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Participatory impact pathways analysis (PIPA) and priority setting

Participatory impact pathways analysis (PIPA), as described at http://impactpathways.pbwiki.com, complements current approaches to priority setting and is not intended as a stand-alone priority setting instrument.  PIPA provides important additional criteria about individual projects of practical use to those responsible for determining funding priorities. PIPA can assist in priority setting by helping make explicit the links between project or program interventions and the activities and partner roles and inter-relationships that are believed necessary to bring about outputs, outcomes and impacts. Priority setting in the CGIAR is concerned with how scarce resources can be assigned between a range of alternative research activities or projects. Projects generate outputs, which are expected to lead to outcomes and impacts along an impact pathway which extends well into the future. It is the nature of research-for-development (R4D) that there is considerable uncertainty attached to the achievement of outcomes and impacts.  Furthermore, the level of uncertainty increases as one progresses along the impact pathways. By making explicit the assumptions which underpin the transformation of outputs into outcomes and outcomes into impacts, PIPA provides critical information about the likelihood of project success and so improve decision making about resource use.  
PIPA is being developed by the Challenge Program on Water and Food (CPWF) and a number of CG Centres including CIP, World Fish, CIMMYT, ICRISAT and CIAT.  It is a young approach which continues to evolve (hence a web-page as a reference rather than a journal article).  The idea of constructing and analyzing impact pathways has existed for much longer, and so in this chapter we analyze experience from both implementation of PIPA and the more general use of impact pathways (IPs), in particular the use of IPs in the construction of Center Medium Term Plans.  

The essential elements of Participatory Impact Pathways Analysis (PIPA)
PIPA is based on the assumption that underlying any research-for-development (R4D) project there is a set of assumptions – a theory, more often implied than explicit – about how the intervention (new knowledge, research or institutional technology) is meant to change the status quo (Rossi et al., 2003; Chen, 2005; Weiss, 1995).  PIPA captures the detailed theory of change of a given project, “the pathways by which research outputs are most likely to yield impact” (CIFOR, 1996). The analysis provides information of help in answering two key questions faced by research managers tasked with allocating resources:

· Given the project design, are the desired impacts likely to occur?

· Is it justifiable to conclude that the project intervention will play a significant role in bringing about the desired impacts?

Using a range of participative techniques, PIPA develops three main products for any given project (Box 1): (i) an impact pathways (IP) logic model, (ii) an impact pathways network map, and (iii) an impact pathways narrative (Douthwaite et al., 2007). 

Box 1
IPA products and their sources and techniques that provide complementary information
	Product
	Source
	Complementary techniques

	1. IP logframe
	Problem and solution trees, project visions, timelines
	Geographic Extrapolation Domain Analysis
Scenario Analysis
Ontological Analysis

	2. IP network map
	Social network analysis
	

	3. IP narrative
	Information in  1 and 2 combined within a concise text
	


The IP logic model is an analytical tool that extends the traditional logic model (project resources, activities, outputs and outcomes) to capture the detailed theory of change of a given project. 

In conjunction with the IP network map, the IP logic model contributes to an explanation as to how and why project outputs are expected to be scaled-out and scaled-up and so achieve optimal impact in similar agro-ecological domains. Geographic extrapolation domain (GED) analysis is a complementary approach that is used to identify areas in the world with similar agroecological and socioeconomic conditions to the project pilot sites, and therefore to estimate the scale of potential impact. Scenario analysis involves predicting possible future events by analyzing alternative but credible assumptions about the boundary conditions governing a project. It is a process used to quantify the results of alternative impact pathways over a 25-year time scale.

PIPA helps present informed, plausible theories that explain how and why its intended impacts are likely to be achieved and, in addition, helps quantify them.  PIPA’s novelty rests in 1) being participatory; and 2) combining a linear causal-chain view of impact pathways together with an actor-orientated one based on network maps showing who does what.  The latter focuses in particular on identifying which organizations are responsible for scaling-out and scaling-up.  Scaling-out is the horizontal process of farmer to farmer diffusion, adoption and adaptation, often motivated by recruiting more sites where additional farmers and communities will further innovate and improve upon the R4D technologies introduced. Scaling-up is a vertical process requiring the engagement of a wider range of stakeholders (e.g. policy makers, government agencies, NGOs) who command the authority and influence to help build a more enabling environment in which the scaling-out process can thrive. 

Networks of partners are sufficiently complex and necessary that they cannot be captured in adequate detail by the IP logic model alone.  IP network maps represent, in a simplified way, the interactions between the partners essential to nurture and develop scaling out and scaling up, as well as graphically modeling who is doing research with whom, and who is funding what research activities. Research technologies are innovations. To lead to livelihood improvements, innovations must be put to use by a range of actors researching together and actively involved in the scaling-out and scaling-up processes. A new variety, for example, may be developed by a single organization but its use will depend upon a range of interdependent actors, including farmers, who value it and what it can do. Such actors would include organizations who make it widely available; regulatory bodies who exercise control over its quality and accessibility; governments who promote a suitable environment for its production and marketing; processors who convert it into food; and marketers who make it available to consumers who, finally, purchase it.
Network maps, therefore, are a valuable tool in first identifying players who are key to the success of R4D projects and then in helping the project monitor and evaluate its progress in forming and strengthening the research, scaling-out and scaling-up needed to achieve impact. Developed ex ante, network maps add critical and complementary information about the partners and the roles they must play for projected impacts to be achieved. Dedicated network maps help strengthen project theory by making explicit critical partner roles, relationship building and development, uncertainty, non linearity, and opportunity that are present in virtually all agricultural R4D contexts. Projects which have developed complete network maps, especially if they can be done with stakeholder input, are more credible and therefore more fundable than projects that have not.  

The third product of PIPA, the IP narrative, is a concise text that combines the IP logic model and the network maps into a unified and well-informed theory of how the program is expected to work. It adds to overall project plausibility by explaining and justifying the mechanisms of change, who does what, and the key risks and assumptions upon which program success depends. 
The potential for PIPA to contribute to priority setting

Essentially, priority setting involves choosing between alternatives at project or program level. Priority setting exercises typically require a defined set of technologies for analysis, grouped into reasonably coherent and discrete research projects that target well-defined constraints or provide opportunities to achieve practical impacts (Fuglie, 2007). An approach is then selected to assess the potential of the technologies to overcome one or more productivity constraints given specified resources and time. Assessing the likelihood of each project to achieve its intended impact and determining the potential for adoption and support are critical steps in priority setting (Walker and Collion, 1997). 
The products of PIPA – the logframe, network maps and impact narrative – provide information that potentially helps two kinds of priority setting. The first is internal priority setting within a given project. This is the kind of priority setting that selects which activities, series of actions, and partners – from all those available – as those most likely to contribute to the outcomes and impacts that the project seeks to bring about. The second kind of priority setting – the kind most associated with the term – is where project funders make allocation decisions based on the prima facie merits of competing projects. 

The challenge for priority setting among R4D projects is to make fair comparisons between the merits of highly complex projects. This requires handling tradeoffs between different dimensions of impact, e.g. between productivity and efficiency objectives versus poverty, or equity, or gender concerns (Bantilan and Keatinge, 2007).  It also requires estimating the probability of success (likelihood of impact being achieved) and the likelihood of potential spillover effects into similar agronomic, climatological and ecological zones.  Because of the high degree of uncertainty in this process many assumptions have to be made. The basis for making these assumptions should be consultation with different groups of stakeholders, and this requires weighting: for example, scientists are probably best placed to assess whether outputs can actually be delivered but extension workers may be better placed to estimate probability of adoption.  
PIPA provides a method for the construction of project impact pathways with the stakeholders involved.  This improves the reliability of the information about trade-offs between types of impact, likelihood of adoption and probability of spillover.  Hence PIPA provides the information that a program manager needs when making decisions about which projects to fund.  Further, regular updating of projects’ impact pathways by the stakeholders allows regular reflection on internal project priorities, and changes in them.  

A promising complementary technique is ontological analysis that might enable a better identification of key, functional partners in the IP network maps due to their "nearness" or strategic placing in relation to their institutional objectives and goals.  Working to establish and strengthen links with these organizations may then be assumed to have a greater likelihood of success in developmental terms in the medium term.  This would be an improvement to merely assuming that all actors in a network are effectively equal which is the effective current status quo.  Ontological analysis would thus be a type of priority setting.

How Impact Pathways are currently being used 

PIPA and other uses of impact pathways build on a number of methods.  These include logical framework analysis (Suchman, 1962; Wholey 1977); chain of events (Bennett, 1979) concept mapping (Yampolskaya et al., 2004); action-to-outcome mapping (Jones and Seville, 2003); impact chains (Mayne, 2001); impact flow diagrams (Guijt, 1998); path analysis (Weiss, 1972); development pathways (Pender et al., 1999); outcome engineering (Kibel, 1999); outcome mapping (Earl et al., 2001); and results chains (Mayne, 2001). PIPA shares many of their characteristics and draws on developments in the field of evaluation as well as on concepts from organizational learning and social network theory. 

Within the R4D community, seminal papers by Kuby (1999, 2000), Douthwaite et al. (2003), and Springer-Heinze et al. (2003) have begun to formulate, adopt and adapt the concepts that inform the use of impact pathways in the CGIAR System. 
Since approximately 2001, the CGIAR’s Science Council has had evolving requirements for different impact pathway-type analysis in CGIAR Center rolling Medium Term (3 year) Plans (MTPs). These plans constitute a core planning and priority setting document for all Centers and the CGIAR. Initially the SC required a logical framework to be prepared for each project.  More recently in 2006, project narratives were required that addressed elements of PIPA such as problem analysis, beneficiaries, partners, and risks and assumptions, in addition to logframes.  The 2007 MTP required an actual impact pathway description, a project narrative and a logframe.  The requirements of the Science Council for IPs has been a key force driving centers to experiment with the use of impact pathways in general and PIPA in particular.  Although the Science Council’s version of IPs does not explicitly include the obligatory use of network maps, the importance of partners is increasingly recognized by the Science Council. In particular the different roles, in addition to that of primary researcher, that centers as partners can play have been acknowledged and refined to include facilitator, enabler, catalyst, and advocate. These roles are not limited to centers, indeed they are roles that are required in the impact pathway of all development projects and can be played by a range of different actors. Donors also increasingly require PIPA-type analyses for funding proposals and increasingly are prepared to invest more in a project pre-proposal phase that includes workshops that bring together many partners to develop impact pathways, articulate roles and responsibilities and develop logframes.  
The Challenge Program on Water and Food (CPWF) has been developing PIPA since October 2005 for use with its 50 or so projects.  Some of the tools have also been used to help construct its MTP.  The novelty of the approach is 1) its participatory nature and 2) the integration of conventional logic models, such as logframes, with network maps to give both a causal-chain and actor-orientated description of a project’s impact pathways.  
CGIAR-recommended use of Impact Pathways in MTPs
In its instructions to Centers for preparing their MTP, the Science Council provides guidance for how to prepare an impact pathway (CGIAR, 2007). In summary, the Science Council requires the description of impact pathways for each project “from research outputs (reflecting problem identification) through outcomes to the ultimate impacts for achieving CGIAR’s goals” (op. cit. p. 3). A project’s impact pathway should also identify specific factors (e.g. policy and institutional constraints) that might inhibit achieving the outcomes and so limit the range or intensity of impacts. The pathway should also identify target ecoregions, direct users of outputs, and the end beneficiaries. It should describe the Center’s role and also identify partnership arrangements and partner roles that are necessary to move from outputs to outcomes and impact. Finally, it should determine the capacity strengthening needs of vulnerable partners. 
In addition, the MTP includes a project logical framework that takes the form of a simplified presentation in table form of the impact pathway. Thus the reader of the MTP should see a direct correlation between the impact pathway narrative and the logical framework presentation of outputs, users, outcomes and impacts.  When Centers play a catalytic, facilitating, enabling or advocacy role, the impact pathways explain how these roles complement the Center’s research role and contribute to the production of international public goods. 

As the impact pathway moves from outputs to outcomes to impact, Centers have less control over the achievement of each step. Thus, while Centers are expected to identify output targets and have some role in assuring outcomes, they are not expected to be able to predict the precise timeframe or the extent of impact. However, Centers are expected to provide evidence of impact and thus impact assessment related activities should be included in impact pathways. The Science Council also requires a project narrative that includes project rationale, description of partner roles and the research approach adopted to develop international public goods. 
Experiences with Impact Pathways
This section summarizes the aggregated experiences of Bioversity, CIP, ICRISAT, and the CPWF in their use of Impact Pathways.  This experience relates to IPs development as part of MTP development and the application of PIPA to about 25 of the CPWF’s projects.  We used an ‘after action review’ format (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/After_Action_Review) to examine what worked well, what did not work so well, and to identify the improvements we suggest or are implementing.    
Centers’ positive experiences with Impact Pathways (IPs)
Centers and related R4D organizations tend to be groping their way with the use of impact pathways.  No one organization has yet developed a fully integrated approach, although PIPA is being developed as such.  
Table 1: Positive experiences with impact pathways (IPs)
	Positive experiences 
	Insights

	IPs help provide focus, clarity and cohesion in MTPs
	The Science Council, in its review of the CPWF 2007 – 2009 MTP wrote: “The CPWF has introduced the use of ‘objective trees’ at the MTP project and CP level, a useful and innovative complement to the MTP logframe.  In addition to providing a useful overview, the process of preparing these flow charts has clearly helped the CP provide the necessary focus, clarity and cohesion that now exists in the research plans at all levels.”
Centers have found that constructing IPs in the context of the MTP is helping them link activities to outputs, and outputs to outcomes.

	Dedicated time is allotted  
	The requirement to develop impact pathways for the MTP, or for a project, is a means of helping to institutionalize the use of IPs, since centers and projects must dedicate time for the exercise which otherwise might not be found.

	Project ownership is heightened
	The collaborative and participatory character of PIPA promotes project ownership. Project stakeholders should also be included, to enhance their sense of ownership.

	Impact orientation is promoted
	The discipline of reflecting on impact pathways engenders and promotes an outcome and impact-orientation among participants.  Constructing MTP impact pathways has enabled Centers to identify impact-oriented issues that cross borders of “hard’ and “soft” science, since a thorough analysis of impact often requires projects to address policy, capacity, and social and other issues. It encourages Centers to think broadly and so consider impacts on technology, income, policy, and institutions. 

	Stakeholder assumptions are made explicit
	Assumptions which would otherwise remain implicit are made explicit, assessed and modified as a result, if necessary. 

	Discriminates between the efficacy of alternative courses of action within individual projects
	During the PIPA process, alternative theories implying different impact pathways involving alternative courses of actions present themselves. Participants are therefore required to decide between these competing courses of action based on their perceived contribution to the impacts sought. In effect, this is a form of internal priority setting in which one course of action is preferred over another on the basis of its promise to deliver or contribute to impact.

	PIPA has credibility with virtually all stakeholders and partners. 
	Researchers from both the “hard” and the “soft” sciences find PIPA credible and intuitively satisfying. So do other partners with diverse interests and backgrounds such as farmers and local politicians.  


	Participants in PIPA recognize network mapping as a powerful tool, that can handle issues of gender, institutions and power
	Creating network maps focuses participants’ attention on multiple aspects of partnerships. Network mapping is sensitive to – and so participants become aware of:

(i) The very different but complementary roles that different partners play and the essential activities that they must undertake;
(ii) The importance and need for partners to reflect on the precise relationships that must hold between different partners;

(iii) The necessity of influencing these relationships – and how this is best accomplished – in cases where they are not already optimal;

(iv) Who holds power and influence in the networks.

	The Science Council’s guidelines for constructing IPs are sensitive to a Center’s multiple roles 
	SC guidelines for the development of IPs recognize that, in order to influence the pathways, any given center can play multiple roles in any given project e.g. primary or secondary research provider, catalyzer, facilitator, enabler, and/or advocate to influence the pathways

	A community of practice on the use of impact pathways is emerging
	An informal group of people from the CPWF, World Fish, Bioversity, CIP, CIMMYT, ICRISAT and CIAT are sharing experiences and collaboratively developing IP methodology.  Evidence is this paper and the wiki (http://impactpathways.pbwiki.com) 


Bioversity has developed a database to hold all MTP related data including impact pathway information and accompanying narratives. The data base is linked to annual project work plans and reports, and will eventually be linked to grant (individual project) information. All of this information is currently searchable on the Bioversity web pages. Easy access is calculated to facilitate multiple uses, for example: (i) for reporting; (ii) as the basis for performance monitoring; (iii) increasingly for planning purposes; and (iv) to ensure alignment between project MTPs and organizational priorities for the short and medium terms. Discussions are underway within the CGIAR to adapt and implement a similar database across all Centers to increase information availability, facilitate cross-center analysis and to increase consistency in MTP preparations.  
Difficulties reported in the use of Impact Pathways
All of the organizations contributing to this chapter report that they encountered some difficulties in their use of impact pathways.  Difficulties, and potential solutions, tend to fall into 3 categories.  
Table 2: Issues identified while using Impact Pathways
	Difficulties
	Discussion and proposed solutions 

	(i) Methodological 
	

	IP methodology is not yet fully developed 
	Different CG Centres and Challenge Programs use different approaches to construct IPs for projects and programs.  PIPA is one such approach and the one we are recommending for priority setting.  An emerging community of practice (see table above) is seeking to speed up the evolution of IP methodology and to develop guidelines to the use of IPs under different circumstances.

	Constructing MTP IPs is time consuming
	The time devoted to the development of the IPs from the delivery of guidelines by the Science Council to the final submission of the MTPs needs to be extended. Increasing the allocation of time would result in better internal vetting of projects and could increase the likelihood of engaging external partners in the development of the MTP

	Conflicting perspectives on Impact Pathways
	Different interests exist regarding what IPs are, how they are best constructed and their purpose. The legitimate concerns of different interests (e.g. product identification and marketing, identification of intellectual property delivered or objectives for learning and change, etc.) tend to see IPs as serving somewhat different purposes and thus affect the ways in which IPs are developed and the thrusts that they represent.  Participatory construction of IPs in a workshop setting (e.g. PIPA) can help overcome much of this problem.

	(ii) In use
	

	Overly linear process
	The current Science Council perspective on impact pathways appears to assume an overly linear route from output to impact. Centers’ experience is that project impact pathways are multiple and complex. Network mapping (part of PIPA but not part of the Science Council perspective) helps overcome this constraint

	Doubt over optimal unit of analysis 
	MTP projects are not projects so much as programs made up of a number of grants, or projects.  PIPA using logic models and network maps works best for individual grants in a single geographic locality.  The construction of MTP IPs sometimes requires people to be more general and abstract than they are comfortable with and that may be useful for priority setting.  

	(iii) Capacity to implement
	

	Unequal levels of mastery / understanding
	Staff members’ levels of understanding and mastery of the process of producing IPs vary from rudimentary to skilled. Bioversity is planning to carry out training on impact assessment that includes the construction of IPs, and has also conducted seminars on the topic for staff.

	Lack of recognition of IPs in planning, monitoring and evaluation and impact assessment by the Science Council
	IPs have potential to provide a method and framework for ex-ante impact assessment, project planning, monitoring and evaluation and ex-post impact assessment.  This potential is yet to be fully realized by the Science Council which tends to separate M&E and impact assessment.  The potential is being actively pursued by the CPWF.


Realizing the potential of impact pathways in priority setting
A priori, we expect that more traditional ‘top down’ priority setting methods will be more efficient – that is they will require less time and transaction costs – than PIPA when discrete projects are undertaken in relatively familiar contexts, where the required systems are already in place or are sufficiently predictable to be put into place, and where the state of knowledge and previous experience dictates the networks of partners required for success (Ekboir, 2003). However, PIPA will be useful when new projects are being undertaken where these conditions are not met, for example in multidisciplinary projects in the areas of natural resource management and regional development.  
At least five key issues that must be addressed if PIPA and the use of impact pathways in general are to reach their potential to contribute to planning as well as to priority setting. These are the challenges of: (i) the optimal unit of analysis for impact pathways; (ii) partner inclusion in the impact pathways exercise; (iii) the need for capacity building; (iv) the role of impact pathways in the whole project cycle, in particular monitoring and evaluation; and (v) the future role that the Science Council and other leading promoters can play in the evolution, use and institutionalization of impact pathways in general and PIPA in particular.  These issues are now dealt with one by one.
The optimal unit of analysis for the construction of IPs
Experience to date suggests that IPs are being constructed for different units of analysis – (i) the project level and (ii) the program level – with varying levels of success.  Here we understand a project to be a single grant with fixed beginning and end dates, whereas a program is made up of two or more projects, to meet a broader need over a longer timeframe.  At the individual project level, IPs are being used to identify how the project intervention is likely to influence outcomes and contribute to desired impacts. In addition to making project theory explicit, this is also in effect an internal priority setting exercise.  A program can use PIPA results to prioritize between projects by assessing trade offs and comparison of probabilities of project success.  Monitoring based on how projects’ impact pathways unfold and evolve is a form of action research that adds to understanding of how change happens.  Both cross-project comparisons and impact pathways evaluation contribute to external priority setting.  

Different stakeholders start out with somewhat different assumptions about how they expect to move from project activities to the impacts they seek. The participatory process involved in making these different assumptions explicit provides new information which exposes the inadequacy of the overly simplistic.  The process allows participants to converge on a more robust and better informed theory.  During this process they are faced with the task of determining which set of alternative activities within the same project is more likely to contribute effectively to desired impacts. Experience suggests there are no major problems associated with conducting PIPA at the individual project level. 
However, the use of PIPA at the level of programs made up of multiple projects has presented a greater challenge. At the individual project level impact pathways are well-founded accounts of how complex activities and the identified categories of stakeholders who engage in them are related in a particular locality at a particular time. A program, on the other hand, may be comprised of projects which harmonize with one another or not.  When projects are not well integrated it is not possible to come up with a single, superordinate impact pathway that describes how the use of project outputs contribute to a shared set of development outcomes.  Even when projects are integrated the difficulty encountered has been the level of generality that the impact pathways must take on to embrace all constituent projects. 
A possible solution to this latter problem would be to construct “cascading” or “nested” impact pathways. This solution has been found to work for logframes at project and program level (Farrington, 1997). Starting with individual project impact pathways, these are then incorporated into more general a priori impact pathways that represent the higher, more abstract level of the program.  These program impact pathways reflect the added value of the program in terms of the production and use of international public goods (IPGs) synthesized from project outputs.  
When a project is not contributing to the programmatic impact pathways, i.e., it is not contributing to the production or uptake of synthetic IPGs, the contribution of that project to the program as a whole is suspect and so should be examined carefully to determine whether or not it should or can be part of the program portfolio.  This is another form of priority setting.
Partner inclusion in the construction of impact pathways
Centers have noted that successful projects seek to include and empower stakeholders and beneficiaries. Impact pathways developed at the project level with the participation of stakeholder and beneficiary groups have the benefit of being informed by the wisdom of local partners and so engage their commitment and ownership early on in the process.  This supports the use of PIPA for discrete projects.  Ideally, the development of more general, abstract and a priori MTP impact pathways should also be carried out with stakeholder participation.  However, in practice time pressure in MTP preparation is such that that full consultation is not possible.  If the MTP impact pathways are based on good project IPs then the danger of non representative MTPs is reduced.      
The need for capacity building in the use of IPs
Both Bioversity and the CPWF have identified a need and begun training project staff and stakeholders in how to construct impact pathways.  For the CPWF this also involves challenging researchers to become more entrepreneurial in spotting opportunities for the scaling-out and up of their research products.  This culture shift includes expecting researchers to take responsibility not just for the delivery of research products, but to also foster the formation of the networks needed for scaling out and up.  A number of CPWF researchers have used concepts and tools from their PIPA training in their own projects
,
The role of impact pathways in monitoring and evaluation

Clear theory helps to direct relevant data collection. Projects with explicit theories as to how activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts appear to be linked are in a strong position to know what data are relevant and to collect those data in order to confirm or disconfirm the theories and so strengthen explanations of cause and effect.  Monitoring, evaluating and updating impact pathways constitute action research on the change processes initiated by a project. These activities generate new knowledge and understanding that feeds back to the project and the networks in which it is embedded, contributing to adaptive management that responds to emerging opportunities and changing contexts.
Conclusions
There is growing interest in the use of impact pathways (IPs) in the CGIAR system.  Centers are innovating with different approaches to the construction and analysis of IPs, of which Participatory Impact Pathways Analysis (PIPA) is one (as described at http://impactpathways.pbwiki.com) which lends itself to priority setting.  PIPA works best when the unit of analysis is a single grant limited to a single geographically defined area.  When a project or program works in multiple sites or with multiple projects, then more generic impact pathways are needed that describe the synthesis of individual case study or project results into the production of international public goods.  Impact pathways constructed through PIPA provide the input data.  In other words, PIPA describes the concrete actor-orientated impact pathways resulting from the development and use of concrete products in case study sites or specific institutional contexts.  These may themselves be IPGs.  The more general program (or multi-site project) impact pathways describe the added value of the program in terms of the international public goods that are being developed through cross-site analysis.  The more generic impact pathways may be fuzzier.  For example, it is generally accepted that a high quality peer-reviewed journal article is an IPG, but tracing out the specific impact pathways ex-ante is impossible.  MTP impact pathways fall into this second category of being more general and not so straightforward to construct.  Nevertheless, such generic impact pathways have value in demonstrating to governance mechanisms such as Center Governing Boards and to donors the substantial complexity of many research for development efforts in a more effective manner than mere lists of partners as previously employed in MTPs.  Likewise, recent developments in ontological analysis and perhaps, comparably in Genomics, might enable a better identification of key, functional partners in these complex webs due to their "nearness" or strategic placing in relation to the Center and its eventual goal.  Joint project proposals and greater investment with such organizations may then be assumed to have a greater likelihood of success in developmental terms in the medium term than merely assuming that all partners are effectively equal which is the effective current status quo.  This would be a form of priority setting in terms of partnerships formed.
Specifically, PIPA offers project managers and evaluators a practical set of tools that provide (i) an appreciation of the existing and potential impact of research to set priorities and justify current and future funding, (ii) a deeper understanding of what impacts projects and programs might attain and how and (iii) the framework for an effective M&E approach that fosters and tracks progress towards achieving impact.  Hence PIPA provides project managers with information for internal project priority setting in response to a changing environment and new opportunities and challenges.  When PIPA is carried out across a number of projects, it allows program managers (where a program is made up of a number of projects) to prioritize between projects, based on both the quality of the stakeholder consultation process in constructing the project impact pathways, and the information contained within them.  Participatory M&E of progress along project impact pathways also provides program managers with priority setting information during program implementation.  Construction of program impact pathways that show the added value of the program also helps with priority setting because it clarifies how concrete project outputs are themselves inputs into program-synthetic IPGs.  Clarifying this logic helps identifies gaps and funding priorities.  
References

Bantilan, MCS and Keatinge JDH. 2007. Considerations for Determining Research Priorities. Learning Cycles and Impact Pathways.  In: Agricultural Research Management.  Eds G. Loebenstein and G. Thottappilly. Springer (in press), 32pp 

CGIAR, 2007. Guidelines for preparing CGIAR 2008-10 MTPs and 2008 Financing Plans (http://www.cgiar.org/pdf/finguide4_200701.pdf)

Chen, H. T. 2005. Practical Program Evaluation: Assessing and Improving Planning, Implementation, and Effectiveness. Sage Publications, California, USA.
CIFOR, 1996. Annual Report. Downloaded from http://www.cifor.cgiar.org/publications/Html/AReport96.html 
Douthwaite, B.; Alvarez, S.; Cook, S.; Davies, R.; George, P.; Howell, J.; Mackay, R.; Rubiano, J.  (Draft).  The Impact Pathways Approach: A Practical Application of Program Theory in Research-for-Development. Submitted to the Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation, January, 2007.
Douthwaite, B., T. Kuby, E. van de Fliert and S. Schulz. (2003). Impact Pathway Evaluation: An approach for achieving and attributing impact in complex systems. Agricultural Systems 78 pp243-265

Ekboir, J. 2003. Why Impact Analysis should not be used for research evaluation and what the alternatives are. Agricultural Systems 78 pp166-184
Farrington, J; Thirtle, J. and Henderson, S. 1997. Methodologies for Monitoring and Evaluation in Agricultural and Natural Resources Research. Agricultural Systems. Vol. 55. No. 2. 

Fuglie, Keith. Research Priority Assessment for the CIP 2005-2015 Strategic Plan: Projecting Impacts on Poverty, Employment, Health and Environment International Potato Center (CIP), Lima, Peru. 2007. 105 pages. Downloaded from http://www.cipotato.org/publications/pdf/003744.pdf 
Guijt, I. 1998. Participatory Monitoring and Impact Assessment of Sustainable Agricultural Initiatives: An Introduction to Key Elements. SARL Discussion Paper No. 1, July 1998. London, IIED

Janssen, W. and  Kissi, A. ( Planning and Priority Setting for Regional Research: A Practical Approach to Combine Natural Resources Management and Productivity Concerns. Research Management Guidelines No. 4. The Hague, International Service for National Agricultural Research. 
Jones, A. and Seville, D. 2003. Action-to-outcome Mapping: Testing Strategy with Systems Thinking. The Systems Thinker. Pegasus Communications. 
Kibel, B. (1999). Outcome engineering. Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation (P.I.R.E.), Chapel Hill, North Carolina. Unpublished manuscript.

Mayne, J. 2001. Addressing Attribution Through Contribution Analysis: Using Performance Measurements Sensibly. The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation Vol. 16, No. 1, pp 124.

Mayne, J. 2004. Reporting on outcomes: setting performance expectations and telling performance stories. The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation Vol. 19 (1) pp. 31-60.

Pender, J.; Place, F. and Ehui, S. 1999. Strategies for Sustainable Agricultural Development in the East African Highlands. EPTD Discussion Papers No. 41. Washington, IFPRI.  

Rossi, P.H., Lipsey, M.W. and Freeman, H.E. (2003) Seventh edition. Evaluation: A Systematic Approach. Sage.
Springer-Heinze, A; F. Hartwich; J. Simon Henderson; D. Horton; and I. Minde. 2003. Impact Pathway Analysis: An Approach to Strengthening the Impact Orientation of Agricultural Research. Agricultural Systems, No 78. 

Suchman, E. 1962. Evaluation Research: Principles and Practice in public service and social action programs. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Walker, T. and Collion, M. 1997. Priority Setting for CIP for the 1998-2000 Medium Term Plan.  Lima, Peru, International Potato Center (CIP).

Watts, J. and Sette, C. (DRAFT). Improving Impact Pathways: Lessons learned from CGIAR Medium Term Plans. MSS prepared by Biodiversity’s Institutional Learning and Change (ILAC) Unit. February 2007.

Weiss, C.  1972. Evaluation Research: Methods for assessing program effectiveness. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall.
Wholey, J.S. 1977. Evaluability Assessment. In L. Rutman, Ed. Planning Useful Evaluations: Evaluability Assessment. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Yampolskaya, S.; Nesman, T.M.; Hernandez, M. And Koch, D. 2004. Using Concept Mapping to Develop a Logic Model and Articulate a Program Theory: A Case Example. American Journal of Evaluation, Vol 25, No 2, pp. 191-207. Elsevier.
� See this document for examples � HYPERLINK "http://boru.pbwiki.com/f/Volta-MSC-stories.doc" ��http://boru.pbwiki.com/f/Volta-MSC-stories.doc� 





PAGE  
6

