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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUNM!RY 

A. Overview of the Progrart Ievelcment OPG 

CLUSA's active and continuous involvement with India's cooperative move­

ment goes back to 1952. * Over the years this durable relationship has 

come to be known as the "India Model". It is characterized by the exist­

ence of a permanent CLUSA office in New Delhi, a long-term resident 

CLUSA Representative, fraternal exchanges of American and Indian coopera­

tive leaders, and consultant or liaison services by CLUSA in the develop­

ment of jointly-formulated projects which strengthen Indian cooperatives. 

Since the mid-1960's the CLUSA/India Office has been supported by tri­

partite funding provided by CLUSA/Washington, USAID/India, and the Goveniment of 

India. CLUSA!W has paid the salary and out-7of-country co,-s of the Represent­

ative, sorae capital goods, and has arranged funding for the cost of fra­

ternal exchange visits between the U.S. ind India. USAID/India pays the 

local rupee costs for the CLUSA Office in New Delhi, its Indian staff, 

and the Representative's local housing and business travel exj_-enses. The 

Government of India provides concessions--such as payment of the CLUSA 

Representative's Indian income taxes and duties on imported propcrty. 

Although not on a formally programmed basis, the CLUSA/India operations 

A comprehensive description of this rolations;hi - wvill be foun.d in "A
 
Summary History of the Assistance of the Cooperut.ve League of the U.
 
S.A, to the Cooperatives of India, 1952-1980", r'epared by CLiUSA/Wanh­
ington in August 1980.
 

http:Cooperut.ve
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benefit from a variety of in-kind contributions from Indian cooperatives; 

these include provision of counterpart personnel., facilities for meetings, 

ani various kinds of material support. Moreover, most of the direct costs 

of U.S. delegation participants visiting India have been covered by the 

delegates' cooperatives.
 

The USAID fiuding of the CLUSA/India Office has been financed throueh a 

number of mechanisms. From 1964-1972 the office was supported by rupee 

trust funds held by the USG in India. When the use of these fuids vas 

frozen -by the GOI in 1972, support for CLUSA switched to ftmding in dol­

lars by ATD/W utilizing simple contract orders prepared every 1-2 years 

until 1978. In that year the present Program Development OPG (AID 3U6-2.135) 

was approved for a three-year period. This OPG is budgeted at the rupce 

equivalent of US$203,600. CLUSA/W contributions are entime-ted at US$27C1400, 

GOI contributicns at US$h25,000, end Indian cooperative contributions at 

US.t33,000 for a total CLUSA Office support panckage of $932,000. Tlhe OrG'c 

personnel budget covers the salaries of an Indian adinistrative a.sist­

ant/secretary, an accounts and r'intenence assistant, und one driv.r. 

Several. additional Indiem -itaff.--including a clerk/messctge-r, sweeFer, 

and several guards for day and night shifts--are financed on a pro-rated 

basis between the Prcrrai Dcveloprrent OPG, the NCDC Oilseeds 'annCer,ent 

OPG, the flDDB Technical Assistance OPG, nd the ilseed Growers Coopera­

tive Project (0C0c). 

The purposes of the 1'rograra Dzvelopmeiit OPO are tofold: (1) to clevelop 



and support assistance projects for Indian cooperatives, and (2) to pro­

vide a continuous and open channel for information and assistance exchange
 

between the coopertive movements of the U.S. and India. Both purposes
 

are to be achieved through continuing rupee financial support to a per­

manent CLUSA/India Office. The outputs or activity components of the OPG
 

are all centered on the CLUSA Representative, who is R.ssigned five basic 

responsibilities, ne follows: (1) to serve as a liaison between U.S. and 

Indian cooperatives, helping to plan and coordinate fraternal visits, 

study tours, exchange of information, and technical assistance services; 

(2) to assist in the planning, design, and implementation of projects 

to assist Indian cooperatives; (3) to provide technical consultirg ser­

vices to Inlian cooperatives directly, host-countrj organizations serving 

cooperatives, and other development assistance institutions; (4) to pro­

vide logistical backstopping to U.S. expatriates assigned to AID-financed 

projects; tuid (5) to provide on.-going supervision or conduct information 

up-dates on the status of cooperative projects under-way. 

Althougl the Program Development OPG is complctely intertwined with CLUSA's 

so-called "India Model", it is instructive to idctitiy what characteristics 

distinguish that model from that of a conventional country progra, director­

ship so common among AID-supported private voluntary organizaRtions ove-rseac. 

First, CLUSA pays the Rprscentative's salary, net USAID, F.nd this gives 

him siepificant autonomy. Ti'iis autono:y is enht!.ccd by CLUSA's paym'2rt of 

the JRpresentative's out-of-.India costs, which facilitates regional con-­

tacts, attendence at meetings of international cooperative bod.i.cs, and the 

http:bod.i.cs


broadening--during annual houye leaves--of contacts with U.S. cooperatives 

anxious to support projects in Iiidia. Second, the CLUSA Representative 

is assigned on a general rather than a specific project basis. His pro­

gram contacts are with a broad variety of host-country national or state 

institutions--i.e. , with an entire moverent--and avoids identification 

with a single counterpart agency, economic sector, or specialized develop­

ment strategy. Third, CLJSA does not design or implement its own projects; 

rather, it co-authors project proposals with Indian cooperative institu­

tions and assists in the identification of potential funding sources. 

Fourth, the Representative is assigned on a long-term basis, and he serves 

both as an adiinistrator und as a teclical consultant to hoOt-country 

and donor institutions. Finally, the CLUSA India Model is grounded on the 

fundamental tenet that the U.S. cooperative irovement represents a large 

reservoir of resources, technology, and expertise which is potentially 

useful. in quickening the growth of cooperatives overseas. CLUSA/India 

serves as a catalyst in mobilizinr, such contributions rnd supervis-ing 

their adaptation to locl conditions. 

B. Pur.os.-s ond Activities of the Present Evaluation 

1he Progrwn Development OPG vas conducted as one of a cluster of assessment 

activities indertaken by the consultant during two separate v.sits to In­

dia in late 3.980 and early 3.081. The first visit (Scpte herlb to October 

It, 1980) %atslargely devoted to rin evaluation of the DCDC Oi].see(d; anage­

nent OPO (US*;h1'(5,CC(r).* '11e secoded visit (March ,-30, 1.991) was dominated 

' 	 See "Evaliution Peport on the HCD.C/CLUA OjJ.eer]s O01"Gr"gr,'cntA"pril 
6, 1981. 
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by activities involving a five-man team assessment of the Oilseed Growers 

Cooperative Project (US$120 million), for which the consultant also pre­

pared a re-vrite of the project's Multi-Year Operational Plan. Because
 

of the higher priority of these larger OPGs and the larger commitments
 

of time required for their evaluation, the Program Development OPG re­

ceived very inadequate attention by the consultant. Field research on 

this OPG was limited to two days in New Delhi; it consisted of several 

informal interviews with the CLUSA Representative plus an incomplete re­
** 

view of his project files and reports 
over the last two years. 

According to his scope of work, the evcluator was asked to review the 

objectives of the Program Development OPG, analyze the effectiveness and 

impact of CLUSA's assistEnice under the OPG, and repoit on progress made 

in achieving the grant's goals and objectives. Regarding the India Model, 

the consultant was to define its components, analyze the model's strengths 

and deficiencies regarding its operations in India, and comment on the 

replicability of the model to other coutries. 

* 	See "A Repor-t on the O.seed Growers Cooperative Project", prepared by 
the Joint CLUSA/AID }):ojeet Asscsr;nsent Team, April 17, .981; also "OOCP 
Multi-Year OperatioiEl Plan (.19"99-1986)", April 21, 1981. 

Completed irLther hwuried)-y, the original evaluation report on the P'og­
rat. Devexp:<.nt OPG (duted April 23, .198.) rc.,-u,-ted in ii. sufficient 
nunber of CLUSA obUsr:rvntions re(:;,rding errors of fact or interpreta­
tion as to justify n ,;cecond wrill'.e--up, be.Cun four wionths later. In uider­
toking this revisi.o:- the con-u-Lri.t bcnefittecd. not only from CLUSA's 
extensive corr:ment'; on the first 0craft but Lio had the opportunity tr, 
study Al ciien:cmttie"u.d .nnual reportsthe qarterly for this OFG 
covering the y,,rr, J9]'o ,ind 1.oO. 

http:Devexp:<.nt
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C. Su iry of Findings 

This evaluation found achievements under the Program Development OPG
 

to be nearly impossible to measure objectively. The reporting format
 

established for the OPG was ambiguous, completely lacking in meaning­

ful performance benchmparks for the Representative's different areas 

of responsibility. Following this loose format, reports by the Repre­

sentative were of a general and ivnquantified n:tture, providing little 

sense of the intensity, sigificance, or continuity of his efforts 

from one quarter to another. Timely correction of these deficiencies
 

by CLUSA/W or USAID/India never materialized.
 

The grant established only one performance benchcark--naim.oy, dcvelop­

ment to implementation of six new projects. This goal. was not only 

achieved but actually surpassed within the first two years of the 

grant period. Wile significant in a genera]. sense, this achie,eirent 

does not mrasure rer so the effectiveness of CLUSA perforn'nce beca:;c 

(1) project development responsibilities were shared with, if not doLi­

nated by, India's National Dairy Developme!nt Board (NDD1); (2) four of 

the six projects were in an advanced stage of development before the 

OPO was sigied; (3) the projects are of vastly different size (dollar 

costs);, aind.. (4) the nature of CLUSA inputs into the devclopment of' 

each of them varies from critical,to peripheral. 

http:benchcark--naim.oy
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Hence, this evaluation of the Program Development OPG must be based 

almost entirely on subjective appreciations that are not rigorously
 

measurable. In this regard the picture which emerges is one containing
 

a mixture of accomplishments as well as failings. On the positive 

side, there was one crowning achievement during the grant period which 

dwarfs all others in importance and alone Justifies manyfold all AID 

investments in the CLUSA/India Office since the early 1970's. This 

was. the initiation of the US$120 million Oilseed Growers Cooperative 

Project--an immensely important development scheme which seeks to 

integrate India's oilseed and vege-table oil processing industry within 

a nation-wide, producer-to-consumer cooperative system. The CLUSA/India 

Representative was intensely involved in the project's design, finan­

cing, contractual negotiations, technical evolution, and on-going lcgis­

tical support. The Representative's contributicn vas also critical in 

developing a couple of technical assistance project! involving ex­

patriate oilseed processing specialists which a e interded to strength-. 

en management and pl.ant operating efficiency among cooperative oilseed 

processors. 

These projects wll someday*gcnre.te'millionr of dollars .orth of in­

come benefits for low-incoire farnmers and censiun.ers throughout ]ndia. 

To have served as a catalyst in th': desl.&n rtd initit.tion of such 

initiativcs is reason enough to characterize the Representative's per­

formance as drain~t~ically succcsrfu.1. iNonetheless, it i.'; necessary to 
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point out that this success vaz achieved at the expense of inadequate
 

performance of some of the Representative's convehtional responsibili­

ties, and of serious but presumably temporary nbncompliance with im­

portant features of the CLUSA India Model.. By his concerted rttention 

to the cooperative oilseed sector, the Representative became heav-ily 

involved with a single Indian institution, the NDDB, wi'th the result 

that the frequency of his contacts with India's cooperative movement 

as a whole lapsed considerab.y. Judging from his reports, the Repre­

sentative has experienced great difficulty in maintaining continuity 

follow-up for his consulting contacts or project developnient initia­or 


tives with institutions other than the NDDB. He has complained fre­

quently of heavr administrative burdens arising out of the mmr-moth 

OGCP that virtually preclude his effective participation in other 

projects,. with other organizations, in excercise of his.'liason, consul­

tive, and supervisory roles. 

Overall, the evaluator believes that the Program 1,augcercnt OPO has, 

and continues to meet, very important needs in India; the grant merits 

reneigal for a second three-yeair period. However, a.s a precondition to 

renewal it is suggested that the OPG description bc extCn',,-!vry revised, 

the Representative's duties made irore explicit, his perforiiiance bench­

marks expanded, his reporting forrat revised to facilitatc reningful 

docr-'"ntation of his activities, tuad provision for super.sion by CLUlA/W 

tightened considerably. 
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II. ANALYSIS OF O.P.G. COPONE S 

A. Purpose/Objectives of the C.rant 

The Program Development OPG has two purposes: (i) to develop and sup­

port assistance projects for Indian cooperatives, and (2) to provide 

a continuous and open chainel for information and resource or service 

exchanges between the cooperative movements of the U.S. and India. 

The successful achievement of both objectives was to be measured by 

a single benchmr.ark: the development to implementation of six new pro-

Jects. As of December 1980--with one year still 'emaining under the 

grant--funding had been obtained for six projects and all of these 

had been initiated. Three additional projects were still seeking 

funding assistance, with two scheduled for initiation in 1.981. The 

nine projects are the folloving: 

Proloct Assistpnce IAute of' 

Source 

1. Oilseed Grovers Co-op Project (IIDDB) tSAID 01/79 
2. Oilseed Managemcnt OPG (NCDC) USAID 09/78 
3. OGCP Initial Technical Assist. (nDDB) USAID O8/79 
11. M.ilk Grid Computerizati n (UDDBI) Ford/ODA 10/79 
5. Pural 1,1anaernent Inz,;titute (NDD13) Ford 11/79 
6. Kaira Purr]. Developi:ieint (1vDDB) UM1EF 06/80 
7. }Vesearch and Deve.pm nt Center(DD)B) 7 1981 
8. Cornnmications Prcjc:ct (NCUI) ? 1981 
9. Kadna Development Projcct (DJ)?B) ? 7 

In addition to the above, CLUSA/india has ben involved. in the formu­

lation of some ten additional project initiatives. 1-lost of these were 
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eventually abandoned as not feasible or lapsed for lack of follow-up 

by CLUSA or Indian cooperativ organizations. Those projects identi­

fied with an asterisk are apparently still in an initial stage of
 

development but are unlikiely candidates for initiation within the pre­

sent OPG period. These additional projects are the following:
 

1. Women and Consumerism Project (NCCF)
 
2. Cotton Marketing Project (Gujarat State Cotton 1-ting Fed.)
 

3. Leather Exports Project (NFIC)
 
4. Weaning Food Improvement Project (NDDB)
 

5. Fishing Cooperatives Project (NDDB)* 
6. Cooperative Nursery Project (UNICEF)
 
7. OGCP Mode]. Plant (NDDB)
 
8. Dal Analog Project (NDDB)J1
 

9. Low Cost Woolen Mill (NCCF)
 

10. Women's Seiculturc Cooperative (NDDB)
 

It is appropriate to mention that the achievement or surpassing of 

the six-project benchnark is not a very meaningful measure of the 

quality of CLUSA's performance under the OPG. In all cases, develop­

ment responsibility for these projects has not rested exclusively or 

even predoiinatly vith CLUSA but shared with Indian cooperative or-­

ganizations. Nor in there enything critical about the nurter six, 

because the above-Monti one d projects vary greatly vith regard to r:ani­

tude of funding required, technical complexity, and type of input re-­

quired from CLUSA. For instance, the mai, oth $120 zwillion OGCP scherce 

can be considerecd iore importmt than brilf r,dozen s,,iller projtcts 

combined, Simiilarly, for some projects CLUSA's technological expe r­

tise is solicited (e.g. , oil.s ced proc.:r;.ng); in oth_,rs CLUSA is irwrd 

as a conduit or intcried-iary to procure e).terrial tvchni.al assistLance 

(e.g., C.k dal and still others CLUSA'sgrid conputerization, analog); 

http:tvchni.al
http:proc.:r;.ng
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help is needed to identify potential donors or to co-.author a proposal 

to lend it greater credibility. Finally, it remai'ts questionable as to 

what extent the projects initiated during the present OPG period are 

in fact new undert-Ahngs resulting from actions taken since the OPG 

was signed, or rather represent the heritage of CLU3A efforts going 

back to pre-grant years. While these concerns highlight the inadequacy 

of the OPG perforrrance indicators, however, they do not alter the fact 

that a variety of important cooperative assistance projects were initia­

ted with CLUSA's active participation during the grant period. Hence, 

the basic purposes of the OPG were achieved to at least a satisfactory 

degree. .Only lack of measureable evidence discriminating the CLUSA 

Representative's inputs from those of others prevent us from concluding 

his contribution was highly productive or even outstwiding. 

Nevertheless, in satisfying the purpose of the Project Acve).oprernt OPG 

CLUSA has abandoned at least temporarily a fundamental characteristic
 

of the CLUSA India Model--nemely, its broad-based suprort to thc. Indian 

cooperative movement in general. Seven of the nine projects which have 

been, or soon will be, initiated during the grant pcriod are associated 

with a single iustitution: the Indian IhTLtional Dairy D.!velopment Board. 

From one perspectivc, this exceedingly close vorking relationship be­

tween CLUSA and the NDDB is hi)i1ly desireable. Biy T1hird World staridards 

the NDDD is one of the most innovativc, dedicated, wUd comlxtcnt ceopc.a­

tive proxotion agencics to be found anyvhere, end. because it is v pri­

vate--s;ector, noii-profit trurt it avoids iany of the constraints which 
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dilute the effectiveness of government-sponsored cooperative development. 

activities. Moreover, the NDDB is a large, nation-wide operation with 

an impressive track record. The Board's great success with Operation 

Flood--which built an integrated village-to-consumer cooperative milk 

industry throughout India--has attracted offers of assistance from a 

variety of donors including the World Bank, United Nations, EDropean 

Economic Commmity, Ford Foundation, and many others; it has the luxury 

of being selective in its choice of supporters. The NDDB is beginning 

to conduct continuoun research to explore opportumities for expanding 

the Indian cooperative movement--and particularly the Anand Patterm 

Cooperative Model--into new coLdity sectors. From dairying and oil­

seeds, the NDDB expects to move into fruit, vegetables, cotton, jute, 

fisheries, and others. Additional support for in-house study teams is 

included for financing from among funds generated by the PL h80 con­

modity grant, and the Oilseed Growers Cooperat..ve Project specifically 

plans to assist ambitious commercial import and export scheir.cs involv­

ing oilseed products. in a prograrm development sense, then, the N;I)B 

is a vital encrty- source and privme rover. Its cqapbilities in proje.(c-t 

research, design, and v1iiageerit ma%,k CLUSA's coipliance vith its OPG 

much easier. Without this dynamic institution CLUSA irould have far less 

significant projects to relate to under the program develop :ent grunt. 

It is appai.2nt that CIUSA's role in developr-;ent assistwic,: hn; been 

greittly enhai.ced by its t,,ssociatien with the IDIF, cpoarnlly' vith re­

gard to the iii-plcmentation of the Vegoil Project (OGCP). niis $120 lil­

http:scheir.cs
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lion commodity donation, the largest PL480 donation in the world, 

would never have been approved by AID in the abscnse of such an im­

pressive host-country organization as the NDDB to manage it. Like­

wise, CLUSA would never have been interested in becoming the coimnodity 

broker for this project had it been a smaller undertaking operated 

by an Indian cooperative institution of dubious management capability. 

And finally, NDDB would never have accepted PL480 assistance directly 

from the U.S. Government had CLUSA not agreed to serve as an inter­

mediary for the transfer and monitorship of the donated resources. 

This unique conjunction of circtmistances created an exceptional op­

portunity for CLUSA to support a development tadertal;ing of unprecedented 

magnitude. But in moking this comritment CLUSA bcame so deeply enmeshed 

in problems of commodity resource procurement, and in addressing seeming] y 

endless inquiries from USAID concerning project status and inrplenenta­

tion requirements, that CLUSA has been left vith little time for any­

thing else. 

Clearly, CLUSA/India will have increasing diff:culties in handling its 

new functions (in coi-moity resource intermv ediation) and its old func-­

tions (program development assistance to the Indian cooperative irovement 

es a whole) without cither (1) an increase in staff"or (2) a decrease 

in its responsibilities under its existing fuctions, both old nan new. 

As the third and last year of the Progrum D.velopment OPG draws to an 

end, it becomes necessary that CLUSA mid USAID addres,; some fuidanc-ntal 



questions. What are CLUSA's appropriate support roles in India? If 

program development and commodity resource brokerage and project 

monitorship/intemediation are to occur simultaneously, how should 

responsibility for these roles be distributed so that their burden 

does not fall predominantly on the Representative? Where are CLLEA's 

priorities to be assigned between program assistance to the NIDDB and 

other Indian cooperative organizations? What changes in structure, 

personnel, end fuiding are required to support any redefinition of 

CLUA/Indial's scope of work. On behalf of that self-analysis and 

program dialogue, the consultant offers a few suggestions: 

SUGGESTION: The basic purpose, of the Program Development OPG 
-- to*develop .ind support assistance projects for Indian coopera­
tives--renains valid. Yowever, it has become necessary to care­
fully delineate between two separate sets of project support 
functions: (l)prc..-project assistance and (2) projest implementa­
tion assistance. Pre_-:roject assistance involves teclhical guid­
ance to national cooptrative organizations in (a) idettifying 
project opportunities, (b) foraiulation of project design, (c) 
location of potential donors, (CL)project proposal write-up, 
aund (e) proposal. follow-up to project approva].. Pro.ect impl-
Dicntation z.ssistance involves (f) coia.rodity procurement or 
external resource intcrredi tion, (g) project iconitorship or 
supervision, (h) technical consultation for project opcraticrx , 
anid (i) cvaluation of project outcomes. 

SUGGESTION: Betiieen these sepaerate categories of support func-. 
tions, priority ;hculd. be given to pre-projcct assistnmce in 
the case of the CLUSA Hcprsentative's tiine. In contrast, pro­
ject implcitfmtation ts istrice should be offered predominantly 
by additional CLUSA staff end/or technicimn-, (Indian or ex>pat­
riate) recru.ted by the League on a short-term or permanent 
basis as determined b, need. As a genera) guideline, no less 
than 60 yercent of the flepres !'ntc.tivc s time should 1c devotec 
to ple..woject £sn;i acI.i N;tu:cc,itics ; and of thi,; co:atinent, 
no less Lhan half' ,Jould be dir ctcd at Indili cooperatGive 
rnsti tu.on;, otlher th'-n the 1IDD}P. 
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SUGGESTION, The performance benchmark for the present OPG was
 
the development of six new projects. Such an absolute number
 
is meaningless in the absence of criteria specifying project
 
size, coverage, complexity, or significance. The following..
 
criteria are suggested; (1) onlyprojects sponsored by national­
or federation-level cooperative institutions will be considered
 
in measuring CLUSA performance; (2)CLUSA will develop projects
 
with no less than five Indian cooperative institutions over a
 
threc-.year period- and (3) the aggregate value of external assist­
ance funding for projects developed by CLUSA will exceed.by no
 
less than a factor of 10 the total three-year cost of the OPG 
itself.
 

B. Review of the Individual Respofiibilities of the CLUSA Reure­

sentative
 

The Program Development OPG lists several responsibilities of the CLUSA 

Representative. H!e Js to assist in the identification, planning, design, 

and implementation of projects to assist Indian cooperatives. He is to 

serve as a liaison between U.S. and Indian cooperatives, helping to plan 

study tours, fraternal visits, gather information, and facilitate tech­

nical assistance inputs. He is to provide technical consulting services 

to Indian cooperative organizations, local agencies serving the coopera­

tive movement, and to hi-lateral and mlti-lateral donor institutions 

with regard to cooperative assistance projects. He is to provide 

logistical backstopping to U.S. expatriates assi~gied to AID..filnced 

or CLUSA-asistcd projects. Ared he is to provide on-.going supervision 

of cooperative projects underway, where appropriate, or at le.ast keep 

himself informed of their progress. Me CLUSA Represetative's perfor­

mance under each of these components will be examiined below. 

http:exceed.by


1. ASSISTAU/CE IN NEW PROGflAM DEVELOPMENT 

iThe Representative's compliance with this function has been almiost non­

existant since late 1979, when already five new cooperative assistance 

projects were underway. With the initiation of the Oilseed Growers Co­

operative Project, the Representative's increasing involvement in this 

one project gradua.lly consumed most of his available time. There was 

no pressing need, nor available staff capacity, to support the develop­

ment of additionaul projects. Indeed, in his last two annual reports on 

the OPG the Representative has repeated verbatum the followiing observa­

tion under the heading "Lessons Learned": 

Any pressure to finalize and initiate too many new projects 
over too short a period of time should be resisted strongly. 
A better course would be to deliberately delay the initiation 
of the less critical ones in order to minimize setting an im­
proper basis. 

Thie Representative obviously succeeded in resisting the new project 

pressure he identified. Th1e "Project Initiation Schedule" attached 

to the Representative's second annual report is almost a carbon copy 

of the one submitted the year before, except that one existing project 

initiative was actuplly ubt.ndoned. However, in his quarterly reports 

for 1980 the Representative mentions at least ten projects which he 

had some hand in discussing or formitlating (see page 10), but which 

never made the Project Initiation Schedule. These ten -rojecLs repre­

sent five Indian cooperative institutlons,. This gives a rough idea of 

the "opportunity costs" of CLUSA's alriost excusnive involvement with 
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one project (OGcP) and one cooperative institution (NDDB): for in resist­

ing pressures to develop npw projects, CLSA also resisted supporting a 

broader spectrum of the Indian cooperative movement. In stu, with regard 

to the basic project development requirement of the OPG, CLUSA reached 

its performance target early in the grant period. However, in doing so 

it allowed an important feature of the CLUSA India Mtodel to atrophy. 'To 

assist in the restoration of a more balanced project assistance strategy, 

it is recommended that any future OPG specify not simply an absolute num-­

ber of projects to be developed, but rather the minimum number of Indian 

cooperative institutions with which project assistnce activities will 

be conducted. Specific criteria suggestions in this regard were mentioned 

previously (page 15).
 

2. GENERAL COOPERATIVE LIU'SON 

A review of the Representative's reports reveals considerable inconsistency 

from one year to the next in the wy he categorizes his activities or in­

stitutional contacts between (1) cooperative assistance in gencral, (2) 

liaison, (3) project development, (h) consulting servi.ces, and (5) super­

vision. Even in theory the differences between these categories are quite 

ambiguous; how much more difficult it must be in practice to discriminate 

the essential purpose of each accivrity and to keep thcse purposes from 

overlapping. 
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With regard to liaison-type activities specifically, 
it is nonetheless
 

possible to generalize (based on available reports) 
that during each of
 

the first two years of the OPG the Representative 
coordinated at least
 

one fraternal visit by delegates from U.S. cooperatives, 
several visits
 

by CLUSA/W staff or U.S. consultants, and assisted irith 
arrangements for
 

one or more groups of Indian officials wishing 
to visit U.S. coopera­

tives. In almost every one of the first eight quarters of the OPO period
 

at least one important event organized by
the Representative attended 

Indian cooperative institutions--conferences, annual 
meetings, congresses,
 

trade fairs, and the like. During 	his annual
cooperative celebrations, 

home leaves the Representative visited a number of U.S. 
cooperatives for
 

purposes of coordinating existing 	or future assistance 
to the Indian co­

unquiit.ified nature of the Representative's re­
operative movement. The 


or 

porting does not permit a reliable evaluation of the duration signifi­

written evidence 
cance of such liaison activities, but there is sufficient 


in this area was at least satisfactory.

to indicate his performance 

3. CONSULTING ACTIVITIES
 

As mentioned above, the Representative's institutioneJ, 
contacts are not
 

ieant by
reported on separately by function. Neither is it clear what is 


or these
whethcr it was trieaningful not--because 
a "contact"--much less 

cover briefings of visitors, telephone ind written requests for informa-


CLUSA offices and elsevhere, verbal xoeports to

tion, mvetings both at 

o' iTIment of inquiry,U.S. 	 rtnd Indian diplomats, to' timony given to boards 


or­
and finally "con'ju1.ting oexvice:" 	 to cooperata1ve and private s;ector 


or multi-le.tera, assistance agencies

ganizations as v;ell as bi..atera. 
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and PVOs. Nor does the Representative mention the frequency, duration, 

and significance of such contacts. However, a review of his quarterly 

reports permits us to draw some broad measurements of his performance. 

In 1979 the Representative listed a total of 52 contacts with 28 separate 

institutions, for an average of 13 contacts per quarter. In 1980 the 

Representative recorded 43 contacts with 34 institutions, which averages 

11 contacts per quarter. It is impossible to tell whether sorce of these 

contacts involved repeated encounters during the same quarter, and it 

may be that some institutions contacted were not rentioned. In an attempt 

to provide a better overall impression of the rwige and type of institu­

tions contacted by the Representative, a list is presented below contain­

ing 17 Tndian and 26 foreign or international organizations: 

Indian 0rganizations Foreign ad International
 
NATIONAL OR STATE LEVEL ASSISTANCE. AGENCIES
 
1. NDDB 	 1. USDA-CCC 6. FAO 
2. NCDC 	 2. AID/W 7. UNICEF 
3. NAFED 3. CIDA 8. ICA 
h., M.P.State Co-op.Mkt.Fed. 4. SIDA 9. World Bank 
5. M.P.State Haundloom Fed. 5. 1W-P 
6. 	 Gujarat Mikt.Fed. PyOs L1I) CONSULTING OJFGAN]IZ.
 

-
7. Nat.Research vaid Dev. Co-op 1. CRS 7. ACD 
8. Fed.Urban B3uking/Thrift Soc. 2. CARE 8. World Educat. 
9. NCUI 	 3. Ford 9. C1UUA Internat. 

10. NCCF 	 h. Rockefeller 10, VITA 
1. NFIC 	 5. VILA 11. CASA 
12. 	IFFCO 6. AFPRO 12. Servotech.
 

PRIVATE INDUSTRY PRIVATE INDUSTRY
 
1. Soya Bareilly 	 I. General Foods 
2. De Smet 	 2. Americtin Soybean Assoc. 
3. DCM Chemicris 	 3. Krause Mlilling 
4. Chemco 	 h. Agric. Counselor 
5. Anand Cotton Ginning 	 5. E.trah:tiontecuiik 
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Mie above list suggests a fairly balanced distribution of contacts be­

tween Indian and foreign organizations. It indicates the Representative 

has maintained contact with a broad sector of the Indian cooperative 

movement, even though project assistance activity 'vas narrowly focused 

on the oilseed sector and the NDDB. It.can also be concluded that the 

Representative has served as an informational resource to many interna­

tional agencies and private voluntary or consulting orgaizations, Over­

all, the evidence suggests at least a satisfactory degree of involvement 

in liaison or consulting activities. Given a more quantitative, detailed, 

and less wnbiguous reporting format, one could imagine the Representa­

tive's perror ance couLc nuve uevn uuwonstrated to be highly productive.d,- . 
-7 

4. SUPERVISION OF EXISTING PROJCTS J 

It is important to mention that the Representative is not responsible 

for supervising .a!l projects developed to implementation vith his par­

ticipation. The project initiation schedules attached to each quarterly 

report of the OPG clearly indicate which projects require continuin ; 

CLUSA involvement and vbich do not. In this regard the Representative 

had a continuing supervison responsibility for only three of the fivc 

projects initiated in the first tw.o years of the OPG: these are the 

NCDC Oilseed Management OPG, the OGC? Inititl Tcchnicll. Assistance OFG, 

(.Ld the "project ]or'tion" (as distinct frcm, comlodity ',onitorship) of 

the Oilseed Growers Cooperative Project. The tvo rewnining projects--

17DDB's Operation Flood IT M11 GCrid Computei.,.tion tid ]1DDB's Pural 

4argement Institute--required only that thceR es'entative keep himelf 



informed of their progress and needs. As with other areas of the Repre­

sentative's activities, no performance benchmarks were established by 

the OPG concerning project supervision responsibilities. Hence, any assess 

ment of the Representative's effectiveness in this area is bound to be 

highly subjective. 

In the opinion of the evaluator the RepresentaLi.ve's supervision of the
 

NCDC Oilseed Management OPG was deficient. As mentioned in the evaluatiozn
 

report on that project, formal or programmed contacts between the Repre­

sentative and senior IICDC staff (via a project supervision mechanism 

kxown as the NCDC/CLUSA Oilseeds Management Advisory Co mittee) appear 

to have ended after May 1980. Although the Representative was in fre­

quent (perhaps weekly) contact with the two expatriate advisors assi.;nce 

to the NCDC, he never accomipanied them to the field to obtain a first­

hand impression of the problems they faced or how effectively these ad­

visors were dealing with them. Two problems in particu-lar arose which 

ight have been resolved more exeditiously had the Representative pro­

3rided closer supervision. One of the two advisors experienced extreme 

difficulties in interpersonal relations with Indians tnd, for reasons of 

age and disposition, in co.ing with field travel conditions. These fac­

tors almost neutralized the advisor's value to the NCDC project. His 

early termination after some 17 months in India was voluntary but, in 

the evaluator's opinion, long 6vcrdue, The second problem w'as a breakdown 

in NCDC's compitment to provide it,; advisors with full-tire Indian counter­
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parts, a lapse which to this day continues to jeopardize the continuity
 

of benefits resulting from CLUSA 
assistance to this institution. The 

Rep­

would
this problem opporttuely; it 
should haVe addressedresentative 

and the matterof his scarce time,investmentnot have required a large 

deserve his highest priority attention. Fortunate­
was important enough to 

has been very effective in bands-on 
ly for India, the remaining advisor 

e t e l 

processing techniques direat$ tolp l mnt-l 
more efficientteaching of 


even
 
He has also extended his duty tour and may 

managers and staff. 


two years in technical assist­
spend another 

accept an offer from NDDB to 


ance to ojiseed processors.
 

-superv ision of NDDB 
project, the Representative's

In contrast to the NCDC 

month-Ile has made frequent (almost
relatively intense.projects has been 


visited project processing
 
ly) trips to NDDB headquarters at mend, has 


and distribution networks, has worked closely
 
plants, port facilities, 


the Operations Research Study,
 
with CLUSA consultants engaged in OGCP 


Oilseed
the overall picture of the 
is more familiar withand possibly 


other expatriate in India. In stu,
 
Growers Cooperative Project thn any 

must be regardedof NDDB project activitysupervisionthe Representative's 

as excellent.
 

on twoRepresentativestill fault thethe evaluator woud'ldNonetheless, 

I believe the Pepresentativesuiervision. First.,
counts regarding project 

because the boundaries separating 
has becowe too. involved in the OGCP, 
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his responsibilities (as project supervisor, technical consultant) from
 

those of the OGCP/CLUSA Project Monitor have become increasingly blurred. 

This relative over-involvement by the Representative in QGCP operations 

has resulted in his less-tban-optimal participation in other projects, 

other Indian cooperative organizations, aid other functions that reqidrc 

his attention.
 

Second, as a strictly personal opinion concerning the Representative's 

style-of-operations, I believe he spends an excessive share of his avail­

able time in the office or in New Delhi, and insufficient time in field 

travel at the village-level. which allows an appraisal of project perform­

ance from the perspective of the ultimate beneficiaries. In other words, 

I feel the Representative gives excessive imporLUnce to top-down approach­

es to his work (incudIng intensive national-level institutional contact.), 

while underestimating the value of understand-ng project dynairics fre.i, 

the bottom-up. I could be mistaken, but I am teaware of aNy cross-cultura! 

or l.ogistical. cbnstraints which would prevent the }Bpresentative fioi,. in­

tensifying his grassroots project involvement. T a certain degree I think 

the IPeprescntative is as much the cause as he is the victim of the heavy 

administrative burdens about which he so often complains. By spending so 

much time i.n the office the Representative actually becor.es both more 

available and a more tenptirLng target for continuous interruption. fro. 

USAID (mei ror.mdums, telephone ca1 1 mcetiig.s) seeking additional clari­

fications on Cven ang"6iJna1ly important ac;pcct..-' of CLUGA operations or 

project implementation. 

http:becor.es


In the last analysis, however, the above reservations are almost gratui­

tous. Once again, given the absense of performance benchmarks or guide­

lines from CLUSA/N or USAID/India regarding how the Representative should
 

distribute his time, or what volune of achievement is ex:pected of him on 

an annual basis, the Representative is well within his prerogatives to
 

organize and employ his time in any fashion he deems appropriate.
 

Looking forward to the renewal of CLUSA's Programte"" ahat OPG for 

another three-year period, the evaluator considers it necessary to sug­

gest considerable revision of present OPG reporting formats, more detail­

ed specification of performance benchmarks for the Representative on a 

periodic basis, wore quantitative reporting of meaningful institutional. 

contacts, more analysis of significant program problems, trends, or op­

portunities, and tightened-up procedures by CLUSA/W to review and res­

pond to quarterly or annucl reports by the Representative. Ultimately, 

the need for such reforms is not merely to better control and eva]uatc 

the Representative'. performance; perhaps iore impoxtently these chringes 

are required to pcrmi CLUSA to document its track record in ]nd.a in 

a more convincing way. The foll.owing suggestions are offered on behalf 

of those objectives: 

SUGGESTION: Categorizing the Representative's activities by func­
tion--.namely, (1) gcneral cooperative support, (2) project. develop­
nent, (3)litson, () con.u-lting, and (5) supcrvision--has not 
proven very u;;eful. If thi.s, categorization of' the quarter).y r.'elport 
is to be rnainta:.ned, it J.L mncunbe-n1t on G,%USA to define unanbiguous­
ly vhat sorts of te.ctivJ ties fall into each eate;ory. FurtLhemorc,
 
CLUSA should spc~cify soce hind of annual benchm'rk for each cate­
gory of actii-.ty, Final.y, CLUSA should establish a set of guiide­
lines as to "That rough pe'cuntagc of his total tir,.e is the Repre­
sentative expected to d:vo-c to each area of activity.
 

http:actii-.ty
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SUGGSTION: Reporting under the category "General Cooperative Sup.­
port is generally satisfactory, except that its content often 
overlaps considerably with "Liaison Activities". It is suggested 
these two categories be collapsed into one for reporting purposes. 

SUGGESTION: A review of his quarterly reports reveals that the 
Representative engages in frequent and unnecessary verbatim repe­
tition of narrative content from one quarterly report to the 
next. Some paragraphs go unchanged for as long as four quarters. 
This deficiency is particularly prevalent in the category of "New 
Project De'.elopment". 

It is suggested that for the first quarterly report, of each year 
a brief (1-2 sentence) description of each project under develop­
ment be providetd. Thereafter, if there occurs no change in the 
project's status from one quarter to the next the Representative 
should simply cite the project title followed by the comment "no 
new developments". 

SUGGESTION: hder "Consulting Services" the Representative his a 
tendency to cite only nanres of institutions assisted or briefed, 
without mentioning what sort of assistance was offered, or what 
was discussed, or how much time was devoted to this activity. It 
is suggested that future reporting wder this category cite the 
name of each institution assisted, followed by a brief descrip­
tion (no more than one sentence) of the vctivity involved and an 
approximation of' the time involved or duration of the service. 
For example:
 

-Soya/Bareill.y: plant visit to review equipment needs (2 days)
 
-NAFED: meeting with BOD to discuss oi]seed ctke export contract
 

with OGCP (1/2 day)
 
-World Bank: revwew and critique cf oilseed processing report
 

(2 days)
 
-Ford Foundation: briefing of new Ford Rep.(1/2 day)
 

SUGGESTIOM: For OP-type projects the Representative must file a 
separate quarterly report (e.g. NCDC OPG). A large project like 
the OGCP usually commarncls a separate report an yell. However, the;e 
projects are also reported on in the Frogram Developmcnt OPOG, and 
this occasion ally results in unnecessary dupl-ication or confusing 
cross-references. It is therefore suggested that when a separate 
report has been written on any project rentioani.e ruider the "Super-­
vision" eovponent of the OPG report, the Reprecsentative provide 
at least. 2-3 lirnes brif].y suim.arizing his invo].vcment S.n the ref­
erenced project as ve].. as a citation of the otCher, more detailed 
report. For example: 

Oilsc.c:dCrowers CooTor ative Prol(,ct 
-Anand meetings with 1BDT/OVC, staff (Ju.r, 3 days) 
-Write-up, Xulti-Year Operationia. Plan, (Augut, 2 deys) 
-Port visits to Dbav.rgar, Ja ,niar with USATD auditor (Augst, 3 days ) 
For det ails.s, see Qunirterly Prot;rcss Bcport sub'itted October 18, J.9'. 
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SUGGESTION: It is apparent that the Rcpresentative's quarterly
 
and annual reports have received very casual review by CLUSA/W 
and USAID/India. The evidence for this assertion lies in the fact 
that g1aring deficiencies in both the repozting foritat itself, 
as well as the Representative's use of it, went entirely undetect­
ed for at least the first two years of the OPG period. 

As a rinimum prer-quLsite for CLUSA/W supervision of the India 
Representative, and as a professional courtesy, the Director of 
CLUSA/11's Outreach Division should write a personal response to 
each of the Icpresentative's quarterly reports. Furthermore, in 
reviewing each quarterly report, it is suggested that the reader 
consult the previous quarterly report (and his reply to that re­
port) in order to better sense the essential chnmgcs in reported 
activities from one quarter to the next. 

III. UhE CLUSA INDIA MIODEL
 

., A. Review of the Iod!cll's Comj.) nents 

Although the CLUSA India Model appears to mean different things to dif­

ferent mebers of CLUSA's staff, the consensus view expressed in written 

document5 wnd seconded by the Peprescnt.ti.'c h:imself maqy be surmrvrized 

as follows. 1'irst, the model is characterized by thc icng--term cortinuous. 

presence of a CLUSA Rcpresentutive in India. Ey "lont;-,term" is mcant net 

merely a 2--1 year duty tour but r)iher an assigrnnClt ..rtstrig 1-oi.ibly 

twice thut lon(;. Seond, the 1?0-Ejpreentative's salEatr endc out-of-country 

costs are paid by CTUSA, which g;ives hir on essenti,l dOt-,ree of autonomy. 

Third, the operat:omn of a peiir'nent CLU;SA Office are supported by host­

country ;overmezicit end cooperative inove,,eaL cc'.rib'.ios-.-as vcil as by 

CLUSA/W en-d USAi , its ; is concl rted ri tbthe cpro,'al. of both 

the U.S. end Indi e,tovc -rjn:e. t:; but icitbc.r have [my irect cc:,t-cl over 

the iCplcCnttio. of CLt1A ac.ivities, F'ourth, the i2,hdcl posits a (;ene­



-27­

ralized relationship between CLUSA ard the entire cooperative movement 

of India; in other words, CLUSA should not operate on a single-project 

basis nor focus its assistance on a single Indian cooperative institu­

tion. Fifth, the model asserts that the U.S. cooperative novement rep­

resents a sizeable reservoir of expertise, technoloCy, and human or 

capital. resources that can be drawn upon to quicken the pace of coopera­

tive development in India. Sixth. to compliment resource transfers from 

U.S. cooperatives, CLUSA/India is seen as a liaison or conduit for link­

ing Indian cooperatives to the resources of a broad spectrum of interna­

tional development assistance agencies. knd Seventh, by virtue of its 

long-term, continuous presence in India, CLUSA is seen as an exceptional­

ly knowled6eable source of information about the rneeds of Indian cooper.­

tives, their specia] socio-cultural setting, the quality of their own 

human and material resources available for duveloprucnt undertakings, and 

the possibly unique opportunities that exist for assisting them; hence, 

CLUSA is seen as a catalyst for project developmcnt of potential interest 

to outside donors, and an agent for adapting the projvct initiatives of 

such external institutions to fit loco, conditions in India. While the 

above-ncntioned characteristics suggest the need for a CLUSA I1epresenta­

tive who is essentially a ceneralist, the model in recent years has 

amended the scope of vork of the Representative to include as one of his 

primary functions the provision of technical consulting services to In­

dian cooperatives or entities which serve the cooperative sector. 
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B. Positive Aspects of the Model in India 

Following the features describdd above, the CLUSA India Model was imple­

mented in its entirety through 1979. Judged in terms of the significance 

of the developnent projects which CLUSA was instrumental in implementing 

-- notably the huge Indion Farmers Fertilizer Cooperative (IFFCO) and OGCP 

schemcs--the India Model must be considered an outstanding success. CLUSA's 

long-terr:m presence in India has gone far in establishing solid relation­

ships of trust and respect between the League and the Indian cooperative 

movement. CLUSA is frequently consulted by GOI agencies at the national 

and state level to provide technical inpu.ts to specialized development 

plans involving cooperatives. 'DieRepresentative has been invited to add­

ress many conferences of cooperative lenders or lecture to studenLs in 

training for cooperativc service. Even during the "Tilt Period" (1973­

1978), w'hen the USAID i.'ission was withdram and official communications 

between the U.S. Embassy ad the GOI all but closed down, the CLUSA/India 

Office and iLs Representati.ve inaintained a continuous presence und pro­

gram in Indiu; inh'eed, CLUSA served as an informal intermediary for crl'­

munications between both governments, 

Such achievements are not easily or quickly obtained. India is a huge and 

diverse nation, more appropriately described as a sub-continent than as 

a country. To become kno'.ledtcnble enough to serve a cooperative movement 

ntretching over dozens of cthlnic ro1ups 5idlTgutiges, thouswiAds of miles, 

and reaching tens of willions of people is a formidable task requiring matny 

http:Representati.ve
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years of dedicated study, travel, and continuously nourished institu­

tional relationships. A two-year Representative in India would end his 
* 

tour just beginning to understand the depths of his iinorance. Whether 

by accident or absolute necessity, it happens that all CLUSA/India Rep­

resentatives tend to become long-termers. Allie Felder stoyed 1h years, 

Wally Maddox stayed 5 years, and Rex Wingard has stayed 8 years. Both 

Felder and Wingard got CLUSA involved in unusually sigificant projects 

which have generated large benefits for Indian farmers. Tere would 

therefore seem to be a fairly close correlation between the Representa­

tive's length-of-stay in India and the quality of CLUSA's contributions 

to cooperative-based development undertakings. 

In this report it has been repeatedly mentioned that CLUSA's recently-

Co­established and rather intense involvement with the Oilt;eed Growers 

operative Project in particular, and NDDB-sponsored projects in general, 

has resulted in the atrophy of an important characteristic of the CLUSA 

India Model--name.y, its broad-based assistance to the Tndian coo.rIj­

tive nzovement as a whole. This situation is really not ,s serious or 

cowuterproductive as it may at first appear. There is nothing sacred 

about the CLUSA India Model. It has evolved over time and been adipted 

to changing circuinstances" there is no reason to insist the m.ode). will 

be eclipsed or invalidlated if one of its many componcnt parts is occa­

sionally neglected. With regard to CLUSA's NDDB--OQCP conection, it 

* As Rex ingard is fond of telling new visitors to India: "After you've 

been here for a couple of wceks you're r(cdy to write a bock about this 
place. After a month you think you can write a good rrticle. Pu; after 
a couple of years you dou't ;,,int to write vnythinrg because you're just 
beginning to realize how ip9iorant you are. 
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can be argued that this relationship has produced far more positive bene­

fits than liabilities for the Indian cooperative movement- it .also!.repre­

sents a deliberate, justified, and highly productive strategy choice 

for CLUSA. 

CLUSA's intensified assistance to the National Dairy Development Board 

was not accidental. It arose out of a keen sensitivity for that organi­

zation's great potential as a totally indigenous, non-governmental 

source of leadership for Indian cooperatives addressing the problems of 

the rural poor. Assisting the small farmer: this is the top priority of 

the World Bank, AID, most PVOs, and in fact the large majority of the 

international development assistance community. Over two-thirds of the 

Indian population consists of small farm households, so assistance in 

raising their productivity and incomr. is a first priority of the GOI exs 

well. Add to this the fact that cooperatives in India bnjoy a degree of 

government support and private participation which almost resembles & 

form of worship; rural development through cooperatives is perhaps the 

most politically acceptable, not stratef- for raiiijg f .if the only, wr 

productivity and income throoghout India. Finally, it happens that !IDDPi 

has successfully tested a model for cooperative promotion--capablv of 

rapid and largo-scale replication--based on the creation of integratcd 

producer-to-consumer prodbietion systems on i%commzodity or industry-ui de 

basis. It wac done in dairying; it has been eytcndcd to oilseeds; plans 

are to continue into cotton, jute, vegetables, fisheriets, and other com­

modity sector. NDDP represents the Indian cooperative movement's leading 

edge, its mosrt innovative and hihly-experienced enerL-j source. CLUSA 
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simply elected to go with a winner, to provide selective assistance t
 

a dynamic institution which is almost capable of complete self-reliance 

but which still needs specialized technical advise as well as help in 

getting its ideas accepted and financed by outside donors. In stun, rzather 

than having been weakened by CLUSA's UDDB connection, the India Model 

has been strengthened and, in fact, expanded. It now contains vi indigen­

ous graft derived from the now-famous Anand Pattern Cooperative. This 

graft provides better focus, greater impact, arid expanded legitimacy 

to CLUSA/India operations. The CLUSA IndiaAhas not atrophied; it has 

rather been partially domlesticated. 

C. Deficiencies of the Model in India 

In the opinion of the evaluator there are no serious deficiencies in 

the CLUSA India Yodel as it has been implemented before and during the 

present Program Developm'nt OPG. Tere do exist, however, several fea­

tures in the ziodel which remain to be fully demonstrated as appropriate. 

The very success of CLUSA' s closc involvement with the NVIT' brigs Intc. 

question whether a broad-b,.l.sed assistance commitment by CLUSA to the en­

tire Indian cooperative movement is, in fact, necessary. In this regard 

it is imnportant to distinguish betwecn so-called "liaison" or "consguIt-. 

ing services" and new. project development. ith the sole exception of 

a com-unications project currently being preparcd with the NCUI, CLUSA 

has not actively supported any other Indian cooperative organization 

other than the NDDB in developing or funding a new project. INonethelcs, 

CLUSA has maintained continuing relationships w.ith a broad spectrr. of 
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Indiaz cooperative organizations (see page 19). Hence, it has not neglected 
them p2r se; rather, it has simply not encouraged or given much follow-up 

to their project initiatives. Relative to the NDDB, many of the Inditu 

coopcrative organizations who might potentially qualify for CLUSA assist­

ance are not particularly dynamic. Some reflect marginal managerial capa­

bility; rather than start new projects which -increase their service respon­

sibilities, these institutions first need considerable strengthening in 

the areas of planning, program development, administration, stniff-.training, 

member commul'ications, board- nnagement relations, etc. Then too, some of 

these same institutions do not serve the same clientele that CLUSA,..GOI, 

USAID, and irany donor institutions have identified as the highest priority 

target for assistance--i.e., small farniers. 'T'he question thereforc, arises: 

is CLUSA Justified in making a major investment of its limited staff re­

sources and donor good will on Indian cooperative organizations that re­

quire intensive institution-bui.ding or which serve non-rural rintLerships, 

particularly when more competent cooperative organi-zations already exist 

and havc a specialized mandate to assist the rural poor? 

A second feature of the CLUSA India Model which remains to be demonstra-. 

ted is its assertion that the U.S. cooperative ii-ovement represent.s a pool. 

of expertise, technology, and capital, that is potentially quite useful 

in quichening or modernizing ccoperative develop]uont in India. This matter 

actu ].ly involves two asplects: (1) the resource pool itself, and to what 

extent. it is appropriate for application to Ind.c'u problem and. settings; 

but (2) bo the available resources can be mobilized, ad.,-pted, and used 

effectively. The evaluator is prepared to assume that the U.S. cooperative 
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resource pool does in fact eyist, and that some portion of it could be 

reasonably demonszrated to be applicable to Indian conditions. The prob­

lem arises in how best to get the experLise, technology, and capital 

transfered. I believe the exchange of fraternal. visits by delegates of 

the respective U.S. and Indian cooperative movements is highly useful 

in identifying oolo)e 1Mitics for innovation, but they are generally not 

successful in achievng innovation itself--largely because the durations 

of the visits are exceedingly short as well as the tendency for innova­

tions to require complimentary resources involving equipment or capital 

that is not yet available. Tis suggests longer-term contacts bctwecn 

U.S. cooperatives and their Indian counterparts, perhaps evern resident 

advisors stationed in India. This worked well in the case of the IFFCO 

project because American advisors were actually assigned--for the start­

up period--full technical and tranagerial responsibility for fet-ilizer 

plant construction and operation. They worked with full-tine Indivan counter­

parts who eventually learned enoug) to replace them. However, since the 

IFFCO precedent was established, CLUSA has not deixonstrted any particu­

lar success in copying its technology transfer strategy. CLUSA-s poriso.'d 

advisors have become consultants, with power to suggest but not to imple­

ment, and often without the b,-nefit of Indian counterparts available to 

learn their skills on a continuing basis. Some CLUSA-sponsored consul­

tants have been less succes;ful, than anticipated because the-y were only 

available to vi.s;it India for brief assignment,, or thcy v:re too old to 

tolerate rigorous field trav..l, or the:y had intcrpcrsonaTl .:fficulties 

com unicating with Inditun-,, and other factors. A final. prob.cm involving 

U.S. technolo1y transfer is that GOI industri a.ization policies are ex­
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tremely protective of domestic equipment manufacturers, whose blueprints 

in some instances have not been improved for decades; the result is gene­

ralized obsolescence, with the gap between Indian and internationally­

available equipment grov ing steadily. For advisors to help Indian counter­

part .cooperatives to operate more ef ficiently--utilizing equipment that 

went out of style twenty years ago--is increasingly difficult. Meanwhile, 

GOI restrictions on modern machinery imports,-plus essential shortages 

of doi,.estic fuel supplies on which n:odern machinery depends, result. in 

a technology transfer conundrum that is growing more complicaited every 

year.
 

A third feature of the CLUSA India model is under increasing stress as 

well. ThIs is the all-important autoncmiy of CLUSA/India operations fro. 

USAID or GOI direct control. The lesser source of difficu.ty between 

the two is, of course, the GOI. Tax concessions for the 1Rpresentativc: 

and other CLUSA dxpatriatc staff continue to be granted, although perhi:z 

with increasing comlications and red tape. Direct GOI pressurc oi CLUSA 

to support certain projects or provide continuou. up-d.t o.,-; 

operations is still unheard of. }ow,,%ver, the evoluritor senses a groicug 

risk to CLUSA autonomy arising out of its c].csc relationsh' with NDDB, 

an institution which has :miwy enemies precisely because it has been s-o 

successful. It therefore becomes possibility.---hopefully reoi-icte--that 

in the event the NDDB should ever suffer a major project (isaster, or 

. scandal, or become the target of serious private or publi.o vendettv, 

CLUSA could be identifled as a. close NDDI .l 1y' fnrd be "puished" in some 

http:difficu.ty
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way. Of course, without risk there is no gain. And if CLUSJA ever had to
 

walk the plank becawe of its support of the NDDB, the event could be
 

considered CLUSA's badge of honor.
 

A far more serious threat to CLUSA'.n autonomy comes from USAID. This is
 

easily explainable but nonetheless disconcerting with regard to the 

intact preservation of the CLUSA India Model. The OGCP is far too large 

to be left to CLUSA to monitor with the swne freedom it might hanEl.e 

a $200,000 project. USAID has statutory responsibilities which ultimate­

ly make it accotntable to American taxpayers for how their $120 million 

commodity donation to the NDDB is being utilized. CLUSA must recognize 

that USAID has a right a; vell as an operating preference to hound 

CLUSA about the slightest detail regarding th:' project. On the other 

hand, it is tunreasonable for CLUSA to expect that simply because the 

India Office has always enjoyed considerable autonomy it must continue 

to receive the swne treatment, even though its responsibilities nov in­

dlude monitorship of project activities valued at over a hundred timers 

that which existed before its present Program i':!velopui;-nt ONG was al.-prov­

ed. The very size of the OGCP mrises it fn exccption to unything the 

CLUSA/India Office hiis ever dealt vith before. rfhiis. fact has resuJ.ted 

in a de facto change in the rules of the game by which CLUSA operates 

in India. Without doubt these rules will continue to change in the fu­

ture. The resulting uncertainty can be expcted to caume endless dis­

comfort to the Representative and his staff, b'it this is a fact of life 

CLUSA must learn to live with, and the required adjustir,,ts mill make it 



-36­

necessary for CLUSA to muster its finest interpersonal skills to defend 

itself from further erosion of its program autonomY. 

D. neplicability of the CLUSA India Model in Other Countries 

In general terms the evaluator regards the CLUSA Model as hih)ily appro­

priate for replication in other cowntries. The existence of a permranent 

CLUSA program office and a long-term resident Representative are clearly
 

desireable features for a cooperative assistance progrm conducted over­

seas; they may even constitute prerequisites for the success of such 

programs. The tripartite funding arrangements supporting the CLUrA/India 

Office clearly seems important both in preserving program autonomy and 

in legitirrpting program operations in the eyes of the host-country. 7Te 

program's ability to elicit significant host-country concessions, finan­

cial contribt.tions, or sundry wterial or huwrnn resources on behalf of 

a permanent progra-m office would seem to constitute an important barorz,­

ter of that program's acceptability end importance to the couttry's co­

operative movement. 

On a less sanguinie note, I feel the CLUSA India Model--while appropriate 

-- stands little chance of being replicated intact in non-Indian settir.s. 

India is a particularly unique setting fox CLUSA a inist ance prograirs be­

cause it has one of the largest and most vigorous cooperative iovements 

to be found anyihert-e in the world. As mentioned before, cooperation in 

India is; practicud rdmost :;a religion; it is the centerplece of many 
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government assistance strategies and represents perhaps the most universal 

legacy of Fabian socialism which India inherited from the British. But at 

the same time the cooperative movement--unlike so many Third World coun­

dominated or tightly controlled by the central government.tries--is not 

One could therefore anticipate that CLUSA's India Model would be Somewhat 

more difficult to establish in either of two prototype settings: (1) coun­

tries where little tradition of cooperation exists, and/or (2)countries
 

where cooperatives are tiF)tly-controlled instruments of government socio­

economic engineering. In the first instance it would be extremely diffi­

cult for CLUSA to develop new project initiatives without intense Pnd
 

continuous investments in institution-building. In the latter case it 

could be difficult to develop new projects which did not have the full. 

approval of government officials. 

In India CLUSA started out its operations in the early days with a genrral­

ist Representative. Its present Representative is a highly srjecia.izcd. 

processing technologM expert. Thbe program has consequently evolved from 

a broad-based assistance strategy with cooperatives in genera] t( a r a­

tively narrow-based strategy focused on support to the oilseed sector. De­

pending on how CLUSA wishes to weight the importeunce of these alternative 

approaches--generalist versus speciftliSt--the LeCV.auc voUld select its 

next India Representative accordingly. A generalist would restore some 

balance to the program; a specialist might be able to exploit already 

hard-won gains to create even more imporLant brv-zJkthroughs n future.1 the 

As a general rule though, it would seem that the generalict Representative 
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is more useful to establishing an assistence program in its earliest 

stages, while a specialist Representative is more useful in later stages
 

of program development. 

IV. FINAL RECO M .DATION ON THE O.P.G. 

The Program Developmcnt OPG presently supporting CLUA/India operations 

should be renewed by USAID. 1e finencing mechanism of the OPG ltseJf 

(which replaced earlier task orders written on an annual basis) seems 

perfectly adequate and far more convenient than previous arrangements 

because of its three-year duration. AID policy suggests that the maximum 

amount that can be granted under on OPG is US$500,000 Since the first 

Program Development OPG was only $203,600, this would still leave a 

potential surr, to draw cn of US$296,OO without any violation of the 

policy guideline. 

Nevertheless, the strongly that a: a, it,.evaluator recommends i.rrq,.: 

for renewal of the OPG, the grant document be extensively rewritten. 

CLUSA's purpose in India remains the same. The specific objectives for 

achicving that purpose, however, have become soacieThat ambiguous because 

of CLUSA's close involvement with the OCCP and the IDDE. The kinds of 

functional activities cxpected of the Representative need to be redefined 

ith greater clarity, activity benchmarks established for cach type of 

activity, and reporting, formats by the Representative generally over­

hauled. Detailed suggestions for implementing these changes will be found 
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elsewhere in the body of this report. Finally, a concerted effort will 

be required by CLUSA/W to improve its superrision of the OPG in general, 

and its review of the Represntative's quarterly and annual reports in 

particular. 

Finally, a word on staffing. CLUSA's involvement in big projects has 

brought it big responsibilities and many administrative burdens which 

the Representative can not handle by himself. The presently available 

Indian staff of the CLUSA Office does not appear to be sufficiently 

experienced to relieve the Reprosentative of his most time-consuming 

obligations involving di.rect dealings with USAID staff. The Representa­

tive is fast becoming a full-t.,e administrator vho orily has time to 

dabble in techmical consulting, new project developnent, and linison 

activ .ties. A thorough reviev of CLUSA/India's present program tuLd ad­

ministrative responsibi]itics, their distribution Pmong available staff 

members, and opportunities for reorgn)zation th..t frees the Reprcsenta­

tive for his mzost important functions--such a study should be- co)du'zt...c 

at the earliest possible moiucnt, and preferably before final approval 

of a foliov-on Program Development OPG is approved. 


