Methodological Issues in Extension Evaluation

Introduction

Extension productivity and accountability can be generally advanced through evaluation of its programmes. Are extension programmes succeeding? Is a question asked frequently by officials at all levels of Government, legislators, university administrators, and extension workers themselves. Judgements about programme effectiveness will be made one way or another. However, there is a demand by legislators, policy makers, and administrators that programme effectiveness be demonstrated through formal evaluations. These demands reinforce the desire by extension staff to obtain sound evidence of the extent to which sound evidence of the extent to which extension programmes are successful.
Evaluation involves determining the effectiveness of the organizations, and the value of extension programme to the public, that is, the extent to which its purposes or objectives are being attained. To study the degree of success we get in terms of our objectives is called extension evaluation. All the principles of programme building are related to evaluation. Starting programme with the intension of engaging in careful evaluation at the close of a specific period has a salutary effect on all the intermediate process.
There is a need for critical thinking on what is actually accomplished in extension. If extension education produces changes in people, how can we measure these changes in knowledge, skills and attitudes? The annual statistical report form may call for enumeration of activities of extension agents, but these are not evidence of changes in behavior. It may also call for the number of improved practices adopted. This is an excellent measure of progress and it’s a fair indication that learning took place. Even here, however, people may do things without knowing the reasons why, and the practices may be misused.
Evaluation of the programmes in action, from time to time, provides a basis for making advisable changes in teaching methods and other extension procedures. Systematic evaluation should provide information about the effectiveness of the various methods used, and the various steps taken for executing the programme. Such a finding will help the villagers and extension workers to improve their present methods.
Urgency in need to uplift and development in rural areas is one of the dominant issues of concern in today’s world. One of the important ways by which rural people can be assisted is through extension work. Ideally, the aim is to offer relevant, reliable and usable information to the needy people. Advice and guidance to the people on acceptable technology improves the socio-economic conditions as well as help to overcome their problems or of realizing betterment in their lives. Presently, every country in the world has got one or the other systems of extension operating for the development of agriculture and allied activities. But the question is what extent the benefits or fruits of extension reached to the needy people, which is called as evaluation. In this context, the present seminar tries to address the issues involved in evaluation methodologies in extension programmes.
Objectives

1. To make the concept clarification on evaluation in extension
1. To know the issues in extension evaluation and 
1. To review the empirical evidences

· Concept of evaluation in extension

In a broad sense the words “evaluation” “measurement” and “appraisal” can be interchangeably. Measurement although sometimes used as a synonymous for “evaluation”, might be better used for the process of collecting the statistical and other required for evaluation.
· Evaluation: Latin word -“valere” means “to be strong, valiant or determination of value”.
· Evaluation in its broadest sense means “judging the value of something”.
· It indicates assessment or appraisal of something.
· Assess the worth of, value of given activity.

Extension refers to the conscious use of communication of information to help people form sound opinions and make good decisions (Van den ban and Hawkins, 1996). The evaluation of agricultural extension programmes implies the systematic collection of information about the activities, characteristics, and outcomes of a programme to make judgements about the programme, improve its effectiveness, and/or inform decisions about future prigramming.

Historical Changes in the Position of Evaluation in Extension

	The practice of agricultural extension in Australia has been influenced from the very beginning by the environment in which farmers and extension agencies have had to operate. A key element in this environment has been government policy. In the early days of extension, the policy was on increased production, both to provide for domestic requirements and to produce increased income from exported produce. Later, the emphasis shifted to productivity (increasing output per unit of scarce input) rather than production per se. To achieve these policy objective , extension moved through three identifiable phases: one, the provision of straight technical information; two, the provision of information taking into account financial effects of advice; and three, consideration of whole farm business (Dillon,1965). Arguably, the last of these stages has never been completed. In addition, had Dillon been writing in the 1980s or 1990s he would undoubtedly have referred to a fourth stage, consideration of the environment? Dillon’s perspectives are that of the farmer, but what of the government’s perspective, as the body providing much of the finding for extension? While developments in government policy as it related to extension varied between the states, in the 1960s and early 1970s the emphasis was fairly clearly on providing an educational service for farmers to help them solve their problems. In such a setting, evaluation, where it was conducted at all, tended to emphases providing feedback so that the process better met farmers needs. Evaluation was much discussed at extension conferences, and national workshops were conducted to focus attention on taking a professional approach to evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of extension. Issues such as how to measure behavior change were addressed (Riches, 1973). In the optimism of the period extension workers felt valued by their farmers clients, and most often felt that were too busy helping these clients to spend time on formal evaluation procedures (Beardsley, B. 1997 pers. Comm.). 
	During the 1970s, government policy began to change. Labor governments at State and Federal level began to demand more accountability for the expenditure of public funds, and in most cases, to see extension as a tool to bring about those changes sought by government rather than as an educational process. This changed the perspectives for evaluation; since government began to ask what effects extension was having in terms of new technology being applied, and whether extension led to faster adoption. Governments also wanted to know what effects on production and productivity were being achieved by the extension of new and improved management and technology. Much of the evaluation conducted at this stage was based upon assessing the achievements of institutional goals or of individual advisers (Beardsley, B. 1997 pers. Comm.). 
	The dictionary meaning of evaluation is “determination of value or strength of something”. But broadly speaking the evaluation is a process of value of judgment.
	According to Kelsey and Hearne, 1967, “Evaluation is a method determining how far an activity has progressed and how much further it should carried to accomplish objectives”.
According to Allahabad Agricultural Institute, 1956, defined extension evaluation as “Extension evaluation measures the differences, which the programme has made between “what was” at the outset, and “what is” after certain period of working”.
	Evaluation is a participatory process designed how well a programme or project has accomplished its goals. Evaluation is always based on the examination of some established, empirical variable or indicator, and how current practices compare to that standard. The results of evaluation provide managers with information about whether to expand a program, to continue a program at its current level, to reduce spending, or to cut it entirely.
	Evaluation may be concurrently or terminally or expost facto. But, in the ultimate analysis, the aim is to arrive at whether the intended things are achieved, if yes, to what extent and if no, the reasons and deficiencies. To put it succession, evaluation should tell us the quantum of achievement, the direction of our efforts and strong as well as weak points in our efforts.
	Now the question is, is it sufficient if evaluation tells us the above three things. Are we interested in only the quantum of achievements or something more than that? Whether extension work could be evaluated objectively with more precision, so that the credit for success and blame for failures in any program are shared equality among all involved? Whether extension work could be interpreted in terms of the direct and indirect contributing towards the overall progress?

Importance of evaluation

Evaluation is an essential component in the development, maintainance, and performance of an organization. It helps to ensure whether a development organization is meeting its services mission and to demonstrate measurable outcomes to donors. Hence evaluation
·  Acts as a tool for decision making.

· Helps to identify needs for the concentrated efforts and builds confidence among public about rational facts.

· Helps in judging the value of methods or devices used.

· Helps the extension teaching by compelling the extension workers in deciding the objectives.

· Helps in choosing best tools which are required for achieving a goal

According to Bollinger et. al, 1995, the main purpose of evaluation are, 
· Assessing the aims and results
· Supporting the extension workers
· Ensuring contacts with other institutions at the same or a higher level
Types of evaluation
Formative and summative evaluation
	Scriven (1967) was the first evaluator to write about the differences between formative and summative evaluation. Since then the terms have become almost universally accepted in the field of evaluation. The distinction between formative and summative evaluation is concerned with the ultimate use of the value judgment. Formative evaluation is conducted to provide program staff with judgments useful in improving the program. Summative evaluation is generally conducted after completion of the program (or when a program has stabilized) and for the benefit of some external audience or decision-maker. The findings from a summative evaluation could be used to decide whether to continue a programme or not, or to justify program spending. The main difference is that the aim of a summative evaluation is to report on the program, whereas a formative evaluation reports to the program (Scriven, 1991).
Formative evaluation – Process evaluation and outcome (implementation) evaluation
Process evaluation focuses on the process of a program rather than the outcome and is generally carried out during the implementation of a program. It involves the collection of information about program activities and about the delivery of a program. Process evaluation is generally formative in nature, but can also be summative, for example when the stakeholders need to know about the actual delivery of a program for justification of program spending. Outcome evaluation is carried out towards the end of programs life and is aimed at assessing the program to establish whether the desired outcomes have been reached. Outcome evaluation is generally summative, but may formative when the findings are used to improve future or other existing programs.
Summative evaluation – Donor-led impact assessment and practitioner led-impact assessment
Donor –led impact assessment requires some evidence that their money is being used to effectively further their stated goal. A donor – led impact assessment examines the impact of a project or a program from the perspectives of the lender.
EX. valuation of Sujala project by outside agency appointed by world bank 
Results are often shared with the donor’s funders, which are usually government agencies or foundations. Practitioner led-impact assessment focuses more on “how the impact assessment process can fit into work patterns, build on existing knowledge and experience, and produce results that can be easily used by the management”. 
Evaluation models
1. Goal-attainment models
2. Judgemental models emphasizing intrinsic criteria
3. Judgemental models emphasizing extrinsic criteria
4. Decision-facilitation model
a) The CIPP model (context, input, process and product)
b) The Center for the Study of evaluation (CSE) model
c) The discrepancy model
5. Participatory evaluation models

2. Goal-attainment models:
It conveys of evaluation chiefly as the determination of the degree to which instructional programmes goals were achieved. The general approach recommended by R.W. Tyler involves the full formulation of educational goals according to an analysis of 3 goal sources (Student, society and subject matter). Hammonds model also conceives of evaluation in terms whether an educational programme really effective in achieving its expressed objectives.
Steps in Hammonds model:
a) Isolating the aspects of current educational programme to be evaluated.
b) Defining the relevant institutional and instructional variables.
c) Specifying objectives in behavioral terms.
d) Assessing the behavior, described in the objectives.
e) Analyzing the goal attainment results. 
2. Judgemental models emphasizing intrinsic criteria:
The emphasis on intrinsic criteria. These criteria are intrinsic to the object to be judged
Ex: Textbook, intrinsic features such as whether it is well illustrated and colorfully designed.
Intrinsic criteria are referred to as process criteria 
2. Judgemental models emphasizing extrinsic criteria:
Evaluation theorist suggested that primary attention given to extrinsic criteria
Ex: we could judge a textbook on the extrinsic effects such as how well students can learn something from it. Extrinsic criteria are often referred to as product criteria.
1. Decision-facilitation model:
The orientation of these models is so overwhelmingly toward serving educational decision-makers that some of their proponents conceive of the evaluators as decision makers’ handmaiden.
· The CIPP model, (Stufflebean, 1968)
a) Context evaluation: basic kind of evaluation:
       It describes the status of educational settings, the probable and possible system outputs. (Power/leadership structure, support for education and interest groups).
b) Input evaluation: to provide information regarding how to employ resources to achieve programme objectives. (Facilities, needed training and equipments).
c) Process evaluation: Required once the instructional program is up and running. Purpose is to identify any defects in the procedural design particularly in the sense that planned elements of the instructional program are not being implemented as they were originally conceived (laborious, resource demanding and time consuming).
d) Product evaluation: Used to measure and interpret the attainments yielded by an instructional program not only at its conclusion, but also as often necessary during the program itself.
· The Center for the Study of evaluation (CSE) model:
More explicitly tied to different kinds of decision to be made to be at each of five stages:
a. Needs assessment
b. Program planning
c. Implementation evaluation
d. Progress evaluation
e. Outcome evaluation
· The discrepancy model
Malcom proves devised this systematic approach to evaluation based on the premises that evaluation involves comparison of performance with standards
1. Participatory evaluation models:
The purpose if this is for extension educators and farmers themselves to initiate a critical reflection process focused on their own activities. This is done through identifying a persistent major situation such as extensions neglect of women in agriculture; subject it to critical reflections, underlying assumptions, habits of mind and cause and effect expectations; and then after creating new assumptions, change practices and validated or invalidate the results. The model assumes a democratic participatory process along with autonomy on the part of educators and learners at the local level. This is a form of what is usually called “participatory action research”.
Evaluation Designs
· Pre-experimental designs 
· Quasi-experiment designs
· Experimental designs
· Pre-experimental designs 
This type of evaluation design controls for very few external factors. Pre-experimental designs usually focus on a single program and attempt to discover whether or not it has achieved its objectives. As a result, it is a difficult to draw conclusions (influence of external factors)
· Quasi-experiment designs
Matching is used instead of randomization. Evaluators try to find a group in a neighboring town that would have similar citizen demographics to the experimental group. Time series analysis often involved. These are designed over time to examine the changes in the participant over time. 
· Experimental designs
True experimental design utilizes random selection and control groups to ensure internal validity. Experiment measures what it is intended to measure. Most desirable form of evaluation from a scientific perspective. It is likely difficult to carry out in most real world context. Intrunsive and time consuming and may not be possible in all social science evaluation.
Extension approaches worldwide
· Community development cum-extension
· Innovation centered
· Farmer focused
· The commodity focused
· Animation rurale
· And several other more or less overlapping approaches.
	One of the most widely spread formed extension pattern in West Africa has been the commodity focused approach, shaped as a set of procedures designed to facilitate the commercial requirement of a single crop. The approach is based on the technical, administratitive and package for the crop in question, systematically conveyed to farmers. Even those schemes could be very much cost effective; the emphasis on one crop can result in disregard of local needs, especially the traditional food production in the whole farm context.
	The community development cum extension approach has operated to a greater extent in India. This approach is constructed around a rather broad definition of the functions of an extension agent. While positively attempting to link extension to other aspects of overall C.D, this approach has diluted the specific agricultural extension responsibility of the village agent with long defined tasks. Although often called as an extension agent, such workers tend to be either a general count or general count or general agricultural officer. At a time when specialization and professionalization are clear pre requisite for technical progress in agriculture, such extension could not significantly increase production and productivity levels.	The innovation centered approach in extension regards its function primarily in terms of the technology transfer from outside to the farm, sometimes specifically in forms of selling a number of technical innovations. The inherent problem that undermines this approach is its insufficient appreciation of the farmers’ circumstances. It starts from readymade and outside packaged innovations to be grafted into the socioeconomic context of a farm, which may not be capable of absorbing them.
	The farmers focused approach as exemplified by the T & V system is an organizational approach which puts the famers and his constraints, abilities and needs at the centre of the whole extension efforts. As a management system, it tries to overcome the problems of the traditional government extension approaches by promoting regularity of visits and training, effective supervision, specialized agents, focusing efforts on key impact points and working through selected but well represented contact farmers. In spite of all this, the approach has remained organizational or management oriented with top down system.
The animation rurale approach is seen in the form of innumerable rural development programmes being implemented in may developing and under developed countries. In addition, several approaches are there which resembles one or more of the above approaches.
Criteria’s of evaluating extension
The issues in evaluating a program are something different from evaluating extension as such. However, some criteria can be used in evaluating extension.
· Effort measurement: A measurement of input which incidence the amount of resources put into the program in terms of number of beneficiaries to be covered, number of personnel, the time allotment etc. in other words, this measurement indicates the extent to which the input becomes on important ingredient for program purpose.
· Performance measurement: This is the output measurement which is expected to indicate the outcome and effectiveness of the program effort. This would include beneficiaries’’ acceptance of the program, improvement in the status beneficiaries, changes in the incidents of the problem, acceptability of the services, and availability of services to the beneficiaries. It is measurement of consequence of effort.
· Adequacy measurement: this actually measures the adequacy of the project in meeting the needs of the people or the community. This measurement takes into consideration the leadership between efforts and performance relative to measures of comments, adequacy of performance need or demand effectiveness, relative to the level of need, appropriateness of the beneficiaries being served relative to the high risk groups or target groups and awareness of service among the people. It is the ratio between output and need.
· Efficiency measurement: This measures the efficiency with which the program is implemented so as to get the greatest possible result. This includes cost of providing effective services and comparison of efficiency and efficacy. Efficiency concerned with the evaluation of alternative paths of methods in terms of cost, personal time. It represents a ratio between effort and performance.
· Process measurement: This refers to the mechanism by which effort is translated into outcome. It is a study of the means whereby the program produces its results. The above criteria have been adequate to evaluate programmes or projects but have been found inadequate to evaluate the efforts and extension per se. the present issues in evaluating extension could be broadly grouped under the following categories with broad heading below.
Evaluating extension at broader sense
· Target achievement: This is, probably the widely used criterion of evaluating the performance of an extension worker or a unit or an organization. In fact, much emphasis on this alone has been severely criticized on many grounds. The important one among them is that targets achieved may be simply projected on paper or at best if achieved; it is for the purpose of meeting the required numbers. The stress on quantity or numbers has had a disastrous effect on the actual or intended changes. At times,thses targets coupled with a deadline to meet them created panic among the workers resulting in the educational purposes of such activities.
· Behavioral changes: The primary and ultimate objective of nay extension effort is to bring about behavioral changes in the clients. It could be in the form of knowledge, attitude or adoption. Great difficulty in isolating the impact of extension efforts towards the changes in the above behavioral aspects has long been felt. Many research studies have depended on comparing the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries as well as before and after methods to arrive at the impact of extension efforts. How the knowledge acquires can only be attributed to extension efforts? on other hand, whether the extension work would be completely reflected in the changes in behavior is a question, which will remain answerless for quite a long time to come. Some clients with least extension efforts easily adopt some technologies and sometimes any amount of extension work may fail to bring about intended action among farmers of same region.
· Production and productivity changes: Even though this category seems to overlap the earlier two categories, it has been separately cited considering the importance given to this while reporting the achievements. Again the rightness of attributing the increase or decrease in production and productivity directly to extension remains questionable. This would be strongly objected by the technology and input supply system. It is very well taken that extension cannot work in vacuum.
· Economic efficiency: efficiency of extension work in terms of cost involved and returns obtained is gaining reputation. There are some efforts which used social rate of return for the investment in extension as an indicator of efficiency that looks much more meaningful. But it has been more difficult to adequately model the role of extension in sufficient richness to allow empirical identification of its contribution to production. The economic values of the allocative skills of the farmers are likewise dependent on the rate of technology introduction.


Some of issues in extension evaluation and relevant studies which focus on evaluation in extension discipline
· Sampling techniques
· Statistical tools
· Variable quantification
· Choice of indicators
1. Methodological components used by extension researchers – an analytical study
	A study was conducted to analyze the methodological components used by extension researchers by Reddy et.al, in 2002. In this study, the units were the individual masters’ thesis. As first step, the total number of master thesis submitted to the discipline of Agricultural Extension in UAS, GKVK campus, Bangalore during the period 1969-2000 were collected.
Table 1: Type of research design followed in extension research studies in UAS, Bangalore
	Research design 
	Number 
	Percent 

	Ex-post facto 
	204 
	76.65 

	Experimental study 
	35 
	13.15 

	Case study 
	9 
	3.38 

	Survey 
	8 
	3 

	Exploratory 
	6 
	2.26 

	Content analysis 
	4 
	1.52 

	Total 
	266 
	100 





Table 2: Sampling techniques used in extension research studies in UAS, Bangalore
	Sampling techniques 
	Number 
	Percent 

	Simple random sampling 
	190 
	71.43 

	Systematic 
	12 
	4.51 

	Stratified 
	27 
	10.51 

	Proportionate 
	6 
	2.26 

	Multipurpose 
	2 
	0.75 

	Universe 
	29 
	10.9 



Table 3: Statistical tools used in Extension research studies in UAS, Bangalore
	                            Sl. No. 
	Tools 
	No. 
	Percent 

	1 
	Frequency 
	266 
	100 

	2 
	Percentage 
	266 
	100 

	3 
	Mean 
	241 
	90.6 

	4 
	Standard deviation 
	183 
	68.79 

	5 
	Correlation co-efficient 
	103 
	38.72 

	6 
	T-test 
	83 
	31.2 

	7 
	Multiple regression 
	55 
	20.68 

	8 
	ANOVA 
	43 
	16.16 

	9 
	F-test 
	16 
	6.02 

	10 
	Rank order 
	15 
	5.64 



From the results, it can be seen that experimental research is sparsely conducted. In fact, more authentic, validated, reliable and accurate results can be obtained from this type. Hence, experimental studies should be encouraged. It clearly depicts that the little more than three-fourth of the studies adopted ex-post facto type of research design and only few studies were of experimental type, exploratory type, case study, survey and content analysis. The simple random technique was found to have been used by most of the researchers so other techniques like systematic, proportionate, stratified, multipurpose random sampling should be given due consideration. It could be seen from the table that nearly three-fourth of the studies adopted simple random sampling technique to select the sample for the research study.



Achievement motivation
	Success brings relief for further determination and not just pleasant feeling 
	Strongly agree/agree/undecided/disagree/strongly disagree 

	How true to say that your efforts are directed towards goal 
	Quite natural/not very true/not true/fairly true/quite true 

	How often do you seek opportunity to excel 
	Hardly ever/seldom/about half of the time/frequently/always 

	Would you like to undertake something might lead to your failing 
	Hardly ever/seldom/about half of the time/frequently/always 

	How many situations do you avoid in which you may be exposed to evaluation 
	Most/many/some/few/very few 

	In how many sphere do you think you will succeed in doing as well as you can 
	Most/many/some/few/very few 



Achievement motivation refers to excelling nature or behavior. There are only one or two procedures for farmers and have standard procedures for students, may be because of language barrier.
A perusal of these n-ach tests indicates that:
1)  Where the test is meant for the people in general, the test items are also very general without specific reference to agriculture as a profession. It may be difficult for the farmers to relate such items to themselves and their profession. The test items may appear very abstract to the farmers.
2) The test with response of the farmers mostly indicates their feelings and attitudes rather than actual strivings-either in the past or present.
3) Some tests consist of only as little as six or seven test items which are hardly expected to sample a complex behavior like achievement motivation.
4) Some of the tests ate one crop specific, through they can be adapted to other crops. Such tests don’t assess n-ach of farmers as a general personality disposition.
5) More importantly, no test has been primarily developed and standardized in Kannada language.
In view of above, there is a need for developing a test of achievement motivation of the farmers, which can overcome this limitation. And to get good results items should be 25-30.
Economic motivation
1. A farmer should work towards larger yields economic profit.
2. The most successful farmer is one who makes most profit.
3. A farmer should grow vegetable crops to increase the monetary profit in comparison to growing of other crops for house consumption.
4. It is difficult for farmer’s children to make good start unless he provide them with economic assistance.
5. A farmer must earn his living but most important thing in life cannot be identified in economic terms.
The above items tell us that economic motivation contains only 5 items, but it should be 25-30 to get a good result. Moreover the fourth item is negative statement. By this can we get good and reliable results? 
	Extension agency contact 
	Response Yes/No 

	Agricultural Assistants 
	  

	Assistant Agril. Officer 
	  

	Agricultural Universities 
	  

	Consultancies 
	  



	Communication status 
	Response Yes/No 

	No subscription 
	  

	Subscription 
	  

	Subscription weekly/monthly 
	  



	Mass media exposure 
	Response Yes/No 

	Agricultural information through radio 
	  

	Reading newspaper 
	  

	Farm programmes in TV 
	  



	In the above cases, there is no information on when, where and how they have contacted. Hence, by this can we get good and reliable results? Moreover most of the researcher used the synonymous words for example mass media status or mass media exposure or mass media participation. But status from participation or exposure, status refers to condition or rank. Is it a correct word using?
	The above issues in extension clearly point to the inadequate of nodes of evaluation for extension. These approaches are either too general in nature resulting in vague interpretations or too unrealistic making the unreliable. This calls for rethinking in evaluating extension.
2. Impact of watershed development programme on employment generation (mandays) of the respondents
Table 4: Impact of watershed development programme on employment generation (mandays) of the respondents
	 
Sl. No. 
	 
Nature of employment
	 
Number of mandays/annum
 

	
	
	Before programme 
	After programme 
	Change in employment

	1
	On-farm employment
	113.73 (31.15)
	163.03 (44.66)
	49.30 (13.50)

	2
	Off-farm employment
	61.80 (16.93)
	85.20 (23.24)
	23.40 (6.4)

	3
	Over all
	175.53 (48.09)
	248.23 (68.00)
	72.70 (19.50) 



	Above table depicts that impact of watershed development programme on employment generation (mandays) of the respondents, revealed that there was a considerable increase (19.90%) in the overall employment of the formers over base years.
3. Report of DBT-RURAL BIO-RESOURCE COMPLEX PROJECT (Narayan Gowda , 2011)
Mid-term appraisal of the project was done after the completion of three years by an external agency “Institute of Social and Economic Change (ISEC), Bangalore. The team has evaluated through some specific strategy and proof of advancement in the project area.
Evaluation done through following some features enables what intended to measure
· Interview schedule was developed to suit different resource base of the beneficiaries in the project area.
· Landless, marginal, small, medium and large farmers are groped separately.
· Trained field investigators to investigate.
· PRA and PLA techniques were used to gather information.
Simplifying in specific way.ie Categorization of whole stream into specific one 
· I. Big farm families: 
· A. Socio-economic background of big farmers.
· B. Adoption pattern of recommended cultivation practices in major crops.
· II. Small and marginal farm families:
· A. Socio-economic background of small and marginal farmers.
· B. Adoption pattern of recommended cultivation practices in major crops.
· III. Socio-economic background of landless labourers.
Key issues of evaluation leads to success of the project 
· Identification of most profitable and sustainable and location specific technologies.
· Timely and dependable technical information.
· Critical inputs free of cost at the easy access.
· Effective functional linkages and marketing support. 
· Establishments of commodity based associations.
· Infrastructure facility.
Evidences speak the change in trend and success
· Shift in cropping system
· Introduction of new enterprises
· Added income
· Employment generation
· Improvement in social status and nutrition
· Start of various commodity based enterprises
· Seed production
· Vermicomposting
· Sheep, poultry, apiary and nursery 
· Majority of the farmers have participated
· Significant impact in terms of shift in cropping system, added net income, employment generation and improved social status
· 11 % growth rate ensured all the five years
Narayan Gowda (2011) concluded that DBT-Rural Bio-Resource Complex Project has produced significant impact in terms of shift in cropping system, added net income, employment generation and improved social status of beneficiaries.

4. Impact of CBTMP on Socio-Economic Status and Crop Productivity of beneficiary farmers (Vinay Kumar, 2012)

Table 5: Impact of CBTMP on socio-economic status of beneficiary farmers

	Sl No.
	Indicators
	Classification
	Pre-project period
	Post-project period
	Difference

	
	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Education
	1. Illiterate
	60
	50.00
	53
	44.17
	-7
	-5.83

	
	
	2. Can read only
	4
	3.33
	7
	5.83
	3
	2.50

	
	
	3. Can read and write
	6
	5.00
	10
	8.33
	4
	3.33

	
	
	4. Lower  Primary school
	12
	10.00
	12
	10.00
	0
	0.00

	
	
	5. Higher primary school
	15
	12.50
	15
	12.50
	0
	0.00

	
	
	6. High school
	13
	10.83
	13
	10.83
	0
	0.00

	
	
	7. PUC
	8
	6.67
	8
	6.67
	0
	0.00

	
	
	8. Graduate and above
	2
	1.67
	2
	1.67
	0
	0.00

	2
	Occupation
a) Primary
	1. Agriculture
	86
	71.67
	96
	80.00
	10
	8.33

	
	
	2. Agril. Labour
	25
	20.83
	7
	5.83
	-18
	-15.00

	
	b) Secondary
	1. Business
	4
	3.33
	12
	10.00
	8
	6.67

	
	
	2. Service
	5
	4.17
	5
	4.17
	0
	0.00

	3
	Type of house 
	1. Katcha
	103
	85.83
	93
	77.50
	-10
	-8.33

	
	
	2. Pakka
	14
	11.67
	22
	18.33
	8
	6.67

	
	
	3. RCC
	3
	2.50
	5
	4.17
	2
	1.67

	4
	Organizational participation
	1. Low
	60
	50.00
	22
	18.33
	-38
	-31.67

	
	
	2. Medium
	44
	36.67
	54
	45.00
	10
	8.33

	
	
	3. High
	16
	13.33
	44
	36.67
	28
	23.33

	5
	Mass media contact
	1. Low
	62
	51.67
	31
	25.83
	-31
	-25.83

	
	
	2. Medium
	43
	35.83
	65
	54.17
	22
	18.33

	
	
	3. High
	15
	12.50
	24
	20.00
	9
	7.50

	6
	Extension participation
	1. Low
	68
	56.67
	30
	25.00
	-38
	-31.67

	
	
	2. Medium
	38
	31.67
	55
	45.83
	17
	14.17

	
	
	3. High
	14
	11.67
	35
	29.17
	21
	17.50

	7
	Annual income
	1. Low income group
	58
	48.33
	16
	13.33
	-42
	-35.00

	
	
	2. Semi-medium income group
	20
	16.67
	25
	20.83
	5
	4.17

	
	
	3. Medium income group
	32
	26.67
	62
	51.67
	30
	25.00

	
	
	4. High income group
	10
	8.33
	17
	14.17
	7
	5.83

	8
	Land holding 
	1. Marginal farmers 
	39
	32.50
	18
	15.00
	-21
	-17.50

	
	
	2. Small farmers 
	41
	34.17
	52
	43.33
	11
	9.17

	
	
	3. Medium farmers 
	28
	23.33
	34
	28.33
	6
	5.00

	
	
	4. Large farmers 
	12
	10.00
	16
	13.33
	4
	3.33

	9
	Farm power
	1. Bullock cart
	45
	37.50
	59
	49.17
	14
	11.67

	
	
	2. Farm animals
	96
	80.00
	157
	130.83
	61
	50.83

	
	
	3. Plough
	98
	81.67
	106
	88.33
	8
	6.67

	
	
	4. Weeder 
	12
	10.00
	20
	16.67
	8
	6.67

	
	
	5. Transplanter
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	
	
	6. Irrigation pump set     
	36
	30.00
	45
	37.50
	9
	7.50

	
	
	7. Drip irrigation
	4
	3.33
	8
	6.67
	4
	3.33

	
	
	8. Sprinkler irrigation     
	1
	0.83
	4
	3.33
	3
	2.50

	
	
	9. Power tillers                
	3
	2.50
	7
	5.83
	4
	3.33

	
	
	10. Tractors 
	5
	4.17
	13
	10.83
	8
	6.67

	
	
	11. Sprayers
	112
	93.33
	132
	110.00
	20
	16.67

	
	
	12. Dusters 
	1
	0.83
	3
	2.50
	2
	1.67

	
	
	13. Harvester   
	0
	0.00
	1
	0.83
	1
	0.83

	
	
	14. Seed cum fertilizer drill 
	6
	5.00
	11
	9.17
	5
	4.17

	10
	Material possessions
	1. Radio 
	90
	75.00
	102
	85.00
	12
	10.00

	
	
	2. Television
	62
	51.67
	96
	80.00
	34
	28.33

	
	
	3. Vehicles for transport 
a. Bicycle 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	55
	45.83
	85
	70.83
	30
	25.00

	
	
	b. Scooter/motor cycle
	62
	51.67
	73
	60.83
	11
	9.17

	
	
	c. Car 
	0
	0.00
	1
	0.83
	1
	0.83

	
	
	4. Fridge                          
	1
	0.83
	3
	2.50
	2
	1.67

	
	
	5. DVD/VCD player        
	22
	18.33
	34
	28.33
	12
	10.00



Table 6: Impact of CBTMP on cropping pattern of beneficiary farmers

	Sl. No.
	Crops / Season
	Pre-project period
	Post-project period
	DIFFRENCE

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage

	
	Kharif

	1
	Groundnut
	82
	68.33
	93
	77.50
	11
	9.17

	2
	Paddy
	65
	54.17
	76
	63.33
	11
	9.16

	3
	Ragi
	42
	35.00
	45
	37.50
	3
	2.50

	4
	Redgram
	30
	25.00
	43
	35.83
	13
	10.83

	5
	Maize
	31
	25.83
	41
	34.17
	10
	8.34

	
	Rabi

	1
	Sunflower
	41
	34.17
	55
	45.83
	14
	11.66

	2
	Cowpea
	27
	22.50
	33
	27.50
	6
	5.00

	3
	Horsegram
	8
	6.67
	12
	10.00
	4
	3.33

	
	Summer

	1
	Flower crops  
	12
	10.00
	30
	25.00
	18
	15.00

	2
	Chilly
	14
	11.67
	22
	18.33
	8
	6.66

	3
	Groundnut
	6
	5.00
	10
	8.33
	4
	3.33



Table 7: Impact of community based tank management project on cropping intensity 	
	Cropping type
	Season
	Pre-project period
	Post-project period
	Difference

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Single crop
	Kharif
	115
	95.83
	70
	58.33
	-45
	-37.50

	
	Rabi
	55
	45.83
	38
	31.67
	-17
	-14.17

	
	Summer
	23
	19.17
	20
	16.67
	-3
	-2.50

	Double crop
	Kharif
	35
	29.17
	60
	50.00
	25
	20.83

	
	Rabi
	12
	10.00
	25
	20.83
	13
	10.83

	
	Summer
	8
	6.67
	15
	12.50
	7
	5.83

	Triple/Mixed crop
	Kharif
	4
	3.33
	10
	8.33
	6
	5.00

	
	Rabi
	0
	0.00
	2
	1.67
	2
	1.67

	
	Summer
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00



Table 8:	Impact of community based tank management project on crop yield of beneficiary farmers
	Crops
	Per-project period (Avg. yield(qtl/acre)
	Post-project period After (Avg. yield (qtl/acre)
	Difference  (Avg. yield(qtl/acre)
	% of increase

	Groundnut
	3 
	5.5 
	2.5 
	83.33

	Paddy
	30 
	42 
	12 
	40.00

	Ragi
	9 
	15 
	6
	66.66

	Redgram
	3 
	5 
	2 
	66.66

	Maize
	8 
	13 
	5
	62.50

	Sunflower
	2
	4
	2
	100.00



Overall impact on beneficiary farmers
· Positive and significant improvement in their socio-economic status after implementation of community based tank management project
· Significant effect on increasing their cropping pattern, cropping intensity and yield level (productivity)
· Frequent supervision by the officials responsible for successful functioning of the project 
5. Impact Analysis of Commodity Based Associations (Gopal, 2015)
	Sl. No. 
	Impact 
	Mean values 
	Mean 
enhancement 
	Percentage 
of 
Increase 
	Paired 
‘t’ value 

	
	
	Before 
	After 
	
	
	

	1. 
	Annual Net income (Rs) 
	55170.80 
	70377.88 
	15208.84 ±25468.31 
	27.56 
	10.49** 

	2. 
	Employment generation (Mandays) 
	390.28 
	437.20 
	46.916±29.28 
	12.03 
	9.44** 

	3. 
	Social status (Score) 
	7.80 
	15.08 
	7.28±5.73 
	93.23 
	19.73** 



**: Significant at 1 per cent level of probability. 
The above table clearly indicates that DBT-Rural Bio-Resource Complex Project has produced significant impact in terms of added net income, employment generation and improved social status of beneficiaries.
Conclusion
Evaluation must be part and parcel of any activity and is being done at all levels. But, in true sense, the present approaches needs lot of refinement with respects to its usage as well as selection of methods. The ambiguity and vagueness are inherent in all the approaches. Hence, there is a necessity to shift in approaches inline with the changing scenarios take the process of evaluation a long way in giving multiplier effect to the good and elimination of the undesired; credit to the achievers. The above issues in extension clearly point to the inadequacy of nodes of evaluation for extension. These approaches are either too general in nature resulting in vague interpretations, or too unrealistic making the results unreliable. This calls for rethinking in evaluating extension.
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Discussion 
1. PERT and CPM model suits to evaluation? Whether these two are evaluation models?
Ans:  Yes, the both PERT and CPM are models used to understand and provides the actual cost and specific time duration needed for a project completion. 
2. Process evaluation how expensive and time consuming, whether it is qualitative or quantitative?
Ans: Initial investment or fund for the investigation and selection of the particular area and respondents will have much difficulty and that will surely needs more time and money. It involves the collection of information about program activities and about the delivery of a program. Quantitative in nature and later it can be modified in to qualitative.
3. Difference between Measurement and evaluation?
Ans:  Measurement is a part of evaluation. Sometimes both are used as synonymous.
4. Which evaluation model or type suits best as per your opinion?
  Ans: The CIPP model (context, input, process and product), because it covers all the important           	issues of evaluation.
5. Most of the evaluation reports are given positive direction, what is your opinion or comment on that?
Ans:  Efforts of the investigators most of the time we can’t have absolute right ways to indicate in wrong direction, efforts are appreciated and results are not in one hand, some mutual and un ended support needed for further improvement of the project, so indication with right sign will helps the investigator to perform the best.
6. How can you say that evaluation is not scientific way? Justify.
Ans: Human intellectual in visualizing the things is best way to evaluate whatever you are going to evaluate. To be specific in judging and drawing the conclusion on the basis of signs of proof, evidence of change are considered. Finally, it’s all due to person’s cognitive process.
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Seminar - III
       Methodological Issues in Extension Evaluation
Synopsis
The need for development in rural areas is one of the dominant issues of concern in today’s world. One of the important ways by which rural people can be assisted is through extension work. Ideally, the aim is to offer relevant, reliable and usable information to the needy people. Advice and guidance to the people on acceptable technology improves the socio-economic conditions as well as help to overcome their problems or of realizing betterment in their lives. Presently, every country in the world has got one or the other systems of extension operating for the development of agriculture and allied activities. But the question is what extent the benefits or fruits of extension reached to the needy people, which is called as evaluation. In this context, the present seminar tries to address the issues involved in evaluation methodologies in extension programmes.
Objectives
1. To make the concept clarification on evaluation in extension
1. To know the issues in extension evaluation and 
1. To review the empirical evidences
I. Concept of evaluation
Evaluation is a process of judging the value. 
“Evaluation is a method for determining how far an activity has progressed and how much further it should be carried to accomplish objectives”. (Kelsey and Hearne, 1967).
Types of evaluation:
1. Formative
1. Implementation                                          2. Process
1. Summative
1. Donor-led impact assessment                     2. Practioner impact assessment
Evaluation models
1. Goal-attainment models
1. Judgmental models emphasizing intrinsic criteria
1. Judgmental models emphasizing extrinsic criteria
1. Decision-facilitation model
1. The CIPP model (context, input, process and product)
1. The Center for the Study of evaluation (CSE) model
1. The discrepancy model
1. Participatory evaluation models
Worldwide Extension approaches
1. The commodity focused                                       4.  Farmer focused
2. Commodity development cum-extension             5.  Animation rurale
3.  Innovation centered
II. Issues in Extension Evaluation
1. Sampling techniques                                             3.Variables quantification
2. Choice of indicators                                              4. Statistical tools
III. Empirical evidences
Reddy (2001) concluded that experimental research design is more authentic, validated, reliable and accurate. Hence, experimental studies should be encouraged. The simple random technique found to be used by most of the researchers than others.
Sridhara (2002) conducted an evaluation study of watershed programme in Pavagada taluk of Tumkur district in Karnataka and found that there was a considerable increase (19.50%) in the overall employment opportunity to farmers.
Narayan Gowda (2011) concluded that DBT-Rural Bio-Resource Complex Project has produced significant impact in terms of shift in cropping system, added net income, employment generation and improved social status of beneficiaries.
Vinay Kumar (2013) revealed that implementation of Community Based Tank Management Project has made a positive and significant improvement in farmers socio-economic status as well as increasing their cropping pattern, cropping intensity and yield level (productivity).
Conclusion 
	Evaluation must be part and parcel of any activity and is being done at all levels. But, in true sense, the present approaches needs lot of refinement with respects to its usage as well as selection of methods. The ambiguity and vagueness are inherent in all the approaches. Hence, there is a necessity to shift in approaches inline with the changing scenarios take the process of evaluation a long way in giving multiplier effect to the good and elimination of the undesired; credit to the achievers. The above issues in extension clearly point to the inadequacy of nodes of evaluation for extension. These approaches are either too general in nature resulting in vague interpretations, or too unrealistic making the results unreliable. This calls for rethinking in evaluating extension.
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