIons.

handles logIstIcs. provIdes orIentatIon and support to the

evaluators and. most Importantly. wrItes the scope oT work

descrIbIng the Issues and dutIes to be addressed by the

evaluatIon team. What emerges Tram the above dIscussion Is

a pIcture oT the evaluatIon process In USAID WhIch Is very

decentralIzed. placing greatest responsIbIlIty Tor the

creatIon oT useTul evaluatIon documentatIon at the mIssion

level. wIth the EvaluatIon and Project OTTlcers.

ThIs decentralIzed system has Important ImplIcatIons. It

places the process close to a prImary stakeholder. the

project manager. and allows the oTTlcial to create a scope

oT work. taIlored to hIs InTormatlon needs. On the other

hand. allocatIng total responsibilIty Tor the scope oT work

to the project manager means that relevance and speclTlcity

may vary wIdely. SpacIous. non-speclTlc scopes oT work oTten

give rIse to spacIous. non-speclTlc evaluatIon reports.

Scopes oT work and resultIng evaluation reports may

concentrate on certaIn aspects oT a project whIle neglecting

others. DecentralIzed evaluations makes comparlslons oT

sImilar projects dlTTlcult. at best. Cross-project

comparIsons can provIde a valuable mechanism by whIch pel Icy

(21 )
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makers and project designers can re~lne research

methodologIes and Implementation procedures. SIte specl~Ic

scopes o~ work also produce dl~~erent evaluation report

~ormats. thereby complicating the Incorporation o~

evaluation team ~Indlngs and recommendations Into the

central data base.

Clearly. the bene~lts o~ a decentraliZed ~ormat must be

balanCed agaInst the In~ormatlon needs o~ those stakehOlders

removed ~rom the ImmedIate project environment. Personnel

dIrectly Involved In the project are presumably knowledgable

abOUt 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 InFormetlon which descrIbes project

activities and develops a clear rationale For evaluation

team recommendations. A process which Incorporates the

specl~lc InFormation needs of the Project Manager, the

project sta~~ and the Mission Evaluation OFFicer with the

needS o~ Bureau and regional polley makers, program analysts

and project designers could make a valuable contribution to

the design of Future projects.

3.5 A Summary o~ ConclusIons Reached In an USAID Funded
StUdy

In 1982, U5AIO's OFFice of Evaluation, Bureau of Program and
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PolIcy CoordInatIon, commIssIoned Oevelopment AlternatIves

Incorporated, to conduct a study o¥ agricultural research

projects tOI revIew hIstorIcal trends In agrIcultural

research, Identl¥y those projects In USAIO's agricultural

research port¥oll0 and " Identl~y mejor Issues a~~ectlng the

desIgn and Implementation o~ agricultural research projects

by revIewing evaluatIons o~ a sample o~ those projects."

(CrawFord. 1982. p.l)

The authors analyzed evaluatIon documentation ~or 48

projects. 33 o~ whIch were on-goIng at the tIme o~ the

study. They were unable to reach conclusions as to promIsing

strategies In agrIcultural research. due to a lack o~

substant I ve In~ormet Ion conveyed In the project eva Iuat Ions.

They Found that evaluations lacked su~~lclent background

InFormetlon to In~orm readers who dId not have close prIor

knowledge o~ the project. As a reSUlt. the evaluatIons'

potentIal Input Into policy ~ormetlon and project desIgn was

mInImal.

In general. mId-term evaluatIons ~ocused on monItorIng

Inputs and outputs and made recommendatIons ~or ~Ine-tunlng

project management. Few evaluations devoted much emphasis to

JudgIng overall perFormance (Craw¥ord. 1982. p 41). There

was only scant coverage o~ past actIvitIes. approaches

and ensuIng results and ractors WhIch contributed to project
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success.

Specl1'lcal l y, major areas le1't unaddressed by IIlOSt

evaluations containing an on-1'arm component Included:

- problems Involved In the ImplementatIon 01' on 1'arm

research

- the role or multI-dIscIplInary research In project

actIvIties

- the participation 01' small 1'armers In the research process

- the analysis or the e1'rects 01' new technology on project

bene1'lclarles

- the abl I Ity 01' the government to suPPOrt project related

reccurent costs

- the re Iat Ion between government pr Ic Ing po 1ICIes and the

proposed technologIcal InnovatIon

- the adequacy 01' 1'lnanclal and admInistratIve s~rt gIven

to host country researchers

- the contrIbution 01' host country counterparts to project

success

- the level 01' contractor support ror Its technIcal

assIstance 1'leld team

- the e1'1'ectlveness and tImelIness 01' short term

consultancles

From a revIew 01' 44 evaluations, only 1'lve covered problems
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encountered In the Implementation of on-~erm trIals. three

descrIbed the role o~ ~armers In the research process and

two dIscussed the abilIty o¥ the government to suPPOrt

recurrent costs (Craw~ord. 1982)

There was substantial Inconsistency not only In the seope o~

Issues covered. but also regarding the ~ormat In which they

were presented and the methodology used. Kany o~ the

evaluations did not contain a lessons learned section. the

scope o~ work o~ the evaluation team. the extent to which

various project particIpants were contacted. the amount o~

time allocated to the evaluation or the disciplInary

composItion o¥ evaluatIon team members (Cra~ord. 1982. p.

1St) •

What emerges ¥rom thIs study Is a pIcture o~ the USAID

evaluation o¥ agrlculturel research projects whIch Is not

only of minimal utIlIty to pOlIcy makers and program

designers. but also to project team members end USAID

mIssIon project o~~lcers. In the ~ollowlng section. Four

FarmIng systems research projects will be examined. In I fght

of the conclusions obtained From the preceedlng study. With

the exceptIon of the Lesotho project. the other projects

were not Included In CrawFord.s study.
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CHAPTER 4

A COMPARISON OF HID-TERM EVALUATIONS

IN FOUR FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH PROJECTS

4.1 Tne GambIa MIxed Farming and Resource Management Protect

Tnf~ project contaIned many diFFerent components. Although a

Few of Its components were never operatlonallzed, It was

conslderea a success, due largely to the adoptIon of maIze

by target area Farmers.

lengnt of contract: 6 years

Project ImplementatIon began: 5/81

Mid-term evaluatIon conducted: 4/83

Funding level: $9 million

Contractor: Colorado State UnIversity

ComposItIon of the teChnical assistance team: 2 agricultural

economl~ts, 2 agronomists, 1 range ecologist, 1 soclologfst

Tne goal of tne Gambia Mixed Farming and Resource Management

Project (MFP) was to "Increase the economIc well-celng of

tne rural people of the GambIa" by Fostering "

intp.n~lflratlon and Integratfon of crop and

(26)
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enterprises witn existing Gambian ~armlng systems so as to

contribute to Increasing net rural Income on an ecologically

sound and sustained yield basis" (Project Paper. 1980. p. 3).

Tne project paper divided tne project Into six components:

( I) ,-<md Resource Use Eva Iuat Ion and CIass I~ Icat Ion

and Cartograpny; (2) GraZing Areas Development and

Managemaent; (3) Maize Improvement ~or (ncreased Food

an~ Fee~ Production; (4) Improved Rural Tecnnology; (5)

5rengthenlng Ministry PlannIng and EvaluatIon Capacity; (6)

AgriCUltural Skills Training and CommunIcation.

Tne purpose or tne Land Resource Use and Evaluation.

Classlrlcatlon and Cartography component was to provide the

Government or the Gambia (GQTG) with land use maps

contaInIng detailed ln~ormatlon on current land use

patterns. A sub-component was to ~urnlsh trainIng In aerIal

pnotographlc InterpretatIon. MIdway through the project.

aerial pnotography had been completed but much o~ the work

was or unsatlsractory quality and was beIng reworked at the

time or the evaluatIon. The trainIng o~ local personnel had

not yet been InItiated.

Tne Grazing Areas Development and Management component was

to provide support to tne government In developIng and

managing controlled grazing areas to Improve animal

nutr I t f on an" to a 1 I Ign carry' ng capac Ity with t.he ex 1st. , ng
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rumlnan~ populatIon. ThIs was to be achIeved through

assls~lng In tne development of a natIonal land use

strategy. the ~ralnlng of specialIzed pasture agents and by

aIdIng ~he government In the plannIng and ImplementatIon of

a program ~o create anImal access routes to grazIng areas,

wells. FIrebreaks and stOCk handlIng FacIlitIes. GambIa's

rangeland Is saId to be overstOCked and overgrazed. When

IpF~ Fallow, natural vegatatlon provIdes Inadequate anImal

nutrItIon. To remedy thIs. the project has introduced

Improved grasses and Forage legumes. These new varIetIes

were tested In tne FIeld. A natIonal resource Inventory was

beIng conducted and FeedIng trIals using crop by-prOducts

were Introduced.

The Objective of the maize Improvement component was to

Increase prOductIon of maIze FOr human and anImal

consump~lon by developIng a technIcal paCkage. testing

cultlvars. experImentIng wIth FertIlIzer response and plant

densIties and trainIng extensIon workers to use the new

package. The project undertook on-Farm and on-statIon trials

~o ~es~ graIn and Fodder yIelds. The project Issued seed and

rer~IIIzer 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 using maIze and demonstrated these recipes at

PUblIc gatherIngs.
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The purposes o~ the Improved Rural Technology component were

to preserve the value o~ crop residUes by transporting them

a~ter harvest to village households and to Improve the

contribution o~ dra~t power by creating better harnesses and

YOkes. The project paper advocated the purchase o~ 400 ~arm

carts, to be sold through the GambIan Cooperative Union to

Interested ~armers. The project team considered this aspect

to be perIpheral to the overall project purposes and

consequently did not pursue ImplementatIon. At the time o~

the evaluation. research on Improved rarm Implements had not

been InitIated.

Tne Strenghtenlng "Inlstry Planning and Evaluation Component

was Charged with: developing quantitative and qualitatIve

Inrormatlon descrIbIng and analyzing Gambian livestock and

land use systems. monItorIng and evaluatIng results rrom

rleld testIng o~ technical pacKages and traIning Gambians In

~Ield survey techniques. The project's Soclo-Economlc UnIt

(SEU) was responsIble ror ImplementatIon. The SEU conducted

several surveys. The Initial baseline survey covered socIal

composition or compounds. cropping patterns and land use,

livestock ownership and management. IntegratIon or crop and

livestock practices and availabIlity and use or labor.

capital and credit. Other surveys addressed cattle herding,

the runctlonlng or Livestock Owners Associations (LOAs).
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researCh-extension linKages and constraints to technology

transFer.

Agricultural Skills Training and

to provide local and International

and sustain project activities. In

In relevant physical and social

the use of media For agricultural

The Final component,

Communication, was

training to support

addition to training

sciences, training In

extension was programmed.

Malor Findings of the Evaluation Teem

The evaluation team Found that sUbstantial progress was

oelng made In eaCh of the project's main thrusts. On-Farm

researCh was proceeding on schedule and was relevant to the

heeds of limited resource Farmers. The project's Initial

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 Is attributable to excellent cooperation on the part of

nost country both In the staFFing and Implementation of

project activities. It was Found that Implementation could

be SUbstantially Improved by accelerating the project's data

processing capacity.
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Assessment oT the EvaluatIon

The project, Itsel¥, was complex. contaIning sIx dl¥¥erent

components. ThIs complexIty Is re¥lected In the evaluation

report. The report contaIns much In¥ormatlon but It Is

presented In a conTusing and unorganIzed Tashlon.

The body oT the report Is divIded Into the ¥ollowlng

sectIons: ratIonale and summary. project desIgn.

ImplementatIon mechanIsms, major thrusts oT the project,

relatIonshIp to USAID strategy and conclusIons. This was

¥ollowed by annexes. dealing wIth separate project

components, each oT WhIch ¥ollowed a dl¥ferent format.

The evaluatIon provIded SUbstantIal InformatIon concernIng

the specl¥Ics of various on-farm trIals, but dId not dIscuss

the desIgn of the research or the ¥armer's role In the

testIng process. The dIspersed and overdrawn manner In which

the evaluatIon was presented prevented easy access to

speclTlcs o¥ project Implementation. Thus. this evaluatIon

Is oT lIttle use to ¥uture FSR desIgn teams.

4.2 The LesothO FarmIng Systems Prolect

The Lesotho project Illustrates what can happen when a host

country Is unprepared and ambIvalent about acceptIng a new
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research methodology. The FSR approach cleerly lacked

surrlclent government and rarmer support to InstitutionalIze

project activities.

Length or contract: 6 yeers

Project Implementation Degen: 4/78

"Id-term evaluation condUcted: 3/81

Funding level: $9 million

Contractor: Washington State University

CompositIon or technical assIstance team: chler reseerch

management economist. sociologist.

specialist. animal scientist. marketing

range management specialist. admlnlstretlveeconomist.

orFlcer

orrlcer. Ferm

communIcation

The goal or the Lesotho Farming Systems Research Project

(Project Paper. 1978) was to " Improve the quality of rural

lIFe." ThIs was to be echleved through the creation or more

productIve agrlculturel enterprise mixes which were:

acceptable to rermers. commensurate with lImited rarmer

resources and ecologIcally sound. To attain the stated

purpose. the project attempted to: create a rarmlng systems

research unIt within the "Inlstry or Agriculture. engage In

on-Farm applied research In speclrlc ereas. end treln e

cadre or proresslonals to support project activIties.
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The estaOllshment or a rarmlng systems research unIt was

hindered Oy several rectors. lack oT SuPPOrt by elements In

the Ministry or Agriculture, Inadequate human resources and

an InsurTlclent agronomIc data O8se. Its establIshment was

predIcated on the assumptIon that" Interdepartmental

coordInatIon and cooperation exists among MeA (Ministry or

AgrIculture) dIvIsions and sectIons In the Research Unit"

(Project Paper P. 3). This assumption was largely Invalid.

As a result, support Tor this component was tenuous. Many

people In the Ministry O8lleved that the teChnical

assIstance team should work within the exIsting

organizational structure. At the beginning oT project

ImplementatIon, the ResearCh DivIsion (RD) oT the MinIstry

oT Agriculture had ten starT members, only three oT whom ned

Bachelor oT Science degrees. The absence Or skIlled

counterpart scIentists end InstItutional support. coupled

with scant O8sellne knowledge. resulted In a change In

project direction. It was decided early on that thIs

component or the project Should concentrate on establIShIng

a general researCh capability In the Research DIvision.

rather than creatIng a more narrowly rocused rarmlng systems

researCh unIt.

The FarmIng Systems Program component was Charged with

developIng three alternatIve technologies to be tested in

three agro-ecologlcal envIronments. A baselIne survey was
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conducted among 471 households In the three target areas.

Farm records were kept For a more limited number of target

group Farmers. On-station trIals with maize. cOWPeas.

sorghum and soYbean were Degun (although the speciFic

purposes of the tests are not Included In the evaluation).

Trials aimed at Improving draFt anImal nutrition were

undertaken. Timely access to draFt animals appeared to De a

major constraInt to Increased agricultural productivIty.

particularly among poorer Farmers who oFten rent oxen at

planting tIme. PlantIng was oFten delayed due to animal

Fatigue. To address this constraint. the project team Degan

testIng the eFFects of protein and mineral supplements on

weight gaIn and the practicality of rotational grazIng on

communal pastures. At the time of the evaluation. results of

tne livestock and cropping trials were not yet available.

Ma'or Flndlna of the EvaluatIon Team

The evaluation team Found that the project designers were

overly optImistic In plannIng the establishment of a

separate Farming systems unit wIthin the Research DIvision

of the MInistry of Agriculture. An Inadequate project tlme­

Frame. InsuFFicient host country support and a lack of

adequately trained local scientists made such an activIty

Impractical and InapproprIate. The team Felt that Improving

the general researCh capacity wIthin the exIsting
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organizatIonal structure was more Teaslble

national research strategy was sorely

dIrection to exIstIng research eTTorts.

and useTu I • A

needed to give

The eTTectlveness OT the applied research component was

hIndered by an absence OT existing cropping guIdelines to be

tested and scarce counterpart personnel. The purpose OT

project team activities In target areas was unclear to local

Tarmers. Farmers thought that the main TOCUS OT the project

was localized rural development. As a consequence. Tarmer

expectations were raised and dlssatlsTactlon with the

absence OT tangible results threatened project credibIlIty.

The eva Iuat Ion team advocated Inst Itut Ing a researCh

activity. yIelding qUick. IT limited. payOTTS. to establIsh

credlbl'lty among target area f'armers. The un8vallabl I Ity

OT Inputs also limited the chOice of' potentIal approprIate

technologIes Tor testing. At the time of' evaluatIon. It was

too early to predict acceptance OT technologlca'

Innovations.

In terms OT general Implementation Issues. the technIcal

assIstance team was not adequately orIentated beTore

arrivIng In Lesotho and was given InsuTTlclent support by

the USAID mIssion. durIng the beginning stages OT project

ImplementatIon. Project eTTectlveness was f'urther Impeded

by poor relatIons between the contractor. host country
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oTTlclals and USAID/Lesotho.

AsseS'ment or the EvolUOt1on

The Lesotho evaluatIon Tollows the Project

Ella Iuat Ion SUllllMlry (PES) conta Ined In the USA I0 handbOOk.

The evaluatIon closely monItors the provIsIon oT Inputs

(technIcal assIstance. traInIng. commodItIes. constructIon.

host country contrIbUtIon) and the progress toward achIevIng

targeted outputs. It dOes not. howeller. provIde InsIght Into

the manner In wnlch tne research was desIgned nor dOes It

speclTy What technologIes were Delng tested and how test

procedures were carrIed out. As a result. thIs lack oT

SUbstantIve InTormatlon makes the evaluatIon OT lIttle use

to those not dIrectly Involved In the project.

4.3 Botswana AgrIcultural ImprOVement ProJect

This project. at mId-term. was considered to be a model Tor

the design and Implementation OT Tuture FSR projects.

AttentIon was Tocused on the need to InstItutionalize

project activities by InvolvIng diverse host country

agencies in all aspects oT the project.
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Length or contract: 5 years

Project ImplementatIon began: 4/82

Mia-term evaluation conaucted: 7/84

Funalng level: not given

Contractor: MIAC

Composition Or teChnical assistance team:

3 agricultural economists, 2 agronomists,

sciet'ntis't'

anImal

Tne goal or tnls project was to Improve small rarmer welrare

ana increase proauction througn the deve~opment, dirruslon

and aaoption or appropriate technology. The project purpose

wa~ to Improve the MinIstry Or AgrIculture's capacity to

aevelop and extend cropping recommendations relevant to

small rarmers. This was to be achieved through the

Initiation Or applied researCh In two dlrrerent locatIons

and in-country and overseas training Or host country

proressionals In relevant disciplines and reseach

methoaologles (Project Paper, 1982).

The project team identiried the major constraInt racIng

~mal I rarmers in Botswana as an inabIlity to establISh

~tand~. aue to an InadeqUate quantity and distributIon Or

rainrall. ThIs severely limits avaIlable croppIng

alternatives. The researCh teams tested a number Or cropping

al'tprn8t"tve~, In response to the major moisture con~tralnt.
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These Included testing ridge plowing. weed control.

replanting and overseedlng/ thinning. There were no test

results during the two years. due to the prevailing drought

conditions. It was determIned that limited access to anImal

~r8c~lon. ~~emmlng rrom labor bOttlenecks at planting time.

was another slgnlrlcant constraint. In response. the

project planned to experIment with drart management to

r8cl I Itate early plowIng, Improved harnesses and YOkes and

approprla~e post-harvest crop by-product and rorage

technology.

The project team placed considerable emphasIs on the need to

InstItutIonalize project actIvities. To this end, the team

attempted to lnrorm policy makers within the MInistry Or

Agriculture Or project actIvIties, through the InstItution

or semInars, discussions and vIsits to the research sites.

The project establiShed linkages with the Botswana

AgrIcultural College by Incorporating BAC researchers Into

project activities and provIding Input Into curriculum

development. It was recognized that enthusIastIc support by

~enior orrlclals was crucIal to long-term project success.

The project provided rundlng ror a Research-ExtensIon

l la~ion Orrlcer (RELO) WhO sought to Improve research­

extensIon linkages by participatIng In policy meetIngs Or

the researCh and extensIon unIts and by arrangIng seminars

which rocused On relevant Issues. The project team Involved

(3B)



C("lunt ...rparts In all aspeC1:S of' plannIng and Implementation

and provided extensive on-the-job training In survey

teChniques and mIcro-computer use.

M~jor Findings 01' the EvaluatIon Team

Despite the absence of' on-f'arm test results. the evaluators

Found that the project team was doIng an exceptional job In

1;he ImplementatIon and InstItutionalizatIon of' project

actIvItIes. Many Factors contributed to mId-term project

success: a we I 1 des Igned project paper. competent and

experIenced project team members. extensIve existIng

baselIne data. a long hIstory of' In-country research In

Botswana. prevIous host-country experIence wIth FarmIng

systems research projects. strong lInkages wIth mInIstry

nFFlcals and other on-goIng projects and excellent relatIons

oetween researChers and Farmers. ContInuIng constalnts to

Improved project perFormance were: a lack 01' qualIFied host

country personnel and poor relatIons between government

research and extension personnel.

Assessment of' the EvaluatIon

The Botswana evaluatIon uses the PES and provIdes a

supplementary narratIve whICh responded to Issues Included

in the scope of' work. The scope of' work Is detaIled and
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addr~~~e~ many issues which are oT paramount importance to

the success oT Tarmlng systems research projects.

It Is clear that the evaluation team had bOth extensive

knowledge oT FSR methodology and considerable prior

~xperience in evaluating adaptive researCh projects. The

evaluators highlighted the project team's eTTorts In

Institutionalizing project activities through linkages with

th~ researCh and extension services at the pOlicy maKing and

fl~ld levels, as well as, linKages with other on-going

projects and International research centers. The evaluation

also dl~cussed exogenous Tactors Which had a positive

Influence on project progress, Including, the exlstance oT a

sUb~tantlal data base, the long tradition oT agricultural

research In Botswana and prior host country experience with

farming systems research projects. Although the evaluation

did list the number oT agronomic trials undertaKen, It did

not describe micro-Issues related to on-Tarm testing (the

role oT the farmer In research design and testing,

guarantees against Tarmer risK, Tinancial analysis oT the

proposed technology.) Nevertheless, the evaluation clearly

highlighted Important Issues responsible Tor project

success, and consequently, could be oT use In Tuture project

design.
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4.4 Malawi Agricultural Researc~ Project

T~e project's d'~~,cult'es at mid-term hlg~llght the

Importance o~ multidisciplinary cooperation during the

researc~ process. T~e absence o~ cooperation resulted In a

suspension o~ t~e project's on-~arm research activities.

Lp.ngt~ o~ contract. 5 years

Project Implementation began. 5/80

Mid-term evaluation conducted. 2/83

Funding level. S9 million

Contractor. University o~ Florida

Composition o~ the technical assIstance team' 3 agronomists.

2 nort'culturallsts. 1 plant breeder. 1 agricultural economist.

ant~rOPOloglst. 1 animal scientist

T~e purpose o~ this project was to Improve the capacity o~

t~e Department o~ AgriCUltural Research to develop relevant

researc~ ~or small ~armers. This was to be achieved through

the creation o~ separate research units ~or agricultural

economics and ~armlng systems research (to be ~eaded by the

project team agricultural economist and ant~ropologlst.

respectively). the Integration o~ team scientists Into

commodity ~ocused research endeavors at the major researc~

station and t~e provision o~ U.S. university training ~or 30

nost country personnel. Farming systems research was. thus.
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part o~ a larger research e~~ort (Project Paper. 1980).

The major objectives o~ the Farming Systems Analysis section

(FSA) were: to establIsh an FSR program. create a research­

extens Ion I Ias Ion system. conduct d Iagnostl c surveys.

InitIate on-~arm tests o~ pOtentIal technology packages and

monItor ~armer adoptIon.

An FSR unIt was establIshed at the major research statIon

and comprISed o~ the contractor team anthropOlogIst and ~our

host country natIonals. A diagnostIc survey was undertaken

by members of the FSA unit. research statIon agronomIsts and

extensIon servIce agents. After evaluatIng survey results.

on-farm testIng of maIze varIeties and fertilIzer

applications was InItIated In four locatIons. The multI­

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 solIcItatIon of signIficant

Input from eIther host country or project team scIentIsts.

As a result. SUbstantIal frIctIon developed between the FSR

unIt and other components wIthIn the research project. At

the tIme of the evaluatIon. multI-dIscIplInary cooperatIon

was vIrtually non-exlstant and the second round of on-~arm.

~armer-managed trIals was suspended. pending the offIcIal

IncorporatIon of an agronomIst Into the Farming Systems
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AnalysIs sectIon.

Malor FIndIngs of the EvaluatIon Teem (SpecIFIc to the FSR

Component)

The evaluatIon team Found thot lack of multI-dIsciplInary

cooperatIon serIously aFFected the FSR sectIon's mandate to

create relevant technology For the small Former. The absence

of suFFIcIent agronomIc Input resulted In dubIous testIng

methodologIes and InapproprIate test conclusIons. The team

also Found thot host country personnel assIgned to the FSR

sect Ion were not appo I nted on mer It and were I 11 -equ IPPed

For theIr roles.

Ffndtngs Relevant to the Project At-Lorge

It was concluded that there was conFusion and disagreement

among project team and host country personnel as to the

general project purpose (InstItutIon buIldIng. adOptIve

research or traInIng) and the specIFIc role thot the FormIng

systems research component would play thereIn. The absence

of a natIonal research strategy deFInIng research

prIorItIes. coupled wIth a lock of Input From the FSR and

agrIcultural economIcs sectIons. resulted In comnodlty based

research whIch had only mInImal applIcabIlIty to small

farmers. Many of the research stUdIes undertaken by members
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or the agrIcultural economics section were macro-orIented

and only indirectly applIcable to small holder constraInts.

Project success was Turther hampered by poor project

management Wh Ich was man ITested In unc Iear part Ie' pant

respOnsibilitIes and uncoordinated Tlnanclal accountIng. The

evaluation team. nevertheless. Telt that a Tollow-on project

could make a sUbstantial contrIbutIon to the orIgInal

project objectives.

Asse"me"t 9~ the EvolUOt,OO

The evaluation Is divided Into sectIons devoted to:

Introduction. Inputs. outPUts. purpose assessment. project

management. previous evaluations and conclusions and

recommendations.

A sUbstantial pOrtion oT the evaluatIon deals with

monitoring budget allocations. commodIty and constructIon

Inputs. and training. The evaluation compares the output oT

the rarmlng systems component agaInst project paper

objectives but does not discuss problems encountered In the

Implementation oT on-Tarm research. the nature of test

monitorIng. nor the speclTlc role of the extension service

durIng rarmer managed testing. Although the evaluation does

emphasIze the ImpOrtance of multl-dlsclpllnary cooperatIon.

other methodological Issues relevant to FarmIng systems
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research are not treated. The document provIdes lIttle whIch

can be drawn upon ror ruture project desIgn.

4,5 An OvervIew or "Io-Term Evaluotlons

Ir an evaluatIon Is to contrIbute to ImprovIng ruture

project desIgn and Implementation It must assess a wIde

range or key Issues relevant to FSR and present those Issues

In a clear and organIzed rash Ion. The rollowlng tables

Identlry Important areas or concern and note whether these

topIcs were treated In the project evaluations. The

Importance or these Issues wIll be dIscussed In the

Tollowlng chaPter.
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Topl' ",1

Cgmport'90 9f C9yerogc 9f

Pr!!t=lnp'''"'ltot;too Is,y.'

In Four Formtng Sy,tcmo R',..rsn prgtest;

I"uol

Orientatton of teem before errfv.1

Role of mtsslon In In-country orfentatlon

Overview of host country agrIculture

Qua I I ty 0'F tn. project paper

ResearCh organlzetlon stafftng

and Capabll ttt,s

E~lsttng ~a-base

Locel SuPPOrt ~or FSR

no yes

no yes

no no

yes yes

yes y••

no no

no no

8ot3WOoO

no

no

no

yes

yes

yes

no

Mo'OW I

no

no

no

yes

yes

no

no

Source: Evaluation Reports. respective countrtes

All ~our evaluattons discussed the utt I fty o~ the project

QOPer aod the capabilities of the host countries' reseereh

organlzattons but did not provide an overvfew or host

country agrfcu.ture nor discuss local government suPPOrt For

Farming systems research.. Only one of the ~our evaluatfons

discussed tn, orientation of the project team arter arrival.

the role or the mlsston I" project team ortentatfon or the

~gn I tuo@' of 'tne e)( f et 'Og data base.
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Tob" ",2
Cgnper f 190 of (;oy.roqe

Target; Group Qr'wot,gn

Ge'. L''9thq Bqt:'WOM "'1 OW'
Rea~on~ For target aree ~eleetIon

Process used For dec'~'on

no no yes no

no no no no

Source: EvaluetJOf"i Reports. respectlye projects

Issues ~urrounclJng the ~elect'on ~ target. ar_s were

virtually Ignored despIte tnefr flllPQreance to project

succe~s. Only tn. eotSw.MW eveltJ8't;fon dIscussed the r_son

'or target area select'on.

Top'. 4.3

ComporJsgn of' Cgyeropt of'

th, O.,ertps,y. ODd Q,ogng,t,s Pho'e

Methods of' dato collect'on

SCOPe or besellne survey

Porttcfpatlon oy other enttttes

Gomplo Lesgtho

yes no

yes yes

yes no

Bot;sw4Q4

yes

yes

no

Mol"",1

no

no

yes

Source: Evoluatton Reports. respective project.
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All lOY.",.ot I on.. wt th _ exCept ton of' ...1_t. de.cr I I>ed the

seope 0# tne .,.••1". survey. Only 'twO evalUllt'ons ct'scussed

deta co 11 ect I on ~'ogy or _ pert I c I pet I on of' other

ent,tte. In the de.crtptl". ..,., dt-.ostlc _.e.

I_I.....

Cq P-''P!l gt CpytrMl gt

tnw Pt" CI! ot 8U.rsb

Is,u., GwF" boagt;DQ BgtIWOOtl ""OW'
ApproPrIateness o~ ",.,eareh prIorItIes yes no ye. ye.

Ass"s~ of on-Fanll trIal. no no no no

FInancIal analysl, 01= propoSed tecr,,1O' ogy ye. no no no

I "pUt '" Fa,..,.r, 1n1:0 the desIgn process no no no no

Sourc.: Evalue1:lon RePOrts, respective project.

While tnree evaluatIons discussed the approPrfateness of

research prlorftles, no evaluatIon descrIbed the role of the

Farmer In the desIgn of reseereb. Two evaluatfons assessed

on-'farm tr'al, end only one analYZed the "nanc'al

t mp I , cat Ions 0" tn. proPOsed techno1ogy.
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TaQ" .,'

Conporf IQO 9f: Cpye"" 9f

Tm lnq

I,sue, Gm le b.09tjno 8gt,wooe MoIOW!

I"tenne,. tn wnlcn research pertfclpen~.

were enosen yes no no no

Ret,vanc. 0# tes'ts no no yes yes

Provision ~or ~a,....rs rIsk IncentIve no no no no

EX'ten't and descr Ipt Ion of IlIOn t t:or , ng yes no no no

Farmer.' role In tes'tl"G no no no no

Source. Evalua'tlon Reports. respectIve proJIM:t.

Few eve' uat tons covered bas tel ssu.. ~undamentaI to the

Imptementatlon o~ on-ofaem testIng. Neither the FartfMtts' role

tn ~est'ng nor tn. Provtslon of Incentfves and guerantees

agaln.t rIsk For partlclpetlng farmers was descr1t>ecta Only

one eva1uatton discussed the manner In Whtch research

part' c IpentS were chosen or prOCedUres For mon Itor I ng on­

Farm tests a Two evaluatfons assessed the relevance o~ tne

research For the ..... 11 farmer a
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ToO" ",6

Comporl'O" gf Coy,rage 9f

Int,rgl,slpl'Qlry Cbor.qt.r',tlss

GomO" b'lQtnq 8gt°WlOe Ma'aw'
Nature and ,xtent o~ "...ltl-dI~CIPllnery

I nt.ract: I on

'n~erdlse'pllnery team compositIon

no no y.s yes

yes yes yes yes

SOure•• Evaluation Reports, respectIve proJects

It I tnotJgh eacn eva I U8t I on deS,er, Io.d tl"l. d f se Ipi' nary

composition o~ tn. tectvtleal asslstanc. te_, only the

Botswana and f1alawl evahJ8'elons outlined the Nl'ture and

extent o~ multt-dlselpllnary cooPeration during tn, v.rlous

phases of project Implementation.
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Tact), •• 7

Cgnpor
'
l9O of COy,r.. 9 f

In't1tyS1gno) Llnt C27,/S'mP?rt

I"u" Genbt. Lesotho Bot,wano ".lbf

Llnkag,'S wIth commodity based' res..reh no yes yes no

Linkages w1th academic f n'St , tut lone no no yes no

CooPeration wIth oth.r on-go I no proJec1:S no no yes no

Hos1: country pr Ior 8)(l)8r Ienee w'1:n FSR no no yes no

Role o~ tn, extensIon servfce ye. no yes no

Ne'Cure 0" re 1at f on'S O.tween tne nost

Country researc,", and extens10n serv'ces yes yes yes

Source. Evaluatfon Reports, respect've projects

Every eva 1uat' on lOOked at tn, re 1at, onsn Ip Oltween tne

researcn and extensIon servIces (wnfch was unlf'onnly pOOr),

yet, wi tn tne except Ion of' tn. SOtswane assessmen't:, cruc i a 1

linkages witn other agencies were not InvestIgated. This was

so despite tn, recognItIon tl'\o1: lInkage Is essentla' 'For

project Inst't~10nallzat'on.
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!aQ1, 4,8

CgnpIr f.on qt Cgy,r.. of

I I!R J""",tot f go J'sue,

I ,sue, <;eoI. L"gthq BcrtAwtlno g'ow!

uno~r~tandlng/agreementof' project purpose

l)y' Farmer, no yes no no

nest country of'fI'lcto's no yes no yes

p ..oJect t_ no yes no yes

~ I tude of' recurrent costs yn no no yes

Competence 0' projtte't t .... wit" ....pect

to. tecnnteo' ski II. yes yes yes yes

I anguege ,k f I I. no no yes no

Sultabllfty of' tralnfng COI'RPOI"lent yes yes yes yes

Ava' lab' 1 Ity of Inputs yes yes yes no

Relation oetween macro 1>01 ley end

project actlvitie. no yes yes no

AClequacy ofl project t fme F.._ yes yes yes yes

Ho.t country Finanela' sUppOrt yes yes yes yes

QualIty ofl project menaaement yes yes yes yes

Source I Evaluation Report., respective projects

Every evaluation dfscussed the sUftabl"ty of the project

'tre'nlng component, the oval labl' fty '" Inputs, the adequaCY
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o~ the projects' time ~rame, the extent o~ host country

country ~Inanclal support and the quality o~ project

management. Only the Lesotho and Botswana evaluations

described the critical relationship between project

activities and government macro-economic pOlicies, such as

commodity pricing and credit ~or smell ~armers. The

technical SKills o~ the project team were assessed In each

evaluation bUt only one evaluation assessed the teem's

language skills. The extent o~ understanding and agreement

as to project purpOse was discussed In hal~ o~ the

evaluations.
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TaDl. 4.9

F9t!M$ of £voluet;IM'

The Following taDle denote. wtwtner the eveh.t:lon For.-'ts cont:alned the

FollowIng ItentS:

Cq!pqneot5 ~I. L'agtnq 8clt'WOM ...1.,
S.-ry yea ye. ye. no

Log "r_ yea yea ye. no

Sccpe ~ work no no ye. no

R_sons "or eveluetlon yea y.. yes no

Per'SOns eontacted yea yea y.. ye.

Lessons leerned no yea yes no

Table ~ contents no no yes yes

BlbllogrePny no no yes no

List 0' project publ f cat Ions no no no ye.

Source: Evaluation Reports. respective proJ~s

The ,valuation Formets dIFFered widely. only the 8ot;swana

eva1U8tlon Included the t ...'s SCoPe of' work. Each

evaluetlon t.... structured and orgenlzed Its fIndings In a

dlf'Ferent FaShion.

The preceedfng tables Illustrate that Issues critical to a
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t~orough assessment of FSR projects were Frequently omitted

rrom project evaluatIons. This Is hardly suprlslng In vIew

or t~e lImited dIrection provIded by the evaluatIon teams'

scopes Or worK. In the Following chapter, a standardIzed

rormat and set of questions Is proposed, aImed at makIng FSR

evaluatIons more comprehensIve and better organIzed.
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CHAPTER S

A NEW EVALUATION FORMAT

The conclusIons reached In both the Development Alternatives

study and the preceedlng comparison oT Tour Tarmlng systems

researCh projects clearly IndIcate that the evaluation oT

agricultural research projects In general, and FSR projects

In partIcUlar, Is contributing little to Increasing the

knowledge base oT the project's stakeholders. Increasing

thIs knowledge base Is critical Tor Tarmlng systems research

because the methodology Is new and still In Its Tormetlve

stage. The potential payoTTs are not Immediate. Much more

needs to be learned about the planning and Implementation oT

FSR projects and evaluations could contrIbute slgnlTlcantly

to the learnIng process.

Although each FSR project Is unIque, the Issues and problems

conTrontlng It are SUTTlclently slmlilar to make cross­

project comparisons a valuable source oT InTormat Ion. Cross­

project comparIsons could be greatly .Tacilitated through the

use oT a generalized evaluation Tormat Tor the Agency's

portTo I 10 oT FSR projects. Evaluations should describe the

pre-ImplementatIon environment, tell what happened, explaIn

Why It happened, assess the likely Impact oT the project and

prnvlde recommendations to Improve on-goIng or Tuture
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project perFormance. Many of the evaluations revIewed have

assessed project perFormance wIthout descrIbIng basIc

project actIvItIes SUCh as: the technology being tested.

dIFFicultIes Involved In on-Farm testIng or the role of the

Farmer In the technology generatIon process. This

InFormatIon Is essential IF Future projects are to proFit

From past experiences.

Evaluation Is typically Implemented In a short time Frame.

thus. there exists a need to rapIdly assess the project. A

systems approach Is required as the project Is one of many

Interacting components within the country' 5 deveI epment

strategy. To Improve the quality of evaluation In FSR.

several dIscussIon questions are proposed, For each or the

nine major types of Issues that should be covered In

evaluation: pre-Implementation Issues, target group

orientatIon, the descrIptive/diagnostic phase. the design of

research, technology testing. technology dIFFusIon.

Interdisciplinary characteristics, InstitutIonal

lInkages/support and Implementation Issues. These Issues

are associated with the Four standard stages of FarmIng

systems research and the project envIronment In Which It

FunctIons.

The sections are Introduced by paragraphs explainIng the

typ~s and Importance of the InFormatIon being SOUght. The
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the exposition and discussion of

the evaluation team. a brieF

processes and characteristics of

evaluator Should Keep In mind that there are no right or

wrong answers as FSR Is still evolving. Evaluation should be

most Interested In assessIng the adequacy and breadth of

consIderations taKen Into account to ultimately provide a

085'5 For evaluating What worKs and why. Each question Is

proceeded by a code which Indicates the persons to be

consulted In Formulating resPOnses to Individual questions.

(MP_Mlssion Personnel. TATP-Technlcal Assistance Team

Personnel. HPC-Host Country Project Counterparts. HRSP-Host

Country Research Station Personnel. HMO-Host Country

Ministry OFFicials. HEPaHost Country Extension Personnel.

F=Farmers). When responding to the proposed questions. the

evaluation team should Indicate From where the InFoMll8tlon

was solicited by circling the approPriate codes. An

explanatory paragragh Follows eaCh set of questions.

outlIning the rationale For the questions. Within the

paragraph. questions are reFered to by number.

5.1 AN OVERVIEW OF FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH

BeFore proceeding with

questions to be asKed by

description of the goals.

FSR Is In order.
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Tnere 15 a sUbstantial variety or opinIon as to what

constItutes rarmlng systems research and how It should be

operatlonallzed. Most or the disagreements. however. center

on Implementation Issues suCh as site selection Ie. target

area verses recommendatIon domalne (Shaner. PhIlipp and

Scnmenl. 1982) or survey techniques Ie. baseline data survey

verses rapid appraisal (Gilbert. Norman and Winch. 1980;

Shaner. Philipp and Schmehl. 1982). There Is little

disagreement as to the basic goals and stages or the

approach. However. the speclrlc Objectives relating to how

tnls general goal will De achieVed will vary rram project to

project.

The goal or Farming Systems Research Is to create technology

whiCh Is approPriate ror the smell. limited resource rarmer

(G I Ibert. Normen. Winch. 1980) • The methodo Iogy emphas Izes

tne needs and constraints or smell rarmers. edapts a

prOblem-solving perspective and Interdisciplinary approach

and stresses the Importance or a complementary relationshIp

wltn commodity based research errorts (Shaner. Phi I Ipp.

Schmehl. 1982). Farming Systems Research attempts to assess

the opportunities and constraints racing smell Tarmers and

Identlry smell changes In cropping or anlmel husbandry

practices which can result In larger. positive changes In

rarmer productivity. Where there Is minimal exIstIng

(59)



tecnnology tnat can be adaPted tnrough on-rarm trials. FSR

has a major role In helping to establIsh basic research

prIoritIes tnat wIll ultimately generate approprIate

technology ror smallrarmers. The methodOlogy looks at the

rarmlng system as a series or Interrelated activities (Ie.

cultIvation. husbandry. orr-rarm employment.consumptlon.

marketlng)-- each or which has an Interrelated Impact on

rarmers' decIsion making. Recognizing that problems racIng

rarmers cut across disciplines. FSR approaches problem

solving rrom a multidisciplinary perspective. drawing upon

expertise In a wIde range or areas. The methodOlogy Is

prem Ised on the be I Ier that FSR I s not a sUtlst Itute ror

commodIty based research. bUt rather complements research

s~atlon activities. It also emphasizes the Itlneratlve

nature or research and the need ror reedback linkages

be~ween researCh and extension. bOth to Identlry rarmers'

problems and to assess prototype technology.

Research Implementation Is divided Into rour stages:

descrIptIve/diagnostic. research design. testing and

dlrruslon (Gilbert. Norman. Winch. 1980; Shaner. PhIlipp.

Scnmehl. 19821 Byerlee. CollInson. 1980). In the

descriptIve/diagnostIc phase. researchers use surveys and

IntervIews to learn aboUt the rarmlng system and Identlry

constraints to Increasing productivity. In the research

~e~lgn phase. avaIlable technologies are rlrst assessed to
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determine 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. IF results appear

encouraging, the tecnnology(Ies) Is then tested by

researchers and/or Farmers on Farmers' Fields. IF the new

~echnologles yIeld Increases In productivIty, they are

transmitted to tne extension service For dIFFusion (Shaner,

PhIlipp, Schmehl, 1982). In addition, FSR Is IncreasIngly

recognized as responsible For IdentiFying macro-constraints

~o ~echnnlogy adOptIon and communicating needed changes to

po I Icy makers.

5.2 PRE-IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

These questions seeK to ascertain the general environment In

WhIch project activitIes began. EmpIrIcal FIndings 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 weI I

.organized and Implemented, but chances of success are

minimal unless tne external project envIronment Is conduslve

~o aChievIng project purposes. Conversely, a very posItIve

prnject environment can compensate For weaKnesses in project

desIgn and execution. The FollowIng questIons treat host

rOl.lntry ",,"ve Iopment. pr Ior Ities, pr 1or researCh exper Ience.
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the preparation o~ mission and project personnel and the

sultabll tty of strategies and objectives enunciated in the

Project Paper.

G0vprnmpnt POlicy-Key Questions

F~r ~x;mum impact. an FSR project should serve as a

OlJ I Iding bloCk I n the deve Iopment strategy. I n genera 1. and

the rpsearch strategy In specl~lc. The ~ollowlng ~uestions

are proposed to provioe the evaluators an understanding of

current po I Icy direct Ions.

I) Wh~t are tne country's medium term development goals? How

does the project purpose meSh with those goals? ",p.

TATP. HI'IO

2) At the beginning o~ project Implementation. did the

country have a long term researCh strategy?

I'IP, TATP. HI'IO

Questions and 2 deal with the macro pOlicy and strategy

environments. IF the hOSt country government Is emphasizing

aggregate yield Increases rather than Improvement in small

Farmer welFare. It may be less dlspOseo to sUPpOrt and

inC\titutionallze a project WhiCh Is not In concert with Its

medium term priorities. ThiS can SUbstantially Impact

prospects For project success. Slmlllarly, IF there is no

long-term agricultural researCh strategy,
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wi i I be diTTlcult Tor pol Icy maKers to deTlne the role which

the project plays in the development process and hence

impede Institutionalization oT project activities.

Prlnr ~xnertence and Current Data-Key Questions

Projects are not Independent. but are aTTected by related

past and existing activities. To provide the evaluators with

a historical context Into whiCh the FSR project Tails. the

Tnl lowing questions are proposed:

3) What Is the nature. quantity and quality oT relevant pre-existing

agronomic and economic data and cropping recommendations?

To what extent has the project attempted to utilize existing

InTormatlon? MP. TATP. HRSP. HPC. HEP

A) What types oT agricultural researCh have been undertaKen

In the country? What was the magnitUde oT past research

eTTorts? TATP. HRSP. HPC. HEP

~) Have there been other FSR projects Implemented In the

cnuntry? IF so. what type of results have they produced?

MP. TATP. HRSP. HMO. HEP

h) What experience did host country and project team

personnel have with Interdisciplinary research?

TATP. HPC. HR5P

7) What types of development activities have been IntrOduced

In the project areas? HOw have Tarmers responded to these

Initiatives? MP, TATP. HPC, HMO. HRSP, HEP. F
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Ou~s~lon 3 8ss~sses ~he pre-existing data base. Ir there Is

a reliable body of data,- the time needed ror a descriptIon

of ~h~ Farming system and a diagnosis Or farmer constraints

may he Shortened. The existence or a set or croPPing

guld~llnes can provide 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

agricultural research and the types or development

activities In WhIch the target area rarmers have

particIpated.

IF a country has had a long hIstory Or agrIcultural research

and prior experIence in FSR. project Implementation and

linkages can be greatly racllitated. as was the case In the

Botswana project. LIkewise. past negative experiences or

~arget area Farmers with develo~ent projects can hinder

project Implementation. A string or project rallures could

dIscourage rarmers rrom participating In project activities.

particularly when benefits are uncertain and not Immediately

apparent. ThIs Is particularly true ror projects Involving a

livestock component. Farmers may be understandably reluctant

to experiment with livestOCk management. gIven the magnItude

or theIr capital Investment. This reluctance can be

~~gnIFled Ir they have had negative experiences With past
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development projects.

Host Country Perceptions and Personnel OrIentatIon-Key

Questions

Host country perceptions oT FSR and prior orIentatIon oT the

technical assIstance team are Important determInants oT

potentIal Tor project success. These Issues are addressed In

the FollowIng questions:

8) How Is FSR viewed by diverse members oT the research and

extension services? TATP. HPC. HRSP. HEP

9) HOW Tamlliar was the project staTT wIth past research

eFForts? MP. TATP

10) What role did mission personnel play In project team

orIentatIon? MP. TATP

Question 8 explores the opinIons oT research and extensIon

personnel wIth regard to FSR. IT FSR Is perceIved as an

InFerior. "unscientlTIc" methodology by a majorIty OF hosf

country researchers. prospects Tor the Institutionalization

oT the project methodology and activities may be severely

proscrIbed. Questions 9 and 10 describe project team

orientatIon. FamilIarity wIth past research successes and

Failures can oTten provIde guIdance when planning

Implementation strategies. The role oT missIon personnel Is

especIally Important In project team orIentatIon. The
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provision or logistics support, background brlerlng and the

Introduction Or project team members to host country

orrlclals can greatly aide project start-up (see Lesotho

mid-term evaluation).

CharacteristIcs or Project Design

The main objective measure against which a project Is

compared Is the project paper. Consequently, It Is Impertant

to assess the adequacy or this "ex-ante" prediction Or

probable Impact to determine to What extent It should serve

as a yardstick against which Implementation should be

judged. The rollowlng questions are Intended to explore

these Issues.

11) How realistic and suitable was the project purpose and

the measurements Or achIevement as stated In the project

surrlclent duration

success Or rallure?

paper? TATP, HPC, MP

12) How speclrlc was the project paper

Implementation plans? TATP

13) Is (was) the project tlme-rrame Or

to determine the probability or

with regard to

TATP, HPC

Questions II, 12 and 13 seek to determine the relevance or

project paper objectives and the guidance orrered therein.

Although the project paper provides only preliminary
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objectIves and guidelInes. the absence or an ImplementatIon

plan can retard the Initiation or project actIvIties.

Despite the ract that the project paper Is not "written In

stone" a brier assessment or the relevance or the project

paper can provIde valuable reedback Into the desIgn process.

In additIon. Ir the evaluatIon scope or work demands a

comparIson or project outputs with the measures or

acnlevement contained In the project paper. the relevance

and reaslbility or those measures must be assessed at the

outset. ThIs Is partIcularly true because there exIsts

InstItutional Incentives to exaggerate probable Impact to

Insure project approval.
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~.3 TARGET GROUP ORIENTATIQN

Targ~~ areas or recommendation domalnes (see Shaner.

Philipp. SChmehl. 1982. p.44 For the distinctIons) are

10ca~lons Where Field research activities will ~ake place.

These areas are designated Dased on the agro-cllmatlc

environment and ~he homogeneity of Farmers with respect to

cropping and animal husDandry practices. resource endoWment.

access to markets and ethnic aFFiliation (Shaner. Philipp.

SChmehl. 1982). Relative .homogenelty Is necessary to Insure

~hat technology develoPed at one sIte may be transFered to

others within the target area and to similar locations

beyond the speciFic research target area. The questions

whIch Follow are to determIne the rationale For target area

selection.

Target Areo Selectfon-Key Quest'on,

Comprehensions of the reasons underpinning target area

s~lec~lon Is crucial to an appreciation of Farmer

mo~Iva~lons concerning adoption of proposed technologies.

14) How was the target area chosen? Who was Involved In the

decision making process? TATP. HPC. HMO

15) Wha~ criterIa were used In the selectIon of the targe~
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area? TATP, HPC, HMO

I~ Is very Important to understand how and why a target area

was selected Decause the choice oT target area obvIously

eTTects prospects Tor project success. The selection process

also Indicates the degree to whIch the project collaborates

with other InstItutIons.

5.4 THE DESCRIPTIVE AND DIAGNOSTIC PHASE

The oDjectlve oT thIs phase Is to gain a thorough knowledge

oT the Tarmlng system withIn the target ar.. , through the

use oT sIte vIsits , InTorme I Interviews and structured

surveys to better understand the constraints Tsclng smell

Tarmers. OpInIons vary wIth respect to the amount oT

Dasellne data needed. Some practlcloners believe that

extensIve surveys are necessary while others advocate the

use OT a more rapid appraIsal (GIlbert, Normen, WInch,

1980). The choIce oT methodology and scope oT data have

Important ImplIcatIons Tor constraInt IdentlTlcatlon and

research eTTlclency.

Oata Collection Methodologies and ConstraInt IdentlTlcatlon­

Key Questions

Clearly, data collectIon methodologies and analyses

determIne the accuracy oT constraInt IdentlTlcatton yet,
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typIcally. evaluatIons do not discuss these Issues In

detaIl. These questIons address these Issues.

How were they

data meke to

16) What types of data were collected?

collected? What contrIbutIons did the

constraInt IdentiFIcation? TATP. HPC

17) What were the mejor constraints IdentIFied?

18) How were IntervIewees chosen? TATP. HPC

TATP. HPC

There are almost as meny methods of FSR data collectIon as

there are Instlutlonal practloners. Documenting data

collection methodology and relating It to project needs and

objectIves allows For cross-project comparisons which might

lead to conclusions 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.

Lapor Petter". and Community pecislon MDklng-Key Questions

It Is essentIal to assess project activities In the context

of establIshed agricultural practices to FUlly understand

the proposed changes. The Following questions provide

needed background InFormetlon.

19) What Is the seasonal breakdown of agrIcultural

actlvltle~ during the year? TATP. HPC. F
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20) Are there labor bottlenecks during the croPPing cycle?

IF so, what Impact does the proposed technology have on

those bottlenecks? TATP. HPC. F

21) How are communIty wide decisions reached In the vi 1Iage­

by general consensus, by a select group 01' 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. Facilitating the IdentiFIcation 01'

common constraints In USAID's portFolio 01' FSR projects.

QuestIon 21 addresses the community power structure. It Is

necessary to recognize the dynamics 01' community-wIde

decIsion making because It eFFects both the selection 01'

Farmers to part Ic Ipate In on-Farm tests and methods 01'

technology dIFFusion. In a target area where SUbstantial

InFluence resIdes In a Few Individuals. theIr Inclusion In

and understanding and endorsement 01' the tests can greatly

Impact Farmer percept Ions and t nvo I vement In research

activIties and eventual diFFusion. ThIs knowledge Is

Important When assessing on-Farm research activItIes.

5.5 THE DESIGN OF RESEARCH

InItIal research prIorities should evolve

completion 01' the descrIptive/dIagnostic phase.

(7 I)
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oT research Involves the IdentlTlcatlon oT opportunItIes to

relIeve perceived constraints. IT no "likely solutions" are

evident. It will be necessary to Initiate applied research

trIals at the experiment station. On the other hand. It Is

oTten possible to design Interventions Tor Tarmer Tleld

~estlng.oased on an assessment oT prior local research

results.

In the Tour projects revIewed. scant InTormatlon was

avaIlable concernIng the speclTlcs oT research design. In

some cases. research strategIes were not evIdent Ie. was

research geared to Increasing productIon. qualIty resistance

to biological or physIcal pests or storablllty? The

questIons which Follow try to Illuminate key aspects oT the

design process so that results From testing can be

understood and linked with critIcal elements of the

preceedlng stage. This linkage Is necessary IF one Is to

understand the underlying reasons behind success or FaIlure

oT the tests and Farmers'ultlmate response to

reccomendatlons prOPOsed.

CharacteristIcs oT the ResearCh DesIgn-Key Questions

The technologies whIch are UltImately proposed are

determIned by results aChieved In the desIgn phase. To

assess the potential For widespread adoptIon. It Is

nprpssary to understand the process by whIch the
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recommenda~lon~ were developed.

22) Wha~ were ~he technologIes celng tested? How were the

re~earcn prlori~les estacllshed? TATP, HPC

2~) HOW were farmer practices duplIcated at the

re~earCh station? TATP, HPC

24) Does ~he proposed ~echnology require addItional farmer

or governmen~ Inputs Ie. money. provision of fertIlizer,

maChinery e~c.and are these Inputs withIn the capacIty

of farmer~ ~o acquIre? TATP

FarmIng sys~ems research is a generic term for an approach

~o applIed research. TechnologIes developed withIn the FSR

framework run the gamut from ones which requIre no

addItional physIcal Inputs bu~ only simple changes In

managemen~ prac~lces, Ie. earlier plantIng, to ones which

Involve ~uC~~an~lal addl~lonal Inputs or slgnlflcan~ changes

in management. The magnItude of these changes Is defIned by

~he ex~ent to whICh farmer practIces are duplicated during

the design stage. TeChnologies developed WhIch correspond

closely ~o farmer prac~lces may have a better chance of

bearing fruit Cut the potentIal payoffs are probably less

~Ignificant than wIth a package of complementary Innovatlon~

(CollInson, 1982). The framework in Which technologIes are

developed provides InformatIon as to the complexIty of the

teChnology transfer. QuestIons 23 and 24 address these
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making. Question 26

guidelines contained in

is~ues.

R~s~~rCh Rel~vance and Feedbac~-Key Questions

The Following questions treat research activities within the

ront~~t of the whole Farming system, loo~ at the role whiCh

the Farmer played In the design process and assess the

adequacy of research direction, as outlined In the project

paper.

25) How dO researCh activities fit Into the hoi Istlc

orientation of FSR? TATP. HPC

2~) What were the major design proolems In the project

paper. as IdentiFied Oy the project staff? How were these

addressed? TATP

27) HOW was FeedOac~ From researchers. extension agents

and Farmers solicited In the project design? TATP. HPC. F

Question 25 relates to the effects of the proposed

t~~hnology on the larger farming system. It Is aimed at

aet~rminlng the Impact of the Innovation on farmer decision

addresses the extent and adequacy of

the project paper. Although the

document is only provisional. a well conceived project paper

can have a determinant effect 6n project success. as was the

case In the Botswana project. Question 27 attempts to

n~r~I'mlne rh~ Involvement of farmers and field personnel In
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~~cnnology design. InapproprIate research designs can o~ten

oe IdentiFIed early, through consultatIon wIth research,

extension farmers concerning the proposed InnovatIon.

Innovations may be InapproprIate ~or cultural, economic or

agronomic reasons. ScreenIng durIng the

descrIptive/dIagnostic phase may not be complete. For thIs

reason, ~eedback ~rom research, extensIon ~armers during

researCh design can prove Invaluable.

5.6 TESTING

Testing Is Founded on knowledge acquIred In the descrIptIve

phase and experIments conducted In the design stage. The

cescrlptlon o~ test procedures and analyses o~ results in

tne Four project evaluations were Insu~Flclent to permIt

comparison. The role o~ the ~armer In technology testing was

vlrtue·lly Ignored. The ~ollowlng questIons try to hIghlight

Important elements o~ thIs stage.

Farmer and Field SelectIon

The choIce o~ ~armers and ~Ields ~or partIcipatIon In

testing has a crucial e~~ect on Forthcoming research

resul~s. The selection process should be clearly outlIned by

the evaluators.

28) What were the Improved practIces being tested? TATP
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29) How were research participants chosen? TATP, F

30) HOW were the rields selected? TATP, HPC, F

Questions 28, 29 and 30 address the manner in which Farmers

rleldS were selected. There Is a variety of opinion

concerning selection criteria. Conducting on-Farm testing,

using only progressive Farmers, holds the possibility ror

greater cooperation and results but can distort perceptions

or the technology's potential and exclude the needs of the

poorest rarmers. Conversely, the selection of representative

rarmers may provide a clearer picture of overal I potential

out can complicate testing and does not shOW what could be

done, given Improved management practices (Coli Inson, 1982).

It Is Important For the evaluator to understand the power

structure In the target areas because it can dictate Farmer

selection. In an area where a Few respected Individuals have

substantial InFluence on Farmer decision making, the

selection OF those Individuals For participation In on-Farm

testing may prove crucial IF the technology is latter

diFFused. Obviously, the composition OF participants and

choice or rieldS have major Impacts on testing results. The

selection process and rationale behind It should thereFore

be clearly stated.

Implementation of Tests-Key Questions

The~e questlon~ address basic Issues pertaining to the

(76)



Implementation of Field testing. OFten. the speciFics of

testing are not covered In evaluations despite the evident

Importance of this InFormation.

31) Old Farmers understand the goals of the tests? What

measures did the team take to Insure understandIng? TATP. F

32) Wnat changes In management. labor or capItal were

required to Implement the technology?

33) Old the testing Involve sUbstantIal Inconvlences For the

Farmer? IF so. What were they? F. TATP. HEP

Every development project. regardless of Its nature. must

establish. early on. credibIlIty with Its Intended

beneFIcIaries. This Is particularly true For FSR projects

where beneFits are not ImmedIate. IntensIve project activity

In target areas Invariably heightens villager expectations

of Immediate, tangible results. This leads to 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 Sotswana evaluatIon

stated that relations wIth Farmers were excel lent but dldn'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. It Is
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lmpor~an~ ~o know how ~he Issue of projec~ credibility was

dealt wl~h. Farmers must clearly understand the purpose of

projec~ ac~Ivl~les IF credIbility Is ~o be established.

Question 31 addresses this Issue.

QuestIons 32 and 33 deal with the magnitude of changes

embodied 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 QT Plots-Key Que5tfons

It Is essential For the evaluator to understand the

monItoring procedures used In Field testing because they can

provide valuable Insight Into the reasons underpInnIng

adOption. Close monitorIng of tests wIll allow For Further

reFInement of the methodology 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 Involvement of extension personnel In the monitoring of
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tne tests can greatly enhance eFFectIve dIFFusIon. ExtensIon

agents can FamIlIarIze themselves wIth the technology and

provIde recommendatIons and InsIghts based on past

experIence. The lack of partIcIpatIon can dImInIsh

enthusIasm needed to dIFFuse a proven technology. MonItorIng

may Involve sImple observatIon of the technology durIng the

croppIng cycle or It may entaIl IntervIews wIth Farmers

concernIng ImpressIons about the tested InnovatIon. ThIs

InFormatIon can sIgnIFIcantly contrIbute to better

understandIng the reasons For adoptIon or non-adoptIon.

Incent1ves and Guarantees-Key Questfons

IF Farmers are to partIcIpate In FIeld research. IncentIves

and guarantees agaInst rIsk oFten must be provIded. These

questIons Focus on the nature of IncentIves and guarantees.

36) Were IncentIves used to promote cooperatIon among

Farmers? IF so. what were they? TATP. F

37) Were there guarantees agaInst Farmer rIsk? TATP. F

QuestIons 36 and 37 concern IncentIves and Insurance For

partIcIpatIng Farmers. IncentIves may guarantee

partIcIpatIon but Farmers may be more Interested In gaInIng

those IncentIves than In conductIng tests In the prescrIbed

manner. On the other hand. the absence of Insurance agaInst

Farmer rIsk can dIscourage partIcIpatIon In the testIng
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Phase. These basic Implementation Issues were not discussed

In the ~our evaluations.

Methodology and Analysls-Key Questions

These questions cover central Issues related to data

collection and analysIs techniques and help the evaluator

better understand the research process which was employed.

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

39) What was the testing methOdOlogy? How many trials and

replications were per~ormed? What were the yield

Increases/decreases? TATP

40) Were results achieved under typical biological and

physical conditions Ie. raln¥all, temmperature, Insects?

TATP, F

41) What types of analyses were conducted on test result

data? Were the data o~ su¥¥lclent 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 GambIan evaluatIon,

Itttle was satd about ¥Ield testing methodology. This data

can prove very useFul to project design and Implementation

teams by accumulating a body o¥ knowledge From Which lessons

~an be drawn.
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Farmer InVolvement and ImplementatIon Problems-Key Ouestlons

The Tollowlng questions are Intended to hIghlIght Tarmer

Involvement In on-Tarm testIng and dIscuss problems

encountered In the ImplementatIon oT on-Tarm tests.

42) What was the role oT the Tarmer In the Implementation

and evaluation oT the tests? F. TATP

43) What were the prOblems encountered In conductIng on-Tarm

researCh? TATP

QuestIon 42 addresses Tarmer Involvement In the tests.

Desp Ite the Tact that the Tarmer I s the Intended

beneTlclary. hIS/her role In the testIng phase Is rarely

discussed (CrawTord. 1982). The extent oT Tarmer Involvement

In testIng can be a crItIcal Tactor In the decIsIon to adopt

the prOpOsed technology. QuestIon 43 attempts to summarIze

prOblems encountered durIng the testIng phase. Cross-project

comparIsons could IdentITY a set oT Issues and pOssIble

solutIons to the problems typIcally conTronted.

5.7 DIFFUSION

DurIng the dlTTuslon stage. promIsIng technologIes.

conTlrmed In the testing phase. are dIssemInated. oTten to

speclTlc pIlot areas. The natIonal extension service assumes
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the major role In extending the technology to new areas

(Shaner. PhilIpp. Schmehl. 1982). ObvIously. IF the

technologies are not diFFused. the project Impact can be but

minimal. Extension services are beset by common problems.

chlerly. Inadequate budgets. a shortage or human capital and

poor relations with host country researCh establishments.

Farming systems research projects can have only a lImited

Impact on these problems. The diFFusIon of technologies race

many constraints. For this reason, learning more about what

happened and Why can contribute to Improved project design.

(This section may not be relevant For mid-term evaluations

as technologies are rarely dlFrused at mid-term.)

Factor, Inrluencfnq Adoptt0n-Key Qyestions

These questions assess the adOPtion of proposed technologies

and ractors whICh aided or Impeded adOPtion.

44) How was the adoption Or the technology assessed? How was

this determined? TATP, HPC, HEP, F

45) What were the rarmers' reasons ror non-adoption? TATP.

HPC. HEP. F

46) What were the socia-cultural ractors whiCh aided or

Impeded adoption? TATP. HPC, HEP, F

47) Were existing price Incentives to rarmers adequate to

encourage adopting the researCh generated technology?

TATP, F. HEP
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48) Were InFluentIal Farmers and local organIzatIons used to

encourage adoptIon? IF yes, how? TATP, F, HEP

The ultImate IndIcators of success For FSR projects are the

adoptIon rate and the sustalnablllty of project actIvItIes.

QuestIons From the preceedlng sectIons should help the

evaluator better understand Factors e~~ectlng the adoptIon

rate. QuestIons 46 and 47 address soclo-cultural and

economic Issues whIch may have e~~ected rates of adoption.

Farmers do not base theIr decIsIons regarding adoptIon soley

on agronomIc consIderatIons. GOvernment prIcIng polIcIes and

cultural norms sUbstantIally In~luence Farmer behavIor.

These Issues must be assessed by the evaluation team.

QuestIon 48 trIes to determIne I~ the help o~ local

organIzatIons and elItes was solIcIted. In tradItIonal,

hierarchIcal socIetIes, theIr endorsement of a new

InnovatIon can prove crItIcal ~or adoptIon.

TeChnIques and CapaCItIes ~or DI~~uslon-Key Questions

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 receIves

copIes of publIShed reports? TATP

50) Were any media used to disseminate the technologies. IF
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so, now? TATP, HPC, F, HMO

51) Were tnere adequate linkages oetween researcn and

extension to eTTectively dIsseminate tne tecnnology(ies)?

TATP, HRSP, HEP

QuestIons 49 and 50 pertain to tne manner In wnlcn test

results and tecnnologles were diTTused. A project can only

oe Institutionalized IT memoers OT the host country researcn

and extension organizations are aware OT and involved In

project actIvitIes. In consequence, the extent to whicn

researcn Tlndlngs are disseminated can give an indIcation OT

PTTorts Oy the project team to inTorm collegues OT project

progress. Question 51 addresses the key Issue OT research­

extension cooperation. Documentation OT problems and project

team eTTorts to Improve tnls relationship can help in tne

design OT strategies wnlcn minImize sources OT potentIal

conTlict.
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5.8 INTERDISCIPLINARY CHARACTERISTICS

Farming Systems Researcn metnodology stresses tne need for

Interdisciplinary cooperation. A frequent critIcism of

commodity based researcn Is tnat It nas often failed to

approacn problem solvIng from an Interdisciplinary

perspective (Crawford, 1982). Problems facIng farmers are

not segmented along discIplinary lines, consequently, FSR

attacnes great Importance to Interdisciplinary cooperation

during af I pnases of project Implementation.

52) HOW was InterdiscIplinary researcn conducted at eacn

stage of tne researcn process? TATP, HPC

53) wnat factors nelped or nlndered tne Implementation of an

Interdisciplinary approacn? TATP. HPC

Interdisciplinary cooperation Is necessary at all stages of

tne researCh process. QuestIon S2 seeks to determine tne

nature of cooperation during tne varIous stages. Question 53

should hlgnllght factors whlcn affect tne Implementation

of an Interdisciplinary approacn.

5.9 INSTITUTIONAL LINKAGES/SUPPORT

O",velopment proJect.s do not operate In a vacuum.

(8S)
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project Is to oe successful. it must receive support from

concerned host country agencies and USAID mission personnel.

If activities are to oe sustained after the project

completion date. those activities must be Institutionalized

within the host country research

occur if prior linkages have

country policy makers. research

strategy. This can oniy

been established with host

scientists and extension

personnel, Ooth at the national and local I eve I. The

questions WhiCh follow address government support and

linkage with other agencies.

Integration and Cooperation-Key Questions

The fol lowing questions 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 activities?

TATP, HMO. HRSP

56) What Is the nature. If any. of cooperation with other

on-going projects? TATP

Quest Ion 55 assesses the extent of cooperat. Ion oetween the

~rojecr ~ersonnel. researCh station personnel and ministry
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oFFicials. Sustainability can only be achieved through

linKages between the three groups. Development projects can

beneFit From consultation and cooperation with other on­

going projects. Relevant baseline data mey be shared and

common problems discussed. Evaluation teams should loOK at

opportunities For cooperation. where they exist.

Role nF the Extension Service

The participation OF the extension service in all phases OF

project Implementation can prove critical to project

success. An understanding oT their role Is essential.

57) What type OF relationship exIsts between the research

and extensIon services? TATP. HMO. HPC. HEP. HRSP

58) What was the role OF the extension service In:

IdentiFying the target area. establishing contact with

Farmers. helping researchers become FamilIar wIth the local

area. helping with Farmer selection surveys. monitoring and

FeedbaCK? TATP. HOC. HEp

Question 57 addresses the relationship between the research

and extension services. Although the ability OF the project

team to 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 dlrruslon

or technologies. It can also provide crucial Input into the

descriptive, design and te~tlng phases. Question 58 assesses

The Involvement or the extension service In project

acttv1tes.

Host Country Inputs-Key Questions

A wel I designed and Implemented project

anticipated support Is not rorthcomlng rrom

agencies. This Issue Is addressed In

questions.

can fall If

host country

the following

59) Old the ho~t country government furnl~h 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 or host country

contributions and the Identification or major constraints

posed by external Institutions.

5.10 IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

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 dlrrlcult to locate and not clearly presented.

InterpretatIon or Purpose and Estobllshment Or Credlblllty­

Key QuestIons

Tne questIons whIch rollow deal wIth the extent or agreement

as to project purpOse and the establIshment or project

credIbIlIty.

61) Is there agreement among project team. admInIstrators

and extensIon personnel os to project purpOse? Ir not. what

are the conrllctlng Interpretations? How mIght these be

resolved? TATP. MP. HMO. HEP

62) Was the establIshment o~ project credibIlity ever on

Issue? Ir so. how wos It handled? TATP. HMO. HEP. HRSP

QuestIon 61 addresses the degree or consensus regarding

project purpOse and dIrectIon. among those Involved In

project activIties. Ir there Is substantIal disagreement.

project credIbIlity at the bureaucratic level can be

threatened and the pOtentIal ~or InstitutionalizatIon

curtailed. CredIbilIty must be established with target area

rarmers. the extension and researCh servIces and pOlIcy

makers at the minIstry level. Each partIcIpant Identlrles

dlrrerent ractors which contrIbute to credibIlIty. Clearly.

a bureaucrat requIres consensus. Ir he Is to sUPpOrt the

project. This Issue Is treated In Question 62.
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Cooperation and Financial Administration-Key Questions

Cooperation among project participants with regard to both

research Implementation and Financial administration Is

essential For project success. The Following questions

address these Issues.

63) Old mission personnel, project members and host country

oFFicials enjoy a cooPerative working relationship?

TATP,HP, HPC, HMO, HEP

64) Were there problems with Financial administration and

auditing? TATP, HMO, HPC

Questions 63

menagement.

Important In

component.

and 64 assess Financial and personnel

Cooperative relationships are particularly

projects containing an Institution-building

Inputs and StaFFing-Key Questions

The availability of Inputs and the qualiFications of project

staFF have a determinant Impact on project success. These

Issues are assessed In the proceeding questions.

65) Were there exceptional diFFiculties In the provision of

Inputs? IF so, what were they? TATP

66) Were there delays In Fielding expatriate technical
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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

69) How were short term consultants used? TATP. HPC

70) Old the host country provIde adequately traIned

counterparts. IF not. What were the major deFiciencIes? TATP

Questions 65 through 70 address the provIsIon of Inputs and

require no explanatIon. The traInIng of host country

personnel Is a major Input of InstItutIon-buildIng projects.

EFFective on-the-job traInIng Is crItIcal IF the project Is

to be sustained aFter the project completIon date. The

evaluation team should descrIbe the nature of on-the-job

training and IdentIFy oppOrtunitIes For Improvement.

Training. PublIshing and Recurrent Costs

The Following questIons address the adequacy of training.

opportunitIes For publishIng by host country researchers and

the magnItude oT projected recurrent costs.

71) What was the nature of on-the-job and overseas traInIng

Tor host country counterparts? How mIght thIs be

Improved? TATP. HPC
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72) Were opportunItIes ror publIshIng extended to host

country personnel? TATP. HPC. HRSP

73) Does the host country have the apparent abIlIty to cover

the recurrent costs or project ImplementatIon? What Is the

mission's pol Icy regardIng rundlng arter the project

completion date? TATP. MP

Opportunities ror proress Ional recognItIon are rewer In

applIed. InterdIscIplInary research. than In commodIty or

dIscIplInary research. partIcularly In those countrIes whiCh

have emphasized the latter. To encourage Involvement Or host

country research statIon scIentIsts In the project,

possIbIlItIes Or joInt authorshIp or artIcles treatIng

project-related Issues should be explored. QuestIon 72 looks

at thIs Issue. The rlnal questIon deals wIth the magnItude.

abilIty and wIllIngness or the host country to assume

recurrent costs. ThIs Issue was not treated In the rour

evaluations but Is clearly Or central ImPOrtance Ir the

project Is to be sustaIned.
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY ANO CONCLUSIONS

ThIs paper has attempted to elucIdate deTlclencles In

USAIO's evaluation oT Farming Systems Research projects and

has proposed a set oT QuestIons to be addressed by the

evaluation team. aImed at Improving present and Tuture

project design and Implementation through a better

understandIng oT what happened during the liTe oT the

project and why. The paper discusses the reasons Tor

evaluation. IdentiTies the composition and needs oT the

evaluation "stakeholders" and hIghlIghts speclTlc prOblems

relatIng to the evaluation oT agricultural research projects

In general. and FSR projects. In speclTlc. EvaluatIon

Research and Its applicability to agricultural research

projects Is then brleTly dIscussed. Evaluation polley

wIthin the Agency Is described. the conclusions oT a study

oT Agency Tunded agricultural research projects are aIred

and the comparIson oT Tour mid-term FSR project evaluatIons

Is undertaken. A set oT QuestIons covering key Issues Tor

evaluation Is then proposed.

A revIew oT CrawTord's study (1982) and the evaluations oT

FSR projects In GambIa. Lesotho. 80tswana and Malawi

Indicate that project evaluations are oT little use to

program and project designers because they lack sUTTlclent
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aescrlptlon or project envIronment ana actIvItIes. do not

address ~ey ImplementatIon and InstItutIonalIzatIon Issues

and orten do not present the racts and analyses In a clear

and acceslble rormat.

The Agency's evaluatIon process Is extremely decentralIzed.

The project manager. wIthIn the IndIvIdual mIssIon. Is

responsIble ror developIng the scope or work whIch speclrles

the questions and Issues to be addressed by the evaluation

team. WhIle the project manager Is ramlllar wIth the major

ImplementatIon Issues conrrontlng the project. he may not

have surrlclent knowledge or FSR methodology to develop a

scope or work whIch addresses all or the key Issues relevant

to ImprovIng project ImplementatIon. A revIew or several

scopes or wor~ supports the hypothesIs that spacIous and

non-speclrlc scopes or work gIve rIse to evaluatIon rePOrts

which orten Ignore crucIal ImplementatIon Issues. WhIle each

FSR project Is unIque. the methodologIes employed In each

project are surrlclently slmlllar to allow the creatIon or a

generIc set or Issues to be addressed by teams evaluatIng

FSR projects. ThIs set or Issues. embodIed In the questIons

developed In thIs study. can serve as a roundatlon upon

whIch IndIvIdualIzed scopes or work are constructed. The

IncorporatIon or these questIons wIthIn scopes or work

should Improve the AgenCy's capacIty to learn what happened

and why. ThIs standardIzed rormat would permIt cross-project
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comparlslons or speclrlc Issues and racilltate Inputting or

Inrormatlon Into the Agency's data bases.

According to a recent USAID study entitled. "Plan for

SupportIng AgrIcultural Research and Faculties of

AgrIculture In Africa" (1985). the Agency plans to

concentrate on funding commodity and dIsciplInary

agrIcultural research projects rather than projects which

rocus on applIed research. DIssatisfactIon wIth FSR

projects appears to be growing within the Agency. The

methodology Is 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 be aChieved by expanding the knowledge base through the

Identlrlcatlon or a speclrlc and comprehensIve set of Issues

to be Investigated by project evaluation teams.
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