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Abstract

Impact assessment (IA) at CIMMYT has a long tradition, and tended to focus on assessing adoption rates and rates of return from investments in crop improvement. The new demands of international investors for additional measures of impact pose a challenge to “impact culture” in the Center.  Seeds of Innovation in 2004 and the Business Plan in 2005 emphasized people-centered, livelihoods- and poverty-oriented approaches to research. Accordingly, IA is expected to assess a broader range of impacts than in the past, including direct and indirect impacts arising from linkages within farming systems and agriculture and the non-farm economy. We describe the key recent steps of reinforcing/enriching an IA culture at CIMMYT, and the new IA strategy to 2012 that reflects a shift in thinking about IA. The process to establish a learning and operational platform for IA across programs for relevant, high-quality IA, started in 2005. This served to define the roles and modus operandi on IA of participants and to reinforce inter-disciplinary IA knowledge exchanges.. One benefit was the opportunity to reflect on IA experiences; on individual, program and on regional capacities for IA; and how colleagues and partners understand and define impact. Since then, project-based IA training courses were conducted in Africa and Asia and meetings on IA were held with breeders and agronomists. Preliminary progress was assessed, pointing at the benefits of building on past achievements, of moving to broader livelihood and poverty approaches, and of integrating more closely with other disciplines. Assessing the learning and change occurred through these activities is on-going and is being monitored using learning and change indicators. This approach was strengthened in mid-2006 with a workshop on priority setting, and another workshop in late 2006 aimed to frame and improve the Impact Pathways contained in the Medium-Term Plans (MTPs); the result of this and of the overall IA learning platform is that, 
probably, this whole process contributed to high quality MTPs. 
Indicators of change and progress on IA culture refer to changes in behaviour and attitude of colleagues and partners, and of funding levels for IA. Indicators of an expanded IA culture can consist of the number of projects with an IA component, invitations by others to conduct externally commissioned IA, or that economists are now more closely integrated into maize and wheat projects. Though it’s too early to assess whether this changed how CIMMYT does IA, plans exist to do so internally.

Partly as a result of these activities, IA networks and innovation systems have received more consideration by CIMMYT management. There is also a growing acceptance of the complexity of IA and of its key role for supporting strategic decisions and priority setting, as testified by the need to have more ex-ante IAs. It was recognized that IA processes should be approached openly to give a credible picture that includes both successes and less successful events, as it is possible to learn from both. Some indication of achievement on learning, discussed in the paper, is that it raised the profile of IA in CIMMYT and initiated institution-wide learning processes. Several biophysical and social scientists are now more aware of what IA can mean for them. IA is being developed increasingly more in issue-oriented (rather than commodity-oriented) ways, broadening the earlier focus by including livelihood aspects, modes to discern attribution and to capture poverty impacts, while maintaining the key elements of robust economic analysis. Recent implementation of this approach that we refer to include IA studies in Mexico, Nepal, and the Indo-Gangetic Plains, an IA and monitoring system in East Africa, and an integrated ex-post / ex-ante IA study on maize in Africa. The paper finally links this process to the new IA strategy to 2012, and the strategic studies and activities that will allow to consistently assess impacts of the key areas of work of the Center and of its partners. We propose a process to systematically evaluate the institutionalization of IA and IA culture, wishing to receive feedback from conference participants. We also discuss the management options, resources and funding, including internal and external partnerships, that will be needed to implement the proposed IA strategy.
1. Introduction: The context and background for IA in the CGIAR and CIMMYT
The CGIAR has a long history of Impact Assessment (IA) research. IA studies in the CGIAR have produced a wealth of information and understanding of the adoption of new varieties and returns on investment in crop improvement and innovation. Agricultural innovation is the result of interaction and many actors; development impact results from many actors along the impact pathway building on the outputs of agricultural research. Consequently, where development impact occurs, attribution to agricultural research often cannot be traced back categorically to a specific research activities, but rather to a blend of international and national research and development endeavours. In these circumstances, it has come to be accepted that IA research should move beyond scientific proof and aim for plausibility of causal arguments and impact claims (EIARD, 2003). 
Impact assessment at CIMMYT has a strong and outstanding tradition (Pingali, 2001), as testified by hosting in 2003 and 2005 two main CGIAR-wide IA workshops (Watson, 2003; Lilja et al., 2006). Yet IA at CIMMYT has focused on assessing adoption rates and rates of return from investments in crop improvement, with relatively less attention on the more complex aspects of poverty and livelihood security. Recently, the vision ‘Seeds of Innovation’ (CIMMYT, 2004) emphasized people-centered, livelihoods- and poverty-oriented and systems approaches to research. The Business Plan for 2006-10 (CIMMYT, 2006) states that IA must assess a broader range of impacts than in the past, to include issues such as vulnerability, poverty, and the distribution of benefits. Direct and indirect impacts arising from linkages within farming systems and between agriculture and the non-farm economy should also be recognized. Finally, the new strategy embraces diverse stakeholders, each of them having different expectations from IA. Since all, scientists and partners, play a role into its process, to ensure understanding, buy-in and learning ‘impact is everybody’s business’ (CGIAR secretariat, 2003) and should involve all its players. In response to these challenges CIMMYT started promoting more wide-ranging types of IA.

The importance of IA is becoming more apparent, as resources become more limited and scientists and management seek to show their effective use and proof poverty impacts. 
 

Emerging challenges in IA include assessing research on natural resource management (Johnson et al. 2002; Shiferaw et al., 2004; Laxmi et al., 2007), policy and social sciences (Ryan and Garrett, 2003; IFPRI, 2002), participatory research (Lilja and Bellon, 2006; Lilja and Dixon, 2008, Hellin et al., 2008), and capacity building and the contributions of diverse stakeholders (Cooksy & Arellano, 2006; Pray, 2006). 
CIMMYT also seeks to ensure that IA contributes to effective staff and institutional learning to improve future work. Challenges facing the institutionalization of IA in CIMMYT involve its inherent complexity, the development of credible methods to measure a broader array of impacts, mechanisms to ensure adequate engagement of staff and partners to achieve the learning objectives of IA, and “packaging” results and communicating effectively the main findings in ways that meet everyone’s needs.

2. The key purposes, demand and need for IA in the CGIAR and CIMMYT

The Standing Panel on IA (SPIA) of the CGIAR conducted a survey that found a strong demand among donor representatives for evidence of impacts caused by the international agricultural research centers (Raitzer and Winkel 2005), chiefly the impact of agricultural research on mission-level development goals, especially on poverty alleviation and the distribution of benefits, articulated in the Millennium Development Goals. Most CGIAR members want easily communicable summaries and briefs that document impacts, to be used to inform higher level decision makers or the public. Donor decisions on priorities and funding seem to be driven by ex-post IA rather than targeting recommendations from ex-ante studies, but often little direct use is made of specific conclusions from ex-post IA findings to make decisions on extension or re-focusing of projects. Also, few investors report a direct instrumental use of ex-post IA information for funding decisions, hence it the increasing role of ax-ante studies is explained, as discussed below. Also, while social scientists want more ex-ante studies, breeders and other partners tend to require more ex-post. Yet it is claimed that IA results influence decision making more indirectly through an improved understanding of the overall issues concerning research and the details of the science involved (Raitzer and Winkel, 2005) and by contributing to better informed judgments by research institutes, its scientists, and the problems that still need research. 

While many CGIAR members appreciate economic metrics such as internal rates of return, others are more concerned about the fact that economic metrics (alone) do not generally inform sufficiently well about distribution and social implications of research benefits. Hence good quality IA studies need to enhance the development impact of agricultural research investments for poor people, by capturing the complexity and the full nature of agricultural innovation (EIARD, 2003). Partners of CIMMYT, the other CGIAR centers, the NARS and ARIs, have their own expectations from IA, including to:

i) receive guidance for rationalizing research budgeting, 

ii) improve chances for sustained financial support and

iii) allow comparisons across projects and identify gaps for improvement.

In this context the reasons to regularly conduct IAs comprise most often the need to: 

a. Provide estimates of the magnitude of outcomes from an activity or technology for different groups, regions or over time and document and communicate success

b. Improve targeting and effectiveness of research, and compare various alternatives

c. Identify constraints to success and feedback information for internal learning

d. Develop revealing stories and facts to be used for wider communication, and 

e. Add value to research and enhance its ultimate development impacts. 

It should be emphasized that the results of an IA can be useful even if they show little, absent, or negative impact, provided that the IA has captured the reasons and factors that limit impact. This is because one of the key and increasingly crucial purposes of IAs is that of learning. This function can be effective, provided that IA was institutionalized as a tool for learning and project or program improvement, thus if the subjects of the IA (can) use its lessons in a context that is conducive to learning, beyond that of sheer evaluations. 

One obvious reason for doing IA at CIMMYT is that, evidently, there is demand for it, as proven by recent requests received to run several IA studies in the Drought Tolerant Maize for Africa (DTMA) and Global Rust Initiative (GRI), and the externally requested IAs of SG2000 and partners work in Africa, and of the African Highlands Initiative.

In the late 1980s and during the 1990s, real funding for agricultural development in general and agricultural research in particular has declined. Agriculture has increasingly played a diminishing role to other development areas and sectors such as health and education. Although Alston and Pardey (2001) suggest that return estimates to aggregate research investments are sometimes overstated for various reasons and as short-term impacts are overstated compared to longer-term benefits, impact estimates, even if at times possibly overstated (e.g. in Raitzer, 2003) document how the returns to investments through the CGIAR have been substantial over time. Funding to agricultural research programs has not only declined but has also changed qualitatively. Recurrent funding has been sharply curtailed and competitive grants, based on project proposals, now are the main opportunity for supporting operating budgets. 
The reality is that both the declining amount and changing source of funding increase the demand for evaluation in public-sector or recently privatized, mixed agricultural research institutes and programs. Impact studies are needed to confirm that investments in agriculture remain attractive. Good IA studies can have the great capacity to influence the development agents and donors alike. 

Essentially, the results of an IA should serve the purpose of providing answers to some key development questions, e.g. whether a project or institution is making a difference, and to what extent, also by demonstrating the results on the ground. Systematic analysis and rigor achieved by using the results of IA can also give managers and policy-makers the added confidence in decision-making and can lead to more or more effective funding. Besides financial support, a precondition for IA is to have the donor, main stakeholders and related policy-makers involved in its discussion and approval from the early stages. This is fundamental for having them later on convinced of the usefulness and credibility of the results and of the legitimacy of the design and of the ensuing recommendations. 

3. A process of developing an impact culture at CIMMYT and institutionalizing IA
In May 2005 the ITAU led a CIMMYT-wide workshop, co-funded by the Institutional Learning and Change initiative of the CGIAR (ILAC), to develop a learning and operational platform for IA. The event provided elements of the process that increased staff’s awareness of the importance of IA, offered tools to carry out IA, and resulted in several follow-up activities (Table 1). Specific objectives for IA included:

· Establishing a multi-disciplinary learning and operational support platform across research programs for relevant, high-quality IA from the project to the global levels. 

· Jointly developing a working framework for CIMMYT A that incorporate people-centeredness and a focus on systems, livelihoods, and poverty reduction. 

· Strengthening individual skills and the capacity for high-performance team research.

Scientists, corporate communications staff, and managers from headquarters and regional programs took part in the workshop. Details on the elements of the workshop program and of the process undertaken are described in La Rovere and Dixon (2005).
Table 1. CIMMYT impact assessment workshops and related events, 2005-06.

	Event
	Participants
	Date and location
	Purpose

	Inception IA workshop
	Social and biophysical scientists, Communications, and managers
	Early May 2005, CIMMYT, Mexico
	To initiate the IA process and platform

	Special sessions on IA for breeders
	Wheat breeders

Maize breeders
	End of May 2005, January 2006, CIMMYT, Mexico, 
	To familiarize breeders with the key elements of IA

	Priority setting and targeting workshop
	Representatives of scientists from different disciplines and managers
	August 2005, CIMMYT, Mexico
	To apply IA practice to enhance targeting

	Mid term IA follow up workshop 
	Social scientists from the ITA program, plus key participants from SPIA, IFPRI, and IPGRI
	October 2005, Rome, Italy during a social science retreat
	To reflect, review progress, and share learning on IA 

	IA sessions on poverty and livelihoods during a science forum
	All CIMMYT scientists
	January 2006, CIMMYT, Mexico
	Familiarize CIMMYT with IA and present concrete applications

	Priority setting workshop
	Representatives from all research programs and corporate communications
	August 2005
	Build culture of IA- based priority setting

	Impact pathways (IPs) workshop
	Social and biophysical scientists, corporate communications
	December 2006
	Write IPs for the main MTP Projects 


Participants brought their expertise and expectations in the form of collegial interaction and sharing diverse views (reaching a consensus was not as essential as learning from and understanding each other). Both plenary and small-group sessions were held; the latter at times made up of pre-identified members to ensure geographic or disciplinary diversity or homogeneity and at other times members were allowed to join groups based on interest. 
One of the workshop key benefits was the opportunity to reflect on IA experiences; on individual, program, and regional capacities for IA; and on how participants understand and define impact. Since then, a set of IA-related activities (Table 1) has followed. As of 2006, project-based IA trainings were conducted in Africa, Mexico and Asia. The process has been supplemented by sharing of information and documents among the participants.
An IA framework was drawn, discussed and proposed for use by practitioners. This is described in the field guidelines for IA at CIMMYT (La Rovere and Dixon, 2007). 
Progress on the actions agreed upon in the inception workshop was assessed during a follow-up workshop in Rome in October 2005 that brought together social scientists from headquarters and regional programs, other CGIAR centers (IPGRI, IFPRI), and CGIAR’s Standing Panel on Impact Assessment (SPIA). The assessment on planned IA learning activities reviewed concrete case studies, methods, tools, and ways to integrate traditional economic and livelihood approaches and skills. The workshop provided a comprehensive overview of on-going IA activities in the areas of breeding maintenance research, ex-ante studies, monitoring and evaluation of technology use and adoption, and ex-post studies. This started to result in studies that now reflect more explicitly the new thrusts of doing IA at CIMMYT and integrate conventional economic approaches (e.g. surveys, surplus analysis, econometrics, etc.), qualitative assessment tools, and livelihood approaches. Take-home messages included the benefit of looking back and building on achievements and successes, moving to broader livelihood, systems and poverty approaches, integrating more with other disciplines, while generaly maintaining a strong emphasis on economics. 

Finally, an internal workshop was held at CIMMYT during late 2006 to follow up on the recommendations from the CGIAR to describe the impact pathways (Douthwaite et al., 2003) of CIMMYT projects identified in the center’s Medium-Term Plan.
The process of assessing the learning and change that occurred through these activities is on-going. To understand how participants increased their knowledge of IA and how useful this process was, a follow-up survey was applied in 2005. Progress was monitored using learning and change indicators e.g. whether those involved in IA were developing into a coherent team, if lessons were being applied, if enough support was being provided by those facilitating the process and whether adequate incentives existed to make learning on IA a priority. Most respondents felt that they had gained a better understanding and appreciation of the principles of IA and their practical use. The learning, however, takes time, hence the full impact of what was learned can be seen only progressively
. 
Participants in the process felt the need to receive guidance on defining relevant datasets and variables to be included in an IA, on how to prioritize studies needing an IA and how to budget for an IA when developing proposals. Funding is a main obstacle for non-social scientists who want to include IA into their project. As average project size has decreased in recent years, IA is often the first component that gets cut in negotiations with donors! 
All of the above demand from the participants resulted in the publication of guidelines on IA (see La Rovere and Dixon, 2007), to foster the broader application of IA at CIMMYT.
Partly as a consequence of these activities, IA networks and innovation systems have now received increased consideration by CIMMYT management. There is growing acceptance of the technical and institutional complexity of IA and its role for supporting strategic decisions and priority setting as testified by the need to do more ex-ante IAs. An outcome of the process is that it did raise the profile of IA within CIMMYT and it has initiated an institution-wide learning process. Biophysical and social scientists are now more aware of and interested in how IA can help them in their work and what IA can mean to them.
The orientation of IA at CIMMYT, in line with its strategy, goes beyond outputs and outcomes but attempts to assess actual livelihood impact, beyond a past focus on mainly adoption, which provided part of the picture of impact, but only ‘assumed’ real impacts. 
IA is being developed increasingly more in an issue-oriented (rather than commodity-oriented) fashion, hence broadening the earlier focus on crops and adoption to cover now livelihoods aspects, different types of impact, elements to discern attribution and poverty indicators, while maintaining the elements of robust and conventional economic analysis. Recent cases of implementing this newer approach to IA include a study on the economic impact and livelihoods of a project on maize in the Mid-hills of Nepal (Mathema and Kamala, 2006), a livelihood study of maize diversity projects in Mexico (La Rovere et al., forthcoming), a livelihoods-explicit baseline and monitoring system for assessing impacts of long-term interventions by Sasakawa / SG2000 in eastern Africa, and an ex-ante study that builds on ex-post IA to assess impact and returns on research investments on drought-tolerant maize in Africa (e.g. Langyintuo et al., 2005; Hassan et al., 2003).
During this process, in 2006 and 2007 a metadata study was made of 20 CIMMYT IA studies or studies with an IA component since from 1994-5
, and of their relative projects (or if not project-based, of their resource use from core funds). The metadata collected classified the studies on the basis of various criteria. The information refers to 57 studies, which to different extents have an IA component (ranging from mainly economic studies, with implications for IA, to full fledged IA studies). Based on this metadata, it can be seen that the productivity of IA activities in CIMMYT has increased, as in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: number of epIA, eaIA, and PS & targeting studies (CIMMYT, 1994-2007)
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The IA studies metadata also reveals the following general facts:

- The dominant spatial level of IA studies have been that of a global assessment or of an assessment of a public good (in 30 cases), followed by sub-country or country level studies (20 cases) and regional level studies (8 cases). Site specific studies are more rare.

- The dominant 
assessment level at which the studies focused is the program (21 cases) followed by the institutional level (17 cases), and less often the special project (11 cases) or the level of a specific issue (6 cases). (However the boundaries here are often blurred.)

- The most frequent topic of the assessment is breeding (42 cases), followed by all other topics: Participatory Research (9 cases), Risk and variability aspects (7 cases), Capacity Building (5 cases), methodologies (5 cases), biotechnology (5 cases), NRM (4 cases), biofuels (2 cases), while no IA study covered policy explicitly. These topics occur most often in different combinations, with individual studies often covering different topics.
- The main methodological approaches that have been used comprise economic methods in general (Cost-Benefit Analysis, econometrics, economic surplus, adoption studies, 41 times), mainly review studies (36 cases), stakeholder or other forms of participatory types of assessment (12 cases), while livelihood-explicit assessments occurred 6 times, often in recent years, though at times a poverty or livelihood component was embedded in some ‘older’ studies too. Also in this case different methods often overlap in individual studies.
4. Strategic directions for Impact Assessment at CIMMYT:  

This chapter discusses the strategic directions envisaged for IA at CIMMYT.

4.1 IA as a framework for helping to determine the success of research

Agricultural research for development is based on, inter alia, the idea that knowledge can be used to increase poor people level of well being by producing more food at lower cost, reducing risks and providing options to choose from. Research is part of a means-end hierarchy that usually comprises a chain of related objectives that link inputs to activities, activities to outputs, outputs to outcomes, and outcomes to impact in a logic model. Reviewing the logic model of the research project or program is a crucial component of planning for an impact study. Well articulated logic models are needed and used for the IA of research programs or projects. Impact pathways (Douthwaite et al., 2003) are logic models that provide a systematic articulation of what programs or projects intend to achieve and how, or chains of hypotheses connected by assumed causal links. An IA asks whether assumed causal links exist. Stakeholders usually expect from IAs some plausible estimates of the likelihood that research activities will or have contributed to improved livelihoods. This differs from the definitive proof of impact. Different approaches have been suggested to address trade-offs between seeking proofs of impact and the needs of investors, i.e. knowing what to do next. Other IA logic models are adaptive models e.g. participatory research or livelihood frameworks used to conduct IAs that can demonstrate impact on people’s livelihoods (Adato and Meinzen-Dick, 2002; Bellon et al., 2005; La Rovere et al., 2007; Mathema and Kamala, 2006 for applications of methods). 

A ‘livelihoods approach’ is being used at CIMMYT as a logical ‘check list’ of important issues that need to be considered systematically in doing an IA, so to choose or design indicators, and to understand how these link to one another. It draws attention to the core influences and processes and emphasizes the multiple interactions between the various factors which - in practice - affect livelihoods. La Rovere and Dixon, 2007 provide examples of what livelihoods are and mean within the context of a typical farmer living in maize or wheat systems. The argument is that breeders may think that their work only has an effect on maize / wheat varieties. In fact, instead, their work, the result of a broad set of activities by a center like CIMMYT that adopted this comprehensive approach does in fact affect – and improve – several more of the components of rural household lives, or their livelihood assets, directly or indirectly, in the short or long term: not just more yield, land planted, variety release or incomes! while these indicators will undoubtedly remain important, new ones will gain prominence as priorities shift to ultimate poverty impacts.

The dimensions of poverty include food insecurity, lack of assets, risk and vulnerability. The implications for IA are that poor people become the central focus of research and of IA. The approaches to capture such impacts should involve the role and opinions of wide ranges of beneficiaries, while the assessments look at impacts not only at the local level, but also at the national or policy levels, and at the linkages between them by looking also beyond households to outcomes in organizations (e.g. in capability, culture) and society at large (e.g. in terms of changes in values, attitudes). This approach to IA can capture many more of the successes of research and build more meaningful impact stories. 

4.2 Linkages between types of IA, Priority Setting, and targeting

IA is increasingly recognized as a process that is interdependent upon a range of related activities: ex-ante studies to forecast impacts, monitoring of accomplishments, and end-of-project evaluations, each of which feeds information into the other. An IA can help to clarify whether the costs incurred in an activity are justified and to inform decisions on whether to expand, modify or eliminate projects or programs and improve future work, essentially leading to its linkages with the Priority Setting (PS) and targeting purposes.

The key elements of an IA process are plotted in Figure 2 to illustrate the relationship between ex post IA and forward-looking ex ante IA forecasts. The starting point is often a baseline and – if required – ex-ante forecast of future events, that coincide with or precede the interventions. Drawing the Impact Pathways that will logically lead the project or program actions towards its intended impact on beneficiaries normally precede the project or are built into its early stages by identifying the beneficiary groups of end users, the key locations, main issues, and constraints. During interventions, adoption studies are conducted often in the form of Monitoring Systems that expand IA to cover changes and livelihood impacts, as well as progress on project indicators, to reveal and assess trends and identify the contraints that need to be addressed by the project. At the end of the project, or some time after it, an ex-post IA study takes place to assess impacts compared with the baseline before the project (if available). The results can then be used to feed into follow up phases aimed, based on PS recommendations, to identify whether this –or other projects– may be funded. The framework described below is related to the one by SPIA’s schematically described at: impact.cgiar.org/methods/basics.asp#whatis. 

Figure 2: linkages between IA, PS, and targeting
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4.3 Key elements of IA within the strategy of CIMMYT for the period 2008-2012
Recent examples of implementing our approach to IA were distilled through the metadata review of recent CIMMYT IA studies since year 1994-5. It is possible to distinguish the AI studies developed and mostly published before 2005, and those published since 2005 following implementation of the new strategy. Many steps were made towards redefining IA that builds on the past but is inspired in practice by the new challenges of research and IA in the CGIAR. The process of establishing a learning and operational platform for IA and an IA culture received particular efforts, by means of the workshops described above, and then of IA guidelines and advances in methods in 2006-7, all substantiated by major fundraising efforts to implement the main areas of strategic research (e.g. ex-ante studies in the DTMA project and ex-ante IA in the GRI, leading to targeting recommendations, and the IA project of SG2000 activities in Africa). Close integration of IA with GIS data and spatial modeling is part of this effort and is playing key roles within these new areas. Table 2 shows the main elements and timeline of the IA strategy to 2012 in line with the MTP 2008-2010 and CIMMYT’s main Projects and Flagship Products (CIMMYT 2006). 

Table 2: a strategy for building, strengthening, and sustaining IA

	Year
	Milestones, and key future actions
	Implications

	The recent past

	2000-4
	Several milestone literature

CIMMYT ‘Seeds of innovation’
	CIMMYT is leader on IA in the CGIAR, but starts needing to become more comprehensive and holistic Adjustment of focus and emphasis for CIMMYT

	The turning point

	2005
	‘Seeds of innovation’ reflected in IA
Learning platform and workshops launched

IA data management system implemented
	Adjustment of focus and emphasis for IA at CIMMYT
Discussion on new IA started

Learning from the past IA work

	The present phase

	2006
	CIMMYT ‘Business plan’

Main fundraising effort for IA

IA platforms widened and strengthened

Linkages with associated institutions
	Refocus of IA and PS and targeting within CIMMYT

Basis for DTMA, NFIA, Mexico IA studies, IAs in Middle East, etc., breeders involved in IA process

Knowledge & expert basis enhanced

	2007
	Main projects / IA projects start

Tools for IA data collection ready

IA guidelines published
	Actual projects get started, data collection underway, NARS partners involved in action, IA strategy is in place and guides the future

	The near future

	2008
	Main IA products being developed, and an IA strategy paper published in journal

Communicating IA results increases 

Focus on ex-ante in practice
	IA research on forward-looking studies on: Climate change impacts, stress impacts (drought), diseases (e.g. rust), vulnerability (e.g. risk)

Fundraising focuses on new IRS/PD

	2009
	More focus on ex-ante is implemented

Human capacity on IA strengthening

Participation in IA relevant conferences

New fundraising effort for IA starts
	New IRS/PDs funded and formed to increase coverage of IA & ex-ante; IA training expands in the key regions

Fundraising focuses on 1-2 new key ‘bigger’ projects, and some ‘smaller’ projects to fill specific demands

	2010
	Key IA products are being published

New forward-looking Facts & Futures

Human capacity on IA strengthening
	Uses also scenario studies, ex-ante, Impact Pathways

Decentralization of IA is planned, alliances on IA with key centers

	2011
	Main (IA) projects completed

Human capacity on IA strengthened
	IA research is decentralized to cover the global and key regional levels (Africa, Mexico/CA, ME/NA/CA)

	2012
	Main IA publications are completed

Participation in IA relevant conferences
	Efforts move to communicating IA results, and linking with a new phase for IA and its future challenges


4.3.1 Accountability and learning

One main debate in IA is that of the proper balance between the two functions of an IA: accountability and learning. Accountability through ex post IA tends to focus on larger projects, while learning applies to both larger and smaller projects. Yet expanding the scope of the former (Mackay and Horton, 2003; Watts et al., 2008) by combining the two is feasible, as they are not mutually exclusive. Consequently, the learning purpose of IA has gained ground to complement the accountability role (La Rovere and Dixon, 2007). An example of how this works in practice and yields value added is by referring to the results of an assessment of SG2000 interventions in Africa that CIMMYT is conducting on behalf of the SG2000 main donor, by performing both roles: independently capturing knowledge on SG2000 interventions and monitoring its impacts over a period of time, and feedbacking information to SG2000 and to the Donor. This shows the value added that IA can play for policy, since the results of the study are being used by SG2000 to revisit and change their strategy and modalities of investing in Ethiopia by focusing its investments, and better targeting the intended poorer farmers who are those in actual need of better agricultural technologies. Achieving this is a main step forward for IA.
The IA studies metadata collected in 2006-7 on all major IA studies published in the last decade at CIMMYT reveal that the most frequent purpose of IA studies is accountability (45) followed by learning (36), with learning intended in a broad sense (if learning is instead strictly intended, IA studies with a declared learning purpose are much fewer and only occurring recently), though often the boundary is blurred or open to interpretation.
4.3.2 Balancing external and internal inputs
A frequent debate in the CGIAR with respect to IA is what is the best balance between external and internal IA. Based on CIMMYT’s experience on IA, this is likely to be achieved by moving towards a 30-70% share in the balance, where about 30% (in terms of resources, time, and / or funds) is for external support (e.g., NARS, Universities) to complement the CIMMYT internal input for about 70% of the effort. Of course this varies depending on budget, expertise and objectives. Such a balance ensures credibility, and enhances the quality of IA. This balance is already happening in practice, as it can be documented quantitatively from different sources, such as unrestricted funds allocation, various past and present collaborations, and expenditure reports from Special Projects. 
The IA studies metadata also confirms the above balance of external / internal IA work, yet the external input for IA research conducted by CIMMYT was provided relatively more by academics in developed countries, than NARS in developing countries. This was often in the form of in-kind time devoted by academics to publish and advise on IA using CIMMYT data. With reference to the main IA projects completed in 2005-07, the overall external / internal ratio was about 32-42/68-58%, as proportionally many more resources are being used for projects by NARS collaborators (including academics in developing countries) and local consultants, than from rich countries. For instance, the ratios are:

· in the SG2000 project, the external / internal balance is from 42/58% to 44 / 56%
· in the Oaxaca IA project the external / internal balance was about 32 / 68%
· in the DTMA project the external / internal balance is 37 / 63 %; of the external part, 14% is from NARS consultants, 23% by another CGIAR contracted center.

While entire externally conducted IAs for a Centre make sense in some occasions, it is fundamental that CIMMYT keeps playing a strong role in IA work conducted internally for various reasons, including that only internal staff can regularly and effectively (also in terms of costs) conduct regular baselines for projects that may be in the future subject of IA, is best placed to collect high quality data and conduct monitoring systems for IA, and collect information at the household level, that actually embrace the livelihoods beyond maize and wheat as commodities. Also, entirely external IAs work well at the aggregate country or global levels; for instance Evenson and Gollin (2003) capture well the global impact of the Green Revolution but don’t clarify any real impacts on local beneficiaries.
Activities related to IA, PS and targeting remain normally best placed - in CGIAR centers - within a team of people with IA skills, often comprising social scientists. The IA Focal Point (IAFP) would retain an overall role for coordination, communication and keeping quality standards, while conducting key IA studies within a number of significant and strategic projects, and retaining a mandate to support institutional learning and change.
4.3.3  Ex ante IA

One of the emerging trends in IA is the need to conduct more and more substantial ex-ante IA studies (Raitzer and Winkel, 2005). This harmonizes well with the new strategy of CIMMYT. The largest areas of expected impact on livelihoods from current and new work of CIMMYT is in fact expected to be assessed by ex-ante studies, e.g. on drought through the DTMA project, through a future focus on climate change studies on wheat, as the findings will lead to key investment recommendations, and through the GRI initiative, recommendations and early warning systems of potential impact of rust (e.g. Hodson et al., 2005). They will also feed into the next more forward looking 'Facts and Futures’.
The IA studies metadata reveals that ex-post IA were a majority between 1994 and 2007, with 46 out of 57, while ex-ante IA were 13 out of 57 and tended to occur mainly in the last 4-6 years. In some cases IA studies have both ex-post and ex-ante characteristics.

4.3.4  Recognizing indirect impacts 
Partly due to limited data and vision, much IAs during the past decades has been focused on direct farm level effects, viz, adoption and resulting production increases. Indeed such an approach led to massive returns to maize and wheat research in many instances (Dixon 2007, Alston and Pardey 2001). In reality impacts have been higher principally because of substantial indirect impacts which occur along the impact pathway from the genebank to the final consumer (Dixon et al 2007). Methods of estimating secondary impacts are thus increasingly needed and are being used at CIMMYT to capture the indirect impacts. 
4.5 Operationalizing the strategy for IA at CIMMYT
The steps outlined in Table 2 are being implemented, but a lot still needs to be done at CIMMYT to accomplish those targets. Achieving this also requires actions that include: 

· progressive decentralization of decision-making on IA and implementation in the regions (headquarters in Mexico for Latin America, in Africa, and CWANA) 

· decentralizing more to NARS and through alliances with key partners (i.e. NARS in Africa and with IITA, in Central Asia and the Middle East with ICARDA, etc.)

· funding and recruiting new Post Docs to strengthen capacity and future continuity 

· becoming more involved in IA training within special projects (e.g. SG2000 IA, DTMA) or in the form of strategic investments where expansion is expected (in Turkey, Iran, Central Asia - with ICARDA, or Latin America with CIP or CIAT). 

While the expansion of CIMMYT’s IA capacity takes place, there is need to define the future needs for IA at all levels (project, program, institute) and identify and reserve time by existing or new social scientists to participate in or to run IA studies together with the IAFP. This will need to cover quantitative assessments, qualitative rapid assessments, ex-ante studies, close links and integration with GIS, and developing spatial databases ready to be used for ad-hoc IA requests that will require rapid data accession for rapid IAs
. 
Expansion of capacity and IA databases will also allow lower cost, but high quality, like-minded teams of IA specialists to be available where and when needed and the right data to be in place. Starting from 2008, one such region-based training is conducted each year to develop this capacity, along the lines of the training tradition of CIMMYT in breeding. 

Fundraising has been a central and successful activity of the IAFPs and those involved in current IA projects, and is expected to remain necessary to sustain the critical areas within which to conduct future strategic IA. These may be Project 2, strategic assessment of the value and impact of intermediate genetic resources, and project 7, forward-looking scenarios of climate change impacts on wheat, of the current MTP 2010-12 structure.

In fact, the IA studies metadata provides a distribution over MTP projects of IA studies, according to which only 2 IA studies can be identified to cover topics falling in Projects 1 and 2, in the areas of genetic resources, biodiversity, biotechnology and tools. 17 studies cover directly and mainly maize, of which 14 are within Project 3 in stress tolerant maize and maize systems, and 3 within Project 4 within specialty maize. 13 studies cover wheat, of which 8 are within Project 7 in the areas of drought tolerant wheat and wheat systems, and 5 within Project 8 in the area of disease resistant and bio-fortified wheat. 4 studies are within Project 10, in the areas of conservation agriculture (maize and wheat), though in 2008 an increase is expected in the number of studies in this area. 21 studies are within Project 11, which covers the areas of impacts targeting and assesssment, and obviously contain most of the IA studies that are not specifically within other project. In addition, at least half of the studies cited above can also be classified in Project 11 (or within the former ‘Economics Program’ of CIMMYT), since either conceptual or actual input or resources from Project 11 and from ITAU were used in developing the other IA studies.

Costs for IA: A typical question asked by CGIAR center managers is how much share of Center funds, or restricted project funds, should be reserved for IA. The historical IA studies metadata indicate that an average IA study costs about 215000$ per year for one country, or 0.5 million $ for 2 years. It is worth observing that this figure includes all costs, including salaries of staff, though it excludes for studies prior to 2006 any overhead charged by the institution and often refers to IA studies in which quantitative field survey data collection takes place, which normally raises the costs. The critique that often rates of return to agricultural research may have been overestimated, can be easily supported by the observation that the most difficult costs to quantify – and thus include in economic return estimations – are those of staff, personnel and overheads, that may in turn explain to some extent the high rates of return identified by some literature, e.g. Raitzer (2003). While obviously the amount will depend on the specific local costs, conditions, purposes, type of the IA, and locations at which the study is conducted, the typical costs for IA at CIMMYT, with reference to 3 sample recent IA projects, are given in Table 3.
Table 3: Average cost of IA studies at CIMMYT, by type, scope, scale, and duration

	Type
	Name
	Scale
	Duration (y)
	Cost $/y
	Approach

	epIA
	Oaxaca IA on Livelihoods
	Sub-region
	1/2
	75,000
	Household survey, PRA

	M&E

epIA
	IA of SG2000
in East Africa
	2 countries
	5
	300,000
	M&E, surveys

	epIA

eaIA
	IA of Drought 

Tolerant Maize
	5 countries
	3
	600,000
	RRA, survey, models


A rule-of-thumb estimate, based on the CIMMYT IA project metadata, on the overall spending on IA activities per year, and on Center’s budget, is that typical IA studies require about 5-7% of a project budget. Since restricted project funds start occupying an increasing share in CGIAR Centers’ budgets, as opposed to Core funding, it is therefore derived that about 3-5% should be dedicated from the Center's budget for general IA.
Communication: a critical future need will be improving all aspects of communication related to the outcomes of IA. This can be achieved by strengthening collaboration with CIMMYT’s Communications Unit, or outsourcing some of the communication activities. A strategy for communicating IA results should target both the internal and external level (e.g. sharing of spatial and socio-economic databases, internal reports, journal papers, web pages, ready-to-hand-out briefs and spotlights to deliver catchy messages on IA stories, videos, etc.). This needs to be done more frequently and systematically, such as is being done already within the DTMA and SG2000 projects. This may require improving the skills of staff on communication, to improve the quality, timeliness and effectiveness of IA the messages, and improving the negotiation skills of those involved in any respect on IA, so to enhance the relationship with the clients of IA studies, with the donors, etc.

Partnerships for IA: there will be need to strategically ally with like-minded Centers and advanced Institutes on specific elements of the IA processes, as done for instance with:
· IFPRI, and associated advanced US universities, on forward-looking IA studies
· Bioversity, on ILAC-type of matters building on the learning purpose of IA
· ICARDA, on wheat IA studies in Turkey and the related training
· IRRI, on IA data collection and data management and sharing tools

· IITA, on IA elements within the DTMA project

· Wageningen University, on IA tools and on systems approaches for IA

· And with NARS collaborators, e.g. Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia; Makerere University, Uganda; KARI and Nairobi University, Kenya; Chapingo University, Mexico; Chott Mariam institute, Tunisia; EMBRAPA, Brazil; TAGEM, Turkey...

While the most common practice for meeting the external input for IA has been often that of hiring Western trained and based consultants, external support for IA should use more professionals from the same regions where CIMMYT’s work and mission are focused, and where investments in IA projects and training in IA was or will be made. This can take place fairly easily in Sub-Saharan Africa, through the DTMA and SG2000 projects, in the Middle East, North Africa and Central Asia, through linkages with ICARDA, in Latin America through linkages with Mexican institutions, Embrapa in Brazil, and CIP and CIAT among the CGIAR centers, and South Asia through linkages with ICRISAT and IRRI and within the Rice and Wheat Consortium collaborations. Collaborators on IA should originate increasingly more from the high quality NARS, especially those trained through CIMMYT, and from other CGIAR centers with IA capacity. Our metadata on IA studies suggest that in nearly 40% of cases, NARS collaborators were among the authors of the IA studies or, at least, among the main players. Resorting to non-CGIAR scientists may be relatively more useful for IAs at the program or institutional level, while internal IA will always be needed for its obvious comparative advantages, for instance in terms of being able to access or generate the right data and then understanding it and its context. 

CG centers may benefit of conduction more cross-Center IAs; examples of this already exist, for example CIMMYT being asked to conduct an external review and IA of the AHI, or CIMMYT conducting with ICARDA a training aimed at an ex-post IA of joint winter wheat breeding research in Turkey, or CIAT scientists supporting CIMMYT on the process of developing Impact Pathways for its main flagship products, or CIMMYT allying with IITA to assess the impacts of Drought Tolerant Maize in Africa, and so on.
5. Conclusions
Overall, the productivity of IA research at CIMMYT has been increasing during the past decade, measured by more studies but with slightly fewer staff. Considerable effort was devoted in 2005 and 2006 to building a learning platform for IA among social and other scientists. Clearly, the majority of funding for IA has shifted from unrestricted (core) to restricted (special project) funding. There has also been a shift of content: from a focus on accountability to embracing learning as well; and beyond the (continuing) attention to adoption studies, to add poverty and livelihoods data - as demanded by many donors. While internal and external resources are used, methods have expanded from secondary statistics plus household surveys to include participatory methods as well. Observers can testify to a broader engagement of impact assessors with breeders, agronomists and other scientists, and consequently a deeper appreciation, through workshops and joint project implementation, of the role of ex-post IA and ex-ante IA.  
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� More details on the process are given in La Rovere et al. (2008).


� It must be noted that the final publication of a study (that is what we refer to) may occurs one or several years after the actual study is completed and reported.


� Recent pre-2005 IA documents include: Morris 2001; Lantican et al. 2005; Heisey et al. 2002; Hassan et al. 2001; Gollin, 2006; Gerpacio et al. 2001; Cooksy, Arellano, 2006; Langyintuo et al. 2006; Pingali, 2001


� The preliminary work was started in 2005 with the meta-database of IA studies, and by developing tools for real time data collection, applied so far in projects in Mexico and Africa (Carrion and La Rovere, 2007).





PAGE  
17

