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Abstract: 

The RIU Programme is predicated upon a hypothesis that “an innovations systems approach will prove more effective than linear approaches at getting research outputs into use for the benefit of the poor.”   The programme accepts that innovation systems i.e. the current social, policy and regulatory contexts that enable innovation to take place, exist in various forms at the national, sub national and increasingly at the regional level.
  The analysis of innovation systems has mainly taken place in western industrialised countries although this analytical tools is increasingly being applied to non western countries.
   The potential for using the innovations systems analytical tools has yet to be widely applied to the agriculture sector
 and even less thinking/application in the broader natural resource sector (forestry, fisheries and environment/biodiversity management) as well as within an explicit ‘pro-poor’ policy context.  However there is a growing interest in this area.
  

The challenge to the impact evaluation component of the RIU programme is how to produce robust evidence of impact relating to the uptake of technologies and processes and the subsequent  impact on poverty.  It must do this using appropriate analytical tools e.g. an innovation systems assessment linked to a clear social exclusion analysis to enable the following questions to be answered during the lifetime of the programme:

1. For an intervention (technology, process, communication instrument etc) the key question is what worked, where, for whom and why (or how)?
 
2. If we can begin to understand this through the use of a robust comparative analysis can we then answer the question ‘Will it work here?’ i.e. what pre-conditions are necessary, and can they be put in place to enable other locations (countries, villages, communities, individuals) to assess whether an innovation that is successful elsewhere can be adopted/adapted to suit local conditions.  

Evidence for ‘critical success factors’ for pro-poor innovation will be generated on two linked areas of work.  The first will be through developing a theoretical ‘Knowledge baseline’ relating to pro-poor innovation in the renewable natural resources sector.  The second, and innovative area, relates to understanding and explaining the critical success factors for innovation in a variety of contexts and for a number of different ‘poverty types’ through the of a Formal Comparative Analysis Protocol (FCAP).
  The use of this approach is to facilitate comparative analysis across many (12 - 20) different cases so that an assessment of the relationship between an ‘intervention’ (process and/or technology) and its pro-poor impact can be made.    
The paper will discuss the development of the FCAP, its use within the programme and how classical impact analysis tools are being linked with innovation systems assessment and tools to assess social exclusion and hence differential impacts.  Early results from how this approach is being used in case study work in sub-Saharan Africa in relation to Trypanosomiasis and Rain Fed Agricultural Systems in Nepal, India and Bangladesh will be presented.  

Key Partners

This work is being undertaken as part of the Impact Evaluation component of the DFID funded Research Into Use Programme.  The RIU programme was commissioned in 2006 to capitalise upon the achievements of DFID’s past and current research in renewable natural resources. Whilst there have been some high profile success stories under the RNRRS, the full impact potential of many more research outputs has yet to be realised.

The RIU purpose is two-fold “to maximise the poverty-reducing impact of the RNRRS and other research, and by so doing, to increase understanding of how the promotion and widespread use of research can contribute to poverty reduction and economic growth” The core hypothesis of the RIU is that “an innovations systems approach will prove more effective than linear approaches at getting research outputs into use for the benefit of the poor.”

The objective of the impact evaluation work within the RIU Programme is to ‘produce high quality evaluation evidence that significantly increase understanding of how ‘research into use’ can best contribute to poverty reduction and economic growth.’  It will address specific evaluation questions linked to pro-poor innovation in the renewable natural resources sector.  Assessing the different impacts of research outputs on different groups will be a key objective of part of the work.  
Further details:  www.researchintouse.com  
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