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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Small farmers are the principal intended beneficiaries of the Agency for
International Development's rural assistance programs. Yet AID-funded research
on the impact of development is not often done from their perspective. When man-
agement in the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination's Center for Development
Information and Evaluation (PPC/CDIE) resolved to study this important topic, two
apparently divergent approaches were put forth for the proposed research on "small
farmer perspectives":

- A "purpose level" approach that would focus on the delivery and adoption
of modern agricultural services/inputs and their immediate consequences for
various categories of SFs.

- A "goal level" approach that would ask various groups of SFs about their
lives - their work, income, well-being and changes therein - and then try to
work backward toward the planned interventions of AID and other "change
agents."

Rather than choose between these two approaches, it is the central recommen-
dation of this paper that both be investigated - in a sequential and synergistic
manner beginning with the "purpose level" approach.

In order to tie together the two approaches, a unifying conceptual framework
is proposed that encompasses them both. The framework (see Appendix B) is devel-
oped from AID's own implicit paradigm of development, as recently published in its
Blueprint for Development (1985).

This framework delineates AID's overall objective: "broad based economic
growth" for low income people. The means used (i.e., AID's interventions) include
the direct provision of agricultural services and inputs to SFs. AID's interven-
tions are assumed to lead to a linked chain of outcomes, or AID development goals.
Specifically, AID asserts that "broad based economic growth" is that which leads
to both increased employment (on- and off-farm) and increased agricultural produc-
tion for low income people. It assumes that both increased employment and agri-
cultural output lead to increased income. Increased income, in turn, is assumed
to lead to enhanced well-being and satisfaction of "basic human needs." With
respect to small farmers, it should be emphasized that the main bridge between
AID's "purpose level" interventions and its assumed chain of "goal level" conse-
quences is the assumption that the delivery and SF adoption of modern agricultural
practices will, in fact, increase their production. Are all these assumptions
justified? Under what conditions do they hold? All of the research proposed in
this paper can be encompassed under this conceptual framework. Accordingly, these
assumptions can be subjected to integrated empirical test from the SF perspective.

The "purpose level" research should be done first, for a number of reasons.
It is logically prior in the conceptual framework; it is simpler, better defined
and more easily operationalized than the "goals level" approach; and it follows up
on a prior evaluation series recently completed by CDIE, which explored the de-
livery of agricultural services. Further, it focuses on an area - the delivery
and adoption of modern agricultural services/inputs - that has just been identi-
fied as the least successful of AID's diverse assistance efforts (Culbertson, et
al., 1985, concluded this after examining 308 recent AID projects).
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It is recommended that the "purpose level" research focus on three key is-
sues. First, do small farmers obtain modern agricultural services from AID-
promoted sources, the "indigenous" system (ranging from relatives to local shop-
keepers), or do without them? Second, are these services delivered in a manner
that facilitates their successful adoption by SFs? And, third, does their use
actually lead to increased output?

These three key issues flow directly from the recently completed CDIE eval-
uation series on delivery of agricultural services. The first issue explores
the extent to which AID-promoted sources provide "coverage" to SFs. The second
issue asks to what extent the service in question, as delivered, is: (1) . approp-
riate to the user, (2) compatible and timely for the user, (3) profitable for
the user, (4) affordable by the user, and (5) acceptable to the user in terms of
its level of risk/uncertainty. (The first three points emerged as the main var=-
iables affecting successful delivery/adoption in the prior agricultural services
evaluation series; points (4) and (5) are additional considerations suggested in
this paper.} The third . issue, on increased yields, provides the bridge
between the proposed "purpose level" and "goal level" research projects. This
is because (as can be seen in Appendix B) increased agricultural output is con-
sidered by AID to be a "goal level" consequence of its interventions.

It is recommended that the "purpose level" research adopt an eclectic and
innovative methodoleogy combining qualitative (Rapid Rural Appraisal) and quanti-
tative (survey) techniques. It is suggested that a "process methodology" approach
be used for a first prototype study that will help clarify the research questions.

Then a series of three or four replications -shculd be carried on more or less
concurrently, once the prototype is successfully completed. )

It is suggested that an Advisory Task Force of Washington, D.C.-area consul-
tants be formed, chaired by the CDIE manager for the proposed "small farmer per-
spectives" research. It is also suggested that although the prototype research
will be longer and somewhat costlier than the typical CDIE-funded impact evalua-
tion, it will lead to the saving of both time and money in the proposed replica-
tions.

Among the steps recommended for the prototype "purpose level" research are
the following:

- Choose a site for a prototype study that has both a substantial history of
prior AID assistance and a rich extant data base;

- The top suggested candidates for the prototype study are either Northeast
Thailand or one of the two Latin American sites (Paraguay and the Dominican
Republic) where the previous "delivery of agricultural services” evaluation
series took place.

- Adopt the organization plan suggested by CDIE's Ray Solem; this entails a
U.S. Study Coordinator, who reports to the PPC/CDIE Manager, and who super-
vises a qualitative researcher (the "Context Person") and a host country
survey expert (the "Survey Team Leader"). If possible, it would be desirable
to use a host country graduate student to collect the most time- and labor-
intensive qualitative data.

- Begin the research with a "diagnostic visit" in which the U.S. Study Coor-
dinator first selects the locally resident "Context Person" and "Survey Team
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Leader" and then does a preliminary set of Rapid Rural Appraisal interviews
with small farmers. In this way, the SFs themselves can help to define
the research project from its very inception.

~ For the actual prototype study, a "semi-control group" approach should be
utilized, so that several villages that received high levels of AID-promoted
services will be contrasted with one or more villages that did not receive
the services in gquestion.

~ The sample for the prototype study should be designed to measure both intra-
household (gender) and intravillage (class, ethnicity) variation. Specificalliv:
(a) both the principal male and female(s) of the household should be inter-
viewed; (b) all the poorest strata should be included (e.g., SFs, landless,
semi-landless), and (c) areas with more than two principal ethnic groups
should be avoided for the prototype.

- The prototype study involves a staggered series of activities, stretched

out over about 30 weeks (subsequent replications are, of course, shorter).

Nevertheless, because of the sequencing, no individual has to be contracted
for more than four months (about 17 weeks - see Appendix G).

- In terms of sequencing, first the bulk of the qualitative data should be
collected. The survey is done last, and the questionnaire should not be
finalized until the Rapid Rural Appraisal data have sketched in the broad
picture. Furthermore, the "Context Person" should accompany the survey team,
in order to gather further cross-validating data that will help interpret
the survey results. ) :

If all goes well with the proposed prototype study, a minimum of three re-
plications ~ lasting no more than about four months from start to final report
but using the same basic methodology and content - should be undertaken more or
less concurrently. (Various proposed sites for the replications are discussed in
the body of the paper.)

The proposed "goals level" study might ultimately prove to be even more
important than the "purpose level" approach, but it is considerably more complex
and exploratory. While this will affect the methodology and research agenda pro-
posed, the following is suggested for the content:

It is recommended that the "goals level" study should ask various subgroups
of small farmers about their lives and development-induced changes they have under -
gone - in order to establish the "conditions under which" the chains of assumed
causal links in AID's development paradigm do or do not hold. Furthermore, it
is recommended that the central variable for the "goals level"” study should be
income, given its pivotal position in AID's assumed chain of development outcomes.

Ultimately, it is hoped, a full-scale "second round" of research will ad-
dress these topics in each of the sites where the "purpose level" research had
been carried out. But this will be so costly that a series of preparatory research
activities are proposed. These involve three preliminary research endeavors

and a major workshop.
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The first two recommended "goals level" research activities can be carried
out simultaneocusly while the prototype "purpose level" research is in the field.
Specifically, these involve (l) a series of "State of the Art Papers" (SOAPs),
and (2) a computer analysis of part of the enormous Philippine Bicol panel study.

First, it is recommended that five SOAPs be contracted, to explore current
knowledge concerning each of the assumed causal relationships in AID's implicit
development paradigm:

- the relationship between increased agricultural production and income;
the relationship between increased employment and income;
the relationship between increased income and measures of well-being;

- the relationship between agricultural services use and yields.

The fifth SOAP would be a synthesis paper integrating all the above.

Second, it is recommended that a partial analysis of the huge Philippine
Bicol data set be contracted. The most valuable sort of analysis would cut
costs by including only a modest-sized (random) subsample of the thousands of
cases on tape. But it would attempt to explore at least two of the relationships
delineated in the previous paragraph - and do so in a framework that compares
the same respondents' positions in the 1978 and 1983 panel waves. Finally,
because the stripped down numbers in the Bicol data set require qualitative
contextual data for meaningful interpretation, the computer analysis must be
followed by a brief Rapid Rural Appraisal study of some of the same SFs included
in the full sample. This qualitative phase can be undertaken either by some of
the Filipino social scientists who worked on the original study or by the research-
er (s} who will be doing the series of three "rapid restudies," discussed below.

Third, it is suggested that as soon as draft reports on the first two activi-
ties are available, a final preparatory research phase begin. This entails a
new methodology, developed for this paper, which is termed "rapid restudy."
"Rapid restudy" is designed to be an exploratory research technigque that promotes
broad and serendipitous insights into complex phenomena.

"Rapid restudy"” involves sending the same researcher(s) to study the same
general problem in three specific and different sites where a firm foundation of
relevant previous data exists. Although it can be done by one person, it is strong
ly recommended that a team of one male and one female be used. This assures that
adequate data on both genders can be collected, avoids the possible bias of a lomne
researcher, and permits the two social scientists to exchange ideas and insights.

In this case, the problem to be explored is whether the sequences/causes of
change in the SZ¥s'lives match those assumed in the AID development paradigm. It
is suggested that the researcher(s) first visit the site where the prototype "pur-
pose level" research had been done. Then, two additional sites would be visited
-~ but these would be areas that had received AID-promoted interventions other
than agricultural inputs/services. This is because the "second round" goals re-
search is envisioned as being relevant for a wider array of AID development efforis.
(Several possible sites, including the Philippine Bicol area, are discussed.)

Following all these steps, a major workshop should be held, to review "lessons
learned," and make recommendations concerning the scope and size of the "second
round" of "goals level" research. Finally, it is recommended that the findings of
the research proposed in this paper be disseminated in a broad and timely manner.

These findings could have pathbreaking use for small farmers, AID, and our under-
standing of the process of development.



SMALL FARMER PERSPECTIVES: WORLD DEVELOPMENT AS SEEN FROM ITS WAKE

Rae Lesser Blumberg -
University of California, San Diego

I. INTRODUCTION

How does development look from the perspective of the "small farmer"? Al-
though the "small farmer," as a generic term (hereinafter, SF),* represents the
principal intended beneficiary of the Agency for International Development's as-
sistance programs, few AID evaluations address his/her views. This is under-
standable in terms of Agency constraints. The impact evaluation series of the
Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE), for example, typically
fields a three- or four-person team for three or four weeks. Their overloaded
Scope of Work of necessity stresses project issues. The team members' l6-£our
days are so crammed full with interviews with all the far-flung project, Mission,
line ministry, etc. people that they must contact, there is time for little else.
So the persons who often get short shrift are the'beneficiaries themselves, the
SFs. There is usually some attemét to talk with some SFs, but more often than
not, the few interviewed are those closer to the road, closer to the project,
and closer to the implicit idea of what a SF should léok like (e.g., a middle-
level male peasant from the main local ethnic gqroup who participates in the main
project interventions).  Thus, the fact that the project - and development - may
differentially affect the poorer and the better off SFg, the male and the female,
the younger and the older is not a new idea. It's only a rarely'explored one;
one of the reasons for this is that often, there just isn't time.

All involved in the current effort by CDIE to conceptualize a "small farmer
perspectives" evaluation series agree that the research must start, and not just
end, with the target group. 3all are agreed, in short, that the most important

view must be that of the small farmer (see the drawing in Appendix A). And all

*Generically, "small farmers" encompass full- and part-time farmers, agricultural

laborers, and other rural village residents, of all the lower income classes anu
both sexes, who are depmendent on the agricultural production system to eke out
their livelihood.



are agreed that an innovative combination of qualitative and quantitative meth-
odologies are needed. But there remains a genuine divergence of opinion as to
where to place the most emphasis. Specifically, two main approaches to the con-
tent of the proposed studies have been advocated: (1) the "purmose level" ap-
proach that would concentrate on the delivery and adoption of agricultural inputs
/services and their immediate consequences for various categories of SFs; and

(2) the "goal level" approach that asks people about their lives - their work,
income, well-being and changes therein - and then tries to work backward toward

the planned interventions of AID and other "change agents."

A brief rationale for the first, "purpose level," approach might state:

The delivery of agricultural inputs and services is frequently problematic.
AID and other donors' programs (what we term the "interventionist" system)
may be reaching only a small and biased proportion of SFs. Moreover, other
constraints may exist (e.g., SF inability to increase risks), so that many
of the SFs targeted may not be able or willing to adopt the higher produc-
tivity modern practices being promoted. Under those circumstancés, they
must rely on locally available resources (what we term the "indigenous"
system), or do without. What proportions of SFs are supplied by "inter-
ventionist" vs. "indigenous" systems for different inputs and services, vs.
"doing without"? How do these groups differ by factors such as class/size
of holdings, sex, ethnicity, etc.? What are the positive and/or negative
results of getting various agricultural services and inputs from the "in-
terventionist" vs. "indigenous" sources, vs. not getting them at all - as
seen from the perspective of different subgroups of small farmers?

A brief rationale for the second, "goal level," approach might assert:

AID operates on the basis of an implicit theory of development. This the-
ory makes many causal assumptions. It first assumes that the interventions
it promotes are adopted. It then assumes that these interventions lead to
increases in production and/or employment. In turn, these are assumed to
lead to increased income. Finally, it is assumed that all of these increa-
ses - especially increased income - lead to enhanced well-being and fulfill-
ment of "basic human needs” for all members of the SF household. But if
one began to interview SFs about their lives, how things have changed, and
the principal reasons they perceive, would they even mention interventions
promoted by AID and the other donor agencies? Would they see them as posi-
tive? Would they provide validation for AID's assumed causal seguence, or
would their stories highlight conditions under which interventions did not
have the hypothesized chain cof consequences? And how would these exper-
iences vary among different subgroups of SFs - e.g., among landless/very
smallholders/not-so-smallholders, among male/female, among older/younger,
among those nearer/farther from the rocad, etc.?



Answers to both séts of questions could help enormously in enhancing AID's
development assistance efforts aimed at small farmers. Although they approach
the problem from opposite directions, it is not clear that the two approaches
are mutually exclusive. 1In fact, I suggest, both rationales can be linked to-
gether conceptually - and spatially - in Figure 1. That Figure (see Appendix B)
diagrams AID's implicit theory of development as presented in its first long-

range strategic plan, Blueprint for Development (1985).

What I shall propose in this paper is based on my contention that both the
"purpose level" and the "goal level" approaches can, indeed, be integrated under
the same conceptual umbrella. This means, I suggest, that they can be investi-
gated in a sequential and synergistic manner. This research should begin with
the "purpose level" approach, which is both more clear-cut and logically prior
(in AID logframe terms).

This paper is based on my work/in CDIE, including numerous meetings and
brainstorming sessions with key DIE staff and many others; the CDIE Workshop
on Small Farmer Perspectives held on September 23-24, 1985; and the literature
reviews and reconceptualization I undertook on my return to San Diego. I am
+ especially indebted to W. Haven North, Ray Sclem and Paula Goddard for their
valuable insights and input.

The remaining four parts of this paper are organized as follows: Part II
expands the rationales for both purpose and goal approaches, including their
linkage. The purpose level study, it is argued, flows smoothly from prior re-
search already conducted under CDIE auspices. Part III proposes a research
plan and sites for the purpose level study. Part IV presents a multi-phased
and eclectic strategy for investigating the goals level approach - which involves
much more complex research problems than the purpose study. Part V provides

summary recommendations.



II. WHY STUDY SMALL FARMERS? TWO (INTERTWINED) RATIONALES

A, The "Purpose Level" Agricultural Services/Inputs Approach

The "purpose level" approach builds on a solid foundation. Ray Solem of
CDIE has recently completed his series (encompassing five impact evaluations and
a synthesis report) on the delivery of agricultural services such as credit,
fertilizer, extension, etc. In my view, three major research issues emerge from
that series which virtually beg for field follow-up from a small farmer perspec-
tive. Taken together, these three issues provide a coherent framework for a
purpose level SF study. In brief, these can be termed (1) the "coverage" issue,
(2) the "conditions fof successful delivery/adoption @f agricultural services"
issue, and (3) the "agricultural services link to increased production" issue.

l. The "coverage" issue., Development agencies have been promoting various

institutional forms of agricultural services to small farmers for many years.
After all this time, what proportion of SFs get their credit, advice, marketing
assistance, fertilizer, etc. from (a) these institutional, or "interventionist"”
sources, vs. (b) the "indigenous system" (which can incorporate the results of
earlier development efforts)- or (c) do without the modern practices promoted?

By a stroke of luck, the team evaluating Paraguayan credit co-ops for Ray Solem's
series came across a study that addressed the "coverage" issue. It revealed that

less than 2% of Paragquay's SFs were being reached by "interventionist" credit (Sco-

lem, et al., 1985:x). The remainder relied on the "indigenous" system of village
shopkeepers, relatives, friends, etc., or didn't use credit at all. Is this fincé-
ing a fluke - an extraordinarily low figure among Third World nations - or some-
thing that might typify many of the poorer developing countries?

To Ray Solem, the "coverage" issue is the most compelling topic for the pur-
pose level research. While a number of field studies have included a few ques-

tions on use/sources of various agricultural services, there does not appear to



have been any systematic study that concentrates on coverage as seen by the SF.

To investigate this, it would be necessary to ask more than a simple "do you

use agricultural service X (e.g., fertilizer) and, if yes, where do you get it?"
Rather, it also would be necessary to ask about how positive or negative their
experiences had been in getting agricultural service X and whether they were

aware of alternate sources. In this way, we could learn about the strong and
weak points of "interventionist™ vs. "indigenous" sources of agricultural ser-
vices, which could be extremely useful in designing better projects. Is it tha=
most SFs would love to get the service from an "interventionist" source but aren't
able to because there's not enough of it to go around aﬁd they aren't in the "ia
group?" Or do most SFs find that the "interventionist” service, as delivered,

is more of a problem than a solution? If it takes too many visits and complica-
ted forms to process a credit épp}ication, it may not be worth it to the SF, to
give one example. Similarly, if the fertilizer arrives too late for spring plan-
ting, or the farmer can't mobilize the added labor needed to successfully raise
the new seed's crop, or can't afford to wait for the check from the government
marketing board, the SF may rely on even overpriced "indigenous" sources, or
pass entirely. In short, the "coverage" issue leads us to examine the "conditions

for successful delivery/adoption of agricultural services," our next issue.

2. The "conditions for successful delivery/adoption of agricultural servi-

ces" issue. To explore this issue, we can start from the conclusions of the
synthesis paper. According to that report (Solem, Wilcock, et al., 1985:vii),
three conditions must be met for an agricultural services delivery project to

succeed:

1. The service must be appropriate to the user, that is, technologically
feasible and financially desirable.

2. The delivery of the service must be compatible and timely to the user.

3. Utilization of the service must result in profit for the user (emphasis
added) .



These conditions are stated more from the perspective of project success than

that of the small farmer. As usual, despite hard-working attempts, there just

was not enough time to ask enough SFs aﬁout these issues. Exploring these three
conditions from the SF perspective would broaden considerably the net cast to
capture the "coverage" issue. Appendix C gives preliminary versions of thg kind

of questionnaire that would be applied in a "coverage" study (the illustrative
questions cover two agricultural services, credit and fertilizer). A thorough
examination of the "conditions for success" issue would substantially expand:.the
questionnaire required. Moreover, I suggest, adopting the SF perspective would
necessitate looking at several additional "conditions for successful adaption.”

First, is the SF able to afford to adopt the modern agricultural services

promoted by the "interventionist" system? For many of the poorer SFs, even a

new modern agricultural service/inpgt that passes muster on all other counts may
prove impossible to adopt if there ére cash "up front" costs that must be incur-
red. As discussed by Kumar (1978), Indian nutrition/feeding programs that required
the recipient to visit the program's facilities du ing normal business hours failed
. to reach the targeted most-needy group. Those mothers couldn't afford to forego
income-generating activities and/or incur additional expense in getting to the
program sites. Similar economic constraints affect SF addption practices.

Second, do the modern agricultural services/inputs increase (or potentially

increase) the SF's level of risk/uncertainty? If so, there are strong grounds for

the SF to reject the promoted practice. Research has shown that SFs who operate
very close to their "social survival line" (i.e., with little if any cushion for

absorbing losses) are better off minimizing risk and avoiding uncertainty (risk

involves a situation where the various outcomes that are most likely to occur and
the probabilities for each outcome are known, at least approximately; uncertainty
exists where there are question marks about outcomes and/or their expected proba=-

bilities of cccurrence). TFew agricultural services/inputs projects underwrite
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risks for the SF. Additionally, the experiences of decades of development pro-
jects indicate that many of the modern agricultural practices promoted actually

have higher variances - especially variance of yields - than the lower productiv-

ity traditional practices they aim to supplant. Food crops, in particular, grown
by poor SFs are characterized by low variance of yield, as well as low productiv-
ity. The "indigenous" system is typically such that (barring infrequent major
catastrophes) local family and commuhity sources =~ relatives; friends, the local
shopkeeper/moneylender - can be called upon to tide a SF over a yield that fell
just a little bit below the SF's "social survival line." But if the downside
risk: for the modern practice could result in deep, frequent, and/or unpredictabl=
shortfalls below the SF "éocial survival line," the indigenous system could be
swamped. And wiﬁh no bail-out in sight, so could the SFs. (Appendix D summarizes
the discussion cf risk vs. uncertainty.) In short, there is a strong case for
considering risk/uncertainty as a@’additional "condition for successful adoption.™
Third, if we are to understand the "conditions for successful adoption" of
modern agricultural services/inputs, we must deal with the fact that small far-
mers are not a monolithic group. As noted, the poorest SFs are the least able
to handle additional risk/uncertainty, and, therefore, the least likely to be
able to adopt an innovation that would increase their exposure (see, e.g., Can-
cian, 1980). Thus, the proposed SF study must be designed to assure that ade-
quate numbers of poor and very poor farmers are represented. Furthermore, the
various "conditions for successful adoption” vary not only by class/land tenure
situation among the SF population, but alsc by male/female. This means that
within the SF household, the principal male and the principal female might have
quite different configurations on these "conditions for successful adoption." For
example, if most of the profit from use of the modern agricultural service goes to

the male SF while most of the additional work was done by the female SF, the
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prospects f£4r sustained adoption of the improved agricultural service are clouded.

In sum, a strong case can be made for disaggregating SFs both within the

community (by class/land tenure position) and within the household (by sex and
age). This disaggregation would not be confined to the "conditions for success-
ful delivery/adoption” issue, but would extend to all facets of the proposed pur-
pose level study. In this way, we could illuminate which subgroups of SFs

(a) are best vs. worst covered by AID-promoted interventions, (b) may fail to adopt
due to problems with the delivery system vs. personal constraints, and (c) ex-
perience positive vs. negative results.

Thus, it would seem that a purpose level study thag followed up the key
findings of Ray Solem's recent agricultural services evaluation series, and did
so in the disaggregated manner delineated above, could make a very significant
contribution to development knowledge. 1In fact, something ﬁas just occurred which
elevates the proposed purpose levél study's potential contribution from "very
significant” to the major leagues of "important and path-breaking research." A
major new study has just concluded that the chief bottleneck in AID's development
assistance activities involves precisely the issues discussed above, especially
the "conditions for successful delivery/adoption."

In -September, 1985 Development Alternatives presented a report by Culbertson,
et al. to CDIE. Its data analysis revealed that of all the development sectors,
it was agriculture that was most proplematic. How? Specifically, the main prob-
lem with agriculture projects turned out to be that the agricultural inputs/ser-
vices packages that AID was promoting frequently failed to be transferred. Why?
The report itself is worth quoting on this subject, since its conclusions rest
on an impressive data base - a review of 263 Project Evaluation Reports (all thoso
received in AID/Washington in 1984) and 45 Inspector General's Project Audit Re-

ports (all those issued in FY1984):



The 1984 reports reveal that many agricultural development projects aimed
at effecting the adoption and use by small farmers of more productive mo-
dern cultivation practices are falling short.of their goals. The increases
in local, regional and national productivity and income envisioned in these
projects are not being realized, despite the fact that the required tech-
nologies are available. In most countries the reason for this is that the
delivery systems for technologies inputs are inadequate in reaching the
great majority of rural farm families. In some countries there is another
reason: the cultivator deliberately and after due consideration declines
to adopt the new technologies, even though the required physical inputs,
and an extension service to deliver them, are available (pp. v-vi, emphasis
added}.

In other words, the Culbertson, et al. report highlights the importance of
both the "coverage" issue (the delivery systems of the interventions fail to
reach the overwhelming bulk of SF households) and the "conditions for successful
adoption'" issue (many cultivators explicitly fail to adopt the new interventions; .

In Part III, it will be argued that both the "coverage" and "conditions for
successful adoption" issues can be conveniently included in a single SP question-
naire. While %uch an instrument Qbuld be a good deal longer than the preliminary
and partial quéstionnaire in Appendix. ' C, it should still be readily administra-
table in an interview which is not excessively long.(In fact, some of the ques-
tions in the Appendix C instrument already touch on the proposed "conditions for

successful adoption" variables.)

Meanwhile, however, for both empirical and conceptual reasons, we must in-
troduce one more issue .into the proposed purpose level SF study - the link be-
tween use of promoted agricultural services/inputs and yields.

3. The "assumption that ag. services use leads to increased production"

issue. AID's promotion of modern agricultural services/inputs is predicated on
the assumption that their use results in higher output; An empirical reason for
questioning this assumption comes from Ray Solem's recently completed agricultural
service delivery evaluation series. Spécifically, in the Dominican Republic eval-

uation, it was found that even where SFs were getting credit, it did not neces-
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sarily bring about increased agricultural production (Araujo, et al., 1985:5):

Published analyses and our own econometric work failed to attribute any in-
dependent impact of the credit subsidy on rice production...Knowledgeable
informants claim that the improvement in rice production came as a result

of technical innovations that were already underway...Productivity increases
in the 7 years before the first loan averaged 8.7 percent per year, whereas
in the 7 years since the first loan yield increases have averaged only 1.7
percent per year (p. 5, emphasis added).

Such a finding is far from unique in the development literature; many more
cases could be cited in which an assumed increase in output due to use of an AID-
promoted intervention never materialized. AID, nonetheless continues to make this

assumption , including in the just-published Blueprint for Development.

.The conceptual reason for investigating this assumption comes, in fact, from

the Blueprint for Development. The implicit theory of develcpment contained

therein is turned into an explicit model in Appendix B (Figure l). The Agency
assumes that its direct interventions to SFs (the agricultural services/inputs
listed in Box €) will lead to increased agricultural production (Box 2 in the

diagram). A glance at the diagram shows that this assumed causal connection con-

stitutes the major link between AID's purposes or means (listed in the lettered

Boxes A, B and C) and its desired chain of goal-level outcomes (listed in the
numbered Boxes l1-4). Thus, exploring this third issue allows us to cross over
from the purpose level to the goal level.

I argue that it is very desireable to do so. If the purpose level study
includes some aspects of goals, this will lay the foundation for a subsequent
goal level study of the same population. 1In this manner, the- goals level research
would be made vastly more simple and efficient. Moreover, the logic of following
up the prior purpose level ag. services evaluation series necessitates collecting
data on, at minimum, two goals level topics. First, as argued here, data on pro-

duction levels are needed. Second, information on profit is needed in order to
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follow up on one of the three conditions for "successful delivery/adoption of
agricultural services" emphasized in the Solem, Wilcock, et al. synthesis report.
(The report stipulated that "utilization of the service must result in profit

for the user" - 1985:vii.)} This entails asking, in at least a cursory manner,
not only about yields, but also about prices and income, so as to arrive at an
assessment of profit.

Finally, in order to round out the purpose level study, I would urge inclu-
ding a minimum number (perhaps just 1 or 2) of questions on SF well-being. BAs
a probe, the SFs would also be asked if the use of the agricultural services/in-
puts in question had affected their welfare, and how.”

Ray Solem is rightly concerned about overloading the purpose level study
with too many (extraneous) goals level issues. Nevertheless, I suggest that in-
cluding these few goals level questions need not add unduly to the length of the
basic questionnaire. The majorityiof the SFs could be given only a small number
of gquestions on yields, prices, income and well-being. Deeper and broader infor-
mation on the impact of the agricultural services/inputs under study would be
obtained by means other than the standard questionnaire, as part of the proposed
multi-method study. All of this will be addressed in Part III. But first let us
consider an expanded rationale for (ultimately) undertaking a goals level study
from the SF perspective.

B. The "Goals Level" Approach: Exploring Assumed Causal Links in AID's

Development Paradigm

A convincing rationale for undertaking a goals level study seems a necessity,
given that all signs point to this being a much murkier and complex research to-
pic. In the long run, however, the goals level approach may prove the more im=

portant study. This is because a goals level approach is concerned less with any

*We would seem ethically compelled to ask SFs if the interventions pushed cut via
the project pipeline actually worked and helped, and compare the responses of AID
service users with those using "indigenous" system services - or none at all
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specific AID intervention than with the logic of its entire development paradigm.
There thus would seem to be a strong justification for a study probing what small
farmers tell us about their lives = in order to assess the validity of the causal
chain that AID invokes aé the ultimate ratiocnale for all its development activi-
ties,

As mentioned, AID's rationale is presented in its just-published Blueprint

for Development. That document avers that although its means are shifting, its

overall aim and goals remain the same. AID still sees its basic mission as pro-
moting "broad based economic growth" that benefits low ihcome people.

According to the document, AID's means are shifting away from direct inter-
ventions that reach SFs, such as the delivery of credit, fertilizer, seeds, etc.
(i.e., the contents of Box C in the diagram in Appendix B). Instead, the means
now being increasingly emphasizedlére those known as the "four pillars" of devel-
opment: policy dialogque, private sector, institution building and technology
(these are listed in Boxes A and B of the diagram).

Nevertheless, whether by the increasing numbers of projects based on the
"four pillars” or the diminishing numbers of projects delivering agricultural
services/inputs, the achievement of "broad based economic growth" remains the aim.

"Broad based economic growth" is defined as promoting both (1) increased
employment (on- or off-farm) and (2) increased agricultural production.* Both of
these are assumed to result in (3) increased income. In turn, increased income
is assumed to result in (4) enhénced well-being and satisfaction of "basic human
needs." Particular emphasis is given to achieving four of these basic needs :
alleviation of (a) hunger, (b) disease and early death, (¢) illiteracy and lack
of education, and (d) unmanageable population/fertility pressures.

But are these assumptions valid? To what extent do they hold in reality?

*If both consequences fail to occur (i.e., increased employment and production fo.
low income people), we may have growth {(e.g., of GNP) but we won't have true de-
velopment in AID terms.
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What is the use of increasing yields if the farmgate price is below production
costs? The reason for such a situation may vary from the state of the world
market for that particular commodity, to the host country government's distorted
factor prices, to wonderful weather that produced bumper crops that glutted the
market. The SFs may not be aware of world commodity markets or the intricacies
of.their government's anti-rural pricing policies. But they are very aware of
their immediate calculus of costs and henefits. And a technical package'that
produces increased yields but not break-even income may be considered a devasta-
ting failure by the farmer even if the agricultural project is considered a
rousing success.

Simiarly, if the SF does, indeed, receive increased income, but there is
less food locally available to spgnd it on - or food prices have risen faster
than agricultural income - this is not development from the small farmer perspec—
tive. (Appendix E lists similar "conditions under which" the assumed causal links
from increased employment and increased agricultural production to increased in-
come may apply., ana also "conditions under which" the assumed causal link from
increased income to increased well-being/"basic human need" satisfaction" may
hold.)

Once again, it is also neceséary to investigate these assumptions from the
standpoint of different subgroups of SFs, i.e., disaggregate. Do the assumptions
hold true for the more, as well as the less, vulnerable? Is income concentrating
among the (relatively) better off SFs? If so, projects may be successful while
pecple suffer. Similarly, is income shifting from female to male hands? 1In such
a case, a number of studies indicate that even if income to the SF household
goes up, it may not result in less hunger and better nutrition (see, e.g., Kumar
on Xerala, India (1978); Stavrakis and Marshall on Belize (1978); Guyer on Cam-

eroons (1980); and Blumberg on Guatemala (1985)). It appears, from these studies.
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that when females have independently controlled income, they tend to focus their
spending more on food, children's education and other "basic human needs." 1In
short, the connection between greater income and less hunger/malnutrition may
depend on intrahousehold patterns of who gets, controls and spends the income.

Incqme thus seems to be the pivotal point in a goals level study, and it
clearly must be investigated from a disaggregated approach within the community
and within the household. But it's not enough to investigate only current sources
and uses of income - even 1f we expand our net to "full income" so that we can
capture in-kind as well as cash income flows. Timing is another crucial source
of variation: we would want to know about how these sources and income control/
expenditure patterns had changed over time. A small farmer might give quite dif-
ferent responses if queried in the hungriest weeks before harvest vs. after har-
vest vs. other points along the agricultural calendar. And a farmer might give
a very different picture of how these sources and income control/expenditure pat-
terns had changed over time if questioned in a brief survey vs. being interviewed
repeatedly and at length in a "life history" approach.

The above considerations clearly complicate even a modest goals level study.
The task is also complicated by the fact that there are multiple "conditions under
which" the assumed causal links do or do not apply - as is indicated in greatly
oversimplified form in Appendix E.

The final complication of the "goals approach" is that it is patently diffi-
cult to hang this complex chain of development sequences onto a specifiq "peg" -
AID and other donor-funded interventions - when these were almost certainly only

a small part of what was going on as perceived by the SF. The saving grace of

the proposed goals level research is that it may not be necessary to successfully
trace change in SFs' lives all the way back to particular development projects

(although this obviously would be desirable). I suggest, however, that the illumi-
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nation of the assumed causal links in AID's development paradigm is a sufficient
accomplishment in and of itself.

Furthermore, as stated, the advantage of having an overarching conceptual
framework (see Appendix B) that encompasses both the purpose- and goals-level
'approaches is that one can tie together two sets of studies.

As noted, the purpose level and goals level approaches overlap in that.
both give (at least cursory) attention to increased agricultural production by
SF households. Accordingly, the research strategy developed in Parts III and
IV of this paper would be to first investigate the purpcse level problem of
sources of agricultural services/inputs, the conditions for their successful
delivery/adoption, and their short-term effects on yields (and profits). As
will be discussed in Part III, this will entail the collection of qualitative
and secondary contextual data on the target group/area, as well as quantitative}
survey data on the three agricultural service issues discussed in the previous
section. Next, one would return to the same area to do the broader and more
difficult (but perhaps more important) goals level study. In addition to the
far-ranging interview; that an exploration of the assumed causal links would
necessitate, one could attempt to work backward to the service/inputs delivery
that had been explored in the first study. (Part IV also will present other
approaches to collecting goals level data beyond the "second round" strategy
proposed at this point.)

In conclusion, the purpose .level study is much easier to research, since
we are, basically, "swimming downstream" from interventions to immediate effects.
But by linking the purpose level study both conceptually and geographically with
a subsequent goals level investigation, it should be possible to carry out both

approaches, synergistically. Let us now attempt to see how this may be done.
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III. THE PURPOSE LEVEL STUDY: EXPLORING SMALL FARMER EXPERIENCES WITH
AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

As I propose it, the purpose level study is a straightforward follow-up
of the three key issues that emerged from the just-completed evaluation series
on the delivery of agricultural services. These issues involve: (1) coverage -
proportions of SFs of different subgrotps (e.g., more than 5 acres/less than 5
acres, male/female, etc.) who get the service in question from AID-promoted vs.
"indigenous" sources - or forego it entirely; (2) conditions for successful
delivery/adoption of the service as seen by different SF subgroups (extent to
which service is appropriate, timely, profitable, affofdable, and not too risky/

uncertain); and (3) the assumption that use of the service leads to higher yields.

A. How It Would Work: A Scenario for a Prototype Purpose Level Study

In this section, I will set out a methodology that combines gqualitative
contextual data with quantitative survey data in addressing these three issues.
Because both the conceptualization and the suggested methodology are already
fairly well-defined, I will not recommend an initial literature search phase.
Instead, I will begin the recommended procedures with the creation of an ad-
visory group:

l. Form an Advisory Task Force. A small group combining CDIE and local

Washington people should be formed. They would review this report and its recom-
mendations and provide guidance on the most suitable place for the prototype
round of the purpose level study. They would also help clarify the proposed var-
iables, data collection techniques, and organizational/logistical issues.
a. Chair: Ray Solem of CDIE, who coordinated the previous evaluation
series on delivery of agricultural services and will be coordinating the
present proposed series.

b. Members: A possible list could include -

= Ken Kusterer, Chair of the Socioclogy Department at American University.
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He could provide insight on the eclectic methodology mix he used in Guate-
mala (see below), and on intrahousehold and community research issues.

- Ken Swanberg, Independent Consultant. He could provide guidance on (1)
survey research, in which he is expert, and (2) "diagnostic evaluation" -
which involves going to the SFs to get their perspectives on what the key
issues are before the study becomes too locked in.

- Shubh Kumar, IFPRI. She is an agricultural economist and the author of
what 1s generally considered the breakthrough study (1978, on Kerala, India)
disaggregating household effects on income and child nutrition. She is cur-
rently involved in intrahousehold research in Zambia but will be in the U.S.
in December and January.

- From CDIE: To the extent of their availability and interest, W. Haven
North and Paula Goddard. Additionally, Krishna Kumar, who, with Ray Solem,
worked on the "agricultural services task force" in the September 23-24
workshop. Other CDIE pecple could be brought in based on their expertise

. in a topic being considered by the Advisory Task Force - and their interest
and availability.

c. November meeting: A meeting on November 21, 22 or the morning of Novem=-
ber 27 would seem desirable, if feasible for Ray Solem and other key people.
The subject of the meeting would be first steps toward the purpose level
prototype study, and it could include the recommendations of this report.
Rae Blumberg will be in Washington during that period attending a "women in
development" workshop scheduled by CDIE (on November 25-26). Therefore, she
could be available. The two primary topics would seem to be (l) whether

the three issues proposed for the purpese level study constitute an adequate
or excessive research problem for the time and resources available, and (2)
the best location for the prototype round of the proposed study.

2. Choose a first choice and back-up site for the prototype study. As

\ will be further elaborated below, a strong case can be made for Northeast Thai-~
land as the site for the prototype study in this series. Alternmatively, it could
be argued that the prototype should be done in one of the sites studied in the
previous evaluation series on the delivery of agricultural services; in that case,
the Dominican Republic or Paraguay would be the top candidates (see below).

a. Move toward Mission approval of the chosen site.

b. Consider a reconnaissance mission for Ray Solem if the first choice site
is one in which he has not previously worked.

3. Adopt the organization plan for the prototype study presented by Ray

Solem to the 9/23-24 workshop. As can be seen in Appendix F, four positions are
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involved in the proposed organization plan., These include thrxee levels of hier-
archy. At thé top level is (1) the PPC/CDIE Manager (Ray Solem). Reporting to
him is (2) the Study Coordinator. This person would be U.S.-based and would be
good at integrating conceptual, methodological and logistical elements of the
study. The third level of hierarchy would consist of two positions: (3) a "Con-
text Person," who would spend about four months in the field. The person would
use a variety of Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA) techniques to generate qualitative
data and review secondary data; the net result would be to spin a "contextual
cocoon" around the survey data collected by (4) the Survey Team Leader. Whereas
the Context Person could be either a U.S. social scientist or a hos; country
social scientist, the Survey Team Leader is clearly designated as a host country
national. Moreover, while the Context Person could be either an anthropologist
or rural sociologist/socioclogist, the Survey Team Leader should be a sociologist
with extensive experience in rur;ifbased sample surveys. More detail on the con-
tent and timing of each of these four people's jobs will emerge in the next two
sections (III-B and III-C), below.

4. Once Mission approval is obtained for the prototype location, contract

the U.S. Study Coordinator. The Study Coordinator's contract should include at

least a week's lead time to permit him/her the opportunity to read relevant
materials on the study and prototype site available in AID/Washington; review

any relevant academic and development literature; and conduct telephone or per-
sonal interviews (depending on the person's home base) with appropriate informentis,

in both the U.S. and prototype country.

5. Arrange a "diaqnostic" or RRA exploratory visit to the prototype site

to first identify host country institutions/personnel and then talk with SFs.

Acting on the suggestion of Susan Poats and Ken Swanberg, I am recommending a

preliminary "diagnostic" trip, so that direct contact with a wide array of SFs
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would be at the top of the research agenda. No matter how logically consistent,
theoretically sophisticated and methodologically elegant the proposed research plan
might be, it is stamped, "Made in the U.S.A." -~ and by "experts." So the first
order of business is to test the study's preconceived notions against the reality
of the SFs' perceptions. In order to do this in the way which will best promote
the study, the diagnostic visit would begin by identifying possible resource people,
institutions and data sources needed for the field work. A prime order of bus-
iness would be to locate (1) host country survey team leader candidates, and (2)
any locally-resident social scientists who might be contracted for the "context
person" position. If this were done in the first week or so of the probable 2-3
week visit, it might be possible to have the candidate(s) accompany the PPZ/CDIE
Manager and Study Coordinator to the field for at least 2-3 days of the time spent
conducting unstructured interviews with SFs. This would enable the Manager and
Study Coordinator to assess the personal suitability of the candidate(s).

a. Use as one criterion for selecting the survey team leader that person's

familiarity with (or willingness to master) portable computers that would

be used to begin processing survey results in the fiels.

b. Ascertain how an appropriate portable computer could be supplied to the

survey team leader in a timely manner if the person does not have access to

one. (All things being equal, however, a person with the requisite computer

experience and access to the right sort of hardware is greatly to be prefer-

red.)

6. Once final plans, timetable and budget are prepared and approved, con-

tract the Context Person and Host Country Survey Team Leader. Both would be gi-

ven contracts for approximately four months, but it would be preferable (see be-
low) if the Context Person does some preliminary field work before the survey
questionnaire is even drafted: almost all methodologists agree that a survey is

the last step in an exploratory study (which this is). Then, in order to make

the Context Person's contract fit within the budgeted time, there could be a per-
iod of about six weeks - during which time the survey data is analyzed by the

survey team leader - when the Context Person would be "off contract."
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(The survey team person would be on a continuous four-months contract.)

a. Attempt to arrange for at least one host country graduate student in
the social sciences to work under the supervision of the Context Person.

As will be seen below, the Context Person will need to spend about one
month of his/her contract accompanying the survey team to their various
village sites. Some of the data the Context Person should gather is quite
labor-intensive and available only via many weeks' work. An inexpensive
and ideal solution would be to hire a local grad student who could be
“parked for the duration" in one or two villages, with pericdic supervision
by the Context Person. In this way, the Context Person's time is made more
free and flexible.

7. Adopt a process methodology in which the gqualitative/contextual data is

gathered first and used to refine the content of the survey gquestionnaires, which

are prepared later. Based on Ken Kusterer's idea, I am recommending the use of a

"process methodology” for the prototype study. In this way, the survey question-~
naires' content - the last act of the research drama - would be locked in only
after a good deal of the qualitatively—-gathered information were known. Thus,
the final survey would be the "frosting on the cake" - it would provide numbers
to back up the more qualitative, "softer" approaches undertaken by the Context
Person and any graduate assistants.
a. Among the Rapid Rural Appraisal techniques used in gathering this quali-
tative data are: group meetings, key informant interviews, historical dig=-
ging/chronology of prior donor/givernment interventions in the area, history
of significant local events, in-depth life history interviews, examination

of Mission and public records, secondary analysis of existing studies, etc.

8. Adopt a "semi control group" approach in which cne or more villages known

to _have received few/any of the services are contrasted with the wvillages having

more intensive interventions. In practice, this means that a minimum of three wvil-
lages should be selected to represent a particular target area: two which had
substantial degrees of AID-promoted interventions and one which received far fewer
services. The "semi control" villages should be chosen to be otherwise as com-
parable to the more affected villages as possible.

9. Adopt a sampling strategy in which (a) two or three class strata of SFs,

(b) principal male and female(s) of each sampled household, and (c) major local
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ethnic groups are explicitly included. Clearly, class/land tenure position con-

stitutes a major dimension for analysis. Although the proposed series is known

"

as "small farmer perspectives,” we should not exclude those below the level of
the "small farmer" in the villages sampled: landless/semi-landless day laborers
or part-time farmers also should be included. Thus, the sample might weil be
stratified (or, at minimum, data analysis disaggregated) into three locally-
relevant class/land tenure strata. This would permit disaggregation of SFs into
the poorer vs. the not-so-poor, while also including a stratum of "not (even)

SFs." Equally important, disaggregation within the household is impossible un-

less the principal male and female(s) of that household are interviewed. Since

one of the major contributions that the proposed purpose level study should make
is based on its inclusion of both within-community (class) and withinjhousehold
{(gender) variation, such a sampling strategy is a keystone of the whole approach.
Finally, the matter of ethnicity must be dealt with. Given all the complexities
of the prototype study it would seem to be a mistake to undertake it in an area
with numerous distinct ethnic groups. Although it may not be necesséry to insist
on a single ethnic group—-area for sampling convenience, it would be desirable

to choose as the prototype site an area which has, at most, two major ethnic group:
that must be taken into account in sampling.

10. Adopt a time schedule that permits researchers on the prototype study

to backstop each other's efforts. As will be further discussed below, this will

involve more site visits by the.Study Coordinator than might be needed in subse-
quent replications. First, the Study Coordinator should be present to guide the
Context Person and any graduate assistant(s) in the collection of gqualitative

data that are needed before work can even begin on a draft questionnaire. (This
first "set up" visit can be fairly brief.) Second, the Study Coordinator should

return when the preliminary contextual data are available - by which time the Su-
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vey Team Leader should have completed work on the sampling frame. The purpose

of this visit is to aid in the design, pretesting, and hectid first days of ac-
tual administration of the survey questionnaire. All this may well take a month
before the instrument - and the interviewing process - are functioning as inten-
ded. In order to maintain the "marriage" of qualitative and quantitative approach-
es that characterizes the proposed methodology, it is also suggested that:

a. The Context Person should accompany the survey team from village to vil-
lage so that he/she can work together with the Survey Team Leader during

the nightly questionnaire checking and the early morning logistical meet-
ings that are standard procedure in most field surveys. But during the day,
the Context Person should continue qualitative research, while the Survey
Team Leader should begin analysis (using the portable computer).

b. It is desirable that the first village to receive the survey be the one

in which the graduate student is working, so that entree is facilitated and

preliminary interview results can be validated against data already gathered
by more qualitative, in-depth means.

\ . ,
¢. Although the U.S; Study Coordinator leaves the field after the first
few days of interviewing, when the "bugs" have been worked out of the
questionnaire and procedures, he/she should leave the Survey Team Leader
with a mutually acceptable work plan to begin analysis during the period

of field interviewing (approximately one month). Similarly, the U.S. Study
Coordinator should leave the Context Person with a mutually acceptable work
plan for data remaining to be collected.

11. At the conclusion of the survey interviews, the U.S. Study Coordinator

should return to help complete the analysis and block out the study report. At

this point, all the principal actors would be reunited in a central location.

The Context Person would be back for the final couple of weeks in his/her contrzct;
as mentioned, the Survey Team Leader's four-month contract would be continuous.
During this period, complex analyses needing the U.S. Study Coordinator's guidance
would be run. Then, with input from the context and survey experts, the final
report 1is blockéd out in draft form.

12. Back in the U.S., the Study Coordinator writes the final report and

preser.ts it, orally and in writing, to CDIE, so that a timely decision can be

made on replications. Depending on how well the research came out and what has
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been learned, a decision should be made by the PPC/CDIE Manager (Ray Solem) and
CDIE management about proceding with at least three fairly simultaneous replica-
tions. Presumably, tentative Mission clearances would have been received in the
prime replication sites - assuming that signs from the field had been positive
enough so that such clearances would have been sought. Before proceeding with
the replicaticns, however, the substantive and organizational "lessons learned"
of the prototype should be discussed and pondered by CDIE people, the U.S. Study
Coordinator and the Advisory Task Force. In this way, appropriate modifications
of content, procedures and organizational structure could‘be implemented.

B. Where It Would Work: Two Cases for Prototype Sites

1. The case for Northeast Thailand. When Haven North gave the original

charge for the "small farmer perspectives" evaluation series, he suggested that
countries be chosen where: (1) Alﬁ-had a long history of investment in a variety
of projects that were expected to affect small farmers, (2) there had been prior
work by CDIE in the form of impact evaluations or special studies, and (3) there
was a rich data base, including, if possible, sampling frames for survey research
" and intrahousehold-level data or, at the very least, class-differentiated intra-
village data.

Northeast Thailand fills all three criteria, and then some. Additional de-
siderata include: (1) CDIE is contemplating a country study that could uncover
much of the macrolevel and historical context that is needed to provide the basis
for interpreting the village-levél results; (2) there are at least three Thai-
resident U.S. social scientists who are potentially available to work as the Con-
text Person; two of them are at Kan Kaen (sometimes transliterated as Khonkaen)
University, supported by U.S. foundation funds, and very knowledgeable and involved

in a rich, already-extant data base; (4) the available data base is reported to in-
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clude some 22 Rapid Rural Appraisal studies that provide information on many of
the villages and variables the purpose level study might encompass; (4) there
is an on-going project in the area (AID's Northeast Rainfed Agricultural Develop-
ment, NERAD), which:
a. already has recent intrahousehold data (the type least frequently avail-
able - yet potentially most valuable - for a study such as the proposed pur-

pose level research), in the form of a study conducted by the internationally
renowned Ingrid Palmer;

b. has just been studied by CDIE - Anamaria Long did one of the 10 case
studies for the "women in development" research on the NERAD project;

c. could provide a convenient base (and perhaps evén some help) for the
proposed prototype research;

and (S) Kan Kaen University has expertise in both RRA and survey, so that both
the Context Person and the Survey Team Leader could be contracted from those with
some connection with it; for the Context Person, locally-resident expert U.S.
candidates include:
a. Tom Kirsch, presently at Kan Kaen, recommended to David Steinberg by
Biff Keyes, the leading Thai expert in the United States (Keyes is an an-
thropologist at the University of Washington);
b. Terry Grandstaff, an ecological anthropologist also at Kan Kaen Univer-
sity. He has a Harvard Ph.D. and is ex-West Point. David Steinberg hired
him for an earlier stint with AID. Currently, he is the resident expert in
RRA, and is involved in the 22-odd projects recently carried out in the area
(in fact, he is the person who organized the Ford Foundation-funded RRA con-
ference to which Anamaria Long was invited);
¢. John Chamberlain, who lives in Bangkok, but is married .o a Northeast
Thai woman and often works in the area. A Lao and Northeast Thailand spec-

ialist, he is described by David Steinberg as professionally and personally
well-qualified - knowledgeable, reliable and thorough.

In short, a strong case can be made for undertaking the prototype study in
Northeast Thailand.

2. The case for replicating a site from the agricultural services delivery

evaluation series -~ either the Dominican Republic or Paragquay. These two sites

fill two of the three criteria suggested by Haven North: (1) both have been the
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beneficiaries of a long sexies of AID prciects aimed at small farmers, and (2)
both have been the sites of prior work by CDIE; They also offer the additional
advantage, of course, of having been studied on precisely the issues that - are
central to the proposed prototype research. It appears; however, that they do
not have the rich data base - and certainly not the intrahousehold and RRA data =
characterizing the Northeast Thailand site.

- The Dominican Republic. The report by Araujo, et al. (1985) is based on

fieldwork in October 1983. The report provides provocative but unquantified in-
formation that could justify a follow up. Some examples:. (a) Many farmers con-
tinued to use the "indigenous" credit system (relatives, neighbors, intermediaries,
landlords, and store owners), despite its high rates,to avoid the delays and com-
Plicated procedures of AID-backed government credit; (b} credit, thus, was not

the main constraint; (¢} rather, afpolicyAand institutional environment in which
the government pursued pricing and exchange rate policies that harmed domestic
agriculture - and undermined the project - provéd the chief obstacle; and (d) con-
A trary to project assumptions, evidence did not indicate that project credit led

. to higher outputs and income.

Although the authors claim that "interviews with many household members in
the beneficiary group constituted the main source of information" (1985:ix), this
data base is neither guantified nor presented in systematic fashion. Thus, it
would seem potentially rewarding to return to the island to try to follow up the
earlier findings. Since October 1983, some of the government's most anti-rural
pricing and currency exchange rate policies have been eliminated (at IMF insis-
tence). Has this enhanced the effectiveness of public sector rural SF credit?
Unfortunately, however, the country has been gripped by continuing economic crisis
since early 1984 (April 1984 food riots, for example, left some 60 people dead).

This might distort the results that could be expected from a follow-up study.
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- Paraguay. Fieldwork apparently took place in 1984, in a country marked
by much less government involvement in the agricultural sector than in the Domin-
ican Republic.. Paraguay also has had exceptional government continuity in the
decades of Stroessner's rule. A 1974 sociological study showed that in areas
not served by co-ops, some 71% of SFs (0-5 ha. of land)} got part or all their
credit from private traders/storekeepers = in:"a modern-day version of the
colonial 'patron' system" (Solem, at al., 1985:1). Indeed, the evaluation team
found data showing that less than 2% of SFs were served by the formal credit
system. In this environment, CREDICOOP has been struggling since the early 1970s.
One of thermost intrigquing findings is that:

In areas where CREDICOOP's member credit unions are active, the private
trader has had to be more competitive...Credit union members and nonmem-
bers alike have benefited from the competition. It is increasingly diffi-
cult for private traders to exploit their farmer clients...The great em-
phasis CREDICOCP member credit unions put on education has further accen-
tuated the impact of such competition. The role and techniques of private
traders form a central part of the sales pitch given to prospective members.
The private trader's arqument that sale of $100 worth of seed and fertilizer
for $120 worth of cotton, due in 3 months, is somehow different from inter-
- st is debunked. The trader's tendency to undervalue the cotton when de-
livered is also exposed. Even prospects who do not join the credit union,
or neighbors of credit union members who discuss these subjects over the
back fence, reap the benefits of credit union education (1985:16, emphasis
added) .

Thus, the grounds for a fascinating and u. ful follow-up study can be seen.
Not only could the relative strengths and weaknesses of the "interventionist"
and "indigenous" system be investigated and compared from the SF perspective,
the interaction between them could be studied. This, in and of itself, could
make a substantial contribution to development knowledge and practice. There-
fore, although Paraguay is no longer a focus of AID action, a prototype study
there might be well justified, All three issues could be explored in a frame-
work comparing CREDICOOP and private trader procedures and results. Moreover,
since CREDICOCOP also provides inputs, technical assistance and marketing, addi-

tional comparisons might be made in a follow-up study.



C. When It Would Work: Timing Considerations for the Prototype Study

In this section, the length and phases of the work of the major participants
are suggested in a preliminary way.

U.S. Study Coordinator: Total Time Contracted=4 Months (about 17 weeks)

~ Preparation time (reading relevant documents, interviews, etc.) = 1 week
(minimum) .

= First "diagnostic" trip (locating resource people, institutions, data,
and spending l1-2 weeks in the field, interviewing a representative, pur-

_ posive sample of SFs via RRA methods) = 3 weeks (maximum)

- Second "set up" trip (working with Context Person and any graduate as-
sistants to get them started on the qualitative data collection, in ac-
cordance with a mutually agreeable work plan) = 2 weeks

- Third "survey" trip (working with Survey Team lLeader - and Context Person =
to finalize and pretest a survey questionnaire, and then accompanying the
survey team in the first few days (perhaps 1 week) of interviewing; during
this period, a mutually agreeable work plan also would be worked out with
the Survey Team Leader for completing the less complex aspects of computer
analysis prior to the Study Coordinator's return) = 4 weeks

- Pourth and final trip (first working with the Survey Team Leader for about
1 week to complete the more complex data analyses (e.g., index constructicn
and runs), and then working with all the principals together to block out
conclusions and the draft of the final report; input would be provided by
the Context Person, Survey Team Leader and any graduate assistants) = 3 weeks

- Completion of final report at Study Coordinator's home base in U.S.; oral
as well as written presentation to CDIE = 4 weeks

- Note that the 17 weeks of work are not continuous. Rather, there are gaps
(1) between the second and third trips, while the Context Person is collec-
ting the gqualitative data, and (2) between the third and fourth trips,
while the remainder of the field interviews and all but the complex analyses
are being directed by the Survey Team Leader.

Context Person: Total Time Contracted=3-1/2-4 Months (about 15-17 weeks)
- Participate in "diagnostic" trip (assuming person is locally resident)
= 1 week(minimum; 3 weeks=maximum, which would reduce other phases to min.)

- Work with Study Coordinator in "set up" trip = 2 weeks

- Carry out qualitative analyses that must be done before questionnaire con-
struction = 4-5 weeks

- Participate in survey phase (work with U.§. Study Coordinator and Survey
Team Leader to formulate and pretest questionnaire; accompany survey team
to field) = 6-7 weeks (almost surely will require 7 weeks)

~ Return to work with U.S. Study Coordinator and Survey Team Leader to block
out conclusions and draft final report = 2 weeks.
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Survey Team Leader: Total Time Contracted=3%-~4 Months (about 15-17 weeks)
- Participate in "diagnostic" trip (very optionall = 1 week (maxismum)

- Direct survey phase (formulation and pretesting of questionnaire; field
interviews and preliminary data analysis) = 8 weeks

- Post-field analysis of data using portable computer = 4-6 weeks (since
analysis usually takes more time than planned, 5 weeks is a reasonable
minimum)

- Final analyses with U.S. Study Coordinator and participation in blocking
out of conclusions and drafting of final report = 3 weeks

- Note that if the Survey Team Leader does not participate in the "diag-
nostic”" trip, his/her time would be continuous - however, it would start
about 6 weeks later than the Context Person's main contract. Note also
that the Context Person's contract would have a dap of 5-~7 weeks between
the completion of the field surveys and the beginning of the final two-
week "conclusions and draft" phase, i.e., however long it took the Survey
Team Leader to analyze the data after coming back from the field.

-Graduate Student Assistant(s): Total Time Contracted=3%-4 Months (15-17 weeks)
-~ It is strongly recommended that at least one grad student be hired to live
in one or two villages during a four month period (minimum of 3% months)
that would begin during the "set wp" visit by the U.S. Study Coordinator.
Certain types of data, especially that having to do with intrahousehold

variables and the agricultural cycle, are very labor-intensive and/or
must be collected over a period of several months. Thus, adding 1-3 grad
students would not add too much to the budget, but could have a high
payoff in (a) providing detailed "contextual" data that otherwise are- too
time-consuming to be collected, and (b) providing much of the data base
that would most facilitate the "first cut" goals level study that I shall
discuss below as the "rapid restudy" approach.

All in all, although no one person need be contracted for more than about
four months, the total time elapsed for the prototype research will be around
6=7 months.* This assumes that the clock starts running when the U.S. Stuay Co-
ordinator begins the one week allotted for literature review and interviews, and
stops when he/she delivers the final report to CDIE. Replications will be faster.

D. Possible Replication Sites - a Preliminary List

1. The "loser" of the prototype candidates. At least one of the two loca-

tions not chosen for the prototype should be included in the replications list,

unless additional information surfaced that eliminated it. It is not necessary

to review the qualifications of Northeast Thailand and Paraguay. Concerning the

*See time line in Appendix G.
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Dominican Republic, it is also worth mentioning the following selling points:

-~ Although no intrahousehold level data were included, a major agricultural
survey was done about a decade ago.

- CDIE may conduct a country study there, carried out by Michael 2Zak.
- The country offers an attractive combination of local social science tal-
ent, manageable size and convenient logistics. It is also strongly recom-

mended by Hunt Howell of the Interamerican Development Bank.

2. Kenya - Western and/or Nyanza Provinces. In order of preference, Kenya

seems to rank next. There is a rich data base there, including a governﬁent house-
hold survey that has been collected over a long period of time. There is a long
history of AID and other donor involvement; There is excellent local social
science talent with prior experience working in. this part of Kenya. There are
large numbers of relevant studies by U.S. social scientists, some of them (such
as the studies of agricultural extgnsion by Kathleen Staudt, an ex-IPA in AID's
Office of Women in Development who is now a University of Texas-El Paso professor)
focused on AID projects. Moreover, there have been previous impact evaluations
done by CDIE. Finally, IFPRI is currently engaged in a major study in Nyanza
Province (involving a survey of about 550 SFs and intensive anthropological case
studies of about 50 of them) that is generating highly detailed intrahousehold
data - much of it on very-hard-to-measure flows of "full" or "total" income.
Gaining access to these data, and the contextual data also being collecﬁed (the
study researches the consequences for income and nutrition of a switch from semi-
subsistence égriculture to cash cropping of sugar cane), could provide an inval-
uable foundation for a purpose level study in the same general area.

3. Malawi. Here the attractions are a rich data base that extends to the
intrahousehold level and encompasses both male and female farmers. The data base
has been generated by a highly competent government research unit. Its gender-

disaggregated aspects are the work of Anita Spring, a University of Florida anthru
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pologist with previous AID.experience and an excellent background in development
research. Another attraction is the ongoing impact evaluation of Malawi's higher
education, which is being carried out by Gary Hansen - since this could further
integrate the work of CDIE people and studies. Although there are active AID
pProjects in Malawi now, there is no long, rich history of intervention - as in
all the other candidates mentioned to date. Thus, on the one hand, effects may
be more easily attributable to AID efforts. But, on the other hand, there will
have been less time elapsed for impacts to manifest themselves.

4. Philippines = Bicol IRD. Research on this massive. IRD project has been

going on for a decade, and the huge panel study has generated so much data it
fills the entire core of a mainframe computer when it is run. The problem is that
it hasn't yet been run. in its entirety. A 1978 survey involved 12,000 individuals
in 1,900 households and included,éver 3,600 variables - all in stripped-down quan-
titative form. Some of these data, especially the health and nutrition and popu-
lation data, have been analyzed by Barry Popkin (a professor at the University of
North Carolina, Chapel Hill) and a number of Philippine social scientists (many of
them associated with the Ateneo of Manila, which designed the study). The 1983
panel wave was a restudy; some 9,000-~10,000 individuals are included, all repea:s
from the 1978 survey. Now the project has ended and the money and time have run
out. The 1983 data have been cleaned and checked and are ready to be ruh, either
alone or in comparison with the 1978 data. There are possibilities for intrahous: -
hold analysis. It should be stressed, however, that the AID data emphasize infra-
structure, rather than delivery of agricultural services/inputs. Thus, there is
is much information on roads, electrification and irrigation. Some 100 barangays
are included in the study and it is known exactly when each barangay got which

infrastructure. Although some agricultural services data are on tape (e.g., cre-
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dit), Barry Popkin is less familiar with this aspect of the study. Moreover,

Don Wadley (who worked on the project for years) downplayed the inputs and adop-
tion variables as a major focus. The main attraction of the Bicol site is that
one could complement newly gathered field data with the enormous computerized
data -set described above. Barry Popkin has approached CDIE about analyzing a
small part of these data. As will be discussed below, the Bicol is also a candi-
date for a preliminary round of the "goals level" study. Thus, since my recom-
mendations are geared toward a multi-stage approach in which an initial purpose
level study is followed by a goals level investigation, the Bicol makes a quite
interesting and appealing site for replicating the purpose level research,

5. Ecuador. If a second Latin American site were to be included, it would
be desirable to represent the Andean region. Current qrises in Peru and Bolivia
indicate that Ecuador might be a better choice, at least at this time. There are
a number of points in its favor. It has a long‘AID history, prior CDIE research
(an impact evaluation of a rural electrification project), and an abundance .of
highly qualified, dedicated social scientists. Some of the best have banded to-
gether in local, private sector, research institutes. The institute considered Ly
many to be tops in its field specializes in studies of the highlands, where a num-
ber of AID projects have been located - including one of the rural electrifica-
tion installations studied in the CDIE research. Additional data sources-also
are available, ranging from Ph.D. dissertations on the highlands small farmers to
government rural surveys. These have two shortcomings, however: lack of explicit
links with AID interventions and lack of usable intrahousehold data. Still, there
are enough positive points to make Ecuador a serious possibility.

E. Why Such an Elaborate Prototype Study? Some Considerations

The proposed (and preliminary) time line in Appendix G assumes that four
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people (one a U.S. professional with a high daily rate) will get contracts of
approximately 17 weeks each and that the prototype will take a maximum of 30 weeks
from the day the U,S. Study Coordinator starts reviewing documents to the day he/
she presents the final report. Why such a long, complicated and expensive study?

First, the model for this approach was the four—month.study of the Guatemalan
agribusiness project by Ken Kusterer. Using host country nationals at the junior
social scientist and interviewer levels, and budgeting on a shoestring, he did
the study for $40,000. That was in 1980. This study proposes a more elaborate
prototype precisely because, in the best case scenario, the research will be re-
plicated in at least three other locations. It is to be hoped that the replica-
tions could be kept to a four month timeframe and a budget not appreciably greate:
than Kusterer's, adjusted for 1986 prices. But the prototype must have more time
and money if the replications are to be accomplished efficiently and at relatively
low cost.

The prototype will need more visits by the Study Coordinator than any subse-
quent replication beéause the conceptual and logistical problems will have to be
worked out as they arisé. If the Study Coordinator's solutions are gdod ones,
he/she should be able to coordinate the replications more or less simultaneously.
The proposed research is pathbreaking. As such, it needs enough time and flexi-
bility to solve the challenges of cutting edge research. Nevertheless, even thoug:
the prototype represents a longer and more ambitious study than previous CDIE
evaluations, it is considered fairly small, fast and cheap from the standpoint of
the typical survey research project.

Among the methodological innovations this study could realize is a way for
the best of RRA and survey techniques to be qombined. Instead of burdening respcn-
dents with a long gquestionnaire, contextual and complex variables would be obtairne.
by RRA - sometimes from the survey.respondents themselves - in the collaborative

approach proposed. Essentially, the Context Person, aided by the Study Coordina-
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tor, first do enough groundwork so that the survey can be sharp, short and focused.
Then, during the actual survey, the Context Person would be able to identify com-
pleted interviews that warrant further follow-up. People whose background char-
acteristics or answers to the survey indicated that they would be appropriate -
and willing - candidates for group meetings, in~-depth interviews, etc. could be
revisited by the Context Person before the survey team had left the area. In

this way, the amount of information on the villages and the most important cate-
gories of SFs could be maximized.

In sum, the justification of doing such an elaborate prototype study is based
on the foilowing:

l. A better prototype study will permit better, faster and cheaper replica-
tions.

2. A better prototype study will help lay the groundwork for a "second round"
study at the goals level, since the goals level study would require most of the
same contextual information - and survey results -~ obtained by the combined RRA/
survey protgtype.

3. Refining the combined methodology proposed here would make a significant
contribution to development over and above the purpose level study delineated
above.

4. The prototype study proposed here is sufficiently encompassing to make
what should be wvalid and reliable statements about SF .receipt of and results from
AID-promoted agricultural inputs/services. As such it represents a cumulation
of knowledge that builds on a prior CDIE evaluation series on this topic. Such
an integrated, sequential effort is rare in the development field and a contribu-
tion in its own right.

5. The study will take the perspective of the small farmer - in fact, disag-

gregated subgroups of SFs ~ rather than the project. On these grounds alone, it

1s justifiable.
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Iv. THE GOAL LEVEL STUDY: EXPLOﬁING SMALL FARMER EXPERIENCES WITH DEVELOPMENT

As proposed here, the goals level study will ask various subgroups of SFs
about their lives and well-being and how these have changed in recent vears.

The objective is to explore the internal logic of AID's development paradigm,
which assumes that the following four relationships are causally, and invariably,
linked: (1) that use of AID-promoted agricultural inputs/services leads to in- -
creased yields, (2) that increased yields/agricultural production lead to increased
income, (3) that increased employment (on or off farm) leads to increased income,
and (4) that increased income leads to enhanced well-beigéy basiec human needs.
Emphasis will be given to relationships (2), (3) and (4), since the purpose level
study will explore (1)} as one of its three central issues. In talking about their
lives and "how development has treated them lately," will SFs even mention AID=-
promoted interventions targeted to them? 1If, at the end of an interview, SFs are
asked leading questions about the interventions known to have been targeted to
them, will their responses corroborate what AID assumes takes place?

It should be noted that central to assumed relationships (2), (3) and (4) is
the variable of income. Accordingly, the proposed research strategy will attempt
to have SFs delineate their "full income" (involving in-kind as well as cash flows)
and trace both forward and backward linkages of that income. An important element
of the research strategy will be intrahousehold disaggregation of income flows,
control patterns and expenditure responsibilities/patterns. .

However,exploring the proposed income-linked relationships is not an easy
matter. Two of the difficulties are: (a) the complexity of the variables and the
difficulty of reliably and validly inferring backward from the current situation to
prior AID-promoted interventions, and (b) the labor-intensive techniques needed to
arrive at‘precisely guantified measures of the variables. Accordingly, a full-scal+
"second round" goals level evaluation series will be the last step in the proposed

research approach. As preparatory stages, three research activities and a workshop
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will be proposed. These are timed to take place during the period in which the
purpose level prototype study and subsequent replications will be carried out,
The idea is to have the results of the purpose level research and the preparatory
stages of the goals level research available at about the same time. Then, both
sources of knowledge can be used to inform what appears to be a costly decision
for CDIE: .how .to.proceed in a "second round" evaluation series focused at the
goals level,

Specifically, the three research activities proposed are: (l) a series of
"SOAPs" - "State of the Art Papers" that explore what is known about each of the
assumed causal relationships summarized on p. 34, (2) computer analysis of how
at least one of these linkages actually worked out in the Philippine Bicol - coup=
led with some supplementary RRA to provide the contextual data needed to fully
interpret the computer results, apd (?) what I term "rapid restudy" - in which one
or (preferably) two researchers go b;ck to (a) the site of the prototype purpose
level study, and (b) at leasﬁ two other well-studied research sites not yet stu-
died for the purpose research, in order to achieve a heuristic, holistic overview
of how the AID-assumed causal relationships actually worked out in the lives of
diverse SFs. The "rapid restudy" would utilize RRA, but would be relatively novel
in that it would involve the same researcher(s) applying the same conceptual frame-
work to roughly the same issues in several far-flung and differing settings. Let
us examine each of these three proposed activities in turn, and then turn to the
workshop, and finally, the "second round" goals level evaluation series.

A State of the Art Papers to Synthesize Existing Knowledge

I propose that four (or perhaps five, see below) "SOAPs," or State of the Art
Papers,be commissioned to summarize and interpret just what is known about the
"conditions under which"the three causal assumptions involving income do or do
nct hold among various SF subgroups. (These three assumptions are the yields-irncome,

employment-income and income-well-being links diagrammed in Appendix B.)



- 36 -

I am suggésting a SOAP on each of these three links, a fourth one on the
assumed agricultural services-yields link (this is optional), and a fifth paper

synthesizing the commonalities and contrasts found in the other literature reviews.

As it happens, I once participated in precisely this sort of exercise (funded
by the Office of Rural Development in AID's Bureau for Science and Technology).
The topic involved the relationship of rural development and fertility, and various
pieces of the puzzle were commissioned as SOAPs (e.g., zrural income and fertility,
value of children and fertility, role of rural women and fertility, etc.). Then
several synthesis papers were prepared from the individual SOAPs and a workshop was
held to discuss what had been learned. (I did one of the synthésis papers.) Hap-
pily, quite a bit was learned by way of the SOAPs. With luck, the proposed goal
level SOAPs and synthesis paper will provide a corresponding degree of illumination,

It is suggested that the SOAPs authors be chosen through a consultative
process involving CDIE management, the members of the proposed Advisory Task Force,
and one or two senior level development experts, such as "Michael Horowitz, head
of Institute for Development Anthropology. IDA has an IQC which could be used to
carry out the proposed SCAPs. They could write one or more of the papers and
oversee the entire process. It may be possible to save money by using a disser-
tation level researcher for one or two of the SOAPs, but the synthesis paper, at
least, should be done by a broadly knowledgeable and experienced developﬁent ex-
pert.

In terms of timing, these SdAPs could begin at any point-.deemed convenient
by CDIE. In writing the Scope of Work for the contracts, it should be specified
that both the academic and the applied development literature be surveyed. The
Scopes should present no problem, since the content of each proposed SOAP is fair-

ly clear-cut, even at this early point.

All in all, the SOAPs approach raises the level of sophistication of the tra-
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ditional literature review at least one notch, And, traditionally, a literature
review is considered the first step in illuminating complex new areas of inquiry.
In short, there would seem to be every reason to proceed with the SOAPs as the
first activity in researching goal level issues from the SF perspective.

B, Computer Analysis of Goal Level Relationships in the Philippine Bicol Data
Set, and Supplementary RRA.

Earlier, in the discussion of possible sites for replicaticn of the purpose
level study, the huge Philippine Bicol data set was discussed as a reason for
undertaking research there. It should be reiterated that the data from this two=
wave panel (1978 and 1983) are more relevant for the goals level research than
the purpose level study. This is because there is not a great deal of informa-
tion on agricultural inputs and services. Rather, there are vast amounts of data
on when particular barangays got particular types of infrastructure, and what
happened to yields, employment, iﬁcome, nutrition and other variables. It would
be so expensive to trace out all of these complex interconnections, however, that
it would be preferable to begin with a much less ambitious set of analyses.

Phe exact content and cost of the "first cut" analysis would have to be worked
out among CDIE management, the Advisory Task Force and Prof. Barry Popkin. One
highly wvaluable "chunk" would be the relationships between (1) receipt of a given
type of infrastructure, (2) effects on agricultural preduction, (3) effects on
prices and other selected income variables, and (4) effects on one or two selec-
ted measures of well-being/basic human needs, such as hunger/nutrition. Since
(1) receipt of the infrastructure is known, by date, for all barangays, only the
subsequent consequences would have to be computer-analyzed. If this could be
accomplished for the $30,000 figure that was tentatively discussed as a "ballpark
estimate," the groundwork could be laid for a much less common accomplishment:
RRA with a random subsample of SFs, in order to get the in-depth context needed to

"clothe the naked numbers."
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The value of being able to randomly select SFs from the panel study and
reinterview them, using qualitative technigques, is both self-evident and high.
The prime advantage of a random sample is that one can make inferences from the

sample to the larger population from which it was drawn. The prime advantage of

going back to the same respondents is that for a small subsample, it ig_financially
feasiblé to tap into the hundreds of relevant variables available on these
people for 1978 and 1983 - and then link up these other, computerized, variables
with what is learned in the new qualitative interviews with these same individuals.
Opportunities for such a powerful - and relatively inexpensive - research
strategy are few and far between. I urge that this one be seized. The exact
nature of the RRA could involve one of two possible approaches. On the one hand,
one could contract one or more of the Ateneo of Manila social scientists who
worked on the original research to go back and get contextual data on a mutually
agreed upon list of topics. These data would be used in the interpretation of
the computer results. On the other hand, the RRA phase of the Bicol research
could be accomplished as one of the "rapid restudy" missions proposed below.
Barry Popkin is going to the Philippines around December 6. It would seem use-
ful to talk with him again before his departure, so that he might explore the
possibilities for the RRA phase of the research. Then, on his return, arrange-
ments could be made on delineating and beginning the computer analysis phase.
It should be emphasized that there is no:necessity for the SOAPs to precede the
proposed Bicol research. Just when each of these two proposed research activi-
ties might begin should be left to the mutual convenience of the CDIE people and
researchers involved.

C. "Rapid Restudy": A Holistic and Synergistic Approach

Whereas the two research activities proposed above, the SOAPs and the Bicol

computer/RRA study, can begin at any time and would seem desirable to carry out
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concurrently with the purpose level prototype study, the third goals level

research activity should await its completion.

One of the activities I undertook on my return to San Diego was a fairly
comprehensive literature review of the most important articles on Rapid Rural
Appraisal. Among the articles reviewed were Beebe, 1985; Rhoades, 1982; Franken- .
berger, 1985; Cecllinson, 1979; Collinson, n.d.; Chambers, 1979; and Carloni,

1985. From this wealth of material, I sought ways to sharpen the "rapid restudy"
method I shall propose. Essentially, however, what I am suggesting is drawn on
the methodology I evolved (out of necessity) during the "women in development"
research I undertook in spring 1985, under AID funding. Let me describe it.

This research was funded by the Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean,
but it was part of a larger PPC/CDIE project evaluating the progress of a decade
in the area of "women in development." To the point, since I had worked on the
project since its inception and ﬁave long been involved in theory and research
on WID, I was able to go to the field with both a conceptual framework and a
research agenda. This enormously facilitated my RRA, since I had a clear idea of
which variables I needed to explore and which could be legitimately ignored.

Even more important, in both countries where I conducted my RRA, Guatemala
and the Dominican Republic, I was doing what amounted to a restudy: I was able
to use parts of the questionnaires and the samples from others' research on the
same projects. Although in neither case was the previous research identical to
what I was doing, I was able to greatly increase my efficiency and depth of know-
ledge by building on previous efforts.

For example, in Guatemala, I explicitly attempted to follow up Ken Kusterer's
fine 1980 study of the ALCCSA agribusiness project, which I had recast as a "WID
natural experiment." Kusterer's first rate, four-month study included both data uu

intravillage variation (by class) and some intrahousehold information (by gender).
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His original purpose was substantially different from the WID concerns that gui-
ded my 1985 restudy of his three villages and processing plant employees.. None-
theless, by going to the same locations, hiring the same skilled host country re-
searchers he had used, and using parts of his questionnaire, I so dramatically
cut the time, cost and difficulty of gathering new WID-related data that I was
able to accdmplish in less ﬁhan three weeks what otherwise would have taken me
weli over three months to achieve.

Furthermore, by doing two research studies on the same topic, I was able to
further enhance my "economies of scale" and "multiplier effects." First, I did
considerable preparation on both cases before going intb the field so that I al-
ready had insights derived from two projects to bring to bear on my first case
study, in the Dominican Republic. And, as mentioned, the research had been con-
ceptualized in advance, both by CDIE and by me.

As it happened, I was able té build on prior efforts in the Dominican Repub-
lic study as well. I used as my "handle" the guestionnaire by Rebecca Reich-
mann of AITEC/Accion International, who had studied the same project the previous
year. Her research on this informal sector urban credit project also had included
gender so I had a solid base to build on. I retained almost half her gquestion-
naire items and used a subsample of her respondents for the bulk of my interviews.
After a very efficient study, I had a whole new set of insights to bring to my
second location, Guatemala. These served to bring into better and sharper focus
what I was to investigate there.

The "rapid restudy" methodélogy I used was constructed fortuitously rather
than deliberately. But it worked. It provided cross-fertilization and synergy
to my two case studies. Since I wrote up my cases after i had done both of them,
I was able to further benefit from my "dual restudy." All told, I believe that

v

this methodology approximately gquadrupled what I could have learned had I gone
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into one country, "cold," for three weeks of RRA.

At this point, I would like to generalize from my experience and recommend
"rapid restudy" as the model for the first field phase of the goal level research.
I don't bel;eve that anyone has formalized a methodology for this apprecach, al-
though I do not claim to be the first person who has ever done a quick restudy
of a population previcusly investigated by a more elaborate field research pro-
ject. Essentially, the steps recommended helow are based on the techniques that
emerged serendipitously in my recent WID research - with one significant addition.
As.ihe result of reviewing the RRA literature, I would also recommend that if it
is at all financially feasible, the "rapid restudy" be undertaken by a team of
two researchers, one male and one female. In this way, they could divide the
research labor in a way which maximizes their access to all SFs, while offering
them the opportunity of comparing notes and thus coming up with a more comprehen-
sive picture of the SFs studied. Such a two person team thereby eliminates the
biggest drawbacks of the lone observer: the possibilities of that ohserver
forming biased or idiosyncratic conclusions, and the fact that the observer's
gender will hinder . some areas of data collection.' (Incidentally, Carioni,
1985a, found that IFAD missions consisting of a male IFAD mission leader and a
female social scientist Monitoring and Evaluation/WID consultant were most effec-
tive in enhancing social soundness knowledge that contributed to successful pro-
ject implementation. None of the other RRA authors surveyed noted the increased
efficacy that a cross-sex RRA team could provide, although a .few mention the ne«c
to interview both male and female SFs.)

Here are proposed steps for a "rapid restudy" of the goals level issues:

- As soon as the prototype purpose level research was in first draft form,

the person(s) carrying out the "rapid restudy" could read it, discuss it

with the U.S. Study Coordinator, and (assuming prior Mission clearance) lesve
for the field.
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- By this time, some of the SOAPs would have been completed, along with
part of the Bicol analysis, The "rapid restudy" researcher (s} would have
spent up to one week's preparation time going over these materials, along
with the emergent conceptual framework.

- The conceptual framework would be based on this report, Appendix B, and
any subsequent refinements and reconceptualizations emerging from the Ad-
visory Task Force, the SOAPs, and the Bicol analysis.

- The objective would be a holistic restudy of a (hopefully) random sub-
sample of the prototype study's SFs. With so much available data on the
SFs and the villages, the researcher(s) would be able to quickly zero in
on the causal chain assumptions identified in the conceptual framework.

- The researcher(s) would use all the usual RRA devices = group meetings,
key informants, follow-up interviews with a selected subsample, etc. - in
order to ask about both (a) the current situation, and (b) the situation

X- years ago. Then the researcher(s) would ask about the changes and the SFs'
perceived attribution. At this point, holistic understanding takes prece-
dence over quantitative data. (The "hard data" phase of the goals level
research would come in the subsequent "second round.")

- At the end of no more than three weeks, the researcher(s) would analyze
impressions for a first draft report.and then leave for a second "rapid
restudy" site. Since the main criterion for choosing this site.would

be a rich data base that touched on at least some of the variables to be
explored, the researcher(s) would once again have a foundation on which to

build. (See below for possible candidates for the additional "restudy" sites.

- The process would be repeated for a third "rapid restudy" site. By this
time, the researcher(s) would have refined the gquestions asked of SFs and
would have some preliminary hypotheses about development as seen from the
SF perspective, whether these were formalized or not. Thus, the third site
research provides a very important addition to the proposed methodology.

- Afterwards, the results of the three site researches would be used to
cross~-fertilize the final interpretations. The final write-up of results
would be via a document in which each case study chapter would be written

so that it could stand alone, but would be preceded and followed by chapters
that compared and contrasted the results in terms of the larger conceptual
framework.

Among the possible candidates for the second and third "rapid restudies" are:

1. The site not selected for the prototype research. If the prototype was
done in one of the two Latin American sites studied in the prior ag. services
evaluation series, Paraguay or the Dominican Republic, thenvthe "loser" would
be Northeast Thailand. Given its impressive RRA and intrahousehold data base, it

would make a very strong candidate for the second "rapid restudy" site. 1If, how-

A
J
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ever, the prototype had heen caxried out in Northeast Thailand, the "loser"
sites, Paraguay or the Dominican Republiq,might not be such strong candidates
for the"rapid restudy," given the relative paucity of their extant data bases.

2. The Nyanza Province, Kenya site of the IFPRI study. This PPC/PDPR-
funded study is currently investigating the effects of switc@ing from semi-
subsistence agriculture to sugar cane cash cropping; the key consequences being
studied are the impacts on (a) income, and (b) nutrition. Both qualitative anth-
ropological data on about SO.families and survey data on over 500 are being col-
lected, along with general contextual information. Once again, a relevant data
base seems tc be present for the variables cf interest in the goals level research.

3. The three Guatemalan highlands villages studied by Ken Kusterer in
1980 and myself in 1985. These were contract grower villages for the ALCOSA agri-
business project, and between the two previous studies and the project documents,
enough information is available to make an attractive possibility for a goals
level "rapid restudy" site.

4. The Philippine Bicol. Here, the "rapid restudy" could be used for
a double purpose: on the one hand, it would fit into the three-gite "rapid
restudy" methodology proposed. On the other hand, it would constitute the RRA
phase for Barry Popkin's proposed computer analysis. Because of the possibility
of linking computerized variables and gqualitative data on the same cases, this

is an extremely strong candidate.

D. The Workshop to be Held Prior to Proceeding on the "Second Round" Research

The concensus of the workshop held on September 23-24 was that both purpose
and goal level approaches should be pursued. For the gcal level research, the_
main suggestion was that it should involve an income study, and that this income
study encompass a full agricultural year. It was prorosed that a combination

of qualitative and survey techniques be used for gathering data during this 12
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month period. To undertake a series of l2-month income studies in around four
countries would involve a huge investment from the standpoint of CDIE, To embark
on such an ambitious and costly venture without sufficient groundwork would be
extremely counterproductive. Accordingly, my suggestion is that before any
final decision is made on the suitability, scope and size of any "second round"
income/goals level study, another workshop should be held. 1Its purpose would
be to assess what had already been learned and to come to recommendations con-
cerning the nature of any further research that might be needed for the goals
level approach.

Specifically; the workshop would involve the people who had participated
in the purpose level studies, and the three preliminary research activities sug-
gested for the goals level approach: the SOAPs, the Bicol computer analysis and
RRA, and the three-site "rapid res#ﬁdy." All documents that had been generated
by the above studies would be distributed to the participants before the work-
shop. All would be asked to come prepared with (a) an assessment of the main

lessons learned and the remaining gaps, and (b) recommendations about what

needs to be done (if anything) to complete the goals level approach and £fill in
any other important gaps in knowledge. It would be very desirable - although
quite difficult - to request that these assessments/recommendations be circulated
in advance.

The workshop could begin with presentations by CDIE people concerning the
history and objectives of the two interrelated evaluation series. It could then
proceed to summary presentations by each participant of his or her paper on (a)
and (b) above. Following ample time for discussion of the various assessment/recom=-
mendations papers, the workshop could proceed to working group sessions in which
several subgroups would be created. Each subgroup would formulate suggestions

concerning the "second round" goals level research - if they decided that, in fact.
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a "second round" would be needed. It is probable that the workshop would need
about a day-and-a-half to get to this point.

Two additional sessions seem called for. In the first, the subgroups would
report on their suggestions about the "second round." In the final session, all
the participants would discuss each subgroup's suggestions and try to hammer out
some final recommendations eoncerning how to proceed. Had enocugh already been
learned? If not, would research as elaborate as a lZ-ménth income study be
advisable, or would some shorter, less expensive research be sufficient? The
workshop would end with the participants' concluding views on these gquestions.

Before a final CDIE decision concerning the "second' round," however, it
would be useful to have cne person - possibly the author of the SOAP synthesis
paper, or someone who had done the "rapid restudies" - write up the principal
highlights and final recommendations of the workshop.

This final workshop document{&ould be presented to CDIE management, which
would then sift through the various research and synthesis reports generated
by the two linked evaluation series. By this time, it is hoped, a considerable
degree of new knowledge would have been gained about what development looks like
from the small farmer perspective.

If CDIE's decision would be to proceed, then some version of an income
study involving both gqualitative and quantitative/survey methods would presumably
be undertaken in several countries where the purpose level studies had been done.
This would complete the circle, so to speak.

"At this point, I feel thaf it is premature even to speculate whether some-
thing as elaborate as l2-month income studies would be needed. It is quite pos-
sible that the series of purpose and goal level research activities suggested
above would generate a complete enough picture to eliminate the need for so
grand a finale. Regardless of whatever last act is chosen, however, the earliex

ones represent a unique opportunity to generate cumulative knowledge about AID':
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primary target group, small farmers. In the final analysis, the fact that this
report has delineated how ggég_the purpose and goal level approaches could be
carried out should be considered an opportunity, not “fence straddling." These
two approaches do have common points of interséction, and in attempting to
carry them out in a sequential, synergistic manner, CDIE might be underwriting
a quantuﬁ leap in our level of understanding of both small farmers and the

development process itself.
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V. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

How do the forces of planned and unplanned change lock from the perspective
of Third World small farmers - the principal target beneficiaries of the Agency
for International Development's assistance projects? Once the management of .AID's
Center for Development Information and Evaluation resolved to study this important
but neglected topic, two approaches were put forth.for the research:

- The "purpose level" approach would focus on the delivery and adoption of

agricultural inputs/services and their immediate consequences for various

categories of SFs.

- The "goal level" approach would ask various groups of SFs about their

lives - their work, income, well-being and changes therein - and then try to

work backward toward the planned interventions of AID and other "change

agents."

Rather than choose between these two approaches, it is the central recommen-
dation of this paper that both be investigated - in a sequential and syner-
gistic manner beginning with the "purpose level" approach. The rationale for be-
ginning with the "purpose level"istudy is three-fold: it is logically prior in
the conceptual framework that is proposed as the unifying £hread for the overall
research; it is simpler, already well-defined, and easily operationalized; and it
follows up on a prior evaluation series recently completed by CDIE, which explored
the delivery of agricultural services. A fourth reason also can be offered: the
"purpose level" study also should be easy to "sell" to various AID constituencies,
especially field Missions. This is because the delivery and adoption of agricul-
tural services already is known to be a problem area for AID. The latest documen-
tation, by Culbertson, et al. (1985), underlines this as the biggest-shortfall -~

encountered in a study of 308 recent aid projects. Thus:

RECOMMENDATION 1l: Sequentially investigate the "purpose level" and then the
"goals level" approaches to the "Small Farmer Perspectives" evaluation series.

RECOMMENDATION 2: Adopt an overarching conceptual framework that unifies the
two approaches and fosters a synergistic enhancement of knowledge (a suggested fram:-—
work based on AID's own development paradigm is presented in Appendix B) o
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For the main content of the "purpose level" study, it is suggested that three
key issues identified in the just-completed "delivery of agricultural services"
impact evaluation series be followed up. These issues are: (1) "coverage" - what
proportion of various SF subgroups get specific modern inputs/services from (a) AID-
promoted "interventionist" (planned change programs/organizations) sources, (b) "in-
digenous" sources ranging from family to local shopkeepers, or (c¢) neither - i.e.,
do without the service in question; (2)"conditions for the successful delivery/
adoption of agricultural services" - specifically, to what extent is the service in
question (a) appropriate to the user, (b) compatible and Fimely for the user, (c)
profitable for the user, (d) affordable by the user, and (e) acceptable to the user
in terms of its level of risk/uncertainty; and (3) "testing the assumed relation-
ship between agricultural service use and increased agricultural production" - to
what extent did adoption of the service actually lead to increased yields fof var-
ious subgroups of SFs. All of theiabove issues (except (2d) and (2e), which are
the author's suggestions) were identified as principal findings or areas of concern
in the previous ag. services delivery evaluation series. By investigating-these
variables, adding several questions on how SFs' well-being was affected by the
agricultural services in question, and collecting enough "contextual" data to
round out our picture, a rather sharply-focused study could be‘carried out. Thus:

RECOMMENDATION 3: The content of the "purpose level” research should focus on
whether {(a) small farmers-obtain certain agricultural services from AID-promoted or

other sources; (b) these are delivered in a manner that facilitates their adoption
by SFs, and (c) their use leads to increased yields.

For the methodology of the "purpose level" study, it is suggested that a com-
bination of gqualitative (Rapid Rural Appraisal) and quantitative (survey) tech-
nigques be employed. After a general recommendation to that effect, further details
will be outlined in a series of sub-recommendations:

' RECOMMENDATION 4: The methodology of the "purpose level" research should spin
a "cocccoon" of qualitative contextual data around a relatively brief sample survey
of small farmers.
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In order to carry out the proposed "purpose level" evaluation series on
small farmers,the following steps are suggested:

RECOMMENDATION 4a: Form an Advisory Task Force chaired by the PPC/CDIE Man-
ager for the proposed evaluation series.

RECOMMENDATION 4b: Choose a site for a prototype study that has both a sub-
stantial history of prior AID assistance and a rich extant data base; al-
though the prototype research will be longer and costlier than subsequent
replications, it should pay for itself in facilitating shorter, better and
more economical replications.

RECOMMENDATION 4c: The top suggested candidates for the prototype study

are either Northeast Thailand or one of the two Latin American sites (Para-
guay and the Dominican Republic) where the previous "delivery of agricultural
services" evaluation series took place.

RECOMMENDATION 4d: For the prototype study, the organization plan devised
by Ray Solem should be adopted; this entails a U.S. Study GOoordinator, who
reports to the PPC/CDIE Manager, and who supervises a "Context Person" quali-
tative researcher and a host country Survey Team Leader. In addition, it
would be desirable to use a host country graduate student to collect the
most time- and labor-intensive qualitative data.

3 .
RECOMMENDATION 4e: A “"process methodology" should be employed, in which the
first step is a "diagnostic visit" - so that input from small farmers can be
built into the research from the start; otherwise, the small farmer perspec-
tives researched might be defined by "experts," rather than the SFs themselvcr

RECOMMENDATION 4f: A "semi-control group" approach should be utilized, so
that several villages that received high levels of AID-promoted services will
be contrasted with one or more villages that did not receive the services in
guestion.

RECOMMENDATION 4g: The sample should be designed to measure both intrahouse-
hold and intravillage variation. Thus:
- both the principal male and female(s) of the household should be sampled;
- the sample should include all the poorest strata (e.g., landless and
semi-landless) of the S Fcommunity
- the sample should be located so that no more than two principal ethnic
groups are included (i.e., more heterogeneous sites are avoided).

RECOMMENDATION 4h: It is suggested that about 30 weeks be alotted for the
prototype study, from the day the U.S. Study Coordinator begins AID/Washing-
ton briefings to the presentation of the final report. Nevertheless, because
of the staggered nature of the suggested research activities, no person con-
nected with the prototype need be contracted for more than four months (about
I7-weeks) .

RECOMMENDATION 4i: It is suggested that the survey questionnaire not be
finalized until most of the qualitative contextual data already have been
gathered by Rapid Rural Appraisal techniques, and that the "Context Person"
accompany the survey team in order to collect additional cross-validation

data.
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RECOMMENDATION 43j: If the prototype study goes well, a minimum of three
replications - lasting no more than about four months from start to final
report - should be undertaken more or less concurrently.

RECOMMENDATION 4k: Candidate sites for the replications include:
- the non-chosen candidate for the prototype (see Recommendation 4c¢);
- Kenva's Nyanza or Western Province, or Malawi;

the Philippine Bicol area;

- an additional site such as an Andean country, e.g., Ecuador.

Turning to the "goals level" study, it is suggested that the research

should focus on testing the internal logic of AID's development paradigm as it
is playedrout in the lives of various groups of small farmers. At the "goals
level," AID assumes a series of sequential causal relationships. Specifically,
both increased employment and increased agricultural production are assumed to
result from AID's interventions aimed at small farmgrs. These, in turn, are both
assumed to lead to increased income. Finally, increased income is assumed to
lead to enhanced well-being and saﬁisfaction of "basic human needs." An examina-
tion of the assumed chain of goal¥level events (see Appendix B) rewveals that the
pivotal variable in the chain of assumed causality is income. These observations
provide the rationale for a series of recommendations concerning the "goals level"®
research.

RECOMMENDATION 5: The "goals level" study should ask various subgroups of
small farmers about their lives and development-induced changes they have under-

gone - in order to establish the "conditions under which" the chain of assumed
causal links in AID's development paradigm do-or do not hold.

RECOMMENDATION 6: The central variable for the "goals lewvel" study should
be income, given its pivotal position in AID's assumed chain of development out-
comes.

Because a full-scale “secohd round” of studies of the goals level/income
variables (i.e., in all the sites where the purpose level research had taken place®
would be a more complex undertaking than the purpose level research, it would

be costlier. Therefore, in order to provide the best possible base for a CDIE

decision on whether such an elaborate "second round" was justified, an initial
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set of three research activities are proposed. These would be completed prior
to the necessity of making any final decisions on the "second round" of goals
research. In fact, a workshop will also be proposed between the completion of
the set of three goals level research activities and the initiation of the
full-scale "second round" research.
The next group of recommendations deals with the three research activities:
RECOMMENDATION 7: While the prototype "purpose level"” study is in the field,
the first research activity for the "goals level" research can be begun: a series

of "State of the Art Papers" (SOAPs) on current knowledge concerning each of the
assumed causal relationships in AID's implicit development paradigm.

RECOMMENDATION 7a: There should be a minimum of four SOAPs papers'contracted.
- the relationship between increased agricultural production and income;
- the relationship between increased employment and income;
- the relationship between increased income and measures of well-being;
- a synthesis paper integrating all the above SOAPs;
in addition, a fifth SOAP would be desirable, on. the main link between "purpo:.
level" development interventions and AID'‘sassumed “"goals level" outcomes:
- the relationship between use of agricultural services and yields.

RECOMMENDATION 8: Concurrently, a second "goals level" research activity can
be undertaken: the computer analysis phase of a study of the Philippine Bi-
col Integrated Rural Development region.

RECOMMENDATION 8a: The Philippine Bicol computer analysis should include
a minimum of two of the goals level relationships (see Recommendation 7a)
included in the 1978 and 1983 data; it is suggested that the analysis be
dcne by Barry Popkin of the University of ‘North Carolina.

RECOMMENDATION 8b: Full interpretation of the Philippine Bicol computer dat:
will be stymied unless contextual data are also collected; this should be
done by use of Rapid Rural Appraisal techniques and carried out either by
experienced Bicol researchers or the person(s) carrying out the "rapid re-
studies" recommended below.

RECOMMENDATION 9: The third research activity can begin as scon as the
prototype "purpose level" research, the SOAPs and the Philippine Bicol computer
analysis are ready in draft form: this is a new methodology developed for the
present paper,-referred to as "rapid restudy."

RECOMMENDATION 9a: Although "rapid restudy" can be done by one person, it
is strongly recommended that a team of one male and one female social scien-
tist be used; this assures that adequate data on both genders can be collec-
ted and avoids the possible bias of a lone researcher.

RECOMMENDATION 9b: In "rapid restudy," three :sites would be visited for
three weeks each - the site of the "purpose level" prototype, plus two other
sites where recent data on some "goals level" variables had beeun collected.
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RECOMMENDATION 9c: It is suggested that the second and third "rapid restudy"
sites be places where interventions other than delivery of agricultural inputs/
services took place, i.e., where other types of AID projects had been carried
out and researched.

RECOMMENDATION 9d: Possible candidates for the second and third "rapid re-~
study" sites include the site in Kenya's Nyanza province where an IFPRI study
currently is investigating goals-level variables, the Phillipine Bicol, where
the "rapid restudy” could collect the contextual data needed to interpret

the computer analysis, or the Guatemalan villages where two previous studies
havebeén done -on small farmer contract growers for an agribusiness project.

RECOMMENDATION 9e: The "rapid restudy" research would attempt to gain a
holistic, qualitative insight concerning the various relationships delineated
in Recommendation 7a, and relate these findings to the more precise data
already collected in the sites being restudied.

RECOMMENDATION 9f: It is suggested that the major strength of the proposed
"rapid restudy" methodology is its use of the same researcher(s) to study
the same general problem in three specific and different sites where a firm
foundation of previous data exists: important new insights may be gained
from this procedure.

RECOMMENDATION 10: As soon as the "rapid restudy" phase has been completed,
an_intensive workshop should be held. The workshop would review the lessons learned
from all the "purpose level" and "goal level" research activities to date. Its,
major objective would be to make recommendations concerning the full-scale "second
round" research at the goals level.

RECOMMENDATION 11: Although it would be premature to give detailed sugges—
tions about the "second round" research at this time, it is considered very likely
that this study will revolve around income: sources, intrahousehold control, and
disposition of "full income" (cash and in-kind) and how these have changed.

RECOMMENDATION 12: Finally, continuing attention should be given to timely
dissemination of findings - both as the "bits and pieces" become available and
at the end, when the full picture can be constructed.

In conclusion, it is suggested that the research proposed in this paper is
justified for a number of reasons. First, the paucity of information from the
perspective of small farmers provides the most compelling rationale. Second, the
fact that a conceptual framework exists - drawn from AID's own development paradio:
no less - means that the various "bits and pieces" of the research can be inter-
preted as part of a larger whole. The proposed sequential research thus offers the
potential of breakthrough findings that can help small farmers, AID, and our unde:x-

standing of the development process.
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APPENDIX C

I. Fertilizer

A, Last year, did you use fertilizer on any of your crops?
No Yes

1. If no, why not?

2. I1f ves,

a. On which crop(s)?

b. Where did you get it?

c. Did you have difficulties with any of the following:

(1) Supply (not enough/favoritism)?

(2) Timing?

(3) Price?

(4) oQuality or right kind/wrong kind?

d. Were there any other problems?
e. How did you pay for it2?

f. In your opinion, did the fertilizer make any difference in
your yields? (ask for each crop)

(1) ____No Why?

(2) Yes How much? Lot Some Little

B. This year, do you plan to use, or have you used, fertilizer on any of
your crops?
No Yes

1. If no, why not?

2. If yes,

a. On which crop(s)?

b. Where will/did you get it?

3. If source is different from previous year, why did you change?




4, Do you know any other sources where you can get fertilizer?
No Yes

5. If yes,

a. What do you consider the best source? Why?

b. What do you consider the worst source? Why?
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II. Credit

Farming is so expensive these days that many people have to borrow money
or purchase supplies on credit in order to have what they need.

(With Regard To Cash Credit)

A. Last year, when you needed money, from whom did you get it (eg. re-
latives, friends, local shopkeeper, rotating credit fund, bank)?

Did you get what you needed? ___Yes __ No:why not?
1. If you borrowed money, for what purpose?

a. ____ Clothing

b. __ School Supplies

C. ___ Medical Emergencies
d. _ Fam Supplies

e, ___ Other (specify)

2. In applying for and receiving the loan, did you have
difficulties with any of the following:

a. Location (far away/hrard to reach)?

b. Repeated visits required?

c. Paper work?

d. Timing (get it when you needed it)?

e, Treatment (courteous)?

f. Cost (interest rates/fees}?

g. Termms (period/size of payments)?

h. Extra payments necessary for approval?

i. Encounter favoritism?

j. Receive less than needed?

k. Special requirements/collateral?




With regard to the procedures for borrowing money:

a. What was the most difficult problem?

b. Would you say that borrowing money was ____ very easy,
easy, __ difficult, or __ __ very difficult?
4, Was attaining the loan worth the effort?
a. ____ No Why not?
b. _ Yes How?
5. Have you had difficulty repaying the loan cn time?
a. No
b. __ Yes Why?
This year, have you borrowed, or do you plan to borrow, money from
any source? Yes No
l. If no, why not?
2. If yes, for what purpose?
a. ____ Clothing
b. __ School Supplies
C. __ Medical Emergencies
d. __ Farm Supplies
€. __ Other Specify:
3. If yes, from whom did/will you borrow money?
4, If source is different from previous year, why did you change?
For those who answered no to both last year and this year, where have

you gone when you needed to get money (record up to three cases)?

l.




For those who have borrowed money at least once, do you know of any
other sources where you ¢an get a loan?

No Yes

l, If yes, specify sources:

2. Which do you consider:

a. The best source?

why?

b. The worst source?

wWhy?




(With Regard To In-Kind Credit)

A. Last year, where did you go when you needed supplies on credit?

Did you get what you needed? Yes No

1. If no, why not?

2. If yes, what type of supplies?
a. Clothing

Identify Source:

b. School Supplies

Identify Source

c. Medical Emergencies

Identify Source

d. ___ Farm Supplies

Identify Source:

e. Other Specify:

Identify Source:

3. If yes for any of the above, are you generally satisfied (GS) or
not satisfied (NS)? If you had any problems, please specify:

GS NS Specify The Problems

a. Clothing

b. School Supplies

C. Medical Emergencies

d. Farm Supplies

e. Qther

B. This year, did you get, or do you plan to get, any supplies on
credit? Yes No

1. If no, why not?




2. If yes, what type of supplies?

a.

Other Specify:

Clothing

Identify Source:

School Supplies

Identify Source

Medical Emergencies

Identify Source

Farm Supplies

Identify Source:

Identify Source:

3. If you have received credit from any of the above, are you
generally satisfied (GS) or not satisfied (NS)? If you had any
problems, please specify:

d.

:GS NS Specify Any Problems

Clothing

School Supplies

Medical Emergencies

Farm Supplies

Other

C. For those who answered no to both last year and this year, where have
you gone when you needed supplies on credit? (Record up to three

cases, )




D. For those who have ever received supplies on credit from any source,
do you know of any other source where you can borrow supplies that
you purchased? No Yes

1. If yes, specify sources:

2. Which do you consider:

a. The best source?

Why?

b. The worst source?

Why?




ENDIX D

APP

WHY SMALL FARMERS MAY NOT BE ABLE TO PARTICIPATE IN/BENEFIT FROM DIRECT INPUTS

A, INDIGENOUS PRODUCTIQ\J/RISK/ RISK INSURANCE SYSTEM

llmm
SURVIV A
Dark Areas =
Sharing Networks,
Communal /Kin Aid
Local Money Lender, etc.
B. TYPICAL TONIST" PK)I]JCI‘ICN/RISK/UI\K‘E.R'I‘AINI'Y SYSTEM
"SOCIAL
SURVIVAL"
LINE _,

'I‘yplcally\,’ngh Variance (0™¢)
and High Uncertainty

- e e rm o mm Em e e e e wE e e e e e e e — mm mm e e e mm e mm e mm = = e e em = e = - -_— e = = = -

Possible Safety Net (Rare)

C. RISK (170 BE MINIMIZED) vs. UNCERTAINTY (TO BE AVOIDED) , THE CLOSER ONE IS TO THE
SOCIAL SURVIVAL LINE

RISK UNCERTAINTY
X P +/- X P +/-
1% s T+ 1 pa +
2 1% & + 2 | I 8] 2
3% 4 — 3 2 2
+

4 |2 & - ? ? ?
5 ha % - ? ? ?
n nsg ? ? ?

Rae Lesser Blumberg

Univ. of Califommia,

September 1985

d XION3ddv

San Diego



EXPIORING THE ASSUMED CAUSAL LINKS IN AID'S IMPLICIT
FRAMEWORK: SOME "COONDITIONS UNDER WHICH" THEY APPLY

II. THE ASSUWMED LINKS FROM > EMPLOYMENT AND > AG. PRODUCTION TO >INCOME

AND FROM >INOOME TO > BHN/WELL-BEING

~>EMPLOYMENT-——>> > INOOME

- Only to extent 1t's wage/remunerated
employment (if just greater work for
some family members, w/o direct ben-
efits, may——p-inefficient labor al-
location & no increase in incone)

- Only to extent non-farm/out of area
employment by small farm hh members
returns same incame

- etc.,

>>AG. PRODUCTION--—— 2 INCOME

- Only to extent prices (by govt. policy
&/or market volatility) are above pro-
duction costs

~ Only to extent marketing channels are
facilitated (e.g., have passable roads
to get crop to market at harvest time)

- etc.

- Depends on what's available to spend

+ it on

- Depends on who gets to sperd it and

) = within house-

)

holds (sex/age) ;

) - within area
sub—~groups (land
tenure/class/eth-

)

how sperding decisions/patterns occur )

— Deperds on how (fast) inflation af-
fects income vs. BHN costs,

- etc.

)

nic, etc.)

3 XION3ddy



APPENDIX F

PRELIMINARY ORGANIZATION PLAN

Plan is for an initial prototype study for "debugging”, followed by a
series of additional studies to be carried-on simultaneously. Length of
work is four months, with work staged as follows:

(1) Study Coordinator..months 1 to 4.
(2) Context Person.....months 2 to 4.
(3) Survey Team........months 2 to 4,

Tentative Organization For Prototype Study

[PPC/CDIE Managen

|study Coordinatod

[Context Person

ISurveyiTemﬂ

Tentative Organization For Three Simultaneous Follow-up Studies

| PPC/CDIE Manager]

[Overall Coordinator

[Context Person| |Context Person| |Context Person
[Survey Team| |Survey Team| Survey Te

Study areas will be selected based upon heavy donor involvement over a
long period of time. "Purpose Achievement"” questions will focus on
services provided by donor projects (eg, credit through an agricultural
bank or fertilizer through a parastatal) and seek to determine
attribution. "Goal Achievement" questions will be more open-ended.
Interview will also be conducted in control areas to ensure fair
interpretation of the results.



WEEK

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

APPENDIX G

TENTATIVE TIME LINE FOR PROTOTYPE STUDY

STUDY .
COORDINATOR
Lit. review

1st trip: lo-
cate others,
RRA w/SFs

clear w/CDIE,
Mission; 2d
trip: set up
main RRA

3d trip: set
up survey

begin field
survey

CONTEXT
PERSON

diagnostic
RRA wW/SFs

begin main
RRA

help set up
survey

begin field
survey

SURVEY TEAM GRADUATE
LEADER 'STUDENT
RRA w/SFs
(optional)

arrive in
(lst) wil-
lage for R:A

begin samp-
ling frame

draft ques-—
tionnaire

pre-test "

begin field "
survey

begin analysis

at home base
"



WEEK

24

25
26

27

28
29

30

TOTALS
(WEEKS
WORKED)

APPENDIX G

TENTATIVE TIME LINE FOR PROTOTYPE STUDY

STUDY CONTENT
COORDINATOR PERSON

4th trip: set
up final anal-
ysis; block
out report

draft report draft report

" "t

write final
report in U.S,

present final
report to CDIE
(oral & written)

SURYEY TEAM

LEADER

work on complex
analysis w/SC

draft report

GRADUATE
STUDENT

help w/
analysis

draft report

17 . 17

17

17



