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Evaluation has been characterized as an emerging “transdiscipline,” like statistics and measurement, which is applicable across other basic disciplines and fields of activity. The professional evaluation literature has grown exponentially in recent years, with numerous theoretical and methodological advances reported in peer-reviewed journals and texts. Many guidelines for evaluation have been issued by organizations that contract for evaluations or wish to influence evaluation practice in their area of interest. Despite the progress on the theoretical and methodological fronts, there are still important, often heated, debates among evaluators as to what constitutes good practice. And strikingly, evaluations are done in quite different ways in different settings, with widely varying frameworks, methods and results. 

Most of the evaluation literature is prescriptive in that it says much more about how evaluation should be done than about how it is done. This paper attempts to contribute to our understanding of evaluation practice and the factors that influence it, through an examination of the evolution of evaluation practices in one organizational setting: the international agricultural research centers affiliated with the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR). The paper presents a framework for understanding the forces that influence evaluation practice. It then outlines the co-evolution of the CGIAR and of evaluation practice within it. Based on this history, the paper identifies key factors that have influenced evaluation practice in this setting. The paper concludes with a discussion of the implications of the CGIAR experience for efforts to innovate within an organization’s evaluation system. 


Key Events in Evolution of the CGIAR and its Evaluation Practices

	Phase 1. Pre-history and establishment of first 4 IARCs

	1942
	Rockefeller Foundation & Mexican Government begin agricultural R&D

	1958
	Griliches publishes first study of economic returns to maize research

	1961
	Ford & Rockefeller Foundations establishe IRRI

	1964
	Schultz publishes “Transforming Traditional Agriculture”

	1969
	Sterling Wortman sells Bob McNamara on high returns to agricultural research

	1970
	Norman Borlough wins Nobel Peace Prize

	Phase 2. Establishment of the CGIAR with informal central governance (1971-1980)

	1971
	Foundation of CGIAR with a CG Secretariat & Technical Advisory Committee and informal governance

	1975-76
	First External Program Review and System Review

	1976
	USDA publishes first study of development & spread of HYV

	1977
	CIAT workshop on “Economics of Design of Small Farmer Technology”

	1979
	Theodore Schultz wins Nobel Prize in Economics

	Phase 3. Consolidation & expansion of original centers (1981-1990)

	
	Growth of CSR, FRS & PTD in many centers

	1981
	Development of a set of institutional review procedures for CGIAR 

	1984-85
	First study of “CGIAR achievements and potential”

	Phase 4. Second wave of system expansion at a time of flagging donor support (1991-1994)

	1991-93
	Five centers join the system (forestry, irrigation, fish, fruits)

	
	Emergence of eco-regional programs

	1993-94
	First CGIAR “funding crisis” (See figure on last page of handout)

	1994
	Ministerial-level meeting for “Renewal of the CGIAR,” results in creation of IAEG

	Phase 5. Renewal efforts, with continued declines in unrestricted donor funding (1995-2000)

	
	Proliferation of System-Wide & Eco-regional Initiatives

	1995
	Establishment of Impact Assessment & Evaluation Group

	1997
	Cooksey meta-evaluation of CGIAR impact assessments

	1998
	Third Review of CGIAR System recommends “corporate governance model,” greater focus on poverty & shifting IAEG to TAC (later IAEG becomes SPIA)

	Phase 6. Continued growth of restricted funding & more calls for system reform (2001 +)

	2001+
	Change Design & Management Process: Creation of Systems Office, Science Council, Executive Committee & Challenge Programs

	2001
	Publication of “Milestones in Impact Assessment in the CGIAR”

	2002
	Conference, “Why has impact assessment research not made more of a difference”?

	2003-04
	World Bank meta-evaluation of CGIAR, with recommendations for: more leadership from Bank; sharpening CG’s “strategic focus;” centralization of CG governance

	
	Development of Performance Measurement System linked to new MTP procedures

	2004
	Establishment of ILAC Initiative

	2005
	World Bank links its funding allocation to performance measures 

	2007
	Prabhu goes to Gates

	2008
	Publication of guidelines for impact assessment in the CGIAR

	
	Workshop on “Rethinking Impact”


Where Do We Stand Now?

In the CGIAR

· The CGIAR has evolved dramatically from its origin as an informal network of R&D centers focused on raising productivity through germplasm enhancement, to a larger, more complex and bureaucratic system addressing a broader range of R&D issues (e.g., NRM, biodiversity conservation, health, nutrition, food policies, capacity building, environmental sustainability, climate change and poverty!)

· Many donors are unwilling to support traditional productivity-enhancing research through unrestricted funding to CG Centers. 

· The number of networks, partnership programs, consortia, and Challenge Programs has increased, as has the proportion of restricted funding (now more than 50% of the total).

· The changing funding base, program orientation, and institutional makeup of the CGIAR have reduced the effectiveness of its original management & governance (including evaluation procedures).

· The system has been slow to realize the need for change and to adapt itself to changing conditions.

· The reasons for a lack of decisive action have been characterized by some (e.g., World Bank) as a “governance crisis” and a “collective action paradox.” There are calls for (a) centralization of management & governance and (b) return to the traditional areas of CGIAR “comparative advantage” and “core competence.”

· However, not all agree with this assessment or prescription!

Current status of evaluation in the CGIAR

· Complex sets of overlapping planning, monitoring, evaluation and impact assessment procedures have developed over time.

· Evaluative activities are increasing in number and cost.

· Three distinct evaluation systems are co-evolving: 

· An institutional CGIAR evaluation system emphasizes accountability through external reviews, performance measurement and ex-post impact assessment. This system is based on traditional, linear conceptions of research (vs. development) and relies heavily on expert review and economic impact assessment approaches.

· Program-based evaluation emphasizes learning, decision-support and program improvement and uses diverse frameworks and methods. 

· Growing numbers of independent donor evaluations are being conducted that employ methods dictated by the donors.

· Given the changing nature of the CGIAR’s programs and modes of working, the forthcoming guidelines for economic impact assessment – a key component of the formal evaluation system – may be appropriate for less than one quarter of the CGIAR’s R&D activities.

Conclusions

· The current situation illustrates Leeuw’s “performance paradox” (2000) and Koppell’s “multiple accountabilities disorder” (2005).
What Factors Drive Evaluation Practice?
External factors 

· The evolution of donor priorities and investment patterns has had a strong bearing on evaluation practice (e.g., proliferation of independent donor reviews)

· The funding crisis of mid-1990s led to an “impact mania” and often-heroic efforts to provide more (and more and more) credible evidence of the value of agricultural research, in terms of donor objectives.

CGIAR Institutions

· The origins of the CGIAR and its “creation myths” are inextricably linked to the argument that agricultural research, by creating widely adaptable new technologies, is a powerful engine of agricultural growth, economic development, and poverty reduction (as laid out by Schultz, Hayami & Ruttan, and Mellor).

· The World Bank, as convener of the CGIAR, the system’s largest donor, and the largest lender for agricultural R&D in developing countries (as well as the largest producer of development studies and of evaluations, worldwide), has a very large influence on institutional evaluation practice in the CGIAR.

· Research evaluation in the agricultural research community has become synonymous with economic impact assessment. 

· Responsibilities for IA in the CGIAR are kept separate from those for M&E.

· Both IA and institutional M&E are accountability focused, and are averse to assuming responsibility for “learning.” 

Programs

· As the substantive focus of CGIAR programs has changed, so have the management and evaluation issues. Hence, the “internal demands” for evaluation have changed.

· New organizational forms for program implementation (partnerships, alliances, networks etc) bring further new demands for management and evaluation.

People

· The disciplinary training and R&D experience of key actors have influenced their perspectives on methods for both R&D and evaluation. These perspectives, in turn, have influenced the types of evaluation they support or discourage.

· Disciplinary training influences evaluation practice, since evaluators acquire specific sets of disciplinary knowledge, skills and attitudes, which influence the types of evaluation they engage in. 

· People working in new programmatic areas dealing with complex systems are more likely to experiment with new ways of doing evaluation. 

Implications for Rethinking Impact

1.   We can re-think all we want, but bringing about change requires action. 

2.   Evaluation methods are important, but are only one part of the puzzle; institutional change is the key.

3.   In addition to methods, we need to consider:

· The nature of our R&D programs and the evaluation approaches that are most appropriate for them.

· Developments in the external environment (e.g., financial & ideological factors). These may provide waves we can ride or tsunamis that will swamp our puny efforts. 

· Institutional issues in our working environment. What’s our “room for maneuver” given the accepted ways of doing things in our organizations?

· Personal factors: These are complex and delicate, and are crucial for successful institutional change efforts.

4.   In all these areas, we need to be “strategically opportunistic” and politically astute. 

5.   “Impact” is an extremely “loaded” term that is not an appropriate metaphor for what most of us would like to see our programs do (contribute to sustainable poverty reduction). 

Ways Forward

Going back to the Framework for Analyzing Evaluation Practice, suggestions for improvement can be grouped under four headings:

Influences and opportunities outside the CGIAR

· As evaluation patterns and trends within the CGIAR reflect external influences, we need to become better informed of issues and forces that influence evaluation practice outside of the CGIAR itself – particular among key donor organizations. 

· We can learn a great deal about evaluation trends, controversies, approaches and methods by linking up with professionals affiliated with professional evaluation associations, such as the American Evaluation Association, Canadian, European, Australian and African Evaluation Societies. 

· There is a considerable range of what is considered “good evaluation practice” among donor organizations, and some donors support development of evaluation methods and evaluation capacity. Some of the more supportive donors include IDRC (Canada), SDC (Switzerland), DGIS (Netherlands) and IFAD. 

Nature of contemporary R&D programs

· Perhaps as little as 25% of the program activities currently being carried out in the CGIAR (in terms of budget allocation) can not be adequately evaluated with the core methods presented in the forthcomng Science Council Guidelines for ex-post impact assessment. 

· Developing and making available more appropriate methods for evaluating the other 75% of the CGIAR program activities represents an opportunity for us.

Role of key actors

· We need to recognize the importance of “personal factors” and key individuals in decision-making in and around the CGIAR. 

· As argued by Patton (1997), our evaluation work needs to engage specific intended users and employ well-crafted strategies to influence decision-making. 

· Recent work on global environmental assessments (Mitchel, Clark and Cash, 2006) provides important insights on how to make information influential in complex decision-making processes. 

Role of institutions

· Institutions can/do change over time. We should continue to push for a “new CGIAR” that is open, inclusive, truth-seeking and learning-oriented. 

· Evaluation can play a useful role in CGIAR reforms and in enhancing the CGIAR’s impacts on poverty and the environment, but only if we build institutional capacity for program evaluation. 

· Over time, evaluation in the CGIAR has become “corrupted” in the sense that it is seen more as a source of public awareness materials than as a tool for judging the value and merit of programs, with the intent of improving them. We need to work to develop program evaluation as a legitimate and important discipline within the CGIAR. 
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Figure 1. Framework for analyzing evaluation practices
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