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Male: Okay, why don't we get going [static].  My name's Tony Pryor.  I'm with 
USAID PPL Bureau, and I'm also – my other half is as co-chair of the SID 
Knowledge Management Working Group with Stacy Young who is not 
here, who decided to play chicken with a truck door, unfortunately, while 
she was bicycling to work, and so she is recuperating this week – not too 
badly battered up, but her writing wrist has a broken bone in it.  But other 
than that, she's just banged and bruised.  And she's listening to us right 
now, along with a lot of other people who hopefully are not banged 
bruised. 

 
But we're delighted to have them and you together for our next – fifth 
seminar in the thought leader series that PPL/LER coordinates, along with 
SID, when we can get our act together in terms of scheduling.  I'm just 
going to give a quick introduction to this series, as SID, and then pass the 
baton over to Larry Garber from PPL to do the introductions for today's 
speaker. 
 
This is a series that we have been doing over the last several months, 
trying to bring together people who have something quite important and 
innovative to say in terms of learning and knowledge management related 
the development assistance world, in general, of interest at USAID but 
also interest to a variety of other groups, and I think also a way not just to 
talk about knowledge management per se, but also how do you build 
adaptability?  How do you build learning into the way we do our business? 
 
In terms of Society for International Development, I need not say this 
'cause I'm sure all of you are members, but if you're not, we do have a 
table in the back from SID Washington.  SID Washington, both, operates 
chapter events, including the upcoming annual conference in – June 6 – on 
development goals, how we got here, and what comes next, which is at the 
Convention Center, and also, there are series of other events that occur.  
The working groups are quite active.  This is one of them, but there are 
bunch of others.  You can find material on that on the website. 
 
So now, let me pass you to Larry Garber who is deputy assistant 
administrator for the PPL Bureau who will introduce today's guest.  Larry? 

 

Male: Tony, thanks, and thanks for all the good work you do with Stacy – best 
wishes in recuperating.  We need to see you back here soon.  We hope. 

 
 So as Tony said, this is the fifth in our series on Thought Leaders in 

Learning, and I just want to say I came from a meeting right before 
coming down here.  Within our bureau, we were discussing budget issues, 
and the challenge for us is really making the case on why this is an 
important investment for the agency in terms of learning, and we needed 
to do it at two levels. 
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One is what I think our speaker's going to talk about today, is just how we 
learn at the local level, at the field level, with our missions.  And what are 
some of the creative ways that we can do that?  And then the second is 
how do we socialize that learning here in Washington? 
 
And it's a challenge.  We need to use lots of different approaches to doing 
it.  And certainly, this series is one piece of it, but we have lots of other 
parts of it, including Learning Lab and other things that we're rolling out 
in policy planning and learning bureau but also in other parts of the 
agency. 
 
And so I just want to reflect on the fact that this is something we have 
made a commitment to.  We are investing, but we need feedback from 
you, whether in the context of the specific evaluation of this program or, 
more broadly, some of the other efforts that we're doing so that we can 
make sure we are using what limited resources we have most effectively. 
 
I'm also quite gratified and impressed about the numbers of people that we 
have participating through the webinar.  We had 300 people registered, 
and, again, we need to be creative in how we use technology to socialize 
the learning that we're talking about.  So again, feedback to us regarding 
the series, regarding the presentations, and whatever other aspects on this 
topic are very well appreciated. 
 
Today, it's my pleasure to introduce and welcome Sophie Alvarez who 
will talk about Participatory Impact Pathways Analysis, a practical 
planning monitoring evaluation model by which shareholders collaborate 
around clarifying their theory of change, planning their interventions, 
monitoring them, and adapting them as they go.  And again, this fits very 
closely into a lot of what we're talking about in the context of our 
Collaborating, Learning, and Adapting approach – CLA – which we've 
modeled now in several missions. 
 
Sophie is a monitoring and evaluation consultant at CIAT, the 
International Center for Tropical Agriculture in Cali, Columbia, where she 
specializes in knowledge management and participatory research.  She's 
conducted research and planning, monitoring and evaluation, capacity 
building, learning, participatory research, and knowledge management for 
projects in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. 
 
Sophie studied communication science at universities in Columbia, as well 
as sustainable community development at Prescott College in Arizona.  
Sophie was a member of USAID's Technical Advisory Group for the 
Knowledge Management Impact Challenge, which we ran in 2011, and 
she contributed a great deal to that, to the success of that effort.  And she 
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also participated in the Knowledge Management Impact Challenge right 
here in the Ronald Reagan Building.  So we welcome Sophie back to the 
Ronald Reagan Building, and please join me in welcoming her to the 
podium for her presentation today. 

 
Female: Thank you.  Thank you, Larry.  Okay, thank you very much.  Thank you 

for being here.  I'm going to take that picture off for, right now [laughter], 
and let's get into it.  So I am Sophie, again.  Thanks for being here. 

 
What we're going to go through today regarding this Participatory Impact 
Pathways Analysis methodology, which I'm planning to calling PIPA very 
soon, its acronym, because it's a long name.  We're going to talk a little bit 
about PIPA, and so I have prepared some discussion questions because I 
would like for the emphasis here to be what we can discuss and talk about 
after my presentation and not spend the whole time presenting.  We will 
also, hopefully, have questions from our people that are here in the Web.  
So we'll have time for that. 
 
And then I'll talk a little bit about what is PIPA, some of the utility of the 
PIPA or what we have been PIPA for in the current ag research context.  
And I'll highlight, a little bit, the use that PIPA has for learning or the 
emphasis that there is in the PIPA methodology on learning, and then we'll 
have time for some questions and hopefully answers. 
 
So the discussion questions are here.  I will put them back up at the end, so 
we can use them, but I would like us to talk a little bit about whether you, 
here, and the people that are accompanying us from all over the world find 
methodologies, such as this one, useful for including learning in the design 
and M&E of agricultural research for development interventions. 
 
Now, I want to clarify something, also.  All over the presentation, it's 
going to see "ag" research for development, but PIPA's not limited.  We've 
used PIPA mostly for that, but the use of PIPA's not limited to agricultural 
research for development.  I think it's applicable to many other fields of 
research for development.  And what elements are missing or what other 
main hurdles that there are so that we can make this shift that's necessary 
into systems or outcomes thinking in research for development projects? 
 
So the premise of PIPA is that people plan and implement their projects on 
the basis of their change models.  This is their implicit theories or what 
they have on their minds about how the world works, and how things 
change, and how we contribute to that change.  And our theory of change 
is that if we can help people improve these theories in their minds, learn 
more about how their theories coordinate between them, how those 
theories amongst all of the people that participate on the project, and how 
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these theories really work out or tend to work out in the world, we can 
help people improve their practice and thus make impact more likely. 
 
PIPA is an ex-ante monitoring and evaluation and planning methodology 
that helps you describe and quantify results and mapping the potential 
impact of a project, and it helps you describe the theory of change.  The 
participatory comes in when we describe the theory of change not only 
from the point of view of the project implementers, but we try to get these 
same theories of change as all stakeholders have them. 
 
What do stakeholders think this project is going to do when it's actually 
implemented out there?  And it also helps involving the stakeholders and 
setting the M&E framework or the M&E – what we're going to be 
monitoring and following throughout the project to see if we are achieving 
the outcomes that we want or not. 
 
This is from Chen.  He says that stakeholders' implicit theories are not 
likely to be systematically and explicitly articulated, so it's up to us 
evaluators to help these stakeholders elaborate their ideas.  So sometimes 
even us the project implementers or the people who are out there and 
know a lot about how the world works in development and how projects 
tend to contribute or not.  Even us, we don't have our theories of change 
explicitly and systematically articulated. 
 
So PIPA tries to help with that.  We try to help people making these 
theories explicit, about how they think they think they will achieve the 
adoption and the impact that they need.  These are called "impact 
pathways" or "program theory" or the "theory of change," and that by 
contributing to the improvement of these theories and preparing models of 
frameworks for follow up, we help with the program's adaptive 
management or capacity to do adaptive management. 
 
PIPA brings together two complementary views of a project or a program.  
First, we deal with a visual description of the causal chain of events and 
outcomes that are linking what we are doing to the final impact.  That's the 
logic model.  And we combine this network maps that show how the 
relationships are evolving or what relationships are necessary to achieve 
the goal that we have and how these relationships are evolving. 
 
So where did impact pathways come from?  Impact pathways is still being 
developed.  It's not finished.  It never has been.  We started in 2006 trying 
to come up with ideas for the methodology, but we're still adding and 
mixing and trying to improve it. 
 
This picture comes about because impact pathways matters.  The person 
who used to be my supervisor in the International Center for Tropical 
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Agriculture and CIAT, before that, worked with rice.  And he's a 
mechanical engineer, and he designed this beautiful machine.  And 
somebody from the government – I think it was in Cambodia – came and 
asked, "Well, that machine, how does it work?  Is it great?"  And he said, 
"Well, it's a great machine.  It's good." 
 
And the people went, and they invested a whole bunch of the nation's 
resources into replicating this machine.  And the machine was replicated, 
and then it didn't work.  So there was a parking garage somewhere full of 
these machines, and all of that money had gone to waste because the 
impact pathways hadn't been considered. 
 
The machine worked.  The machine was okay, but nobody wanted to use 
it, and nobody had really figured out how they were going to roll out this 
machine for it to be used, to be improved, to be adapted to the local 
conditions.  So even if you managed to get funding to reproduce your 
machine thousands of times, that doesn't mean that it's really going to have 
an impact or that it's going to work. 
 
The whole story of this, you can see it – I'll post it.  I'll make sure we post 
it somewhere.  The whole story was written about learning and impact 
pathways. 
 
So another one of the foundations is that the control of projects or 
programs over what happens with what they are producing is very high.  
And during the research activities, sure, we decide what we want to do the 
research on, and we carry out the research activities with a lot of control.  
Then, we have an output target.  Then, we have outputs when we finally 
just deliver it.  We still have a lot of control up here, but as soon as we 
deliver our research products, we lose control. 
 
But the point of this is to show that it's not zero.  There's still a little bit of 
control.  We still have a little bit of control about what happens with that 
output once it's out in the world, and the idea of PIPA is to help 
potentialize this impact or make this – this little control we have here – 
make it more, if we can. 
 
Another foundations has been its hierarchy, where, for planning, for 
planning a project, we should start at, "What impact do we want?"  And 
then, "What practices are people going to change around this impact that 
we want to have?  What knowledge, attitudes, and skills – changes – do 
they have to do to be able to carry out those practice changes?" what their 
reactions are, their participation, and then we design what we want the 
outputs to be and what resources we need to use. 
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But when we're evaluating, so the first thing we have to do is evaluating 
the process, the resources, the outputs, the participation up to the 
reactions, and then we evaluate impacts or impacts and outcomes – 
evaluating this second part of the equation.  Yes? 
 

Female:  When you mean "evaluate," you mean estimate what those processes 
would look like around a hypothetical?  I'm sorry.  When you mean 
"evaluate," can you just tell me what you mean by that word here?  Is this 
like making a projection?  Is this a probability – likelihood type of thing?  
What are we talking about? 

 
Female: No.  No, here, we're talking about planning.  When we're planning, we 

want to go from seven towards one.  So we want to move from finding out 
what the impact we want to have is, what the socioeconomic impact is, 
and then figuring out, to achieve this, what practices do we need to 
change, and so on, and go down the chain. 

 
 But when the time comes to evaluate a project or a program, we have to 

start evaluating, first, this: What was the input?  What resources did I put 
in?  What activities did I do?  And did those achieve the outputs that I 
needed?  And did they do it in a sustainable manner?  And did that work 
out fine? 

 
 And then you want to see if those outputs are being used by people – if 

there was participation in the production of those outputs and in the 
adoption and in the adoption and in the usage of them, and then we want 
to evaluate what did that participation generate?  What were the reactions 
to that?  So then, you want to evaluate, going from one, from resources, all 
the way up.  That's what that figure means – that for planning you go 
down, and for evaluating, you go up. 

 
 Okay, so PIPA begins with a workshop, and I am going to go quickly 

through what we do in the workshop.  This is the workshop roadmap.  We 
do problem diagnostics.  Then, we do a vision of success.  Then, we deal 
with the actors in the stakeholder analysis with the maps and the network 
strategies.  Then, we think about the expected results or outcomes.  What 
are the changes in knowledge, attitudes, skills, and practices of the actors?  
And then, finally, sometimes, yes, sometimes, we don't develop indicators 
for M&E and an M&E plan. 

 
The problem diagnostics, we do problem trees.  We do this several ways, 
but we do problem trees.  Usually if the project has been going on for a 
while, we skip this because the problem has already been diagnosed.  The 
project is already – function is a response to something, so we don't deal 
with that too much.  But when we do, when we start from scratch – let's 
call it that – when we start from zero, we do to find out exactly what 
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problem it is that this project is trying to address, to find out what their 
outputs should be or what we should be doing. 
 
So this is an example, and this is developed just like the whole workshop.  
It's developed participatorily.  We hope to have, in this workshop, 
stakeholders from all around the project. 
 
The final users, we want to have, in this case, some farmers or some water 
users if it's a water project.  We want to have a good gender balance.  We 
want to have the women saying what's going on.  We want to have young 
people.  We want to have old people.  We want to have the implementers. 
 
In ag research programs, we want to have the extension workers, the 
people who are actually going to be going out to the field to take these 
innovations to the people out there.  We want to have people from the 
ministry of agriculture.  Want to have people from all over around this 
project to bring their ideas about what's going on. 
 
So then, this is just to show that these problems – we started mapping 
these problems, and they turned out very complex.  And the idea is that we 
have both things that come up that the project is not going to deal with 
because in these problem analyses, a lot of things come up, and we have to 
have clear things that we're not going to deal with and things that we are 
going to deal with. 
 
Then, we do a vision of success.  We borrowed a little bit.  For this 
exercise, we borrowed a little bit from Appreciative Inquiry.  We tried to 
figure out what's working well or what would be the future if everything 
went according to plan.  And we tried to put people in that place, and we 
also do that participatorily, of course.  And then, people start telling us – 
and 20 years after this project is over – so this, we did in 2006.  They did it 
to 5 years, for 2011, what was going on, or the more recent ones, we do 
them for 2020.  People tell us what they think is going to be going on 
around that project. 
 
Then, we do stakeholder mapping.  We use social-network analysis for 
this.  This is a quote – sorry.  Give me a second.  This is a quote from 
M.E. Newman: "The human eye is an analytic tool of remarkable power, 
and 'eyeballing' pictures of networks is an excellent way to gain an 
understanding of their structure." 
 
So we use the social-network analysis to try to get a visual on what the 
networks look like – who's there or not.  So you can see here, for example, 
that this – just by looking at it, you don't even know, too well, what the 
network is for or what it's about, but you can tell that it's a pretty well-
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balanced network.  You know it's got some of the grays and some of the 
blues.  It seems to be quite well distributed for that number of partners. 
 
You can also, sometimes, just see a totally dysfunctional network right 
from the get-go with the picture.  You see something where everything is 
concentrating on the same partner, and we're expecting the same partner to 
do everything, and that's not going to work. 
 
So we try to do some of this.  We do it participatorily, and the idea of it is 
to then – so people map how things are now, how things look, now, that's 
here for a project.  This is how extension is happening around this project, 
and I don't remember what project this is, but this is how extension is 
happening, now.  And they, then, take that vision and draw the future – 
how should it really look?  Which actor should be involved in this?  And 
we think, a little bit, about what we are going to need as a project to get 
from here to here. 
 
Then, we do an outcomes logic model or table.  We take – so we already 
have this impact that we want to achieve through the problem tree, 
through the vision.  We already know what impact we want to achieve, 
and we have already been discussing actor groups and who needs to be 
involved and who needs to do what.   
 
So we take these main actor groups, and we take the impact, and we figure 
out what changes in practice are people going to need to do to be able to 
get to that impact.  And then we think, "What changes in knowledge, 
attitudes, and skills are going to be needed to underpin that practice 
change?" 
 
So for example, if we're expecting for people to start using some method 
to control the spread of a disease at a border, so the spread of a disease – a 
agricultural disease I'm talking about here.  So a banana disease is crossing 
borders, and we want to stop that.  So we want people to start using it, so 
who is it that needs to change the way they do things?  It's the border 
guards.  The border guards needs to start checking for different things at 
the border. 
 
So what do they need to know to be able to do that practice change?  
Then, we start thinking about, who's the actor involved?  Who needs to 
change what?  And what capacity development do they need?  Or what do 
they need to learn or understand or accept better to be able to make that 
practice change? 
 
The final product of this PIPA workshop have always been different.  For 
each project where we have used it, the final products, what people needed 
in that project, is always different.  So the general structure of these final 
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products is we have a list of what the project is producing.  We have the 
mechanisms and the actors that are using these products.  We have the 
changes in knowledge, attitudes, and skills that those different groups of 
actors or those different networks need to do. 
 
Then, we have what changes in practice and behavior we want to see – we 
would want to see.  And then, finally, we have these changes in practice 
and behavior – what are going to be the development outcomes that come 
from those changes?  And what is going to be the impact? 
 
So regardless of the form that it takes – sometimes, it's just network maps.  
Sometimes, we have a whole booklet.  Sometimes, we have a presentation.  
Sometimes, we have these huge, complex diagrams.  Sometimes, we have 
a table.  Sometimes, we have a story.  Regardless of the form it takes, the 
final product of this workshop follows this idea of, first, the products and 
the strategies of a project, who uses it, what changes in knowledge, 
attitudes, and skills it generates, what changes in practice, and then what 
development outcomes and what impact. 
 
The difference between development outcomes and impact here is mostly 
in the scope.  If we're talking about improved soils in the development 
outcome, we're talking about improved soils in hectares within a country.  
But when we're talking about impact – oops, sorry about that – we're 
talking about impact, we're already talking about improved soils in the 
millions, improved health in the millions.  We're already talking about a 
lot. 
 
And the last step would be to be able to derive some monitoring and 
impact evaluation indicators from any of these forms that the product 
takes.  So we should be able to find out, for example, if we're saying that 
there's going to be a change in knowledge, what's the knowledge, right 
now?  We can derive a baseline from it.  We could say, "Okay, we need 
these people to know how to do this, so what do they know, right now?  
And how much do we expect them to change?"  And we can derive M&E 
indicators. 
 
One of the lessons that we have learned is that we help projects to derive 
simple indicators of progress – few of them and simple indicators of 
progress because sometimes the results of a process like this is that people 
want to measure everything, and they want to measure everything in 
detail, and that cannot be done.  We try convince people that this cannot 
be done.  This tendency to try to measure everything is not very helpful.  
It's resource-abusive, and you really cannot measure everything. 
 
So we try to go through this process of thinking with the people in the 
projects.  What is it really important to know?  What is it that we want to 
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know?  If this didn't happen, is it really going to make a big difference?  If 
this other thing didn't happen, is that going to make a big difference?  
What do we want to measure?  What do we want to know? 
 
So we can end up with something like this, which is a way to 
communicate the impact pathways logic of a program or of a project, and 
we can do an impact narrative.  An "impact narrative" is a text description 
of these impact pathways, so it's kind of narrating what we're seeing here, 
what we think is happening here, what the arrows are, what the 
connections are, the causal logic. 
 
The impact narrative helps us achieve this integration between the logic 
model.  At the beginning, remember I showed you there was two different 
models.  One is the networks.  The other one is the logic model.  Through 
the narrative, we can integrate this.  We can help this – achieve this 
integration. 
 
It also helps with something called "colligation," the tracing of logical 
steps, which is that when you try to describe this in a narrative, a lot of the 
gaps come up.  Like, yes, how is it that you expect that you're going to 
produce this, and then, all of a sudden, people are going to be doing that? 
 
These fails in the logic that we commit all the time – all of us commit 
these fails in logic all the time – it seems to be something of the human 
brain, the working of the human brain.  We make these assumptions.  We 
take these huge jumps between what we are doing and what we expect 
people to do with what we are giving them or what we are doing for them.  
So this narration helps you trace the logical steps and make sure that 
things make sense, and it helps with the plausibility of ex-ante impact 
assessment. 
 
So right now, we are using PIPA in current research for development, 
agricultural research for development in the CGIAR.  The CGIAR is a 
global research partnership with many centers, 50 research centers all over 
the world, and we have hundreds of partner organizations. 
 
Right now – or it has always been this – the themes – but right now they 
are organized like this.  We have our system-level outcomes or what we 
want to achieve as a system of centers all over.  It's improving 
productivity and profit for crops, fish, and livestock; improving the 
sustainability of natural resources and also dealing with climate change, 
adaptation, and mitigation; improved productivity, profitability, 
sustainability, and resilience of farming systems; improved policies in 
markets for farming systems; and improved nutrition and health.  And all 
of this with gender, capacity strengthening, and partnerships and 
stakeholder engagement – crosscutting themes. 



Page 12 of 16 

 
So the CGIAR is shifting to a results-based program management, and we 
have to now consider how we plan projects and initiatives, how we 
implement them, how we learn from them and document them and report 
our projects, and how we measure performance.  It has had implications in 
the ways we do all of these things, and PIPA is being used to help these 
projects move in the right direction towards results-based management. 
 
In agricultural research for development, we have this generic impact 
pathway – the same as I showed before.  And we have the implementers or 
us – the researchers, the people who are doing research in the centers.  
Then, we have a big, broad base of next users or people who use our 
research to do something. 
 
And finally, we have the end users.  This new paradigm shift in the CG is 
making us focus more on development outcomes.  What is it that we want 
to achieve as far as development?  This is not trivial.  We have been very 
focused on research and science.  We are scientists.  That's what the CG 
does, and it's very easy to focus on our research and forget, a little bit, 
what that research is doing out there in the world.   
 
So this new focus is really strong, and it's repeated constantly.  Now, we 
think about development outcomes.  Yes, beautiful research.  You spliced 
the gene.  You did this.  You did that.  What is that going to cause in the 
world out there?  Who's going to use that? 
 
So we're doing impact pathways with things like beans, for example.  
USAID has been a big funder, donor, of our beans' projects in Africa, and 
so we have these types of impact pathways that we're doing with beans.  
We have these types of impact pathways that we're doing with climate 
change with our CCAFS program. 
 
This was our water program.  So we first used this in all of the projects of 
the CPWF, which was one of the CG Challenge Programs, and we used it 
for – this is for the Nile Basin Development Challenge impact pathway.  
Those are different ways in which we have used it. 
 
Now, to this emphasis on learning, what is it that PIPA is doing that 
emphasizes learning?  We think about the strategies – what capacity-
building strategies, what knowledge sharing, what communication, what 
extension.  What knowledge products do we have to do to make sure that 
these outputs get used by the actor groups that we want them to get used 
by? 
 
So we always make a lot of emphasis on that.  We spend a lot of time 
figuring out, "What is this project going to produce?  Okay, yes, you're 
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going to produce a manual, too."  But what form of knowledge product 
does this manual have to take so that it will really be used – what forms?  
Because usually it's plural.  If you want the same manual to be used by the 
guy that's managing the damn, by the guy that's planning, by the lady 
that's sitting at the border, by the farmer in their farm, we need many 
different knowledge products to be able to have that reach – that research 
reach the right actors. 
 
We also think a lot about what changes in knowledge these actors need – 
what is it that they really need to know to be able to use to change their 
practice or their behavior?  Our research outcomes are actually capacity 
changes.  That's what we consider our research outcomes.  So whether it 
be the scientist or border patrol officer, whoever it is, we're thinking about 
how they change their capacity and how they change their behavior or 
their practice changes.  And then development outcomes are direct 
benefits to beneficiaries or changes in the enabling environment, but our 
research outcomes are all capacity changes. 
 
And there's also an emphasis on programmatic learning.  By monitoring 
and evaluating how we progress along these impact pathways, we learn 
about our own program, and we adapt.  So we go a year later, and we 
review these impact pathways.  Then we say, "We said that by now we 
were going to have these changes in knowledge of these actors.  Is that 
happening or not?"  And if it's not happening, "Why isn't it happening?  
What have we learned about this cycle of implementation?  And what do 
we have to do to adapt our impact pathways and to change?  So that didn't 
happen, so what needs to happen now, and go back and review it again." 
 
And we use the Most Significant Change methodology.  I don't know if 
you have heard of that, but there's going to be links to that, also – Most 
Significant Change to pick up the unexpected changes because we plan, 
"This is what's going to change," and then things happen that we weren't 
expecting.  We try to pick up on that to inform the impact pathways of the 
project.   
 
And we assume that impact pathways evaluation is actually action 
research, and we try to get projects to publish this action research as they 
go.  We publish on the process and not only on the results, and that is also 
very important for learning. 
 
So we have used this in several different cases.  Since 2005, we have used 
PIPA for CPWF-supported impact assessment project in 9 river basins.  
We led the – well, we co-led a project funded by the EU – ecosystem 
approach for co-innovation of farm livelihoods.  We participated in the 
Phase II of the Knowledge Sharing for Research Project.  We participated 
in PRGA INS Project.  We used this in the Cambio Andino project, a 



Page 14 of 16 

DFID project in South America.  We have applied it to several CG centers 
and programs sometimes to produce APRs, MTPs, or whatever, to report 
on progress of projects.  
 
And we have some things we have learned through applying it in all of 
these cases.  Very important: the workshop really needs three days to be 
meaningful.  And this, we have circumvented this many times to the 
detriment of the application of PIPA.  So somebody comes and says, "Yes, 
we really want to do PIPA, but we only have a day and a half."  And we're 
like, "Yes, yes, we want to help you.  We'll do it in a day and a half."  It's 
not enough. 
 
So when we apply PIPA for a day and a half, we have to cut out a lot of 
the exercises, and it just doesn't work.  If you want to be participatory – 
really participatory – and say that you did a participatory process, you 
need at least the three days, and we emphasize this a lot because it seems 
trivial, but it's not.  It's important to have time to think through these 
impact pathways.  It can't be done quickly. 
 
And the matter of timing, we have also learned we have applied PIPA in 
many different stages of project.  So before the project starts, in the 
planning stages, PIPA is good for some things.  But then sometimes we 
have come when the project just two years in, and there's already 
activities, and there's already everything organized.  So how do we retrofit 
PIPA into what they're already doing?  It's a different PIPA that you have 
to apply when it's two years into the project. 
 
And sometimes, we come towards the end, and then it's a different 
application, too.  Sometimes the project is about to finish.  They want to 
look back and so what their impact pathways were, so it's a different kind 
of exercise that you have to do. 
 
We have also found the results become more meaningful.  Results of this 
PIPA become more meaningful with identifiable and not generic actors.  
So it's better when we have a geographically defined place and not when 
we're designing a generic program, especially because of the generic 
actors. 
 
It's not the same thing to know that you're going to be working with the 
National Agricultural Research Organization in the Congo and know that 
– NARS by name and who they are and how they work than we're going 
to be working with "a" national research organization in Africa.  They're 
very different.  Very different. 
 
It works a lot better if you have a geographically determined and if you 
know who your actors are, and it's key to have clarity on the limits of the 
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system to which you're applying the impact pathways.  It's not the same 
thing if we're talking about a small project, and it's very well limited, or if 
we're talking about something that's a program that's spread all around and 
we want to get the impact pathways for that. 
 
But there is also value in developing generic impact pathways for thinking 
through the theory of change and for adaptation to local context.  There's 
also value in that because we cannot do impact pathways for every single 
product. 
 
So we have a orange-fleshed sweet potato, and we cannot go and do one 
for orange-flesh sweet potato and another one for early-maturing potato 
and another one for – because it would be hundreds of impact pathways, 
and that's not practical.  It's also helpful if you can develop a generic one 
for one of these products, and then have the local people adapt it to the 
local conditions. 
 
And finally, then, trying to simplify complex things is very complicated.  
These projects are all complex.  They have multiple actors.  They depend 
on many, many different factors, and what Impact Pathways is trying to do 
is trying to run through what the theory of what we think this project is 
doing, and that's trying to simplify, to put in understandable terms, our 
theory of change is very complicated.  It's a complicated thing to do. 
 
But even with all of these things that don't always go perfectly, we have 
also learned that PIPA is useful to provide systematic information to 
facilitate the learning amongst peers, people in projects, especially the 
implementers, really benefit from this information that PIPA brings up for 
decision-making, and it's very useful production of reports.  People can 
use the information for producing their reports. 
 
It works to improve integration with sub-projects or related projects.  We 
find out what else is in our context, what else is around, and it is very good 
to establish a common, explicit plan and a feeling of shared purpose 
among implementing partners.  Many times, implementing partners come 
– at least in our case with the projects we work with, and I'm sure many of 
the projects you work with, too, people are coming from very different 
places.  Implementers, the people that we're working with, even our peers, 
are coming with different ideas of how things work or different ideas of 
how things are going to pan out, and sitting down and establishing this 
common, explicit plan of how we think things are working is very useful. 
 
It's also good for getting the participation of the users of the results.  If you 
manage to make this participatory enough, you have the people who are 
going to be using the results at the end, telling you, "We really don't need 
this.  What we need might be this," and that helps a lot. 
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It helps to establish a framework for examining the critical-change 
processes that a project hopes to initiate and sustain.  It helps for involving 
actors in the partnerships needed for a joint process, and it's helpful for 
communicating to donors and partners what it is that we're trying to do. 
 
Right now, we're working in all of the CIAT-participation CRPs, the 
"consortium research programs" these are called – like CCAFS, the 
Climate Change, Agriculture, Food Security one; Integrated Systems for 
the Humid Tropics; Roots, Tubers, and Bananas; and we're working in 
some Columbian national projects with the Ministry of Agriculture.  We're 
using PIPA, too. 
 
For further reading, we have publications about this.  This is all being 
linked to the final page, and you can go to Impact Pathways, and it's a 
PBwiki, and you can go to the M&E guide of the CPWF, which is at the 
address.  It's a beta guide.  We're just developing it, and people go and put 
in their experiences from their projects.  They can read what applications, 
examples, some help if you want to run an Impact Pathways workshop, a 
Participatory Impact Pathways workshop.  It helps you with ideas. 
 
And I want to thank Boru, Graham, and Ronald Mackay.  These have been 
the co-developers, the main co-developers of PIPA.  But if you look at the 
publications we have, it's many, many people who have been participating 
and developing it and improving it but especially these three. 
 
All of these projects whose materials we use freely, after we do a PIPA, 
we keep on using their materials as examples, and they usually give us the 
use of their materials.  And thank you for your attention to this 
presentation, for questions, for any ideas for improvements, or for 
anything you want to ask.  I'm going to leave the discussion questions up 
there a little bit.  If your question is related to that, that's fine.  If it's not, 
that's fine, also. 
 

Male: Thank you very much. 
 
Female: You're welcome.  [Clapping] 
 
Male: _____________. 
 
Female: No? 

 
[End of Audio] 
 


