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Farmer participatory research (FPR) is difficult to
monitor and review because it uses a ‘process’
approach; it is done in variable, unpredictable
situations; it produces some outputs that are bard to
measure objectively; and it involves different types of
stakebolder, each with their own aims and ideas of
success or failure. For these reasons, FPR projects tend
to bave permeable boundaries, with sometimes
important spillover effects, and less than direct
relationships betiween inputs and outpuls.

This paper examines bow far a conventional project
management tool, the logframe, can be adapted to the
monitoring and review of FPR. Normally used in
‘blueprint’ projects, the logframe presents some
difficuliies  in  bandling those with ‘process’
characteristics. But it bas a number of strengths: it
requires clear specification of purposes, anticipated
outputs, activities, and the relationsbip among them,
as well as performance indicators and means of
assessing them. Also, it is becoming almost universally
adopted by funding agencies, so organisations using
FPR may in future bave to structure their proposals
and mownitoring activities in logframe format,

FPR gims 1o achbieve one or more of three outputs
using participatory metbhods:

(i} to develop improved agricultural technologies in
response to farmers’ needs;

(#) to develop the buman resources of the furmers
and coliaborating organisations;

(i) to develop the institutional capacity of farmers’
groups and collaborating organisations.

For the first of these, the relationship between the
project activities and ifs outputs is fairly direct,
making this fairly easy to monitor. It is less direct with
the second and third, but can still be captured by
suitably adapted project management tools,

Becaiise of their mandaies and pbilosopbies, NGOs
and public sector organisations differ in bow they
view ‘participation’. Governiment agencies are
concerned largely with (i). NGOs, on the other band,
are interested in pamcgpanon mainly as a way to

empower the poor. NGOs are therefore concerned at
least as much with (ii) and (iii) as with (i).

Thispaper offers a generic logframe that readers
can adapt to suit their own FPR projects. For each
output, it providesillustrative performanceindicators
that might be relevant to each of the two most
important groups.of stakeholders (researchers and
farmers). The paper also suggests some means of
verification for each of theindicators. Readersshould
select, adapt and add to these to suit their own
situations.

An overall conclusionisthat, whilst logframes can
be constructed to cater for many of the requirements
of monitoring and reviewing FPR, they have to be
updated frequently to incorporate 'process changes,
and become cumber some with the more empowering
dimensions of FPR. Here they can usefully be
complemented by more inductive techniques such as
process documentation and monitoring.
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Using Logframes to Monitor and Review
Farmer Participatory Research

John Farrington and John Nelson

1 Background

1.1 Introduction

This paper develops a framework for the monitoring

and review of farmer participatory research (FPR). FFR

can be difficult to monitor and review for severd
reasons.

It uses a 'process approach, where the activities
and results cannot aways be determined at the
outset and may change over time.

* AR is often done in environments which are
variable and difficult to predict.

 Many of its outputs are quditaive rather than
quantitative, so are hard to measure objectively.
Conventional monitoring tools use numbers as
measures of progress.

» Many of the agencies (especially NGOs) promoting
FR are concerned with the ‘empowerment’ of local
people and organisations. Because of this, some
clam that FFR cannot be monitored in the same
way as conventional projects.

* Famers and other stakeholders have a say in
controlling the project, and may have different ideas
about what congtitutes success or failure.

The paper adapts the logical framework
(logframe) approach to the monitoring and review of
FR. Donors and others increasingly use logframes
(varioudy cdled ‘project frameworks, "ZOPP
frameworks, and so on) to set out objectives and
indicators of project performance in advance. They
have a number of advantages but they aso have
disadvantages, and may require extra information to
be collected, as we outline in Pat 3- May
organisations implementing FPR have not used
logframes, but they may have to do so in future if they
wish to continue drawing on donor funds.

What AR can and should achieve depends largdly
on local conditions, so it is impossible to set out
universal criteria for monitoring and reviewing. This
paper presents a genera framework that can be used
in mogt situations, but the details (the performance
criteria, means of assessment and main assumptions)
are given as examples only. Agencies using the
framework must define their own, localy relevant,
measures. This is especidly important in the case of
the farmers own criteria

Structure of the paper

Part 1 provides a background to FPR, 'process-type
projects and logica frameworks (logframes). Section
1.2 briefly reviews existing ways of dassfying FPR.
Section 1.3 details the typology used throughout the
remainder of the paper. Section 1.4 discusses the

project cycle and introduces the logframe, which we
use as atemplate for monitoring AR projects. Section
15 discusses how the logframe, which is usualy used
in managing 'blueprint’ type projects, can aso be
adapted for processtype projects such as FR
Section 16 discusses some common practical
problems encountered in the management of project
monitoring.

Part 2 describes how logframes might be used to
monitor FPR. Section 2.1 proposes a generic logframe
that can be adapted to suit specific circumstances.
Section 22 then expands this generic logframe
further, focusing on the project outputs in three areas:.
improved agricultural technologies, human resources,
and indtitutional capacity. This section also suggests
indicators for two mgor sets of stakeholders in FPR
projects. researchers (both government and NGO) and
farmers. Section 2.3 discusses how these indicators
might be measured.

Part 3 examines four generic issues in more detail.
Section 3.1 discusses ways to ded with conflicting
interests of stakeholders. Section 3-2 looks at how to
assess the effects of AR on different groups in the
community. Section 3-3 addresses how to assess the
performance of groups. Section 3-4 discusses the
particular difficulties of monitoring multi-agency
approaches. :

Three Appendices provide details of aspects that
could not be covered in the main text without
cluttering it unduly. Appendix 1 summarises key
aspects of the monitoring approach used by the UK
Overseass Development Administration. Appendix 2
provides a framework for dassfying FPR developed
by Biggs (1989) that forms one of the bases for this
paper. Appendix 3 discusses qualitative and
quantitative research methods and sampling issues and
reviews the literature on the technology development

aspects of FFR

Why this paper, and for whom?

Mog case studies of FPR in the lagt 20 years have
claimed that participatory approaches are an effective
way to generate and disseminate technology and to
build farmers capacity to identify and solve their
problems. However, the hard evidence to support
these arguments is limited. Even where such evidence
does exig, it rarely takes account of the potentially
higher costs of participatory vs. conventiona
approaches. Investment by governments, donors and
NGOs in AR therefore remains largely an act of faith.
The interest of funding agencies is likely to shrink
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rapidly unless they are given hard evidence of its
performance.

This paper is intended for middle and senior-level
practitioners in NGOs, government research and
extension (R&E) services and donor organisationswho
design, implement, monitor and evauate technology
generation and dissemination activities. It should dso
be of interest to those who fund such work.

Limitations

As yet, very few experiences of FFR have been
monitored or evaluated. The few documents that do
exis generaly do not have enough detail for readers
to understand how the techniques were used and
what their strengths and wesknesses were. For this
paper, we have therefore had to draw on or adapt
from two existing spheres: methods for monitoring
conventional technology generation and
dissemination, and participatory rura appraisal (PRA).

We have confined ourselves to skills and inputs
directly related to farming technologies, such as
varietal improvement. We do not cover areas such as
processing and marketing, or such generic inputs as
finance and credit. Nor do we discuss the monitoring
and review of the performance of the organisations
that implement FPR. We therefore do not cover
generd tools such as on-dte analyss, sdlf-assessment
tools for non-profit organisations, or socid audits, dl
of which apply at the level of the organisation. The
substantial literature on these is reviewed by Smillie
(1995) and at least one recent manua covers the
performance of organisations (Horton et al., 1993).
Here, our concern iswith learning techniques that can
be applied to individua activities.

It should be stressed that the various organisations
involved in FPR have a wide range of philosophies
and may pursue different objectives. Itisimpossbleto
detail them al here. Instead, this paper is indicative:
it sets out some of the most common outputs of FFR
and illustrates how they might be monitored. Readers
should sdlect, adapt from and add to these ideas in
developing their own monitoring methods suited to
their specific situation.

1.2 Farmer participatory research

Why farmer participatory research?

Until recently, most agricultural research in developing
countries was conducted in laboratories, on research
gations and experimental farms. Scientists controlled
the research conditions, chose what to study, and how
to study it. But poor farmers who cultivate rainfed
land do not have the luxury of such control: they face
diverse, complex agro-ecological and socio-economic
conditions and high levels of risk. If research is to
generate technologies that such farmers can adopt,
then it should be designed and implemented based on

2

a faming sysems perspective. Recognisng that
farmers conditions cannot easily be reproduced on-
dation, scientists started doing adaptive research in
farmers fidds. Even here, however, consultation with
farmers was fairly perfunctory; researchers 4ill largely
controlled the research objectives and methods.
What came to be known as ‘farmer participatory
research’ has its roots in two distinct sets of concerns:

(i) The concerns of (mainly) government research
and extension (R&E) services with the functions
of technology generation and dissemination.
R&E services became aware that their work could
be more effective and efficient if they interacted
more closely with farmers.

(i) The concans of (manly) NGOs with
empowerment of the marginalised. Some
NGOs have developed FPR as part of a drategy
of participation, permeating economic, social and
politica life. Much of their work draws its
inspiration from the conscientisation literature
and traditions of action research, and is further
influenced by specific philosophies such as the
Gandhian movement in India

To a large extent, these two approaches reman
disinct. They help determine the structure of this
paper.

Clearly, those who use participatory approaches
must have a philosophy of client-orientation in their
research. This does not imply that clients needs or
knowledge should be the only basis for identifying
research priorities. Rether, it means relating what
science (government or private sector) can offer with
the requirements of its clients (farmers, other
scientists,  government  departments,  the  food
processing and marketing industries, and so on).

In the broadest definition of participation, those
who can afford to engage in market transactions, and
for whom the market works adequately are
‘participatory’. Richer farmers use the market and
lobbying to articulate their demands. Markets that
function adequately give clear signds on the economic
performance of specific technologies. But in many
contexts, markets do not work well for poorer
farmers. AR has therefore aimed to support them in
articulating their needs and obtaining feedback on
technical changes that have been tried. It generaly
tries to do so in ways condstent with their loca
knowledge and conventions.

At the risk of some oversmplification, it can be
argued that the biophysical and socio-economic
conditions of faming vary broadly with farmers
income levels. These variaions are summarised in
Table 1.

They are important for FPR in two ways:

(i) NGOs concern with lower income groups makes
them acutely aware of the importance of systems
interactions in natural resource management.
Improved management of common resources
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Table 1. Generalised characteristics of richer and poorer farmers

Richer farmers

Poorer farmers

High levels of inputs

Biophysical infrastructure

Few systems interactions

Few commodities produced

Favourable agricultural areas, strong physical

Many products
Low inputs

Difficult areas, poor soils, hilly topography,
little irrigation or flood control.

Strong systems interactions, especially
between farming and common pool
resources (trees, water, fodder)

Socio-economic

Individualistic, market-oriented production

Limited group action (mostly in water
management and input/output marketing)

Subsistence production

Group action important to manage common
pool resources; create demands on
government services; and for exchange
labour

such as forest, water resources and grazing land

can yidd substantial 'systems synergies.

e Bringing in fodder from outside the fam
improves livestock productivity in the short
term, and soil structure and fertility in the
longer term.

* Improving vegetative cover, and constructing
bunds and checkdams dl enhance rainwater
percolation. This, in turn, this raises water
tables in the lower slopes, so makes irrigation
using groundwater essier.

Common resources can, of course, be transferred
to afew private individuas (usually the wealthier
farmers), who can manage them successfully.
However, the management of common resources
usudly affects the interests of many - farmers,
farm labourers and the landless, both men and
women. The most usual way of ensuring their
interests are represented is through the formation
of a group to manage the resources.

Much of the interest of NGOs in participation
focuses on the empowerment of groups of
farmers, not individuals. Two reasons for this
interest are:

e Groups can ensure that the rights and
responsibilities over common resources are
digtributed fairly.

* NGOs desire to protect and promote
traditional practices (such as labour sharing
arrangements), which depend on the
existence of cohesive groups.

@& Richer farmers have a different set of interests
from poorer ones. They own or rent many of the
resources which poorer farmers would regard as
‘common pool’, such as trees or water. They
therefore have little reason to form groups to

manage such resources. Instead, groups of richer
farmers tend to focus on commercid activities
such as processing or marketing.

This paper does not dea with wedthier farmers,
but with middle and lower income famers who
operate under difficult farming conditions where risk
is high and infrastructure poor. The very poorest tend
to rely more for their livelihoods on safety nets of
various kinds than on agriculture. Our concern is not
therefore with them, other than as a 'stakeholder*
category of the landless whose livelihoods may be
made up partly by providing agricultural labour and
gathering products (e.g. grass, fud) from common
pool aress.

Can FPR be 'projectised'?
Some organisations concerned with empowerment
may argue that participation is an open-ended
process. It ams (they say) manly to enhance
awareness among the poor of the causes of their
poverty, and to facilitate socid action to respond to
these causes - from their own resources or by creating
demands on the state. Participation (they might argue)
is fundamentaly incompatible with the structured,
time-bound relationship between inputs and outputs
which underlies the concept of a 'project’. _

Whilgt the authors have some sympathy with this
perspective, we take the following position in this
paper.

Functiona types of participation (those concerned
with technology generation and dissemination) have
time-bound objectives and a farly direct relationship
between inputs and outputs. They lend themselves to
‘projectisation’ without great difficulty, particularly
snce recent advances: in project design and

3
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implementation alow 'process approaches to be used,

in order, for example to: explore any ‘indirectness .in -

the relationship between inputs and outputs; consult
stakeholders extensively; phase activities to dlow
them to be reformulated periodicaly; modify project
design in an iterative way.

No matter how open-ended the approach, it is
necessary to define the purpose of activities by
consulting with stakeholders early on. Once this has
been defined, intended outputs and activities can be
defined iteratively over a period of time, so that
projectisation may not be entirely incompatible with
empowering types of participation.

‘We therefore think it is useful to explore how far
current project preparation techniques can be applied
to FPR. However, we accept that these techniques
have shortcomings, especialy when applied to the
more empowering types of participation. We consider
these shortcomings towards the end of this paper.

1.3 A framework for monitoring and
reviewing FPR

Existing classifications of FPR

An early review of AR (Farrington and Marttin 1988)

smply examined the evidence on different types of

FR a the main points of the project cycle, from

diagnosis through the implementation of experiments,

to the assessment of results and dissemination. A more
ambitious classification, by degree of participation,
was set out by Biggs (1989), starting from contractual,
through consultative and collaborative to collegiate

(see dso Appendix 2). Although conceptualy

appealing, this approach presents three difficulties

(i) ‘'Contractual’ can hardly be thought of as
involving participation,

(@ii) It is difficult in practice to distinguish between
‘consultative’ and ‘collaborative,

(iii) Thereis an underlying assumption that the types
of participation are more important than the type
of indtitution involved. We believe that the type
of ingitution promoting FR is paticularly
important: NGOs have manly associated
themselves with empowering 'collegiate' types of
FPR, whereas government. R&E services have
tended to implement FPR on a more functiona
basis. These differences are discussed in more
detail below.

Farington and Bebbington (1993) digtinguished
between ‘'shdlow' .and ‘profound levels of
participation. They drew up a 4-way classfication:
shdlow and deep levels of participation, each
combined with a narrow and broad scope of subject
matter. Okali et al. (1994) took this classfication a
stage further by distinguishing between the different
contexts in which FPR takes place. They analysed AR
according to whether it was being undertaken by

research versus development programmes, and by the
degree of intervention undertaken by researchers.

Framework for this paper: Types of

participation

The classfication used here draws on elements of dl

of the above, but owes its origins most directly to

Mosse (1996), who argues that one or more of three

concerns underlie most participatory approaches:

(i) Consultation for improved agricultural
productivity. Participation has been used
extensvely as a way of consulting with rura
people in order to assess their needs, draw on
their knowledge, experiment together with them
and jointly assess the outcomes. Inthisway, their
requirements can influence both onfarm
experiments and research on-station or in the
laboratory. Comprehensive consultation can dso
digtinguish the needs of different groups by such
characterigtics as access to resources and gender.
Such consultation aims to improve agricultura
productivity by enhancing the effidency and
effectiveness of the functions of technology
generation and dissemination.

(i) Human resource development. Participation
can aso be used for capacity building, in the
sense of enhancing the principal stakeholders
capacity to diagnose problems and respond to
them. This may involve developing technica
skills, sdlf-confidence, interpersona skills, and
the ability to plan and implement future
initiatives. It dso involves developing farmers
ability to generate the finances necessary to
recover costs and develop common funds.

(i) Institutional development. Sustainability of the
ingitutions and organisations of immediate
rdlevance to the principal stakeholders is
essential to provide support for participatory
approaches over time. This concern includes
access to technical advice, back-up research,
inputs, credit and training facilities.

Laer in this paper we develop a generic logframe for

FR that treats these three concerns as ‘outputs (see

section 2.1).

Participation is not pursued in an organisational or
political void. The main types of ingtitutions involved
in FPR are predisposed in different ways to the three
concerns above (Farrington, 1996). Government
research and extenson services have a mandate to
generate and disseminate new technology efficiently.
When used in a consultative mode, participation may
help them increase the efficency of technology
generation and dissemination, But the very breadth of
their mandate means that they rardly have the
resources to pursue intensive, empowering types of
participation in any given setting.

NGOs (often working through special projects), on
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Figure 1. Interests of government research and extension services and non-government organisations in farmer

participatory research

Types of
organisation

Government R&E services
Parastatals
Private firms

NGOs
Special projects

Types of
participation

Technology
generation and
dissemination

Capacity
building

institutional
sustainability

the other hand, tend to be concerned with both
technology - generation and dissemination and the
more empowering applications of participation in
capacity building and ingtitutional sustainability. NGOs
can mandate themselves to alocate large volumes of
resources to a few villages, so that intensive, face-to-
face, empowering types of FPR are entirely feasible for
them. :

The monitoring guidelines in this paper are based
on this digtinction.

1.4 Theproject cycle, project
management and the logframe

Virtudly dl funding agencies treat dl the activities
they support as 'projects, athough some have
recently introduced ‘process approaches to the
design, implementation and review of projects.
Agencies differ in how they conceive of and
implement projects. Rather than focusng on these
differences, we sdlect an approach used by one
agency (the UK Overseas Development
Adminigtration, ODA) which is in many ways typicd
of those of other agencies.

This section draws heavily on the project cycle
management systems guidelines issued by the ODA
Aid Pdlicy Department in March 1995, with two
modifications. Firgt, we use the term 'logframe’ (logical
framework) dince it is more readily recognised in
international circles than ODA's preferred 'project
framework'. Second, for smplicity, we group the
activities (or 'stages) in the project cycle into only
three mgjor categories: planning, implementation and
review.

The ODA guidelines cover: the project cycle; the
logframe; and the relationship between them.

The project cycle

The project cycle links a stream of activities through
planning, implementation and review. However, the
sequence is not rigid: the process may be iterative,
especidly at the planning stage, and a review may be
necessary a the end of a pilot scheme before a larger
project is (re-)designed and implemented. ODA's
approach to al aspects of the project cycle is based
on interdisciplinary teamwork and the participation of
project stakeholders. These stakeholders' include
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intended beneficiaries, in-country  organisations
responsible for preparation, implementation and
overall supervision of the project, and the mtended
group(s) of beneficiaries.

Thelogframe

The logframe summarises the main features of a

project and how to judge its progress. It condsts of a

4x 4 matrix. The rows consst of:

(1) The overal Goal of the project

(2) The project's immediate Pur pose, through which
it contributes to achievement of its Goal.

(3) The Outputs needed to achieve the Purpose.

(4 The Activities needed to achieve the Outpuits.

The columns in the matrix show:

(A) A narative Summary of the Goa, Purpose,
Outputs and Activities.

(B) The Indicators that can be measured to show
whether the Goal, Purpose, etc., are achieved.
These are sometimes called 'objectively verifiable
indicators because they should be objective,
quantitative wherever possible, and that quality
‘and timing should be specified. These attributes
are commonly known as 'QQT (quantity, quality
and timing).

Q0" The Means of verification: the specific sources
and methods that can be used to obtain
information on the indicators.

(D) The Assumptions made about matters outside
the direct control of the project.

The logframe helps make the project design more
transparent by daifying the reasoning behind the
project. The cdls in each row have the same
relationship to each other, as shown in Figure 2.

The logframe can be read from bottom to top, as
indicated in Figure 3. If the activities (cell A4) are
carried out, and the relevant assumptions are vaid
(cdll D4), then the project will achieve the outputs in
cal A3. Smilaly, if the outputs in A3 are achieved,
and the related assumptions hold (D3), the project will
achieve its purpose (A2). The two middle columns (B
and C) show how to measure whether the summary in
each level is being achieved.

Itis also possible to construct (and read) a logframe
from top to bottom. Begln by deciding on the broad
God; then determiné what narrower Purposes the
project should have that will help achieve that Goal.
Decide on the Outputs needed to achieve each
Purpose, then decide the Activities and inputs required
to achieve the Outputs. :

Table 2 ligs questions that must be answered when
compiling a logframe for a project.

Though the convention is to have only one goal
and purpose for each project, in dl but the smplest
projects, there will be severa activities and outputs.
The logframe accommaodates these by dividing each
row horizontally into severa parts. For instance,

project ectivities may include training, field
experiments, and vidits to other villages. Each of these
activities will have its own corresponding indicators
and means of verification. Table 3 gives a hypothetical
and partial example of the Activities segment of such
a logframe.

Relationship between project cycle and logframe
The ODA guidelines suggest that the principa focus
of atention will shift along the project cycde as
follows

Stage of project cycle Principal logframe

focus on:

¢ Planning * Goal, Purpose
¢ Implementation * Outputs, Activities
¢ Review » Coal, Purpose, Outputs,

Activities

The guiddlines dso note that the logframe is not a
rigid blueprint, but can be amended in the light of
experience with its implementation.

1.5 '"Process' type projects

Characteristicsof process-type projects

FR projects have many features of 'process type
projects. they emphasise iterative consultation with
beneficiaries; they have indirect links between project
inputs and outputs; and extensve quditative
assessments are needed to judge how successful they
have been. These features are true of both AR
projects conducted in a ‘functional’ mode as well as
those that am also to empower their farmer
collaborators.

A number of agencies are discussng ‘process
approaches to the design and .implementation of
projects and are introducing such approaches into
their working procedures. For instance, in a paper
prepared for aworkshop with ODA on its projects in
Indla, O'Donovan (1994) argues that:

"the process approach... suggests very much the
idea of an open system, which is so permeated by
influences that it is extremely difficult to precisely
state what it will contain, especially in terms of
exact costs, time frames and activities ... [lit is
possibleto state ... goal and purpose, then ... devise
outputs and activities for the first year of the
project. Subsequent activitiesand outputsthen need
to be defined on the basis of project learning and
their ability to contribute to goals and purpose...
The process approach ... emphasises the following
elements:

» A project is a set of activities within a boundary

whichispermeable.

* Ownership and commitment from stakeholders

[are] essential to project success.
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Figure 2. Relationship between cells in the same row of a logframe

“What does the , . Where can we find
project want to information that
achieve? will tell us this?

Figure 3. Relationship between a row and the next higher level in a logframe -

If we do this... ...and these assumptions
are valid... '

... we will achieve this output.
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Table 2. Questions to be answered when filling in each cell of a logframe

A Summary

B Indicators’

C Means of verification

D Assumptions

1 Goal

What wider problems will
the project help resolve?

What are the measures {or
other types of evidence)
to tell whether the
problems in cell A1 have
been resolved?

What are the sources of
information? What
methods should be used
for obtaining/accessing it?

{Goal to Supergoal)
What external factors are
needed to sustain
objectives in the long
runf

2 Purpose

3 Outputs

4 Activifies

What immediate effects
are intended for the
project area or target
group?

What benefits (or
disbenefits) are expected,
and who wins (or loses?
What improvements or
changes will the project
bring about; .

What outputs wil! the
project produce so it can
achieve its purpose??

What activities must be
undertaken to produce
the outputs?

When must these
activities take place?

What are the measures (or
other evidence) to judge
the project’s immediate
effects, benefits and
losses, and winners or
losers?

What kind and quantity
of outputs, and by when
will they be produced?®

Inputs/resources:

What materials,
eguipment or services
{personnel, training, etc.,)
are to be provided by the
donor(s) and recipient, at
what cost, over what

period?

What are the sources of
information? What
methods should be used
for obtainingfaccessing it?

{Purpose to Goal)

If the project achieves its
Purpose, what external
factors must be true if it
is to help reach the Goalt

What are the sources of
information? What
methods should be used
for obtaining/accessing it?

{(Output to Purpose)

If the project produces
the Outputs, what factors
outside its contral might
hamper achievement of
the Purpose?

‘What are the sources of
information? What
methods should be used
for obtaining/accessing it?

(Activity to Outpul):
What external factors
must be realised to
produce the planned
Qutputs an time?

What actions outside the
control of the donor are
necessary to begin the
project?

! *Measures’” here implies quantitative measures; ‘other evidence’ implies qualitative evidence. Ideally, the quantity, quality and
timing of all these indicators must be specified.
% Cells A3 and B3 (with heavy outline} are expanded further in Part 2 of this paper.

Table 3. Hypothetical example of the Activities rows in a logframe

villages by end of year 1

A Summary 8 indicators' C Means of verification D Assumptions
Five promising
technologies identified for
3 Oug further testing and
adaptation
. Training for 40 farmers in Inputs/resources: Training attendance (Activity to Output):
4 Activities . - - - .
4a simple experiment Staff time register Good weather at time of
techniques {year 1} Training handouts Training handouts training
Twenty field experiments Seed (50 kg Purchase reczipts No pralonged drought
ta test and adapt Staff time Farmers’ diaries Landlord allows access to
4b technologies by end of Experiment loghook borehole
year 2 Seed obtainable from
research station
Three visits to assess Vehicle hire (9 days) Farmers’ diaries Other villages willing to
4c technologies in other Staff time receive visits at convenient

time
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Figuré 4., Widening spheres of information gathering for process projects

Conditions under the
project’s control

Conditions which the
project can influence, but
does not directly control

Conditions which can
affect the project, but
cannot normally be
influenced by it.

 Therefore all known stakeholders should be
involved from inception.

» The project process must be a joint learning
process between stakehol ders.

» The learning process is expected to build capacity (iii)

and contribute to sustainability.

Learning implies the ability to reflect on current

practice within-a project and, if necessary, adaptor

change procedures and approaches."
O'Donovan goes on to argue that, in its emphasis on
ownership and commitment, the process approach
emphasises the relationships among stakeholders.
It relies at least in part for its success on the implicit
relationships among these stakeholders. Furthermore,
stakeholders need to learn not only about the factors
directly controlled by the project (the innermost ova
in Figure 4) or where it has some influence (the
second oval). They also need to gather information
about areas where it has no control but which may
afect the project performance (the outermost ovd).

Summary of experience

In summary, experience with process-type projects so

far shows that:

(i) They involve complex interactions among
stakeholders. A broad measure of agreement on
stakeholders priority needs must be obtained at
the outset. It may, however, be impossible to

- obtain perfect agreement on priorities.

(i)  Process-type projects cope better than blueprint

approaches in complex situations, where there

(iv)

(v)

(Vi)

may only be an indirect relationship between
project activities and anticipated outputs, where
tasks cannot be defined precisdly at the outset,
and where environments are uncertain.
Process projects require information to be
gathered from within the project setting and
from outside it. This information must be
incorporated into sequences of decision-
making. The project is therefore best treated in
a number of stages.
In process-type projects, it may become clear
that not al outputs are developing aong
intended lines. Some may generate more
benefits than anticipated; others, less. Some
may be relevant to stakeholders other than
those initidly thought of. The project should
take stock of these issuies periodicaly and seek
agreement with ~ stakeholders on how to
proceed. Logframes for projects of this type
may have to be modified yearly, or even every
gx months.
Ways must be devised of incorporating into the
logframe:
» The perspectives of different stakeholders
* Indicators and means of verification that
dlow important intangibles, such as the
learning process, to be assessed.

“ New methods of monitoring process will have

to be devised if logframes are to guide
decision-making in process-type projects.

Process projects are likey to require more
frequent monitoring and review than
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(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

1.6

conventional projects. Monitoring may rely
mainly on qualitative information on progress,
but should use quantitative information where
possible.

Process approaches require an extended period
of preparation, especidly where the diverse
needs of multiple stakeholders have to be taken
into account, and al the effects of the project
activities cannot be predicted beforehand.

It is important to set out the purpose of a
project as soon as a broad measure of
consensus among stakeholdersis achieved. The
concern with process should not digtract
attention away from defining the activities and
corresponding outputs which contribute to the
purpose.

If they are to achieve their purpose in a
sustainable fashion, process projects must go
beyond narrowly denned activities. They must
aso develop human resources and ingtitutional
capital, including complementary linkages
among organisations.

Monitoring as part of

management

Establishing administrative procedures for
collecting data
Many researchers, especiadly the more field-oriented
ones, find report-writing burdensome. Routine reports
are submitted late, or are too sketchy to be useful.
Information that is valuable for project management is
logt. The result: managers complain that the fidd gaf
lack initiative and do not report their work. Fied gaf
complain that managers are out of touch. These
problems are magnified if the project is running
activities in widdly separated, remote fidd sites.

It is important to develop a smooth adminigrative
procedure for collecting, reporting and anaysing
information. This should include the following:

(i)

(i)

(iii)

10

Assign clear responsibilities for reporting
monitoring information. S&f should know
whose jaob it is to collect information, write it
up, and analyse it. A shared respongbility is
often nobody's responsibility.

Link monitoring with the reward system.
St should be rewarded for submitting clear,
informative information on time, and penalised
if they do not.

Quantify where possible, qualify where
necessary. It is easier for fiedd 94f to collect
and report quantitative data (numbers of

~ famers attending meetings, yield from an

experiment plot) than quaitative information
(whether the farmers thought the meeting was
useful, whether they like the taste of the grain).
Numbers are also easier to aggregate and

Box 1. Monitoring for management purposes -
how not to do it

Already in its second year, one government-run agricultura
research and development project ill had not determined
how to monitor its activities The donor's monitoring
guiddlines were vague, and most of the project managers
were inexperienced. The project wasted large amounts of time
on medtings discussng what to measure and the
administrative procedures needed to collect the data A
successon of consultants (none experienced in project
monitoring) advised the managers firg to do one thing, then
another. In the meantime, the project continued to use the
monitoring sysem developed for a forerunner project, even
though this had rather different ams and activities.

This confusion had severd adverse effects

e The lack of clarity about project gods led to confuson
among fidd g&f. Unclear about the project directions,
their efforts were unfocused. Many had come from the
forerunner project and were used to working in adirective
manner, so were unfamiliar with participatory techniques.
The use of the previous monitoring system biased them to
continue using approaches they had used before, but
which were no longer appropriate.

¢ At the management's behest, the fidd s&f collected and
analysed large amounts of overly detailed, irrdlevant data.
Because there was no procedure for them to do so, they
did not report valuable (often qualitative) information that
might lead to changes in the project's course.

« When time came to report to the donor, some data were
missing, and the remainder needed a lot of effort to adapt
them into the required format.

A clear monitoring system, based on a carefully constructed

logframe, could have helped overcome some of these

problems. The Goals, Purposes, Outputs and Activities would

have been specified carefully, and there would have been a

clear relationship among them. The indicators would aso be

known, so the fidd g&f would have collected the right types
of information. And the whole st of information would have

been in a form easy to report to the donor. .

andyse than ae words. The project
management can develop standard procedures
to collect such information, and can design
forms to report it (see below).

(iv) Use a standard format for reporting raw

information. A blank piece of paper is a
horror for people unused to writing. Projects
should develop a simple, standard forma for
monitoring reports. The headings can be
derived from the logframe.

(v) Callect information using forms. Usng

forms to collect monitoring information has
many advantages:they are (or should be) easy
to fill in;they show the types of information that
should be collected; they enable managers to
collect smilar data from severd Stes and
aggregate it for andysis.

(vi) Do not reinvent the wheel. This paper

exhorts readers to develop their own measures
to suit their own situation, but there is no point
in developing a new method if one exists
aready. Managers are encouraged to learn from
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other projects and sdect those measures
(including the data collection procedures and
forms) that have proved useful there.

(vii) Integrate monitoring with financial
management. In  many projects, the
management of the research is separate from
the financid management. Two sats of
monitoring information must be collected from
fidd dtes research reports and financid
accounts. Financid data are necessary to
measure certain monitoring indicators, such as
travel and input supplies purchased. It should
be possible to design monitoring systems that
a least partialy combine the two sets of
information. This could eiminate duplicated
effot and ensure that the two sets of
information match.

(viii) Monitor firmly and frequently - and use the
results. Frequent monitoring is necessary if it is
to guide management decision-making. The
findings from monitoring should be used to
guide management decisions - not (as is
sometimes sadly the case) confined to the filing
cabinet or donor report.

(ix) Vidtthefield. A good paper-based monitoring
system is no substitute for frequent visits to the
fidd by project managers (especidly to
remote, more difficult sites). But neither are
such fied vidts a substitute for a good paper-
based sysem. The paper-based system and
vigits should be complementary. Detailed data
are reported on paper (so it is not necessary to
devote scarce management time to collecting
them), while visits can be used to daify areas
of concern and to focus on qualitative features
that are difficult to express on paper.

Following the donor's guidelines

Mog donors provide guidelines on how they want the
project to be monitored. They give details on types of
information to collect, format for the report, etc. In
. many cases, it makes sense to collect the data in the
donor-preferred format. This eases the preparation of
donor reports and avoids much tearing of hair when
trying to finesse the wrong type of daa into the
required format.

Problems arise where an implementing organisation
has its own procedures for collecting and reporting
data that do not match the donor's. Such problems
aso occur if a project is supported by more than one
donor, each with different reporting requirements. In
such cases, project managers must make sure that the
information collected is enough to sidy dl these
requirements. Some donors may be open to a different
mode of reporting from the one they suggest. Project
implementers should check with the donor if their
format is acceptable before proceeding.

2 Using logframes for monitoring FHPR

2.1 A generic logframe for FPR

Table 4 offers a generic logframe for FPR. It suggests
what FPR projects might typicaly am to achieve at the
God, Purpose, Output and Activity levels. However,
the precise combinations of activities and outputs must
be identified on a project-by-project basis.

We have included as rows in this logframe the three
concerns of AR identified by Mosse (1995) and
discussed in section 13 above. At the Purpose leve
(row 2), the concern with improved agricultural
productivity is reflected in row 2a At the Output
level, this concern is shown'in row 33 and at the
Activity level, in row 4a In the same way, human
resour ce development is shown in rows 2b, 3b and
4b. Institutional development is reflected in rows
2c, 3c and 4c.

We assume that dl AR projects (both those
concerned mainly with agricultural productivity and
those focusng on empowerment) seek to enhance
agricultural productivity. Rows 2a, 3aand 4a (or some
adaptation of them) will therefore appear in logframes
for dl FPR projects.

In addition to improving productivity, the more
empowering projects (typicaly those under NGOs)
may also am to enhance human resource skills or
strengthen ingtitutions, as discussed in section 1.2. For
these projects, rows 2b, 3b and 4b, and 2c, 3c and 4¢
are relevant. For projects that do not have an
empowering agenda, these rows can be ignored.

Columns B — D of this 'generic' logframe contain
farly broad datements on the indicators of
performance, the means of verifying (measuring)
these, and the assumptions that must hold if the
Activities are to lead to the expected Outputs, the
Outpuits to the Purpose, and the Purpose to the Goal.

Much of the remainder of this paper focuses on
refining and expanding column B: the indicators that
are used to measure project performance. We have
done this by building into the logframe two key
features of process-type projects discussed in section
15
» The fact that different stakeholder groups may

asess the project performance in different ways.

We do this by dividing verticaly the Indicators and

Means of Veification columns (columns B and C)

verticaly: one for each-group of stakeholders. This

is shown in the column headings of Table 4.

» The need to assess intangibles such as the learning
process. We do this by dividing each row
horizontally between the 'products produced by
the project and the 'processes used to attain them.

11
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Table 4. Generic logframe for farmer par(icipatory research projects

A Summary B indicators C Means of verification D Assumplions
Livelihoods of producers and Real change In per capita incomes Published statistics
1 Goal consumers enhanced through over time Focused surveys
1 more efficient agricultural
production
Improved agricultural Changes 1n physical productivity of Published statistics {Purpose to Goal)
productivity through adeption | and financial retums to individual farm | Forused surveys Technologies can be identified and
Purpose of needs-based technologies enterprises, common pool resources, Key informant interviews adopted which make a substantial
2a etc. in relation to types of iechnologies difference to physicalffinancial
adopted performance of famn enterprises and/or
common pool resovrce management
Sustainability of agriculiural Changes In capacity of farmers to Focused surveys Farming commumnities
change enhanced through obtain advice and inputs in support of Key informant interviews coherentfhomogeneous enough to
2h hurnan resaurce development  § technical etrange, secure market permit rapid and wida adeption of
| outhers, ete., and in the capacity of tachnalogies
MWGO and GO staff to support them. Linkages to input supply, advice,
markets, etc., can be made
Sustainability of agricultural Changes in capacity of farmers’ Records, minutes of Gavernment organisations willing to
change enhanced through organisations and NGOs to draw on meetings respand to reguests from NGCs/farmers’
i instftutional development gov't services, Influence research & Focused surveys organisations and to undertake joint
extension agenda, implement joint Key informant interviews activities
activities, atc.
Technologies identified, Cwver a given time perbod: ;or’u_s?d Surveys . ;Ompms w0 [:"pm’ hnologi
Oulputs developed and adepted using Number, type and characteristics of £y informant interviews a;;?;f;:zszr;tn;ﬁ;e:t:;ogliz;gn
Hicipatory methoc technologies identified/deve! d : "
3a paricipatory s nolagies identfied/devaloped an exist {or can be developed) o address
adopted
therm
Human resources developed Changes in capacity of farmers ta Focused surveys Farmers demonstrate interest in active
3b using participatory methods screen, test and implement Key informant interviews role in identifying technolagies and
technologies, and of NGO and GO experimenting
staff to support them
Institutions strengthened using | Changes in the capacity of fammers’ Records, minutes of Farmers' organisations and NGCs
participatory methods organisations and NGOs to identify meetings strongfnumerous enough 10 support
3¢ and test relevant technologies Focused surveys farmer experimentation.
Key informant interviews Gov't services and NGOsffarmers’
organisations willing to work together
Participatory methods Rescurces to be provided over what Financial and other (Activities to Oulputs)
develaped, tested, periods, at what cost, from what records Resaurces available and officlal
4 Activities documented and promoted SOUFCES approval obtained on schedule; partner
which enhance the elficiency oiganisations perform agreed roles.
of:
da Technical change
4b Human resource development
4c Institutional strengthening

2.2 The 'Outputs level of the logframe

Performance indicators
Tables 5-7 show in more detail the Outputs and the
Indicators that could be used for atypica FPR project.
They are an elaboration of the firg two columns of
row 3 (enclosed by a heavy line) in Table 4.

We have chosen the Output level because it is the
most appropriate for a general guide of this type. In
process-type projects, monitoring of Outputs alows

12

corrective action to be taken before the project is too
far advanced. At the Activities leve, indicators can
derive from the resources made available in order to
undertake the activities. At the Purpose levd,
indicators provide signas later in the project's life
Table 5 shows Outputs and their Indicators for the
functiond concern of increasing agricultura
productivity (corresponding to row 3a in Table 4).
Table 6 shows the Outputs and associated Indicators
for the human resources development aspect (row 3b
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Table 5. Output row of generic logframe for agricultural productivity concerns

by using participatory methods in:
1 Adaptive research into, and

A Summary BR Researchers’ indicators BF Farmers’ indicators
Hesdsbased technologies n technologies developed, taken op by x FPR develops technologies that meet farmers’ criteria for yield,
identified, developed and adopted | famners within i time period. drought tolerance, pest and disease resistance, plant

architecture, suitability for intercropping, cooking, processing
and storage gualities, colour, size, etc.

For ressarch prioritsation meetings. Mo. of
positions for farmers; their attendance
records; their representativeness; frequency
of meetings; % of resources allocated in
responise to farmer requests at the end vs.
start of project,

Outputs dissemination of, specific et additional Net aciditionat Technologies and outputs are compatfble with wider
3al technologies value of FPR = value of opportunities and conswraints, belief systems, and indigenous
divided by its conventional knowledge.,
net additional research divided
cost by its net
additienal cost
2 Frioritisation of GO's and For farmer visits io GO experiments. Mo, of Y% of technologies thar farmers see as relevant; their view of
NGOs" agenda for research at farmers visiting: % active in discussion; no. whether this has changed over time.
adaptive, applied and strategic of ideas per 100 farmer visits that lead to Farmers” view of how far research priorities respond to their
levels modification of existing research, new concenms.,
research, re-ranking of priorities...
3a2

Process issues

*  ‘What is socio-economic & technical

sustainability of technologies & external

inputs?

*  How are techinalogies distributed
ameng sub-groups of nural people
{collaborators and others)?

+  What are the spillover effects of the
technology? How are they distributed?.

* (an time or monay be saved by
working with key informants?

*  What are merits of groups ve.
individualistic approaches?

*  ‘What are merits of different depths of

participation and differant technigues at

various points in the research.
* Do the researcher Hme and cost inputs

produce sufficlent information valuable

for pricritising research and testing
technologies?

What are socio-ecenomic characteristics
of farmers who do and de not
participate? What bias results, and how
to deal with thisi

Do farmers understand technical issues?
Droes any lack of understanding hamper

*  How far do technical constraints stop farmers from
achieving their goals?

¢ Have changing circumstances made farmers more
demanding, and so kept them-dissatisfied?

+ Do farmers think the amount of time they devote to FPR
and spreading technologies is reasonablei Does FPR clash
with ather commitments?

+ Do researchers seriously consider farmers’ views?

* How has the context changed? {e.g. reduced funding for
research and extension may increase demands on farmers’
tims)

pricrity setting?

»  What are the differences between
farmers’ and researchers’ priorities?
Whase priorities are followed?

in Table 4). Table 7 shows Outputs and Indicators for
the indtitutional development aspect (3c in Table 4).

Sakeholders

Tables 57 show indicators seperately that might
correspond with the perspectives of two groups of
stakeholders. researchers (whether in government
departments, NGOs, universities or specia projects),
and farmers. Broadly defined, stakeholders are dl
those who might in any way be daffected by an
intervention. For practica reasons, we limit this
presentation to these two groups of principa

stakeholders.

Note that FPR performance indicators from farmers
own perspectives have been discussed very little in
the literature. The indicators are likely to be very
Specific to particular stuations. The ones presented
here are therefore only indicative. Readers can, of
course, develop dmilar indicators for sub-groups of
farmers (by type of enterprise, resource endowments
or gender) and researchers (government, university,
NGO). Readers can also introduce completely new
categories, such as the private commercia sector, and
develop indicators for each.

13
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Table 6. Output row of generic logframe for human resource development concerns

A Summary

BR Researchers’ indicators

EF Farmers’ indicators

Human resources developed using participatory
methods ta enhance capacity of farmers and
GO & NGO staff to engage in technological

Ma. of technical changes considered by farmers
rises by x% per year
Time spent by rasearchers in obtaining famers’

Farmers able to oudine agro-ecological and
sotig-economic conditions of village, and to
predict more accurately the acceptability and

actian
Croups are self-sustaining for longer

Cutputs change, via: views on candidate technologies falls by x% impact of individual technologies.
Ib3  Enhanced farmar capacity to understand aver y years Farmers more readily articulate these conditions
technalogy opportunities and constraints; meet Me. of suggestions from farmers for new joint ter researchers.,
these from  their own resources; and sereen, experiments rises by ¥% over y years
test, assess and disseminate technologies jointly
with researchers,
2 Enbanced farmer capacity to conduct M. of joint experimenis rises by x36 over y Farmers' criteria and management practices are
b2 experiments designed jointly with researchers years more fully accepted in design and
Proportion of mismanaged experiments falls by implementation of joint experiments,
X% ver y years
3 Enhanced farmer capacity to design their own | Mumber of farmers’ own experiments increases Number of new inputs/combinations of
b3 experiments by x% in y years inputsfmanagement practices incorporated into
a giver number of farmers” experiments over n
years increases by x%.
3bd 4 Enhanced farmer capacity to respond to Farmers replant after early drought or respond Reduced time and greater accuracy than
unforeseen events to pestidisease attack guicker than before previously in a wide range of decisions,
& Enhanced skills of GO & NGO staff in using n GO and NGO staff irained In participatory Farmers able more easily to abtain GOMGO
3bs participatory methods techniques over x years responses to articulated needs and
Oppotunitiss,
6 Enhasced skills of GO & NGO staff to increased ao. of groups In activities where Farmers express increased confidence fn
b6 support and interact with groups group action is more beneficial than individual warking in groups.

‘Process’ issues

*  What are socio-economic characteristics of
farmers most acrively considering technical
opfionst

¢ What are characteristics of technologies
being considered? How far these may
impact negatively on some seciors of the
community?

* s there bias in skillftechniques ta particular
types of technical change, stages in the
research cycle, or sub-sets of clientele?

v Whal are positive or negative side-effects of
experiments {such on farmers” capacity to
conduct their own testsi?

* Daes researchers’ jocus on efficiency lead
to neglecting farmers’ needs or using
methods inapprapriate to farmers, labourers
or ather groups?

* Do tests maximise the value of adoptable
technologies per unit of researcher effort?
Can the results be generalised o other
areas? )

* Does wraining maximise leatning per unit of
researcherftrainer effort?

» Do groups maximise their capacily to assess
and introduce technical change?

*  How far do farmers gain capacity not only
to conduct specific trials, but also to screen,
test and select technologies?

+  Are farmers’ criteria and management
practices compatible with environmental
sustainability?

*  Are tests constrained by access to materials?

*  Can GQOsMNGDs respond to ever more
complex requests?

*  Are activities needing group action and
those needing individual action identified
early on?

v What are strengths and weaknesses of each
method used to:

»  Help farmers analyse and articulate their
needs

v Transiate their crteria and management
practices inte joint experiments

v Select ideas and acquire materials for
experiments

+ Speed and improve accuracy of decisions
on other questions

*  Chtain responses from NGOs and GOs,

*  How far do the formation of, support for,
and performance of groups meet {armers’
criterial

14
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Table 7. Output row of generic logframe for institutional development concerns

A Summary

BR. Researchers’ indicators

BF Farmers’ indicators

Outputs
3c1

Capacity of institutions supporting technical
change in agriculture enhanced through
participatory methods, speciiically via:
Enhanced capacity of GOs & NGOs 1o deliver
inputs and services {including R&E} in response
EPR findings

% of cases where GOs & NGOs fall to respond
ta requirements identified by FPR falls by x%
BYer y years

Average lag in GOYNGO response to
requiremnents identified by FPR falls by x% over
¥ years

% of non-responses by GOs and NGOs to
requirements identified by FPR falis by x% over
¥ years

Armount of farmers’ time spent in fruftless
negotiation with NGOs and GOs reduced by
#% over y years .

Enhanced capacity of fanmers’ organisations to
develop need-based technology

No. of adopted technologies developed by
famners’ organisations increases by x% over y
years

No, of adopted technologies developed by
farmers’ organisations increases by x% over y
years

3c3

Enhanced capacity of farmers’ organisations and
groups to create demands on NGOs and public
sector

No. of demands from farmers’ organisations
rises by x% over y years

No. of demands from farmers’ organisations
rises relative to number fram individuals

No. of demands from farmers’ organisations
rises by X% over y years )

No, of demands from farmers’ organisations
rises relative to number from individuals

3ed

Strengthened capacity of GOs and NGOs 1o
train and share experiences

Average of x training o refresher courses held
per year

By year y, x examples can be cited in each
NGO and (30 of sharing of lessons

. %% of Wraiming curricula contain at least y ideas

from farmers by year z

3c5

Strengthened ability to use multi-agency
approaches to FPR, involving GOs, NGOs and
farmers’ organisations jointly

No. of multi-agency Initiatives yielding
adoptable technologies rises by an average x%
per year

Mo, of muiki-agency initiatives yielding
adopiable technologles rises by an average x%
per year

Process’ Tssies

*  Are activities biased to specific types of
technology or sub-groups?

* Do revised training approaches improve
interaction between researchers and low
resaurce farmers?

+ Do multi-agency approaches lead to design
and adoption of technologies more
appropriate to low-income farmers?

* Is conventional training supplemented by
hands-on practicals?

*  Da NGOs and GOs jointly identify areas
where they have shared objectives? Do they
design and implement joint FPR aciivities?
Do they monitor progress and make
carrections where necessary? Do they
jointly assess outcomes and incorporate
lessons into planning?

¢ Do NGOs & GOs have enough ‘common
ground’ to work together? Does the
cormmen ground broaden over time?

«  How far does change in agro-ecological or
socio-aconomic context of faming increase
the complexity of farmers’ demandsi

* Do technlcal changes introduced by
farmers’ organisaions conform with
traditional cubtural values, belief systems,
indigenous knowledge...

*  How far do multi-agency initiatives address
the principal constraints or opportunities
perceived by farmers?

* Do NGO & GO staff understand and
respond to farmers’ needs?

*  Can farmers involved in experimentation,
advisory services and input supply
influence GOs directly, or via NGOs?

* Do reward systems in the public sector
encourage or inhibit multi-agency
approaches? Can changes can be made?

'Products

and 'processes

As noted in section 15, it is important to monitor not
only the 'products of a project (the technologies

tested

and adapted, financia costs and benefits, etc.,

but aso the processes used in the project. For each
Output, Tables 57 dso show Indicators for the
'processes as well as the 'products.

An

insistence on objectively verifiable indicators

presents two difficulties for FPR projects.

(i)

Many of the indicators, especidly those
concerned with processes as didtinct from
products, are likdy to be entirdly qualitative.
Appendix 3 gives a genera overview of the
main differences between quantitative and
quditative approaches. Specific techniques,

(i)

such as 'process documentation and
monitoring, may have to be developed or
adapted to document these indicators
adequately and incorporate them into the
overdl assessment. These techniques are
complementary to logframe approaches.

It may be difficult objectively to verify some of
the indicators, especidly those drawn from the
farmers point of view. At.least some of these
indicators will be subjective. Farmers can be
asked how to veify them, but the means of
verification may ill be less than fully objective.

In each of Tables 5, 6 and 7, the fird group of
indicators relate to the intended, tangible 'products’ to
be generated by the Outputs. Many of these are
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quantifiable and time-bound, so meet logframe criteria.

A set of questions on 'process’ issues is then presented

in the Indicators column. These questions cover the

following:

* criteriathat may be important to one or other stake-

~ holder group in arriving at the intended outputs,

» potentially important outputs, other than those
which are directly quantifiable;

* issueswhich, if not addressed, may lead to outputs
other than those intended.

Some of the process issues relate closdy to the

'‘product’ indicators listed above. Others are more

genera in nature. Users should choose those process

issues that are relevant for their own project and

convert them into verifiable indicators.

2.3 Means of verification

Table 4 (column C) suggests some generic means of
verification that might be appropriate. However,
Tables 5-7 do not include means of verification since
these vary widely according to circumstances. Readers
should develop these themsdves, where possible
through participation with farmers and other
stakeholders. It is impossible to identify appropriate
means of verification until the indicators have been
agreed.

However, we can give.a number of examples of the
types of means of verification that might be used.
Appendix 3 reviews a range of indicators commonly
used in FPR.

Means of verification for improved productivity
To measure improved productivity, (Row 3ain Table
4, and the contents of Table 5), farm-level data must
be collected to discover how far the new technologies
have been adopted. How this is best done will vary.
The project can: use data routinely collected by
government datistical or agricultural services, collect
its own information using rapid assessments, use in-
depth surveys (including, for example, plot and yield
measurement).

Discovering whether participatory methodsdevel op
new technologies more efficiently than conventional
methods requires, in addition, an andysis of records
of researchers time allocations, fidd travel costs etc.,
in comparison to the costs and benefits of
implementing non-participatory methods of research.
Clearly, detailed quantitative comparison of costs and
benefits among methods needs a lot of data, and will
be feasible only in the most favourable circumstances
(but see Magrath et al. (1997) for one option.

Anaysing how far research priorities have changed
aiter taking into -account farmers ideas means
reviewing the records of discussons and forma
meetings, attendance lists, and records of resource
allocations at research stations.

As the indicators in this area become more
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sophisticated, the amount of information needed can

rise dramaticaly. However, redively cheap rapid

appraisal methods can help keep a broad check on,
for instance, the effects of technica change on
different sub-groups of clients. It might aso be
possible to adapt such appraisal techniques to obtain
information from researchers as well as from farmers.

Data collection and the means of verification must
relate to the criteria set by both researcher and
farmers. For crop improvement, for instance, these
criteria may have to cover more than just grain yield
aone; they may dso have to include drought
tolerance, pest and discase resistance, Straw
production, processing qualities, and other features of
concern to farmers.

Means of verification for human resource
devel opment
To measure human resource development, (Row 3bin
Table 4, and the contents of Table 6), a smilaly
broad range of means of verification is needed. The
project will have to question farmers about the
number of technical options they are considering, the
number and type of their own experiments, and their
response to unforeseen events. This questioning will
aso shed light on any distributional effects. Rapid
appraisals can be used to generate much of this
information. Levels of participation in forma courses
can be obtained from course registration records.
Much qualitative information will be needed to
permit adequate interpretation of the numerical data.
This qudlitative information can be collected by
interviews, surveys and observation of field practice.
Many of the same means of verification can aso be
used to measure the criteria important to farmers.

Means of verification for institutional
strengthening

To measure ingtitutional development, (Row 3c in
Table 4, and the contents of Table 7), an array of
means of verification is adso needed. These may
include: interviews and surveys of famers and
researchers to assess performance, as well as ‘tracer’
studies, for instance, to assess the lag in NGO or GO
response to specific requests made by farmers.

As above, much of the necessary information will
be quaditative. Examples include information on
changes in training, ingtitutiona learning and inter-
organisationa collaboration.

Ingtitutional change is often a long-term process
which is difficult to assess. It may be necessary to
consider events far removed from the farm setting. For
instance, changes in the way organisations reward
their Saf or assess their performance may be essential
before participatory approaches are adopted more
widdy in the public sector. The nature and extent of
such changes, and how quickly they are introduced,
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Table 8. Typical project activities

4a Improved agricultural
productivity

1

2

Select and refine the participatory methods to be used. Develop new methods if necessary,

Use these methods to:

* Agsess needs.

* Screen technical options,
» Implement experiments,

{produce Qutputs in Table 5} + Assess outcomes.

meelings.

+ Disseminate preferred technologies.

3 Obtain farmers’ ideas on future research priorities through informal interaction or formal

* Assess needs.

{preduce Outputs in Table 7)

1 GOs andfor NGOs together with farmers:

* Screen technology options, conduct experiments, assess outcomes, disseminate results.
2 NGO and GO staff observe and learn from each others’ and farmers’ experiments.
4b Human resoutce development | 3 Farmers observe and fearn from NGO, GO and other farmers’ experiments.

4 Farmers receive training in skills (agriculture, leadership, group formation, conflict
resolution, negotiations with outside agencies...} from GO/NGO staff.

5 Farmers train GO/NGO staff and other farmers.

6 NGOGO staff trained in technology-related skills

and inputs.

[¥E)

(produce Outputs in Table 7)

absences, etc,

other procedures.

Meetings, field visits, experiments, training courses, documentation ta:
1 Re-orient GOs away from top-down and towards needs-responsive provision of services

2 Strengthen technical capabilities of GOs, NGOs and farmers’ organisations.

Scale-up the participatory approaches used.

4c Institutional development 4 Enhance institutional leaming, including reflecting on earlier experiences and incorporating
them into current activities,

5 Enbance organisations’ capacity to monitor and review their own performance and feed
lessons into new activities.

6 Increase resilience of institutional procedures and systems in the face of staff ransfer,

7 Improve reporting on field visits, preparation of agenda for meetings, minute-taking, and

may therefore be valuable indicators of institutional
change. This means that it may be necessary to
include government regulations and operating
procedures among the means of verification.

2.4 Activities

Table 8 ligs a typicd set of Activities that am to
produce the Outputs in Tables 5-7. These activities
correspond to the cells in the firg column of rows 4a,
4b and 4c in Table 4.

While these Activities may be typical of many FPR
projects, readers should revise and adapt them as
necessary for their own situations. The types of inputs
required (and therefore the Indicators and Means of
Verification used to measure the Activities) will vary
widely from place to place. In congtructing the
Activities row of the logframe (row 4 in Table 4),

readers will have to determine their own items to
include in these cdls.

The task of collecting monitoring information itsdlf
may involve a significant amount of effort and money.
It may have to be included as an Activity in the
logframe.

3 Further dimensions of monitoring
and review '

A number of recurrent concerns arisein the discussion
of indicators and means of verification in Part 2. This
section addresses four of them. They are: conflicting
interests of different stakeholders; the distributional
impact of change; the contexts in which group
approaches are stronger than individual approaches,
and how to assess their performance; and the contexts
in which multi-agency approaches have advantages
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over individua approaches, and how to assess their
performance.

3.1 Conflicting interests of
stakeholders

As discussed above, the veifiable indicators must
reflect the interests of different stakeholders. In FPR,
the two main groups of stakeholders are the project
implementers (e.g. an NGO or government research
unit), and farmers. Other stakeholders may adso have
to be included. For instance, a project on livestock
nutrition may have to consider how non-livestock
holders might also use fodder trees. In an area in
which pastoralists graze their livestock on crop
residues in the off-season, a project on soil fertility will
have to take their interests into account as well as
those of the arable farmers.

Comparison between the find two columns in
Tables 5, 6 and 7 shows that the project stakeholders
may differ in their ideas of project success. Thereis ho
guarantee that the interests of different stakeholders
will be mutualy compatible. Or, they may be
compatible at the outset, but then diverge as the
project progresses. For instance, farmers concerns
with risk, processing qudity, etc., may not be the
same as researchers. There may aso be tensions over
how much time participatory approaches take.

The posshility of divergent, even conflicting,
indicators derived from these criteria must therefore be
explicitly recognised. Project preparation and
implementation relies on discusson  among
stakeholders to resolve such differences. In redity,
however, the differences may be so wide that only an
uneasy compromise can be reached. Where the
compromise breaks down and views on 'success
diverge, the project will, a best, have to be
reformulated and, a worst, abandoned atogether.
Complementary  techniqgues such as process
documentation and monitoring can be used to keep
track of changing expectations and performance
criteria (Farrington and Rangnekar (eds) 1997; Mosse
et al. (eds) (forthcoming).

3.2 Assessing distributional impact

Who gans or loses from FPR? To answer this

gquestion, we mugst fird divide the intended

beneficiaries (i.e. the stakeholder group broadly

referred to above as farmers) into sub-sets. These can

be grouped according to their:

* |and type (the extent of irrigation; dope; fertility;
risk of flooding...);

» dze of holding (including, where relevant, those
with no land at al);

* type and security of land tenure;

e access to other resources;

» farming system (crops only; crops and livestock;
perennia crops only...);
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 period of residence;

e income or wedlth;

» age and gender.

The next step is to design a series of questions to
assess the potential impact of change on the sub-sets
concerned. Box 2 contains sample questions on the
gender impacts of a specific project. Mogt of these
questions could be adapted and used for the other
categories listed above.

A further step is then to define indicators for
monitoring the changes caused by the project. Thus,
for instance, an FR project may be expected to
reduce the amount of time spent by women in fied
operations by x% over y years (without any negative
effects on crop performance or on women's rights and
responsibilities). Interviews and surveys of various
kinds, including rapid appraisal techniques, might then
be used to verify these indicators.

We can portray these measures in logframe form
(Table9).

3.3 Group approaches

Is a group approach better than working with
individuas? What are the strengths and weaknesses of
using groups? These questions arose severa times in
section 2. We discuss them further here.

Section 1 suggests that government research and
extension services are concerned primarily with using
FR as a consultative device to enhance the efficiency
of the functions of technology development and
dissamination, whereas NGOs are more concerned
with  longer-teem  questions of empowering

Box 2. Assessing distributional impact: gender
concerns

A gender appraisal involves asking a set of key questions of
any proposed activity:

s Which role of women does the activity address
{(productive, reproductive or managerial), and how?

+ Which of women’s informal ‘areas of influence’ wilt be
affected directly or indirectly by the activity?

¢ Are the managerial aspects of women's existing roles
enhanced (e.g. increased access to technology,
infarmation)?

« How compatible is the activity with existing demands on
women fe.g. time, labour}?

» What practical needsfinterests of women are addressed?

s How will the -activity address women's strategic
needsfinterests (e.g. what opportunities does the activity
have for enhancing women’s access to, and control over,
resources?

» What changes are required in the design of the activity to
ensure a better gender focus?

» What support is needed by the local membership group,
external project, NGO etc. to implement these changes?

Source: Mosse, D. (pers, comm), See also Goldey et al.
{forthcoming).
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Table 9. Sample output row for amount of time women spend

A Summary

B Indicators

C Means of verification

Output Reduced time spent by women in
field operations (without negative
effects on the crop or women's rights

and responsibilities)

operations

% of time spent by women in field

Interviews
Survey (rapid appraisal)

marginalised rurd people. These differences are
reflected in the types of groups favoured by
government departments and NGOs and the ways in
which they work with them.

Temporary farmers groups

Many objectives of government departments can be
met by temporary groups brought together for pecific
purposes. These might include, for instance, assessing
particular technologies or diciting farmers priority
needs for future research. In such cases, researchers
may wish to obtain the views of a representative
cross-section of the community, or of specific sub-sets.
They will therefore be concerned with indicators such
as how far group membership represents one or other
category of the community. They will also wish to
know whether working with groups to design and
disseminate new technologies is more efficient than
are individualistic approaches.

Permanent farmer groups

It is impossible for temporary groups to ded with

certain issues, such as managing externdities (such as

pests), and managing common pool resources (such

as grazing land, forest, water and, in some places,

soil).

» Externalities. Many types of pest (insects, diseases
and weeds) move fredy from one fam to another.
If one farmer does not control them, there will be
negative externa effects on neighbouring farms.

Furthermore, control measures are likely to be more
efficdent if they are implemented jointly than
individualy. A more permanent, cohesive group of
farmers is needed to ensure this happens.

» Common pool resources. The same arguments
apply to the management of common pool
resources. Many of these resources are managed
principaly offfam, for instance in the upper
reaches of micro-catchments. A cohesive group is
needed to determine the rights and responsibilities
of individuad members, to implement decisions on
access rights, and to resolve conflicts with other
villages or individuals.

NGOs philosophies towards working with groups
vary widely. A minority see groups as a vehicle for
consulting with farmers to enhance the efficiency of
technology development and dissemination — in
much the same way as do government departments.
Typicdly, though, NGOs see groups in a
fundamentally empowering vein. Many marginalised
farmers lack the self-confidence and skills to examine
the causes of their condition. They are adso unable to
address these causes, either by drawing on their own
resources or by making demands on outside agencies
such as government or NGOs. As individuas, farmers
lack the drength to negotiate with merchants,
landowners or loca dlitess NGOs see strong,
democratic groups as an effective means of
representing the interests of the poor over the long
term. Eventudly, they hope, these groupswill no

Table 10. Relationships between type of farmers' group, implementing organisation, and their typical roles in

farmer participatory research

Empowering:

Type of group Typically formed Typical roles in FPR See
by/work with
Temporary Government, NGOs Consultative, functional: Table 11
« Diagnose, test, disseminate technologies
Permanent NGOs Consultative, functional:

« Diagnose, test, disseminate technologies

* Manage externalities (e.g. pest control)
« Manage common pool resources (e.g. water, trees)

Tables 11 and 12

Table 12
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Table 11. Indicators of the performance of temporary groups in relation to technology development

A Summary B Verifiable indicators
BR Government BN NGOs' criteria BF Farmers’ criteria
researchers’ criteria i
Outputs | 1 Groups # groups formed by year x Adoptable technalogies rise by ¥% over y years

3c capable of
enhancing the

with individual approaches

Time spent by researchers in obtaining farmers’ views on x candidate
technologies falls by y% over z years compared with individual

function of approaches .

technalogy Suggestions from farmers for new joint experiments rises by %% over ¥
development years compared with individual approaches

Tormed. Mumber of farmers” own experiments rises by 1% over y years compared

Once apprapriate technologies are identified, they spread to x% of
farming community within y years compared with individual approaches

compared with individual approaches, but without
proportional rise in costs {especially of farmers’ time}

Process fssues *
members

Group dynamics allow participation of a high proportion of group .

*  Groups’ compasition reflects desiréd sub-sets of farming popuiation ¢ Croup approaches do not require sharing of ideas ta
*  Group retains adequate cohesion to provide consistent assessment of an extent that may prejudice individual pursuit of
a technology over necessary minimum time {eg, one season) profit

+  Groups’ performance will be influenced by the likelihood that group .
views more readily obtained, or group-based dissemination more
readily achieved, in same types of technology than athers .

Overall amount of time required of farmets in group
appreaches not perceived as excessive

Groups more effective in acquiring technologies
from others than are individual approaches
Meads assessment, screening of aptions, design of

Processes of proup formation should allow
i them to be constituted in ways permitting
i progresslon to more permanent status

experiments and assessment of outcomes performed
mare efficiently under group than individual
approaches

» Possible tensions over what is done collectively and
what is done individually need to be addressed, For
instance, experimentation itself is likely to remain
individual as far as agricuffural technologles are
cancemed

No

te:  For government researchers and NGOs (columns BR and BN), the indicators apply to groups in general. For farmers, they apply only

to the one group to which they belong.

longer need the outside support that is needed at fird.
Permanent, democratic groups are more likely to
result in increased human capacity of farmers (Outputs

in

Table 6) and their organisations (Table 7) than if

the groups are merely temporary.

Indicators of group performance

Tables 11 and 12 present typica performance
indicators for approaches to working with groups.
Table 12 considerstemporary groups. The tables ligt
indicators that might be used for three different types

of

stakeholders: government researchers, NGOs, and

the group members themselves. The indicators aso
differ by stakeholder type:
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Government researchers indicators. For both
temporary and permanent groups, government
researchers will typicaly be concerned with how
efficient the group is as an agent of technical
change. For permanent groups (column BRin Table
12), they may aso be concerned with the group
cohesiveness, which will influence its effectiveness
in managing externaities and common pool
resources.

NGOs indicators. For temporary groups (column
BN in Table 11), NGOs may apply many of the
same criteria as government researchers. They may

also hope that groups be constituted o it is easy
for them to become more permanent. For
permanent groups (column BN in Table 12), NGOs
are interested in some of the same indicators as
researchers, but they are likdy aso to include
indicators of group organisation and management.
For instance, they will hope that office-bearers
change on a regular and transparent basis, that the
groups undertake new types of activities, that
disadvantaged elements play an active role, and
that groups become sdlf-sustaining.

Farmers indicators. Farmers idess of what
makes an effective group are likely to vary widely.
One of the early tasks for a project should be
identify a st of criteria upon which most
collaborating farmers agree. Tables 11 and 12
tentatively suggest criteria which famers may
typicaly share. For temporary groups (Column BF
in Teble 11), famers may want to know how
effective the group is in identifying and accessing
technology, and how much of their time it will take
up. For more permanent groups (Column BF in
Table 12), farmers may want to know how effective
the group is in solving externality problems and in
managing common resources. They may aso want
the group to define the rights and responsibilities of
people who use the common resources, and to
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Table 12. Indicators of performance of permanent groups in relation to managing externalities

A Surnmary

B varifiable indicators

BR Govemment researchers’ criteria | BN NGOs' criteria

BF Farmers’ criteria

Outputs
3c

1 Grotips formed
able o manage
externalities in
agricultural
production and

common pool re-

SOuUrces

Suggestions from farmers for new joint experiments with management practices rises
by x% over y years [compared with individual approaches)

Mo, of farmers’ own experiments rises by x% over y years {compared with
individual approaches}

Groups agree to jointly implemeant x on-farm interventlons sver y years

Groups agree on rights & responsibilities in managing common resources ftrees,
grazing land, etc.) on x area over y years :

Appropriate management practices spread x% facter than with individual approaches

Advantapes of the group’s managing
emternalities outweigh the cost of time
needed

Improved technologies and rights and
respursibllities are applied to a% of the
common poal resource in year 1, b% in
year 2, ic.

n groups farmed by year x

Groups include x% of farmers in
area v within z years

Time speni by researchers obtaining
fammers’ views on z management
options falls by x% over y years
{compared with individual
approaches)

Available off-take of fodder, poles, minor
forest products, etc,, rises by x% over y
years

Changed praciices in common poc! areas
do not tead to unmanageable conflict with
other villages

Process issues

» Can groups resclve conflict with others over access to resotrces?

+ Does group composition reflect desired sub-groups?

+  Are groups cohesive enough to agree on and implement on-farm interventions
and manage common pool resources?

* Do groups consume too much *  Are groups formed and managed in a
researchers’ time and other suificiently accountable fashion that:
resources? - Their leadership changes regulardy?

- They can introduce and manage new
activities such as savings schemes, and
make agreements with banks?

- They can put up candidates for local
elections?

- They can collaborate with and
influence NGOs and GOs?

- Marginalised elements in the village
play an active part, or form a separate
Brovp?

- Groups function without oukside
suppoit after an agreed deadline?

- They can consistently assess &
technology over the minimum time
needed {e.g. one season)?

»  Does the group give [t views more
readily for certain types of technology
than for others? ks dissemination of
some technologies easier?

= s group formation too long and drawn
out? Must would-be members give too
much of their timef

+ s group formation more than purely
preparatory — does it also yield
tangible benefits?

* s sufficient lead time allowed bejore
benefits come on-stream? (Lead time
will vary by type of activity, secio-
ECOnOmic setting, ete.}

Note: For government researchers and NGOs (columns BR and BN), the indicators apply to groups in general. For farmers, they apply only

1o the one group to which they belong.

guard these resources in ways which do not lead to
open conflict with neighbours.

3.4 Multi-agency approaches

FR frequently seeks to strengthen the ability of
organisations to work together. This am isreflected in
row 3¢5 in Table 7. Much has been written in the lagt
five years about the potentia synergies of having
NGOs (and, by implication, the farmer groups with
which they work) work together with government
rescarch and extension organisations (see eg.
Farrington and Bebbington, 1993, and companion
volumes). Veay broadly, NGOs strengths lie in:

Close working relations with farmers, alowing
participatory diagnosis of farmers congtraints and
opportunities.

Holigtic, issue-oriented approaches which highlight
congtraints in farming, support services and such
wider contexts as education, health and nutrition.

A focus on improving livelihoods among the rura
poor.

A strong presence in remote areas in which the
government's reach is weakest.

Interest in creating demands on government
services, where possible by strengthening loca
groups.
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Further, NGOs often work with low externa input,
low risk, environmentaly benign technologies. They
try to develop and disseminate these in ways that
reinforce indigenous knowledge systems and locdl
ingtitutions. However, NGOs are weak in denning
technological problems precisdly, and in devising
solutions to the problems identified.

Government research organisations strengths and
weaknesses are the mirror image of those of NGOs
most are strong in devising new technologies, but few
adequately identify clients needs before doing so.

Two general factors might restricc NGO-GO
interaction. Frs, NGOs vay widdy in their
philosophies, objectives, and mode and scde of
operation. Governments also differ in the development
policies and objectives they pursue, the role they
envisage for the rural poor, and their capecities for
implementing planned intervention.  Second, each
NGO has its own history and was created for specific
purposes. Few NGOs confine themselves narrowly to
specific functions. Many NGOs were established in
opposition to inefficient, corrupt or repressive
governments and may hesitate to become associated
with them. Many governments are equaly reluctant to
engage with NGOs. some see them as potentialy
subversive;, others see their development work as
implied criticism of the state's shortcomings. Many
resent what they see as the diversion of external funds
into NGO activities.

There are also more specific constraints. NGOs and
GOs may have different perspectives on the future of
the rura poor. NGOs typicaly am for economic and
socia sdlf-determination by the rurd poor in their
exigting settings; governments may view therura poor
as a pool of cheap labour which will respond to
opportunities in more dynamic sectors. As discussed
above, NGOs and GOs may have very different views
of the purposes of participatory approaches. They may
aso have very different views on the purposes of
collaboration. For instance, governments typically see
NGOs as a way of reducing their operating costs in
rurd areas. Even if higher government officids see
complementarities between the two sides, lower level
gaf may block collaboration because they fed that
their own positions are threatened, for instance, by the
transfer of village-level extension functions to NGOs.
Y¢, offidd policy in severd countries continues to
favour collaboration between the two sides in rurd
development. In some countries there is financia
provision to allow NGOs to take over certain functions
in denned aress.

An example: The Udaipur pilot programme

In India, some Sate Agriculture Departments
encourage collaboration with NGOs of a type smilar
to that common in primary health care in India. One
response to this is a pilot programme in Udaipur
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Didrict, Rgasthan, supported by the Ford Foundation.

This pilot effort comprises severa initiatives:

(i) A digrict NGO-GO Forum enables NGOs and
research and extenson services to outline
current activities, and plan cross-visits and joint
projects in adaptive research, extension and
training. The Forum is hosted by a government
Farm Science Centre (FSC) which is located a
an NGO, and 0 is regarded by each side as
‘neutral’ territory.

(i) A smdl grant to the FC dlows it to plan
training courses and demonstrationsjointly with
NGOs, in response to NGOs (and it is
assumed, farmers) requirements.

(iii)  An agriculturd research fund allows NGOs and

farmer groups to commission problem-oriented
research not currently being conducted.

(iv)  Consultations with the state government aim to
generate  agreement on the dateleve
inditutional arrangements necessary to facilitate
closer NGO-GO collaboration in the didrict.

The project did not pre-set quantitative (or even
qudlitative) indicators of performance. Its concern has
been more with identifying how interaction between
the two sides might be intensified and monitored
against expectations, so that necessary course
corrections can be made. In logframe jargon, the
concern has been more with the means of verification
than with indicators. One prerequisite of closer
interaction is that reward structures (such as
promotion criteria and means of assessment) in
government organisations should be changed. Thisis
a key issue in dl government research and extension
organisations. The g&f of the agriculturd universities
draw their sdaries from core funds, as long as
promation is geared more to age than performance,
there is little incentive to seek additional funds for
research projects. Much the same applies to extension
4df; they are unlikely to take risks by identifying and
responding to farmer needs if they are rewarded on
the basis of their achieving pre-set targets (e,
number of demongtrations or training courses).

A number of (as yet, imprecisdly formulated)
indicators of peformance are emerging, some
common to the different actors, some differing
markedly. Common to dl actors is the objective of
enhancing the flow of technologies adoptable by
smdl-scae rainfed farmers so that livelihoods can be
improved. However, substantid differences exist
among the actors, not least over how this might be
achieved:

» Theextension service explaits its limited scope to
respond to farmers and NGOs requirements. But
it must dill try to meet targets set from above, for
example for the number and type of
demonstrations it should hold.

e The Farm Science Centre expects NGOs to
become 'more serious in their capacity to
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understand technical issues in agriculture, to help it
to design training courses, and so on.

* NGOs expect government services to respond to
concerns identified in a smal number of villages.
They dso expect the government to understand
that farmer groups should manage common
resources to make water and fodder more available
for faming. In order to take on these
responsibilities, the groups require long-term
preparatory work.

» Watershed development authorities (aAmost
uniquely among government agencies) appreciate
the vaue of micro-watershed development, but
expect it to be achieved by farmer groups after only
minima preparation.

The project is experimenting with severd innovative

ways of monitoring progress. Many of these draw on

'process documentation and monitoring' methodol ogy.

They include:

@) Publication of activities. The project
documents 'Recent Devel opments' in NGO-GO
interaction, within and beyond the digtrict, and
publishes these twice a year. Initidly
established with donor support and expatriate
involvement, this publication is increasingly
being taken over by the Farm Science Centre.
It is now published in both English and Hindi
and is distributed widely. NGOs and GOs in the
digtrict are beginning to contribute short reports
to it, although the editors 4ill have to seek out
much information.

(i) Case histories. The project has prepared

" severd case higtories illugtrating the difficulties
rural people face in:

e making their faams more productive (with
less variation from year to year);

» building a basis for intensified farming, for
instance by ingalling pumped irrigation or
improving management of common pooal
areas on the higher dopes,

* creating demands on NGOs and government
services to support their efforts.

This series also documents how far NGOs and

government services have tried to work

together to meet these demands (and to
identify further requirements), and the reasons
for any success or falure. Following from this,

a number of NGOs have now spontaneoudy

started to document case histories of villagesin

which they have been working.

(i) Working papers. The project has published
several working papers to present case histories
and anaysis of efforts by NGOs and GOs to
work together in and outside the digtrict.

In addition, a number of other devices have proven

particularly illuminating as monitoring tools. These

include:

@) Minutes of meetings such as the Forum.
These are important not only for their accuracy
in recording discussions and decisions, but also
for noting action points. They thereby improve
the prospect that those asked to follow up
specific  decisons  will  report back at
subsequent mestings.

(i)  Meeting agendas. The process of setting the
agenda for meetings is smilarly illuminating. If
agendas are broadened over timeto include the
concerns of an increasing number of
stakeholders, this can be taken to reflect a
growing spirit of collaboration

Conclusions

Logframes offer a number of advantages for the

monitoring and review of FPR. In particular, they

require specification in advance of the intended
purpose, output and activities to be undertaken, the
logicd links among these and means of verifying
progress towards their achievement. This integrated

'set' can then be used as a bass for iterative

modification in a process mode.

Logframes also have a number of disadvantages: to
accommodate process approaches adequately, they
require frequent updating which involves high time
cods for dl stakeholders, and they handle qualitative
information less comfortably than quantitative. The
most fundamental problem in the case of work
conducted in a process mode such as FPR is that they
are premised on:

» A farly direct relationship between activities and
outputs. Where project boundaries are permeable,
as they are particularly in the more empowering
efforts, activities can have effects on actors other
than intended beneficiaries, and outputs can be
influenced other than by planned activities.

~» The capacity of stakeholders to arrive at consensus

on purpose, outputs, activities and performance
indicators. We have argued that, asthe lessons from
ealy activiies become evident, different
stakeholders may in fact have different views on

-what should be done next and on how
performance in doing it should be assessed. In
process projects consensus is not necessarily high
nor a a constant level: the degree of consensus can
vary considerably as events unfold.

» Paformance indicators are objectively verifiable.
We have argued that, in fact, the indicators
considered important by different stakeholder
groups are embedded in their own perceptions of
redity, and so are to a greater or lesser degree
subjective. Equaly, there may be no objective
means of verifying some indicators.

In applications of logframes to process projects, many

of these potential difficulties are Smply subsumed into

the assumptions column.
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Recent experimentation with inductive techniques,
such as process monitoring and documentation,
suggests that these can help to identify key actors and
events that influence the relationship between
activities and outputs. In doing so, they reduce the
volume of unexplained variation currently swept into
the 'black box' of the assumptions column. An
important challenge for the future is to identify in
practical terms how these techniques can complement
logframes. It is certainly conceivable that such
approaches might handle more satisfactorily severa of
the issues relevant to monitoring and review with
which logframes are likely to cope ineffectively, or at
best, in a cumbersome fashion.
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Appendix 1: Project reporting,
monitoring and review

The primary aims of monitoring are to provide abasis
for decisions on subsequent stages of work, to inform

judgments on performance, and to contribute to -

accountability for the use of resources. By contrast,
economic evaluations are concerned with the overall
costs of a project in relation to the benefits generated.
Since benefits may take some time to come on stream,
evaluations are wusualy conducted well after
completion of the activity. Evaluations may also be
conducted at an aggregate or generic level, embracing
many activities of a smilar kind as, for instance, in
overal evaluations of research contributing to the
Green Revolution (Darymple, 1986).

This Appendix provides some definitions of the
procedures used in management of the project cycle.
One difficulty in doing so is that the underlying
concepts of a project cycle vary from one agency to
another. Ideas on how projects should be managed
aso differ. Rather than comparing these concepts, we
below quote the definitions used by one agency - the
UK Overseas Devel opment Administration—which has
recently spent considerable effort in producing
definitions for use in dl its projects (ODA Office
Instructions, vol. 1, sections G and H, 14 March 1996).

The number and frequency of project reviews will
depend on the nature of the project. These may be
conducted only at the end of a project for projects of
12 years duration. Longer projects may have a mid-
term review, or a review coinciding with the end of
specified phases of work. In logframe terms, reviews
are usually concerned with progress towards
achievement of Goals, and checks whether the
respective assumptions remain valid.

1.1 Definitions _
Project reporting, monitoring and review form a
central part of the project cycle management system.
 Project reports compare the progress of project
implementation with what was planned at the
activity and output level of the logical framework.
e Monitoring focuses on progress to achieving
Outputs and Purpose. It includes a look at the
assumptions in the logical framework both at
Activity-to-Output and Output-to-Purpose levels.
-« Reviews take a drategic overview, particularly
assessing progress to achieving the project Purpose
and Goal.

1.2 Purpose of monitoring, reporting
and reviews

Project monitoring, reporting and
management tools that:

reviews are

e Help ensure that all ODA project funds are used
effectively and efficiently, within the agreed time
frame and budget;

e Ensure continuous learning and quality control for
ODA both during the specific project and into new
projects.

e BUT they are not ODA 'policing' activities.

« Reporting should be seen by ODA, the recipient
and project gaff as an integral part of the project's

" activity, supported by periodic monitoring and
review within the ODA.

e Mechanisms for participatory monitoring should be
developed during the project design stage in
partnership with the recipients.

e ODA monitoring should be designed and
implemented to support the broader project
management requirement.

1.3 Project memorandum

The project memorandum and supporting documents

must describe how the project will be implemented.

The logicd framework must show how progress

towards achieving the project purpose will be

demonstrated.

e The project memorandum must also describe the
plan, frequency and responsibilities for reporting,
monitoring and review.

« Depending on the project, the memorandum may
include a detailed work plan and activity chart.

« If not, the project memorandum must clearly set out
how detailed work plans will be drawn up and
approved. )

e Some projects could have work plans for the full
project period, for instance, whereas others may
only have a detailed plan for the next six months
and an outline for the balance of the project which
will be defined and approved as implementation
progresses.

Good, objectively verifiable indicators (OVIs) are
needed in the logica framework against which
progresswill be monitored. Other stakeholders should
be encouraged and assisted to select their own
indicators which ODA should incorporate into
assessments of progress particularly at the outcome to
purpose level. For process projects it is especially
important to set clear OVIs for each project stage.

The project memorandum must describe, where
appropriate:

« Roles and responsibilities

. - The roles and responsibilities of [government]

team members and recipient's team members;

- Tems of reference for the ODA financed

personnel;
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- Roles of dl agencies involved in the project;

- Sygem for preparation and submission of reports
by project 94f;

- Reporting relationship between project gaf and
between the project gaf and the project
manager(s), . ODA's fidd manager, British
Embassy or High Commisson, ODA's lead
adviser and ODA project officer.

» Other arrangements and responsibilities

- The sygem for procurement of goods and
services, relationship with the procurement agent;

- Respongbility for maintenance/running costs of
project buildings and equipment;

- ODA-financed g&f accommodation and locd
administration;

- Property inventories;

- Imprest accounting instructions,

- Any authorities delegated from the ODA project
officer;

- Responghilities and membership of any loca
steering or review committees.

1.4 Project reports

During project implementation physical, institutional
and financid progress has to be monitored at the level
of outputs, activities and plans. This information
should be generated within the project itsdf and
reported regularly.

Work plans _
» The project management must have a work plan
agreed with ODA and the recipient which:

- Is developed from the work breakdown activity
chart in the project memorandum;

- Is regularly reported againgt and updated.

e The work plan content must: )

- Réate to the logica framework;

- Include activities needed to gather data against
which to assess progress in relation to agreed
targets/indicators in the logicd framework and
reporting frequency.

This requirement applies to dl projects but is al the
more important for process projects.

The report format must require reporting against
the logical framework and the work plans to review
againgt activities and outputs (and purpose where
appropriate). Reports should give ful reasons if
progress-is not proceeding as planned, check that the
assumptions in the logical framework remain valid,
highlight recommended action points by ODA,
recipient or others and identify responsbility for
follow up with a target date for action.

Reports should be sent to the ODA project officer,
who is responsible for arranging circulation within
ODA to dl those who should see the report and for
ensuring relevant follow up action is taken.
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1.5Monitoring

Monitoring is a responsibility of both the recipient's
project management and the ODA. The project
management must include plans for monitoring. This
will usually include vidts by ODA g4 to project sites
and regular meetings with project management, as
well as arrangements for monitoring the project's
progress through perusa of the reports provided by
project gff. It is preferable that monitoring vists are
undertaken with the recipient's project management
gdf, but this may not adways be possible. Aid
Secretaries in the overseas Post dso play an important
role in the day to day monitoring of project progress
and in drawing attention to any problems
experienced.

1.6 Frequency of monitoring

Thereis no st pattern for the frequency of monitoring
meetings or visits. Smdler, sraightforward projects
may need ODA ddf (for example, Advisars or Fidd
Managers) to meet project daff and/ or vist project
dgtes only once a year, whereas for larger projects
every three months might be appropriate. The
frequency of monitoring and review reports will be set
out in the Project Memorandum.

1.7 Content and circulation of
monitoring reports :
ODA monitoring reports may include
recommendations for changes in the logicd
framework or work plans, and advice on how to solve
problems experienced by the project. Reports should
monitor progress at Activity to Output level and
provide an overview of overall progress particularly in
relation to project Purpose using the indicators of
achievement as milestones. Itis good practice to leave
a written record (subject to ODA management
endorsement if necessary) with the recipient - for
example, in the form of an aide memoire at the end of
a monitoring visit. '

1.8 Format for monitoring reports
Detailed reports are required against the logica
framework and work plans to provide the information
on projects towards outputs and purpose. Any
recommendations for changes in the project should be
in the form of suggested revisions to the logica
framework and/or work plan; action points and
responsibilities for follow up must be clearly identified
with a target date for action.

1.9 Reviews

Mog projects monitoring plans will include
arrangements for an Output to Purpose Review. They
should be undertaken jointly with the recipient, and
should involve key project stakeholders. The main
function is to assess progress towards achievement of
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require long term planning and may include a number
of stages for information gathering and assessment.
The main ODA project team should participate in the
final stage of the Output to Purpose Review so that
the widest interdisciplinary view and assessment can
be taken. Output to Purpose Reviews can also provide

material on aid effectiveness and Impact.

1.10 Review reports

The content and format for review reports should be
the same as for monitoring vists but should
concentrate on the higher levels of the logica
framework rather than day to day detailed technical
questions.
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Appendix-2: The Biggs framework for classifying FPR

The main text of this paper draws largely on the
concepts underlying FPR outlined in Appendix 2.
However, it aso draws on the work of Biggs (1989),
who set out four modes of farmer participation,
distinguished by ‘differences in objectives and the
organisation and manageria arrangements they require
for implementation (p3).' These four modes are briefly
described below, and their man feaures are
summarised in Table A2.1.

The contractual mode of agricultural research
embodies the lowest level of participation, and is most
closdly associated with researchers who focused on
fidd testing varietd peformance. In this mode
researchers are primarily interested in testing varieties
under locd soil and climatic conditions. Farmer
participation is limited mainly to providing land or
labour. To mogt, this would scarcely congtitute
‘participation'.

Mogt public sector agricultura researchers work in
the consultative research mode; it was the dominant
mode encountered during the literature reviewed for
this paper, in the comparative case studies conducted
by ISNAR (Biggs 1989), and during a review of
research methods carried out by Lightfoot and Barker
(1988). Consultative researchers actively seek out
farmers views and experiences from the start of the
research, while taking most of the decisons about
experimental design.

Inthecollaborative mode, agricultura researchers
work with farmers on a continuous basis. Researchers
and farmers are equal partners in the research process,

each using their respective comparative advantage to
feed into the formulation of research questions, the
design of experiments, and the evauation of
experiments and technologies.

Biggs (1989) defines the collegiate research mode
as 'where the forma research system activey
strengthens the informal R&D system a the farmer,
village, and community levels (p8).' While working in
this mode, researchers service the ongoing research
activities of the local community or individual farmers,
explicitly supplementing their knowledge about new
technologies and experimental methods.

The Biggs framework can be broadly reconciled
with that used in the main text of this paper as
follows. contractud and consultative modes of
participation relate principally to the development of
technologies through the application of PR methods
(Output 3ain Table 4) These modes of research are
generally conducted by public sector scientists
concerned with the functiona objective: of enhancing
the efficiency of research.

The collaborative mode may be undertaken both by
public sector and by NGO researchers. It may yied
both enhanced efficiency in afunctional sense through
improved information flows to researchers. Equaly,
however, NGOs (especialy) are likely to see it as a
means of empowerment, and it may have capacity
building and inditutional strengthening aspects
(Outputs 3b and 3c in Table 4), as well as those
concerned with technology development.

Table A2.1. The four modes of farmer participation: Man features

Contract

Consultative

Collaborative

Collegiate

Type of relationship
between researchers
and farmer

Contractual

Doctor (researcher) to
patient (farmer)

Partners

Researchers as
facilitators

Research emphasis

Technology testing and
verification

Surveying, and
diagnosis, testing and
adaptive research

Learning from farmers
to guide research

Understanding and
strengthening informal
R&D

Type of farmers
involved (who chooses
them?)

Those who can
guarantee contractual
conditions, primarily
chosen by researchers

Determined by course
of research, mainly
chosen by researchers,
based upon their own
criteria

Jointly defined by
farmers and
researchers, research
collaborators chosen by
both groups

Experimenting farmers

Priorities during on-
farm research

Trials and written
reports

Informal and formal
surveys, trials, reports
or researcher analysis,
field days for extension

-purposes

Village research legiti-
macy meetings, farmer-
researcher meetings for
diagnosis, planning and
interpretation, trials,
formal surveys

Supporting
experimenting farmers
and research-minded
local representatives
and farmer information
networks

(adapted from Biggs, 1989)
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Appendix 3. Qudlitative and quantitative types of enquiry:
concepts and practice

It was suggested in Part 1 that the more participatory
the mode of research, the greater is the role of
qudlitative over quantitative enquiry likely to be. Here
we set out the main differences between qualitetive
and quantitative enquiry.

Quantitative infor mation answers gquestions such
as. How much is produced? What is the change in
productivity associated with this crop? How long does
the crop take to reach harvest? How much labour or
chemicd inputs is needed? What are their coss? How
many farmers have adopted this variety?

Qualitative information answers questions such
as. Why do farmers like this technology? Who would
use this technology? What conditions have to be in
place if this technology is to be taken up? What socia
congtraints hinder the adoption of this technology?
What are the key elements to this farming system, and
how has it evolved?

Our literature review confirms that even though
most researchers collect both quditative and
quantitative data during the implementation of FPR,
the collection of qualitative information has been
relaively more important for researchers working with
higher levels of participation. The reasons for this
appear to be twofold:

The firgt reason is related to the particular gods of
the researchers. Some researchers may atach more
importance to the process of research than the
outcomes (to address, for example, empowerment
agendas), or may be concerned with understanding
how various socid factors congtrain the development
process, the adoption of certain technologies, or the
process by which farmersimplement experiments with
researchers (See Okai e al, 1994 for a detailed
review of these differing objectives of FPR). These
researchers are often very interested in descriptive
quditative information about the experimentation
process and other factors not directly related solely to
the technology generation aspect of FPR. Other
researchers hold the opposite view, being interested
simply in how well a particular technology performs
in an gpecific agroecological context, using
participation merely as a means to implementing an
experiment. These researchers are generaly more
interested in the quantitative information collected
concerning technology performance (e.g. growth rates,
yield). Other researchers employ a combination of
approaches.

Second, one of the key strengths of using many
participatory approaches is that they help researchers
and devel opment workers quickly and cost-effectively
to collect extensive information about the context

~within which AR is to be conducted, about the

characterigtics of the farmers with whom they plan to
work, the reations amongst them, and their
perspectives. This was the mgor impetus for the
development of, for example, rapid rurd appraisa
(RRA) drategies, and the less extractive participatory
rurd appraisa (PRA) (Moris and Copestake, 1993).
Researchers using a wide range of participatory
approaches are in a good position to collect this
information, and many do. Much of thisinformation is
qudlitative in nature.

Basic principles of qualitative and |
quantitative enquiry

Qualitative research methods

"Whilethereareelegant philosophical rationales
and theoretical underpinnings to qualitative
enquiry the practical applications come down to
afew very basic and simpleideas:. pay attention,
listen and watch, be open, think about what you
here and see, document systematically (memory

is selective and unreliable), and apply what you

learn." Patton 1990, pl39

The firg principle of quaitative enquiry is thet there
are no blueprints; the techniques used for qualitative
enquiry must be adapted to the research purpose and
context. Moris and Copestake (1993) have dso
highlighted a second key principle upon which al
qudlitative enquiry rests, that of triangulation.

Triangulatlon is the process by which identica
issues are investigated through the use of different
techniques. For example, information about varietal
performance gained through open discussions with
groups of farmers may be more closdly examined
through the use of sructured interviews with
individua farmers. Individud structured interviews can
help researchers to understand more clearly how or
why certain varieties fit better into the farming system,
perhaps by exposing key constraints to their use (e.g.
labour availability).

Experience shows that the use of triangulation can
lead to useful research indghts, but its main purpose
is to help to expose bias. For example, agricultural
researchers who go into the fidd looking for certain
information may be a some rik of biasng any
qudlitative data they collect through, for example, fidd
observations. In most cases the information collected
through fied observations should be combined with
interview data and possbly detailed descriptive
information collected over the course of a growing
season before firm conclusions may be made abot,
for example, farmer cultivation practices.
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- An important approach to triangulation employed
by agricultural researchers is that of using a
combination of quditative and quantitative data. Few
qudlitative modes of enquiry are not supplemented by
or do not incorporate some use of quantitative
approaches. For example, in Wes Java, Amir and
Knipscheer (1987) discuss how they combined
monthly vidts to conduct interviews and informd
discussions with farmers (qualitative approach), with
intensive data collection on anima status and an end-
of-experiment survey (quantitative approach) to
understand the effect of individual farmer behaviour
on production. Comparable experiences are common
in the AFR literature.

Smilar combinations of quditative and quantitative
approaches can help researchers to overcome the
‘black box' approach to FPR associated with some
modes of agricultural experimentation. For example,
if new varieties are assessed only in terms of an
analysis of inputs (e.g. labour, fertilisers, pesticides) vis
a vis outputs (the harvest), and this information is
collected during a structured survey, researchers may
not be able to explain variations between the harvests
of 'identical farmers.' These variations may be caused
by, for example, different cultivation practices rooted
in differing farmer livelihood drategies. The data
generated through the use of qualitative methods may
often help to explain quantitative findings, or may
even show the weaknesses of survey-oriented
techniques, which may not be able to tease out the
‘cutting edge’ of farmer efforts (Ashby, 1986; de Jager,
1991). :

So even though many of the qualitative approaches
identified above are used primarily to dicit qualitative
information, in practice they are often accompanied by
quantitative approaches to data collection.

There are three main areas of activity associated
with qualitative enquiry. Patton (1990) namesthem as.
documents, observations, and interviews. Bdow we
have adapted his framework to better describe the
methods employed by those implementing FFR. Many
of the methods encountered during our review fit
under a least one of the following headings:

» Background reviews of documentation.
* Observations in the field.
* Interviews, discussons and meetings.

In AR work these data collection activities are
usually used in combination with one ancther. In
addition, the mix of methods of each type used by
researchers are highly variable. There are no drict
rules governing when and how individua methods
should be used. The key criterion is that they support
the immediate purpose of the investigation in
question. o

- So quditative research methods are used to
investigate what people are doing, thinking and
feding through observation, interviews, and the
anadysis of documents. They are particularly suitable
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for helping researchers and development workers

understand how things happen by helping to illustrate

process. They help researchersto trace individualised

outcomes, through case studies, for example, and to

understand how context contributes to the variability .
of experience among individuas exhibiting smilar

persona and structura characterigtics (Patton, 1990).

They tend to follow an inductive approach, and be

subject to researchers interpretations (Moris and

Copestake, 1993).

Quadlitative research methods alow researchers to
study situations ‘without being constrained by
predetermined categories of analysis (Patton, 1990,
p3); they are most often used to collect a large body
of detailed information about a small number of cases.
Biographicd case studies of key informants (e.g. Box,
1987) are an example of this approach. Understanding
the differences between individuad cases is an
important aspect of this work (Koppel, 1990).!

Quantitative research methods
Quantitative research methods, onthe other hand, am
to generate 'empirical measurements which (may) be
andysed within the framework of a deductively
judtified methodology' (Moaris and Copestake, pp. 3-4).
In order to generate these measures, quantitative
methods rely on closed questions, numerical data
collection, and a rigorous approach to handling data
in order to ensure objectivity (Cadey and Kumar,
1988; Moris and Copestake, 1993).

Quantitative methods tend to generate answers to.
a limited st of questions which may be analysed
datigticaly, and generdlised. For example, a smple
survey may ask for a limited set of data (e.g. crops
grown, input and labour use for each, prices, and
yields) and be administered to hundreds of farmers
who have been sdlected randomly. The data generated
in this way will help researchers to establish firm
correlations between variables and develop afirm idea
of an "average scenario,’ which they can use to help to
focus research efforts. Surveys are most useful in
identifying the common characteristics of farmers
(Koppd, 1990).

Quantitative methods of generating information for
monitoring and review purposes generaly fdl under
two headings. They are:

* Surveys or questionnaires
* Direct measurements

Agan, many of the data collection activities
encountered during our review fdl under one of these
headings, and these areas of data collection are often
used in combination.

The principal criteria for carrying out quantitative
enquiry is that the data used must be objective.
Researchers using quantitative methods should be
ableto treat the data with various datistical tests.
Survey respondents therefore should be randomly
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;rable A3.1. Qualitative and quantitative information
for monitoring and review

Qualitative information Stage of Quantitative
(examples) research information
(examples)
Farmer opinions about Planning Past and current

problems, constraints, yields, incomes,

and opportunities. labour use,
Descriptions of climate, rainfall,
farming systems, social * soil nutrient

relations, etc., and the status, erosion
process by which they rates.
have evolved.
Identification of who
involved in farming
and why. '

¢ Relative importance of
farming within the
economy:

Growth rates,
climate, rainfall,
erosion rates,

¢ What are the Implement
difficulties in -ation
implementing the
experiment? labour use,

¢ How should the prices, input
research be adapted or use.
how have farmers
adapted the
experiment?

* What do farmers think
of the progress of the
research or the
technology being
tested?

* How do farmers think Review Yields, prices,
the research could be soil nutrient
improved? status.

¢ What are their
opinions about the
tested technology?

¢ What are the potential
constraints to its
adoption?

* How well was the
experiment carried
out?

sdlected, and experimental plots carefully designed
and controlled. There is arigorous, set form to the use
of quantitative methods (e.g. Cadey and Kumer, 1987
and 1988)

An important rationale for supporting the use of
quantitative methods with qualitative methods to
monitor and evaluate FPR is that generating
quantitative data which satifies basic datidticd
requirements is chronically difficult in FPR. Fluctuating
ranfal and other exogenous factors, coupled with the
integration of complex socia factors (e.g. vaying
farmer treatments), or complex plant mixtures means
that it is very rare for FFR work to generate firm,
guantifiable conclusions about technology

performance over the course of only one cropping
cycle, or even over severa seasons. In their discussion
of project monitoring and review of agricultura
projects Cadey and Kumar (1987) note that ‘the
determination of yield or production trends in rainfed
smdlholder farming areas may be impossible within
the implementation periods of most projects (p. 119).
This point applies equally to participatory agricultura
research projects.

Quditative methods help on-farm researchers to
flesh out' what are often, at best, approximate
conclusions based upon quantitative data sets. Many
onfam researchers combine quantitative and
qudlitative methods during research, and they should
be expected to complement each other in the same
way in monitoring and review activities. For example,
iterative, quditative data-gathering approaches are
often now used in combination with quantitative
methods during dl stages of research (e.g. Floguet,
1990), researchers are using qualitative preference
evauations to focus breeding programmes (Ashby,
1990), and researchers are developing and refining
quditative indicators (e.g. sustainability) to augment
quantitative evaluations df, for example, the changing
nutrient status of a farming system (Lightfoot et al.,
1993). As researchers increasingly attempt to
incorporate contextua information into their anayses
of farming systems and agricultura technologies
through FPR, qualitative assessment has become more
important during the evaluation of experiments.

Table A31 sets out some of the information
rlevant to monitoring and review that may be
pursued by researchers during different stages of the
research cycle, distinguishing between quantitative
and qudlitative indicators.

Sampling issues

Sampling methods assist in economising on the
resources needed to collect and analyse data, and to
provide a framework to dlow detection of any bias.
Merrill-Sands e al. (1991) argue that athough
participatory researchers often develop formd
selection criteria, these criteria are often not applied in
the fidd, resulting in ad hoc selection. As a result,
there is often a systematic bias in favour of male,
wedthy, and politicaly active farmers. Since this
dfects the outputs of research, Merill-Sands et al.
suggest the development and application of explicit
and defensible sampling criteria which reflects both
the research objectives, and the type of participation
sought.

Quantitative and qualitative approaches to data
collection tend to use different sampling approaches.
Quantitative approaches redy on probability
sampling, where: the probability of any one farmer
being selected is known; there are clearly defined
sdlection procedures; sampling frames or lists are
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employed; sampling theory is applied; and there is a
possibility of estimating the sampling error. |If
probability sampling procedures are adequately
applied, the data generated may be andysed
datidticaly, and generalised. The issues involved in
using probability sampling techniques are reviewed in
Cadey and Kumar (1987 and 1988).

Quadlitative approaches, on the other hand tend to
rely on smal sample sizes, and these samples are
often selected purposively. There are many different
approaches to purposive sampling. Patton (1990)
reviews 16 different approaches to purposive samp-
ling. Some of these are summarised in Table A3.2.

Quadlitative and quantitative research methods aso
use different approaches to collecting data. Some of
the main differences are set out in Table A3.3-

In practice there is a trade-off between the cost of
information gathering techniques, and the precision of
the data gathered (eg. Grdf e al, 1991). Mo
researchers are unable to carry out hundreds of
detailed case studies or conduct extensive structured

surveys containing hundreds of questions, dueto basic

resource and time constraints. This highlights a key
congtraint to information gathering methods for
monitoring and review; the trade-off between breadth
and depth of data collection (Petton, 1990).

As a result, researchers are constrained in their
choice of data collection techniques. Again, the use of
a combination of quantitative and qualitative
approaches to carrying out monitoring and review is
implied.

Qualitative and quantitative indicators
In practice

Mog practical experience hitherto has been gained in
developing indicators for the technology development
functions of FFR (see section 13). Here we draw
together some of the evidence and arguments on
indicators and means of assessment.

The objectives of the indtitutions involved in FFR
are important determinants of the approach to
participation employed, the monitoring and review
approach which should be taken up, and the relative
importance to be accorded to quantitative or
qualitative data. There are aso other considerations -
cost or research capacity, for example - which may
act as practica congtraints to the amount and nature
of information that can be collected in a given amount
of time. Indicators of performance of FPR therefore
need to be identified which (a) provide adequate
information to researchers and others and (b) do so
within the levels of resources available.

Here we review perceptions on why indicators are
needed, and then review some of the indicators which
have been used in the past to evduate FPR. We firg
review quantitative indicators conventiondly used
during the evaluation of agricultural research. We then
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Table A3.2. Purposive sampling strategies

Type

Purpose

Extreme or deviant case
sampling

Intensity sampling

Maximum variation
sampling

Homaogenous sampling
Typical case sampling
Stratified purposive

sampling

Critical case sampling

Chain sampling

Criterion sampling

Confirming and
disconfirming cases

Opportunistic sampling
Random purposive

sampling (still smal
sample size)

Sarpling politically
importanit or
unimportant cases

Convenience sampling

Combination or mixed
purposive sampling

To learn from exceptional cases

To learn from information-rich,
but unexcepticnal cases

To identify common patterns that
cut across variations

To reduce variation and simplify
the analysis

Yo iltustrate what is normal or
average

To facilitate comparisons
between subgroups

To permit logical generalisation
and maximum application of
information to other cases

To identify cases of interest from
pecple who know people who
know people...

Picking ali cases that meet some
criterion 1o assure quality

To elaborate and deepen initial
analysis, to test variation

To take advantage of the
unexpected

To add credibility to sample
when potential purposive sample
is larger than one can handle

To attract attention or to avoid
undesired attention to study

To save time, money and effort.
Yields information poor-cases

For triangulation, flexibility,
meeting multiple interests

Adapted from Patton (1990)

review various qualitative indicators which may be use
to help researchers to assess technologies, and
highlight the problems and opportunities arising.

Purposes of indicators for monitoring
and review

As emphasised in Pat 1, without the prior
identification of FFR purposes and anticipated outputs,
and the establishment of corresponding baseline
indicators, it is impossble to conduct adequate
monitoring or meaningful evaluations of FPR. Any
work conducted in the absence of those would be
largely arbitrary, and would be unlikely to establish a
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Table A3.3. Main traits of qualitative and quantitative
approaches

Qualitative Quantitafive

Inductive approach to
conducting interviews

Deductive approach to
taking physical counts

Sampling approach related
to a pre-determine statistical
design

Sampling approach related
to relative value of data
sources

Observations recorded as
preclassified categories or
numbers

Chservation recorded in
representational form
{images, narratives, notes)

Closed-form observational

approach to meet already-

established methodological
criteria

Open-form ohservation
approach subject to
contextual variables

Interpretation situationally
driven, representing specific
situations and difficult to
generalise

Interpretation procedurally-
driven, deriving objective
facts, and easy to generalise

(Adapted from Moris and Copestake, 1993, p5)

‘causdity of change (Cadey and Kumar, 1987).
Linking cause with effect is an essentia function of a
monitoring and review system.

It is therefore essentia that ingtitutions conducting
FR establish clear research objectives from the outset.
Depending upon the inditutiona mandate and
corresponding approach, these objectives may be
determined largely by researchers, by researchers and
farmers working together, or largely by farmers. Those
controlling the experiment must then identify relevant
performance indicators, which, in turn, will determine
what means of verification are appropriate during and
after research.

This is not to say that additional information arising
during the experiment which does not fulfil immediate
monitoring functions should not aso be collected. It
is important to stress, however, that there should be a
minimum amount of data collected which may be
related to a 'dtarting point,' the basdline. Identifying
these minimum data needs is important to ensure that
research resources are used efficently to collect
relevant and useful data for monitoring and review.

Quantitative indicators

In the past, most researchers have focused on the use
of quantitative criteria to assess FPR. The most
common ones are listed in Table A34. The mogt
obvious quantitative criteria have been agronomic or
agroecological; growth and yield data, and information
on environmental impact are central characteristics of
new varieties and practices which are used for

evaluation by both farmers and researchers. The most
common agronomic indicator used to evaluate FFR is
yidd (e.g. Denning, 1991; Ashby, 1987; Fernandez,
1991), including, for example livestock weight gain
(Baker .and Knipscheer, 1987; Peterham and Basuno,
1986) and dability of yidds (Ashby et al, 1987).
Researchers may aso be interested in growth rates
over the course of a season (Edwards, 1987), or
farmers perceived agroecologicd benefits (Reynolds
etal., 1991). Some have even attempted to determine
relative efficiencies of resource use by employing the
Land Equivaency Ratic® during their assessments
(Arbab and Prager, 1991), or by determining how the
nutrient status of a system increases or decreases over
the long term in response to the introduction of new
technologies (e.g. Arbab and Prager, 1991; Lightfoot et
al, 1993).

The use of inputs (e.g. chemicals or fertilisers) is
aso an important indicator, especidly as it relates to
how feasible the adoption of a technology will be for
farmers with low assets, farmers facing incomplete or
undevel oped markets for their goods, or farmers not
inclined to use inputs at agronomically optimal levels
or, more reasonably, a economic levels. Data on the
prices of inputs and outputs as wdl as input
application levels are the assessment of agronomic
performance and of the potential economic benefits of
technologies (e.g. Ashby, 1987).

Economic criteria are widdly used to assess the
success of AR (eg. Graf et al, 1991; Ashby, 1987,
Tan, 1986). Economic anadyss may be used to
determine net benefits from a technology (Potts et al,
1983), total profit, labour use or opportunity cost (e.g.
Arbab and Prager, 1991; Repulda et al, 1987), income
efects (e.g. Adesine and Zinnah, 1992), impact upon
production and market rik (Janssen and Lynam,
1990), measures of farmers willingness to pay for
technologies (e.g. Baker and Knipscheer, 1987) or the
returns to investment in the APR programme (Martinez
and Arauz, 1984; Matinez et al, 1991). These
assessments may be carried out with farmers in the
fiedd immediately after the harvest (Edmeades et al,
1991) or over the long term to assess socio-economic
impacts of adoption (Worman et al, 1991).

There are other standard financia and economic
techniques which are used widdly to generate
evauative indicators for agricultural research.
Echeverria (1990) reviewed a range of economic
studies assessing the impact of research and extension,
identifying three main approaches. Schultz's (1953)
‘value of inputs saved' approach, the widely-employed
economic surplus approach to estimating the returns
to investment, and econometric approaches to
determine the margina rate of returns on investment.
In a standard text on the financia and economic
andyds of agricultura projects, Gittinger (1982)
identifies a range of undiscounted and discounted
economic measures of project worth which
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Table A3.4. Qualitative and quantitative criteria for monitoring and review of FPR

Quantitative indicators

Qualitative indicators

Agronomic or agroecological criteria
Growth or growth rates

Yield and stability of yields

LER measures

Impact on system nutrient status
General environmental impact
Effects on production risk

&« & & & 9 »

Economic criferia

* Measures of profit or net benefit
= Net present worth

* FEconomic measures of input use
Effects on market risk
Opportunity costs

Returns to investment

Internal rate of retum

Economic surplus generated

Other criteria

*  Adoption

¢ Impacts upon wealth distribution
= Storage abilities

Aesthetic criferia
Suitabllity

Taste

Plant architecture
Colour

Size

Shape

Texture
Marketability

* & & 8 ®» & 85 »

Farming criteria

Compatibility with existing system

Impacts on drudgery

Satisfaction of multiple production objectives
Intercropping characteristics

Environmental impact

Impact on perceived risk

*® & % & 4 @9

Other criteria

+ Sustainahility
Equitability

Skill building
Satisfaction of multiple socio-political objectives (e.g.
Empowerment)
Synergy

Quality of relationships
Satisfaction

Coacking response
Texture

Storage qualities

Quality

* ¥

& & 9 5 & = *

researchers may use to evauate their work. The most
‘widdy used measures are the net present worth
(NPW) of investment and the calculated internal rate
of return (IRR). Mutsaers et al. (1986) also review a
limited selection of standard approaches.

The important point to emphasise with respect to
al of these approaches to economic assessment is that
no researcher uses dl of them to evaluate individual
experiments. A small selection of these methods often
provides sufficient information to evaluate individual
projects. For instance, in areas where labour is a key
constraint, determining the returns to labour invested
may provide aufficient information to make a
reasonable assessment of technology adoption
potential. Again, it is important to identify clear
research objectives before identifying a limited range
of smple economic indicators to use in evaluations.
CMMYT has developed an informative guide to
carying out economic assessments of on-fam
experiments (CIMMYT, 1988).

Additional quantitative information may be collected
to help researchers to understand the wider complex
of socio-economic factors affecting the suitability of
technologies. For example, researchers may need to
understand the income didribution within a
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community in order to properly assess how well a
technology is suited to a particular socio-economic
context. This information is most often obtained
through the use of socio-economic surveys of
households, but participatory approaches may be
more rapid and cost efficent. For example,
participatory wedlth ranking methods are sometimes
‘used to achieve this objective (e.g. Grandin, 1988).

The quantitative indicator used most widely by
researchers to indicate success or failure of FFR is that
of adoption rates (e.g. Denning, 1991; Martinez and
Arauz, 1984; Collinson, 1986; Tripp, 1991). Potential
for adoption may adso be an important evauative
criteria Sumberg and Okali  (1988) noted the
importance of maximising the range and variability in
which technologies are tested, to understand 'how,
under what conditions, and for what ends the
technology could be manipulated,’ in order to assess
the probability that farmers would take up dley
cropping technologies. Adoption is an especialy
important indicator for researchers working at the
adaptive end of the spectrum.

One of the problems with the use of adoption as an
indicator is that it is often difficult to describe in terms
of an absolute figure (Cadey and Kumar, 1987). For
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example, if there is a package of recommendations
accompanying atechnology and, as is often the case,
farmers adopt some of them, have they adopted the
technology? If so, does it matter how long they use it?
Smilar problems arise with farmers who introduce a
technology, but in only a limited area on their fams.
Adoption rates should be examined after severa years,
and assessed in terms, for example, of how adoption
raes were odf-sugtaining despite  decreased
inditutional support, or well after project has
terminated (e.g. Smaraks and Khammeang, nd), in
addition to many other factors. IMMYT has published
a comprehensive guide for developing surveys to
assess adoption rates which reviews many of the
above issues (CIMMYT, 1993).

Qualitative indicators

As argued above, sole reliance on quantitative data
has a number of drawbacks, not least that they may
be inaufficient to establish causdlity. However, many
quditative methods are dill in the early stages of
development. Some of those that have been used are
listedin Table A3.4. Furthermore, agricultural scientists
are unaccustomed to what they might regard as 'non-
objective’ criteria, and some have been reluctant to
use them. However, even if it were possible to
quantify al the attributes of a new technology, it
would be impossible expensive to do s0. Researchers
often therefore add their own qudlitative observations
(e.g. on plant vigour or architecture, or on grain size,
colour, etc.) in order to supplement quantitative data.
What is becoming more common in AR is for
researchers to obtain farmers criteria and assessment
of such characterigtics (e.g. Sperling, 1989; Prain et al .,
191 and 19%; Fernandez, 1991, Beker and
Knipscheer, 1987; Ashby, 1990).

For example, in Rwanda farmers were asked to
discuss their expectations about the ability of a crop
to associate with other crops, and its tolerance to pests
and diseases (Sperling, 1989). Elsawhere farmers have
been consulted about storage qualities (Fernandez,
1991; Prain, 1994), or various 'quality’ criteria like
grain type, often digtinguished by physica qualities
like colour, size, shape, cooking response or, plant
architecture (Ashby et al, 1987; Kean, 1987,
Fernandez, 1991). Thiswork is usualy carried out via
visud rankings by famers (e.g. Ashby et al., 1987).
Farmers assessments of a crop's drought avoidance
characteristics (Ashby e al, 1987), or its pest
resistance (Ashby et al., 1987, Kean, 1987) have aso
been sought. Few researchers have attempted to
quantify these criteria rigoroudy.

However, in an efort to compare farmer criteria
with researchers criteria, research has been conducted
into the performance of farmers seed preferences
under research dtation conditions (e.g. Prain et al.,
1994). In some cases was found that farmers choices

Table A3.5. Evauation of sweet potato varieties
during group assessment

Variety Evaluation Reasons

Jewel Select Good appearance; certainty of
market acceptability.

Tambena Select Final colour, good size; and
excellent number of roots of
good size.

Kontiki Select Small but numerous roots,
good colour.

Trujillano Select Perceived marketability,
similarity to old 'lost' variety.

Mochero Reject Deformed shape

ST87122 Reject Pale skin similar to old rejected
variety.

Trulillano Reject Late maturity.

Huarco Reject Deformed shape.

Adapted from Prain et al. 1994

perform poorly on-station (e.g. Maurya and Bottrdl,
1987).

In Peu CIP has developed some dternative
approaches to invalving farmers in the evauation and
sdlection of potato and sweet potato varieties
including both surveys and group assessments (Prain
et al., 1994). During group assessments farmers
evaluated varieties, noting down various characterigtics
which they deemed important (see Table A3.5). These
characterigtics were subsequently ranked to produce
primary, secondary and tertiary criteria

Prain et al. dso found that farmers participating in
potato trids evaluated the varieties according to seven
categories of criteria. These included: ease of pedling,
texture, taste, dormancy period and sprout growth,
water loss, tuber rotting, appearance dter storage.
These subjective 'quality’ characterigtics had different
relaive importance with respect to marketing
requirements (Prain et al., 1994).

Farmer evduations of technologies show great
promise in helping breeders better to focus their work
in developing new crops and seeds for farmers. By
incorporating farmers criteria into forma research
processes from an early stage, these approaches help
to set up a more direct 'demand-pull' on researchers
by farmers, one of the important rationaes for
encouraging greater farmer participationin agricultural
research (Farrington and Martin, 1988).3 Okai and
Sumberg (1995) suggest that whether or not farmers
have experimented with and continue to experiment
with raw materials provided to them by researchersis
the key evaluative activity for collegiate research.

One task not widely addressed by the quditative

37



Agricultural Research and Extension Paper 73

criteria arising during farmer technology evauations is
how they may be used to generate farmers
assessments of researchers work over the course of
experiments. A few of the experiences identified
during the preparation of these guiddines have
directly addressed how farmers may help to evaluate
researchers work in their own terms. For example,
some researchers have tried to determine farmers
relaive satisfaction with trias carried out (Baker and
Knipscheer, 1987), or to catalogue the persona
opinions of farmers about a technology devel opment
and transfer programme (Jintrawet et al., 1985), or to
identify other qualitative indicators concerning an on-
farm programme, for example, farmers views on the
practicality and acceptability of technologies addressed
(Norman and Modiakgotla, 1990), or famer
perceptions of animal performance over the course of
thé trid (Baker and Knipscheer, 1987). However few
have treated this issue in depth.

It remains to be seen how farmer-based technology
evauations may be used more directly to support the
monitoring and review of FFR which goes beyond
varietd development into, for example, resource
management. For example, agroforestry technologies
to improve soil and water conservation need to be
assessed in terms of their impacts upon land tenure
arrangements, the availability of secondary products
(eg. for forage, medicines, or condiments), and
agriculturd productivity — dl over the long term. A
dmilar Situation arises with respect to, for example,
research into the agricultural service delivery, which
needs to consider the socid, politicad and economic
setting in which agricultural development is taking
place.

The arguments for the use of a systems approach in
such aress as the development of low externa input
agriculturd methods and long-term agro-ecological
management approaches is well-established (e.g.
Altieri, 1987, Edwards et al, 1990). Technology-
focused AR rardly provides space for adeguate
consideration of the internal and external biophysical
and socio-economic factors affecting farming systems
productivity, or the achievement of additional farming
system objectives of 'security, continuity, and identity'
(ILBIA, 1991). This poses a dilemmafor researchersin
terms of how to develop ways of addressing these
issues in an integrated way, given the time and
resource congtraints they dl face. This is the redity
faced by farmers which needs to be addressed by
development workers and researchers involved in
these aress.

Agroecosystem anadysis (Conway, 1986 and 1985)
is one approach to addressing the multidisciplinary
and holigic needs of researchers. It uses systems
anadysis in a workshop environment to identify the
key system properties of productivity, dability,
sustainability and equitability, and to develop a st of
questions for future research or guidelines for
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development. This model stuates farming systems
within the context of a livelihood system incorporating
a wide range of activities and s0 is capable of
generating wider questions for researchers than they
usudly face. The model indicates the importance of
using an iterdtive learning approach during research
and development activities: (Conway and Barbier,
1990).

Conway and Barbier define sustainability in terms
of how well it determines the persistence or durability
of a system's productivity under known or possible
conditions; productivity as the output of valued
product per unit-of resource input; stability as the
congtancy of productivity in the face of amdl

- disturbing forces arising from normal fluctuations and

cycdes in the surrounding environment; and
equitability as the evenness of distribution of the
productivity of the agriculturd system among the
human beneficiaries, i.e, the leve of equity that is
generated (Conway and Barbier, 1990, pp 41-42).
Clearly, the criteria suggested through the use of
agroecosystem anadysis remain somewhat ill-defined.
Phrases like 'possible conditions,’ ‘valued product,’
'normal fluctuations,” and 'the level of equity’ imply
some level of normative judgement by researchers
using them. This does not, however, detract from the
validity of the use of such indicators to help to form
research agendas. In fact, their broad base hints at
their long-term potential as performance criteria for

Lightfoot et al. (1993) attempted to quantify
sugtainability in order to assess the potential impact of
research which involved the diagramming of resource
flows with famers. Out of a possible lig of criteria
which included complexity, structurd homogeneity,
nutrient cycling, energy flow and storage, resilience,
diversity, resource use efficiency, stability, productivity
and equity, they chose a st of ‘sustainability
indicators measured in what they admit are 'crude
units. These included:

» Economic efficiency: net fam income or profit.

» Bioresource cycling: the number of fam-
generated bioresource flows as identified on the
bioresource flow diagram.

» Species diversity: the number of individua
species cultivated or otherwise utilised.

» Natural resour ce capacity: derived from dividing
biomass output from dl naturd resource types by
the number of resource systems.

This ambitious attempt to quantify what is widdy
admitted to be a normative concept highlights a basic
problem with the development and use of quditative
indicators by researchers working in the deductive
mode. Their subjective basis precludes any adequate
quantification. Lightfoot et al. (1993) admit their use of
‘common sense' in choosing their indicators; this
would seem to be a key element of any successful
FPR process. (Perhaps the ‘'level of common sense
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employed' should be included in a lig of evauative
criteria for FPRY)

FR is centrdly concerned with the process by
which farmers and researchers work together to
develop drategies to improve agricultura production.
As was highlighted during the discussion in Okdi et
al.-(1994), it has been used to address a wide agenda.
Much of this agenda is laced with normative
assessments, whose potentid  bias impossible to
giminate atogether. Perhaps it should be accepted by
researchers working with farmers that normative
assessments are an important component of FPR, but
more attention should be paid to poor rurd farmers
perceptions and bias. They are, after dl the principa
clients of FFR work. The stakeholder approached
embodied in the revised logframe set out in this paper
alows more space for these normative judgements on
new technology to be integrated into research
processes without sacrificing the essential objectivity
of the work.

Going beyond the assessment of technology, the

main body of this paper identifies two further areas of
concern — capacity building and inditutiona
development - in which qudlitative assessmernt,
whether by researchers or farmers, have long been
recognised as important (Ashby, 1987; Lightfoot et al,,
1993).

Endnotes

1. There is not much difference between me and the
president, but that difference is very important
(overheard from a farm labourer).

2. The Land Equivalency Ratio is a measure of the
relative amount of land planted in monoculture that
would be required to produce the same yield as
that planted in an intercropped systems. For
intercropped systems, this figure is often greater
than one (Stinner and Blair 1990).

3. However, care should be taken to allow for the
influence that tempora factors (e.g. the weather
characterigtics of the season in question) may have
on farmers assessments (Sperling, 1988).



Netwnrk Papers cost £3 00 sterimg each {add pustage & paclclng 50p Europe or £ elsewhere for each Pﬂpel') T
R _ * .~ Please contact the Network Secretary at: ... . ISP
o Overseas Development Ingtitute, Portland House, Stag Place, London SW!E SDP UK
Tef -M4 (0}1 71 393 1600 Fax: +44 (0}171 393 1699 '
: Eman‘ agren@odl org.uk '
' o

!nfonnatmn abaut OD! and m' pubhcaﬂons cat be found on._our World-w:de Web pages on the !ntemet ar
: hrfp./ﬁvww onewori‘d orgbd:f : ;




