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1. Introduction to the 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 aims to draw upon a rich legacy of technologies, policies and processes developed by the previous agricultural and natural resources research programmes funded under the RNRRS. The RNRRS ran between 1995 and 2006 and its objective was “to generate new knowledge and to promote its uptake and application such that the livelihoods of poor people are improved through better management of renewable natural resources”. The bilateral component was organised as ten research programmes covering the needs of people dependent on agriculture, forestry, livestock and fisheries for their livelihood. The breadth of the strategy reflected the wide variety of environments in which poor people live in poorer countries and the multiple routes by which research can reduce poverty. Whilst the RNRRS provides a rich dataset from which to draw, it is also acknowledged that natural resources research from other sources is also likely to add value to the work of the RIU.

Objectives of the RIU

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” This would be linked particularly to delivery of Millennium Development Goal (MDG) one (eradicating poverty and hunger), MDG three (promote gender equality and empower women), MDG seven (ensuring environmental sustainability) and MDG eight (delivering a global partnership for development).

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 tool 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 programme is broken down through a number of linked components (seven)  which contribute to the eight identified outcomes (see figures 1 & 2).  
The programme’s purpose includes the ambition that RIU will ‘increase understanding of how the promotion and widespread use of research outputs can contribute to poverty reduction and economic growth’. All RIU’s outputs will contribute to this purpose. While the main focus of Output 1 is ‘significant use’, it will also involve learning by doing. Components under Output 2 will support and synthesise that learning, combine it with evidence from within and outside RIU, and involve users in the design and discussion of the increased understanding that will result. Wider dissemination beyond evaluation networks will be coordinated as part of Output 3.
Logframe Output 2: Research-into-use evidence and lessons generated with evaluation partners

Work during the inception phase of the RIU Programme has indicated that in general impact assessments and evaluation methodologies used in the natural resource and rural development sectors have failed to derive conclusions that can be generalised beyond the specific case being evaluated or its context.
 The impact evaluation field is complex and the success or failure in implementing research or innovation will depend on many factors. However the lack of generalisable principles that can guide the successful implementation of new research in a range of contexts is a major constraint for policy makers, beneficiaries and other stakeholders.  The RNRRS Evaluation of 2005
 noted the lack of quantified evidence on the developmental impact from the research commissioned. 

The RIU Programme’s emphasis on impact assessment and learning has two main origins: first, the need to know more about why natural resources research has not been more used, and how a focus on use can speed up adoption and spread the benefits for the poor; and second, the limited available evidence of the impact on poverty of past RNRRS activities.  
Component 2.2 - Impact evaluation

The impact evaluation component will provide and synthesise evidence needed to add significantly to research-into-use understanding with the OVI being ‘Robust evidence on the effectiveness
 of an innovation systems approach, and others, to agricultural research into use in different contexts and for different groups gathered, analysed and reported on with key national and international evaluations partners.’
It will address specific evaluation questions, and will be based on consistent, comparable and rigorous studies in DFID PSA countries
. While its primary focus is expected to be on RIU initiatives and RNRRS outcomes, some work on non-DFID research-into-use efforts, and collateral work on sectors other than natural resources, may be included. The aim will be to produce and maintain an evolving research-into-use ‘evidence output’ based on RIU and other evaluations. Assessing the different impacts of research outputs on different groups will be a key objective of part of the work. 

To facilitate the delivery of the RIU Programme Outcomes including that related to ‘proof of concept’ the impact evaluation component has been designed to answer three questions: 

1. For an intervention (technology, process, communication instrument etc) the key questions are what worked, where, for whom and why (or how)? 
 
2. Understanding this, through a robust comparative analysis,  can then lead to developing approaches that 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 a successful innovation elsewhere can be adopted/adapted to suit local conditions.
3. The impact of the RIU Programme 2006 – 2011.

The underlying logic of enquiry for the development of an Evaluation Knowledge Spine is to link theoretical and practical work to provide evidence of ‘critical success factors’ for pro-poor innovation (see Figure 3).  Firstly the theoretical work is focused on undertaking on-going ‘systematic reviews of the literature’ on innovation in the natural resource sector, (primarily in developing countries and in a pro-poor implementation context
).  By this the RIU programme will be able to indicate the current thinking (State of the art) on  ‘How to Spread Good Ideas’ and thereby facilitate scale up and out of research activities.
  The use of ‘systematic reviews’  aims to provide a ‘rich, detailed and highly practical understanding of complex social interventions’
  By undertaking a rigorous logical enquiry into current published material from natural resource
 management, innovation, research and extension the impact evaluation process will facilitate the development of a common understanding of how these processes are articulated in various research traditions including that of innovation systems.  This will enable the complexity of the issues surrounding ‘research into use’ and the subsequent pro-poor innovation in the renewable natural resources sector to be articulated and bring in insights from other disciplines e.g. communication studies, marketing, development studies, organisation development and general systems theory alongside the different research disciplines.  
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’  (innovation case - process and/or technology) and its type of pro-poor impact can be made.    Through selection of relevant cases this will enable the programme to understand more clearly why certain RNRRS interventions worked in certain locations.  By combining this analysis with the systematic review the target is to enable, as the RIU programme develops, the use of a ‘Would it work here? framework’
 as an initial prediction tool in relation to spread and sustainability of both existing research/innovation knowledge as well as to enable institutional/policy alignment to foster future pro-poor research and innovation.    

The paper will now discuss the development of the FCAP, its proposed 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.  
2. Formal Comparative Analysis Protocol (FCAP):  A methodological strategy for comparative analysis. 
 

Why Comparative Analysis?  

Within the innovation systems framework, such as proposed by Arnold and Bell
 or by Greenhalgh
 a number of the parameters including the framework conditions are the natural territory of governance specialists rather than natural resource scientists working with communities on specific interventions.  The impact evaluation team argue that many elements of the ‘riu’ processes necessary for successful up and out scaling of research, are in fact ‘governance’ issues and fall clearly in the realm of political economy.  To understand the conditions that help/hinder ‘riu’ activities, and certainly when using an innovation systems framework to explain the range of pro-poor impact from the RIU programme case studies, the impact evaluation component is examining whether a tool used in comparative politics can be of assistance in setting up some methodological rigour
 in the process of making comparisons between countries and interventions within countries.    We are seeking to work in a situation where there are ‘multiple causal factors acting together’.
  The case itself forms the unit of analysis as ‘the focus tends to be on the similarities and difference among cases rather than the analytical relationship between variables.
  In each case we are examining the innovation system framework associated with possible differential pro-poor impact of an innovation case, with an riu activity potentially having more than one innovation case and cases that changes over time (especially in long term programmes i.e. more than the normal 3-5 year project cycle).  The aim of this analysis is not to ‘prove’ the programme hypothesis but in confirm/infirm it through RIU programme learning activities.  This helps the programme overcome, at the case level, but not necessarily within a case, of the need for ‘counterfactuals’ and the need to address ‘falsability’.
  Furthermore this approach can be good for building theory e.g. what conditions foster pro-poor innovation in the natural resource sector, provides an intensive approach giving a ‘thick description’ and helps to avoid ‘conceptual stretching.
    

To assist in this work the impact evaluation component is exploring the use of a Formal comparative Analysis Protocol based on a Qualitative Comparative Analysis approach.  This approach has not, to our knowledge, been used in the RNR sector before.
  The methodology and plan that are being designed tries to ensure robust analysis based on reliable data which can be generalised to more than the single case (country, intervention, or sector).  There is a need to  provide more than a series of single intervention descriptive studies, and that it will instead result in identification of more general principles on how to enhance the impact of research and innovation on pro-poor policies and interventions, which are well-supported by good quality evidence.

The FCAP should facilitate comparative analysis across many (12+) different cluster studies/cases. The aim of the analysis is to assess the relationship between an ‘intervention’ and its pro-poor impact. This relationship will be assessed in terms of an innovation systems framework (ISFW). In our case, the innovation in question is the take-up of the research intervention put in place under RIU and previous RNRRS programmes.  As a result, for each intervention in each country, we want to build up a picture of the innovation system (IS) within which this intervention is made, and identify how the IS affects the pro-poor impact of the intervention. Over all of the 12+ cases, it should be possible to build up a picture of key common features of the IS in each case which hinder/promote the pro-poor impact of an intervention.  The countries in which the cases are located range across Africa and Asia and will therefore present a widely varying range of contexts. They will also present a varying range of difficulty in terms of data collection, especially data availability and reliability.

This approach is not without problems including the choice of cases and the methods used to provide the evidence. The availability of reliable evidence from previous activities and within countries.  There is a risk associated with the use of the FCAP which is being  minimised in the following ways.  Firstly the case study approach means that the studies themselves will stand ‘alone’ even if in the end it is not possible to utilise the QCA methodology due to the complexity of the situations, the quality of the evidence available and for other possible unforeseen methodological constraints.  Secondly the FCAP will be tested during the next few months both through a ‘dry run’ using data from published case studies, and from the two ‘pilot’ studies being undertaken in the next few months.

Selection of the pilot cases and others from RNRRS
A process was undertaken to identify case studies that are drawn for the ‘population of research outputs/clusters identified under the RNRRS and previous DFID supported RNR research outputs.’
  From the initial population of 278 RNRRS outputs (or clusters) identified by RIU in the inception phase
 was reduced to 27 through an examination of their ‘plausible impact on poverty’ (72) but on further triangulation this was reduced to 33.  27 of these were in the RIU programme area and there was express interest in impact evaluation from the ex-RNRRS programme managers.  Of these two contrasting studies were selected to be used of pilot methodological development ‘cluster studies’.  The first is around innovations in Rain Fed Agricultural Systems with a focus on rice breeding (PVS and COB) and the spread of rabi cropping in Bangladesh, Nepal and India..  The second cluster study is in Uganda examining innovations in treatment approaches linked to Tsetse and Trypanosiamiosis eradication.

Common Framework for Comparison
In order to be effective, comparative research must compare like with like, and it must offer an explicit, systematic, explanatory comparative analysis. There is a need to reduce the complexity of the research as far as possible, to avoid getting lost in the detail of individual cases, while still ensuring that the data analysis and conclusions are robust, and where possible generalisable.  These demands can be seen in three key and distinctive challenges of comparative research outlined below. Meeting all three challenges involves the creation of a common framework for analysis which simplifies, systematises and makes explicit the terms of comparison for a research project.

a. In cross-national research, the specification of the unit of analysis does not precede the research process, it is the first part of the research process. The unit of analysis must be defined in such a way that it ‘travels’ across a variety of countries or contexts
. It needs to be general enough to include all relevant cases, in all countries, to be compared, but specific enough to exclude irrelevant cases.

b. The key contextual features which are relevant to the purposes of the study must be identified. This is called ‘segmenting’ the contexts of individual cases. It is a vital part of simplifying the research process by limiting the data, and enabling the development of specific propositions relating to the cases.
 As a result however, this process of ‘segmenting’ contexts has direct and crucial implications for the robustness of the analysis – an error in this segmentation process can have reverberations for an entire project, and can be difficult to correct at later stages of a research programme (e.g. not collecting data on a specific contextual feature of cases which later turns out to be vital in several of the cases compared). Context segmentation will also depend on data availability, and understanding these limitations can substantially alter the focus and data generation burden of second stage research (i.e. can you generate, collect and analyse comparative data on the relevant contextual features);

c.    When selecting specific cases for detailed comparison, there should be good understanding of how these relate to the population of cases. The risk is otherwise that a set of unusual cases are selected which are assumed to be typical, so that inappropriately general conclusions are drawn (or vice versa).

Lieberman (1998)
 identifies best practice for comparative research as ‘nested’ analysis, where a broad, quantitative study is used to identify key parameters of the analysis, and also provides the basis for particular sets of cases for detailed analysis. This draws attention to the value of a sequenced approach using mixed methods (quantitative analysis followed by qualitative and participatory research), particularly for comparative research in development studies.
 This approach assists in first stage research (categorisation, simplification and case selection), but also compensates for data gaps and unreliability or incommensurability of available data across cases at the second stage.    In terms of methods, there is a range of quantitative and qualitative methodological techniques available, including quantitative or quasi-quantitative simulations, fuzzy-logic, and participatory vignettes, all of which are designed to ensure systematic and explicit like-with-like comparisons in data generation/collection and analysis.   
Tool: Qualitative Comparative Analysis

Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA)
 is a new analytic technique that uses Boolean algebra to implement principles of comparison used by scholars engaged in the qualitative study of macro social phenomena. Typically, qualitatively oriented scholars examine only a few cases at a time, but their analyses are both intensive (addressing many aspects of cases)  and integrative (examining how the different parts of a case fit together, both contextually and historically). By formalizing the logic of qualitative analysis, QCA makes it possible to bring the logic and empirical intensity of qualitative approaches to studies that embrace more than a handful of cases especially research situations that normally call for the use of variable-oriented, quantitative methods. Boolean methods of logical comparison represent each case as a combination of causal and outcome conditions. These combinations can be compared with each other and then logically simplified through a bottom-up process of paired comparison.

QCA is used where you have a small-to medium sized group of countries – say up to 15 as a preferred maximum, but 3-8 is practical and normal.  QCA is used where you
· recognise that defining your cases may involve complex configurations of features (e.g. ‘innovation systems’ with complicated theoretical components which may or may not be present in any one case, and where the system itself interacts with wider socio-economic & political environment.)

· are interested in these configurations of features and their relationship to perhaps several different outcomes in your population of cases (rather than having to provide a yes/no answer to the existence of an outcome such as decrease in poverty, but where you do not have reliable quantitative evidence to run a regression or cluster analysis to ‘test’ a hypothesis in the usual sense, for example).

· may not always have quantifiable data either to define your cases, or to define the ways in which cases in your population vary.

· can expect to find ‘types’ of cases as a more appropriate reflection of reality that saying x combination (alone) caused y outcome 

· where an acceptable outcome is to say, in terms of riu having a pro-poor impact, we have identified 3 key ‘ideal-typical’ ways in which riu has worked in practice for staple crops (or others). We have two cases each which broadly conform to type 1 & 2 (although their pro-poor impact has most effect on the middling-poor), and 3 cases which conform to type 3, but here the pro-poor effect is less widespread, but more focused on the very poor.

The RIU Programme case studies, both those from previous RNRRS work, and those associated with the Innovation Challenge Fund in particular are likely to conform to many of the situations above.  The approach then is to set up, for each innovation case (and there may be a number within each case study across a number of countries e.g. Rain Fed Agriculture in India, Bangladesh and Nepal) a matrix data sheet documenting the differentiated pro-poor impact and use the elements within the innovation system as descriptive factors.  This will,  through comparison across cases, increase understanding of those elements which fostered/hindered the innovation and its ability to secure pro-poor impact (including factors specific to the innovation itself).  The QCA matrix data sheet is completed by the case study management team and the key informant team based on past evidence, knowledge of the relevant case and the information gathered from real-time studies.  This data sheet is then analysed using Boolean analysis, i.e. with the ‘and/or/either/not/etc’ operators of Boolean logic without using fuzzy set theory.  It is possible that fuzzy set theory might enable the team to account for the complexity of innovation systems and their contexts, without getting overwhelmed by them, and will also enable us to refine the ‘it depends’ answer, by explaining what ‘it’ depends on in which kind of case.
  The systematisation of the analysis is important and the team will be undertaking a ‘dry run’ in summer 2008 using data from existing published studies, as well as the initial data emerging from the two pilot case studies.  There are concerns about the tractability of the topic and the ability to compare across very different contexts.  The inherent comparative situation in the RFA study will provide us with an opportunity to test whether this approach can work for similar innovation cases in 3 different contexts even if the comparison between the two pilots proves overly difficult given the quality of evidence, the range of variables and the radically different innovations under consideration.  
Using QCA also means that we can approach the research with a form of ‘analytical induction’.
  Rather than having to specify a set of hypotheses about the relationship between the innovation system (IS), the type of intervention and pro-poor impact, from the outset of the research, for which we simply do not have enough information,
 analytical induction enables us to identify or conceptualise key features of our unit of analysis (IS) in general terms, while leaving scope during the research for re-conceptualising and re-describing the component features of IS in each case.

For example each innovation system (at international, regional, national and sub-national) has a combination of institutional features and inter-institutional relationships and processes that facilitate innovation and possibly ‘pro-poor innovation’. This means that we are looking for an analytical method which 

a) permits analysis of the role of  multiple factors, in shaping outcomes (i.e. means that different features of the IS can be specified. We can call this ‘configurational’ analysis)

b) does not require that all these factors are measurable, both because the ISFW looks at processes and relationships which are impossible to quantify, and because of potential data availability problems (i.e. the configurational analysis must not rely on statistical data, the usual source for such analysis, like regression or cluster analysis)
c) permits analysis to explain how not only the system’s component features, but also the relationships between them, shape system outcomes  (i.e. enables the system of IS to be the centre of the analysis, not just its component parts) and 

d) preferably enables a ‘weighting’ of the significance of different factors in shaping  outcomes (i.e. so that we can identify more/less significant factors in any one IS which shape the particular outcomes of particular sets of cases)

It is acknowledged that the process of simplification (for the purposes of this study) of both riu/research interventions and development contexts is not straightforward, hence the need for a further period of research in which to achieve this. But without some means of reducing complexity and developing clear and specific hypotheses that can be tested it is doubtful whether any progress can be made.

The purpose – and advantages – offered by this Boolean approach is its open-endedness, as it does not require tightly specified hypotheses from the outset, unlike statistical analyses. It also, should now be clear does not require statistical data, which is helpful for research using a strongly qualitative conceptual framework (ISFW), but also researching a field where such data is unlikely to be available.  Thus QCA is very suitable for a piece of research which is exploratory at the outset, but which must at the very least provide specific, usable policy-relevant information on completion. 

An Outline Example of how the QCA might work

The basic process (see Box 1) of this form of analysis as applied to our research is that by using the innovation systems literature, we identify the likely key features of an innovation system/context, and their claimed importance and role. This provides the outline of the ‘matrix’; the data collection for this research is primarily to complete this matrix, filling in the information for the matrix for each case. 

The matrix will look like a table/data sheet, with each case forming a row, and the description of pro-poor impact and the Innovation systems features forming columns: 

	Innovation case within each cluster study
	Type and Scale of Pro Poor Impact
	Intermediate research organisations
	Number of NGOs
	Geographical dispersal of NGOs
	Contact between NGOs and ROs
	Ethnic divisions for  market access 

	1a Uganda (block treatment)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1b Uganda (restricted treatment)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2a India (PVS)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2b India (Rabi cropping)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3a Nepal (PVS)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Examples of the information that need to be filled in on the matrix might be: – the number, density and type of NGOs which might be engaged in a relevant IS; or number, density, variety and cost of modes of transport, and accessibility by social group (notably gender), which might be important for both facilitating market access for new crop, and for gaining access to information and support from geographically dispersed organisations.
  

Our focus particularly on agriculture in developing countries will mean some adaptation from both the very general ‘models’ of innovation systems  that are published, and we will also have to extrapolate relevant features by using more detailed empirical examples which are taken from other economic sectors, or systems in countries at a different level of development.
  Given the novelty of this kind of research, and its uniqueness in undertaking a comparison, we might have to be prepared to make some adjustments to the matrix and how it conceptualised as the research progresses.
Above all, it will be necessary to assess pro-poor impact in specific dimensions, as the aim would be to eventually not only describe the pro-poor impact for each innovation case, but to identify categories or types of pro-poor impact among all the cases. One such proposal might therefore, for example be to link the pro-poor impact to the ISFW in four areas (there may be more areas regarding pro-poor impact that are important, especially in relation to certain groups e.g. cultural impact for indigenous peoples and ethnic/national minorities.  
a) Temporal: long, short and medium term impact 

b) Type: at or near subsistence - decreasing seasonal/climate vulnerability; increased food security. Above subsistence - increasing income; increased income security.

c) Extent: inclusion and exclusion of identifiable groups of poor from innovation benefits listed in a and b (e.g. women, particular ethnic groups, isolated communities)

d) Stability:  Is the poverty reduction permanent or do people remain highly vulnerable to stress factors, often outwith their control? 
e) Direct and indirect:  who and where are the beneficiaries or those incurring increased costs?   

Both data availability and complexity of the comparison mean that normal evaluation techniques, or even hypothesis-testing will not enable us to make the link from the RIU intervention, through the IS to the pro-poor impact.  To enable these linkages to be made explicit after the matrix is completed a process of ‘reverse engineering’ is then undertaken.  The research team will then identify the pro-poor impact of particular cases along several dimensions. The types of pro-poor impact for each case are then compared, and grouped into categories. The advantage of this approach is that we identify categories or types of pro-poor impact from our universe of cases.

In this example, PPI 1 might broadly describe the outcome in the cases in India and Nepal, such as: short term impact of increased food security, with inclusion of all ethnic groups, but low impact on women. PPI 2 might be the outcome found in Uganda and India (case b), say, medium–term impact of increasing income which has a noticeable impact on women, but is confined to particular ethnic groups.

Further more the use of the QCA matrix data table allows the case study management team and the advisory support team to complete an overview of the innovation systems for each case, taking account of literature/existing experience.  
The use of the matrix data table: 

· PERMITS operationalisation, in ways directly relevant to the RNRRS case or RIU case, of Innovation systems components (i.e. to engage with direct impacts of IS features, such as transport, banking and finance structures etc)

· Stops the standard recourse to answers of ‘culture’ & other generalisations for explanations of innovation ‘success’ or ‘failure’ in relation to PPI for each case, groups of cases or all cases (i.e. turn abstract concepts into empirically explorable attributes)

· Presents the data but does NOT organise or articulate hypothetical relationships for each case at this stage – that is role of comparison (e.g. domain linkages are explored in analysis, not questionnaire)

· Presents the data and does NOT distinguish between drivers, enablers and significance or direction of features at this stage – again this comes with the comparative analysis (e.g. differential impact of ‘good’ market access should be possible to identify in QCA matrix analysis)

FCAP and QCA Tool – a work in progress

From the above it can be seen that the use of the FCAP and the QCA approach is facilitating a logical design for the selection and design of the case studies from the previous RNRRS programmes and from the RIU Programme itself.  It is too early to say whether the use of this tool has been successful as the number of potentially important elements of the ISFW combined with the issues of measuring direct and indirect pro-poor impact in a variety of contexts is actually tractable for the range of riu interventions possible.  The RIU Programme will undertake regular reviews of progress and will produce regular updates on progress for discussion with a range of stakeholders.  
3. Critical Issues and impact evaluation in the RIU Programme.  
The development of the RIU Evaluation Spine is raising a number of general issues, as well as the issues raised by the application of the QCA approach to the understanding riu activities in the renewable natural resources sector.  Through the development of the FCAP and QCA matrix data sheet a number of issues have been identified that will need to be addressed to increase the robustness of the evidence generated and hence the possible recommendations for policy makers and other users of this information.
Key issues identified so far include:  

A. Need to understand and measure changes:  Pro-poor impact and the RIU Programme.  
There is a need to understand differential impact i.e. not only the WHAT but FOR WHOM which at first base would be the poor (including the near poor or the not quite poor), and some assessment of the stability/variance of the gain made.  Without knowing if an innovation case has had an impact it will be difficult to apply the innovation systems framework influenced FCAP matrix to help EXPLAIN the where, why, for whom and how questions which may enable some generic lessons to be drawn from the impact evaluation work.  
Given the programme is looking at ‘riu’ activities that aid poverty reduction and economic growth that latter being only one element of the former but a necessary one, the question of understanding ‘pro-poor’ growth is important as well.  This latter can be defined as  ‘growth [that] is pro-poor, relatively speaking, if it benefits the poor proportionally more than the non-poor.’
  Measurement of elements of pro-poor growth are difficult and policy choices are clearly a political issue.  Choices made to facilitate pro-poor innovation e.g. different forms of land rights, ability to set up value chains and other variables are important and questions of governance including transparency, rule of law are critical even if the actual innovation is in itself non-controversial.    

B. Deciding on the ‘innovation case’ 
It is important that for each identified cluster/case study that there is a clear understanding about the innovation under consideration and the impact it might have had.  For instance within a single case study it could be:

i. The original intervention

ii. Innovations that took place in response to local adaptation of the original proposal

iii. A policy change

iv. A process which facilitated change.  

C. Quality of Evidence 

In many arenas it is normal to be able to supply  a ‘descriptive grading system’ to allow clear articulation of the quality of the evidence that is being produced and utilised in ongoing analysis.  Within the development arena this is rarely undertaken and leads to the situation where evidence of variable quality is treated in the same way. As evidence based policy making and subsequent impact assessment is increasingly important, and noting how this issue is now increasingly important within DFID itself
 the development of descriptive criteria for use within the RIU programme is being pursued in conjunction with the Evaluation Panel.  The use of this approach will increase transparency within the programme and allow us to be clear about how we use data of variable quality – much of which was not collected for the purpose which we are now using it.  

D. Benchmarking of pro-poor RNR riu?  

There remains a lack of clarity about the standards against which research into use in the renewable natural resources sector should be ‘benchmarked’ against.  What are the ‘normal’ industry standards for achieving effective ‘research into use’ within a single company or an industry e.g. biotechnology, pharmaceuticals.  Is publicly funded RNR focused  riu currently better or worse than industry norms?  Further work needs to be done to ascertain this so that we can be sure that we are setting realistic levels for riu activities in the RNR sector and especially when operating in areas where the nature of the climate, location, livelihood development focus, public goods benefits etc increase the potential risk of non-adoption and hence affect the economic rates of return for the private sector.  Do research donors perhaps expect too much, too soon with too little investment?  How are we to realistically facilitate public good types benefits (including poverty reduction) with public/private riu activities?  

E. Impact Evaluation component and the articulation of a framework for pro-poor innovation in the RNR sectors.  

The impact Evaluation component is working on articulating an innovation systems framework that will be used as an explanatory tool for understanding why certain riu activities worked.  The use of an ISFW (and is being further articulated with the RIU programme Innovation Resource Group and the RIU Management Team) so that it can be used to help answer the question as to whether riu activities can be made more effective and efficient and provide real benefits to the poor and to the public goods arena (where appropriate).  An innovation systems exists even if not formally articulated in its use.  There are important issues about how to characterise the way powerful interests can affect the ability of people to innovate.    What is the linkage between the way the impact evaluation component is using the innovation systems framework  for analysis of impact, and an innovation systems approach i.e. the implementation of approaches to support pro-poor innovation?  
F. Changing Aid Architecture and support for Science, Technology and Innovation (STI)?  
How is the changing aid architecture, as well as other intergovernmental agreements, affecting the ability of riu to be taken up by poor countries, by poor regions and by poor households?  Can a donor led approach itself actual constrain innovation?   How does it link to the private sector activities?  How does the donor community (and there are highly variable constituents here) affect planning – especially expenditure plans?  What are the priority needs in an innovation system that can be changed to support pro poor innovation and how can they be tracked to see if they have any impact?  Do we understand how and when scientists influence policy?  How does this work and does it have a positive effect?  What about the CGIAR itself?  It is possible that the articulation of this may help donors working in the area of STI, including the RNR sectors, to understand the relevant ‘levers’ or drivers of change to facilitate pro-poor innovation at a variety of levels within a changing global political economy and within localised cultural systems which may constrain certain types of innovation. 

Figure 1:  Current Management Structure and components of the RIU Programme.
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Figure 2 Performance and Learning Framework (PLF)
Draft Consolidated RIU Task Team Results v4 (03/12/07) (under revision)

	RIU Goal

To contribute to sustained poverty reduction in countries of Africa and South Asia, where agriculture is important to the livelihoods of the poor


	Verifiable Indicators

Evidence of research into use impact on poverty leads to increased research into use investment by other development partners.

Increased pro-poor benefits from agricultural and natural resources
 research investments.


	Purpose

To maximize the poverty reducing impact of RNRRS and other research and, by doing so, significantly increase understanding of how the promotion and widespread use of research can contribute to poverty reduction and economic growth.

	Verifiable Indicators

Projected poverty impact in PSA countries in 2015 based on the differentiated
 impact assessment of RIU initiatives in 2011. 

More effective and efficient natural resource based innovation systems, reflecting new ways of working, evident within 8 PSA countries.

Pro-poor and gender responsive RIU evidence-based lessons of RNR research into use evident within (sub) national, regional and international poverty reduction and economic development funding, strategies and policies.


	Organise for results (2011), track performance and learn across the programme around shared

‘ Outcomes’
	‘Enabling Environment’:  National  policies & strategies, and institutional incentive structures (for suppliers, users & intermediaries) which promote and facilitate the out-scaling of NR based innovation systems in [6] PSA countries
1.2 [3.1; 1.3]
	‘Uptake’: Widespread sustainable adoption in [all five CPIA quintile categories of PSA countries], through RIU initiatives, of S&T knowledge with RNRRS origin and other research.
1.1; 1.3 [1.2]
	‘Capability’ (know-how): Individuals, organisations and institutions with the combined capability to transform natural resource based research knowledge into successful pro-poor innovation in [6] PSA countries.
1.2; 1.1 [3.2]
	‘Proof of Concept’:  Knowledge on what is needed to implement pro-poor and gender responsive natural resource based innovation systems successfully within different contexts; focal countries and sub-regions.
2.2 [2.1; 1.2]
	‘Data processes’:  Robust and resourced data collection and analysis underpinning  evidence based dialogue on up-scaling & out-scaling within the natural resource based policy, strategy and funding processes [in 6 PSA countries ] and at the sub-region/ regional level in Africa.
2.1 [3.1; 2.2]
	‘Knowledge Bank’:  Information on application of an innovation systems approach and RNRRS technologies is available and accessible in 8 PSA countries and 4 sub-regions (3 in Africa & South Asia) to ‘RIU programmes’ and professional community.
2.2; 3.2
	‘Political, Institutional and/or Financial Endorsement’: National institutions and multi-donor groups in at least 8 PSA countries endorse the Innovation Systems Approach for the RNR research and development funding framework (up-scaling)
3.1 [1.3; 2.2; 3.2]


	‘Synergy’: CAADP agenda and other relevant Pan-African processes/ initiatives with NR technology up/out-scaling of innovation at the core demonstrate the principles of aid effectiveness in [at least 6 sub-Saharan] PSA countries
3.1; 3.2


Figure 3:  Current process and management of the impact evaluation component.
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Figure 4:  Possible application of the Arnold and Bell Model for the RIU.  This is ongoing work, based on theoretical and practice insights from case studies. 


Box 1:  Summary of the FCAP approach


Annex 1
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Practical international development consultant with recognised management training and twenty three years experience of development investments, principally in South Asia, Africa and the Balkans.  
Impact Evaluation team who attended November 2007 and February 2008 workshops or have contributed through e-mail discussions.  Many people in this group have contributed explicitly to the development of the FCAP and the QCA data sheet development.  These include: Sadie Watson, Rick Davies, John Kawalek, Philippa Haden, George Abalu, Martin Whiteside, John Witcombe, David Harris, Kerry Albright, Marika Weinhardt, Vera Mugittu, Andy Frost, Marlene Buchy,
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Research Into Use Programme (www.researchintouse.com )
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.
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The FCAP is a methodological strategy to enable comparison of the innovation system and pro-poor impact.   





The objectives in using the FCAP are:


To be able to create generalised explanations of the relationship between an intervention, the innovation system and impact beyond the individual case;





To use these explanations in order to provide policy makers with (crude) ‘diagnostic tools’ regarding RNR riu and other measures more generally





The use of this approach will enable us to articulate ‘What explains the (differential) impact of the innovation i.e. what are the factors that enabled/hindered the use of the innovation.  





The Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) matrix is:


Tool of comparison of 


Key features of innovation system


Among many (12-20) different cases of ‘research into use’ 


Linking IS characteristics with range of possible outcomes among those cases


Tool of systematic comparison


Across range of quantitative and qualitative data 


From micro- and meso- and macro-sources


Not equally reliable or available across all cases.


Comparative analysis will be based on details from each case, so that 


data from each case is collected from range of sources & analysed 


collated for completion of the ‘matrix data sheet’ 


collated for completion of pro-poor impact evaluation 





The use of this approach allows use to undertake a logical and robust design process which includes: 


Stage 1: data collection


Stage 2: data analysis – per case for impact assessment and per case for matrix data sheet completion


Stage 3: collation and initial analysis of matrix data sheet results for construction of matrix (all cases)


Stage 5: comparative analysis of cases in matrix; ‘iterative’ analysis


Stage 4: comparison of pro-poor impact measurements and division into types


Stage 6: comparative analysis of groups of cases for construction of ‘diagnostic tools’
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� Paul Balogun.  Identification of possible case studies under RIUP Output 2.2.  Internal programme document, September 2007.  
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� Its author, & leading exponent, Charles Ragin calls it ‘qualitative’, simply to distinguish it from large multi-country studies which use only quantitative indicators. See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.u.arizona.edu/~cragin/fsQCA/index.shtml" ��http://www.u.arizona.edu/~cragin/fsQCA/index.shtml�





� QCA and Boolean analysis has been developed into an approach called ‘fuzzy set theory’; but the state of both conceptualisation in the literature, and the state of empirical research generally, but especially in our field(s) of agriculture and developing countries precludes such an approach. Thus, taking a ‘fuzzy-set theory approach would go (crudely) something like follows. First, it requires as a starting point an overarching, but quite specific notional conceptualisation of IS in the agricultural sector in developing countries. This generic type IS would then be used to derive ideal type variations. For example, we could use existing literature to develop a generic but detailed outline of the important components of an IS in renewable natural resources in developing countries. Against this, we would then use existing research and literature to develop a series of ideal types of agricultural IS in developing countries, by assigning values to the components of these IS. For example, we might identify a series of ideal-type IS, which we could call whatever we liked, say the ‘rudimentary’ IS, a ‘state-steered’ IS, a ‘marginal’, or a ‘donor-dependent’ IS. Each of these would have their own characteristics related to the possible values or weight assigned to each of the component parts of our model IS. The research would then assesses individual IS in individual countries, assigning values to the component parts of there is. An assessment can then be made as to which ideal type (or fuzzy set) they belong. Having been assigned this type, we could then develop hypotheses or contentions about the relationship between different ideal type IS in this sector, and particular outcomes of the real IS which we are studying.  However, there has simply been too few, if any attempts to define the characteristics of IS specifically for this sector, or for developing countries, leaving us with no reference point, apart from the most generic formulations (see Arnold and Bell, 2001) from which to derive our  initial model. These formulations often too vague, and need both conceptual and empirical work before we can tackle the first stage – and of course this applies even more to the stage of developing ideal types. There is simply hardly any literature at all that will enable us to develop such ideal types, making fuzzy-set theory inappropriate for this study. 


� see Skocpol, 1989


� This is especially important, given our lack of knowledge about possible pro-poor implications of different IS, see 2.3 below.


� In developing the IS matrix, of course, rather more nuanced definitions of these features are likely to be required. Clearly this will be informed by other work going on in the impact evaluation component, but as an example of the complexity, and the importance of precision in the analysis, the following might be illustrative. For example, in the IS literature, inter-organisational and interpersonal networks are generally seen to be most significant in developing, sustaining and enhancing innovation, through the spread of information, ideas, support, and so on. For our comparative purposes, we need to specify the characteristics of such networks in some detail, to be able to evaluate them. We could do this along 3 dimensions:  a) Effectiveness/intensity: are the networks moribund, characterised by mutual exchange of information, involve fairly dense interactions etc; multi-way communications; b) Inclusiveness/openness: do they include all, or most, of the types of actors who might be engaged or interested in the development of the sector, or who could gain from knowledge which exists within the network (producers, trade associations etc, not excluding particular social, religious or ethnic groups); c) External orientation: good geographical coverage, willingness to ‘proselytise’ regarding innovations. But we could both add dimensions, or choose different characteristics – and these choices may have a significant effect on the findings and conclusions.
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� For the purposes of this logframe agriculture includes livestock, forestry, fisheries, crops and management of natural resources.


� Different impacts for different groups.


� Whiteside, M. (2007).  Preliminary Guidelines for RIU Innovation Context Assessment.  
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Possible framework for a NR Innovation sub-system



















Adapted from Arnold & Bell 2001


Framework Conditions







Incentive environment					Education & Literacy



Trust							Mobility



Culture – propensity to innovation & entrepreneurship	Corruption







Demand Domain







Consumers (final demand)					Producers (intermediate demand)



Local, regional & international markets







Enterprise



Domain 



Farmers and other NR users – subsistence, small, medium, large (gender and isolation also important)



Farmer organisations



Companies







Intermediary domain



Extension



NGOs



Infomediaries (Press, radio, TV, internet, mobile phone etc.)



Private sector (input suppliers etc.)



Farmer & sectoral/commodity coordinating organisations



Informal knowledge transfer systems







Research Domain







Research institutes



Universities



Private sector research



NGO research



International and regional research







Infrastructure



Transport & marketing				Regulations and standards



Banking, Saving & Credit, informal finance		Innovation & Business support systems



Risk insurance						IPR and Information systems
















