IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

3 1293 10537 1821

MSU

LIBRARIES

RETURNING MATERIALS:
Place in book drop to
remove this checkout from
your record. FINES will
be charged if book is
returned after the date
stamped below.




= — 58 s

/(:/._.._._ - ———

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE INTEGRATED RURAL
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM IN EASTERN
UPPER VOLTA: 1974-1981

By

Kifle Negash

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department of Resource Development

1983



ABSTRACT
AN ASSESSMENT OF THE INTEGRATED RURAL

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM IN EASTERN
UPPER VOLTA: 1974-1981

By

Kifle Negash

The main objectives of the study are to: a) assess
the role of the individual EORD/IRDP service components in
institution building; b) evaluate the impact of the EORD/
IRDP on agricultural output and income; and c) examine the
viability of the proposed Phase II EORD Food Production
Program (1982-1987). The two major goals of the EORD/IRDP
were to expand the Eastern ORD's administrative capacity
and to increase agricultural production and rural income in
the Eastern Region. The ultimate goal of the study is to
outline and underscore the major lessons learned during the
1974-1981 experience in order to facilitate its incorporation
in the future EORD food production program.

This study employed data from both primary and
secondary sources. The two sources of primary data are the
Base Line Farm Survey and the Inventory of Village Socio-
Economic Characteristics of the Eastern Region, carried out
during the 1978-79 and early 1980 seasons. Numerous
secondary sources are also used--from official documents

obtained from the Michigan State University Library and the



Sahel Documentation Center, as well as from published
documents and reports based on EORD/IRDP field research.

The assessment of the achievements and limitations
of the EORD/IRDP service components over the 1974-1981
period revealed that the credit program is the centerpiece
of the various programs undertaken to facilitate food pro-
duction, food security, and farm income in the Eastern
Region. It assumes that credit will allow farmers to
purchase donkeys, oxen and animal traction equipment in
order to expand farm size and increase food production and
farm incomes. Over the 1975/76 - 1980/81 period, a total
of 4843 loans were extended to about 15.5 percent of the
families in the Eastern Region. However, despite a major
extension program to encourage increased agricultural
output, the average loan repayment rate was only 32 percent
over the 1976/77 - 1980/81 period.

During the 1974-1981 period the number of agricul-
tural extension program agents grew from forty-seven to
about 171. Nonetheless, the extension program lacks a
systematic feedback mechanism for incorporating farmers'
problems into the design of the research programs.

The monopoly of cereal purchase and sale responsi-
bility bestowed upon the ORD since 1974 has not succeeded
in facilitating proper operation of agricultural product

marketing in the Eastern Region. Consequently, the ORD's



objective of accumulating revenue from sales activities
so as to cover recurrent expenditures in other ORD program
operations has not materialized.

The on-site Base Line Farm Survey and the Inventory
of Village Socio-Economic Characteristics has generated a
vast amount of data. Over the 1974-1981 period, over
70 project documents were produced, covering a wide range
of topics: agricultural credit, farming systems, agricul-
tural marketing, regional planning, small scale enterprises,
etc.

As suggested by the various technical and economic
indicators, the project performance during the 1974-1981
period also reflects a significant gap between the expected
and the realized outcomes. Among the factors associated
with the poor performance of the production program were the
lack of biologically stable and economically profitable
technical packages to increase the yields of the two staple
foods, millet and sorghum.

The designers of the IFAD-led project have failed
to incorporate the significant lessons of the 1974-1981
experience. For example, the IFAD proposal assumes that a
package of improved practices exists for the region--contrary
to the reality reflected by the indicators from the 1974-1981
experience.

One major policy conclusion drawn from the study

underscores that the major thrust of the Phase II EORD Food



Production Program should be to generate a viable

technical package suitable to the various agroclimatic
zones found in the region. Suggested priorities for future
research include investigation of the possibilities of, and
necessary arrangements for, mobilizing savings in rural
areas and the development of cost and return figures on

the most promising rural small-scale enterprises.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

1. Background Information

1 2

Upper Volta is one of the eight Sahelian™ countries

where the food supply situation worsened during the 1968-

1974 drought. During this period, the country lost about

30 percent of its livestock population (Shear, 1977), and
cereal food production also declined substantially. Accord-
ing to one estimate, for instance, sorghum production,

which was averaging 714 thousand tons a year over the 1964-
1967 period, declined to 515 thousand tons a year during the

1967-1972 period (FAO, 1977). Also, a USAID estimate indi-

< ates that the per capita food production index for Upper

YV olta declined from 76 in 1970 to 70, 66, and 58 in the 1971,
1972, and 1973 periods, respectively (Christensen, 1981).

T his situation aggravated the state of malnutrition, which

A n turn increased the vulnerability of the Voltaic population

T o sickness and disease.

lThe term Sahel is an Arabic word for shore, in this

< & se meaning "edge of the desert".

< 2The eight Sahelian countries are: Cape Verde,
Uhad, the Gambia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Seregal, and
P per Volta.
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Even prior to the advent of the 1968 drought,
domestic and external efforts and financial resources com-
bined to alleviate the food crisis. The government of
Upper Volta, like that of many other Sahelian countries,
has labelled agricultural development as the centerpiece of
its rural development program. The domestic effort to
promote agricultural development was spearheaded through the
leadership of the Office of Regional Development Organiza-
tions (ORDs). The first ORD was created in 1966 and was
headquartered in Ouagadougou. Subsequently 10 more ORDs
were established in the country. The Eastern ORD was ini-
tiated in 1968 and was officially established in 1974, about
nine years after the creation of the first ORD.

Basically, an ORD is responsible for rural develop-
ment in its respective area. Although the core of each ORD
d s the extension service, it is intended as a means to offer
& range of services--such as marketing, veterinary care,

X oads, etc.--required for a broadly-based approach to devel-
Opment. This approach was a departure from the former one-
<ommodity or one-technical-package programs (promoting one
<xop, such as rice, cotton, etc.) that many francophone West
A frican countries pursued in the 1960s. In 1975, the ORDs
Y“Were mandated to create regional development plans as agen-
<= 3jes of integrated development, including activities outside
< £ agriculture.

The implicit but significant rationale in the incep-

T ion and establishment of the ORDs was the desire to promote
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decentralization and coordinated administration of develop-

ment activities at the regional and local level. Two sig-

nificant benefits were expected to result from decentraliza-

tion. First, decentralization enables decisionmakers to

formulate relevant policies in catering to the well-being of

people in smaller regions by taking into consideration

regional differentiation of resources and preferences as a

basis for responding to perceived local problems. Secondly,

the decentralization process was also anticipated to encour-

age greater local participation in determining the scope of

ORD activity and the beneficiaries of the program. The posi-

tive attributes of greater local participation were to facil-

i tate effective mobilization of local resources for both

X egional and national purposes. The intent of the adminis-

trxative coordination was to provide a horizontal integration
O Ff administrative and technical activities at the regional
1 evel rather than the prevailing overcentralized vertical

©Oxganization.

During the early stages of the drought, each indi-
i dual Sahelian country was soliciting donors for relief
S ssistance. In 1973, however, these countries formed a joint
< ommittee now commonly known as CILSSl. Although the initial

C X 1SS objective was geared toward donor resource solicita-

T 5 on for temporary relief purposes, its focus has evolved

Te—

- lCILSS is a French acronym for the Interstate Commit-
€ e for Drought Control in the Sahel.
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over time to be a mechanism for coordinating the Sahelian

activity toward regional long-term development. Currently,

the CILSS secretariat is headquartered in Ouagadougou, the

capital of Upper Volta.
Later, the principal donors, in consultation with

the Development Assistance Committee of the Organization

for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), succeeded

in creating a body known as the "Club du Sahel". It

comprised as members the eight Sahelian states, plus 12
bilateral and eight multilateral donor organizations. The
two primary goals identified by the club were (a) achieve-
ment of food self-sufficiency and (b) eventual self-
swustaining economic development.

With regard to the food self-sufficiency goal, for
instance, the effort is targeted toward the region as a

whole, rather than intending to achieve absolute sufficiency

in food production at the national level. Even though coun-

Tt rxries endowed with comparative advantages are capable of
QA ttaining the objective, it is recognized that others are

d_ncapable of attaining the same without a high cost in

QAomestic resources. It is further assumed that intra-

X" egional trade will talance out the food deficit of individ-
L2 &1 countries, provided that some undue hindrances are

< A eared to facilitate smooth inter-regional flow of goods

|14 services.
While the weather-induced Sahelian :risis was pro-

S x essing, the community of scholars and institutions was



5
echoing its growing concern over the declining economic
status of the poor in many of the developing countries. 1In
an article entitled "The Meaning of Development", Dudley
Sears, 1970, stressed, among other things, the need for a
fundamental re-thinking of planning. He pointed out that,
"The medium term (e.g., five-year) plans now published
need to be reconstructed to form steps towards long-
term targets for the reduction of poverty, unemploy-
ment and inequality, instead of being means of

achieving national income targets."

In their book Development Reconsidered, Owens and Shaw,

1972, isolated the economic fallacies of past development
assistance and many capital-intensive investment programs
while indicating the benefits of adopting labor-intensive
policies. In an African Rural Employment Paper, Byerlee
and Eicher, 1972, presented detailed analysis of rural
employment issues with pertinent empirical evidence from
Africa, above all other things assessing possibilities for
synchronizing growth, employment and income distribution
objectives. The most often quoted statement on poverty by
Mr. McNamara was also aired during this period. Mr. McNamara
said that:

"Growth is not equitably reaching the poor. And the
poor are not significantly contributing to growth.
Without rapid progress in smallholder agriculture
throughout the developing world, there is little hope
either of achieving long-term stable economic growth
or significantly reducing the level of absolute pov-
erty . . . The fact is that very little has been
done over the past two decades specifically designed
to increase the productivity of subsistence agricul-
ture . . . the most difficult problem in fashioning
a strategy for the world-wide development of small-
holder agriculture is the design of an appropriate
organizational structure . « new forms of rural
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institutions and organizations that will give much
attention to promoting the inherent potential and
productivity of the poor." (McNamara, 1973).

As the concern for the poorest 40 percent gained
increased publicity in the international press, bilateral
and multilateral assistance continued flowing to the
drought- and famine-stricken Sahelian countries. In addi-
tion to the short-term relief aid, there was also long-term
assistance that led to the initiation and establishment of
several broad (integrated) rural development projects.
These projects emanated from various sectors, such as agri-
culture, rural water supply, livestock, fisheries, forestry,
transportation, education, and health, deemed to have
pPriority in the strategy of Sahelian development.

In Upper Volta, the ORD structure served as a mecha-
nism for channeling external assistance aimed at improving
agricultural productivity and rural welfare. For instance,
Substantial assistance funds have been supplied by FAC, FED,

CID, etc., to various ORDs as far back as 1966 (Plan quin-

quennal, 1972-76). As one of its first drought recovery

projects in the Sahel, USAID financed a $4.4 million1 inte-
grated rural development program in the Eastern ORD. Addi-
tional funds were also contributed by numerous donors,
including UNDP. The USAID financing was intended to provide
appropriate technological packages to small farmers and

herders. Its components were envisaged to include programs

1The budget in Appendix 6 reflects the budget as of
late 1979.
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for: strengthening the region's extension and marketing
activities, providing facilities, improving wells water
control, farm-to-market roads and range management, and
promoting increased food production and better diets (Cohen,
1979).

Cognizant of the additional resource requirement for
pursuing further development activities, the donor members
of the Club du Sahel agreed in their 1977 meeting to con-
tribute $10 billion for financing varied programs within the
framework of food self-sufficiency and self-sustaining devel-
opment, to be achieved in the year 2000 (AID, 1978).

Like many of the drought-stricken countries, Upper
Volta has attempted to increase the availability of the food
supply by increasing food imports dramatically. The value of

1 in 1972 to over

food imports rose from 3 billion CFA
8 billion CFA in 1974. Quantitatively, the cereal imports
increased from 25 thousand tons to 94 thousand tons in 1974
(BCAD, 1977).

In spite of the increased resource flow and accelera-
tion of foresighted project activities, as well as the
increase in imports, the prevailing food availability record
is not encouraging either in Upper Volta or in the other
Sahelian countries. According to current statistics (Berg,

1981) , the average annual growth rate of agriculture in

Upper Volta was negative (-3.3%) for the 1970-1979 period.

1Using the 1977 rate of $1 US - 220 CFA.
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In comparison, the average annual growth rate of agriculture
for the Sahel in the 1970-1979 period was 0.28%. In the
same period, the food production index for Upper Volta
declined by about 13 percent, from 76 in 1970 to 67 in 1979.
The declining per-capita food production in Upper Volta was
accompanied by inadequate calorie intake. According to a
1977 study, the intake represented only 79 percent of the
nutritional requirement (Christensen, 1981).

Several studies have been completed to date assessing
the problems and prospects of food production in different
Sahelian countries, including Upper Volta. Lele (1975) and
Dupriez (1978)1 have independently analysed many of the
broad-based (integrated rural development) projects, basi-
cally searching for common factors contributing to their
success and/or failure. Each of these authors underscored
numerous location-specific constraints, among which were:
distortion of markets at all levels; low level of human
capital formation; poor program design and implementation,
etc.

Gray and Martens, 1980, have also presented a micro-
and macro-level analysis of recurrent cost problems of devel-
opment programs in the countries of the Sahel. Their report
observes that "mention of the recurrent cost problem inevi-

tably evokes visions of dilapidated schools, hospitals

1Lele's analysis includes a project from Mali, and
Dupriez's analysis includes cases from Niger, Chad, and
Upper Volta.



9
without drugs, abandoned irrigation ditches, impassable
roads, new tractors immobilized in the field, etc.", illus-
trating the inability of host countries to cover continuing
costs.

Christensen et al., 1981, Berg et al., 1981, and
Eicher and Baker, 1982, have also very well documented the
magnitude of the problem on a much broader framework, taking
into account the total area of sub-Saharan Africa.l

Christensen et al. characterized the whole area as
the only region of the world where the per capita food pro-
Aduction declined over the last 20 years.

The Berg report states that agriculture in Africa is
approaching a dangerous state. Over the last 20 years,
export crop production has stagnated, and food production
has declined. Africa's share of the world market for agri-
cultural products has slumped while food imports have soared.
The income for many rural producers has steadily dropped.

He says, "It is no exaggeration to talk of crisis," and
warns, "We are faced with an urgent need to understand what
has gone wrong and what must be done to assure a better
future for Africa's people."

Eicher and Baker have just completed a critical and
very instructive assessment of past and current agricultural
research in sub-Saharan Africa, including research on migra-

tion, employment, income distribution, rural non-farm

lSub-Saharan Africa contains about 41 African
countries, including the Sahel.
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employment, markets, storage, processing, consumption and
trade. Among their various contributions, one finds empiri-
cal evidence to challenge the fallacious assumption that
poor African farmers are passive peasants; their data
vividly illustrate that the peasants are ready to respond
for appropriate economic incentives and to assume the asso-
ciated risks, within the limits of their resources, in order
to improve the welfare of their families. With respect to
the future, Eicher and Baker suggest that research priori-
ties for the 1980s be based on smallholder farmers, herders,
and small-scale entrepreneurs.

Most of these documents, while furnishing data on
the overall problems of rural development in Africa, repeat-
edly underscore the need for carrying out a space- and/or
Program-specific study on a continuous basis in order that
lessons can be drawn to improve the performance of current

and future rural development programs.

2. Need for the Study

Two major reasons can justify the study. First, the
EORD/IRDP represents one of the many IRDPs that were imple-
mented during the earlier period while the popularity of the
IRDP approach was still on the rise. Towards the latter part
of the 1970s, however, its appeal had already started
declining, as an increasing number of scholars continued to
Point out limitations in the IRD apprcach similar to those

first ascribed to the earlier community development program.
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For instance, Holdcroft, 1978, stresses that if many of the
new IRDP programs employ the same organizational methods as
CD (i.e., government change agents, aided self-help proj-
ects, and collaboration with elitist leaders), the results
achieved by IRD will probably mirror the CD experience.
Nonetheless, IRD has meant different things to different
people, and hence the literature presents varied meanings
and connotations to the integrated rural development concept.
For instance, to Kotter, 1973, IRD means rural transforma-
tion, and hence the application of a package program includ-
ing change not only of method of production and of economic
institutions, but of social and political infrastructure as
well, and transformation of human relationships and oppor-
tunities. To Clapp, 1977, IRD efforts are programs in the
rural area, with a local focus; they are multi-sectoral in
concept; they are potentially self-sustaining; and there is
an element of coordination among the implementing agents
for the projects. Ahmad, 1975, also asserts that the term
integrated is a concept of administration: the planned
supply of simultaneous services that enables a rural devel-
opment program to become operational. According to a group

of FAO experts, the term integration alone has several

meanings:
- integration of the rural poor into the mainstream of
development;
- a strategy taking into account the interdependence

of political, technical, economic, and socio-
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cultural elements, as well as the urban sector;

- a poverty-oriented approach, aimed at releasing the
productive potential of the poor; etc.

Idachaba, 1980, also distinguishes a five-point
analytical framework for integrated rural development:

a. integrated supply of farm inputs and marketing

facilities;

b. equitable supply of farm inputs and marketing

facilities;

c. integrated farm and rural non-farm production

and marketing;

d. integrated supply of farm and rural non-farm

inputs, markets, and social amenities;

e. integrated rural development and the political

process.

In view of this definitional ambiguity, there is a
need to assess IRD projects and to isolate the lessons
learned in different contexts. Secondly, the first phase of
the EORD/IRDP initiated in 1974 was completed at the end of
June, 1981. Currently, the EORD is prepared to launch the
next phase of its food production program at a cost of over
$30 million in contributions from different sources. Vari-
ous studies have been conducted on specific aspects of the
EORD program. In this study, however, the attempt will be
made to assess the overall performance of the EORD/IRDP in

institution building and stimulating agricultural production
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in the area. The ultimate purpose is to outline lessons
learned during the 1974-1981 experience.

This assessment will generate information which can
be utilized at different levels. It can assist EORD deci-
sionmakers in improving future project performance. The
lessons to be derived are equally relevant for both high-
level Voltaic government, for USAID, as well as for other
donors in designing future programs that have the potential
to effectively stimulate performance in expanding agricul-

tural output.

3. Scope of the Study

The EORD, also known as the Eastern Department,
covers an area of 50,000 square kms., and according to most
recent estimates contains about 442,559 inhabitants. The
EORD is mandated to plan and implement rural development
programs for the whole region. The programs of EORD are
financed by contributions from various donors. Aside from
the USAID, for instance, UNDP and the FAO have collaborated
in financing different activities, such as lowland water
control, delivery of inputs including animal traction equip-
ment, vegetable production, and support of personnel.
Nellis et al., 1982, reports that these activities were
implemented in the Fada sector, costing UNDP and FAO
$3,207,000 since 1975. The EORD has also received other

contributions from CCCE, CTS, the World Bank, FENU, etc.
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However, because of the scattered nature and the
lack of adequate data on the other funding arrangements, the
current study focuses only on the EORD/USAID/IRDP. Aside
from exploring the institution-building effect of the IRDP,
the major focus of the current assessment is to determine
the impact of the IRDP on agricultural production and income.

The initial objectives of the EORD/IRDP are pre-
sented in the logical framework prepared by the design team
Stacy et al. in 1974. This framework is attached as
Appendix 1. In 1978, a mid-term evaluation of the
USAID/IRDP was conducted by a team--Poulan et al., 1978.
The team found the indicators in the original project paper
unrealistic, and proposed an alternative set of indicators
based on output expectation of the project being imple-
mented. The revised logical framework, which is also the
frame of reference for the present study, is attached as

Appendix 2.

4, Objectives of the Study

The six principal objectives of the study are to:

a. provide a descriptive analysis of agriculture in
Upper Volta and the Eastern Region;

b. identify and analyze the methodological issues
involved in evaluating integrated rural develop-
ment schemes;

c. assess the role of the individual EORD/IRDP

components in institution building;
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d. evaluate the impact of the EORD/IRDP on agricul-
tural output, income, and equity objectives;

e. examine the viability of the proposed Phase 11I
EORD food production program (1982-1987); and

f. draw lessons to be learned from the 1974-1981
experience and suggest alternative policy options
for improving future program design and

implementation.

5. Sources of Data

The two primary sources of data for the present
study are the Base Line Farm Survey and the Inventory of
Village Socio-Economic Characteristics of the Eastern
Region. These surveys were carried out in 1978-1979 and
early 1980, respectively, by Michigan State University
teams in collaboration with EORD staff. During the 1980-1981
production period, representative bas-fonds areas were also
surveyed to understand the economics of bas-fonds production
in the Eastern Region.

Based on data from these surveys, over 70 reports and
three dissertations have been produced, covering a wide range
of topics and different aspects of the integrated rural
development components. Four more dissertations, including
the current study, are to be completed in the very near
future. The farm level data and the various project reports
will be used in the evaluation of the impact of the

EORD/IRDP on agricultural output and income. However, there
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is no sufficient primary data base for assessing the
institution-building effect of the IRDP. Therefore, secon-
dary datawill be used, from published research reports and
official documents obtainable in the MSU Library and the
Sahel Documentation Center, in assessing the pattern of
success and failure of the institution-building effort of

the IRDP service components.

6. Organization of the Study

There are seven chapters in this study. Chapter II
outlines and discusses the major methodological issues that
are encountered in evaluating agriculture-oriented rural
development schemes. Implications for evaluating institu-
tion building and the impact on agricultural production of
the EORD/IRDP are examined. Chapter III provides background
information. It will present a brief overview of the physi-
cal, economic and institutional setting Upper Volta,
focusing on its development objectives, development priori-
ties, administrative arrangements, linkages between planning
and policy formation, financing and project management, cul-
tural and physical factors. The latter portion of the
chapter will present a descriptive analysis of agriculture
in the Eastern Region, followed by a brief discussion of
the EORD program. Chapter IV is concerned with the achieve-
ments and limitations of the EORD/IRDP service components in
institution building. The assessment is focused on the

agricultural credit, agricultural extension, agricultural
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marketing, and socio-economic studies components. Chapter V
evaluates the effects of the IRDP on output and income. 1In
Chapter VI, an overview of the Phase II EORD food produc-
tion program, lessons from the 1974-1981 experience, and
the implications of Phase II design are given. Finally,

Chapter VII presents a concluding summary and recommendations.



CHAPTER 11

EVALUATION OF INTEGRATED RURAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEMES:
MAJOR METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

1. Introduction

The expansion of integrated rural development schemes
in many African countries has led to a requirement of donors
to evaluate the results of IRDP over time.1 However, as
Johnston and Clark, 1982, point out, debates over development
strategies have tended to flit from fad to fad rather than
building a cumulative body of fact and informed consensus.
They conclude that the development community has failed to
learn from experience, repeating the same mistakes over and
over again.

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the major
methodological issues that are involved in evaluating inte-
grated rural development schemes.2 The chapter is organized
into three sections. The first section describes process and

impact evaluation--the two major types of evaluation for an

1Major studies of West African focus include: Dupriez,
1978; Lele, 1975 and 1979; Odell, 1978; and Okador, 1978.

2The broad issues in evaluation research are adequately
documented in the following sources: Carruthers et al., 1977;
Cernea and Tepping, 1977; Danel, 1979; Dominique, 1982;
Gittinger, 1982; Korten, 1980; Mishan, 1982; Nunnally et al.,
1975; Rossi et al., 1979; Rutman, 1977; and Weiss, 1972.

18
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agricultural production based integrated rural development
project. The second section discusses the major methodologi-
cal issues related to IRD program conceptualization, project
criteria selection, measurement and valuation. The third
section explores the implications for evaluating the EORD/

IRDP.

2. Types of Evaluation

There are diverse viewpoints about the appropriate
types of evaluation. For instance, Clayton, 1981, discusses
evaluation as part of a Monitoring and Evaluation framework.
Monitoring is defined as a process of measuring, recording,
collecting, processing and communicating information to
assist project management decision making. In relation to
agricultural and rural projects, this process focuses on
their operation, performance and impact.l On the other hand,
evaluation involves the comparison of actual project opera-
tion, performance, and impact with those originally specified
or planned. Evaluation can also attempt to determine causal
relationships between project inputs/activities and outputs
and the influence of external constraint/support factors on

project performance and outputs.

lProject operation covers the many tasks performed
regularly or intermittently and required for the proper func-
tioning of a project. Project performance refers to the
degree of achievement of project targets. Project impact
deals with the effects of project operation and performance
on rural people. For further details see Clayton, 1981.
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Similarly, Slade, 1981, states that Monitoring is

the timely gathering of information on project input, outputs

and complementary activities that record the progress of a
project towards the achievement of its objectives. It
requires a simple, cheap and easily operated system based on
the careful definition of the parameters to be observed.
Slade further observes that, evaluation is primarily the
comparison of actual project effects and impacts against
established plans and can be both on-going or ex-post. 1In
general it operates within a much longer time frame than
monitoring and requires more specialist skills.

Based on the findings in much of the evaluation
literature, the present study delineates process and impact
as two major types of project evaluation. These two types
of evaluation, which are aimed at achieving different
purposes, are known by varied names. For instance, some

evaluators label process evaluation as formative evaluation,

implementation assessment farmer assessment, monitoring,

ongoing evaluation, and/or input evaluation. On the other

hand, impact evaluation is often identified as summative,

ex-post, effect and/or output evaluation.l

1For variation in terminology see: Barclay, 1980;
Cernia, 1979; Freemand, 1977; Korten, 1980; Macy and Marvis,
1982; Morris and Brandel, 1982; Rakodi, 1982; and Wolfson,
1981.
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2.1. Process Evaluation
Process evaluation refers mainly to those types of
evaluations undertaken during the developmental phase of a
program. Process evaluation aims at attaining at least
three specific purposes. First, it assesses the availa-
bility of administrative capacity to implement a program.
At the macro-level, it assesses existing capability for
policy analysis, resource allocation, project selection and
management. At a micro-level, it examines the extent to
which basic implementation tasks such as policy interpreta-
tion, finalizing design, recruitment of staff, specifying
operating procedures, readying facilities, delineating
action sites, inter- and intra-agency coordination, etc.,
are undertaken according to stated guidelines and specifica-
tions in the project program design. Second, it attempts to
ascertain whether or not the program is approaching the
appropriate target population or target area. The third and
most significant purpose of process evaluation, particularly
in relation to agricultural projects, is farmer assessment.
Farmer assessment, also referred to as "evaluation of

technology" or "monitoring of farmers' experiences with tech-
nology," has been described by Dillon, as follows:

"Once research is underway and results begin to come to

hand, evaluation can begin. Full evaluation is not

possible until farmer utilization or trials of the new

technology provide real-world data. Until then, only

relatively soft data will be available. But this

should not deter the start of evaluation. 1Indeed, the

early evaluation of research station and field trial
data will be very important to extension design
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activities. Necessarily, ex-post evaluation activi-
ties will duplicate much of the ex-ante activity.
Data on research and farmer results will need to be
collected and appraised, leading in turn to further
research guidance. In this sense, particularly when
an ongcing program of research is underway, ex-ante
and ex-post guideline activities meld together in a
continuing cyclical process." (Dillon, 1979, p. 176)

Similarly, Anderson and Hardaker define an important role for
the evaluation of technology:

"Evaluation can be thought of as an on-going process
of monitoring seemingly useful changes in technology.
It can and should take place in the various contexts
discussed below and it provides information for
groups--most immediately to the developers and pur-
veyors of new technology, then to the various com-
municators of information." (Anderson and Hardaker,
1979, p. 13)

Hildebrand, 1978, also writes that farmer assessment of new
technology is included in the process of technology genera-
tion because

". . . small farmers will, and do accept change when
the available resource base changes or new and appro-
priate technology becomes known. Otherwise, they
could not be efficiently adjusted to alternatives
they now have. But it is important to understand
that this efficient adjustment is in terms of the
farmers' own understanding and interpretation of

his situation, and it is not necessarily efficient
according to the perceptions of well meaning, but
incompletely-informed third persons." (Hildebrand,
1978, p. 31)

Harrington, 1981, notes that: the above authors are
all referring to more or less the same concept, though the
terms used vary. He then defines:

"Farmer assessment of recommended technology: An
interative process whereby the collection and analysis
of information from farmers, concerning the way in
which they employ a recommended technology as well as
the advantages they perceive in it and their decision
regarding the wisdom of employing it, is used in
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subsequent decision-making on research and exten-
sion priorities, and on policies affecting farmers'
adoption decisions." (Harrington, 1981, p. 10)

By assessing the technology in question, farmers can
provide three kinds of information to researchers: (1) the
exact fashion in which they employ the technology, (2) the
advantages and disadvantages of using the technology, and
(3) their decision regarding use or non-use of the tech-~
nology, given these advantages and disadvantages (Harrington,
1981).

Ultimately, process evaluation aims at enhancing
coordination, permitting problems to be diagnosed at an
early stage, and putting suggestions forward to eliminate
bottlenecks in carrying out project management duties.

In recent years, process evaluation of current admin-
istrative capacity and augmenting administrative capability
as well as farmer assessment, have gained significant atten-

tion in the development literature.1

The growing significance of process evaluation
results partly from the persistent failure of numerous devel-
opment projects in many countries, particularly as reflected
by the inability of the projects to insure continuation of
benefits and growth after the expiration of initial funding

arrangements. In most countries, the projects are initially

1See Eicher, 1982; Hondale, 1980; Korten, 1980;
Johnson and Clark, 1982; Lele, 1979; Murelius, 1981; Wildav-
sky, 1978; and Wolfsen, 1981.
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funded through resources generated from external sources,
possibly, with a small contribution from the central
government's budget in the respective countries (see
Martens and Clive, 1980).

In discussing the growing significance of process
evaluation, Clayton and Petry observe that:

"Although many rural development projects have
produced favorable results, others have proved dis-
appointing. Ex-post evaluations have often brought
to light unforeseen operational difficulties or
negative effects of well-performed activities too
late for corrective action to be taken. The need

for continuous evaluation and close monitoring of
agricultural and rural development projects is there-
fore felt more and more strongly by national govern-
ments, as well as by international funding agencies."
(Clayton and Petry, 1981, p. iii)

Underlying the emphasis on process evaluation is the
desire to promote the formation of human capital and the need
to adopt a strategy which gives priority to institution
building for rural development.

Above all other things, the learning effect from the
feedback of a continuous evaluation of experiences is
expected to promote the attainment of self-sustaining rural
development. For instance, Lele, 1979, stresses that making
the process of rural development self-sustainingl requires

the development of the appropriate skills and project imple-

menting capacity at the local, regional, and national levels

1”Self-sustaining" here refers to "involving, as
distinct from simply reaching, the subsistence populations
through development programs."
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to ensure the effective use of existing resources and to
foster mobilization of additional financial and human
resources for continued development of the subsistence
rural sector. Similarly, Johnson and Clark, 1982, under-
score two major failures of contemporary development organi-
zation. First, they indicate that the organization has
failed to increase the ability of the rural poor to solve
their problems. Secondly, they stress the inability of the
organization to sustain a long-term perspective in its
problem-solving activities. On the same line, Eicher, 1982,
raises numerous relevant issues in reference to long-term
planning, aid coordination, food policy strategy, technology
transfer, and private enterprises, emphasizing the need to
correct the apparent weaknesses of the many crash food pro-
duction and integrated rural development projects prevalent
in numerous African countries.

Two points are worth noting at this juncture. First,
the increased emphasis on development of human capital forma-
tion has given rise to increased specification of training
and research components in agricultural projects. The
intangible benefits emanating from such components have
given rise to a host of methodological problems of evalua-
tion, particularly in valuating the benefits in monetary

terms.l Secondly, in order to generate timely and relevant

1Intangible benefit valuation issues are taken up
with the input and output valuation issues in a later section
of this chapter.
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information that is capable of resolving potential and pre-
vailing project constraints, it will be essential to handle
certain problems emerging from various aspects of evalua-
tion. Deboech and Ng, 1980, observe that the organizational
aspect1 of evaluation contains numerous items of signifi-
cance deserving careful scrutiny during the planning phase
of process evaluation. It pertains to such points as
in-house vs. outside evaluation arrangements. According to
much of the evaluation literature, for instance, process
evaluation is considered to be an in-house activity and an
integral part of the management information system. Data
could be generated by using either regular or periodic
reporting practices on pertinent problems or particular
issues of concern. Other organizational questions are
likely to emerge in specifying the role of consultants,

staffing, and additional resource requirements of evaluation.

2.2. Impact Evaluation
Impact evaluation usually refers to the final evalu-
ation of a program, and is concerned with gauging the extent
to which a program achieves its intended objectives. It can

be both on-going and ex-post. However, since the on-going

lThe two other aspects of evaluation identified by the
authors are managerial and technical aspects: The managerial
aspect refers to issues related to establishing rationales
for undertaking evaluation and on the expected outcome of an
evaluation. The technical aspect of evaluation refers to
issues regarding data collection, processing, and presenta-
tion of results.
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aspect of impact evaluation belongs in the process evalua-
tion category, the presentation in this section focuses
only on the ex-post impact evaluation.

There are two main purposes of an ex-post impact
evaluation. First, it provides data on the project itself
regarding whether it has been a success or not; secondly,
it provides information to the planning process based on
lessons gained from the experience. In the aggregate, the
information helps in making decisions regarding the programs
future--its replication and/or dissemination.

An integrated rural development program with an
agricultural production oriented objective focuses on expand-
ing output. The increase in total production results either
from the expanded use of resource inputs such as physical
inputs, capital, labor, etc., and/or from improved input
productivity emanating from such efforts as increased
research, training, and effective management of basic tasks.
The most significant impacts from an agricultural produc-
tion oriented integrated rural development program include:
physical impact, economic impact, social impact, and environ-
mental impact.

The physical impact emanates from the increase in
crop and/or animal production resulting from project inter-
vention. Yield effect is a commonly-used indicator for
gauging project performance in physical terms. Other physi-

cal effects of projects are also specified in appropriate
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physical units, such as kilometers of roads, canals built,
number of hectares planted, number of farmers visited, number
of animals vaccinated, quantity of fertilizer distributed,
loans allocated, food aid distributed, etc., depending on
the type and nature of intervention components.

The economic impact refers to the expected returns,
valued in monetary terms, that accrue to the target bene-
ficiaries. Household income is the most frequently used
economic impact indicator at the farm level. The income
component may include revenue generated from crop produc-
tion, livestock production and all other off-farm sources.

The social analysis is concerned with gauging a range
of issues in relation to employment, income distribution and
specific issues such as the extent of tenant eviction or con-
flict arising among farmers due to such causes as unclear
land titles, anticipated and/or unanticipated effects of the
project on the role of women or age groups, effects on the
pattern of settlement, etc.

Similarly, the environmental impact assessment focuses
on considerations such as the preservation of ecosystens,
primarily in reference to soil, forest, or range resources
and human health (see Lee, 1982, for ecological considerations

in designing agricultural projects for tropical regions).

3. Major Methodological Issues

The discussion in this section concentrates on three

broad problem areas. The first discusses definitional problems
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in conceptualizing integrated rural development programs
followed by a brief discussion of the problems associated
with identification of performance criteria. The final
section treats subsequent issues of measurement and valua-
tion of inputs and outputs from both financial and economic

analysis perspectives.

3.1. Definitional Problems

3.1.1. IRD Program Definition

As most evaluation literature suggests, the first
stage in any evaluation research entails assessing the
evaluability of the program.l This task requires assuring
the existence of a clearly-defined goal and effect, and a
stated rationale linking the stated goal to the program and
its effects. An attempt to accomplish this task with
respect to IRD schemes gets to be too complicated, mainly
because the strategy of integrated rural development schemes
assumes many and varied definitions.2 Cognizant of the pre-
vailing conceptual ambiguity, Sweet, 1978, states: "My dif-
ficulty with the term 'integrated rural development' is that
it has become a guise for almost any effort directed at a
rural area. I have heard many definitions, but few appear to
represent viable development approaches." Steedman, 1977,

also commented that, ". . . the integrated rural development

lSee for instance Rossi =2t al., 1979.

25ee Ahmad, 1975; Clap, 1979; FAOQ, 1978; Kotter, 1973.
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concept suffers from the weakness of overreaching itself
. . . the dilemma of IRD is that in trying to do everything
it may end up doing nothing." Ruttan, 1975, dismisses IRD
by saying that it is "an ideology in search of a methodology
or a technology." 1In their recent book, Johnson and Clark,
1982, also attest that, though the concept of IRD is dis-
tinguished by its focus on rural rather than agricultural
development as well as by its emphasis on integration, it
has not been possible to discover an operational definition
of integrated rural development. They warn their readers
that their three-pronged strategy--which visualizes the
strategic advantages of pursuing production consumption, and
organizational programs simultaneously, with explicit recog-
nition of their relationship--should not be misunderstood as
an argument for tactical integration of all development
activities.

Subsequently, any systematic examination of IRDP
activities to specify goals and effects is likely to reflect
some of the following problems:

- Fuzziness--ambiguous definitions attempting to satisfy
a variety of interests in order to insure broad-based
support for the project, etc.

- Disagreement among project staff and/or policy makers
on the goals of the project and priorities among stated
goals.

- Differentiation between goals which can be achieved
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during the course of implementation and those which
are of a more long-term nature.

In view of such prevailing ambiguities, the evalua-
tion task entails obtaining a clear goal statement at the
initial stage of the evaluation. Once the relevant goal is
clearly specified, the remaining challenge in the defini-
tional domain continues to be the reduction of the statement
of desired state into evaluable operational objectives. The
current study anticipates tackling this task by the focusing

on agricultural production objectives of the EORD/IRDP.

3.1.2. The Concept of Appropriate Agricultural Technology

The growing interest in the area of appropriate
agricultural technology and technological change in LDCs
seems to have stemmed from the persistent food shortage and
malnutrition that most developing countries are experiencing.
Since development programs emphasizing increased use of
traditional input have contributed only modestly to agricul-
tural output gains, economists have increasingly been favor-
ing technological change as the major "engine of growth."
(Peterson and Hayami, 1972)

The expressions "technological change" and "technical
change" are interchangeably used to denote the same phenome-
non. Schmookler, 1966, however, preferred to use the term
technological change to denote the act of producing new knowl-
edge, and technical change to denote the incorporation of this

new knowledge in the production process of firms.
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Technological change is usually defined in terms of
either a production function or a productivity index.
Ruttan, 1956, defines it as a change in the parameters of
the production function or a creation of a new production
function. Thus, technological progress can be viewed as an
upward shift in the production function. In a productivity
index context, Ruttan defines technological change as the
production of a greater output with a given quantity of
conventional inputs, or an increase in output per unit of
input. Tecle, 1973, stresses that both contexts of the defi-
nition are consistent with each other because a productivity
index implies the existence of a production function, and
vice versa.

In order to have changes in output per unit of
input, or shifts in a production function, there should be
changes in the quality of inputs. Thus, observing changes
in productivity implies that some inputs have changed in
quality (or new inputs have been used) and these quality
changes are not reflected in the total input measure. Tolley,
1969, points out two approaches to the analysis of techno-
logical change, the "no-quality change" approach which
employs input measures that are not adjusted for quality
changes, and the "explain everything" approach which allows
adjustments to be made when dealing with productivity.
Peterson and Hayami, 1972, make the point that it is possible
to measure only conventional inputs (excluding input quality

adjustments), and then explain the residual by measuring the
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contribution of any new, non-conventional inputs or making
quality adjustment in the conventional inputs.

However, the literature on technological change
presents varied approaches regarding the evolution of appro-
priate technology in a given setting. For instance,
McInerney argues that:

"It is folly to isolate only the technical aspects of
production:--Many unhappy experiences in the last two
decades with the transfer of available highly produc-
tive farm technology to developing agricultures have
made it abundantly clear that technology change does
not merely modify the productive activities of a
society. Rather, it triggers an array of adjustment
throughout the entire socio-economic system. . .
Since technology is never exclusively a production
phenomenon, then neither selection of the most appro-
priate technology for a given situation nor the pre-
diction of its consequences can be treated solely
within the restrictions of a technical framework. . .
The necessity for extended examination in the design
phase of all facets of innovation projects because
the ultimate aim is not simply to transfer tech-
nology, but to make technological change an inter-
nally induced phenomenon." (McInerney, 1978, p. 32)

and concludes that:
"What is 'appropriate' must obviously grow out of the
characteristics of a particular development situa-
tion, and cannot be defined in general and universal
terms." (McInerney, 1978, p. 43)

As an alternative to Mclnerney's holistic views
Mickelwait et al., 1979, advocate the process approach, which
is also the focus of this particular study. At the outset,
they distinguish between process and holistic approaches
based on the views of each approach on uncertainty:

- A fundamental tenet of the process approach--(is) that

it is impossible to determine in advance all project

activities that may be appropriate.
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- The conventional approach assumes that solutions to
the problems of the rural poor are known and that
projects are vehicles for applying them.
- The emphasis of the conventional approach is on
upfront planning and highly specific and detailed
mapping and schedules prior to the beginning of

implementation.

3.1.3. Farmer Assessment of Appropriate Technology

In the process approach, farmer assessment of new
technology is an indispensable mechanism for gathering infor-
mation from farmers regarding their reaction to available
technology. Its widespread use resulted from an increasing
insistence, on the part of international agricultural
research centers and national research programs, that agri-
cultural research and extension lead to the rapid develop-
ment of technologies usable by farmers. This is consistent
with a similar call by economists for increased multi-
disciplinary collaboration between biological scientists and
social scientists in work directed towards this same objec-
tive. Norman, for example, advocates agricultural research
that is multidisciplinary, centered on farmers' circumstances
and proceeds by building on current farmer practice (Norman,
1978). Dillon favors research that uses knowledge of current
technology (and how it relates to the farmer's culture and
needs) to identify innovations whose adoption is feasible;

this suggests that research emphasis be "tailored toward
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technology that matches the farmer's resource, financial
and climatic environment. . ." (Dillon, 1979)

The main purpose of farmer assessment of new tech-
nology is to provide feedback from farmers. The farmer
provides information to researchers and policy-makers on
the consistency of recommended technology with his goals
and constraints, on needed improvements to be made in the
technology, and/or modifications in the technology he has
adopted. Researchers use this information to formulate
testable hypotheses. If the information obtained from
farmers is confirmed, i.e., if the hypotheses are accepted,
the information may be used in six different ways, as
listed below (Harrington, 1980).

(1) Re-analysis of the results of past agronomic

trials.

(2) Re-design of individual on-farm agronomic

experiments.

(3) Re-design of the on-farm experimental program.

(4) Feedback to experiment station research.

(5) Allocation of funds to research vs. extension.

(6) Analysis of agricultural policy.

As Harrington, 1980, pointed out, farmer assessment
of new technology is not the only possible kind of study of
farmers' reaction to innovations. Diffusion research, as
advanced by sociologists who specialize in the study of com-
munications, contains many examples of such research. The

basic purpose of such research is to "understand how new
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ideas spread from their sources to potential receivers and
understand the factors affecting the adoption of such
innovations" (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). To achieve this
purpose, communications specialists have engaged in such
activities as modeling the innovation-decision process,
listing the attributes of innovations and how they affect
the rate of adoption, forming adopter categories, conducting
empirical research on the role of opinion-leaders and change
agents, etc. Results from communications research aid in
conceptualizing farmer assessment. For example, communica-
tions research informs us that the attributes of innovations
that are likely to be adopted include relative advantage,
compatibility with current activities and values, simplicity,
trialability (easy to try on a limited basis), and observa-
bility. Nonetheless, research in the tradition of communi-
cations does not usually have an immediate problem-solving
application to a real-world program.

Farmer assessment is designed specifically as
problem-solving research, and therefore, requires collabora-
tion among various disciplines especially between economics
and agronomy. They also require the participation of the
farmers. Also researchers conducting farmer assessment are
usually those in charge of the rest of the technology-
generation process, or have immediate access to them.

In the research process, the farmers are divided into

different categories as users, ex-users and non-users of the

practices that form the new technology. Each farmer is then
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called to provide ex-ante information on problems and prac-
tices so that experiments may be planned, to provide experi-
mental locations, and to assess the usefulness of resulting
recommendations when implemented in his own complex environ-
ment of multiple goals and limited resources. Finally,
these procedures are required to be sufficiently simple and
inexpensive that national research programs with limited
resources can implement them, even when small farmers com-

prise the target group (Harrington, 1980).

3.2, Identifying Evaluation Criteria

The integral part of an evaluation system rests on
finding a satisfactory set of criteria for gauging the
level of performance both in the process and impact evalua-
tion category. Many writers in this area (see, for instance,
Pfiffner and Sherwood, 1960), suggest that any serious con-
sideration of judgment about implementation and the effec-
tiveness of performance turn to the question of objectives
to ascertain the extent to which the anticipated target is
being approached. 1In addition to clearly defined program
objectives, the essential evaluation task entails specifying
quantifiable indicators, with explicit stipulation of the
expected effects at the relevant points--such as the farm,
regional, and/or national levels. For instance, Pétry, 1981,
suggests numerous indicators (see Appendix 3 and 4) of moni-
toring systems for agricultural projects. However, he notes

that the corresponding indicators for each project must be
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defined precisely in relation to the management requirements
and data availability in that situation.
In addition to the indicators of input, output, per-
formance, and impact, Pétry also suggests the following

variables as useful indicators of external conditions:

Input prices

Input availability

- Farm produce prices

- Demand for farm produce

- Cost of credit

- Climate . . . rain, temperature

- Pests and diseases . . . crops, livestock

However, as Carruthers and Clayton, 1977, attested,

the choice of criteria often poses a major methodological
problem inhibiting a systematic approach to evaluation. The
issues range from conceptual deficiency to common practical
hindrances. For example, multiple-objective of an integrated
rural development program raises a conceptual problem if, and
when, it attempts to maximize all objectives simultaneously.
The problem primarily arises due to the lack of a valid
common denominator to serve as a criterion for gauging the
performance of the multiple objectives. This forces evalu-
ators to introduce some form of weighting system to pass
comparative judgment on achievement levels of differing
objectives. Even if the weighting procedure is accepted in
principle, it further leads to another practical problem in

deciding whose responsibility it is to determine the weights.
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Another theoretical problem arises when some objec-
tives are mutually exclusive. Such problems are likely to
emerge in cases where objectives are decided on the basis
of bargaining and compromise among interest groups during
the stage of policy formation. If an interest group has
been persuaded to accept the policy with the hope that the
implementation version would be in its favor, such a group
is likely to contest the outcome as undesirable during the
latter phase.

Other practical difficulties are likely to emerge
in comparing results achieved by the end of the project with
the objectives set in the initial stage. The problem arises
in accounting the reasons for the failure to attain project
objectives.
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