

Draft – for discussion only


The Use and Potential of Impact Pathways in the Challenge Program on Water and Food (CPWF)

Boru Douthwaite, Senior Scientist, Rural Innovation Institute, CIAT, Cali, Colombia. E-mail: b.douthwaite@cgiar.org 

Sophie Alvarez, Consultant, Rural Innovation Institute, CIAT, Cali, Colombia

Simon Cook, Senior Scientist, Basin Focal Projects, CPWF and CIAT

Rick Davies, Independent M&E Specialist. www.mande.co.uk 

Pamela George, CPWF Program Manager, IWMI, Colombo, Sri Lanka

John Howell, M&E Specialist, Living Resources, UK

Discussion Paper, April 2006
Abstract

Evaluation and impact assessment can help research for development projects and programs to: 1) achieve greater impact through better project and program management; and 2) maintain and increase funding streams through communicating the actual and potential impact of their work. Good evaluation and impact assessment require models that explain how research for development results in eventual developmental impact. In this regard there is growing interest in the CG System and beyond in impact pathways models.  This paper describes impact pathways methodology developed in the Challenge Program on Food and Water (CPWF).  The CPWF impact pathways models show how project or program research outputs are developed and used by networks of actors resulting in chains of intermediate outcomes and eventual impact.  The novelty in our approach is to combine both logic models, of which the logframe is an example, with network maps to show relationships between actors.  The paper describes actual and potential use of impact pathways models in the CPWF.  One conclusion is that impact pathways models offer a sound foundation for: 1) impact-orientated project and program management; and 2) plausible and sound ex-ante and ex-post impact assessment.  Another conclusion is that research on impact pathways models can identify the optimum mix of interactions and partnerships to have the best chance to achieve impact.  
Introduction

The CPWF is a large and complex research for development program.  It currently funds 51 projects across five research themes at different scales within nine river basins. The projects include four ‘Basin Focal Projects’ designed to provide an in-depth analysis of water productivity and poverty at the basin scale; and 14 ‘small grants’ exploring impact and innovation in the delivery and adoption of water-related technologies. Projects address prioritized research issues that are often cross-theme and cross-basin in nature. The geographic focus of the program is the Limpopo, Nile, Yellow, São Francisco, Karkheh, Mekong, Nile and Volta river basins, and the Andean system of basins. A wide range of partnerships have been entered into in order to deliver research results. Currently, 198 different institutions participate including CG centers, advanced research institutes (ARIs), NGOs, community-based organizations (CBOs), and national agricultural research and extension systems (NARES). The first five-year phase of the program operates with a budget of approximately US$66m.    

The impact of the CPWF depends on: 1) good project and program management; and 2) maintaining and increasing funding streams through communicating the actual and potential impact of CPWF research for development. Impact assessment can help with both.

Good impact assessment and program management require models
 that explain how the research for development (R4D) activities supported by the CPWF will result in eventual impact. Data from monitoring and evaluation (M&E) can be used to test and modify the hypotheses that the models are built from.  Comparing what is expected with what is actually happening can guide the adaptive project and program management essential in complex research for development settings (Campbell et al. 2001; Douthwaite et al., 2004) and thus increase the likelihood of eventual impact.

There is growing interest in the CG System and beyond in impact pathways models.  These models specify how networks of actors develop and use project or program outputs to help generate chains of intermediate outcomes and eventual impact.  A group of European donors
 has concluded that such models are an essential foundation for plausible ex-post impact assessment (EIARD, 2003).  They are also required for ex-ante impact assessment.  In summary, impact pathways are essential because they have the potential to provide:

1) sound assessments of what changes will (and have) occurred; 

2) robust descriptions of how project research outputs achieve developmental outcomes and impact: and,

3) dependable process information to assist project and program management.

The CPWF impact pathways model is innovative in recognizing both 'soft' (behavioural and relational) and 'hard' (mechanistic) factors that characterize change processes.

This briefing paper explores the potential of impact pathways models to aid CPWF project and program management, including M&E, impact assessment studies, and internally and externally commissioned program reviews.  We have written it in the style of “frequently asked questions”.

How are impact pathways models currently being used in the CPWF?

In October 2005 the Basin Focal Project Impact Assessment (BFP – IA) Project began working with individual CPWF projects to construct their impact pathways.  So far we have carried out two workshops for 17 CPWF projects in the Volta and Mekong Basins.  As Box 1 shows, feedback has been positive.

Box 1: Some feedback from participants in the Mekong Impact Pathways Workshop

“I will use Impact Pathways in future design of projects”
“The dynamics of the networks is useful to envision the future”
“I will share the approach with partners and colleagues”
“I will use the approach to develop the project further”
“I will use the approach in other projects”
 “It helps show gaps”
“It is good for planning”
“It is good to check where the project is”
“It helps explain impact of my project”
“Constructing impact pathways should not be one-shot”

Subsequently, the Secretariat used problem and objective trees – one of the tools used to construct a full impact pathways model – to help write the log-frames and project narratives in its Medium-Term Plan for 2007 to 2009.  Annex 1 gives an example of the problem and objective trees constructed for CPWF Theme 2.
What is an impact pathways model?

We define an impact pathways model as comprising: (i) a logic model that defines the causal chains of activities, outputs and outcomes through which a project is expected to achieve its purpose and goal; and (ii) network models that show the evolving relationships between project implementing organizations, boundary partners and beneficiaries that are necessary to achieve the goal.  

By using impact pathways, we aim to bring together two conceptualizations of how innovation occurs.  The first is the traditional one used in the CG System that employs logic models such as a logframe to identify and describe project activities, outputs and milestones in the order they should happen.  The second conceptualization uses network models to place emphasis on who does what, and how they achieve this by means of relationships with other actors.  Together, we believe they give a fuller and more realistic understanding of a project’s impact pathways, than either, alone, by extending the knowledge dimension (see Figure 1).  

Figure 1: The fuller picture given by the CPWF impact pathways model
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An essential component of the impact pathways model is the impact narrative.  The impact narrative is a written description that builds the plausibility of the model by explaining its logical steps, and the relationship between these steps and the network model showing stakeholder relationships.  The discipline of writing an explanation often shows up any hidden assumptions and logical weaknesses.  Dealing with these helps to develop a better impact pathways model.

How do we develop impact pathways models?

(i) Full impact pathways models

The development of a full impact pathways model begins in a workshop for projects in a particular Basin.  Two or more project staff attend, usually including the project leader.  The workshop process is shown in Figure 2.  

Figure 2: The impact pathways workshop road map
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After the workshop, the BFP-IA project staff synthesize each project’s outputs to develop a first draft of a logic model that makes explicit the project’s “adoption theory”, that is, a set of hypotheses describing how the project will develop and scale out and scale up its project outputs so as to have impact.  Scaling out is the horizontal spread of project outputs from farmer to farmer, farmer organization to farmer organization while scaling up is characterized by a growing institutional support for the technologies and concepts the project has introduced.  Both types of scaling occur through networks.  We draw these networks in the workshop and then afterwards analyze and plot them using a Social Network Analysis program called NetDraw.  
We finalize the impact pathways model with each project and then draft the project impact narrative using a similar back and forth process.

(ii) Impact pathways based on problem and objective trees

As noted above, we are also using problem and objective trees to help write the log-frames and project narratives for the CPWF’s Medium-Term Plan 2007 – 2009.  Objective trees, like adoption theory models, are logic models that show causal chains of intermediate outcomes that transform project outputs into long-term impacts.  However, they say little about the underlying adoption theory.  This means they are easier to develop, but are less useful as the basis of a plausible impact narrative.  We have developed problem and objective trees for the CPWF basins and themes together with the respective basin and theme leaders.  
What is the added value of network maps?

The main novelty of our approach is the use of network models to complement traditional logic models (e.g., logframes) by identifying scaling out and scaling up networks as described above.  There are three additional good reasons for using networks models:  

(i) Monitoring critical relationships. One of the important long-term effects of projects is the networks they form, strengthen or destroy.  Network models help projects identify linkages, and think about how they wish to alter and strengthen them so as to achieve their purpose and goal.  Network models, regularly constructed, can help projects monitor and evaluate their progress in this regard.  It can help projects prioritize their relationships and thus foster a strong network without incurring overly high transaction costs.
(i) Strengthening existing partnerships. One way that network maps help projects achieve impact is that they show multiple linkages between partners, and thus multiple ways in which ideas and technologies can interact and be developed and diffused (Figure 3).  This helps people see that they are part of a network, and it is the network, not just their organization alone, that will achieve impact.  It also helps people appreciate that the interactions between actors, indicated by the links in the map, make the innovation process inherently unpredictable in the medium and long-term, thus placing more emphasis on the need for continual monitoring and evaluation to support adaptive project management.

Figure 3: Example of the network of two projects developing safer waste water use strategies in peri-urban agriculture in the Volta basin.  It shows multiple links to Sellers Groups (SGs) and Farmers Groups (FGs) who are the ultimate beneficiaries of the project.  This in turn suggests multiple approaches to the co-development and adoption of the project’s strategies
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(iii) Predicting future partnerships. In the Impact Pathways Workshops we have run, participants have found it particularly useful to draw a map of the network that will be using and disseminating their project outputs 2 years after the end of their project.  It is this network that will determine whether their project will achieve its eventual goal.  We also ask them to draw the network of organizations (actors) working together now (Figure 3 is an example drawn by a project in the Volta).  If their future network does not exist in their current one, and usually it does not, then this suggests relationships the project needs to forge before the end of the project.  This in turn suggests different ways of working with partners that can then be added as activities, outputs and outcomes to their timelines and milestone indicators (i.e., to their logic model / logframe)

Why develop impact pathways models?

Developing impact pathways models is a form of ex-ante impact assessment.  A plausible case for ex-ante impact can only be made if a plausible impact pathways model can be identified.  Such a model identifies the likely intermediate and final outcomes and impacts which can then be quantified.  We are using scenario analysis and geographic extrapolation domain analysis to do part of this quantification in the BFP-IA Project.  Scenario analysis is the extrapolation of the impact of selected high-potential research outputs to the global level using macro-economic models.  Geographic extrapolation domain analysis identifies where one would expect a technology to be adopted.  It is the geographic area where the agro-ecological and socio-economic conditions are matched to the attributes of the technology.

The process of developing an impact pathways model helps project staff make explicit and then develop their hypotheses about how project outputs will be developed with partners and how they will eventually be adopted.  We, as evaluation and adoption specialists, give advice and suggest new adoption hypotheses as they develop their project’s adoption theory described in their impact pathways model.  It is this process in particular that workshop participants were responding to when they gave their feedback shown in Box 1.  

Once developed, an impact pathways model helps a project better understand and communicate what it is doing, with whom it is doing it, and why.  This makes the project more fundable because it presents a cogent, rational argument for support to funding agencies. It helps with project monitoring and evaluation because it permits managers to compare what they have predicted should be happening with what is actually happening.  It also helps the project members develop a shared understanding of their project which can help with implementation, in part by identifying and giving focus to high priority activities and relationships. Moreover, constructing impact pathways for the projects in a basin helps project leaders, the basin coordinator and the CP Secretariat better identify complementarities and synergies between projects, thus contributing to the broader field of basin research program development.  

Constructing problem and objective trees has proven useful to help complete the CPWF’s Medium Term Plan as we describe later.  

Who else uses impact pathways?

The CG Science Council (SC) is the body that provides scientific oversight to the CPWF. It requires that CPWF’s Medium Term Plans are reported in terms of impact pathways, and this has provided an additional impetus to develop the CPWF impact pathways approach.

The Science Council (2006) has introduced changes to the logframes they expect CG Centres and Challenge Programs to produce each year that focus more closely and put more emphasis on intended use of research outputs, and eventual impact. The SC calls the new logframes impact pathways and defines them as showing “the logical path that links the outputs from research activities, through their use and uptake by intermediaries (outcomes) to the eventual adoption and change by end users.” (Science Council, 2006, p. 6). 

In addition the SC requires “project narratives”.  

“The project narrative provides the rationale for the research and the goals and objectives of the Project.  …. The narrative is derived from the logframe process [i.e., the impact pathway], which starts with problem analyses leading to the identification of specific problems that can be tackled with research, and specific objectives to be reached.  (Brackets and emphasis added). (Science Council, 2006, p.3)

The key elements and structure of the SC impact pathway model (logframe) are:

· Outputs are the products of research with a defined timeline;

· Output targets are the annual deliverables;

· Intended users of the outputs, who are the first tier of project beneficiaries;
· An outcome is the external use, adoption, or influence of a Centre output or outputs (e.g., by partners, stakeholders, clients) that lead to changes in knowledge, attributes, policies, research capacities, agricultural practices, productivity, sustainability or other factors required in order to achieve the intended impact;

· Impacts are the longer range benefits 

What is the difference between the CPWF and Science Council’s impact pathways models? 

The CPWF impact pathways model is fully consistent with the Science Council definition. The conceptualization of the project narratives is similar in both, and the SC impact pathway can be seen as a streamlined version of the CPWF one. The reduction in complexity is necessary because the Science Council is required to review over 100 project log-frames from 15 CG centers plus four Challenge Programs as well as System Wide Programs.  

The SC acknowledges that their impact pathway model demands streamlining.  “The logframe structure is by definition only a simplified version of the impact pathway from outputs to outcomes to one level of intended impacts.  A more detailed elaboration of the plausible impact pathway is requested in the Project narrative.” (Science Council, 2006, p. 5)  

It is in response to the Science Council’s demand for a more detailed elaboration of plausible impact pathways that the CP Secretariat has started using problem and objective trees – one of the tools we use to construct full impact pathways – to help develop the CPWF Medium Term Plan.  The SC logframe allows for just one, key outcome linking project outputs to eventual impact.  Objective trees identify the, often extensive, causal chains of outcomes that link project outputs to eventual impact.

In addition to allowing for chains of intermediate outcomes to link outputs to impacts, the CPWF impact pathways model describes the networks of actors that will develop the project outputs and then be involved in their scaling out and up.  The SC impact pathway limits itself to a description of the intended users of the project outputs, and a list of the stakeholders involved.  

A subtle but important difference between the two conceptualizations is indicated in that the CPWF talks about impact pathways in the plural, while the Science Council’s streamlined model talks about a single impact pathway.  The plurality in the CPWF model from the inclusion of network models in the conceptualization that show multiple pathways through which ultimate project beneficiaries might be influenced.  For example, in the network map shown in Figure 3 there are five links to Farmers’ Groups (FGs) who are the ultimate beneficiaries.  Hence the project has identified five potential ways that it might be able to reach its ultimate beneficiaries.  This is important given the research finding that people are much more likely to adopt if they receive confirmatory information from several sources (Gladwell, 2002).

What is the potential use of impact pathways models in the CPWF?

As we noted earlier, good change models offer the potential to improve program management.  Effective program management depends upon, among other things, receiving and acting on various forms of monitoring and evaluation information.  Figure 4 shows a conceptual diagram of the evaluation continuum in research, and helps as a basis for identifying additional potential uses for impact pathways models in the CPWF. 
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The CPWF’s impact pathway work is an evaluation of the ex-ante impact of CPWF research projects and so relates to evaluation of research proposals (step 3) in Figure 4.  The recent work with objective trees has served to help construct the CPWF’s rolling Medium Term Plan and so relates to step 8. The paragraphs below consider each of the evaluation phases in turn to explore potential uses of impact pathways models.

1. Needs assessment

Impact pathways models can identify needs through the problem tree analysis. A project problem tree should identify not only the problems that it will directly address, but also additional causal factors as well. For example, a research project may identify a lack of the capacity to absorb new technology in the rural system in which it works. As a research entity it has limited capacity to build capacity, and so to achieve impact it must partner with projects or organisations that can provide the training that is required, or lobby for additional funding and projects for capacity building.

We suggest that all future sub-programs and calls for funding under the CPWF should be assessed through a problem tree analysis.  This was done retrospectively for the CPWF's Small Grants Program, a fund totalling US $ 900,000 specifically to enhance adoption of high potential interventions for increasing agricultural water productivity.  Results showed that if a full impact pathway had been devised at the needs assessment stage, the logical flow could have ensured closer guidance in the call for proposals, and better focusing on targets.  Nevertheless, the exercise showed that the CPWF’s Small Grants Program has a strong logical coherence and is robust as a sub-program in its own right, and in that respect provided a useful cross-check.  The upshot of these findings arising from the retrospective impact pathways analysis is that the subsequent CPWF call for major research projects will ask for a problem tree analysis in the proposal development stage.

The exercise of devising clear impact pathways for the Medium Term Plan 2007 to 2009 led for the first time to the creation of problem trees for both research themes and benchmark basins. This proved to be a valuable exercise in that it helped the leaders and co-ordinators to identify more clearly causal chains of outcomes that link research outputs to theme and basin impacts. The fact that we were able to carry out the problem tree analyses in a relatively short period of time (3 months for 9 basins and 5 themes) bears testament to earlier and ongoing problem identification and priority setting work in the CPWF
.  Program partners found the problem tree approach to be particularly useful since it demonstrated clearly how the current research activities are contributing to the objectives, and helped to clarify the areas where gaps still exist in the research strategies.
2. Priority setting

Research priorities are set largely on the probability of achieving development impacts. Impact pathways models can help reviewers to compare the likelihoods of impact, based on the plausibility of the respective impact pathways models, and in particular the analysis of the networks that would potentially carry out the research and development work.

Impact pathways models could potentially help the CPWF identify and prioritize high potential research interventions.  This would build on the needs assessment described above, but take it further by using impact pathways models to help ascertain the different researchable constraints that should be addressed in order to achieve a realisable impact.  Actions that do not have a clear impact pathways can be eliminated from funding even if they are perceived to be of high priority, as they would not produce the outcomes that are required (and therefore would represent a waste of resources).  It is also valuable to see, through problem and objective trees, where researchable activities are constrained by other factors beyond the scope of the CPWF, and hence also not worth investment under the current situation.

3. Evaluation of research proposals

Impact pathway models are useful for the evaluation of research proposals for the same reasons as described for priority setting. The CP Secretariat intends to include in future calls for proposals for funding by the CPWF, a simple impact pathway in the form of problem and objective trees, and a network map. These ensure that the project proposer has thought through the consequences of the intended research, and the likelihood of achieving the stipulated outcomes and impacts. The trees will reveal any logical gaps far better than can a logical framework, because they have the much greater flexibility. The network models will demonstrate the linkages between groups and organisations that are needed to ensure success, and will allow the assessors of proposals to judge whether the key links are adequately represented in the network.

Beyond assisting in the immediate evaluation of research proposals, these tools must be seen to be woven through the design of the proposed projects. The ways in which they will contribute to an integrated approach to strategic project planning, reporting, monitoring and self-evaluation need to be clear. This implies that the CPWF intends to use the impact pathways approach as a core management and monitoring tool to ensure that projects follow their courses in a focussed and productive way that ensures the optimum internal allocation of resources and benefit-cost returns.

4. Monitoring of on-going research

The CP Secretariat is in the process of revising routine project reporting arrangements to ensure that it follows the best ways in which reporting can be linked to project impact pathways models. For example, quarterly milestones and the more in-depth six-monthly and annual reports can gauge progress along the chains of intermediate outcomes identified in the impact pathways model, as well as gauge process in network building and strengthening. The information to fulfil these reporting requirements will come from monitoring and evaluation of the project’s process along its impact pathways. This would require projects to carry out “Impact Pathways Evaluation” that would include regularly redrawing network maps and updating the hypotheses embedded in their impact pathways. The CP Secretariat is considering the use of the “Most Significant Change” approach (www.mande.co.uk/docs/MSCGuide.htm) as part of Impact Pathways Evaluation approach to capture unexpected developments along project impact pathways.  

Impact Pathway Evaluation can itself be a research exercise. Douthwaite et al. (in press) have published the results of the monitoring and evaluation of an impact pathway of an integrated weed management project in Northern Nigeria. It is very possible that this type of research will identify generic types of impact pathways models that apply in certain situations.  These generic types of logic model will help in future project planning and management and will represent a global public good.

Program monitoring and evaluation will also consider how projects need to improve their critical paths to ensure that they cover the full range of identified problems in a timely way. For example, it might be necessary for them to address institutional and capacity issues concurrently with research, so that new knowledge can be applied as soon as it is available.

Project implementers will be expected to build partnerships with organizations that can cover the problems identified. This might mean assigning a proportion of a project’s budget to a flexible element to allow for the adaptation that is revealed as necessary, as the project evolves in response to its emerging outputs and early outcomes.

Impact pathway evaluation at the project level will link upwards from the projects themselves, via the program’s internal synthesis reporting on both themes and basins, to the assessment of the program as a whole; and also into the broader periodic CCERs and EPMRs that are undertaken as standard parts of CG Centre assessment. This is discussed in the CSC briefing paper on M&E. 

5, 6 and 7. Evaluation of completed research; Evaluation of research outputs; and Impact assessment.  

We have grouped these together because they are all forms of ex-post (after the fact) impact assessment.  

In 2003, a group of European donors
 published an article in Agricultural Systems (EIARD, 2003) that states: 

“Improvements in poverty alleviation, food security and the state of natural resources result from dynamic, interactive, non-linear, and generally uncertain processes of innovation, and lead to incremental changes over time. It is seldom possible to identify clear, sound cause-and-effect relationships between a given research project or its outputs and changes observed on the ground. It should be possible, however, to show plausible associations between research outputs and aggregate impact, and to rule out rival hypotheses.”

They go on to say that identifying the project logic model and impact hypotheses are necessary to show these plausible associations.  This is what an impact pathways model provides, and hence a good impact pathways model is a sound foundation for plausible ex-post impact assessment.  
Douthwaite et al. (2003, p. 262) argue for impact pathway evaluation (IPE) in which ex-post impact assessment builds on monitoring and evaluation of a project’s progress along its impact pathways.

In the first stage of IPE a research project begins by developing an impact pathway for itself and then conducts a self-evaluation, guided by the impact pathway, to the point of establishing the direct benefits of its outputs in its pilot site(s). Self-evaluation, and the learning it engenders, is necessary for successful project management in complex environments. The impact pathway also evolves, based on this learning, to map out in greater detail how the project’s direct benefits are likely to lead to wider impact.

The second stage is an ex-post impact assessment some time after the project has finished, in which the project’s wider benefits are independently assessed. This assessment begins by establishing the extent to which the impact pathway was valid in the pilot sites and the extent to which scaling has occurred. It is the job of the impact assessor to build a plausible and persuasive case for a link between the project outputs and general level developmental changes using case study methodology together with quantitative approaches, if possible.

In conclusion, implementing impact pathways models and impact pathway evaluation in the CPWF will provide a very sound foundation for ex-post impact assessment.  

8. Program and management reviews

Much of the content of the paragraphs above has focussed on ways in which impact pathways can be used as an integrated approach in strategic planning, concept notes, calls for proposals, evaluation of bids, reporting, monitoring, and wider evaluation.  Through these processes the approach appears to offer a holistic management tool that helps to structure and ensure greater cohesion in standard program management procedures.

But there are other uses of impact pathways models, and their components that can help explain data in program and management reviews.  A partial list follows.

· Impact pathways models help explain what a project is doing; this makes any review of it much easier.  

· Individual project network maps can be combined at basin level to show which are the key organizations with which several projects work. It will be here that the opportunity to effect change, or the risk of overloading partners, are the greatest.  Such a network map would help explain how the CPWF is working in a basin.

· We are exploring the use of network models to represent linkages between project outputs and basin outputs. This type of model has wide uses.  Figure 4 shows one constructed to show how CPWF projects are contributing to research themes. 

Figure 4: A network diagram showing how CPWF Projects are contributing to Research Themes. Squares are Research Themes, circles are Projects
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9. Researcher performance assessment.

The final part of the evaluation continuum is also important for the CPWF.  Part of the aim of the Challenge Programs is to increase the responsibilities for research outputs and outcomes, to ensure timely and high quality delivery. A novel approach to this has been the use of contracted research with milestones and clearly defined deliverables. With such a massive remit (produce more food with less water, on almost a global scale), the CPWF must achieve value for money.  The performance of the researchers must be assessed beyond the scope of traditional reviews. Impact pathways models help with this, since it follows that, if pre-defined outcomes and impacts are being achieved, then the researchers themselves must be performing to a standard that is deemed appropriate in practical terms. Within the contribution of these models to the overall management of the program, therefore, this particular issue is also covered to some extent.

What are the global public goods that impact pathways research could help develop?

(i) Further development of impact pathways models that foster impact-orientated project and program management

The impact pathways models that the CPWF is developing are innovative in their combination of logic and network models.  We are currently addressing the research question: how can logic and network models best complement each other to provide a full and useful description of project impact pathways?  Answering this question and the further development of impact pathways models that foster impact-orientated project and program management will represent a global public good.

(ii) Identification of generic network properties that are more likely to achieve impact

Constructing network models of CPWF projects, together with other types of project evaluation, will allow us to address the research question: To what extent is performance of a project, and the program it is part of, predicated by the structure of its networks?

If CPWF projects begin to implement impact pathway evaluation we will be able to address a second research question: Are planning and evaluation methods based on network models of interactions in innovation systems able to improve innovative performance?
This research will respond to the research need identified by Jim Ryan (2006) in his paper “International Public Goods and the CGIAR Niche in the R for D Continuum: Operationalising Concepts”.  Ryan (2006) writes: 

"Maybe there is justification for action research by IARCs on these [impact] pathways themselves, in order to better position their research for adoption and impact, as an alternative to becoming directly involved in delivery mechanisms"

"There is also a need to differentiate the value of horizontal from vertical interactions/partnerships. The optimal mix will depend on the particular research priorities and prospects."

We expect that research on CPWF project impact pathways will offer insights into identifying the optimum mix of interactions and partnerships to have the best chance to achieve impact.  This knowledge would greatly assist project and program management not only for the CPWF, but more widely.  It will help CPWF and other research for development programs say: "we are entering into partnerships that have a better chance of achieving impact".  It would represent a global public good.   

(iii) Identification of generic adoption theory

As noted above, Impact Pathways Evaluation – the monitoring and evaluation of progress along impact pathways – can itself be a research exercise.  IPE conducted across a number of projects has the potential to identify generic adoption theory that applies to certain types of research project in certain situations. These generic types of logic model will help in future project planning and management and will represent a global public good.

Conclusions

The CPWF impact pathways model describes how project or program research outputs lead to chains of intermediate outcomes and eventual impact, through the activities of evolving networks of actors. The approach is novel in combining a traditional logic model with a network perspective to provide an actor-orientation largely missing from the linear cause-and-effect chains seen in logic models such as logfames.  

The CPWF is currently using impact pathways models to carry out ex-ante impact assessment and to help in the construction of the CPWF Medium Term Plan.  Impact pathways models can be applied to many aspects of project and program management, and enable an integrated approach that encompasses impact assessment as well as needs assessment; priority setting; evaluation of research proposals; monitoring and evaluation; and program and management reviews.  Impact Pathway Evaluation – the monitoring and evaluation of a project’s progress along its impact pathways – is required to regularly update impact pathways models.  M&E and research on impact pathways has the potential to yield several global public goods, including identifying the optimum mix of interactions and partnerships to have the best chance to achieve impact.
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ANNEX 1: Examples of Problem and Objective Trees from the CPWF and how they show the link between log-frame outputs (in red in Objective Tree), and eventual impact
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ANNEX 1 (continued): Examples of Problem and Objective Trees from the CPWF and how they show the link between log-frame outputs (in red in Objective Tree), and eventual impact
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� Model: An explicit summary of complex reality 


� The Task Force on Impact Assessment and Evaluation, European Initiative for Agricultural Research for Development (EIARD).


�For example, completion of a gap analysis and concordance exercise and the Comprehensive Assessment etc.


� The Task Force on Impact Assessment and Evaluation, European Initiative for Agricultural Research for Development (EIARD).
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