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PART 1
INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

In Mali, the training of Junior-level agricultural extension
agents or "moniteurs d‘agriculture" takes place In the
agricultural schools called "Centres d’Apprentigssage Agricole®
CCAA>. The CAAs are under the supervision of the Divislon of
Technical Agricultural Education and Professlonal Training
("Direction de 17Enseignement Technique Agricole et de la
Formation Professionnelle" (DETA-FP)>), that is placed within
the Minigtry of Agriculture.

The Ingtructional program consists of three years of
theoretical and practical tralning. Durlng the flrst two vears,
the students recelvg their bagic training In agriculture and
general education (French, mathematics, physics and chemistry)
Iln the CAAs., After the satisfactory completion of ‘the CAA
program, they spend thelr third year of practical tralning
elther in a Speclalization Center or In an agricultural service
related to production or research. At the end of their third
vyear, the students have to pass the exam called "Certiflicat

- d“Aptitude Professlionnelle Agricole® (CAPA) In order to become

monliteurs offlclally. At present, there are three CAAs‘Iocated
gseparately at M‘Pegsgoba, Samanko and Sam¢, and three
Speclaljzation Centers establlished at three dlfferent
locatlons: Baguineda, Dioro and Kita.

In 1980, responding to the Increased need of Mall for
moniteurs that was estimated at 203 persons per vear (Bingen‘’s
Report, 1976>, the Unlted States Agency for International
Development (USAID> joined with the World Bank iIn flinancing the
Agricultural Offlicers’Training Project known as the CAA

Project, the objective of which |38 to increase the capaclty of
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the CAA to graduate 160 well-tralned monlteurs a year. As a
result of thls assistance, the three exlsting CAAs have been

able to recelve a total of 175 students annually slncg 1982.

Before 1984, all CAA graduates were emplovyed by the
government. However, starting from 1984, with the
Iimplementation of natlional economic reforms and administrative
restructuration, the governmenf has no longer assured the
automatic employment of graduates from most professional
schools including the CAAs. Consequently, concerns over CAA
graduates‘employment have been expressed by some authorlities.
It was suggested that the CAA admission policles and training
program should be changed according to the new sltuation. In
fact, the DETA-FP has Implemented some appropriate measures. It
has reduced the number of students admitted yearly to the CAAs
from 175 to 125, beglnning In the school year 1985-1986.
Reforms of the tralning program at the gpeclallzed schools have
been planned and a decislon was made that all third year
students wlll be enrolled In those schools In 1987. The
objective Is that future CAA graduates will be able to work not
only in the public sector, but also in the prlvate‘sector or as
sel f-employed farmers. )

In order to obtalin reliable Information necessary for the
making of decisions on the reforms of the CAAs, the DETA-FP has

.carrled out several studles Includling thls one that is

concerned wlth CAA graduates’ employment and the relevance of
the CAA trainling program to moniteurs’functions In the fleld.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The principal purpose of the study iIs to make a survey of
CAA graduates‘employment and to verlfy the relevancy of the CAA

training program to the nature of thelr professional functions.

More specifically, the study attempted to answer the
followlng gquestions :



1. What has happened to the CAA graduates after their
graduation? ‘

2. In what kinds of jobs have the CAA graduates been
emp l.oyed?

3. Is the CAA tralining program relevant to the professional
functions performed in the fleld by the graduates?

METHODOLOGY

The study was limited to moniteurs who graduated from the
CAAs In 1982 and 1983. The reason for thls selection was that
after 1983, CAA graduates are required by the government to

complete two yeafs of military servlices before being employed.

A preliminary survey was conducted to locate the moniteurs
targetted by this study. Based upon tﬁe lists of 1982 and 1983
gfaduates, contacts were made with the Civli]l Service Personnel
Office, Operations, research services and other agrlicultural
organizations to obtain their places of employment. A:'
questionnaire was then sent to each of them for neéessary
information. ‘

The questionnaire used In this study consists of 37
questlions which are grouped into four maln parts as follows:

Part 1 : Basic Informatlon, concerned with personal
background such as age, birth place, parents” pfofesslon,
residence, ethnlc group, level of general educatlion, farming
experlence before admission to the CAAs...

Part 2 : Profeszslonal Tralning, lncluding questions related
to the CAAs the graduates attended, place of thlrd vyear

training, year of graduation, assessment of tralning program...

Part 3 : Professional functlions, concerning emplover
organlzation, place of work, duratlon of employment, principal

job dutles, Jjob-related problems...

3
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Part 4 : Career cholce and professional attltudes.

Only the data of the first three parts were used for this
study.

There were 105 questionnalres completed and returned hy the
CAA graduates to the DETA-FP offlce, that consisted of 47 from
1982 graduates and 58 from 1983 graduates.

Responses to the gquestlionnalre were coded, tabulated and
stored on computer disks wlith the use of an Apple Ile computer.
The data were processed and analyzed by means of the software
"MSTAT" developed by the Michligan State University. When

appropriate, a Chl-square test of signlflcance was emplovyed.
DEFINITION OF IMPORTANT TERMS

Monlteur d/Aariculture: "Moniteur d“ Agriculture" or simply
JMonlteur" Ils the French words for Jjunlor-level agrlicultural
extension agent who holds the Certiflicate of Agricultural
Professlional Aptltude. The moniteur usually works with farmers

at the village level.

Centre d”Apprentigsage Agaricole: This French term, abbreviated
as CAA, refers to the school In which the moniteurs spend their
first two vears of tralining.

ivi o ec c cul t a e
Trainjing: This Is the translation of the French words
"Direction de 1/Enselgnement Technlique Agricole et de la
Formation Professlionnelle", abbreviated as DETA-FP. The
Divislon lIs a Servléé of the Ministry of Agrliculture and

responsible primarily for the training of moniteurs in Mali.

Speclalization Center: This is an agricultural school that
provides practlical training to the moniteurs In thelr third
vyear. There are presently three specliallzation centers in Mali.
The Bagulneda Center is speclallzed In vegetable and fruit



crops, the Dloro Center in rice culture and the Kita Center in

peanut and other graln crops.

Operation: Thls French word refers to a government service that
supervises the productlon of specific crops and rural

development In a partlcular region. The Operation may also have
a speciflc actlivity such as production of lmproved seed or crop

protectlo.

C.M.D.T.: This 1s the abbreviatlion of the name of a
seml~private company "Compagnle Mallenne pour le Developpement
des Textlles", that can be translated as "the Mallian Company
for Textlle Development". The C.M.D.T. is a Jolnt venture of
the Mallan government and French busliness and It is concerned
mainly with coton production.



PART 11
THE FINDINGS
THE EMPLOYMENT OF MONITEURS GRADUATED IN 1982 AND 1983

The numbers of moniteurs graduated from the CAAs In 1982 and
1983 are 91 and 110, respectlilvely. The result of the
prellmlnary survey lndicated that all of the graduates except 2
of the 1982 class and 3 of the 1983 class, were employed In 20
agricultural services located in different regions of Mall, as
presented In Table 1. Consequently, the employment rate in the
public sector 1s 97.8 percent for those graduated in 1982 and
97.3 percent for those graduated In 1983, wlth the combined
percentage of 97.5 . No Information was obtalined on the flve
graduates who were not accounted for. It can be assumed that
they have found employment In other sectors.

As expected, the majority of the graduates (72 perqent)
worked in different Operations or services that are. directly
related to agricultural productlion; 19 percent were emploved In
research services and @ percent In other services such as
Reglonal Agricultural Offlces and Natlonal Rural Engineerling

foice. These flgures can be summarlzed by yvear of graduatlon
as follows:

Year of Graduation

————— o — o — . o — -

Serviceg iegg 1983  ITotal
- Dperatlons 37% 50% 44%
- C.M.D.T. 18% 36% 28%
- Research 33% 8% 19%
- Qther services 12% 6% 9%

It Is interesting to note that C.M.D.T. 1Is the blggest
single organizatlon which emplovyed more than one-fourth of all
the graduates. Due to lIts special status of a seml-prlvate



TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF MONITEURS GRADUATED IN 19682 AND 1983
BY THEIR ENPLOYER SERVICES

! YEAR OF GRADUATION ! !

1 i t

SERVICES i ! 1982 ! 1983 ! TaTAL !

I. Action Blé - Diré (AB-DIRE) ! 0! 3 I
] i 1 ]

2. Action Riz Sorgho - Bao {ARS-BADI ! 3! 7! 12 1
i [} i 1

3, Coapagnie Malienne pudr le Développeaent des Textiles (CHDT) ! 16 ! | ! M !
1 ] 1 1

4, Opération de Développement Intégré de Baguineda {(OEIB) ! 1! 0! 1!
] i ] ¥

3. Opération de Développesent Intégré du Kaarta {ODIK) ! 10 ! 7! 17 ¢
1 i i 1

. Difice de Développement Intéqgré de la Production Arachidiére ! ! ! !
et Céréaliére (ODIPAC) ! 1! 2! 9 !

] ] ] 1

7. Opération Haute Vallée (OHV) ! 1! 0 ! 1
] 1 L i

B. Opération Mils - Mopti (OMN) ! 0 ! 10 ! 10 !
i i i ]

9, Oftice du Niger (ON) ! 3 15 ! 19 !
) i 1 ]

10. Dpération de Protection des Semences et Récoltes (OPSR) ! 0 ! L 4 !
t 1 u i

11, Opératien de Production des Semences Sélectionndes (OPSS) ! 2! 0 ! 2 !
] i i 1]

12, Opératian Riz-Mopti (ORN) ! 1! 2! 3 !
t i | ]

13. Opération Riz - Séqou (ORS) ! 3! 2! 3!
i | i 1

14, Direction Régionale de 1'Agriculture - Ségou {DRA-SEGOU) ! 0 ! 2 ! 2 !
i ] i {

13, Direction Régionale de 1 'Agriculture - Toabouctou ! ! ! !
(DRA-TOMBOUCTOLY ! 10 ! 2! 12 !

t ] 1 i

16, Direction Nationale du Génie Rural (DNER) ! 1! 2! A S
i 3 i i

{7, Sectian de Recherches sur le Cotan et les Fihres Jutiéres. ! ! ! !
{SRCFI) ' ! 1! 21 3 ¢

! ! ! !

18. Section de Recherches sur les Cultures Vivriéres et ! ! ! . !
01éagineuses {SRCVO) ! 26 ! 5 ! R I

i i i ]

19. Section de Recherches Fruitiéres et Mara*ichéres (SRFM) ! o ! ! 1
t ] i [}

20, Section de Recherches sur le Tabac et les Plantes ! ! ! !
Nouvelles (SRTPN) ! 2! 1 3 8
------- ! ! ! !
TOTAL ! ge ! 107 ¢ 196 !




company, C.M.D.T. is considered separately from other

Operations which are entirely government services.
BASIC CHARACTERISTICS DF THE RESPDNDENTS

Although the gquesticnnaire was sent to each of the 196
moniteurs identified in the preliminary survey, only 105
returned the guestionnaire after they had completed it. The
distribution of these respondents by employer services is
presented in Table 2. The baslc characteristics of the
respondents are summarized in Table 3 and can be described
briefly below:

1. Age

The ages of the respondents ranged from 22 to 29 with 49
percent between 26 and 27, and 30 percent beween 24 and 25.

2. Parents” Profession

Farming is the primary occupation of the fathers of 67
percent of the respondents and the secondary occupation of 15
percent. Two-thirds of the mothers were primarily housewlives

and only 24 percent were engaged in farming.

3. Residence

More than one~half of the respondents had resided in
villages or small towns during the school year or during
vacation periods.

4. Ethnic Groups

The respondents belonged to more than 10 ethnic groups with
the Sonrhai being the largest (19 percent) followed by the
Bambaras (13 percent) and the Dogons (13 percent).

5. Level of General ucation

Seventy-three percent of the respondents had completed 10
years or more of fundamental education before they entered the
CAAs. Most had attended fundamental schools in villages.



TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS GRADUATED IN 1982 AND 1983
BY THEIR ENPLOYER SERVICES

- g o o g e o

! YEAR OF GRADUATION !

SERVICES Y1982t 1583t TOTAL

PO ]
.

1. Action Blé - Diré {AB-DIRE) ! 0! 2! 2 !
] i i ]
2. Coapagnie Malienne pour le Développement des Textiles (CNDT) ! 3 n ! 27 !
] i 1 1
3. Opération de Développement Intédgré du Kaarta {ODIK) ! 3! 2 ! 7 !
1 1 i ]
A. Office de Développement Intégré de la Production Arachidiére ! ! ! H
et Cérdalitre (ODIPAC) ! [ 2! 6 ¢
] ] ] 1
3. Otfice du Niger (ON) ! 3! 1! 4
. ! ! ! !
4. Operation de Protection des Semences et Réroltes (OPSR) ! 2! LI 6 !
] } ] 3
7. Opération de Production des Semences Sélectionnées (OPSS) ! 2! 0 ! 2
i i L] §
8. Opération Riz-Nopti (ORN) ! 1! 2 1 j !
] ] 1 |
9, Opération Riz - Ségou (ORS) ! & I 2! ¢!
1 ] ] i
10. Direction Régionale de 1°Agriculture - Ségau (DRA-SEGOU) ! 0o y 2 !
] t t 1]
11, Direction Nationale du Génie Rural (DNGR) ! 1! 2! I !
[} t i ]
12. Section de Recherches sur le Coton et les Fibres Jutitres ! ' ! !
{SRCFJ) ¢ 1 1 2 !
! ! ! .
13. Section de Recherches sur les Cultures Vivridres st ! ! ! !
Dléagineuses {SRCVG) ! 2 ! 2 ! B
i i t ]
14. Section de Recherches Fruitidres et Naraichéres (SRFN) ! 0! 1! P
1 i 1 i
13. Section de Recherches sur le Tabac et les Plantes ! ! ! !
Nouvelles (SRTPN) ! 1! ! 2 !

! t '

TOTAL ! n 58 ! 103




TABLE 3

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF MONITEURS RESPONDING TO QUESTIONNAIRE

Items Number Percentage
Age
- 22 to 23 years 10 10
~ 24 to 25 years 32 30
- 26 to 27 years 51 49
- 28 to 29 years 12 11

- — > —— " T . — " > —— - ——— - T o~ "k > —— - - T — " — > " ———_— " 7 .

Father’s principal occupation

- Farmer 70 67
- Merchant . 5 S
- Government employee 22 21
- Craftsman 5 S
- Other 3 3

- —— 1 ——— - 7 - 7o " 1+ T T " o T S " O T " " > T T " i T . " Vo I ] > ] - ] . S’ W Sl s o W Foh D T

Father‘s secondary occupatlon

- Farmer 16 - 15
- Merchant 14 13
- Government employee 0 0
- Craftsman - 11 10
- Dther ; 4 4
- None - &0 57

- — o o~ - o ” -7 Lo, - ] s W - sk s " . e . " L o W o Y oo S - - - - - el o W o T . > o . T - o T > ] o

‘Mother‘s principal occupation

- Farmer 34 32
- Merchant 2 2
-~ Government employee 0 0
- Craftsman 7 7
- QOther , 62 59

- - - " . o T - - " " - W o W " S W " - = - ——

Mother’s secondary occupation

-~ Facrmer 5
- Merchant 8
- Government employee 0
- Craftsman ]
~ Other 1
- None 91

- ——— - - oo o "~ . - - T " o " - " T " it . - " - ] 1 -



TABLE 3 ( continued )

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF MONITEURS RESPONDING TO QUESTIONNAIRE

Items Number Percentage

Residence during school year

- In the village 47 45
- In a small town 11 10
- In the city 47 - 45

. " - - - -~ " o —— T o o~ > T o - o VO W " ————— {2 W~ -

Residence during vacatlons

- In the village . 56 53
~ In a small town : 9 9.
- In the city 40 38

e s o - - -~ — T —— - - - - - " - — " - - - " . " 4l > o> - o - - " S ke sk e W - > - - - e s - - - - — o ok T -

Ethnic groups

* - Bambara ) 14 13
- Bobo | |
-~ Dogon 14 13
- Dyula 0 0
~ Dakolo 0 . 0
- Malinké 9 9
- Marka - 10 . 10
- Minianka 11 10
~ Mossi 0 0
- Peulh 10 10
-~ Sénoufo 5 5
- Sonrhal . 20 19
- Other 11 10

- —— - - — — - - ————— 7" - T —————— T - - ] T ———— . > B0k " T B T o A S . T T . T T O O B s e

Years of education before entering the CAA

- 9 years 32 30
- 10 years S0 48
- Over 10 years 23 22

- — - o~ - " -~ " = o > W o = i W - >~y - o - - D o - A - - — -

Place of fundamental school attended

- In the village of origln 44 42
- In another village or small town 21 20
- In the city 39 37
- Other 1 1

—-—— ——— 1 -~ - —— v rml " " - - " > > - o T Yo W - > - T - . - W o -
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TABLE 3 ( contlnued )
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF MONITEURS RESPONDING TO QUESTIONNAIRE

Items Number Percentage

Having previous farming experience

- Never 22 21
- Yes 83 79

- " — - — " V"> - ——— - g —— " T - i —— - " —— ) Y ) ke T o e W

CAA attended

- M’Pessoba 27 26
~ Samanko 45 43
- Samé 33 31

M TS St W D S T WA S U U S T A T S U G S A A W S WA WA DA W S A W AR AP A A W TR S W O g o W W R o W O AR G R SO daem o W i S

Place of Third Year Training

- Speclalization Center of Dioro 20 - 19
~ Speciailzation Center of Bagulneda 7 -7
- Speclalization Center of Kita 23 22
- Centre d’Animation Rurale (CAR) 4 4
- Research Services 5 . 5
- Operatlons including CMDT o 37 . 35
- Centre de Machinlsme Agricole . 9 9

- " - - —— - - — - —— ] o " - —— -~ " - " - - - -

Year of Graduatlon

- 1982 47 45
- 1983 58 55

- o - - - o - - " —— " T - " —— > " ——— (" -
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6. Pre-CAA Farming Experiences

Seventy-nine percent had done some farm works before their
admission to the CAAs.

7. CAA Attended and Year of aduation

Forty~three percent of the respondents attended the CAA at
Samanko, thirty-three went to Same and twenty-seven to
M‘Pessoba. Forty-five percent of the respondents graduated in
1982 and fifty-five percent in 1983.

8. Place of Third Year Tralning

Forty-eight percent of the respondents recelved their third
vear training in the specialized centers : nlneteen percent In
the Dioro Center, seven percent In the Baguineda Center and
Twenty-two percent in Kita Center. Another thirty-five percent
spent their third year of tralning in one of the Operations.
The rest was distributed among the Centre de Machinisme
Agricole, Centre d’Animation Rurale (CAR) and research

services,
[II. DUTIES PERFORMED BY MONITEURS

It was found that the moniteurs performed a variety of
duties that can be grouped into 14 categorles:

1. Extension

This is the principal duty performed by the largest number
of moniteurs with the overall percentage of 74. A close look at
the figures in Table 4 shows that, with the exception of those
associated with research services, almost 100 percent of the
moniteurs employed in the Operations, the CMDT and other
services were engaged in extension activities. These moniteurs
worked directly and closely with farmers to teach the latter
approved farming techniques through demonstration in the fieild.
They also followed up the farmers to ensure that their advices
were correctly applied by regularly visiting their clients and

13



TABLE 4

DUTIES OF MONITEURS BY SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

- o 2o s s - -
=

! SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT !

! Operat- ! ! U ' !
ootz e GNT, | Besearch | otere ) o
| Ni=45 | N2=27 ! N3=28 ! N4=5 ! N=105 5
o : (Figures expressed In percentages)_ - -i
l. Extension : 96 i 100 5 11 s 100 E 74 ;
2. Administration L a0 é 48 % 1 E 40 % 34 |
3. Research works ! 2 é 15 g 96 é o ! 30 :
4. Production E 36 % 52 E 4 % 0 ; 30 ;
5. Farmer organization : 29 é 4 % 0 é D é 13 5
6. Credit management : 9 g 30 é 0 é 0 i 1 i
7. Marketing | 1 é 22 g 0 % 0 5 10 é
8. Input dlstrlibution : 9 % 15 E 0 i- 0 é 8 %
9. Livestock management E 9 % 11 E 4 i 0 ! g |
10. Socio-economic survey % 13 i 4 % 0 E 0 % 7 E
11, Functional literacy ! 7 i 7 i 0 E 0 i 5 i
12, Equipment maintenance ; 4 ; 7 ; 4 % 0 ; 5 E
13. Labor supervision : 4 i 0 é 11 % 0 % 5 é
14. Teaching ! 0 % 0 E 0 i 40 é 2 é

= —ms ==
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helped the latter solve thelr speciflc problems in time. In
short, the moniteurs carrled out thelr extenslon duty by
maintalining a close working contact with the farmers through
out the year and assisted them adopt approved cultural
techniques and overcome other technical difficulties In order

to Ilmprove the production.

2. Administration

The next most important duty of the moniteurs was related to
administration. This duty was performed by 34 percent of the
moniteurs and concerned with the preparatlion of various
adminlstrative reports, bookkeepling, accounting, material
inventory. It was found that moniteurs working in the
Operations and C.M.D.T. had more administrative activitles than
those In research services. This may be due to the fact that
the former were assigned to more complex tasks than the latter.

3. Aaricultural Regearch

This is the principal duty of the moniteurs workfng in
various research services (96 percent). They were responsible
for implementing experiment desligns, establishing test plots,
supervising land preparation, planting and havesting, making
field observations, recording data for analysis, writing
progress reports on the experliments. Only small percentages of

-Operation moniteurs were iInvolved in agricultural research.
4. Production

Thirty percent of the moniteurs took an active part In
various technical aspects of crop production. They prepared the
land with tractors or by means of animal traction. The? also
participated in the seeding, planting, pest control and
havesting of the crops. Fifty-two percent of the C.M.D.T.
regspondents and 36 percent of the Operation respondents were
involved in production activitles as compared to 4 percent of
thogse In research services.

15



5. Farmer Organlzation-

This duty was clted only by respondents employed in the
Operatlions and C.M.,D.T.. The respective percentages were 29 and
4. The moniteurs helped organize farmers and other villagers
into groups of speclal Interests. They acted as a link between
local government and villagers In matters related to

agriculture, education, public health.
6. Agricultural Credit Management

Nine percent of the Operation respondents and 30 percent of
the C.M.D.T. respondents assumed also the role of credit
manager. They were responsible for the management of the
credlts that thelr services provided to farmers so that the
latter could produce crops. Thelr work concerned mainly the
distributlon and recovery of credits.

7. Marketing of Farm Products

In the Operatlons and C.M.D.T., some monlteurs assisted
thelr client farmers In the harvest, transportatlop and
marketing of farm products. Agaln, the C.M.D.T. assigned this
duty to more monlteurs than the Operations (22 peréent agalnst
11 percent). This might be due to the fact that the C.M.D.T.
was well organized and had better credlit program.

-8. Progurement and Distribution of Production Inputs

Again, this duty concerned the moniteurs in the Operatlons
(9 percent) and C.M.D.T. (15 pércent) only. The monliteurs were
in charge of the procurement,transportation and distribution to
farmers of production lnputs such as seed, fertlilizers,
pesticldes ...

9. Livestock Management

Eight percent of the respondents, mostly In the Operations
and C.M.D.T,, had dutles related to 1lvestock management. They
Wworked with farmers In the use of animal tractlon, cattle
selectlon and raising, better feeding and cares.

16



10, Soclio-ecopnomlc Survy

Thirteen percent of the Operation respondents and 4 percent
of the C.M.D.T. respondents particlpated in soclo-economic

surveys conducted by thelr services on the local populations.
11. ctional t

Seven percent of the respondents in the Operations and
C.M.D.T. took part in the functional literacy program the
objective of which is to improve the literacy level of

villagers.
12. Equipment Maintenance

Only 5 percent of the respondents indicated that they were
involved in the repair and maintenance of farm equipment
operated by thelr services.

13. Labor Supervision

Small percentages of moniteurs in the Operatlons and
research services supervised laborers who were employed for
such activitles as land preparation, seeding, plan@lng,
harvesting ...

14. Teaching

Thls task was performed only by two monltehrs who worked as
Instructors in the Centre de Machinlsme Agricole. They taught
short courses in farm equipment for personnel sent to the
Center by other services, especlally those from the Operatlons.

As indicated In Table 4, the very large majorlity of
monlteurs working In the Operations and C.M.D.T. were engaged
primarily in extension work. They also performed more duties
than those assocjiated wlth research services. As a result, they
are required to possess a broad range of knowledges and skills

and to put out a lot of effort in order to succeed in their
work.

17



IV. PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED BY MONITEURS

When asked to name the major problems that they had
encountered In thelr work, a few moniteurs Indicated none whlle
others clted several problems ( Table 5). These problems can be

differentlated in 7 principal categories as follows:

t. Difficu in atio with mers

About two-thirds of the respondents mentioned that they had
encountered some serious problems in their relatlons with the
farmers. These problems were confined mostly to those monliteurs

working in the Operatlions and C.M.D.T.. The problems that were
most cited are:

the mistrust of the farmers;

farmers’ resistance to changes;

lack of active particlpation of the farmers;

the recovery of credits provided to the farmers.
2. Lack of Means

Twenty-one percent of the respondents complalined that they
had not been adequately provided wlith necessary means to carry
out their work. Mentioned were materlals such as offlice
supplies, land survey tools and equlpment, production lnputs.
.This problem seemed to be more serious with monlteurs working
In the Operatlons than with those employed by the C.M.D.T. or
regsearch services.

3. Transportation

This problem was clited by 19 percent of all the respondents
and concerned 37 percent of C.M.D.T. respondents. According to
them, they did not have adequate means of transportatlion to
help them maintaln regular contacts with farmers in
conslderation of the vast dlstance between thelr work offlice
and villages. It has been known that a moniteur In the
Operatlons might be assigned to work wlth more thanm a hundred
farmers In different villages.
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TABLE S5

PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERS BY MONITEURS BY SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

W - _~— ] - - - - o Wy - - Sy S - - - -

! Operat~ ! I ! t
PUTIES ions DT | Research | Others 1T

' N1=45 | Nz=27 ! N3=28 ! N4=5 ! N=105

o i (Figqures expressed in percent:ges)
t. Relation with farmers é 47 i 41 i 4 E 20 i 32
2. Lack of means voo29 ¢t 11t 11t et 2t
3. Transportation i ) 7 : 37 i 7 i 100 i .19
4. Farming techniques ; 13 ; 4 : 36 3 40 ; 18
5. Salary & Housing ; 9 % 7 ; 11 ; 20 ; 10
5. Lanquage‘ i 4 i 19 i 4 i 40 i 10
7. Administration ; 4 ; 11 % 7 % 40 é 9
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S o S s o i L e i, o S S S e e L e S S A S S g D S S SO R4 A S D O I S T S S

G re s G SR VMM CEe Sme R e Ve G GEE e Pewe sma e Cwe

19



4, Tec lgues _and Technolo

Elghteen percent of the respondents reported that they had
encountered some technlcal problems. They had difficulty in
adapting what they had learned at the CAAs to the real
situation in their work. In addition, there were some
techniques that they had not learned or did not learn enough at
the school. This problem concerned particularly a large
percentage of monlteurs working in research services (36
percent). Frequently mentioned was the lack of knowledge and
skills in the implementation of experimental designs, In
topography, in the operation and repalr of farm equipment, and
in Insect ldentification.

5. Salary and Houging

The problem of low salary and |lnadequate housing was clited

by 10 percent of the respondents.
6. Language

Being unable to comhunicate with local farmers in their own
languages is another:- problem encountered by 10 peréent of the
respondents. This might happen when the moniteur wés assligned
to work In an area where farmers belonged to ethnic groups
different from his.

‘7. Administration

Nine percent of the respondents mentioned the lack of
effective communication and support from the administration of
thelr services. Moreover, some complained that they had been

required to perform too many duties.
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE CAA TRAINING

A. STRENGTHS OF THE CAA TRAINING

The moniteurs were asked to indicate the subject matters of
the CAA program in which they were best tralned wlth respect to
thelr work. As shown in Table 6, twelve subject matters were
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TABLE 6A

STRENGTHS OF THE CAA TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED
BY MONITEURS BY C.A.A. ATTENDED

! C.A.A, !

b e e e e e e e e e e e ! All
Sub.iect Matters ! M'Pegsoba ! Samanko ! Samé ! C.A.A.s8 !

R ettt et e e — R ettt

' Nl = 27 ! N2 = 45 ! N3 =33 ' N = 105

(Figures expressed In percentages)

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

. Extension
. Specialized Aaronomy
. General Aaronomy

. Animal Sciences

Economics

. Farm Mechanization
. Crop Protection
. Shop Works

. Practical Farm Works

Botany

Math

French

Physics & Chemistry

Topoaraphy

70
63
63
26
37
37

i1
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78
73
47
36
36
18
22

16

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

70

76

42

39
18
27

12
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73
71
S0
34
30
26

16
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TABLE 6B

STRENGTHS OF CAA TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED
BY MONITEURS BY SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

- - T — T - - - - - - - i - T " >

SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

1
:
i
:

! Operat- ! ! ! !
Subject Matters { ions ! C,M.D.T. ! Research ! Others ! TOTAL
- [, [ POEORS
! Ni1=45 ! N2=27 ! N3=28 ! N4=5 I N=105
! (Figures expressed in percentages)
] .
1. Extension ! 69 ! 78 ! 79 ! 60 ! 73
! . ! ! !
2. Specialized Agconomy ! 71 ! 81 ! 64 ! 60 ! 71
! - { ] ]
3. General Agronomy 1 60 I 44 ! 46 ! 0 ! 50
! ! ! ! !
4. Animal Sclences ! 49 ! 11 ! 32 ! 40- ! 34
! ! ! ! !
5. Economics ! 33 ! 22 ! 32 ! 40 !¢ 30
] [} [} [} {
6. Farm Mechanization ! 27 { 30 ! 18 ! 40 ! 26
i i i i 1
7. Crop Protection ! 16 ! 15 ! 18 ! 20 ! 16
! ! I | !
8. Shop Works ! 4 ! 4 ! 21 ! 0 ! 9
I [} ] i [}
. Practical Farm Works ! 11 f 0 ! 4 ! 0 ! )
| ! ! I !
{0. Botany ! 4 ! 0 ! 4 ! 20 ! 4
! ! 1 ! !
1, Math ! 2 ! 0 ! 0 ! 0 ! 1
{ ! ! ! !
{2. French ! 0 ! 0 ! 4 ! 0 ! |
‘ ! ! ! ! i
13. Physics & Chemistcy ! 0 ! 0 ! 0 ! 0 ! 0
! ! ! ! !
14. Topography | 0 1 0 ! 0 ! 0 ! 0
i [} [} [} 1
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TABLE 6C

STRENGTHS OF THE CAA TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED
BY MONITEURS BY YEAR OF GRADUATION

-

Subject Matters

——

Year of Graduation
......................... }

H
]
.
R TR —— i
.
i
H

1. Extension

2. Speclialized Agronomy
3. General Agronomy

4. Animal Scliences

5. Economics

6. Farm Mechanjzatlon
7. Crop Protection

8. Shop Works

9. Practical Farm Works
10, Botany

11. Math

12. French

13. Physics & Chemistry

14. Topography

68
72
64
40
26
28
15

11
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78
71
38
29
34
24
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(Figures expressed in percentages)
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named; however only seven of them were mentioned by more than

10 percent of the respondents. They are:

- Agricultural Extension (73%);
- Specialized Agronomy (71%);

- General Agronomy (50%):;

- Animal Sclences (34%);

- Agrlcultural Economica (30%);
- Farm Mechanization (26%);

- Crop Protection (16%).

In general, about three~fourths of the respondents reported
that the CAAs had glven them the best tralining In Agricultural
Extension and Speclallzed Agronomy. Flfty percent clted General
Agronomy and about one-third named Animal Sclences,

Agrlicultural Economics and Farm Mechanlzatlon.

There were varlilations in the moniteurs’ responses when the
data were controlled for the CAAs attended (Table 6A). The
magni tudes of the responses for Agricultural Extension varied
from 70 percent for M/Pessoba and Samé to 78 percent for
Samanko. Signlficant differences among the three ChAs were also
found with other subject matters, particularly Speciallized
Agronomy, General Agronomy, Animal Scliences and Economics. This
seems to indicate that the professional preparation in the CAAs
was not homogeneous. These varlations might be attrlbuted to
'the difference |In program emphasis, in the availabllty of
adequate lnstruétlonal materials and facilitles, and In the

competence of teachlng personnel.

There were also varlatlons by services of employment (Table
6B), especlially in certaln subject matters such as General
Agronomy, Specliallzed Agronomy, Animal Sclences and
Agricultural Extension. Sixty percent of the Operation
respondents considered that they were well trained in General
Agronomy as compared to 44 percent of the C.M.D.T. respondents
and 40 percent of those working in researches services.

- Eighty-one percent of the C.M.D.T. respondents named

Speclalized Agronomy as one of the greatest strengths of the
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CAA training, as compared to 71 percent and 64 percent'of
respondents in the Operatlions and In research services,
respectively. Forty-nine percent of the Operation respondents
cited Animal Sclences against 11 percent of the C.M.D.T.

respondents and 32 percent of research service respondentsg.

When controlled for the year of graduation, some interesting
variations were recognized (Table 6C). Although practically the
same percentages of graduates in 1982 and 1983 considered
Special ized Agronomy to be of great value to them, they
differred in their views with resgspect to some other subject
matters. Sixty-four percent of 1982 graduates indicated that
they were best tralned in General Agronomy as compared with 38
percent of 1983 graduates. The respectlve percentages for
Animal Sclences were 40 and 29. On the other hand, the second
group had larger proportions than the first group in naming
Agricultural Extension and Economics as the strengths of the
CAA training. Thegse variations might be the result of the

changes in subject mdtter emphasis or in Instructional quality.

B. WEAKNESSES OF THE CAA TRAINING

The moniteurs were asked to indicate the subject matters
they consldered as the major weaknesses of the CAA training
program. Fourteen subject matters were mentioned but only elght
of them concerned more than 10 percent of the respondents
(Table 7). They are the followlng:

- Mathematics (39%);

- Physics and Chemistry (33%);
- Crop Protection (27%);

- Botany (23%);

- Topograhy (22%);

~ Anlimal Sciences (21%);

- French (20%);

- Economics (16%).

Thus, accordling to about one-third of the respondents, they

had received poor training in Mathematics, Physics and
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TABLE 7A

WEAKNESSES OF THE CAA TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED

BY MONITEURS BY C.A.A. ATTENDED

! C.A.A. ! ]

1 ot e e e e e e e ! All !

Subiect Hatters | M Pessoba | Swmanko . . Same (CAAs

! Nf =27 ! N2=45 | N3=33 ! N-=105 i

5 (Figures expressed in percentages) :

1. Math i 48 i 40 E 30 i 39 :

I

2. Physics & Chemistry % 37 é 31 é 33 é 33 :

3. Crop Protection % 7 % 31 é 36 % 27 :

4. Botany é 7 i 38 é 15 é 23 :

5. Topoaraphy % 15 é 22 é 27 % 22 :

6. Animal Sciences % 7 ' 27 % 24 éf 21

[} ]

7. French % 30 i 13 i 21 i 20 !

I ]

8. Economics i 11 é 13 é 24 % 16 E

9. Farm Mechanization % 11 é 7 é 9 é 9 :

10. General Agronomy i e i 9 E 9 i 7 :
{ ]

11. Extension i 0 % 7 i 6 i 5 :
] f i

12. Shop Works % 4 E 7 i 3 % 5 :

]
13. Specialized Aaronomy E 4 i 4 é 0 E 3 :
14. Practical Farm Works % 0 é 2 % ) E 1 :

e e s s S s e o e
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TABLE 7B

WEAKNESSES OF CAA TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED
BY MONITEURS BY SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

" o - " - 1 1 7o o, T - - " - " i —

! Operat~ | ! ! !
smjecttaters | 1ors 1 oD, | peraan | Otrs | Tomi_ |
| Ni=45 ! N2=27 ! N3<=28 ! N4=5 | N=105 !
T 5 ——- (Figures expressed l; per;;;:;;;;; ~~~~~~~~~ i
1. Math é 2 26 ! % CI 39 !
2. Physles & Chemistry i 33 i 22 % 43 é 40 g 33 !
3. Crop Protection é 31 % 37 é 7 % 40 % 27 !
4. Botany r 22 % 30 é 18 5 20 é 2 !
5. Topography E 6 % 30 é 25 % 26' E 21 :
6. Animal Scliences % 9 é 41 i 18 E 20 é 20 :
7. French ! 16 | 15 ; 36 é 0 é 20 é
8. Economics ; 16 ; 19 E 14 é 20 i t6 !
9. Farm Mechanization ! 9 % 7 1 % 0 é ’ !
10. General Agronomy : 9 i 4 : 0 i 40 i. 7
11. Extension ; 9 i 4 § 0 : 0 :. 5 :
; ! ! | | *
12. Shop Works ! 4 7o 0 ! 2 ! 5 !
13. Specialized Agronomy E 2 é 0 é 4 é 20 % 3 :
14, Practical Farm Works é 2 é 0 é 0 % 0 5 1 :
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WEAKNESSES OF THE CAA TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED

TABLE

7C

BY MONITEURS BY YEAR OF GRADUATION

Subject Matters

-

Year of Graduatlon

A o . . o S A - -

— ————

o o o 00

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

. Math

. Physics & Chemlstry
. Crop Protection

. Botany

. Topography

. Animal Sciences

. French

Economic¢s

. Farm Mechanlzation

General Agronomy
Extension

Shop Works
Speclialized Agronomy

Practical Farm Works

- ———— S s -

36
34
23
15
23
19
13
19

11

41
33
29
29
21
22
26
14

.

10

!
t
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
i
!
!
!

(Figures expressed in percentages)

39
33
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1
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Chemistry. This can be attributed to the lack of duallfled
Instructors for these subject matters. In addltlon, there are
no adequate facllltles such as laboratorles for the téachlng of
physical and chemical sciences. The same observations can be
made in regard to Crop Protection, Botany, Topography and
Anlmal Sclences. French and Economlcs have been known to be
difficult subjJect matters for a number of CAA students whose
educatlional level ls low,.

As lndlicated by Table 7A, there were some signlflcant
varlations when the data were controlled by the CAA attended.
For the M/Pessoba CAA, the maJor weaknesses were mainly
Mathematlcs, Physlcs, Chemlstry and French. For the other two
CAAs, the majors weaknesses were not only these general
educatlon subjJects but also Crop Protectlon, Topography and
Animal Sclences. For example, seven percent of M/Pessoba
graduates considered Crop Protectlion as a major'weakness, as
éompared to 31 percent of Samanko graduates and 36 percent of
Samé graduates.

Varlations In moqlteurs’ responses occurred also when
controlled by services of employment (Table 7B). These
variations might be due to the difference iIn the nature of the
tasks performed by the moniteurs In varlous services. Six
percent of the Operations’ monlteurs reported that they were
\"poor]y trained In Topography, as compared wlth 30 percent of
the C.M.D.T. moniteurs and 25 percent of those employed In
research services. It gseems that the monlteurs workling for the
C.M.D.T. and research services were lnvolved In topographlc
works such as land survey, levellng, establlishment of fleld
plots... more often than those of the Operatlons. Crop
Protectlon was consldered as a major weakness by 7 percent of
respcndents In research services, 31 percent ln the Operatlions
and 37 percent In the C.M.D.T.. Thus, It appears that monlteurs
of the flrst group needed less knowledges and skills In crop
protectlon than thoses of the other groups.

When year of graduatlon was used as a control factor,
significant varlatlons were found assoclated only with Botany
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and Frgnch (Table 7C). The 1983 graduates named these subject
matters as maJor weaknesses of the CAA tralnlng more often than
the 1982 graduates.

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE THIRD YEAR TRAINING

A. STRENGTHS OF THE THIRD YEAR TRAINING

The monlteurs were asked to cite major strengths of the
third year training they had received. The summary of thelr
responses ls presented In Table 8. Although a large number of
responses were supplled, only six of them were mentioned by

more than 20 percent of the respondents. They are listed below:

- Speclalized Agronomy (67%);

- Extenslion training and actlvitles (63%);

- Practlical farm works (34%);

- Learnling of management and accounting (25%);
- Work wlith farm egqulpment (23%);

- General Agronomy (20%).

Thus, accordling to about two-thlirds of the respandents, the
greatest strengths of thelr thlrd-year tralining were
Speclallized Agronomy aﬁd extension tralnlng. Specliallzed
agronomy Iincluded the learning and worklng with speclfic crops.

_Extenslon training provided the students the opportunity to

have direct contact with farmers and practlce extenslon
methods,

When controlled by location of third-year tralnlng, there
were some slgnlflcant varlationa in the responses (Table 8A).
Moniteurs who had spent theilr third year of training In a
Speclallzatlon Center or In an Operatlon named knowledge of
gspeclflc crops and extenslon tralning more commonbthan those
assigned to other services. It must be noted that, during thelr
third year, most\students work wlth speciflic crops such as
rice, cotton, sorghum, mlllet, corn, vegetables ... As a
result, they gailn a lot of practlical experlences worklng wlth
these crops. Speclal emphasis |Is also placed on extension
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TABLE 8A

STRENGTHS OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED

BY MONITEURS BY PLACE OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING

s S D s i et A T S

i Place of Third-Year Training l
Seecial. | | Reoearch | Operat- 1 Naghinion!
Strong Points { Centers ! C.A.R. ! Services! lons ! me Agric.! TOTAL
T R o S S
€= (Figures expres;:; in percentages)
{. Speclallzed Agronomy é I
2. Extenslon ; 70 é 25 i 20 i 76 i 11 i 63
3. bractlcal Farm Works E 26 é 75 ; 0 ; 41 ; 56 § 34
4. Nanagement Y é 2 % 2 % 19 é 0 é 25
5. Farm Mechanization § 30 E 0 % 20t 5 1 By % 2
6. General Agronomy : 20 : 25 : 20 E 19 E 22 ' : 20
7. Topography % 18 é 0 5 10 } 5 % 0 é 12
8. Crop Protection % 2 é 0 é 20 é p) % 2 ' 1
9. Animal Sclences % 0 E 0 é 2 g 1 é 1 ; 6
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TABLE 8B

STRENGTHS OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED

BY MONITEURS BY SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

{ Operat- ! ! t i
Strona Foints oS SMDT: | Research | [Others | TOTAL

i N1=45 i N2=27 i N3=28 i N4=5 ! N=1{05
"""" E (Figures expressed in percentag;;;

|. Specialized Agronomy é & ! 61 ! o 0 67

2. Extension é 53 1 85 é 61 ! 4 63
. ' ] i

3. Practical Farm Works % 31 % 33 é 32 % 80 é 34

4. Management i ' 20 é 33 i 29 ; ;0 i 25
1 i ] - 1

5. Farm Mechanization ; 18 i 30 i 21 i 80 ; 25
. i ] ] i |

6. Genera} Agronomy é 20 é 30 % 14 i 0 i 20

i

7. Topography % 13 i 4 i 21 i 0 E 12

8. Crop Protection % 9 ; 11 i 14 ; 20 ; 11
I i ] i

9, Animal Sciences % 9 % 7 E 0 % 0 % 6
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TABLE

8C

STRENGTHS OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED
BY MONITEURS BY YEAR OF GRADUATION

Strong Points

Year of Graduation

.oy ] - o Y]_ - Y W - ", -

. Specialized Agronomy
. Extension

. Practical Farm Works
. Management

. Farm Mechanization

. General Agronomy

. Topography

. Crop Protection

. Animal Sciences

- e S - P S3i T ] P U o S

(Figures expressed in percentages)

68
64
34
23
26
17
17

17

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
i
!
!
!
!

66
62
34
26
24

22

!
!
!
!
'
!
!
!
!
1
!
{
!
|
f
!
!
!

67
63
34
25
25
20
12

11
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training. At the beginning of the school year, students In the
Speclalization Centers have to spend three months in a village,
working dally in the field with farmers. Students who are
assigned to the Operatlons have even more contacts with farmers
in thelr extension work because they do not have to attend
regular clagsses and because they work with farmers in all

phases of- crop production.

In comparison with other locations of tralning, the
Specialization Centers seemed to provide better tralning in
management and account}ng, farm mechanization and topography.
This might result from the fact that the Speclalization Centers
had a well deflned program which provides their students the
skills and knowledge in those areas. On the other hand, they
were behind other services in practical farm works. Probably,
students in the Centers spent less tlme on practical work

because they had to attend regular classes.

The responses also varied with the service of employment
(Table B8B). The most signiflicant dlfference was related to
Extension work, that was named as the greatest stfength of the
third-year tralning by 85 percent of the monliteurs in the
C.M.D.T., as compared wlth 53 percent In the Operatlions and 61

percent iIn research services.

As indicated in Table 8C, the year of graduation appearéd to
cause very llttle varlations in the responses.

B. WEAKNESSES OF THE THIRD-YEAR TRAINING

When the moniteurs were asked to name the major weaknesses
of their thlird-year tralning, they supplied a large number of
responses (Table 9). The two most common respongses were
Topography and Physics & Chemistry; yet they were glven by only
20 percent of the respondents, Indicating a great variability
in the moniteurs’ responses. In other words, the maJof
weaknesses of the third-year training seemed to be rather a

personal perception than a common matter.
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TABLE 9A

WEAKNESSES OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED .

BY MONITEURS BY PLACE OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING

Place of Third-Year Tralning

- o S S o " O O 1 " 7’ " - - o]~ ] 1 - ] o - 7 ot 07 " YT -

|

! Speclal. ! ! Regearch ! Operat- ! Machinis-!
Weak Points { Centers ¢ C.A.R. ! Services ! lons ! me Agric.,! TOTAL
! | ! i ! {
f N1=B0 ! N2=4 !t N3=5 | N4=3 ! N5=9 | N=105
! (Figures expressed in percentages)
] .
1. Topography o3 ! ot 0 ! 14 ! 1t 20
! ! ! ! ! i
2. Physicg & Chemistey ! 14 ! 0 ! 20 ¢ 30 ! 22 ! 20
H | ! ! ! i
3. Math ! 16 ! 25 ! 20 ! 19 ! 33 ! 19
! } { i ! i
4, Management ! 12 ¢ 25 | 0o ! 22 ! 0! 14
! ! ! ! ! i
9. French ! 10 ! 25 | o ! 22 1 0 ! 13
! ! ! ! ! !
6. Crop Protection ! 4 't 25 ! 20 ! 19 ! 11 ! 11
! ! ! ! v !
7. Anlmal Sclences ! 8 ! 25 ! 0o ! 11 1! 1! 10
! ! ! ! ! !
B. Practical Farm Works ! 4 i 25 ! 0 ¢ 5 | 3 ! 8
! ! ! ! i !
9. Extension ! 6 ! 25 ! 0 ! o ! 0o ! 4
! ! { ! ! i
10. General Agronomy ! 0 ! 25 ! 20 ¢ 0o ! 0o ! 2
! ! ! ! ! i
11, Speclalized Agronomy ! 0 ! 25 ! 20 ! 0o ! 0 ! 2
! { ! ! | !
12, Farm Mechanization ! 4 | 0o 0 ! 0o ! 0o ! 2
! ! | ! ! !
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TABLE 9B

WEAKNESSES OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED
BY MONITEURS BY SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT

- - — A L L L ] - ———

SERVICES OF EMPLOYMENT !

- -

! Operat- ! [ 1 i
lons | CDLT. | Research | Others | TOTHL

| Ni=45 | N2=27 ! N3=28 ! N4=5 ! N=105

i ! (Figures expressed in percentages)
1. Topography ; 16 : 33 i 18 3 0 3 20
2. Physics & Chemistry é 20 é 22 é 18 é 20 é 20
3. Math é 22 i 11 % 21 é 20 é 19
4. Management é 16 % 19 E 11 é :U % 14
5. French é 16 E 11 E 14 % 0 5 13
6. Crop Protection % 7 % 22 g 4 i 40 % 11

i

7. Animal Sciences é 4 E 26 é 4 E 0 % 10
8. Practical Farm Works é 9 é 4 % 7 g 20 é 8
9. Extension é 2 é ? i 4 E 0 % 4
10. General Agronomy i 2 % 4 % 0 é 0 é 2
11. Speciallized Agronomy % 4 % 0 % 0 é 0 % 2
12. Farm Mechanization % 0’ é 7 é 0 § 0 é 2
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TABLE 9C

STRENGTHS OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING PROGRAM AS INDICATED
BY MONITEURS BY YEAR OF GRADUATION

t Year of Graduation '

Weak Points ! 1982 { 1983 i TOTAL

(Figures expresgsed in percentages)

1

i
1. Topography : 17 E 22 i 20
2. Physics & Chemistry : 21 é 19 % 20
3. Math 2 é 17 i 19
4. Management : 17 % 12 é 14
5. French ! 15 é 12 i 13
6. Crop Protection ; 4 é 17 ;' 11
7. Animal Sciences : 6 é i2 % 10
8. Practical Farm Works : 4 ; 2 i 3
9. Extension : 4 i 3 é 4

t

10. General Agronomy : 2 % 2 5 2
11. Specialized Agronomy ! 2 ; 2 ; 2
12. Farm Mechanization ; 0 % 3 ; 2
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VI.

There were some variations in the responses when controlled
by locatlon of the third-year training. For example, about
one-third of the monitgurs who had attended the Specialization
Centers reported Topography as a major weakness, as compared to
14 percent of the Opetrations’ moniteurs. On the other hand,
Crop Protection, French, Physics & Chemistry, Management and
Accountling were named more commonly by the second group than by
the first group (Table 9A)>.

When the control factor was the service of employment, some
variations were found in responses regarding Topography, Animal
Sciences and Crop Protectlon. These weaknesses were reported

more often by the C.M.D.T. respondents than by other groups
(Table 9B).

Littie variation In responses was found between 1982
graduates and 1983 graduates (Table 9C).

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUM AND TRAINING

The moniteurs were given a l1ist of the subject matters
taught in the CAAs and asked to indicate the degree of
importance of each course to their work and then to evaluate
the quality of the instructlon they had received in these

courses. The general summary of the monlteurs? responses is

.presented In Table 10. Table 11 summarizes the responses

controlled by each of the three factors, namely the CAA

attended, the service of employment and the year of gfaduation.

As found in Table 10, Extension and Specialized Agronomy:
were the two courses which were rated of great Importance by 91
and 90 percent of the respondents, respectlvely. These courses
were followed by General Agronomy (83%), Practical Farm Works
(80%), Shop Works (66%), Crop Protection (61%) and Economics
(58%). Mathematlcs and Physics & Chemistry recelved the lowest
ratings for Importance. In fact, 60 percent of the respondents
felt that Physics and Chemistry had little value or none at

all. The corresponding figure for Mathematics was 54 percent.
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TABLE 10
N= 105

(Flqures expressed in peccentages)

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUM AHD TRAINING BY MONITEURS
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As for the quality of the Instruction given in these subject
matters, about three-fourths of the respondents rated the
quality of Extension, Speclalized Agronomy and Practlcal Farm
Works, as excellent or good. These were followed by General
Agronomy (69%), Economlics (64%), Shop Works (57%), Animal
Sciences (51%) and Crop Protectlion ¢(44%)>. Botany was not rated
highly by the respondents. Mathematics and Physics & Chemistry
recelved the lowest ratings. The proportion of respondents who
rated the gquallty of Instructlion as excellent or good was 27
percent for French, 16 percent for Mathematlcs and 14 percent
for Physlcs & Chemistry. On the other hand, about one~third of
the respondents felt that the Instruction of Mathematics and
Physlcs & Chemlistry was poor. Twenty~flve percent gave French a
low rating.

As shown in Table 11A, when the data were controlled for the
CAA attended, there was one statistically significant variation
bétween grbups in the Eating of subject iImportance and that
concerned Physics and Chemistry. Seventy-four percent of
M’ Pessoba graduates réported that Physics and Chemlstry were of
little or no importance to their work, as compared‘wlth 51
percent of graduates from Samanko and 60 percent frﬁm Same.
Cnly 18 percent of the first group rated the importance of the
same subject as great or average, whlile the regpective
proportions for the other two groups were 47 bercent and 33
Apercent. On the other hand, several signiflcant varlilatlons
between groups were found In the respondents’ evaluation of
instruction quallty. Graduates from M Pessoba and Samanko CAAs
gave hlgher ratlings than those from Samé to General Agronomy
and Speciallzed Agronomy. The [nstruction of Shop Works in
Samanko was not evaluated as highly as that in Samé and
M‘Pessoba. Samé seemed to be relatively better than the other
schools In Botany and Mathematlcs.

From the above observations, it appears that the gquality of
instructlion varled according to the CAA attended and the
subject matter of concern. A CAA might be relatively strong in

one subject but weak in another. On the other hand, graduates
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from the three schools were not significantly different in
their perception of the importance of subject matters to their

work .

wWhen the service of employment was the control variable,
slgnificant varlations between groups were observed only in the
rating of the importance of Physics & Chemistry, and Shop
Works. (Table 11B). Fifty~-two percent of the respondents in
the C.M.D.T. rated Physlics and Chemistry as important to their
work, as compared to 27 percent in the Operations, 33 percent
In research services and 40 percent In other services. The
C.M.D.T. also displayvyed the highest pergentage of respondents
who felt that thls subject was not‘él;‘gﬁtant”at all. The
subject of Shop Works was rated of great important by 89
percent of the respondents in the C.M.D.T., 53 percent in the
Operations, 64 percent In research services and 60 percent in
other services. In deneral, the results Indicated that service
6f employment had very little effect on the moniteurs” ratilng

of the Importance and lnstruction quality of subject matters.

No statistically significant differences between groups were
found associated with the year of graduation (Table 11C)>. In
other words, the relative importance and the quallity of subject
matters were percelived almost the same by the graduates in 1982
and in 1983.
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TABLE

11A.1

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULLM AND TRAINING BY NDNITELRS
GRADUATED FRDM DIFFERENT CAAs

105

(Figures expressed in percentages)

1, GENERAL AGRONONY

! [MPORTANCE L EVALUATION !
{ | | i
C.A.A. ! ! Aver- ! ! ! No re- ! ! Excel-! U fAver- ! No re-!
' Breat ! age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! ! lent ! Good !age ! Poor ! sponse !
! ezzlz=! ' !
1. W'PESSOBR (N1 = 27) ! Bl ! 1 0! 0! g ' 3! M 0 0 ! 23!
! ! ! H ! tt ! ! ! 4 ¢
2. SANANKD (N2 = 45) ! B ! 11! ! 0! IR 2 B ! 1! 2! 7!
; ! ! ! ! L ! ! ! ! !
3. SAME (NI = 33} ! 82 ! LI b ! 0! 6 Pt AL 15 ! y2 0t ¢
! ! ¢ ¢ ! vt ! ! ! t L
! alzsizz : szzax!
All C.A.A, ! a3 ¢ 10 ! ! 0 ! J v 37 2t iz + it 18 !

! CHI-SQUARE = 5.20 DF = & P>0,50 ! ! CHI-SQUARE = 18.91 DOF = 9 P {0,023 !X
== t==! z sz3sszzzExsazel

2. SPECIALIZED AGRDNDMY

! TMPDRTANCE . EVALUATION ¢
] luat ]
C.A.A. i ! Aver- ! ! ! No re- ! ! Excel-! ! fver- ! ! Nore-!
! Great ! age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! ! leat ! Good ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
=E== ! lgzix pe S {=zzsazes!
1. W'PESSOBA (N1 = 2T} ! 93 ! ;! 0! 0 ¢ J v 4 3¢ 0! 0 ' 23
H ! ! ! ! b ! o ! i !
2. SAMANKD (N2 = 43) ! 93 ! § ! 0 ! 0 ! J v 40 30 ! ! 0 ! ot
. ! ! ¢ ! ! t ' H { ! !
3. SAME (N3 = 33} ! 82 ! 12 ! 0 ! 0 ! 6 V! 37 18 ! 15 ! 0t 28 !
H ! ! H ! LI ! ! ! i !
mm £ =} =z s=l=zl = z!
All C.A.A. ! 90 ! 7! 0 0! J oy i ! i 10 ¢ 0! 19 !
! CHI-SQUARE = 3.21 ’ OF = 4§ P> 050! ! CHI-SQUARE = 10.72 DF = & P=0.10 !
s=== s tzel zzg=zzx!
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J. AKINAL SCIENCES

TABLE 11A.2

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUM AND TRAINING BY NONITEURS
GRADUATED FROM DIFFERENT CAAs
N= 105

{Figures expressed in percentages)

e e g o 2

! IMPORTANCE I EVALUATION !
1 | . § ]
L.A.A. ! ! Aver- ! ! ! Nore-! ! Excel-! ! Aver- ! ! No re- !
! Great ! age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! !lent ! Good !age ! Poor ! sponse !
zmmae t == Izt 2 azzz| == |
{, M'PESSOBA (N1 = 27) Y ) N N ¥ N S § I 7 § vy 15y 3 v 300 ¢! 22!
! ! ! ! ! - ! ! ! ! !
2. SAMANKD (N2 = 45) Yoy M 13 o ! r1 vy o2t BN 0! ? !
! o ! ! ! v e ! ! ! !
3. SAME (M3 = 33) L I R 2N . I IJovr o7 5 40 313 3t !
! ! ! ! ! HE ! ! ! ! !
B ==l , tazizeagz=gezsssaszeazzszsszss =zzzzpagex]
All C.A.A. U (. N Y | I A U /2 1 v 18!
! CHI-SQUARE = .92  DF = P>0.,25 ! ! CHI-SOUARE =7.29 DF=8 f>0.50 !
NS SETETESTINEISESESESISRSTSSESSES lzstzzxs sss=z
4, BOTANY

! IMPORTANCE L EVALUATION !
1 | - | i
C.A.A, ! ! Aver- ! ! ! Nore-! ! Excel-! ' Aver- ! ! No re- !
! Great ' age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! !lent ! Bood ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
.......... t E=== zlz=! ==l !
1. N'PESSDBA (N1 = 27 U I L 0! i 4! 4! 19! s ¢!t 25!
! ! ! ! ! L ! ! ! i !
2, SAMANKD (N2 = 45) R % I T I - 2! 6 'y 13 1t o5ty 3!
! ! ! H ! L ! ! ! ! !
3. SAME (N3 = 33} HO | S T N B VI b ! 7 18t 27 18! & 1
; ! ! ! ! L. ! ! -1 ! !
zzzzzzzzss i f==i zszzzEzzssassoes ex!
All C.A.A. LI - T S - T S J I 3 Jorvo120 200 41! 7 2

! CHI-5QUARE = 7.84  OF = P)0.25 ! !CHI-SQUARE = 18.16 DF=8 P (0,025 !

43



TABLE 11A.3

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUM AND TRAINING BY MONITEURS
GRADUATED FROM DIFFERENT CAAs
N= 105
{Figures expressed in percentages)

3. CROP PROTECTION

! THPORTANCE vt EVALUATION !
' laal 1
C.A.A, ! ! fAver- ! ! ! Nore-?! ! Excel-! ! fAver- ! ! No re- !
! Great ! age ! Little ' Nil ! sponse ! ! lent ! Good ! age ! Poor ! sponse !

srzsezEzzms=ss=zc = ™ O — mplaz! szpmasslass =1

!, M’PESSOBA (Nl = 27) S % T T T N 7! 0! 4 1 e r 22t 33 0! 21
! ! ! ! ! LI ! ! ! ! !
2. SAMANKD (N2 = 45) 'oa2 Y % 13 ¢ 0 ! { vy o2y gt 3 | 6 ¢
! ! ! ! ! 1t ! ! ! ! !
3. GAME (N3 = 33} LA 1: T B { & ! 0! bt ! 15 ¢+ 33! 15 ! I §
! ! ! ! ' ' ! ' ! ! !
== z=z! z z=zzizzlza 3 2 !
All C.A.A. L) I R 1o ! 0! 2 vt 19 ¢+ 23t 30 ¢ g 17 ¢
' CHI-SGUARE = 4.12 DF =4 P> 0.50 ' ! CHI-SOUARE = [7.19 DF=8 P (0.05 ¢
i - ! T o e g - 41—

6. MATH
! THPORTANCE ' bt EVALUATION '
I el ]
C.A.&. ' ' Aver- ! i ' Nore-! ! Excel-! ' Aver- ! ! Nore-!
! Great ! age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! ! lent ! Bood 'age ! Poor ! sponse !
zzzas fzn lazt zizzzzazaal
1. R‘PESS0BA (N1 = 27) ! I T T Y T I 7! § ¢+ 7 ¢ 7' &'y 2y n
* ! ! ! ‘ Lo ' ! ! ! '
2. SAMAMKD (N2 = 45 ! 3y 29¢v Wt 20 2 1t [ A e e 16 ¢
! ! ! ! ! bt ! ! t ! !
3. SAME (NI = 3I3) ! 15 ¢+ 4t 3! 18 ! 7 v ! S A7 A R - N B T
! ! ! ! ! vt ! ! ! ' !
TommE -""!- =+ SSESoSoass = !::E ------ £33 = !!""!
All C.A.A. H i1 ! 30 ! h{: I 16 ! 3t . 10 ! 32! N ¢ 20 !

- - - =3 F 3 ¢+ F 31§31 X BSRII

! CHI-SOUARE = 6.23 DF =8 P )0.50 ! ! CHI-SOUARE = 4.33 DF=8 P} 0.75 !
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TABLE 11A.4

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUM AND TRAINING BY MONITEURS
GRADUATED FROM DIFFERENT CAAs

-
=

105

(Figures expressed in percentages)

7. FRENCH
! INPORTANCE LI EVALUATION !
! ; t--t !
C.AA. ! ! Aver- ! ! ! Nore-! ! Excel-! ! Aver- ! ! No re- !
! Great ! age § Little! Nil ! sponse! !lent ! Good ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
= ! ts=t ===s32sl2szz220z!
1, N'PESSDBA (Nl = 27) LN 1 T . ¥ R T & ¢ ! 4! LN | I L I L A i
! ! ! ! t H ! ! ! ! !
2, SAMANKD (N2 = 43) " N | I T & 2! 3 v 2 2 21Y Y5
! ! ! ! ! LI ! ! ! ! !
3. SAME (N3 = 33) L ¥ I Y I L I 6 ! 7 4! L O e I
! ! ! ! ! Pt ! ! ! ! !
£ az: 1 zez=lzal t
Al CAA LN % T Y T T { I 4 4 3y W' By W
! CHI-SBUARE = 4.21 DF =8 P> 0,75 ! ! CHI-SBUARE = .66 DF =8 P 5050 !
tm=t zE3

8. PHYSICS & CHEMISTRY
! INPORTANCE LI EVALUATION !
] | . | i
C.A.A. ! ! Aver- ! ! ! Nore- ! ! Excel-! ! Aver- ! ! No re-!
! Great ! age ! Little ! MNil. ! sponse ! !lent ! Eood ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
lzzssszsssassssssssessTIITSTIISTISISSSITTIIES izt szzzz sz=ss32!=zusssss|
1. M'PESSOBA (NI = 27) ! 7 11y 59t 15! g 1! 4! 0! 4! 2 2%
! ! ! ! ! L ! ! ! ! !
2. GAMANKD (N2 = 45) ! § ! g ! 21 ¢t ! 2 1 2! 20 ! 20 ¢ 2 ! 16 !
! ! ! ! ! b ! ! ! ! !
I, SAME (N3 = 33} ! A AT ) B A 7 4 6 ! b I NN . A i
! H ! ! ! LI ! ! ! ! !
mom=s z 1 zizsl : '
All C.A.A, ! L) BT « SRR 7 4 4! 1wt wu+ 3I;ILo2A
! CHI-SBUARE = 16,79 DF=8 P< 0,05 ! ! CHI-SQUARE = 14,51 DF=8 P ¢ 0.05 !

o ot o o
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3. ECONOMICS

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUM AND TRAINING BY MONITEURS

TABLE 11A.S5

BRADUATED FROM DIFFERENT CAAs
105
(Figures expressed in percentages)

----------

N =

! IMPORTANCE vt EVALUATION !
1 leat ]
C.A.A, ! ! Aver- ! ! ! Nore-! ! Excel-! ! Aver- ! ! No re-!
! Great ! age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! Ylent ! Good ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
szEsz===s zzzsz |sszzsss fzzfz= 1 i
{. W'PESSOBA (Nt =270 ¢+ 59 ! 2% ! 1! 4! LI . S . 7 0!y 2!
! ! ! ! ! L ! ! ! ! !
2. SAMANKD (N2 = 45) ! 62 ! 3¢ LI 0! P vt ! -1 91 2! i
! ! ! ! ! Pt ! ! ! ! H
3. SAME (N3 = I3) LA YA R { ? ! 3 I I T T A J v !t
! ! ! ! ! N ! ! ! ! !
zz ! T £ fzzlaz=zz= z ====2 = =!
All C.A.A. {58 ¢ 30 ! 7! 2! It M s ! 2! 18 !
! CHI-5QUARE = 5.44 DF=8 P >0.30 ! ! CHI-SQUARE = 8.64 DF=B P> 0.283 !
fz=]

10; EXTENSION
! IMPORTANCE I EVALUATION !
i | - 3
C.A.A. i ! fAver- ! ! ' Nore-! ! Excel-! ! Aver- ! ! Ko.re- !
! Breat ! age ! little ! Nil ! sponse ! ! lent ' food ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
=z ! t==! t =1
1. %'PESSOBA (ML =210 V8% ! 1! 0! 0 ! I I ( 0! oy 21
! ! ! ! ! 1t ! ! ! ! !
2. SAMANKD (N2 = 45) vogh ! r 0! 0 ! 2 'y a0t 200 71 2y 1
! ! ! ! ! I ! ! ! H !
3. SANE (N3 = 33) ! g ¢ 0 ! 3! 3¢ 6 P! 2! ! 6 ! R 25 !
! ! ! ! ! I ! ! ! ! !
! =l=zlsz=z=sazss=zszs ===3=1
All C.A.A. [ | I 1! 1! I N I 3! 2t 1t
! CHI-5QUARE = 8.30 DF=8 P >0,25 ! ! CHI-GOUARE=6.54 BF=8 P> 050 !
----- te=sl SSSZESRSSSSESSSSER z=%x
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TABLE 11A.6

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUN AND TRAINING BY MONITEURS
BRADUATED FRON DIFFERENT CAAs
N= 105
{Figures expressed in percentages)

11, PRACTICAL FARM WIRKS

. sxx=zalzs)

! IMPORTANCE b EVALUATION - {

! o) !

C.A.4, ! ! Aver- ! ! ! Nore-! ! Excel-! ! Aver- ! ! No re- !

! freat ! age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! ! lent ! Good ! age ! Poor ! sponse !

szzzsm i tzzl z==2 gz=zlazzazzesl
1. M'PESSOBA (N1 = 27) toom oy 15 L 0 ! P J S R 7 A 7 T B - I 0o 22
! ! ! ! ! bt ! ! ! H !

2. SANANKD (N2 = 49) LAV A B § B 2\ 0 ! 0o vy Y 3 2 1 LI 9!
! ! ! ! ! I ! ! ! ! !

3, SAME (N3 = 33) U A I S L 3¢t 3¢ 6+ v 3 300! 5! 0! 25!
! ! ! ! ! 1 ! ! ! ! !

! !

! !

e e e o 0

ALL C.A.A. a0 13 3 t ! A S | A 7 2 S | 2! 7
! CHI-SQUARE = 5,70 DF=8 P> 0,50 ! ! CHI-SQUARE = 12,37 DF=8 P>0.10 !
= l::!
12, SHOP WORKS
! INPORTANCE HE EVALUATION !
] fmal i
C.A.A, ! ! Aver- ! ! ! Nore- ! ! Excel-! ! Aver- ! ! Nore- !
! Breat ! age ! little! Nil ‘! sponse! ! lent ! Good ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
L EEETE T 2T T tzzzozs=zzos tz=! Izzzzzs zz!
1. W'PESSOBA (N1 = 2D) ! 9 1! 2% ! 7! { ! 41 2 ¢ 15 ! ) B 0 ! 2 !
! ! ! ! ! . ! ! ! ! !
2. SAMANKD (N2 = 49) toge v 1p ! 4! 2 ! A (N O T 4! 12
! ! ! ! ! . ! ! ! ! !
3, SAME (N3 = 33) UV I A 7 A 9! b ! I R L D B L 0+ 25
! ! ! ! ! L ! ! ! ! !
! !
! !

All C.A.A. 8 ' 20 ! 1! 4! A A () A A 2 ' 18

! CHI-SQUARE = 7.81 DOF =8 P> 0.25 ! ! CHI-SQDARE = 15.68 OF
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1. GENERAL AGRONDMY

TABLE 11B.1

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUN AND TRAINING BY MONITEURS
IN DIFFERENT SERVICES

N= 103

(Figures expressed in percentages)

! IMPORTANCE Pt EVALUATION !
1 lawt '
SERVICES ! ' Aver- ! ! P Nore-! ! Excel-! ! fver- ! ! No re- !
! Great ! age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! flent ! Good ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
zzzmzzas ' t==1 Py pre—
1. Dperations (Nl = 43) ! 76 ! 13 ¢ 2! 0! g 1 R 33 ! 13 ¢ o ! 16 1
! ! ! a ! Lot ! ! ! ' !
2. LMD T, N2=27) ¢+ @t v 11! 71 0! IR A R (e L 4 14!
! ! ! ! J ot ! ! ! ! !
J. Research (N3 = 28) ! 94 ! 4! 0! 0! 0t &Y 320 4 ! 0! 18 !
! ! ! ! ! bt ! ! ! ! !
4, Other (N4 = §) HE: [ 0t 2! 01 0! ! 0! 40 ! 20! 0t 40!
szzzz==z=sszsassrssszzosz Izzmess ==z=z lzzizcsx !
A1l Services A A [ L 0! AT Y A Y S ¥ 3 {1+ 18!
! CHI-SQUARE = 14,29 OF =9 P > 0,10 ! ! CHI-SQUARE = 10.16 DF =12 P> 0,50 !
tz=d 2 se3zsssssszss=ses

2, SPECIALITED AGRONOMY
H IMPORTANCE vt EVALUATION !
] Low! [
SERVICES ! ! Aver- ! ! ! No re- ! ! Excel-! ! fAver- ! ! Nore- !
! Great ! ape VLittle ! Nil ! sponse ' 'lent ! Good !'age ! Poor ! sponse !
azzz=z ! 1=zl ! !
1, Operations (N1 =453} ! & ' 10 ! 0! 0! vy a2y 3t LA 0! 18!
! ! ! ! ! I ! ! ! ! !
. CMD.T, (N2=20) 4 100 ! 0 ! 0! 0! o+t 3By 5 0! 15 !
! ! i ! ! ' ' ! ' ' !
3. ‘Research {N3 = 28} ! 93 ¢ 7! 0! 0! 0! ! 0 ¢ 29 ¢! 4! 0! 17 !
! ! ! ! ! v ! ! ! ; !
4, Other (N4 = 3) to100 ¢ 0! 0! 0! ot v 200! 21! 2 ¢ 0!t 40 !
zzzz ss=z! =z V=i !
All Services toq0 ¢ 71 0! 0! AT A T N | D [ 0! 18!
! CHI-SBUARE = 9.71  DF =4 P >0.10 ! ! CHI-GOUARE = 5.98 DF =% P>0.30 !

o

PRy S g S
1zs!
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3. ANIMAL SCTENCES

EVALUATION OF CAA CURRICULUM AND TRAINING BY MONITEURS

TABLE 11B.2

IN DIFFERENT SERVICES

N= 105

{Fiqures expressed in percentages)

=%

! IMPORTANCE to EVALUATION !
i | ]
SERVICES ! ! fver- ! ! ‘! No re- ¥ ! Excel- ! ! Aver- ! ! Nore-!
! Breat ! age ! Little! Nil ! sponse! ! lent ! Good ! age ! Poor ! spanse !
[ ] Izl ! !
1. Operations (N1 =45) * 38 ! 47 ! ? ! 0! 6 '+ 18! WP oW [ | I
! ! H ! ! L ! ! H ! !
2. CHDLT, (IN2=271 oy oMy 220 4! 0t ! D T T A S } I ' T
! ! ! ! ! I ! ! ! ! !
3. Research (N3 = 28) L T I . 7 2 - 7! ot 23 2P W/ 0! 17!
! ! ! ! ! LI ! ! ! ! !
4. Other (N3 = 51 too40 ! 60 0! 0! 0 ¢t 40t 20! 6 0 4!
= ! z tz=1 = z=z=z!
All Services to3s b a2y 1t I b IS A £ I S 2 - A - I
! CHI-SQUARE = 12.91 DF=12 P >0.25 ! ! CHI-SQUARE = 11.69 -DF =12 P ) 0.25 !
faml 2

4. BOTANY
! IMPORTANCE L EVALUATION !
] | . | {
SERVICES ! ! Aver- ! ! ! No re- ! ! Excel- ! ! Aver- ! ! Nore- !
! Breat ! age ! Little ! Nil ! sponse ! !'lent ! Eood ! age ! Poor ! sponse !
z szlzzzzzzzecazzszszescazszssnas =zzizzix ‘ szzazzzs! 1
1. Operations (Nl = 431 ! 29 ! 3 ! 29 ! 0! b 1 ! 16 ! 13 ! 2 ¢ 9 ! 20 ¢!
! ! ! ! ! L ! d ! ! !
2. CND.T. (N2 =271 L7 T A I A 7 1 vt 4 2 8! 7Tt 19
! ! ! ! ! v ! ! ! ! !
3. Research (N3 = 281 bos0 0 39! 7! 4! o'+ 8t 23 3! LIRS ¥
! ! ! ! ' v ! ! ! ! !
4, Other (N4 = §) o0t 200 20 ¢ 0! 0 & 0t 4t 20! 0+ a1
---------- 3. 1 zligzt sreesssresssgssss!
All Services U T - I ] 3o vy o122t 20t MO Iy 20
' CHI-SOUARE = 15,92 DF = 12 Pyo0.0 ¢! ! CHI-SRUARE =B8.99 DF=12 P ) 0.50 !
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1. GENERAL AGRONDNY
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PART I1I1

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

The study was conducted by the Divislon of Technical
Agricultural Educat{on and Professional Training (DETA-FP> in
order to find out the employment opportunities for CAA
graduates and to verify the relevancy of the CAA tralning
program to the nature of thelr professional functions. The
populatlion selected for the study was the moniteurs who
graduated from the CAAs in 1982 and 1983. The summary of the
findings iIs presented here: '

A. EMPLOYMENT OF THE GRADUATES

In 1982 and 1983, the CAAs graduated a total of 201
moniteurs. It was found that 97.5 percent of the graduates
were employed by the government in 20 different,
agriculture~related services.

Forty~five percent of the graduates worked in 12
Operations, 26 percent in the C.M.D,T., 28 percent in
various research services and 5 percent in other services.
With the exceptlon of the C.M.D.T. which Is a semi-private
company, all services of employment are entirely

administered by the government.
B. DUTIES RFOR Y MON

The moniteurs involved in the survey performed a variety
of duties that regqulire special skills and knowledgé. These

duties can be differentiated intoc 14 principal groups asg
follows:

1, Extension;
2. Administration:

3. Agricultural research;
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Production;

Farmer organization
Agricultural credit management ;
Marketing; -

m N ;s

Procurement and distribution of production
Inputs;

9. Livestock management;

10. Socio-economlic survey;

11. Functional literacy;

12. Equipment maintenance;

13. Labor supervision;

14. Teaching.

Three~fourths of the moniteurs had extension as thelr
most Important duty. About one-third were Involved in the
administration, research and production. Other duties were
performed by sma[ler percentages. However, the monliteurs

were often assigned to several dutles In addition to their
main one.

0 c 0

In their work, the monlteurs encountered the following
principal problems that are presented in the order of
decreasing Importance:

1. Difficulty In creating and maintaining a good
relationshlp and mutual trust with farmers;

2. Lack of means (supplles, equipment, tools ...)

necessary for the satligfactory performance of thelr
work ;

3. Inadequate means of transportatlion for regular visits
to scattered villages;

4, Deficlencies of some technical knowledges and sklills
Iln certain areas such as agricultural experimentation,

topography, farm equipment, lInsect ldentliflicatlon;
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5. Low salary and poor housing;

6. Difficulty in communicating with local farmers in

their ethnlc languages:;

7. Lack of effective communication and support from the
service administration.

D. STRENGTHS OF THE CAA TRAINING

The greatest strengths of the tralning in the CAAs seemed
to be Agricultural Extenslon and Speclallzed Agronomy. About
three~fourths of the respondentd reported that they were
best trained ln these two subject matters. Flfty percent
mentloned General Agronomy. Other subject matters were clted
by less than 35 percent of the respondents.

The data indlcated that the professlional preparation in
the three CAAs was not homogeneous. Slgnificant differences
pbetween the schools were found wlth Agrlcultural Extension,
Speclal ized Agronomy and to a lesser degree some other

subjects.

There were also some slgnlficant variatlions in the
moniteurs’ percepkion of the strengths of the CAA tralning
when either the service of employment or the year of

graduation was used as control varlable
'E. WEAKNESSES OF THE CAA TRAINING

The majorlty of the respondents falled to agree on the
weaknesses of the CAA tralnlng. The weakness reported by the
highest percentage was Mathematics. Yet the flgure was 39
percent only. It was followed by Physics ans Chemlstry wlth
33 percent and crop protectlon wlth'2? percent.

There were some significant varliatlions when the data were
controlled by the CAA attended. The CAAs at Samanko and Samé
were much weaker than M‘Pessoba CAA In some technlical

subjects such as Crop Protection, Botany, Topography and
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Animal Scliences. On the other hand, they led the latter in

genéral educatlon subjects.

The perception of weaknesses of the CAA tralning varied
according to the service of employment. The monlilteurs In the
C.M.D.T., seemed to be concerned wlth Topography , Botany and
Crop Protecﬁlon more than those in the Operations or in
research services.

There was llttle variation between the graduates in 1982
and those in 1983.

STRENGTHS OF THIRD-YEAR TRAINING

According to two~-thirds of the respondents, Speélalized
Agronomy and Extenslon were the greatest strengths of their
third-year tralning. They were followed by Practical Works
(34%), Management and Accounting (25%), and Farm
Mechanizatlion.

The responses varied with the place of third~year
training. The Speclallzatlion Centers and the Opgratlons
provided better tralning in specliflic crops and extensilion
methods. The Centers also led in Management, Accounting,
Farm Mechanizatlon and Topography. They were however behind

other tralining locatlons in Practical Farm Works.

There were a few varliatlons assoclated with the service
of employment. Eighty~five percent of monliteurs in the
C.M.D.T. conslidered extenslon as the greatest strength, as

compared with 53 percent In the Operatlons and 61 percent in
regearch services.

The year of graduatlion appeared to causie very little
varlation in the responses.

WEA -

There was a great varlabillty In the monlteurs’ responses
concerning the major weaknesses of the thlird-year training.
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The. two most common responses were Topography and Physics &
Chemistry; yvet they were given by about 20 percent of the

respondents.

There were a few varlations due to the training location
and the service of employment. Little difference was found
between the graduates in 1982 and in 1983.

H. EVALU CAA CURRICUIL

According to 90 percent of the respondents, Extension and
Special ized Agronomy were very Iimportant to thelr work.
Other important subject matters were General Agronomy (83%),
Practical Farm Work (80%), Shop Work (66%), Crop Protection
(61%) and Economics (58%). Mathematicg, Physlcs and
Chemistry received the lowest ratlings. They were considered
to be of no or little value by more than half of the
moniteurs.

About seventy-flve percent of the respondents rated the
qgquallty of the instruction of Extension, Speciallzed
Agronomy and Practical Farm Work, as excellent br good.
Thesge were followed by General Agronomy (69%), Economics
(64%), Shop Work (57%)> and Animal Sciences (51%). General
education subjects were not rated highly for the quality of
their instruction. .

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

As mentioned earlier in Part I of the report, the employment
of CAA graduates had been agssured by the government untll 1984
when that assurance was abolished due to national budgetary
constralnts. That does not mean that the need for moniteurs no
longer exigsts. In fact, most of the graduates who failled to get
a Job with the clvil services in 1984, were employed by the
C.M.D.T.. The authorities iIn many Operatlons have expressed



thelr desire to hire more monliteurs if permltted because the

need fbr these junlior-level extension agents Is always there.

It is also interesting to note that many employment
opportunities have been opened to the CAA graduates in the
private sectors. Several moniteurs have been employed by
non~-governmental organizatlions such as CARE of Mali, Afri-
care ... The feedbacks received by the Dlvision of Technlcal
Agrlicultural Educatlon and Professional Training from these
employers indicated that the performance on the Jjob of the
graduates were satlsfactory. As a matter of fact,
these organizatlons preferred the moniteurs to the graduates
from the higher agricultural education institutlon. According
~to them, the CAA graduates interacted better wlith the farmers,
adapted more easily to the rural llfe and working condltlions,

and possessed deslirable technical competencles.

In view of the fact that about 80 percent of the CAA
graduates come from farming famlllies and have experiences in
agricultural production, the chance that they will be engaged
in farming with their famlly or by themselves, will be falrly
high. The Mallan government has encouraged young graduates to
go back to the farm through a program of providing credits and

land to those willing to start farmlng business on thelr own.

Thus, it is evident that the employment obportunltles of the
CAA graduates are not limited to the public sector. The
questlon is how to explore other sectors and how to help the
graduates find these opportunities.

In general, the current training program in the CAAs seemed
to provide the graduates wlith sufflclent knowledge and skills,
especlally those concerning agricultural techniques and
extension methods. The weakest polnts were related to
mathematics, physlcs, chemistry and French. There is a need to
make the instructlon of these general education subjects more

functional and interesting. Another problem was that variations
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in program emphasis and instructional quality existed among the
three CAAs. This might be attributed to differences in teaching
competence and learning faclillitles as well as in the
implementation of the currliculum. The In-service tralning of
administrative and teaching personnel and the revision of the
CAA curriculum which have been effected by the CAA Project will
certainly help improve the situation.

The third~year tralning Is very important to the
professional preparation of the moniteurs. It is the phase in
which the students learn to apply what they have learned In the
CAAs and to prepare'for thelir chosen career. Results of the
survey lndicated that the Specializatlon Centers provided
better training than other services. However, they were weaker
In practical training. Slnce the Speclialization Centers have a
well defined program and better supervision, it ls desirable to
place all third-year students in these institutions. To do so,
it Is necegsary to expand and [mprove the Centers’ facilitles,

Again, the CAA Project has provided agssistance in this respect.

There s also a need to supply CAA graduates with knowledges
and skills that will help them succeed in the private sectors.
Training In management, accounting and communications is very
important and must be emphasized. The CAAs and Specialization

Centers have organized their students into small groups. Each

- group was given a small plot of land in which they plant and

care for the crops. The students were responsible for the
management of their group plot. In this way, they learned
managerial skills in additlon to technlcal practlces.’Thls
training method iIs very desirable and the effort of the DETA-FP
to implement it must be commended.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

In 1ight of the findings in the study, the following
recommendations are presented:
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The Divigsion of Technical Agricultural Education and
Professional Tralnlng should explore all possiblillitles

for the employment of CAA graduates beyond the public
gector;

An offlce of career guldance and Job placement should be
established within the Divislon to carry out the

followlng functions:

- To act as a lien between the Divislon and possible
employers of CAA graduates;

- To provide career guldance and counseling to CAA
students before and after thelr graduation;

- To gsearch for Jjob opportunities existing In all sectors
of the economy and place the CAA graduates on these
Jobs;

- To inform the graduates about Job openings and assist

them contact progpective emplovers and prepare for job
interview;

- To asslist those graduates who want to star£ their own
farming business, obtain necessary credits and land from

appropriate government agencies;

-~ To provide technical advices to newly employed
graduates or beglinning farmers so that they can have a
good start toward a successful career;

- To Iimplement an effective follow-up of CAA graduates;

- To advise the Divislon and schools on making necessary
adJustment of curriculum and tralning activities iIn
response to changes ln agricultural technology and In
skll]l requirements consequently Imposed by the Jjob
market.
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The training in the CAAs and the Specializatlion Centers
should place more emphasis on the learning of important
skills in farm management, accounting and communication
along with technical competenclies. General education
subjects should be rendered more functlonal and

appropriate to the nature of the graduates’ work:

All thlird-~year students should be placed in the
Speciallzation Centers where there are better supervision

and well defined training programs.

The newly tried approach to effective practical training
by puttling plots of school farm under the management and
initlative of small groups of students should be
encouraged and contlnued.
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I.

ANNEX 1
QUESTIONNAIRE POUR LES MONITEURS

Service :

DONNES DE BASE

1.

2.

Nom :

Age ;

e NE B cviviieereceaneronnennnces REGION A€ cevvvnrnnrnnrnnnnooeonna

Profession du pére :

a. Profession principale b. Profession secondaire
(1) cultivateur (1) cultivateur
___(2) Commergant ______(2) commergant
______(3) Fonctionnaire ____(3) Fonctionnaire
____(4) Artisan _____(4) Artisan

(5) Autre (Spécifiez) (5) Autre (Spécifiez)

J— r—

Profession de la mére

a. Profession principale b. Profession secondaire

(1) Cultivateur (1) bultivateur
_____ (2) Commergant () Comﬁergant
____(3) Fonctionnaire _____(3) Fonctionnaire
(a4 Artisan ____(4) Artisan

(5) Autre (Spécifiez) (5) Autre (Spécifiez)

. Ou avez-vous habité avant votre rentrée dans le CAA ?

a. Pendant 1‘'année scolaire b. Pendant les vacances

(1) Au village (L) Au village
(2) Dans un petit centre (2) Dans un petit centre
(3) En ville (3) En ville
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7. Vous appartenez a qﬁelle ethnie ?

(1) Bambarad (6) Malinké (11) Sénoufo
(2) Bobo (7) Marka (12) Sonrhart
(3) Dogon (8) Minianka (13) Autre.

Laquel~-
(4) Dyula (9) Mossi le 7
(5) Dakola (10) Peulh

8. Avant votre rentrée dans le CAA, vous avez complété

combien d'années d'études fondamentales ?
(1) 9 ans

(2) 10 ans

(3) plus de 10 ans

9. Vous avez fréquenté quelle école fondamentale ?
(1) Au village d'origine
(2) Dans un autre village ou petit centre voisin

(3) En ville. Laquelle ?

(4) Autre (Spécifiez ?)

10. Avant votre rentrée dans le CAA, avez-vous effectué des

travaux agro~pastoraux ?
(1) Jamais

(2) Oui (Combien d'années ?)

IT. FORMATION PROFESSIONNELLE

11. Vous avez fréquenté quel CAA ?

(1) M'Pessoba

(2) Samanko

(3) Samé

12. Vous avez passé 1l'examen du CAPA en quelle année ?

(1) 1982

(2) 1983
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13.

14.

15.

- 3 -

Ou avez-vous fait votre 3e année d'étude ?
(1) CSR de Dioro

(2) CSM de Baguineda

(3) CSPVA de Kita

(4) Centre d'Animation Rurale (CAR)
(5) Service de Recherche

(6) Opération. Laquelle ?

(7) Centre de Machinisme Agricole

(8) Autre (Spécifiez)

Maintenant, en tant que moniteur, a votre avis, dans

quelles matiéres enseignées au CAA, aviez-vous été le

mieux préparé ?

Dans quelles matiéres enseignées au CAA, aviez-vous été

le moins préparé ?
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16. Voici la liste des matilres enseignées au CAA. On vou-
drait savoir si vous pensez que ces matiéres sont avé-
rées importantes dans votre métier de moniteur. En
plus, on voudrait savoir votre évaluation de la quali-
té de l'enseignement que vous avez regu en ce qui con-

cerne ces matiéres :

!
’

Impontance f Evaluation
,Grande !Moyen! Peti-~!Nulle Excel !Bonne Moyen Mauvai~
) lne l!te | lente ! Ine Ise

1 1 ! { !

(1) Agriculture Générale
(2) Agriculture Spéciale
(3) Zootechnie - Elevage
(4) Botanique

(5) Protection des Végétaux
(6) Math

(7) Francgais

(8) Physique - Chimie
(9) Economie Rurale

(10) Vulgarisation

(11) Travaux Pratiques

!
1
1
!
!
!
!
!
{
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
(12) Travaux Ruraux !
1

. [
! !
! !
! !
! z
! !
; !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
| !
! !
! !
! !

B G G S B Sl B A A Bewm e M S e S b
G e G i e S A S S G G G G S W G S See

! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! ]
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !

"17. Indiquez les points forts de votre 3e année de forma-
tion 7 ‘

18. Indiquez les points faibles de votre 3e année de for-

mation ?
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III. FONCTIONS DU MONITEUR

19. Depuis combien de temps étes-vous moniteur ?
(1) Moins d'un an
(2) 1 an
(3) 2 ans

(4) 3 ans

20. Pour quel service, travaillez-vous actuellement ?

(1) Une opération. Laquelle ?

(2) Autre (Spécifiez)

——————

21. Ou travaillez-~vous principalement ?
(1) Dans un village ?

(2) Au bureau d'une opération
(3) Dans une station de recherche

(4) Autre (Spécifiez)

22. Depuis quand &tes-vous affecté au présent poste ?
(1) Moins d'un an “
(2) 1 an
(3) 2 ans

(4) 3 ans

23. Listez vos principales tAches en tant que moniteur
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24.

-6 -

Dans votre travail, quels ont été les problémes ma-
jeurs rencontrés ?

IV. ATTITUDES ENVERS LA PROFESSION ET LA VIE RURALE

25.

26.

27.

Avant votre rentrée dans le CAA, quels étaient, dans

l'ordre, vos trois premiers choix de métiers ?

(1) Premier choix

(2) Deuxiéme choix

(3) Troisiéme choix

Qu'est-ce qui vous a décidé d'entrer au CAA ?
(1) Je voulais devenir moniteur agricole

(2) Celad représentait la meilleure possibilité

pour moi de devenir fonctionnaire d'Etat.
(3) Il y avait de bourses dans les CAA

(4) Autre chose (Spécifiez)

Si 1'on vous avait accordé une place dans une école
préparant & une profession, l'auriez-vous préféré au
CAA 7

(1) Oui. Laquelle ?

(2) Non. J'aurais choisi le CAA
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28

29.

30.

31.

32.

-7 -

Les membres de votre famille (parents, épouse) sont-

ils fiers de vous parce que vous &tes moniteur ?

(1) Qui

(2) Non

Croyez-vous que les moniteurs doivent &tre fiers de
leur profession en vue de leur contribution importan-
te au développement du pays.

(1) Oui

(2) Non

S1 vous aviez été affecté dans un village, auriez-vous
quitté la profession de moniteur tout de suite pour

accepter un poste en ville de méme salaire ou un peu'
moins ?

(1) Oui

(2) Non

Malgré le manque de confort dans le village, croyez-
vous que l'on pourrait y trouvez pas mal de satisfac-

tions en travaillant avec les paysans pour améliorer
la production agricole ?

(1) OQui

(2) Non

Aimez-vous plus ou moins la profession de moniteur ac-

tuellement qu'avant la sortie du CAA ?
(1) Plus

(2) Moins

(3) Sans changement
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ANNEX 2

LES CAA DANS LE SYSTEME D'ENSEIGNEMENT MALIEN

/ISAJ

) 3 |
j= 5 2 Conductety
- 9 Agricole
288 3 7
= i 2
S 1
( .%ED CE”E“W(__# Moniteur /
£, (BAC
= 1
e 3 ODR & autres_
c c '
23 2 -
DD 1 !
5 ° ' . '
. Q <E | / Encadreurs /

T el T Agricoles
, ,
= 8 2e Cycle
33 8 ¥
t
-
Qo 6 '
S’ E 5 i NOTES
. DASER-T
-G_J '8 4 E BAC : Baccalauréat
2] o . CAA : Centres d'Apprentissage Agricole
Lﬁ 8 3 1er CyCIe CAPA : Certificat d'Aptitude Professionnelle
2 : Agricole
rmmmm— | C.E. : Concours d'Entrée
. 1 V C.P. : Concours Professionnels
cs : Centres de Spécialisation Agricole
DEF : Dipldme d'Etude Fondamentale
ISA @ Ingénieur des Sciences Appliquées
ITA : Ingénieur des Travaux Agricoles
75 ODR : Opératicns du Développement Rural















