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Executi ve Summar

1. This documenpresents the findings frothe impact evaluation of the Root & Tuber Improveimen
and Marketing Program (RTIMP) in Ghana. Tgvegram was executed ltye Ministryof Food and
Agriculture (MoFA),Government of Ghana (&) from 2007 until end of 2014, amd-financed by
the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) a total amount of US $ 18.83
million.*

2. Anticipatingthe completion of RTIMP and the stanp ofthe new GASIP (Ghana Agricultural
Sector Investment Programihie MoFAand the IFAD Country Office (ICO) jointly commissionad
full-scale andscope impet evaluation for a total afboutUS $233,000covering the entire program
nationwide. The evaluation was conducted by Participatory Development Associates (PDA) using a
novel Participatory Impact Assessment & Learning Approach (PlAlsAieloped with symort from
IFAD and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGH).addition to the approved evaluation
budget, he BMGFinvestedUS $20,000in methodological innovation while IFARddedaboutUS
$ 40,000for procurement, training, supervision and mieiguiry of the piloting of this novel
approach PIALAas part ofa broader methodological innovatiproject.

3. PIALA is not a methodology fathe evaluationof performanceHence the findings of this impact
evaluation of RTIMRJo not imply a judgment on the performance of program partners and do not
guestion the professionalism and commitment of the Program Coordination Unit lé=ther does
it contest the findings of the IFAD Supervision Missions and the latest Program &liomiteport
about the performance and achievement of targets by the proyadfard a different perspective on
program results that is complementary to these findings: a perspeatélativie influenceon
changes that have impacted rural povedrgypndthe immediate effects of performanead among
many other influence#\ programfor instancecan perform well, yet have no influence, due to
various reasons that could or could not have been anticipated by the program. PIALA aims to unpack
these resons,understand why impact occurrednot in certain circumstances, and indicate where
program mechanisms need to be revised or new ones may be needed.

Evaluation approach

4. PIALA is designedo produce rigorougquantitative and qualitativevidence andenerate solid
debate around such evidenoerderto influence policy, planning, targeting and management for
generatingyreater and more sustainable impéstpurpose is threefold: (&dreporton a pr oj ect
or programds ¢ o n tural pbverty;i(bdaiesrn whg impaoch pcaucréd oranat and
where mechanisms need todiengedr newly creategdand (c)to debatehow impact could be
enhanced and future program investments could have a greater infDéferent fromprocess and
perfomance evaluatioapproachessithefocus ondmpactanddcontributions to impaétbroader

L Cf. IFAD Loan No. 670, Program ID 1312. The total value ofitteewas US $18.96 million The total amount used of this loan
at program completion was US $ 18.83 million. The total budget used at completion was US $ 23.6 mullion, which was much lest
than the original estimated cost.

2 In October2012, a thregrear methodological innovation project was launched by IFAD in partnership with the BMGF for
developing and pilotin@IALA. This was in response to a growing need for novel approaches that efulBAD and partners
assess and understand the impacts of complex government projects and programs on rural poverty and stimulate learning.
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thantheintended outcomeand performance against ggettargets Impact is viewed from a

systemic perspective, asgstenof interactions beteen various causesd changes, as oppose@to
morelinearapproach that lookat the directrelationship between intervention agifiect. The

systemic approachseekstimo ve beyond a mer el y 0Aanbwerntheneer ks o n
difficut A why 6 and f handinvestmgateethe tikelypsassainability of the changes observed

It does sdyy looking at both thintendedandunintendedpositiveandnegative primary and

secondarneffects of goroject or program relative to other influences thiegctly or indirectly

contributedto the impact on rural poverty

5.  Generally, he question®IALA seeks to answer ar@what has changed (or not) for whom and
whyo; fihow sustainablarethese changdikely to bed; fiwhataretheimpactsandwhat has caused
these changésifwhat hadeen thg r o g rcentrilfutors to these changesnongother causes
and finally,fiwhat are the implications for future gmamstrategy. To answell these PIALA
draws on aystemidefinitionof impact adynamic Theory of Change (ToC) apach participatory
mixedmethodsa participatory sensemaking modahd aconfiguration analysisnethod This
PIALA blendof processes and methaai®sents malternative fotthe classicounterfactuabased
evaluationin program contexte/here it isquastimpossilthe to find clean control groups where
institutional andpolicy workhaspurposivelyi c o nt adall.n at e

6. In hopes of creating greater valtiee PIALA processes anuiethodsveredesignedand piloted
aroundthree quality dimensionsigour, inclusivenessndfeasibility. Rigour isunderstoodn terms
of methodologial consistency and reliabilitwhich in a participatory mixechethods approach
emanatefrom both the rigorous employment of methods and the rigorous facilitation of
participatory processes. Acknowledging thatevaluation isever poweineutral and entirely free
from political influence or organizational pressuamdparticulaty not whenusing participatory
methodsrigor must bedefined broader than ppurely statstical termsandalsoincludequality
thinking, sharpobservationengaging multiple perspectivasdsystematicrosschecking?
Inclusivenessefers tathe meaningful engagement of stakeholdams the credibility of findings
requiring rigorous facildtion Feasibilityconcernghe budgetind capacity needed taoeet the
expectations with regds to rigour and inclusivenes& quality assurance framework (QAWRS
developed and piloted alongside the apprdaclssessing performanoa thesethreedimensions in
three to four subsequephase®f the evaluation The QAF is attached in Anneb.

7.  The approach was piloted in the impact evaluation of two Hdidled programs: first at a
provincial scale of the DBRP (Doing Business with the Rural Pageé&t) in southern Vietham in
2013, and subsequently at a national scale of the RTIMP in Ghana inr2efist pilot in Vietnam
experienced several limitations from which much was learned in the adjusted approach employed in
the second pilot in Ghanaduef samplingrelated to the heterogeneity in program distribution and
treatment political influence and organisational pressure in the participatory procesdes,
systematic data collatioand quality monitoringluring fieldwork to ensure data intagjon, were
adequately addressed in the evaluation in GhBnigresuledin substantial improvements ihe
guality of evidence

8. Major strengthof this evaluation include(a) the selectionrand useof methodsspecific to thecausal
links in the ToCand the evaluation questiqr{b) the comparative analysiaf therelative

3 The PIALA methods and tools were designed by a core team of international methods experts comprising: Adinda Van
Hemelrijck (project/team leader), Irene Guijt, Andre Procter and Jeremy Holland. Additional inputs were provided by &zff Dep
for developing the SenseMaker tools and conducting the analysis of the SenseMaker data.

4 Cf. IFAD & BMGF, 201%: 7.
*Thest uct ure was inspired by the f Bht/betterevdiimtiar.omplpni on Rai nbow F

Xi
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contributionto impactof heterogeneous configurationsgbgram treatment (as an alternativedor
classiccounterfactual analysisand(c) the 2-stageparticipatory sensemakimgocess thaéngaged

all stakeholderancludingbeneficiariesin a collectiveanalysis andliscussion otheevidence
Alongside theestrengths, there evealsosomechallenges andonstraintsencountered by the
research team in tteonductandmanagement of thevaluation.Threekey constraints requiring
moreattentionin future evaluations using PIALAre (a) the sampling of markdiounding systems
such as supply chains centred around supply chain leaders, which have per definition open
boundaries and thuaredifficult to discern, particularly wheimteracting and thus overlappiitgthe
same geographic and administrative locat{bj the time and capacities required from the people to
participate in FGDs using PIALA methods, in particidren nanyare illiterate (e.g. the use of pen
and paper or even tablets, the length of the FGBsseMaketools using abstract concepts, etc.);
and (c)the rigid nature of themethodology that needed to be applied in a systematic macmess

all locations which sometimes clashed with the cultural settings in some commuaritiesas
difficult to maintainin the limitedtime that was sperin each district

9.  The main takeawayfor future PIALA applications is thga) methods and tools need to be adhpte
to the participantsd c o ndgfficienttoneisneedsdntheuieldio as pos
accommodate culturalabits and even@ndaddress unexpected challenges with regard to sampling
and mobilisationObviously,if PIALA methods and toawould beusedregularlyas part obngoing
M&E, thenthis wouldcertainlyhelp overcome tleedifferences and challenges and contribute to
building partici pant s bhissdisgussed gréeatersdetal m @ sepanafeo we r

report on thé’IALA methodological reflections.

Evaluationscale, scopandfocus

10. Scale, scopandfocus of the evaluation wagreed based on: (@)projection of the potential cest
benefits of the different design optionith the commissioners before procurement was stéated
described in &ction1.3); and(b)ther e const r uct i o fheooyfof Chamge (TpG)vdtly r a md s
national key stakeholdeirs a design workshofasdescribedn Paragraptg 16). The visualisatiorof
the ToC (cf.Figure2.1.lonpagel3)h el ped i denti fy the programds i
to be evaluated.

11. Theimpact claim of theRTIMP (which isthe link I2A 11 in the ToC diagramis reflected in its goal
statement, namelyi e n h a n ¢ e ahd food seounty of rural poor households through
improvements in R&basedivelihoods and strengthened martetsed systems generating
profitability at al | .Attededigswodks$hoptitwas pmposethtodi ty ¢
redefinefi e n h a ccoente iam d f to@wbid & teocnarnow ihtgrpbetation of food security
as Of sad f3 el fe n capleattentidn weuhd heipaid to thofitability and
sustainabilityaspects of improvements in R&ivelihoods and market systems. Hence impact was
definedintermsofiaccess to food and income to bmlad and
impactlevel data collectiofiocusedon essential changesaecess to food incomeand R&T
investments. profits.

12. Ai ming at i mproving rural poor peopleds liveldi
commodity chains for Roots and Tubers (R&T) supplied by smallholders, the RTIMP consisted of
three main areas of work: a) linking of smallholderexistingand new markets; b) enhancing
smallholder R&T production; and c¢) enhancing smallholder R&T procesEiregprogram design
and logical framework described the causal pathieagach of thesthreeareaghrough which the
program was assumed to impact oratpoverty.The evaluatiomeededo conduct asystemic

Xii
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analysisof the interplay between these three componentsntribution claims and its influences
on impact across thetre country, thus natiowide.

While the production component was stantaach earlier in the Roots and Tuber Improvement
Program (RTIP)that preceded the RTIMP, interventions related to enterppigeadingand market
linking were added under RTIMP, some of which became effeatiwenational scalenly after the
2010 MidTem Review(MTR). Hence he mainreference periotbr evaluating the interplay
between the three componentscernedhe last 5 years of program implementatistarting at the
start of 2010 (or @1 TR). The 2008 RIMS baseline was used for comparison dfrfgsonly with
regardto production.

The evaluation focused ahefour maintypes of commodity chairdevelopediuringthis period,
namely: Gari, High Quality Cassava Flour (HQCF), Plywood Cassava Flour (PCF) and Fresh Yam
for Export (FYE).Furthermore, the focus was on teer main program mechanisnisatwould be
considered for scaling up in the new GA$Hamely: the District Stakeholder Forum (DSF), the
Farmer Field Forum (FFF), the Good Practice Centre (GPC) and the-Btitegprise Fud (MEF).

The evaluatiorserves to flag emerging issues from the RTIMP that merit closer attention in the
GASIP, more innovative thinking, and more evaluative input, and therefore was framied s
exercisethat complements other M&E and supervigmocesses

Samplingand methodology

15.

16.

The catchmend r 6 s u p preayof the kanmaodiby chainbrmed the principle unit of analysis
for inquiring the interplay between the three RTIMP components and its influences on impact.
Supply chains consisif 6 u p p | y ¢ h(auchhas gae andl HQCE @roducing GPCs and
factories, plywood factories and fresh yam expor@re)d 6 s usmallholdeproduéers(and
processors)and are geographically defined by their locatimce the supply chains were
administratively served at the district level, 25 districts were randomly sampled fr@ndrstricts
treated by RTIMPat thetime of the evaluation desigrtross thenain3 agreecological and
administrative zoned he 25 dbstricts comprise@0 community clustergach comprising 3
communitiesandlocating asupply chainThe 30 community clusters containegimple of supply
chairs of the 4 commoditiew/ith probabilityproportionalto seizg(PPS)of ther total populatiors d
supply chainsSome deviation@discussed irsection 3.3.1of the main repojtoccurred in thesupply
chainsample thoughwhich reducedhe amount of researched supply chains from 30 t¢ée2§ely
correspondingo the 25 districts). Thisnade thdieldwork and data collation more onerobsit

di dn 6 the quélify ef thé evidenc@he deviations ardiscussed ittection 3.3.1

Sufficient coverage of heterogeneity in program treatmentemaaredy includingall the different
with/without confgurations of the evaluated program mechanisntise sampleThe sample also
containedseveral districts where the mechanisms were mostly dysfunctional or not in place, which
formed a useful control group that providedunterfactudevidenceat the leveof the observed

R&T livelihood changes (hot at the household level).

® The RTIPfocused primarily on cassava research and developifeatRTIMP extendethis focus to otheroots and tubers and
addeda strong marketing component designed to improve poor faraveess to food and income

The

progr ammeds cthatntpe pmgramme had veopkedintl06 slistricts across all ten regions by the end of its

operational period. At the time of the evaluation design though a list of 68 treated distrocts was provided by the program
coordination unit for sampling.

Xiii
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17. With RTIMP effectsspilling over andnanyotherrural livelihoods programmfluencing rural
peopleds 1ives and,itwesveryldiffituld (i mbempaskiblg todindeaanr Gh a n a
confoundedr noninfluencedcommunities and households that could serve as control groups for
inquiring the net attributable impacts of RTIMP on household povéhgre waslsono interest
among thecore karninggroup (establishedvith the sponsors and key stakeholdatshe design
workshop in Kumasi on 12 October 26)1# collect evidencérom householdevel control groups
at the cost o systemidnquiry of supply chains. Hence it wagcidednot to conduct a classic
counterfactuainquiry of rural poverty impact at the household lebeit instead to conduct a
configuration analysisef the effects oflifferento wi t h/ wi t hout 86 configurati c
mechanismen changes in R&T livelihoods that impacted household food and inddrae
evaluation was framed as a learning exercise and thus sought to understand the explanations for their
contributions in terms akach effectivenesandsustainability

18. To assess changeshnusehold food & incomend the influences of changes in R&/elihoods on
these a brief household surveywas conducted-or this 30 households were randomly sampled in
eachof the30sampled community clus&mby systematically selecting every™6r 5" household
starting from the central community centfdthough the supply chains were reduced from 30 to 25,
theoriginal sample of 30 community clusters was upheldstdisamplingthe householdsas to
ensurethe total sample siagould besufficientto arrive at 95 % statistical precisidn. 2 clusters in
theKumasi Metropolitan Assemblyio suppliergould be found anthus no householdsaampleas
6i nt ended (bfeSactich B.22 iratmeimairs répomjoreoverthreehousehold sumys
could not be accounted favhichbroughtthe total amount of surveys dovinom 900 to837 (184 in
the Northern, 424 in the Central and 229 in the Southern zone)

19. Also the participatory research participants were subsampled in the original sample of 30 community
clusterg minus the2 clusters intie Kumasi Metropolitan Assemblwh er e no O6i ntended
could be foundAverage42 intended beneficiariesere selecteth eachof the 28community
clustes (in total 1180, using an 80/20 ratio of primary to seclary beneficiaries and a 50/56ngler
ratio with 1620% youngadults (<35 years)n principle, te participants were selectegparately
from the household survey respondents guakirandomly from a list of beneficiaries obtained from
the district officials or by using snowballing €chniquevhereno lists were availabl®ue to some
deviations though there was some overlapping though between the survey respondents and the
participatory research participants in 4 districts (describe@dtich 3.3.20f the main report).

20. Theparticipatory research involved Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) hsewglifferent types of
participatorydata collectioomethods @ furtherinvestigatehe causes of the observed changes in
R&T livelihoods that affeted household food and inconagd the contributions that the evaluated
program mechanisms mabtethearea ofproduction, pocessing and market linkinin total, 109
genderspecific FGDs (53vomenand 56 nen), in which 839 community members participated (411
women and 428 men; and 90 % mied beneficiariegnd 43gendermixed FGDs witha total of
341 participants (179 womemd 162 menyvere held The methods were selectegecificto the
causal links in the program ToC, naniely

8Thepartic pants in this workshop wer e i iICorélieanihg Paanership(QL.fhese t ake p a
included: the RTIMP Coordination Unit and Steering Committee, the IFAD Country Program Office ,the MoFA, PFlIs, Rls and

SCFs and TRENDThe major outcome of the evaluation design workshop was the design pap&ar(¢fiemelrijck A. & G.

Kyei-Mensah, 2011 Also report on the workshop proceedings was produced separately.

9 Both the Constituent Feedbagi. http://www.keystoneaccountability.org/analysis/constitu¢aey the SenseMakéaf.
http://cognitiveedge.com/sensemalkevere methodological experiments fundgdthe BMGF. There were limited in size and
ambition andnerelyserved thgurpose to piletest their complementarity to the other PIALA methods and their added value for
impact evaluation. The findings on this are presenteds@parate report on the/ARIA methodological reflections

Y
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1 Thegeneric change analysisvhichis a PRAinspired method thatombinegwo tools(a
changerankingand acausal flow mappingf changes in wealth & wellbeipgo further
investigate the impact claim, in addition to timusehold survey

1 Thelivelihood analysis which is a method thatombhestwo PRAinspired tools ¢hange
matrix andcausal flow mappinganda small SenseMakerexerciseo investigatdR&T
livelihood changeand causes

1 TheConstituent Feedback whichcollects quantified perceptual data on the resauwheffects
of theprogram mechanism®SF, FFF and GPC/MERN R&T livelihood changes and causes

21. Additionally, over 100Key Informant Interviews (Klls) were conducted, of which #&ith district
levelandover25 with regional and nationpfogram stakeholders. At thegional andhational level
these included RTIMP and IFAD officials, managers from the PFls, the FFF research leaders, and a
few important offtakers or industry leaders. At the distiietel thesaveredistrict officials,leaders
of GPCs and other SMEand the managers of the local branches of the PFIs.

22. Specialtools were also designed and used for early (almost instatat)inking and quality
monitoring during fieldwork. Thismade it possible to organise debates with local stakeholders
around the enmrging evidence in distridevel sensemaking workshopsmediately aftecollecting
the data in each district, and also ensuihedevidence that was builould be robust enough to
permitcausal inference and stand up to scrutiny.

23. A 2-stageparticipatory sensemaking processvas organisethat engaged afitakeholderin a
collective analysis and discussiontlbéevidencein relation to the links in the Ta®or this a
workshop modehas been developeshd pilottested in Vietham and Ghartdalf-day £nsemaking
workshops were organized in 23 of the 25 districts, engaging 64rchgearticipants (average of 28
per workshop), of whit 81 % intended beneficiaries (#8female and 52 % mafarmers and
processors, mostiiliterate). A two-day rational sensemaking workshop was organised-aivi&ay
in Kumasi, involving 106 participants, of whidl® %intended beneficiarig88 % female and 62 %
male farmers and processors, many illiteraté %locd and national officials, and 15 fivate
secta actors {ncludingbankers and servigaroviders) All the participants in the district and the
national sensemaking workshops were purposively sampled from the research participants in the
field research and the Kli$hrough these mukstagesensemaking processes, local and national
stakeholders were actively engaged in a collective analysis and debatewtidree of RTIMP
contributions to livelihood improvements and impact on rural poverty.

24. Last, a novetonfiguration analysismethod wasdeveloped for the impact evaluation of RTIMP
that enabled clustering and comparini@rge amount advidenceacrosghe 25 districtdo surface
the patternsof interaction and influenca/between the different intervention areas (or dbation
claims)of the programand draw general conclusions with regard to program contritsttampact
This was done g firsto u n z i hetheargad change frotheimpactlevelto the level of the
program mechanismi order toidentify clustes of districtspresenting different combinations of
program treatment, outcomes aruhditionsfor each of the causal claims in the T@@d
subsequentlyp z i p p ithe findinggadgainalong the ToCin order to draw conclusions about
program contributions to impacombining QCA° techniques with a systeniloC approachthe

10 Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QC#5) a methodology used for analysing large and small n data sets by identifying all
possible combinations of variables observed in the data set, and then applying the rules of logical inference to détdrmine wh
conclusions are supported by the data. éndhse of the evaluation of RTIMP, logical inference was applied to different
combinations oprogramtreatment(or the functioning of the program mechanisnastcomegreflected in the scores of relative
strength and consistency for each of the causks lin the ToC) andonditions(described in the qualitative evidende)order to
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methodoffers an alternative way to arriverajorous causal inference in the absen€clean control
groups. This isparticularly useful for programs/projeatdere it is quasimpossible to fid such

clean control group®r where institutionala d

policy wo

configuration analysimethodis presented iSection5.

25.

rk has pluTh@osi ve

The table below presents an overview of the PIALA methods and processes employed in the

evaluation of RTIMP in Ghana, and the participants that took part in each of thedetal met
amount of participants without overlap wasver 2000(incl. 837 households, 108GD
participantswvith some overlap with the households in 4 distriated ove 100 KII participants).

PROCESSESYIETHODS & TOOLS

PURPOSES

PARTICIPANTS

|. DESIGN: Focusing and framing the evaluatio

n

Projection of potential codbenefits of
different design optionSection 1.3)

Methods/tools:

Outline of 3 design options (full scéle
full scope; limited scaldull scope; full

scalé limited scope) in relation to the |
PIALA purposes (reporting, advocacy
learning)

1 Enable commissioners to make a

decision about scale, scope and purpog
of the evalationbased on an adequate
understanding of the different design
options in terms of qualitygutcomes
and budget implications

9 the IFAD Country Program
Manager

the RTIMP Coordinator
representing the
MoFA/GoG

il

Reconstruction and visualisation of th
progranbs Theory of
(Section 2.1)

Methods/tools:

EmergingToC diagranthat shows the
envisioned causal pathways (with
codification ofthe causal link} elicited
from the program documents and the
discussions with national stakeholder|

f

9 Select the methods spécally in

Identifythepr ogr amés i m
contribution claims to be evaluated, an
formulate evaluation questions focuse(
on these claimand their assumptions
Create a shared understanding of the
programbébs ToC (in
influences on impact)

relation to the causal links in the impag
and contribution claims

National key stakeholders
who had been involved in
program implementation,
management and
supervision (total of 32
participants incl. RTIMP,
IFAD, MoFA, PFls, RIs &
SCFs)

Il. FIELDWORK: Collecting and linking the data

Sampling and developing the method
and tools for data collection, data
collation and data quality monitoring
(Sections 2.3 & 3.1, Annexes-18)

Methods/tools:

1 Sampling hierarchy

1 Data collection & methods table

1 &How-todguidance for employing
the data collection, collation and
guality monitoringmethods

1 Standard not¢aking formats

9 Enable a systemic inquiry of the impac

of the combined changes in productior|
processing and market linking on
livelihoods ancpoverty status in 30
random supply chains axss the country
Enable comparative analysis of the
systemic inquiries of the 30 supply
chains

Ensure rigorous employment of metho
and facilitation of participatory
processes

Ensure systematic data capturingtad
collation, data quality monitoring and
reflective practice during fieldwork

91 PDA research team (incl.

research assistants), GSS
statistician, 2 methods
consultants

Data collection orchanges in access t
food & income and its causes
(Sections.2 & 53)

Methods/tools:
1 Household survey
1 Generic change analysisgl.
changeranking and causal flow

1

Collect and triangulate data on the link|
I2A 11 in the ToC

Engage beneficiaries of RTIMP in a
discussion of changes in livelihoods
affecting household wealth and
wellbeing, based oavisual
reconstruction of thactualcausal

pathways

1 837 households (random)
were surveyed

1 439 intended program
beneficiarie{quasirandom;
51 % women and 49 %
men) participated in the
generic change analysis

arrive at solid

conclusions

about the

pr

QCA can be found orttp://www.u.arizona.agf~cragin/fsQCA/index.shtml

ogrambs infbuwences
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mapping of changes in wealth &
wellbeing)

2.3. Data collection on changes in
R&T livelihoods and its causes
(Section 5.4)

Methods/tools:

1 Generic change analyqisee
above)
Livelihood analysisnethod {ncl.
change matrix exercise, causal
flow mapping, and SenseMaker

il

1

Collect and triangulate data on the link|
O1+02+0 12 in the ToC

Engage beneficiaries of RTIMP in a
discussion of changes in production,
processing and market linking affecting
their livelihoods, based on the visual
reconstruction of thactualcausal
pathways

1 400 intended program
beneficiaries (quagiandom;
47 % womerand 53 %
men) participated in the
livelihood change analysis,
of which 393 did the
SenseMaker exercise

(participants in the generic
change analysiseeabove)

Data collection orreach and effects of
selected program mechanis@BSF,
FFF, GPC/MEF)(Sections 5.5 & 5.1)

Methods/tools

91 Livelihood analysigsee above)

1 Constituent Feedbackging a
specific set of facilitation and
scoring questions for each
mechanism)

1 Semistructured interviews

(mirroring the scoring questions
in the Constituenfeedback)

il

Collect and triangulate data on the cau
links between the program mechanism
(DSF, FFF & GPC/MEF) and the
observed changes in production,
processing and market linkin@{, O2

& 03)

Engage beneficiaries of RTIMP in a
group discussion and anangus scoring
of the reach and benefits of the service
provided through the program, and the
effects of these on the changes in
production, processing and market
linking that affected their livelihoods

1 341 beneficiaries
participated in the
Constituent Fedmhck (53 %
women, 47 % men)

100 district officials and
service providers (75
districtlevel and 25
regional/national)
participated in the Klls

1

(participants in the livelihood
change analysiseeabove)

Data consistency and quality
monitoring(Sections.6)

Methods/tools:

1 Standard data collation table

1 Daily team reflections using five
standard sets of questiofuse of
methods, facilitation of processe
data capturing, sufficiency of dal
on causal links, and sufficiency
data on program mechanisms

f

Identify data gaps and weaknesses ea
onin fieldwork to enableresearchers to
probe for more information ithe
sensemaking workshops

Ensure evidence is robysclusive,
statistically rigorous)

Instantdata processing arwloss
checking during fieldrork makingit
possible to organise debates with local
stakeholders around emerging evidend
in districtsensemaking workshops

9 PDA field research teams

9 supervision by the PDA
research coordinator and th
IFAD consultant

[ll. ANALYSIS: Synthesizi

ng thevidence and analysing and debatin

g program contributions

Participatory sensemaking
(Sectionb.7)

Processes:
1. half-day local sensemaking
workshops in 23 of the 25
sampled districts

f
f

Obtain additional information and fill in
remaining data gaps

Help program stakeholders develop a
more systemic understanding of the
development processes impacting rurg
poverty

Engage program stakeholders in
discussing and valuing program
contributions to rural povertynpact
and identifying priority areas for
investment

Give voice to those whavereintended
to benefit, while offerig decision
makers and serviegroviders the
opportunityto engage in dialogue with
these voices, based on evidence

9 640 local research
participants in district
sensemaking workshops
(81 % intended beneficiarie
of which 48 % women and
52 % men)

106 local regional and
national participants
national sensemaking
workshop(40 % intended
beneficiaries of which 38 %
women and 62 % men,;

45 % officials; 15 % private
sector actors)

Participans were selected fron
thefield research participants
(with excepton of households)

2. 2-day national sensemaking
workshop

Methods:

1 reverse engineering

1 activelistening

1 patches & nodes

1 iterative & recursive design

1 vantage points

1 soft systems modelling

1 contribution analysis
Configuration analysigSection 6)
Methods/tools:

1 aggregated data collation table

il

configuration analysis method

il

Arrive at rigorous causal inference in t
absence of clean control groups

9 IFAD consultant (PIALA
project leader)

9 PDA research coordinator
and research team leaders
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Training,implementation anchanagement

26. Thedesignof theevaluationandthetrainingof the research teamasheaded by Adinda Van
Hemelrijck (IFAD consultant PIALA project and team leadewhile themanagementoordination
and field supervision wded byGlowen KyeiMensah (PDA managing direcjof he twoworked
closely together in partnership, thousth contributing antaking joirt responsibilityfor the design,
guality and results of the evaluati

27. Designand trainingook placefrom mid-Octoberuntil mid-Decembef014 and involvedwo days
of PIALA design trainingone week' of desk review and reconstruction of ToC, one wafek
stakeholder consultations addsign workshopneweekof methods training aniol development,
andthree days ofield-testing The products that came out of this prodashkided thesvaluation
designpapéfand a researchersodé6 handbook based on the
design teamDuring this period, improvements were made to the methodaloggsponse to the
feedbackeceived from IFAD and externedviewers orthefirst PIALA pilot in Vietnam The
methodsand tools used in Vietnamererevised and new methods and tools were developed
spedfically for the impact evaluation in GhanBhis was all done as part of the deség field
testing

28. Theevaluationrwasconductedy three teamgach consistingf four researcharsspeaking multiple
local languages: one team per zoNerth, Ceitral and South Each team wadivided intwo sub
teamsof two working in parallelField researciwvasundertakerduring sixweeks (from early
January until mig=ebruary 2015n twenty-five districts ineightregions aross the countnAn
averageof 4-5 dayswasspent in each distriéor mobilising research participantllecting data and
organising a sensemaking workshbBjeldwork was supervised by Glowen Kydensah and
Adinda Van Hemelrijckwho alternately accompanied tteams in the NorthCental and South.

Program assumptions and evaluation questions

29. RTI MP6s Theory of Change consists of®Theimpacti mpac
claim is reflected in the programbés goaAllstat e
in which R&T livelihood improvements creates greater access to food and income for the rural poor,
and (2) the link 01+02+0812 in which enhanced market linking, production and processing
realize the R&T livelihood improvements. The contributionclaimsf | ect t he RTI MPG6s
intervention areas through which it sought to realize these outcomes: Hfivaldkef, production and
processing.

30. Theassumptionsof these causal claimshat needed to be inquired were:

1 With regard tampact
o livelihoods and powuy status could be improved by commercializing smallholder R&T
production and processing businesses and developing competitive-drarkatand
inclusive supply chai

1 With regard tanarket linking:

11 A week counts for 5 days of work.

12.Cf. van Hemelrijck A. & G. Kyei-Mensah 2014). Design Paper for the impact evaluation of the Root & Tuber Improvement &
Marketing Program (RTIMP). Participatory Impact Assessment & LegrAipproach (PIALA) developed with support of IFAD
and BMGF.

13 See also Paragraghl1 of the Executive summary, and Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2.
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o0 DSFs would help develop sustainable and inclusive R&Mmaodity chains;

0 more recours@oor R&T farmers and processonscfudingwomen and young adults)
would commercialize andecome part of the supply chainsthéy wouldobtain the
knowledge and capacitg increase their productipaccess marketmd deelop viable
businesses;

9 With regard tgroduction
0 FFFs would enable resourpeor R&T farmers and seed producers to become
commercial growers by organising into FBOs and adopting improved planting materials
and technologies;

9 With regard tgrocessing
o well-trained processors and farmers would be able to obtain a loan throwdEFRtte
invest in their businesses;
0 GPCs would reach and teach resotpoerfarmers angbrocessors about good quality
processing practices and the use of improved technologistandardized equipment
hence helping them access the MEF and develop profitable busitfesses.

31. Theevaluation questionswere:
1 to what extent these assumptions held true (or not) and under which conditions; and
1 what the major barriers were for farmerglgprocessors to commercialize and access old and
new markets.

32. In addition, insights were sought in relation to the followayning questions
1 what is needed to make the DSF an effective mechanism for busindssarketinking;
1 what is needetb make GPCs profitable and attractive businesses; and
1 what supports or hinders GPCs to better link farmers and processors to old and new markets and
how is this influenced by the DSF.

Summary of galuationfindingsandanswers to the questions

33. A summary ofthe keyfindingsfrom the aggregatednalysisof the evidence collected @ach causal
claim andeachcausalink is presented heiia reverse ordesstartingfrom the changes and causes at
the mpactlevel andendingwith theeffects of the evaluatqutogram mechanism{®SF, FFF, GPC
and MEF) Based on these findings, answers are formulated tevddaationquestions fothe
programbés i mpact <cl ai m a n-inkihnghproduetiorcandptocessing).t i o n

Key findings regarding impact

34. I n terms of impact on r ur gdf thelmld2glléendhse To€ccess t o
diagram presented b¥rigure 2.1.20n pagel3) in the RTIMP treatment areas, the evidence shows
three major trends that have occurred in past 5 years-ZIiB39

14 Although all assumptions were extensively discussed, reviewed and approved at the evaluation design wdidkshop (be

fieldwork began), RTIMP officials who had participated in this workshop explained at the nationahakingeworkshogafter

the field work was finished) that in general it was not the responsibility of thet@&R@chand teactiarmers angrocessors.

Amendments to the assumptions however should have been made in the design workshop. Moreover, IFAD funding targets rural
poverty by enhancing smal/l farmersé and processorsecabil ity
that the funding for the upgrading of enterprises into GPCs should contribute one way or another to the developmesthalithese
businesses by exposing farmers and processors to good practices and providing them with access to improved tactnologies

equi pment. The extent to which this was realised has been i
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1 First, there has been an increase in access to food and income among rural households. However,
R&T livelihood changes did not predominantly affect access to food but rather access to income.
This has been confirmed leyiden@ from two independent smes. he patternanalysis o373
micro-narrativeollectedfrom thelivelihood changeFGDsshowedhat93.5 % of thdarmers
and processoronsiderthese changesshaving an impaatainly onincome.The statistical
aralysis of the837 household surveyshoweda more direct thuinearcorrelationof
h o u s e omllvadue 6f R&T production/processimgth total householdncome(p.54
sig.00Q thanwithh o0 u s e hoodsstsfdocp.22 sig.000.

1 Secondl5 % of the households veraised their incomaboveUSD 2/day between 2008nd
2015 which largelycan beattributed tamprovements irR&T livelihoods, and thusan be
considered as positive impact However, when looking at the percentages of households who
invested in R& production (50 %) or processing (11 %) in the past 5 years, as compared to the
relatively small percentage of househqtle %)thatgained value up to USD-£/day from
R&T production and processing, and the zero amount of housghblg that moved ito
higher R&T livelihood values above USD 4/déyis clear thathe impact hasemainedimited
andunsustainable Thesefigurescame out from the statisticahalysisof the household
surveys, while explanationgere producetby thedivelihood changéanddeneric change
FGDs for which the evidence wdsundrobust and consistent acradk25 researched districts.

9 Third, as more households moved into R&T farming eadsequentlyproduction volumes
increased, investments in R&arming decreased while also access to technologies decreased,
partially due toa shift from production to processing. Investments and pifodits enhanced
R&T production and processing remained limited though, and livelihood improvements lingered
fragile. Again, quantitative figures frorthe statistical analysisiereconfirmed and explained by
theevidence fromhedivelihood changéand theigeneric changd=GDs which was found
robust and consistent across toeintry,

35. Interms of changes in liveliloals and the influence of enhanced malik&ing, production and
processing otthese changgsf. the link O1+01+0A4 12 in the ToC diagrampresented by Figure
2.1.20n page 18 four major findingscameout from the aggregateanalysis of all the evidence
collectedfrom district Klls, divelihood changémappingsand constituent feedback scoringshe
25researchedistricts. The evidenceasfound quite strong andonsistentcross all the districts

1 First, in 52 % of the resarched supply chaillsimprovements of R&Ibased livelihoods
between 2009 and 2015 were found relatively strong though not all attributable to RTIMP. The
other 48 % generally performed weaklifs regardin 32-33 % of theresearched supply chajns
posiive as well as negative livelihood changes were clesttiputable to RTIMP .*° Overall,
its strongest contribution was madeaodfmarkethe ar ¢
linking"’. In a fewcases€.g.North Dayi/Kpando, Agona East, Piiano North/Dua Yaw
Nkwanta,andWassa Amenfi WestRTIMP mechanisms were dysfunctional or not in place,
henceprovidingcounterfactual evidencefor the difference that the program has made in the
supply chainsvhere changes were founktkarlyattributableto RTIMP. In these few cases,

15 Originally, 30 community clusters in 25 districts were randomly sampled (each comprising 3 communities and locating a supply
chain) with probability prportionalto seize (PPS) of the totabpulatiors of supply chains of the four researched commodities

Some deviations occurred in the supply chain samples though, which limited the actual amount of researched supply @tains from
to 25 (corresponding th#5 districts). See also Paragraphb of the Executive summary.

18 This came out from the configuration analysis as well as the SenseMaker analysis (cf. PagalytaiHs! in the main report)

" RTIMP had three intervention areas through which it sotayhffect R&T livelihoods and household poverty status: market

linking, production and processing. See also Paragg@ghof the Executive summary.
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livelihoods improvements were very aleor virtually absent andarely influenced by RTIMP
or other programs.

1 SecondFFFsundoubtedlymade a positive difference ir2 % of the supply chains. R&T
production boomed across tbeuntry largely due to the introduction of new seed varieties and
farming technologies by the RTIMP and its predecessor RTIP. The new varieties increased the
value and volume of raw and processed R&T produce and contributed to the increase in
household inome. This initially caused an influx of people into R&T farming, which led to a
substantial increase of production volumes and triggered a spill over into processing.

1 Third, marketdargelyfailed to absorb thancreasingoroduction volumes, which turnéke tide
and caused prices to drop, hence negatively
2013 onward. Accelerated by the economic downfumadequatenarketlinking due toweak

DSF performance in 8% of the cases hampertdtbgrowth off ar mer s 6 a prdfitspr o c e s
and investmenigendering improvements in their livelihoods fragile

Key findings regarding market-linking

36.

Regarding the changes in markeking and the influence of the DSFs on these chargjethé link
Cla+M1A Olin the ToC diagram on pads), the following four key findings came out from the
aggregated analysis of the evidence collected
constituent feedback scoringas DSF performance in the 25 districts. Thilence was found

generally quite strong and in most cases fairly consistent.

1 Market linking of supply chains through the DSF was fowedk and ineffective in more than
84 % of the researched districts across the country. In 57 % of these, DSFs tagamhe e
contributed tastrengthening the supply chainsbut largely failed to link the supply chains to
sufficient markets. In 43 % of the cases, DSF contribution to developing the supply chains was
virtually nil and no efforts were made to link farmers @nocessors to markets.

1 Where supply chain development and livelihood improvements were found relatively strong,
despite weak market linking, this was due to a stronger performance of other RTIMP
mechanisms (in particular GPCs and FFFs) and the infludratbaer organisations. Where
livelihood improvements were weaker, generally RTIMP and other organisations had a weaker
presence and consequently negative trends such as high inflation and dropping prices
exaggerated by poor infrastructure had a bigger @npaincome levels. Where also the supply
chains were weak, resourpeor farmers and processors were much more vulnerablédo
competition/trade andpower abuseby clan leaders and middlemen controlling the faate
prices and the gate to the locadrkets.

f  Only in 16 % of the researched supply ch&irsupply chain development and the attraction of
new buyers was comparatively more effective, which enabled farmers and processors to expand
their businesses. This was largely due stranger performance of DSFs and GPC®oth
mechanisms were instrumental in developing supply chains and linking these to new markets.
Yet they have not proven strong enough to withstand external threads and prevent market
saturation, due to th® P C énsufficient capacity to innovate anéxpand which wadurther

18 Ghana experienced an economic crisis since 2013 thetfshana cedi dropping up to 40% against the &fardn 2014. Cf.
The Guardian (8 August 2014), Reuters (13 May 2015), The Economist (20 June 2015).

19 Originally, 30 community clusters in 25 districts were randomly sampled (each comprising 3 communities and locating a supply
chain) Due some deviatioris the field, the actual amount of researched supply chains were reduced from 30 to 25 (corresponding
the 25 districts). See also Paragr&db of the Executive summary.
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constraint by théicensingrequirements of the Food & Drugs Authority (FDA) and the Ghana
Standards Authority (GSA).

37. Regarding the commercialisation and supply chain linking resulting from enhanced production,
processing and markénking (cf. the linkM3c+Cla+M3#, C30), there ardour major findings.

1 Thefirstis that R& production and processing has changed across the entire country from a
merely food producing subsistence to a commercial inegenerating livelihood. Both
household surveys and Klls have confirmed this trend. Evidence collected from districts not
treatel by RTIMP (such as in Agona East, Pru and Wassa Amenfi West) showeatdssity of
supply chain development and market linkingfor enabling smallholders to commercialise. In
the absence of any intervention in this area, resepmoe farmers remain examely vulnerable
to unfair competition/trade

1 Secondcommercialisation leremained limited and unsustainable in more than 88 % of the
researched districts across the country largely due to market saturation as a vesa#t axfid
ineffective market linking combined with overproductiof.oor roadsandpoor market
infrastructure further limited resourece o or f ar mer sd and processor s
in the absence @ppropriate competitioregulatiors rendered them more vulnerable to unfair
compeition/trade including monopolistic behaviour of GPCs.

9 Third,in 12 % of the supply chains, commercialisation was fdortkrelatively stronger but
inconsistent and not entirely attributable to RTIMP. In these cases GPCs (as supply chain
leaders) have prued to bean important mechanism to make it possible for resepoce farmers
and processors (as suppliers) to develop small profitable businesses and gradually grow and
commercialize. The success of this mechanism was largely dueapisity to innovate and
create new market value/demandits reach of farmers and processorin the catchment area,
and the trust it has built between the various supply chain actors and their buyers and service
providers to establish strong supply chains.

9 Last while FFFs have been very successful in enhancing smallholder production by introducing
improved planting materialnd technologies in more than %2of the supply chainsheyhave
provedinsufficient to enable farmers twganise and commercialiseAlthough useful for
various donor programs to better target and reach farmers, FBOs have not proven sufficient to
enable farmers to better defend themselves against unfair competition/trade and power abuse,
gain better access to finance and markets, andaserprofits and investments.

Key findings regarding production

38. Regarding enhanced production and productivity due the adoptiompadved planting materials
and technologiesarfdar mer s 6 or gani s at A ©2intheddC.diagramenpagen k C
13), 2 key findings came out from the evidence from the Klls, the FGDs and the constituent feedback
scoringson in the 25 districts. The evidence was found generally quite strong and consistent-(score 4
6).

9 First, R&T producion and productivity increased substantially in about 76 % of the researched
supply chains due to the adoption of improved planting materials and technoltgies
substantial increase though has caused a saturation of local markets, which hampered farmers
profits and investments and their ability to further commercialise. Where results were rather
weak, this was due ®mlimited adoption as well agther influencesuch as beetle infestation,
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changing weather patterns, limited markets, land tessuesand a limited affordability of
inputs

1 Secondthere is no evidence that supports the idea of FB@awasg beeran effective
mechanism for helping farmers bargain better prices, fight unfair competition, obtain business
finance, access markets and coencmlize. All evidence points to the need for more market
opportunities (and thus better roads and market places, and policies and regulations more
supportive of smallholder business development) to enable farmers to commercihlesrst
place andto the need for developing mixed afrisiness organisations that are less centred
around merely farming and more attuned to value creation (thus includingregessing and
marketlinking activities).

As for the changesinresoutpeo or f ar rear 96 oalnud eim@oded platng ss t o
materials and technologies due to the FFFs (cf. the link M2a+M2bANI2@), there are three
important findings:

1 First, FFFs have proven an effective mechanism to promote the adoption of new planting
technologies athseed varieties, becauselwdir highly participatory characterWidespread
adoption was mainly due to thasurpassed efficacyf the planting in rows using appropriate
distances and agrochemical application technologies, and the visible benefitssinfter
substantial increase in quantity/quality and value (in particular for cassava).

1 Secondalthough women are generally more involved in cassava produciiomtn and
traditionally do most of the work, FFFs mostly targeted and reached men, in particular small
scale male farmers between 40 and 60 years old who own a bit of land (max 2 ha). Since R&T
changed from a food crop to a cash crop, men took a grestersnand FFFs have encouraged
and supported thig\s a resulFFFs insufficiently reacheaind supportedomen.

1 Third, most FFF beneficiariegported thatheywere able to apply what they learned at FFFs,
which helped them expand their businesses, tumhg farmers (< 25 years) and women were less
positive than adult men, and also felt less confident to express their needs and ask for help at
FFFsSi nce in most tribes, women -@pedifiéRFFststoulk or
have been orgarad.

Key findings regarding processing

40.

Regarding changes in processing volumes and qu
processorsd access to improved technologies an
businesses supported by tBBCs and the MEFef. the link M3b+C3¢, C3bA O3in the ToC

diagramon page 18 three major findings came out of the configuration analysis of the evidence
obtained from the 18 districts with gari and HQCF supply chains (which are the only 2 commodities
thatinvolve processing). The evidence came from the Kills, livelihood change FGDs and constituent
feedback scoring on GPC performance, and was overall found quite strong.

9 First, processed volumes of cassava increased considerably in about 50 % of the lgQCa&nd
chains (or 9 out of 18) as a result of more people processing cassava and expanding their
businesses by gaining access to training and facilities at GPCs. In only 3 of the 9 districts (all
gari supply chains), this was found fairly robust and attaibletto RTIMP due tstronger
performing GPCsin terms of market creation, reach of farmers and processors, and the
development of stronger and more inclusive supply chains. Adoption and use of improved
technologies and equipment through the GPC was lyjgjte In the other 6 cases where
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enhanced processing was found strong but inconsistent, this was caused by GPC operations with
a more limited reach on the one hand, and bpile-over of excess production into

processing’ that used both new and tradital equipment on the otheraffners started to

process their excess cassava into gari but mostly in the old fashioned wagrsaldle to

produce more and better quality gari due to the new cassava viarigty.50 % supply chains

(or 9 cases) where kanced processing was found weak, this was due the very limited reach of
the GPCs (more than half of which were not functional) and the very limited use/adoption of
improved technologies and equipment by resepa farmers and processors (which was

found nearly nil in more than half of these cases).

1 Secondwhereimproved processing technologies and standardized equipmentre
effectively usedgenerallyprocessing volumes and quality increased significantly. Access to
these technologies and equipment was created by introducing a cassava processing equipment
package, training local artisans to manufacture improved@gaessing equipment and provide
repar and maintenance services, and by upgrading small processing enterprises to GPCs that
could serve as demonstration, learning and practice centres and ashubsiir processors
and farmersAs thecostbenefit analysis of procasg equipment conduaten 2014 clearly
showed, lhe new technologies and equipment have preeskefficient and attractive in terms
of their potential return on investments(MoFA, 2014a)

9 Third, adoption/use of improved processing technologies and standardized equipment have
proven ineffective in 15 of the 18 sampled cassava processing districts due to therdiatted
and effectivenes® f GPC6s as | earni ng a hinitedgnoestcthenpr act i c
capital of small processing centres and individual farmers ancepsaes. Both the household
survey and the FGDs undeniably showed limited profits and investments irbBR&ed
livelihoods and limited access to financial support to invest in existing or new livelihood
activities. Farmers and processors attributed negliieléhood changes mainly to the lack of
access to finance. Of those reached by GPCs (mostly women, average 35 % < 35 years), nearly
one third found that these had helped them expand their businesses, and over half stated they
were able to apply what théaad learned at the GPC, thus showing the relevance of GPCs.
Women were generally more positive and less neutral than men, although they appeared less
confident to speak out, exprabgir needs and ask for help at GPCs. Also people younger than
25 felt less confidentinterestingly, aly 9 % of the GPC leaders were positive about the
influence of the GPC on small hol der business
they had learned.

41. Regarding the changes in access to business finance for invastiqgyoved processing
technologies with support from the MEE. the link M1c+M1b+03+02 +Q4 Clbin the ToC
diagramon page 13there is one major conclusion, for which strong evidence was drawn from the
household surveyhe Klls andthe livelihood anbyses (including SenseMaker).

1 TheMEF wasnot available and accessibldo the majority of farmers and processors as well as
to most GPCs, hence did not make a noticeable difference to their adoption of improved
technologies and equipment and the developnoértheir businesses. The mechanism was
formally unavailable in more than half of the districts. Only in a few cases was there evidence of
groups of processors and farmers that obtained finance through the MEF or other channels to

20 Also the correlation analysis of the household survey data clearly indicated shithfrom production to processing as a result
of excess production (cf. Paragraéh26in Section 7.1.2).
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invest in their businesse There were 3 important reasons for this: (i) the procétfme
obtaining and paying off MEF funding appeared too onerous, making smallholdéenygse

and sustain operations without sufficient capital or immediate returns on their investment;
(i) PHAs showed reluctant to approve applications because of the perceived risk of investing in
farming and agrprocessing businesses; and (iii) the present conjuncture made R&T smallholder
business investments too precarious for financing.

Answers to the evaliation and learning questions

42.

The findings of this evaluation leads to the conclusion thaf[HR&sed livelihoods initially did

improve between 2009 and 2013, which was relatively strong in about half of the districts and

affected income levels with 15 % of households raising above the threshold of USD 2/day. This

i nfl uenced houmae Havevdrsthespasitive anpatsréemained limited and

unsustainable largely due to market insufficiency starting from 2013. This was particularly so in

those districts where supply chains and DSF performance was found weak and inadequate, and also
where GPCs did not take up any role in the supply chain linking of small farmers and processors and
did not contribute to the development of their businesses. In these districts, market insufficiency
combined with an inadequate rural infrastructure and kamaré system negatively affected small
andresource oor farmersd and processorsoo |ivelihood:s
the economic downturn struck the country. Evidence points at a reasonable attribution of positive as
well as negative Vielihood changes to RTIMPin&3 % of the supply chains
processor sd i n (il Raragrapd34 of¢his px@cutive Sumraasy).

To what extent did the assumptions hold true (or not) under which conditions?

43.

The assumptiothat livelihoods and poverty status could be improved by commercializing
smallholder R&T production and processing businessatby developing competitivand

inclusive supply cham only held true wherevery strong and concerted effortavere made by #h
program partners td¢a) develop solid linkdetween the supply chain actofts) address their
capacity and relational issues; ¢cgate new market opportunities)d(d) expand the catchment
area by widening and deepening the reach of resqaeefamers and processors in the
surrounding communitie$n particular, where the performance of DSFs and GPCs in this regard
were the stronge$12 %) supply chain development and commercialization was more successful,
resulting in greater livelihoomnprovementsWhere the performance of these mechanisms were
weak,investments in smallholdé&usinesseeemained limitedand profits stayed in the hands of a
few, thus undermining the hypothesis of smallholder commercialization as the driving force for
sustainable livelihood improvement and poverty reduction. Howegojn those fewdistrictswith
better DSF and GPC performanteelihood improvements remained fragile duertsufficient
capacityonthe part of the GPCs to innovate and expand, fudbestrained by¥DA and GSA
licensing requirements, expoggulationsborder taxes, and the failing power supply and
infrastructure.

21 The MEF procedure was the following: The DADU undertook a needs assessment on the prospective beneficiaries as a basis for
possible financingUpon submission of an application (mostygirg between 728 GHS to 60,000 GHS), the PFI then inquired if

the potential beneficiary met the requirements. In the case of the Ecobank for instance, processors were requiredtto submit f
orders withpro-forma invoices and contracts from key customers before loan appifabed.potential beneficiary met all criteria,

then the loan was approved and the application was sent to the RTIMP national office that then granted authorizafienthe trans
maching grant component to the requested PFI. Finally, a supplier was paid to manufacture and deliver the requested@®quipment
the MEF beneficiary after s/he fulfilled his/her 10 % contribution to the investment.
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The assumption that DSFs would help develop sustainable and inclusive R&T commodity chains
largelydid not hold true. In 84 % of the sampled district®SFs failedto help linkfarmers and
processors to marketandin 43 % of thesalsofailed to helpestablistsustainable and inclusive
supply chainsLacking were theesources and capacitiesta districts (and the higher support
levels)to makethis mechanism worke.g. toconduct proper market analysis antkgrated/C
developmenplanning attractprivate investmentromote prduct diversification/innovation,

support market creatidior smallholder busiessesdeepen andxpandthe reach and role of tH2SF,
and propose legislative and policy chamgehigher levels needed to make actions at local levels
more successful.

The assumption that more resoupmor R&T farmers and processdiscludingwomenand young
adults) would commercialize and become part of the supply chains, if they alueo increase
their production, access markets and develop viable busineasielkeld true in the few cases
wherethese conditions were fulfillebly strong GPC and DSFperformance. Generally limited
commercialization and ineffective supply chain linking was largely due to:

9 the limited reach and capacity of DSFs and GPCs to expand, innovate and develop markets;

9 unfair competition and monopolistic behavidayrtraders, entrepreneurs (including GPCs) and
popular leaders (including of MoFA officials);

1 lack of market opportunities due to a failing rural infrastructure and inadequate policy and
regulations supportive and protective of smallholder business geveld {ncludingunfair
competition, licencing and certification, export and border tax, etc.); and

1 lack of trust and investment capital of resoypoer farmers and processors for the above
reasonsO

All these causes together hindered rescpam farne r s 6 and processorsé abi
and enter new markets, and thus outweighed the initial benefits from enhanced R&T production and

processing.

The assumption th&tFFs would enable R&T farmers and seed produmrsmercialisédy

organising inb FBOs and adopting improved ptang materials and technologies has proven
partiallytrue FFFs undoubtedly made a pogtdifference in 726 of the supply chaindue to
farmersd massive adoption of indeasedthewalugand i et i
volume of raw and processed R&T produce and contributed to the increase in household income.
However,counterfactual evidece showed the necessity of sigasupply chains and market links to
enable farmers to commercialise. Alsmavidence was found that FBOs could be an effective
mechanism for helping farmers bargain better prices, fight unfair competition, obtain business
finance, access markets and commercialize. All evidence points to the need-fursagess
organisations theaare less centred on merely farmangdaremore attuned tanarketvalue creation

The assumptiothat GPCs would reach and teach resotpoer farmers and processoosuse

improved technologie& equipmentaccess business finance ataelop profitabldusinesseshdd

true only in afew casesvhereGPCsmoredeliberatelytook up this ra¢ (thus functioningnore as
sociatprivate profi) andhad a greaterapacity Adoption and use of improved technologies and
standardized equipment by resoupm®r processors has proven limited in 15 of the 18 sampled gari
and cassava flour supply chaidsie to thdimited reach and effectivenese f GPCbés as |
and good pradate centres and tHamited investment capital of small processing centres and
individual farmers and processors.

Finally, the assumption that wethined processors and farmers would be able to obtain a loan
through the MEF to invest in their businesbgdarge has proven untrue Resource poor farmers
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and processors were unable to access MEF as the mechanism was formally unavaiablealf
of the sampled districsnd mostly inaccessible in the other hlE totherisksinvolved

What werethe major barriers for farmers and processors to commercialize and acoesikets?

49.

50.

The o most fundamentdiarriersthatare conditional for addressing all other limitations are

1 Lack of market opportunities due to a failing infrastructumeparticularpower supply, water,
roads and market places);

1 Lack of investment capitgbnly 15 % of the households obtained some sort of financial support
for investing in their R&T businesses in the past 5 years; 45 % oktetive livelihood
experiencesvere attrbuted to the lack of access to finance)

Another important limitation is the lack o&pacityof farmers and processdrsorganisento
independent and collective agmisinesssthat areable to createnarket valueA more conducive
policy environment ashrural infrastructure, however, are conditional to this.

What is needed to make the DSF an effective mechanism tmitiess and marketlinking?

51.

From the findings, itame outleaty that moreresources and capacitieat district and regional

levelsare needetb:

9 conduct market analysis and develop plfor integrated VC development;

T attract investments for transportatiand infrastructure development;

1 promote product diversification/innovation and support market/demand creation among GPCs
andother small enterprises with sufficient ceach in the VC catchment areas;

1 organise more regular DSF meetings that are open to all supply chain actors and accessible to
more remote communities for discussing market opportunitiesssues of unfair coregition;

1 undertake appropriate action to address the issues raised at DSF meetings andipaopese
in policy and regulationat higher levels needed to make actions at local levels more successful.

What is needed to make GPCs profitaldnd attractivébusinesses?

52.

53.

In the 3 cases where livelihood improvements were fetmwhgestGPCs were essential to make it
possible for processors to develop profitable business and gradually commercialize. The success of
this mechanism was largely due to its capgadtinnovate and create new market value/demand, its
reach of farmers and processors in the catchment area, and the trust it built between the various
supply chain actors and their buyers and service providers to establish strong supply chains.

Of those eached by GPCs (mostly women, average 35 % < 35 years), nearly one third found that
these had helped them expand their businesses, and over half stated they were able to apply what
they had learned at the GPC, thus showing the relevance oftGR&surceoor farmers and
processorsiicludingwomen and young adults)

What supports or hinders GPCs teetter link farmers andorocessorgéo markets and haow is
this influenced by the DSF?

54.

Most essential impedimenigentified by this evaluation include

9 Limited operational capital

Limited capacity to innovate and expand

Failing power and water supply

Expensive licensing and certification procedures
Rising export and border taxes

=A =4 -8 =4
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Rising transportation costs

Limited reachof farmers and processors

Privateprofit orientationcentred on elite interests

Monopolistic behaviou¢e.g. unfair price setting, breach of agreements, etc.)

= =4 =4 =4

Main recommendations

55. It must be clear by now that RTIMP has madeaipstantial contribution to the development of
opportunities for resourggoor farmers and processors to improve their lives and livelihoods by
turning R&T (the most important crops grown by the majority of people in Ghana) from a merely
subsistence into a cash crophere is no dubt that this very important shift is largely attributable to
RTIMP. Plenty of evidence has been provided by this impact evaluation that supports this
conclusion.

56. Having acknowledged this important step forward, there is also the need now for a mdrngsobe
reflection on the factors and conditions that have hampered the sustainability of the positive impact
that RTIMP has generated on the lives and livelihoods of the rural poor in Glidnoagh FFFs
haveprovena very effective mechanisnts success has resulted in excess production that saturated
local markets in almost all districtsampering ar mer s 6 profits and invest
further commercialise. Evidence from districts not treated by RTIMP has sufficiently pra/en t
necessity of strong supply chains and market links to enable regmocérmers and processors to
commercialise. Without sufficient markets, impacts from enhanced production and processing are
unsustainable.

57. Ourfirst critical reflection and recommeation concerns the highly succes$fiEF mechanism
Intuitively, everyone would recommend a scalingof this mechanisiwith adjustments to ensure
greater gender and generation sensitiveness, e.g. by organizing genidgouthspecific groups.
This cefinitely would contribute not only to enhancing the value of R&T production, but also to
womeno6s and young farmersd empower ment. Being
that have remained largely untapped, women and youth (<25 years)dedinitely benefit form
their organization into businessiented farming and aggrocessing groups. The FFF concept might
be a suitable mechanism to explore and unlash this idea. However we must inquire and carefully
monitor the conditions thatareessenal t o make this ¢6éidead succes.
inflation and failing markets. Hence we recommend the piloting and scaling up of the formation of
gender and youth-specific groupswith very careful monitoring of the conditions required t@iav
harm to their livelihoods and trigger the successful growth of these groups into small codlgudtive
businesses

58. RTIMP performance was generally weak in the area of market linKiegrly, there is the urgent
need tarethink the DSF mechanism Comnonly DSFs were organized around gupply chain
leaders,mostly small and mediusized agrprocessing enterprises that were turned into GPCs. In
doing so, its reach was limited to the farmers and processors in these specific supply chains, making
themdpendent on the supply chain | eadersd benevo
monopolize the supply chains and the local markets. The DSF should become a forum that supports
inclusivesupply chain linking and encouragagaovationanddiversificationin value creation. By
doing so it can provide room fail farmers and processoend engage them in multiple short and
long value chains. Also traders, transporters, bulkers and off takers need to take part in DSF
meetings. Sufficientesources andapacities at the districts (and the higher support levels) are
needed to make this mechanism wibekg. to conduct proper market analysis and integrated VC

XXViii



59.

60.

61.

Root & Tuber Improvement and Marketing Program (RTIMP)
Impact Evaluation Report (June 2015)

development planning, attract private investment, promote product diversification/innovation,
support market creation for smallholder businesses, reach out for farmers and processors and
particularly for women and youth to engage them in the development of strong value chain linkages,
and propose changes in policy and regulations needed to creat¢ opgdeunities and protect

farmers and processors from unfair competition.

GPCs were crucial to make it possible for processors to develop profitable business and gradually
commercialize. The onthird of processors (mostly women, average 35 % < 35 ygwisexpressed

their satisfaction with the functioning of the GPCs and the benefits they gained has clearly shown its
relevance to resourgmor farmers and processors (particularly women and young adults). However
the success of #GPC mechanismwas limited as it was unclear what is requitece an effective

6l eader 6 in developing strong andstrongbuosinessi ve su
relationshig was shown in a few cases wh&BCs functioned as open sogiivate profit centres

where resourcpoor farmers and processors learned to use improved technologies and equipment
and create added value of their produce. Where GPCs were profitable and attractive businesses in
particularfor women and young processors, this was largely due to its capacity to innovate and
demonstrate innovation and thus create new market value/demand, its reach of farmers and
processors in the surrounding communities, and the trust it built between thesvarpply chain

actors and their buyers and service providers to establish strong and inclusive supply chains. Hence
our recommendation here is to expand the concept of GPCs, properly define its leadership role, and
use appropriate performance and fee#lraonitoring criteria and tools that help keeping track of the
guality and effectiveness of its business relationship with farmers and processors in the surrounding
communities (in particular those resoup®or). Moreover, similar as for the FFF/FB@chanism,

careful monitoring is required of the conditions under which GPCs can bed@atee

leaders of strong and inclusive supply chains.

To help GPCs anBFF/FBOs as small collectiagri-businessebuild their capital and
investments,Here is an urgnt need for feasible finance mechanisms. Commercialisation and
adoption of improved technologies has remained limited in most of the supply chains, not only due to
a limited reach and capacity of GPCs and DSFs, but mostly due to the lack of financelaid ma
opportunities The MEF mechanismattempted to address the issue of finance, yet has largely failed.
Its procedure for obtaining and paying off the loan madéficult for beneficiaries to prénvest and

sustain operations without sufficient capitaimmediate returns on their investment. Hence the
mechanismmeeds to be completely restructured in order for it to be accessible to small farmer and
processor businesses. Repayment periods and requirements need to be feasible and agreed upfront.
Moretought need to be put in into oO6risk transfer
credit worthiness, and into developing different credit packages targeting different categories of
businesses involved in the VCs. Finally, there should bera nomprehensive consultation and
communication process to make all actors involved in the VCs fully understand the risks, the
mechanisms and the requirements regarding repayment and investoweever, to make any credit
mechanism work, feasible busiseand market opportunities must exist, which in many places in

rur al Ghana currently donét exist.

In order to give all these mechanisms a reasonable chance to succeed and sustain, much more work is
needed on creating an enviroamh that is moreonducive of thgrowth of small collectivagri
businessesssential is a minimaral infrastructure (roads, market places, power and water

supply), which in many places in Ghana is failing. Crucial are@oies and regulationswith

regard to fair competition and the use of cassava in end products. A policy that compels industries
producing flour, starch, beer or Higels in Ghana, for instance, to include a percentage of cassava
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flour in their products, would definitely spur tdemand for cassava. Second, a policy and authority
that regulates competition to make it fair and inclusive, protect smallholder businesses, and prevent
monopolistic practices would certainly aid the DSF and GPC mechanisms to build stronger business
and maket relationships between the value chain actors and stimulate greater inclusion of small
farmers and processof€DI, 2010)
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methodology and the analysis of household survey dates headelly Anthony Amuzu (senior
statistician athe Ghana Stagtical Servicg. Important inputs were provided fonproving themixed
methodgpackagein particularthe participatory methodmnd configuration analysimethod by Irene

Guijt andAndre Proctor from thePIALA core design teanhast special gratitude goes to them for
remaining closely engaged in this second PIALAtpikalditional inputsvere obtainedrom Steff Deprez
for designing and pilotinthe SenseMaker toosnd conducting the trend analysis of the mitaoratives
andfrom Makaita Combe for the analysis of the constituent feedback dalso the feedback on the
designof the RTIMP evaluatiofrom a few people at IFAD in Rome, in particuBdward Heinemann and
Fabrizio Fellonjand the third member in the PIALA core design team, Jeremy Hollasdreceived with
much gratitude

The dataon which this report is based was collected with the dedication and critical reflectiorP@Ahe
researchieam,coordinatedy Glowen Kyei-Mensah (ManagingDirector) with support fronNana King
(ProgramManagey andHelen Nti (AdministrationandFinanceManager) Special gratitude goes to these
three managers for their perseverarilexibility and trust despite the many challenges and anxieties this
pilot has caused their organisation and researchata.collectiorand data collatioas well as all th
sensemaking workshops were skilfully led and facilitated bgra team ofour highly enthusiasand
studioudead researcheirsncluding Essi Haffar, Kobby Optson, Nana King andBernard Alando.

Junior researchers who assisted the lead reseawitiethefield research logistics and the data collection,
were Usif Osman Wuntuma, Abubakari Abdu Samed Beatrice Sarpong Natasha Botchway
Mohammed Abubakari, Gina Ama Gyan, Bismark DzaheneQuarshie, Elikem Aggor, Isaac Quansah
andKwadwo Anokye. Finally, support to the report writingras also provided byonathan Anaglo
(lecturer at the University of Ghana)
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Preface

The past ten years have seen a surge in interest, practice and investment in impact evaluation in
international development. There is an @aging demand for impact evaluation to assist patiakers and
donors in understanding and enhancing the effectiveness of public investment. Bulletproof numbers are
required to justify program investments at scale, while credible explanations are netbeeabserved

impacts to influence national policy and local responsibility for greater and more sustainable impact. Large
investment programs however are increasingly complex and political, with many actors involved having
different stakes, making it di€ult to find a onesizefits-all methodology that can respond to all the

different knowledge needs. This complexity is likely to increase in the context of the new SDGs as
demands for greater inclusiveness and sustainability are added to those okeksstiand impact

evaluations are expected to contribute to buildigusive responsibleandsustainablesocieties by

enabling citizens to critically engage with evidence of impact. Hence there is a growing need for more
complexitysensitive systemicral inclusive approaches for impact evaluation that employ participatory and
mixed quantitative and qualitative methods to assess the impact trajectories of these increasingly complex
and politicized investments.

Acknowledging this need and keentobettend er st and i mpact i n ways that
workd met ri cs, I F A-fundada 8yedr innovatidpgEofect ftorathe design and piloting of a
novel approachkalled PIALAto assess and explain the impacts of IFdDded government progranon

rural poverty in a collaborative and participatory manR&hLA has come a long way after thngears of
intensive collaboration with the various stakeholders in and outside IFAD to develop its piloting strategy,
conduct its first pilot in Vietham ritically reflect upon tle results from this first pilot, and conduice

second pilot in Ghanasingan improved and scaled version of the appro@bbadmirable audacitgf the
Government of Ghan@oG), and more specificallgf its Ministry of Food andigriculture (MoFA), to opt

for a nationwide and fullscope impact evaluation of igogramon agricultural smallholdeandmarket
developmentor one ofG h a nnaoét prevalent and important cash and foot crops, namely roots and tubers
offereda welcomeopportunity to futher expand and pildgest PIALA

Thisreport conveyshe findings from the impact evaluation of the Root & Tuber Improvement and
Marketing Program (RTIN?) in Ghana that piloted PIALA. The evaluatiwas conducted by Participatory
Development Associates (PD#jth support and supervision from IFADhe program was executed by

the MoFA/GoG from 2001ntil end of 2014. IFAD hado-financed for 5% of its total budgét. The
MoFA/GoG and the IFAD Country Office (ICG) Ghangointly commissioned thampactevaluation

upon completion of RTIMP and in anticipation of the next Ghana Agricultural Sectathmset Program
(GASIP). The evaluatiorserves to flag emerging issues from the RTIMP that merit closer attention in the
GASIP, more inovative thinking, and more evaluative input, and theeefeas framed aslaarning
exercisethat complementsther M&E and supervision processes in three fundamentally different ways:

9 it offers anindependenperspective and thus a critical sounding board, as it collected descriptive and
explanatory evidence of changes and causes acrepsesentative radom samplef the supply
chains for the four commoditi¢lsat were inquired (gari, HQCF, fresh yam for etpand PCF)

9 it also offers asystemic perspectiva relative program contribution to livelihood changes impacting
rural poverty beyondhe immediate effects of performance and anmthgrinfluences; and

28 Cf. IFAD Loan No. 670, Program ID 1312. The total value ofitlamwas US $18.96 million
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9 it also givesvoice to those intended to benefit from the program and offers officials, service
providers and private sector actors involved in the program a unique oppatduisityn to and
engage in dialogue with these voices, based on evidence.

PIALA is not a metbdology forthe evaluationof performanceHence the findings of this impact

evaluation of RTIMRJo not imply a judgment on the performance of program partners and do not question
the professionalism and commitment of the Program Coordination Unit ti@itiser does it contest the
findings of the IFAD Supervision Missions and the latest Program Completion Report about the
performance and achievement of targets by the program. If offers a different perspective on program results
that is complementary to tbe findings: aystemigerspective ofelative influenceon changes that have
impacted rural povertjpeyondthe immediate effects of performanéeprogramfor instancecan perform

well, yet have no influence, due to various reasonscthdt or couldnot have been anticipated by the

program. PIALA aims to unpack these reasomslerstand why impact occurrednot in certain

circumstances, and indicate wheregrammechanisms need to be revised or wewsmay be needed that

have not been tried yddenceb per f or manc e 6 o f is |paked gtiredifierentevay.hraghari s ms
thanmeasuring achievement of pdefined targetdt permitsto rigorousassessentof relative program
contributiorsto observed livelihood changes and malksound judgeméof its impact onpoverty.

Knowledgesharing finally, is an integral and essential part of this piloting initiative, not at least because of

its emphasis on critical reflection and learning by program and evaluation stakeholdetbetbadéoffs

and costbenefits of different design decisions in different program and evaluation contexts, but also

because of the novelty of PIALA and its potential use for IFf&Dthe GoGandfor the wider sector.

Many good ideas are coming out of tpigoting and sharing with the wider sector to further explore and
expand the boundaries of wh abagednixedméthodsimpacte dge i n
evaluationThis is largely thanks to trmmmissioning and funding of this ambitious impaealuationby

the MoFA/GoG and ICO Ghana!

Adinda Van Hemelrijck
August 2015
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Participatory Impact Assessment & Learning Approach
(PIALA)

11

Evaluation approach andprinciples

IFAD has to report to its Members States on thd tatmber of rural people lifted out of povetty

Givenits multidimensionakystemicapproach and the complaxd politicizedhature of therojects

and programg funds,this is quitechallenging. The question for IFAD is not just about How
rigorouslymeasure itsittributableshare but also about how to reach such ambitious targets through
working with the governments it funds and the partners wkhimptement and céund the

programs? PIALA is designed to produce rigorous quantitative and quaktatiidence and

generate solid debate around such evidence in order to influence policy and planning for greater and
more sustainable impadts purpose is threefold: (a)teporton a proj ect 6s or pro
contributions to impact on rural pover{¥) to learn why impact occurred or not anchere

mechanisms need to beangedr newly createdand (c)to debatehow impact could be enhanced

and future program investments could have a greater influence

Although initially piloted inexpostimpact evéuation, PIALA is thought of as an approach for

collectivei mpact monitoring and eval uat.Differentfrdmr oughou
process angerformance evaluaticepproacheshoweverjsits focus ondmpacbanddéontributions

to impacbbroader thantheintended outcomeand performance against pgettargets Impact is

viewed from a systemic perspective, aystenof interactions between various causes and changes,

as opposed to a more linear approach that looks at the direct relatioestden intervention and
effect. The systemic approach seeks to move be
the more difficult Awhyodo and Ahowd questions a
observed. It does so by lookiag both thentendedandunintendedpositiveandnegative primary
andsecondaneffects of goroject or program relative to other influences thiegctly or indirectly

contributedto the impact on rural povertyhetype ofquestions it seeks to answer, therefore, are:
Afiwhat has changed (or not) for whom and why?o;
Afiwhat are the i mpacts and wthahad alse em utshead pgrheg
contributions tothesechgne s a mong oandfiewh acdauwsrees d;he i mplicati
program strategyo.

To answer thesguestions andddress the challenge of rigorously assessing and learning about
program contributions to impact from a systemic perspective, PIALA draws o

§ agenericimpct framewort hat | i nks | FADO&s st atocdpialsaéndr ur al
relationshipsandchanges in policies and institutio@ssesseith agender & generation
sensitive and disaggregated manner)

27 Under its9™ Replenishment20122015) when the PIALA initiative was launched;AD committed to moving 80 million rural

people out of povertgumulative from 2010 onwards to 20Hnd conducting 30 rigorous impact assessments.

2n the context of IFABfunded projed and programs, i mpact implies significant
livelihoods and capabilitie® overcome poverty, requiring changes in capacities, relationshifgepand institution¥which is

systemic changdo realize thisIFAD works through governments and in partnership with farmer organizations, civil society,

private sector anthternationadonors (IFAD, 2011b)

®p| ALAG6s generic impact framework was devel opedRomaid agreed \
|

October 2012 and was included in the overall PIALA research strategy (IFAD, 2013ndtvisi t h

FAD&IsnpaBR® sul t s

Measurement System (RIMS) adlo me n 6 s Empower ment WEA). Agricul ture I ndex (

5
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1 adynamicTheoryof Change (ToC) approach that helps visualize the presumed change
pathwaysmap out program contributions among broader influences on impact, and identify the
assumptions underneath;

1 multi-stagesamplingusing P that permits inquiry ofhe effectsof different (with/without)
configurations of program mechanisardd thé& influence on livelihoods and poverty from a
systemic perspectivasing mixedmethods

1 nested mixeemethods for collectinguantitativeand qualitative daten relation to the causal
links in the ToC and the evaluation questions around theseUisikg} participatory processes
and triangulatiotechniques

1 aparticipatory sensemaking modet extensive crossalidation withkey stakeholderstlocal
and nationalevels enabling thento critically engage withhe evidenceand obtaiing a broader
systemicview of theprocesses impactimgral livelihoods

1 configurationanalysisof heterogeneous patterabprogramtreatmen{ or v ari ous O wi |
configurationsyand their influene on livelihoodgo assesgrogramcontributions to impadtas
an alternativéor counterfactuabased analysis)

i astandardizedata collation and reporting approach tiivéts the evidencef cascading
changes and causigem impact to program mechanisms usihg ToCas a guiding structure

4, PIALA is thusa theorybasedmixed-methodsevaluationapproach 6 T-h a e imgliéslooking
at the causal chasrand assumptions that underin@ causaflow from program intervembns
through intermediatehangedo the higheflevel outcomes aniinpacs. The program Theory of
Change(ToC) provides a structureo determine the focusf the impact evaluationdentify the
methods specific to the causal links and questions to be inqairé@&ngagall stakeholders in
comparing evidence @fctual changes nd causes with whatThedaln envi si
neededo answethe evaluationquestions are collectellrougha selectionof methods thadrawon
each othér s s t analytigplly wldle compenatingf or each ot haedrbidsesthey a k n e ¢
show wherusedseparatelyas a single method or approdtMultistagerandomsamplingsupports
the nesting osurveybasedandparticipatorymethodsat grassroots levednd indepth interviews
with market and policy actors at the higher systems Ieasl® enablarobustanalysis ofural
poverty impacfrom a systenc perspectiveThe assumption is thaticha nestel mix of methods
can produce generalizaldenclusionsif applied in a standardized manner across representative
populationsample in ways that reducdoias ancaccommodatéeterogeneity.

5. Participatory methods are often considetemlighasnot suitable€or impact evaluation because of
the perceived risk of biaParticipationand debate about evidence of impact to influence policies and
behavioursbviously incite power dynamicFhususing participatory methodhallengesghe
independence of the reseamnd thus the reliability of the evidend® address this challenge,
rigorous facilitation is required of the participatory processes. Acknowledging that an evaluation is
never poweineutral and entirely free from political influence or organizationesguire, and
particularly not when using participatory methods, rigor must be defined broader than in purely
statistical terms and also include quality thinking, sludogervationpowersensitivenesgngaging
multiple perspectiveandsystematicrosschecking® This is what Chambers (2015) cais nc |l usi v e

%0 There is a growing consensus in thesintitional evaluation community that mixeétimods is in most cases a better choice for
the design and conduct of impact evaluation than a single quantitative or quantitative method, in particular when it comes to
evaluating more complex programs. (Bamleer@012; Stern et al., 2012; Westhorp, 2012; Howard White, 2014; Sarah White,
2015; Ghambers, 2015).

S1Cf. IFAD & BMGF, 201%: 7.
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r i g ®Jsing visual tools such as causal flow mapping and matrix scoring is particularly powerful in
this respect, as it enables peopled¢ehow the reconstructioof change pathwayskes shape and
indicate where things are mostly relevant to th€here is always the danger of one with more
knowledge and power trying to override the others who have less knowledge and power, yet good
facilitators notice this fairly qekly and know how to derail thesttempts. They also know how to
arrangehe groups and employ the methods in such a way that the voice of the majority becomes
strorger than the one of andividual powerholder.

6. PIALA also triego move beyond extractive data collection towards m@eglieby not only
collecing but alscanalysingandmaking sense advidencan more interactive way#articipatory
sensemakingrocesseare organisedtkey levels andunits of analysis, before the reseatthese
levels and in the speciflocatiorsis finalised. While dmost nonrexistent in impact evaluation,
experiencesn largescaleplanningand policymakingsuggest thasuch participatorprocessesan
helpimprove relationshipbetweergovernmentsgitizensandprivateactors HencePIALA builds
on four key principles:

a) listen to those whose lives are (directly or indirectly) supposed to be improved;

b) avoid viewing participation as simply a mechanisms for better data collection and also involving
different stakeholders meaningfully in the kaxdion processes;

c) produce evidence of aroject/pragrand mfluences on rural poverty impact tharigorous,
contestechinddebatedand helps understand the interactions and processes generating (or
hindering) such impact; and

d) amplify the voices of thpoorest and less powerful (particularly women and minorities) in the
critical analysis of change processes and an

7. A configuration analysis methasldevelopedor clustering and comparirthelarge amourgof
gualitative and quatitative evidenceobtainedwith the participatory mixeemethodsesearchThis
method helps examine tpatterns of interaction and influence in/betwé#snvariouschange
processes at different levafsthe ToC tareachconclusionsaboutprogram contrilitions to impact.
Thisisdonelp f i r st thelof idgniify the gifferent combinations of program treatment,
outcomes and conditions that is supptheted by t
findingsagain along the ToC to arrive @nclusions. Combining QCAtechniques witta systemic
ToC approach, thisomfiguration analysisnethodoffers an alternative way to arriveragorous
causal inference in the abseraf clean control groups. Thisparticularly useful for
programs/projes where it is quasimpossible to find such clean control groups, or where
institutional and policy wgoups has purposively

8. Finally, in hopes of creating greater value, the PIALA processes and methods were designed and
piloted arand three quality dimensionsgour, inclusivenessndfeasibility. Rigour isunderstoodn
terms of methodologal consistency and reliability, which in a participatory mixeethods
approach emanates from both the rigorous employment of methods aigstbas facilitation of
participatory processesidlusivenessefers tathe meaningful engagement of stakeholdens the
credibility of findings requiring rigorous facilitation.dasibilityconcernghe budgeand capacity
needed taneet the expectats with regards to rigour and inclusiveness. A quality assurance
framework (QAF) was developed and piloted alongside the approach for assessing performance on

%2 Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QC#)a methodology used for analysing large and small n data sets by identifying all
possible combinations of variables observed in the data set, and then applying the rules of logical inference to datdrmine wh
conclusions are supported by the data. Mei@mation about this methodology can be found on:
http://www.u.arizona.edu/~cragin/fsQCA/index.shtml
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these threeimensions irthree to four subsequent phases of the evalJfatibimne QAF is attacheih
Annex 19.

PIALA training and management

The design of the evaluation and the training of the research team was headed by Adinda Van
Hemelrijck (IFAD consultant) while the management, coordination and field supervision was led by
Glowen KyeiMensah (maaging directoof PDA, the research firm thatas commissioned to

conduct the evaluatignThe twoworked closely together in an equal partnership, both contributing
and taking joint responsibility for the design, quality and results of the evaluation.

Training for the RTIMP impact evaluation took place between October and December 2014, and was
an integrapart of the design phase. Blendeith design work and fieldesting, it involvedwo

major trainingphasesaPIALA design training2 days)anda PIALA methods trainig with field

testing(8 days.

Although all members of the core research team were well versed in participatory methodologies,
none of them had been involved in impact evaluations combining participatory methods with
statistics. PIALAwas therefore new but not entirely unfamiliar. Yet théa§ designtraining was

crucial to afford the teaheaderswith the basics of a PIALA impact evaluatiandhelp then
understand what type of impact assessment was aimed for, what type of questettsbe

answeed thecomponents to be adapted to the context as part of-ttmuintry design, and the
standards and principles to adhere teskentiallysought to prepare thefor a detailed design dhe
impactevaluation of RTIMP

The design training was further extended into a consultative design process. The team spent one
week(5 days)carrying out a thorough desk review and reconstrg&nIMP6 $heory ofChange,
andone weel5 days)conducting stakeholder consultations anghoising a design workshop,
resulting in the drafting of the evaluation design pHpafter the design workshop, a oneek(or
5-day) PIALA methods training was organised that familiarised the entire research team (including
research assistants) with tlesting field methods and taabf PIALA, and introduced them to some
new methods and toolBurthermoremethods and tools wetested during 3 dayie two research

sites in the Eastern and Central Regions and modified before completion and apptiogaClsnt.

The esearchers prepared and adreetranslationsn the dominantanguage$efore undertaking

focus groups and interviews durifigld-testing Based on the reflections on the figdgdts, tools

were adapted and improved. Improvements vaése made in response to the feedback received

earlier from IFAD and external reviewers on the first PIALA pilot in Vietnam. The methods and

tools used in Vietnam were revised and new methods and tools were developed specifically for the
impact evaluatiom n Ghana. The product coming outcome of
handbook that was compiled based on the PIALA guidance developed by the PIALA core design

team.

From this point the research team was fully prepared to undertake the fieldworks@aeh team
was divided into three teams, one team per zone (North, Central and South), each consisting of four
researchers speaking multiple local languages. Each team was divided in tiwarsatof two

®The structure of the QAF was i nspir edhtphbetieravaeluafoBad/ptp@ire Ev al u
findings from the methaological reflections on the PIALA pilots using the QAF are presented in separate reports.

34 Cf. van Hemelrijck A. & G. Kyei-Mensah 2014). Design Paper for the impact evaluation of the Root & Tuber Improvement &
Marketing Program (RTIMP). Participatoryripact Assessment & Learning Approach (PIALA) developed with support of IFAD
and BMGF.
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working in parallel. The three teams were closeigervised by both the research manager (Glowen
Kye-rMensah) and | FADb6bs evaluation consultant (Ad
accompanied the teams in the North, Central and South during the entire data collection process. The
three teams als@ported and sent their field notes to the research manager on a daily basis.

1.3 Cost & benefits of differentdesign options

15. All impactevaluationsome ata serious cosf they areto be doneigorously. Only if
commissioners understatite potentiabutcomes antenefitsof different design options, and are
clear about the type of questions that need to be answered for what puransbey make a sound
decision about the level of rigour/quality athdis the budgetequired.This was particularly
important for an impact evaluation using PIALA, given its demands to sampling for meeting
statistical principles on the one hand, and those of facilitation for participatory data collection and
sensemaking on the other, both of which are resaateasive h themselves. Combining
participation and statistical analysis in a nested mimethods demands high coverage, enough time,
and highly competent researchers, thus is naturally more resotgnsive.

16. Three designoptionswerethereforepresentedor discussionto the commissioners before any
ballpark figure was agreeadt contract was signed:

1 Thefirst optionwas afull -scale butnarrow-focused PIALA version thatlooks atoneor two
programmechanismin theprogramToC, butin acountryrepresentativesample The total cost
of such a design was estimatedJ& $190,000 The purposés learningabout the effects of
oneor two particular aspestof the program Componentarestudied in isolation, thus not
permitting conclusions about their systemmiteractions Findingswould have beemsufficient
to report on the programés tot al contributio
program would not have been looked*a¥loreover mrticipantswould have learned about
particular aspects of the program but not gammgdbroademnderstanding of howheir and
othei®d actions and interactions different areasf work affectlivelihoods and poverty.

1 The second optiowasafull -scopebut narrow scaledPIALA version thatlooks at thefull
range of mechanisnms theprogram ToC buin alimited geographic areal he total cost of
such a design was estimatedJ& $165,000 The purposés learning about theprogrand s t ot al
contribution to rural poverty impacander specificonditions This is a case study approach:
casesre selectedrothe basis of heir learning valueParticipants would have learned a great
deal about the systemic interplaytbé different compnents of the program and thetors
involved but onlyin these particular casdsndingswould not havdbeengeneraliableand
sufficientto reporton contributios to rural poverty impacacross the entireountry or the
entire area covered by the pragt®.

1 The third optiorfinally was afull -scope and fultscalePIALA version thattakesa systemic
perspective and looks at thel range of mechanismas the ToCin acountryrepresentative
sample The total cost of such a design was estimaté¢Sa$280,000 The purpose is learning
aboutandreporting on th@rogrand ®tal contributionto rural poverty impact as a whole,

35 An example is the thematic impact study conducted in 2014 on theneERanism under RTIMP that recommefids h e
expansion or scalingp of the FFF program across Ghagaen the impact the project has had on beneficiary farmers as well as
the requests from neieneficiary farmers (MoFA, 2014b: 30). The success of the FFFs however has contributed to market
saturation in the context a downward conjuncture of high inflatiropping prices and failing infrastructures. This is not looked at
by this study since its focus is merely on the single mechanism FFF and its immediate effects.

38 Unless the program itself has taken a daased approach, for instance when conducting pilots in different contexts to test new
mechanisms and shape new policies.
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while zooming in orspecific mechanismgith greatest learning valuklere participants would
have learned about the systemiciiptay of the different program components across the entire

country, thus expanding thédiorizonby | ooki ng at the programés

poverty from different vantage points and superseding their own location. The outcomes and
productsof such an evaluation can be usedboth reporting and learning for/with different
audiencest different levels antbr different purposes (e.g. policy making, new program design
or improvement of mechanisms, fundingideons, empowermeiand mobilizaibn).

The commissioners of the impact evaluatidthe RTIMPT i.e. theMoFA/GoG and the IFAD

Country Office (ICO) in Gharigjointly choosefor thethird full -scope and fuliscaleoption for a

total of US $233,000 The purpose was to critibareflect on the influence and reach of the various
mechanisms that were employed under the RTa& raise issues thaterit closer attentioand

more innovative thinkinginder the GASIP. At the same time the evaluation also needed to produce
rigorous quantitative vi dence of programds contribution
GoG andFAD. To further improve and pilaiest thePIALA methodology, an additional

US $ 60,000was invested by IFAD anithe BMGF(of whichUS $20,000for methodological

innovation andJS $40,000 for PIALA training, supervision and metauiry).

Overview of PIALA methods and processesmployedin Ghana

The table below presents an overview of the PIALA methods and processes employed in the
evaluation of RTIMP in Ghanand their purposg®r intended uses) and participaritsthree

distinct phaseddesign fieldworkandanalysis For each of the three phases, also the total cost and
products are listed:-hetotal net amount of participants without overlap wasver 2000(incl. 837
households, 1180 FGD patrticipants with some overlap with the households in 4 districts, and over
100 KII participants)The various methods and processes and distributions of participants are
described in greater detail in Sectior6.3

1C

t
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Table 1.4: Summary of PIALA processes, methods & tools used in the evaluation of RTIMP

PROCESSES, METHODS &0O0OLS

PURPOSES

PARTICIPANTS

1. DESIGN PHASE:
Focusing and framing
the evaluation

Product:
Evaluation Design Pap&r

Total cost:
US$ 17,850

Projection of potential codbenefits of different
design optiongSection 1.3)

Methods/tools:

Outline of 3 design options (full scalill
scope; limited scaldull scope; full scale
limited scope) in relation to the 3 PIALA
purposes (reporting, advocacy, learning)

1 Enable commissioners to make a decision
about scale, scope and purpose of the
evaluationbased on an adequate
understanding of the different design option
in terms of qualityputcomes and budget
implications

1 the IFAD Country Program Manager
9 the RTIMP Coordinator representing the
MoFA/GoG

(incl. PIALA design
training and stakeholdg
design workshop

Reconstucti on and vi sua
Theory of Change (ToG$ection 2.1)

Methods/tools:

EmergingToC diagranthat shows the
envisioned causal pathways (with codification
of the causal link} elicited from the program
documents and the discussions with national
stakeholders

9 Identifythepr ogr amds | mp ad

contribution claims to be evaluated, and

formulate evaluation questions focused on

these claimand their assumptions

Create a shared understanding of the

programbés ToC (incl

on impact)

9 Select the methods spécally in relation to
the causal links in the impact and contributi
claims

National key stakeholders who had been
involved in program implementation,
management and supervision (total of 32
participants incl. RTIMP Coordination Unit
and Steering Comritee, IFAD Country
Program Office and consultants, MoFA, PF
Rls, SCFs)

2. FIELDWORK:
Collecting and linking the
data

Products:

I Field Research Manug
with detai
guidance for eack
method

9 District field notes ana
data collation table

Total cost:

US$ 146,000

(incl. PIALA methods
training and field testing

Sampling and developing the methods and to
for data collection, data collation and data
quality monitoring(Sections 2.3 & 3.1, Annexe
10-13)

Methods/tools:

1 Sampling hierarchy

1 Datacollection & methods table

1 dHow-tobguidance for employing the dat|
collection, collation and quality
monitoringmethods

i Standard not¢éaking formats

1 Enable a systemic inquiry of the impact of t

combined changes in production, processin
and marketinking on livelihoods and poverty
status in 30 random supply chainsass the
country

Enable comparative analysis of the systemi
inquiries of the 30 supply chains

Ensure rigorous employment of methods ar
facilitation of participatory processes
Ensure gstematic data capturing, data
collation, data quality monitoring and
reflective practice during fieldwork

PDA research team (incl. research assistan
GSS statistician, 2 methods consultants

57 Cf. http://www.participatorymethods.org/authors/adinedahemelrijckand-glowenkyei-mensah
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Data collection orchanges in access food &
income andts cause¢Sections.2 & 5.3)

Methods/tools:
1 Household survey
1 Generic change analysisl. change
ranking and causal flow mapping of
changes in wealth & wellbeing)

f
f

Collect and triangulate data on the linl&|21
in the ToC

Engage beneficiaries of RTIMP in a
discussion of changes in livelihoods affectir]
household wealth and wellbeing, basedhon
visual reconstruction of thectualcausal
pathways

9 837 households (random) were surveyed

9 439 intended program beneficiaries (guas
random; 51 % women and 49 % men)
participated in the generic change analysis

Data collection on changes in R&T livelihoods
and its causegSection 5.4)

Methods/tools:
1 Generic change analygisee above)
91 Livelihood analysisnethod incl. change
matrix exercise, causal flow mapping, at
SenseMaker

il

Collect and triangulate data on the link
01+02+03 12 in the ToC

Engage beneficiaries of RTIMP in a
discussion of changes in production,
processing and market linking affecting thei
livelihoods, based on the visual reconstruct
of theactualcausalpathways

1 400 intended program beneficiaries (quasi
random; 47 % womeand 53 % men)
participated in the livelihood change analys
of which 393 did the SenseMaker exercise

(participants in the generic change analgsis
above)

Data collection orreach and effects of selecte;
program mechanism®SF,FFF, GPC/MEF)
(Secions 5.5 &5.1)

Methods/tools

1 Livelihood analysigsee above)

1 Constituent Feedbackging aspecific set
of facilitation and scoring questions for
each mechanism)

1 Semistructured interviews (mirroring the

scoring questions in the Constituent
Feedback)

1

Collect and triangulate data on the causal
links between the program mechanismSF,
FFF & GPC/MEF) and the observed changg
in production, processing and market linkin
(01, 02 & 03)

Engage beneficiaries of RTIMP in a group
discussion and anonymous sogyiof the
reach and benefits of the services provided
through the program, and the effects of thes
on the changes in production, processing a
market linking that affected their livelihoods

9 341 beneficiaries participated in the
Constituent Feedback (53 Women, 47 %
men)

9 100 district officials and service providers (7}
districtlevel and 25 regional/national)
participated in the Klls

(participants in the livelihood change analysis
seeabove)

Data consistency and quality monitoring
(Section 5.6)

Methods/tools:

1 Standard data collation table

91 Daily team reflections using five standar
sets of question@ise of methods,
facilitation of processes, data capturing,
sufficiency of data on causal links, and
sufficiency of data on program
mechanisms

1

Identify data gaps and weaknesses early of
during fieldwork to make it possible for the
researchers to probe for more information i
the sensemaking workshops

Ensure the evidence is robust according to
standards of mixedgor (looking at both
inclusive and scientific rigor)

Instant data processing acsschecking
during fieldworkmakingit possible to
organise debates with local stakeholders
around emerging evidenae district

sensemaking workshops

9 PDA field research teams
9 supervision by the PDA rearch coordinator
and the IFAD consultant
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3. ANALYSIS: | Participatory sensemakin@ections.7) 9 Obtain additional information and fill in 1 640 local research participants participated
Synthesizing the evideng Processes: remaining data gaps the district sensemaking workshops 81
and analysing and debatir * half-day local sensemaking workshops i T HEIP program stakeholders develop a more intended beneficiaries of which 48 % wome
program contributions 23 of the 25 sampled districts systemic understanding of the deoinent and 52 % men)
Products:| 4. 2-day national sensemaking workshop processes impacting rural povgrty _ . 1 106 Iogal, regional an_d _na_t|onal partmpants
et ; 1 Engage program stakeholders in discussing (40 % intended beneficiaries of which 38 %
1 District sensemaking ) ' S 3 i e
workshop report Methods: and valuing program contributions to rural women and 62 % men; 45 % officials; 15 %
. .1 1 reverse engineering povertyimpact and identifying priority areas| private sector actors)
1 National sensemakin 1 activelistenin for i ¢ {
workshop report tches & % Gor investmen h ho i ded to benefi The participargt in the sensemaking workstsop
1 Aggregated data T palches & nodes . T |h\{|evof|fce.to t do;e who |r|:ten € dto ene 't were selected frorthefield research participant
collation table| T  iterative & recursive design while offering decisiormakers and serviee | (it theexcepton of thehouseholds)
1 vantage points providers the opportunityp engage in
Totalcost: | ¢  soft systems modelling dialogue with these voices, based on evide
~USD $70,000 ¢ contribution analysis
(incl. workshops : : : :
and reporting)| Configuration analysi¢Section 6) 1 Arrive at rigorous causal inference inthe | IFAD consultant (PIALA project leader)

Methods/tools:
1 aggregated data collation table
1 configuration analysis method

absence of clean control groups

 PDA research coordinator and research teg
leaders
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RTIMP evaluatiorframework

19.

2.1

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

This section describebe design aspects and methodology of the impact evaluation of RTIMP
employing PIALA as its overarching framework. Most of what is described here can also be found
the design paper of the impact evaluation.

RTIMP Theory of Change (ToC)

A Theory of Chage (ToC) lays outthebroader picture of howrogramdesignersfundersand
implementerenvisionchange to happeby visualizingthe causal pathways of the different program
componentsandlinking theseto the higherlevel changeshatareexpectedo generatémpact In
evaluative termshesecausal pathwayare called h e p r comtrib@ionalaimswhile the
higherlevel changes towards impaae calledts impact claim In the RTIMP ToC, the three main
program componenisiamely: productionprocessing, and markeiking reflectthepr ogr a mé s
contribution claimavhile the goal presesits impact claimThis evaluationwas commissionetb
conduct asystemi@nalysis of the interplay between $leeontribution claims lad the extent to
whichthese havéelped realise the r 0 g rinapatbctaim.

Every program has an implicit or explicit ToClsAa logicd framework is & 0C, buta particular
type of ToC that isnore linear in its approa@nd more focused dheindividual performancef a
contracted partnefor of amanager responsible for a specifittervention or program compongnt
rather tharthe collective impacof multiple actorsandmultiple interventions(Funnel & Rogers
2017 The type thatd usedn PIALA takes a more complex systeraigproactin its attempt to
visualizethe variouslinkagesand feedbackoopsbetweerthe differentprogramcomponents and
mechanismand theircollectiveoutcomes and impacts.

Such asystemic ToC approachs most effectivelyjused as a dynamic and adaptive framework for
evaluatingand managingnore compgx multractor programs, for thramportant reasons. First

allows for a rigorous and systematic assessmentafléiple interactingcausal links using

appropriate methodsr data collection and analysis that are not necessarily counterfbeted
Secondit enabledifferent stakeholdern® engage with the evidence collected on these links, probe
their assumption@ndcritically analyse and debatieeir roles andcontiibutions to impacton rural
poverty. Third, if used from the beginning of a program, the approach ptimély corrections or
adaptations based on the learnings from the analyses and debates, while also contributing to the
capacitybuilding of stakeholds to think and operate more systemically and evaluative, hence
producing greater vald®@r-money.

Sincethe RTIMP ToCfor this evaluatiowasdevelopedit the end of the progranmstead ofat the
beginningoft h e p r degignshagedaturally it had to beeconstructedased orits existing
theory, andthusreflectsthe morelinear pictureof the prograntcomponent®r causaklaimsas
presented by h e p r logical laméwerk Yet by visualizing the links between tlodaims the
discrepancy betwedmwthese components were expected to interacteattio impact with how
theyactually weramplementedwhich was ratherlinear andindependentrom each othgrbecame
apparentAl t hough the progr amés comepsardéenialygvideacec e s s
produced by this evaluatiatearly shows that this discrepancy hasnpered the progmad ability

to generate greater and more sustainable gains in R&T livelihoods across the entire country.

TheRTIMP ToC was reconstructeldased on a desk revieamnd a onalay design workshop with
national program stakeholdets.this workshopparticipantagreed othepr ogr amés key
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medanisms, thessumptiasandthe questiongelated to each of the causal claithat the
evaluation wouldave to focus orf-urthermore, they aldadicated where external influences
(positively or negativelyhadinterfered wih theenvisionecchangeprocessesand agreed on the
main reference period for the evaluatiiThis section presenthe ToC diagranand description
Thedecisiongegarding thevaluation focus anflame that came out of thisorkshopare presented
in thesubsequent&ttiors 3.2and 3.3

2.1.1 Description of the RTIMP ToC

25. RTIMP wasbuilt on aninclusive value chain developmeationale that implied(a) the
improvement and growth of small R&T production and processing businesses, and (b) the linking of
these locabusinesseto supplyold and newR&T commodity markets. The RTIMP sought to enable
resourcepoor farmers and prossors teseizenew business opportunities emerging from these
markets and develop strong local supply chains that would make Ghana's R&T commodity chains a
strong driver for sustainabnd inclusiveruraleconomic growth.

26. Through the development of thdseal supply chains, it was assumed that livelihoods would
improve to the extent that rural poor people living in the R&T catchment areas, and by extension in
entire rural Ghana, would become food and income selder&e the program goal was to enhance
income and food security of the rural poor by improving R&Bed livelihoods through building
marketbased systems that can generate profitability at all levels of the commodity dluaiealise
this goa)] RTIMP focused on enhancing smallholgenduction processingandmarketlinking as
the three main program components.

27. By gradually commercialising and | inking smal/l
supply chains would be formed that effectivelguld meet old and new market denaan Access to
improved technologies, certified seeds and standardized equipment was expected to sufficiently
increase production quality and quantitytriggerthis change process. Access to business training
and financing and exposure to good practicesld/enable smallholders to develop profitable
businesses and accelerate the growth of smallholder economies at scale. To trigger and enable these
change processes, the RTIMmRployed a number of funds and mechanisms, some of whichewill
taken forward athscakd up inthey o v e r nnmax BASHis different shapes and formats,
including

9 District Stakeholder Forums (DSF)for addresig the supply and demanidsues as well as
andthetechnical problems of supply chain actaad link them to old and nenvarkets

1 Supply Chain Facilitation (SCF)for helping develop the supply chaiasdlink themto larger
and new markets with the aid of a small initiative fund;

1 Farmer Field Forums (FFF) for involving resourcgpoor farmers and seed growers in field
testingand demonstration of improved seeds and technologies and developing a basis for farmer
organization and commercialization;

1 Micro-Enterprise Fund (MEF) for co-financing of resourc@oor supply chain farmers and
processors through the establishment of ahag) grantjnformation, Education and
Communication (IEC) for informing intended beneficiariembout R&T commaodity chain
support services and engage them in program activities

38 The workshop was organised 12th of November 2014 in Kumasiround 40 people from the various program stakeholders
participated, including: RIMP coordinators and Steering Committee; IFAD country program manager, senior staff and
consultants; MoFA national and regional directors and officers; PFI representatives, researchers, the SCFs and TREND.
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1 Good PracticeCentres(GPC) for demonstrating and promoting good procesgjuglity
management and business development practices, using improved technologies and standardized
equipment.

2.1.2 Visualisation of the RTIMP ToC

Thediagrampresentean the next pageisualizeshe RTIMP Theory of Gangeasdescribed above
All the boxes irthis diagramwerecodedso thatappropriatanethods and processesuld be
identifiedfor assessingifferent types ofinks betweerdifferent types of changksauses

The numbers in the codék3) correspond with the program componentthe logical famework

which in the diagram refl ect enhaacearkatdinkiagmd s c on
(componenbr contribution claim }; enhanced productiofcomponenbor contribution claim 2; and

enhanced processirigomponenbr contribution claim B The impact claim is formed by the

outcomes of these three contribution claims andntipacts envisioned in the program goal

( O1 + 02 + O3 YThelétterd rgflect the type of chahgguse namely

(@)

Idépicts thawo levels of impact presented by thegram goal

Ostands fothe higherlevel outcomeghat together would lead to the impacts

Cabethe expectectchangesr effects of the programechanisms;

Mdre the mechasms put in place by the program to generate the expected changes;
Eafetheexternalinfluencesdentified by the design workshop participafite codes in

subscript correspond with the changes/causes in the ToC diagram affected by these influences

E R ]
o O O O

More influences have been identifiddring the evaluation than in thesign workshop and
indicated in the diagram above. These will be described alongside the evaluation findings i Section
7, 8, 9 and 10Those indicated in the ToC diagram are the following

Eo:. Provision of infrastructure in the form of feeder roadsh®yGOG and District Assembly.

Eo,. Policy inconsistency related to free seed distribution, hampering commercialisation.

RTIMP distributed certified seeds freely in its early stgrtyears, until 2010 when a Program Mid

Term Review was conducted that recommended a commercialisation of certified seed multiplication
and distribution supported by the Good Practice Centrese®et2010 and 2012 a transitioning took
place, in which free seed distribution coincided with commercialised production and sales. Only from
2012 free distribution by RTIMP has stopped. Other programs sUWMAA® have continued

distributing free plantingnaterials.

Eci. Shift in policy and practice from subsistence to commercial farming threatened by CC.

Prior to RTIMP, cassava was considered as merely a food sufficiency crop. By focusing on increased
production and markdinking, RTIMP has triggered shift in policy and discourse that moved away
from free hanebuts and government subsidies and positively influenced the commercialisation of
R&T production in Ghana. Climate change however is threateningribeessand likely has

negatively affected iteutcomes.

Ecs, Influence of the IFABunded Rural Enterprise Programme (REP).

REP has built the capacities of the Participating Financial Institutions (PFIs) and their local branches
(e.g. in loan appraisal and disbursement techniques), which sheelgdsitively contributed on the
outcomes of Micro Enterprise Fund (MEF) of RTIMP.

Ecse. Lack of regulatory procedures and institutions needed to ensure proper regulation and quality
enhancement of R&T production and processing to meet new market seandard
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Figure 2.12: RTIMP Theory of Change diagram developed and used for this impact evaluation

M2c: Farmer Field Forums (FFF) engage ————» C2b: Resource-poorR&T farmers organise I1: Rural poorpeople
farmers, extension agerts and reseachersin ___| and register asFBOs that can aacess credit in CC catchment areas
developing, demonstrating and promoting i and bargain better market prices 02 Enhanced have increased access
appropriate R& T production technol ogies ' : R&T productivity to food & income to

i A 4 and production SlEElnen adive and
M2b: Training & starter pack for commercial : 3 C2a: Resource-poorR&T farmers & seed Eoz atscde L LD
seed growers to multiply certified R& T seeds i D—Rrg_?fg:rez %/eri] eﬁ‘iﬁ%&gﬁ;@' :Tr‘&ﬁ‘s’?g
/ improve crop husbandry, soil fertility and
M2a R&D for devel oping bio-agents i pest management practices
I
12: Improved R&T-
1
| E based livelihoadsfor the
M1c Information, Education & i el rural poor in CC
icati ' . catchment areas
Comg%?é:ﬂﬁ;é;:;é?:gﬁ;g c?giseﬁw st ! s C1b: Resource-poorR& T processors, farmers O1: R&T supply chain
' i & seed producers commercialize and establish < adors effectively solve
i i inli their supply & demand
M 1b: Supply Chain Facilitation (SCF) and |7 effective supply chain linkages Eoy [ aﬁgtxi/mely mend
market linking through the Initiative Fund (IF) i ‘l' Ec, technical support,
! resulting in sustainable
M la: Training of resource-poorfarmers and ' Cla: R&T supply chain farmers & processors and inclusive CCs
processors invalved intheR& T suppy chansin [ are capable of developing and implementing | linked to old and new
busness development and marketing i viable busness and marketing plans markets
i
| v
) o . . I
M 3c: Co-financing of R&_T sup([))Iy chain farmers L C3c R&T supply chain farmers and
and processors by matching 40% RTIMP funds processors gain access to busness financing
with 50% |oans from PFIs and 10% self-financing——> o :
. . ard market-linking services
through the Mi cro-Enterprise Fund (MEF) |Eca
M3b: Subsidized upgrading of advanced R& T Ecap C3b: R&T supply chain processors gain
processorsinto Good Practice Centres (GPCs) ———2» access to and adopt standardized processing
that demonstrate and promote good quality technology and good quality 03: Enhanced R&T
processing & management practices management practices )
processed volumes of -
\L high qudity a scale M1: District Stakeholder
Forums (DSFs) for addressing
M3a: Training of artisansto produce and maintain C3a: R&T processors grow and develop into supply & demand issues and
standardized processing egquipment GPCsthat are profitable enterprises technical support needs of R& T
for R&T supply chain processors and GPCs supply chain actors members
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Evaluation focus

The impact envisioned by RTIMP is reflected in its goal statement, nafnelyn h aimcome dnd

food security of rural poor households through improvements in-B&sEdivelihoods and

strengthened markéta s ed systems generating profit@bilit)
the design workshop, it was proposed to reddiiennhcae d i nc ome atdvoill@od s ec
too narrow interpretatsahfoti Poogdsaoadr enguas
would be paid to thprofitability and sustainability aspects of improvements in R&T livelihoods and
market sysgms. Hence impact was definadermsofiaccess t o food and inco
sustain an act,ithusfocasinghpabtlevelldatahcgllectioiorf egseéntial changes in

food, assets, income, R&T revenues and R&T activity.

While the producbn component was started much earlier in the Roots and Tuber Improvement
Program (RTIP¥ that preceded the RTIMP, interventions related to enterprise upgrading and
marketlinking were added under RTIMP, some of which became effective on a national dgale on
after the 2010 Midgrerm Review (MTR). Hence it was agreed in design workshégctes the
evaluatiormainly onthe last 5 yearstartingfrom theMTR (20102015)for evaluating the interplay
between the three components. The 2008 RIMS baseline wausedparison of findingmerely
related teenhanced R&T production.

Furthermore, it was also agreed to fodus évaluation on the four main types of commaodity chains
that had beedeveloped in this reference period, namely: Gari, High Quality Cassava Flour (HQCF),
Plywood Cassava Flour (PCF) and Fresh Yam for Export (FYE).

Lasty, it was agreed téocus on the four main program mechanismswaatld be considered for
scaling up irthe new GASIR namely: the District Stakeholder Forum (DSF), the Farmer Field
Forum (FFF), the Good Practice Centre (GPC) and the Ninterprise Fund (MEF).

Assumptionsand evaluationquestionsfor each causal claim

Thematrix belowoutlines the main evaluation & learning questicglative tothe assumptions
underneatteach of thecausaklaims in theRTIMP ToC. These questions weselected and agreed

by the participants in thgesign workshop to guide and focus the impact evaludtiarthermore the
matrix also identifies the methods that are used for data collection at each level of inquiry relative to
each of the links in theausalklaims. The selection and nesting of methods is described in greater
detail in Sectiorl.1

The casgal links are listed in the left column of tivatrix (the codes in the links correspond with the
codes in the boxes in the ToC diagrami)e middle columns present the methods gnodessefor
eachlevel of inquiry {(ncludinghousehold level, communityuster level, district level, and
zonal/national level). The right column summarizes the sampling approach for each claim. The
sampling strategy is described in greater detafldationl.l

%9 The RTIPfocused primarily on cassava reseaaod developmenfThe RTIMP extendethis focus to otheroots and tubers and
addeda strong marketing component designed to improve poor faraoeess to food and income
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Impact Claim - Poverty reduction

Hypothesis:
Enhanced productiof©2) + enhancegrocessindO3) + sistainableand inclusive CC supply chain linkirf®1)

Assumption:

hhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhh




Contribution Claim of Component 1 i Market linking

Hypothesis:

Promotion and facilitation of R&T supply chain linkingfafmersand processors (M1c+MZkClband MJ)
+ business capacitiguilding of farmersand processors (Clap sustainable marketriven & inclusiveCClinking (O1)

Assumptions:

1 Sustainable and inclusive CC linkages can be established by building business and marketing capacities among supply chain
processors and farmers and creating a platfambistrict Stakeblder Forum (DSFwhere they can discuss these needs and demands.

1 Morerecoursepoor farmers and processors (incl. women and youth/young adults) will participate in the DSFs and sign up fdmkiadket
support services if they sufficiently increaiseir production quantity and quality and are sensitized about the benefits and opportunities.

Evaluation/learning question:
1 To what extent do these assumptions hold true (or not)?
1 What enables aiowardsD S F s

t o become

vi abl é&ie.menber mebwerksthatsdrve asgnnatebusiness linking and market
information platform empowering buyers, producers and processors (incl. women and young adults) to address their dempbnidstissndependently?

1 What are the main barriers to linkirrgsourcepoor farmers and processors (incl. women and young adults) to old and new R&T commodity markets?
conditions need to be in place to help them overcome these barriers? What is missing (e.g. certification, ptakaginitity, market prospewmn)?

Evaluation focus:linkages with old & new markets; CC inclusiveness; reach & benefits of participation in DSFs

Mlc ﬂ
M1b Clb |
\ o1
| Mla > Cla |
M1

Causal link

Cla+( M1)
Clb+Mlay,

M1lc+M1b+0O2
+03YC1lhb

Household level

7

Community cluster level

District level

Zonal & national level

Sampling approach

Review of DDA reports
Constituent feedback
(with mixedgroups of (nof)DSF
participants)

Livelihood analysis

(in gender/agespecific focus
groups with supply chain farmers
and processors)

Klls with DDAs, BACs and
supply chain leaders (SMEs
GPCs, aggregators and

exporters)

Klls with Supply Chain
Facilitators (SCF) and the
off-takers(industries, food
trader sé)

Review of RTIMPEnterprise
RecordBooks(ERBSs), ZOCs
progress reportMoFA and
DADU Organisational
Capacity Assessments;
RTIMP M&E data (incl.
2014 thematic impact studie
on DSF & SCF and IEC)

Proportional sampling
of 25 disticts in the
catchment areas of the
types of commodity
chain across the 3 main
agroeeco zones

Identification of max. 3Q
community clusters in
the 20 sampled districts

Stratified sampling of
supply chain farmers,
seed growers and
processors
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e
Klls with FFF facilitators, Klls with research team
(DDAs), and officers from (CSIR/KNUST/UCC)
: Review of RTIMP M&E data,
C impact assessment of FFFs
(with mixedgroups of (nof)FFF
participants) %




Contributio n Claim of Component 317 Enhanced R&T processing | M3c |—>[ C3c |
AV

Hypothesis: b
Access to business financiagd marketinking serviceyM3c+M3b->C3c) +exposure t@ood practice$C3c+M3b>C3b) M3 C3b 03
=> development of profitable processiagterprisedy R&T supply chain farms and processors \

=> enhancement and scaling of smallholder R&T proces&lrg) M3a C3a
Assumptions:

1 Resourcepoor processors and farmers who are well trained in quality management, business planning and marketing apply for nzatichindigg (MEF) to
invest in their businesses. PFls are prepared to provide credit tetragled resourcgpoor processrs and farmers up to 50% of their planned investments.

1 GPCs can reach and teach resougmaor processors to develop more profitable gmdcessing businesses by demonstrating good quality processing and
management practices, including the use of immdeehnologies angtandardizedquipmentAs a result, resourepoor processors apply to the MEF and
invest in new technologies and equipment that help them to produce greater volumes of higher quality at lower cost.

Evaluation/learning question:

I To whatextent and for whom do these assumptions hold true (or not)?

1 What conditions need to be in place for GPCs to become profitable and attractive businesses particularly for youngnadualteiiote areasWhat supports
or hinders GPCs to better link tlseipply chain farmers to old and new markets, and how is this influenced by the DSF?

1 Reach and added value of the MEF? Effects of the MEF on growth of the fundga@mgssing businesses? Avoidancelivé-capture?

Evaluation focus:GP Cé s d MrEagarsl contribution tanarketl i n ki n g ; p taking arsl soonmexadalisationa n
Causal link Household level Community cluster level District level Zonal & national level Sampling approach
M3 bY ) Livelihood analysis Klls with GPCs Review of RTIMP and REP | Stratified sampling of
C3a+C3byY (in gender/agespecific focus M&E data and supervision | supply chain farmers,
g:}%“pfo‘(’:":;‘sz‘:s)p'y chain farmer: reports (incl. the 2014 seed growers and
P thematic impact studies on | processors

MEF and_GPC); the Stratified sampling of
comparative case study on GPG and norRGPG.

matching grant fellities participants (incl. MEF

beneficiaries)
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3 Samplingandcommunity mobilization

3.1

Sampling approach

3.1.1 Principle unit of analysis andsample

37.

As already explained ingstion 2.2, thigvaluation was expected to conduct a systemic analysis of

the interplay betweethe production, processing dmmarket linking componentf RTIMP and its

impacton livelihoods and poverty statfer the 4main types of commaodity chains that the program

has developed ithe period between 2009/10 and 2014/15 (Gari, HECF,and fresh yam for
export).The principle unit of analysand thus sampling populatidor this were he catchmendr
0 s uppl gwreasoftte commmodity chainSupply chainconsistof 6 s up p | y
asgari and HQCF producinGPCs andactories, plywood factories aticesh yam exportejand

Gupplierd(smallholdemproducersandprocessors and are geographically defined by their location

(in particular of the suppliers)

¢ [sach n

38. Since the supply chaingere administratively served at the district le2&8districtswere randomly
sampled from thé7 treated by RTIMP at the time of the evaluation design. The districts were
sampledacross3 agraecological and administrag zonegincludingthe North which issavannah
the Centre which ifansitional, andthe Southof Ghana which isleciduous fore¥t The25 districts
comprised30 community clusterseachclustercomprising 3 communities aradcatinga supply
chains! The 30 community clusters containesmple of supply chais of the 4 commoditiewith
probability proportionato seize (PPS) of their totpbpulatiors of supply chainsAlso sufficient
coverage oheterogeneityn program treatmemas obtainedy ensuringhatall possible
with/without configurations othe evaluategirogram mechanisnis different gradationsvere
included in the sampl@able3.1.1presents the original sample that was taken from the list with
supply chain leaders obtained from RTIMFhe sample frame is presented in Annex 5

Table3.1.1 Sampled districts and community clusters
Zone Region District Cluster community Supply chains | # clusters
North | Northern Central Gonja Yapei PCF 1
East Gonja Sisipe FY 1
Nanumba North Bimbila FY 1
West Gonja Damango Gari 2
Upper West Wa East Gulemga Gari 1
Volta Nkwanta South Krotang Gari 1
Centre| Ashanti Adansi South Okyerekrom Gari 1
Ashanti Mampong Mampong Gari + HQCF 2
Kumasi Metropolitan Assembly Kumasi PCF 2
Brong Ahafo Ano South Adesewa Gari 1
Ahafo Kintampo South Alora FY 1
Pru Zabrama FY 1
Tano North Nkwanta South HQCF 1
Tano South Apesika Gari 1
Techiman Techiman 2 Gari + 1 FCF 3
Eastern Birim Central Otaipro Gari 1
Suhum Craboa Coalta Amanase Gari 1
BThe progr ammeds cthatthe pepgramme had veorked int106 gistricts across all ten regions by the end of its

operational period. At the time of tlegaluation design though a list of 68 treated distrocts was provided by the program

coordination unit for sampling.

4 Some deviation@iscussed irBection 3.3.}).occurred in thesupply chairsampls though whichreduced the amount of
researched supphhains from 30 to 25 (corresponding the 25 districts).
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Upper West Akim Adeiso Gari 1

South| Central Abura Asebu Kwaman Kese Abakrampa HQCF 1
Agona East Mankrong Gari 1

Assin South AssinDominase Gari 1

Gomoa East Gomoa Obuasi Gari 1

Volta Ho Municipal Ho HQCF 1

North Dayi / Kpando Wusuta Anfoega Gari 1

Western Wassa Amenfi East Samreboi PCF 1

Total 17 Gari, 5 PCF, 4 FY, 4 HQCF 30

312 Wi t h/ wi t hout configurations as ocontrol

With RTIMP effects spilling over and many other rural livelihood programs influencing rural
peopleds lives and |ivelihoods all over Ghana,
communities and households that could serve as contrgggfoudetermining the net attributable

impacts of RTIMP on household poverBly &écl eané we mean &6not treat
by RTIMP or any other program that works to reduce poverty through strengthening R&

|l iveli hoods. Wi thout such a 6cleanbd contr ol gr
impact.There was also no interest amongdbezlearninggroup (established with sponsors and key
stakeholders at the design workshop in Kumasi o@dtdber 2014) to collect evidence on

householdevel control groups at the cost of a systemic inquiry of the four populations of supply

chains. Hence it was decided not to conduct a classic counterfactual inquiry of rural poverty impact

at the household Vel, but instead to conductcanfigurational analysisof the effects oflifferent
patterns of program treatment (or differoant o&w
changes in R&T livelihoods that impacted household food and incbimeesvaluation was framed as

a learning exercise and thus sought to understand the explanations for their contributions in terms of
reach effectivenesandsustainability

Thus the focus of inquiry was on the relative contributions of the selected progrémnisats to

the R&T livelihood changes that impacted on rural poverty. The sample also included several
districts where the mechanisms were mostly dysfunctional or not in place, which formed a useful
control group that provided counterfactual evidenceatatel of the observed R&T livelihood

changes (but not at the household level). The evaluation was framed as a learning exercise and thus
sought to understand the explanations for their contributions in terms of reach, effectiveness and
sustainability.

3.1.3 Sub-samples of households and research particjpants

To inquire trends in household food and income and the influences of changes in R&T livelihoods on
these, a brief household survey was conducted. FeBthisouseholds were randomly sampled in

each ofthe 30 sampled community clusters, by systematically selecting eemy 8" household

with at least two memberasing as a rule of thumb a 60/40 ratiorpoiary to secondary

beneficiaries. Primary beneficiaries were those that the program dirdetigl@u to reach and

benefit, which included all households that had R&T as a most important livelihood activity and had
been or still were resourgeor. Secondary beneficiaries were all other households living in the
communities of the R&T catchment areamce the assumption of the program was that changes in
R&T based livelihoods would also indirectly impact all other poor households living in these
communities.

The households were selectedfiogt canvasing the community and paying particular ateni the
layout of the housesnd the different neighbourhoods in the communéking particular note of the
areas were the rural poor | i cheodingthdrhaingxesonf or me d
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43.

3.2

44,

45.

46.

directionsto walk starting from the centre (@i the main access point to thedpar the central
school or church) in order to count and select evBryra 0" householdOnce the starting poiaind
the axes werglentified,thenthe rule was to move in a systematic manner and be consistent with
household selection in all communities.

Last, within each of the 30 sampled community clustrayerageof 42 intended beneficiaries

were selected to participate in the participatory research, using an 80/20 ratio of primary to secondary
beneficiaries and a 50/50 gender ratio witki2D06 young adults (<35 year¥yhere possible, these
participants were selected quashdomlyfrom a ligt of beneficiaries obtained from the district

officials, or alternatively if no lists were available, by using the snowballing teearfi.

community mobilisation approach in the nexttsav.

Community mobilization approach

Generally, the teams werbla to mobilize the participants quite independently, without interference
of RTIMP. Mobilisation was done by asking district officials, GPC leaders, and local leaders for lists
of potential beneficiaries of RTIMP, and througdmmunity entry visitsBefore fieldwork began,

the research team was given the list of RTIMP district officials from the sampled districts. This list
was used to contact the respective DDAs and desk officers in specific diEirgttgontact withhe

focal communitiesvasused toselect the two others communities that were part of the supply chain
to make up each community clustérhere neededgesearchers were aided by the officers.

District RTIMP officials assisted the mobilization process by progidiseful details of the pgoam

in the districts as well as a comprehensive list of beneficidleswere held with district officials

at the beginning of the fieldwork in every district, in ordegéd a good understanding of the context
andobtain sufficienknowledge about thvarious conmunities and the activities that had been
implemented by RTIMP as well as other progranteelist of beneficiarieghen formed &tarting

point for the research team to seldna participants for the FGD#/here this listvas avaiable,

research participants were quasi randorslyatified from the listin districts where a comprehensive
list was not available, the snowballing technique was (seldcted beneficiaries are giving names of
other beneficiaries who on their turn are giving muaenes of other beneficiaries, etc.)

Prior to study initiation, the research team visited the communities in each dhastaipatory

techiques were employed, beginning with community entry where the local traditional leader of the
community was the fét point of call. The leaders (chiefs, elders or local authority) were explained
that the team was there to carry out a research on changes in R&T livelihoods that had occurred in
their community over the last 5 yearowever, to avoid political influemcand pressurd, was not
revealed thathe researcbboncerned an evaluation of RTIM#®this early stagd hrough theprocess

of community entry, formal consent was obtained to start data collection. The teams then solicited
the assistance of communityembers to sort out logistics such as the selectiam @fccessible

central meeting space that is neutral and safe for organising the focus groups discussions and a venue
or place suitable to hold the sensemaking workshop. Focus group discussions @ak plauoiet

neutral location at aonvenientime for respondnts (ensuring their livelihoaaktivities were not

unduly disturbed). Next, using information gleaned from the district RTIMP officers and
beneficiaries, key informants were identified, appheacand interviewed.
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3.3 Challengesin sampling and mobilization
3.3.1 Deviations in the sanpling of the supply chains

47. In some cases, the supply chains turned out to be different in reality from what was sampled on paper,
and/or suppliers for different supply chain leaders could not be discerned, creating deviations from
the original sampling. Wa East was originally sard@e a Gari cluster, but turned out to
predominantly supplying cassava flour for | oca
thus not belonging to one of the four main commodity chains. In Techiman, all three 3 sampled
community clusters we producing Gari and suppliers for different supply chain leaders could not be
discerned, therefore researched as one single Gari supply cluster. Tano North appeared to have also
Gari alongside HQCF and thus was researched as two supply chains inseadTdfe Gari
suppliers in Tano South could not be discerned from the ones in Tano North and thus were
researched as one single Gari cluster in Tano North. Similarly, the two Gari chains in Damango were
researched as one. HQCF and GaAshantiMampong vere produced by the same GPC, but the
suppliers or intended beneficiaries spoke only of Gari when researching the effects on their
livelihoods, hence the two clusters were merged and researched as Gari.

48. Inthe two PCF clusters in Kumasi Metropolitan Askbmas well as the PCF chain in Wassa
Amenfi West no suppliers could be identified or located; onlytakérs or industries were found
without any linkage to the cassava farmers and chips supplieh&se two districtdata was
collected as much a®gsiblein the way it was done in the other districts, hodistrict sensemaking
workshop wereorganisedincethere was todittle for participantgo discuss

49. To conclude:

1 From the five sampled PCF supply chains (plywood), only two were real sumgtyareas
(Central Gonja and Wassa Amenfi West), while two were merely industritdlafs in the
same area (Kumasi Metropolitan Assembly), and one was Gari (Techiman).

1 From the four sampled HQCF supply chains (high quality cassava tmafyrned ait to be
gari (Mampong), and onlthreewere HQCF Abura AsebuTana North and Ho).

1 The sixteen sampled Gari supply chains ended up to be fifteen researched Gari clusters.

1 As aresult of these deviations, the originally 30 sampled supply chain areasdvered to 25.

3.3.2 Deviations in the samplingof households

50. Although the supply chains were reduced from 30 to 25, the original sample of 30 community
clusters was upheld for subsampling the households, as to ensure the total sample size would be
sufficient D arrive at 95 % statistical precisidrhe intention was to conduct 900 household surveys
within the sampled supply chains that would alfowa multi-variant analysis. lthe 2 clusters in
theKumasi Metropolitan Assemblyrowever no suppliersould befound andhus nochouseholds
samplela s 61 nt e n de Mordoeentledetiouséhald sureegsduld not be accountddr,
which brouhtthe total amount of surveys dovinom 900to 837(184 in the Northern, 424 in the
Central and 229 in the Southern zorid)is howeveh a s n 6t af f e cpreeigiont he st at i

51. One of the major challenges encountered was that the vast majority of towns and villages in Ghana
are not laid out in an ordgrfashion.The settlements are mostly scattered and houses are not built in
a structured layoutn some cased, was almost impossible to follow a straight line or direction and
count every 8 or 10" house in any of such directicBome settlemenia the Northwere widely
scatered and there were few houses, whigtde it difficult to use the 105" rule. Exceptionally, i
case of verfew housesevery 3* house was randomly selectédso, in more urban aredkere
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52.

53.

54.

55.

were shops, sheds and otk&uctures in between housasich made the exact counting more
challenging. Generally he teams stuck to the rule but in some communities they had to use their
discretion while consulting their supervisors. In the Northern Zone, thaditse method veaused

almost everywherdyut this was not so for the other two zones. In some areas (for example Assin
Dominase), the zigzag method was employed to determine the boundaries of the community using a
signpost.

In a few cases there was an overteetween ta focus group participants and the household survey
respondents. This happened in the fiostnd ofdistricts that were researchdulit wasafterwards

correctedln some places, it was difficult to find households with intended beneficisviesre these

could not be foundhe research team had to resort to focus group particigdatsat the start of

field work there appeared a misunderstanding among some of the researchers about the concept of
6intended beneficiari esidyelwhirceha ovlaesd i lnd ree fpir it &
more difficult to find these and caused a selection bias. All households that had R&T as a most
important livelihood activity and had been or still were resopama in principle had to be
considered henéf nt e aiftlieyg ad heenmeached &yt the progoamot

3.3.3 Deviations incommunity mobilization and the sampling of research
participants

Mobilisation and transportatiaf research participants the central locations where the FGRere
organised (mostly at the GPCs or central market hub locatppggareduite challengingA major
constraint was the limited time and budgetrfabilisation. Compensation for transportation was
budgeted at 4 GHS per person, but many communitiesweeyegemote and public transportation
turned out to be much more expensive. Hehegeam®ften had to ustheir own vehicle and
scheduledhe FGDsn such a way that the participants in the different communities could be picked
up and brought back itnte by their driver. This was quite challengingdes FGDswere conducted

per day with participants from different communitiaad the teams only had one vehicle eath

three instances, the team vehicles broke down and had to be repaired, whiclschsisedial

delays in the research schedule.

Moreover there was no budget for allowancesampensate fgp a r t i dimepTa avbid odeating
the wrong incentive for participating in the research and thus generating biases, the principle of
voluntary anl nonrpaid participation was strictly applied in this impact evaluation. The researchers
experienced great difficulty though in getting this principle understood and accepted by the
participants, as most of them who had been involved in RTIMP were usszktee generous
allowances. Generally, peophere notvery keenon participatingn something that would not give
them a direct and tangible profit or bendfitmany communities, people also fiedtuctant to
participate becaudRTIMP had promised them markets if they would participate in the prodmaim,
thesemarkets mostlyl i d n 6 &and thus maturally people felt discouraged to participate in the
research.

In some districtsmobilisation wasparticularly challenging due to the igsnce of district officials,

distrust among the different stakeholders, bad roads making it quasi impossible to convene farmers
and processors from different communities in the supply chain, and the lack of a convening location
where peoplevould feel sde and confortable to talk freely. In Agona East Distf@entralRegior),

North DayiKpando(Volta Regior), Suhum(Eastern RegignandTano North Brong Ahafo

Region, for instance, the GPC was not functioning and/or there were tensions or mistrusinbetwe

the people and the GPC, which made it impossible to use the GPC as a central location for the FGDs
and the sensemaking workshop. In Wasa Amenfi Bdss{ern Regioy) there was no RTIMP
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57.

58.

activity, only an industrial offaker, sadhere was noeference pint to identify intended beneficiaries

and convene them at a hub location that is fandlie connectthe participantso each othern

Mangpong (Ashanti Regionfarmers were restrained to participate because of an extension officer

who initially refused to support the research and openly stateditha¢ owned .tinhPeu f ar me
and Kintampo South (both in Brong Ahafo Region), it was very difficult to mobilize the participants

due to bad roads.

Also funerals, market days and farming days madg#fitult to consecutively schedule the field

research from one district to the other. Parti pant s d i EDSiftthere was an impgrtana t
funeral to attend, they had to bring their produce to the market, or if they had to go to their farm to

work the land the entire day, all of which took placestiy at relativelyfar distancegrom ther

homesHence fieldwork was sometimes delayed during the weekends when there were funerals, and
during the workweek when there were farming and market days. This caused cumulative delays in

the entire evaluation schedule. The teams were able to limit the delaesealiyely planning and

sometimes rescheduling the days in a particular district, and even reshuffling the sequence of the
methods whenevereeded angossible. This could have affected consistency irctlation and
interpretation of the data, ifthe d f er ent types of methods werenot
specific lIlinks at the different | evels of caus
related to the links.

Yet all these transportation, participation and planmiraplemsdid affect the ability of the

researchers taubsampleand mobilize sufficient participants within the short timeframe they were in
adistrict. Also the participatory research participants were subsampled in the original sample of 30
community clusterfn the 25 sampled distrigtminus the 2 clusters in ti@masi Metropolitan
Assemblywher e no Oi ntended b e nfedusgooupasometimed had fewet d b e
numbers of participants than anticipatke to the problems described ahdwea few situationsof
theLivelihood Analysis methodhe FGDshad to be carried out witlmixed groups obothmen and
women,as there wermsufficient participants téorm two separate gendspecificgroups In these
situations, extra attention waaidto the process to ensure all necessary protageteobserved

women and men had equal opportunities to sparakyesponses of both genders were equally
capturedn adisaggregatingnanner Time periods for these FGDs had to be extended because of
thesepeculiarities.

Also for the constituent feedback methadhichrequiredmixed groups of average 10 participants

(half women and half meteneficiaries of the DSFs, FFFs, GPCs and NIEf®nnot enough

patticipants could be found in timdn some distiits, constituent feedback for GPCs, FFFs or DSFs

could not be carried oliecause the mechanisms were dysfunctionattargho participantsvere

available I n ot her cases, the tight resear,ch sched
especially 6those in individually owned establishments or those who had been removed from the
supply chain but were still residing within the supply chain ddeapite all these issugbge

researchers still managed to collscfficientand useful data fro#3 mixed FGDs with a total of

341 participantgthus average 8 per group; 53 % women and 47 % ownplementaryo thedata

from the other methods, in orderdemonstrate the value of the methodology.
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4 Background and distribution gfrticipantsandrespondents

4.1 Poverty status
411 Participatory characteristics of oweall

59. Wealth& wellbeingranking is aPRA methodused tacollect and analysperceptuatata on wealth
and wellbeingn a communityas the basis fadentifying localy relevant ndicators Since it was
introduced in the 1980this methochas become an increasingly accepted méaridentifying
locally relevant indicators ofvealthand wellbeingand analysing changesrielative povertystatus.
The assumption is that by usilagally defined indicators of wealtnd wellbeing, this helps
overcome researchbragsthat may influence the outcomef the research

60. Inthis evaluatiorof RTIMP, a weal and wellbeinganking exercise was conductasl part of the
participatory generichange analysis methBdhat was employebh 23 districtsin separate female
and male FGDs. Its purpose though was not so much to collect perceptual data on wealth and
wellbeing for aggregated analysis, but rather to help participants create a sharethodihg of
wealth and wellbeing before running into the more analytical part of the method, the causal flow
mapping. Thus in essence it enabled participants to analyse changes in wealth and wellbeing and
causes of these according to their own understgrafithese concepts. Since the exercise was done
systematically across the entire sample, it was possible to produce a synthesis that permits identifying
the overlaps with the characteristics included in the household survey. The synthesis is presented
below. The rows that are coloured in blue in the synthesis tables indicate the overlapping areas
which( e x c e p &c ef oorf dppeantd @presetitelargest percentages districts and
participants

Wealth:

61. 82 % of men in 23 districts and 79 %oveomen in 22 districts identifiedwnership of propertysfich
as houses, vehicles, factories or land) as significant signs of wealth. 21 % of men in 6 districts and
25 % of women in 7 districts perceived havingny childreras indicative of wealth, whil25 % of
men in 7 districts and 4 % of women in 1 distr
children with quality education wasneark of wealthFor 4 % of men in one district each, icaliors
of wealth included possession of farm assets (Nd&auNorth), inheritance (West Gonja), good
health (Suhum), having oneds family abroad (Ab
educated (Ahafé\no South), and having the ability to samea bank (East Gonja). On the other
hand, 4 % of womemionedistrict each stated that financial strength (Abura Asebu), possession of
farm assets (Nanumba North), being educated (Nanumba North), ability to afford a gari processing
machine (Birim central), good health (West Gonja), having family abroad @ilijy to lend to
others (Techiman South), and caring for external family members (Ahafo Ano South) shows that an
individual is wealthy29 % of malesn 8 districts and 39 % of women 11 districts mentioned the
possession of large farms as featuresedlth. 7 % of men frorm 2 districts (Central and East
Gonja) also identified good income, ahe ability to invest as signs of wealth, while 11 % of
womenin 2 districts (Suhum, Tano North) dri8 % of womerin 5 districts (Central Gonja,
Nkwanta SouthWa East, West Gonja and Adansi Solljevedthat employing workers and
feeding oneds family r eseéoftmenn disricts€echéman ndi c a't
North and Kpando) and 14 % of womiarB districts (Central and East Gonja and Wa East) found

45 A short description of the generic change analysis method is provided in Section 6.3.
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thatbeing influential in the community ard 4 districts(Central Gonja, Nanumba North, Wa East

and West Gonjahat having more wivesignified wealth.

Table4.1.2 Perceptions of wealth by gender dristricts

- . Men Women

Participatory wealth characteristics Districts % Districts %
Having properties €.g. housecar, larger farm, livestogk 23 82.1 22 78.6
Having large farms 8 28.6 11 39.3
Ability to afford educatiorfor thechildren 7 25.0 1 3.6
Having many children 6 21.1 7 25.0
Higherincome from harvests 2 7.1 0 0
Ability to invest 2 7.1 0 0
Influencein society 2 7.1 3 14.3
Having many wives 2 7.1 4 14.3
Being inancially strongand independent 2 7.1 1 3.6
Leaving inheritance for children 1 3.6 0 0
Good health andaving access to health facilities 1 3.6 1 3.6
Having children or relatives abroad 1 3.6 1 3.6
Having morefarm assets 1 3.6 1 3.6
Having access to loan facilities 1 3.6 0 0
Being well educated 1 3.6 0 0
Ability to contribute tocommunity development 0 0 2 7.1
Having savings in banks 1 3.6 0 0
Ability to lend money to others 0 0 1 3.6

Wellbeing:

62.

According to 79 % of mem 22 districts and 68 % of women in 19 distrjggeace of mind was

foundas an important characteristic of wellbeing. Good health and ability to afford hospital bills

were also considered as fundamental signs of wellbeing by 54 % of men in 15 districts and 32 % of

women in 9 districtsin contrast, access to good wateai{®), ability to educate children (Suhum)
and not being indebted to anybody (Central Gonja) were identified by 4 % of men in one district;
while 4 % of women in one district also perceived ability to solve problems independently (East
Gonja), having lucrate jobs (Pru), and respectful children (Adansi Soutlgrasnportant
characteristic ofvellbeing.11 % of men in 3 districts (Central Gonja, West Gonja anan&dSouth)
and 7 % of women in 2 districts (West Gonja and Adansi South) believed that andhdiva | 6 s

abi

to feed the household was a sign of wellbeing, while 18 % of men in 5 districts (West Gonja, Abura

Asebu, West Akim, Ho Municipal and Manpong) and 14 % of women in 4 districts (Adansi South,

Kintampo South, Techiman North and Agona Eas#itionedbeing able to care for othesis a mak

of wellbeing.

Table 4.1.2 Perceptions of wellbeing by gender and districts

- _ . Men Women
Participatory characteristics of wellbeing Districts % Districts %

Having peace of mind 22 78.6 19 67.9
Good healthand faving access to health facilities 15 53.6 9 32.1
Ability to care for others 5 17.9 4 14.3
Ability to feedthe household 4 3.6 2 7.1
Being inancially strongand independent 3 10.7 2 7.1
Ability to solve problems independently 1 3.6 1 3.6
Having respectful children 1 3.6 1 0
Havingeducatedchildren 1 3.6 0 0
Having acess to good water 1 3.6 0 0
Not beingindebted to anybody 1 3.6 0 0
Having properties €.9. housgcar, larger farm, livestogk | 5 17.9 0 0
Having lucrative jobs 0 0 1 3.6
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4.1.2 Statisticalc at egori es of owealth & well bei ngo

63. Inthe household survegpverty status was determined by assessing each household on its wealth
and wellbeing characteristics for whiclp@xy means testwas usedThis test is considered thest
way to assess and determthe poverty statugn a statisticdy relevant mannePoverty status is
defined broader thadwealttbaspurely income and valuable household assets, and also includes
aspects ofwellbeingdsuch as health and education. Thexgrmeans test uses a scoring formula to
identify categories of wealth and wellbeing by looking at various household characteristics that are
considered important proxies in a particular context. For the Ghana context, these were defined with
assistance dhe Ghana Statistical Service (GSS).

64. The obvious advantage of a proxy means test is that good predictors of wealth and wellbeing such as
sociceconomic data, demographic data, housing characteristics, and ownership of household
durables/assets are easiecollect and verify, and provide a more complete picture of the household
status, than direct measures of income. In Ghana for instance, people are generally reluctant to
release their income figures or ofetheededtdondét kn
measure income as the basis for determining a
per day observed during a certain period of time, which in a brief household survey is not feasible.

65. Applying a statisticatomputingprocedue known asrincipal Components Analysis (PCAY®,
ownership of household assets and household demographic data collected by thévsareeised
as proxies and scored to determine the wealth and wellbeing catégavidsh the surveyed
households werglaced Each houseHd asset for which information was collectedsmssigned a
standardized scogenerated througthe PCA The sore diffeeddepending on whether or not the
household owned that asset. In the case of edu
attendedd and 6énever attendedé, and then, for
scores wee then summetbr each household@.he resulting asset scores were standardized in
relation to a standard normal distribution with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. These
standardized scores were then used to create the bre&kthaindefined the quitgis, and the
sample was divided into population quintilesThe first two quintiles west andecond) were
reclassified as theategory of thépooreshouseholdsthe middle asthé | e s sandthe tast 6

two quintiles as thé b e t t leouseholéisf 6

4.2 Household survey respondentlistribution
4.2.1 Gender and poverty distribution in the household survey
66. The main respondent in the household survey was the head of household. In the random household

sample, 7846 of the household heads were males.

67. Gendedistribution of households among the regions shows that in the Northern region 90 % and in
the Western region 8% of the household heads were males, while in Central region this figure came
down to only 68 % and in the Brong Ahafo region to 62 %. Thegtiom of femaleheaded

%8 Principal component analysis (PCifyolves statistical pattern analysis of a dataset, usieghniquehatemphasizes variation

and helps identify the strongest variation patterns. It does so by identifying values or categories of variabldintzatyare
uncorrelatedbased on the analysisf data on al |l possibly correlated variabl es.
More can be found about the method in the specialized literizguge Abdi, H. & L.J. Williams (2010), Principle Compone

Analysis. In:Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Computational Statisti¢sl 2, Issue 4pages 438459, Jolliffe, 1.T. (2002; 2 Ed),

Principal Component AnalysiSpringer and open source articles such as
http://pubs.rsc.org/en/content/articlehtml|/2014/ay/c3ay41907]

47 See Annex 8 for the household survey questionnaire.
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69.

households in the Northern Zone was 1A#ich was less than the average of 25 %. According to
the last GSS senses, 35 % of all household heads in Ghana are female; in rural Ghana the proportion
is 31 % (GSS, May 2013).

Table 4.2.1: Zonal distribution of households by gender of the
household head

Sex of Household head

Zones Male Female Total N

Northern 86.4 13.6 100.0 184

Central 71.2 28.8 100.0 424

Southern 74.7 25.3 100.0 229

Total 75.5 245 100.0 837
Of the 837 households surveyed, 335 (or 40 %) were classifiegppas or e st 6, 162 (or
poor6 and 340 (or 40.6 %) as Obetter offodo. The
status6 (as dwarfant analybsis degcribedBectiomaill.2) ipresented Table 4.2.2
below.

Table 4.2.2: Distribution of households by poverty status

Wealth Status Frequency Percent
Pooest 335 40,0
LessPoor 162 19,4
Better Off 340 40,6
Total 837 100,0
Of the335households hat wer e cl|l assi f i ed-hemded30 thaanpaesdtod, 10

233 maleheaded70%) Of t he 162 0 I38&wese fgmakbeadiedld Bb)whle hol d s,
131 were makheaded81 %) Last, of theB40Ohousehol ds t hat were 7 ound

were femaléheaded (21 %) and 268 mdleaded (796). Hence femaldheaded households were

found more in the poorest category, whilerdale aded househol ds occurred
household categoryf.ables 4.2.3a and 4.5.3how the relative distribution of households per

poverty category and peone for maldheaded and femaleeaded households respectivéliore

detailed poverty distribution tables are attached in Annex 7.

Table 4.2.3a. Poverty distribution of the Male households by Zone

Poverty Status
Zone Poorest Less Poor Better Off Total
Northern 45 33 81 159
Central 126 64 112 302
Southern 62 34 75 171
Total 233 131 268 632
Table 4.2.3b. Poverty distribution of the Female households by Zone
Poverty Status
Zone Poorest Less Poor Better Off Total
Northern 2 7 16 25
Central 71 12 39 122
Southern 29 12 17 58
Total 102 31 72 205
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73.

4.2.2 Distribution of livelihood sources

From the household survey, it is clear that R&T production ifitstanost importansource of

income with little variation across poverty status (61 % poor, 83 %poonand 77 % richer). R&T
processing is less popular (25% poor, 4 %-poar and 7 % richer households) yet adds to the total
percentage of households that depends on R&I'mBnary source of income. Across all the

identified socieeconomic categories, more than 80 % of the households have R&T as their most
important livelihood source. This does not come as a surprise since the households were sampled to
include 6070% intended program beneficiaries to enablevapiant analysis and linking to the

findings produced by the other PIALA methods with regards to R&T production and processing,
while304 0% were sampled from other communiony memb
that improvements in R&Dbased livelihoods would also affect all other people living in the

catchment areas. In many locations, however, most (if not all) households turned out to be intended
beneficiaries, having R&T as an important source of income.

Figure 4.2.1: % distribution of the first most important source of income for households.

4
Production of | Processing of | Transportation Other
R&T R$T of R&T livelihood not
R&T
m Poorest 61.2 24.5 0.0 14.3
HLess Poo 83.3 3.7 0.6 12.3
Better off 76.8 7.4 0.6 15.3

Unlike the first most important source of income, the second one does vary with poverty status.

For 28 % of the households that are presently considered poor, the second most important source is
otherlivelihood activities (thusot R&T -related), while 324 of these households does not have a
second livelihood activity. For 40% of the npaor households and 38 % of the richer households,
R&T-production remains central as a second most important source of income, while 3g&6non
households and 31 % riehhouseholds haweherlivelihood activities as their second source. Also

15 % of norpoor households and 19 % of richer households have R&T processing as a second most
important source of income.

In 44-46 % of the households, the two most impartmrces of household income arentrolled by
the husband, compared to-22 % of the households where the wife is in control of these sources.

Households that depend orerely one source of income are more at risk of hunger and poverty if
that source comes under pressure. Only 17 #heourveyed households depemda single source.
The majority 49 % has three or more sources. This seems to confirm the positivéd inenebsed
access to sufficient food mentioned earlier.

Figure 4.2.2: % distribution of the total number of sources of income for households
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4.3 Distribution of participatory research participants

74. The participatory researai the supply chaingvolveda total of109 gendespecific FGDs
(53 with women and 56&vith men), in which 83@ommunity members participated (411 women and
428 men; and 90 % intended beneficiaries) and 43 mixed FGDs with in total 341 participants (179
women and 162 menin addition, 75 Klls were conducted with district officials and service
providers(including private actors involved in the program, such as the leaders of GPCs, other SMEs
and the local branches of the PF@BJ these FGEand Kl participants, average 28 were invited to
participate in a &lf-day sensemaking wkshoporganized irevery district athe end of the data
collection.In total 23workshops weréeld,engaging 640 research participants, of which 81 %
intended beneficiaries (48 % female and 52 % male farmers and proceksoles).3. lbelow
provides an overview of the supply chain resegarticipants. The more detailédstribution tables
of the FGDsaccording to methodsan be found in Annex 4.

Table 4.3.1: Distribution of Supply Chain Research Participants

Type of method F % M % N

Klls with district officials 36
Klls with service providers 39
Generic Change Analysis with RTIMP intended beneficiariej 222 51 217 49 439
Livelihood Analysis with RTIMP intended beneficiaries 189 47 211 53 400
Constituent Feedback with DSF participants 42 49 43 51 85
Constituent Feedback with FFF participants 58 41 84 59 142
Constituent Feedback with GPC participants 79 69 35 31 114
District SenseMaking Workshops with RTIMP intended 640
beneficiaries, participants, district officials and service

providers

4.4 National respondents and participants

75. Following a desk review and consultations with the program coordinatiorautésign workshop
was organisedn 12 October 2014 Kumasi to engage the evaluation commissioaatsnational
stakeholders important ésign decisions for framing and focussing the eatin (ncluding
finalizing the ToCdetermining the assumptions and evaluation questiobs inquireddeciding on
the sampling populationand agreeing on the evaluation rating systdine participants in this
wor kshop were invited to further take )part in
These included: the national and zonal RTIMP coordinators and senior staff, members of the RTIMP
Steering Committee, the IFAD counfpyr o gr am manager and senior sta
evaluation consultants, MoFA national and regional directors and officers, and representatives of the
participating financial and research institutions, the SCFs and TREMNDmajor outcome of the
evaluation design workshop was the design pdper

76. As part of the evaluation design and data collectidnout25 interviews and consultations were held
with RTIMP and IFADofficials, participating financial institutions, FFF research leadergairs
andother service providers. An overview of all the interviews conducted with stakeholders at local,
zonal and national levels is provided in annex stakeholders interviewed providedex 3.

48 Cf. Van Hemelrijck A. & G. Kyei-Mensah, 2014
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Field research methodology

7.

78.

5.1

79.

5.2

80.

81.

5.3

82.

Nested mixedmethods were used fobllecting quantitative and qualitatiexidenceconcurrerty
andindependently, witlequal weight to investigate the causal links in the TdQuantitative survey
and individualscorirg with randomly selectedrimary and secondary progrdraneficiariesvere
combined with qualitative causal flow mapping using participatory processes and recall and
triangulation techniquet® inquire the evaluation questions.

All the methods, tools andugstionnaires used in this impact evaluation have beertéistdd and
adjusted to the Ghanaian context. A detailed field manual was put together for the researchers to
ensure that the methods would be used and data collected in an appropriate anticysiamar
across all populations, atigat participatory processes wdulbefacilitated in a way that is sensitive

to power dynamics, inclusive, ethical and free from external influence. Standaitdkinte

templates and data entry spread sheets were developed and used to warrant systematic data capturing

and early data poessing. Raw data reports were produced on all FGDs, interviews, workshops and
desk review.

Key Informant Interviews

Over 100 semstructured interviews were conducted with national, zonal and distviet program
stakeholders. At the natiorahd zonalevel these included RTIMand IFADofficials, managers
from the PFIs, the FFF research leaders, and a few importatakefs or industry leaders. At the
districtlevel these included district officialgaders of GPCs and other SMEs, and the managers
the local branches of the PFIs. The Kll questionnairesattached in Annex 9.

Household survey

To measurdhe impact of RTIMP in terms @hanges in access to food and incpasuccinct
householdsurveywas conducted with 837 households in thes@®pled districts. Through this
household survey, essential data was collected on changes in food, assets, income, R&T revenues
and R&T activity.The household survey questionnaire is attached in AnrnEeBresults from the
correlation analysis can beuiad in Annext.

The data was captured with tBensus an@urveyPracessing SysteffCSPro) which is a software
package for entering, editing, tabulating, and disseminating data from censuses and surveys. CSPro
combines the features of th&egratedMicrocomputerProcessingystem (IMPS) and thmtegrated
System forSurveyAnalysis (ISSA). CSpro is a data entering application developed by the U.S.
census bureau, ICF international and Serpro Baka cleaning was also done using the CSpro.

Clean data generated by the CSPro applicationtheasexported intca SPSS database system for
analysis. WhileCSProprovides some tabulation capabilities, it is not intended to replace more
sophisticated statistical analysis software such as SPSS,eftafd], the analysis was done in

SPSSThe ables generated in SPSS were exported to Micr&sa#| 2010 for the peparation of the
charts and graphs.

Generic change analysis

Complementaryo thehousehold surveygenderspecificfocus group discussionsing the generic
change analysis method collected qualitative data on improvements in livelihabdff¢cted
wealth & wellbeingin order to capture not onigtendedbut alsounintendednfluences (both
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5.4

83.

84.

positive and negative) on rural poverfar ths it used 2
PRA-basedools namely:change rankingndcausal flow

|
»
-

mapping Thechange rankings a descriptivelata v i '“'F“"‘(‘“F 3
collection tool that sougho identify and rank the main T‘Wm‘s e
changes in rootsk tubersbased livelihoods of the past 5

years in terms of their i act s D! S wea
wellbeing as defined by the beneficiaries themsélves o |
Subsequently theausal flow mappinghquiredthe possible
explanations by taking the one or two changes grigatest
impact (thus highest rank) as a starting point to map out q‘:a}f‘" 32*5_, T,a,;‘;v_—
their impacts and causes, link these back to RTIMP, and . S ,

collect detailed information on whwadbeen affected F—M:_ v
most/least and whyl.he guidance note for the generic

change analysis methodrcbe found in Annex 10.

Livelihood analysis and SenseMakelfithe

To further investigate R&T livelihood changes and causes that affected household food and income,
focus group discussionssing the livelihood analysis methaetre held separatelyith menand

women(as in the generic change analysis). This metumdbines two PRAnspired tools ¢hange

matrix andcausal flow mappingand a small SenseMaR&experiment. Thehange matrixs a

descriptive data collection tool that helped to obtaioarview of tle different types of livelihood
activitiesin the communities related to roots and tubers and the major changes that happened in these
|l iveli hood activities in the past 5 years, as
and therelative income and risk levels. For this it used PB&ed techniques such as ranking,
proportional piling and scoring-he causal flow mappingvas arexplanatory data collection tool

similar to the one used in the generic change
analysis methodhathdped mappingut the
impacts and causes of the one or two most
significant changes in the R&T livelihood
activities, link these back to RTIMP, and colleq
detailed information on who hdzknefited (or

nivegal

/Mmu. /
not) and why. i | .
SenseMakewas employed in this evaluati in "",:fw ""‘/IJ/"’"“ (~,
a lithe versionindividual experience$393 of ‘ Waktlay / "

which 246 positive and 147 negative) were
collected from the participants in the livelihood analysis FGDs, which meetenger tharmne or

two lines (instead of fulfledged storywhich is usually thease in a normal applicatiprirhe

experiences wergelf-signifiedby the participantssing 5 basic tools (2 of which related to the

impact cluster, 20 the processing and the production clusters, and 1 to the Aiakied cluster in

the RTIMP ToC)Patterns in these experiences were then analyzed using the SenseMaker software.
The purpose of this lithe SenseMaker experiment was to test and demonstrate its potential value and
identify the methodological challenges when used for impact assessmente@entary to the

household survey and the PRased tools, it helped surface patterngesteptuakchange, impact,

49 A synthesis of the characteristics of wealthwé&llbeing as defined by the research participants is presenSedtion 4.1.1.
%0 SenseMakeis a patented approach of Cognitive Edgfehttp://www.sensemakesuite.con).
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85.

5.5

86.

87.

88.

5.6

89.

causes and influences, and provided an =
additional layer of quantified qualitative data
collected from a relatively large population.

The guidance note for the livelihood analysis &
method, including the SenseMaker tools, is S ’
attached in Annex 1There is also aeparate kd
subreport on the findings frorthe
SenseMakeanalysis

Constituent feedback

Last,the constituent éedback was used tollect quantified perceptual data on the reach and effects
of the evaluated program mechanigdS$F, FFF and GPC/MEFN R&T livelihood changes and
causesfrom the perspective of the beneficiaries or constitu€uastituent éedback (also called
constituent wice™)) is a low cost performanaronitoringmethod for collecting quantified
gualitativefeedback and engaging in dialogue with key constituents or beneficisgieg,

standardized metrics similar to the customer satisfaction surveys deda@hoine private sectadt.is
mostly empowering and effective for improving performance when used recurrently throughout the
lifetime of a program. The guidance note that was used for the constituent feedback FGDs and
scoring can be found in Annex 12.

For each of the program mecligms, a focus group discussionsa@ganised with the intended
direct beneficiaries around a small number of questions, which irdvatvindividualand
anonymous scoring by each of the particip@he scoring was done behittte back while the
facilitator goes around and takes notes of the sc@wa® of thequestionavere alsaskedn the
Klls with the servicgprovidersto mirror ther

viewswith those of their client

Similarto the SenseMaker experimetttet
purpose ofising constituent feedback tinis
impact evaluationvasto test and demonstrate
its addedvalue and identify the methodological
challenges when used for impact assessment.
The findings from the pilot testing of these two
methodsare presented inseparat report on the
PIALA methodological reflections

Data consistencyand quality monitoring
5.6.1 Data capturing and collation

Qualitative and quantitative data were collected efficiently, systematically and ethically by using the
same set of methods and toolsfiacilitation, interviewing, reflection, sensemaking, data capturing
and data storing ia systematic wain all localities.

51 Cf. http://www.keystoneaccourtidity.org/analysis/constituency

52Including: the FFF facilitators;théresearch team leaddrem CSIR, KNUST & UCC; thédDAs, BACs, SCFs anBRTIMP
desk offices; the directors/leaders of t#Cs and other supply chain leaders] of thePFIs.
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