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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

A. Cverviev of the Program Develcpment 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 es the "India lModel". 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-formuleted projects which strengthen Indian cooperatives.

Since theé wid-196C's the CLUSA/India Office has been supported by tri-
partite funding provided by CLUSA/Weshington, USAID/India, end the Government
India. CLUSA/W has paid the salary and out-of-country cos:cs of the Represcnt—
aetive, sore capital goods, and has arranged funding for the cost of fre-
ternal exchange visits between the U.S. end India. USAID/India pays the

local rupee costs for the CLUSA Office in HNew Delhi, its Indien stiaf”,

end the Representative's local housing and business travel expenses. The
Government of India‘providcs concessions--such as peyment of the CLUSA
Represcntative's Indian income taxes and duties on imported prorerty.

Although not on & formally programmed tasis, the CLUSA/India operations

® A comprchensive deseription of this releticenship will be found in "A
Sunwory Histery of the Assistance ot the Cooperutive Leepue of the U
S.i. to the Cooperatives of India, 1952-1980", prepered Ly CLUSA/Wesh-
ington in August 1980,

of
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benefit from & variety of in-kind contributions from Indian cooperstives;
these include provision of counterpart personnel, fecilities for meetings,
and various kinds of matcrial‘support. Moreover, most of the diréct costs

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

delegates' cooperatives.

The USAID funding of the CLUSA/India Office has been financed through a
number of mechanisms. From 196%-1972 the office was supported by rupee
trust funds held by the USG in India. When the use of these funds was
frozen by the GOI in 1972, suppﬁrt for CLUSA switched to funding in dol-
lars by ATD/W utilizing simple contract orders prepored every l-Z ycors
until 1978, In that year the present Progrem Develﬁpment or¢ (AID 366-2135)
vas approved for & three-ycar period. This OPG is budgeted at the rupece
equivalent of US$203,600. CLUSA/V contributions sre estimeted at US$270,LOC,
GOI cortrituticns &t U3$L25,000, end Indian ccoperative contributions e+
US$33,000 for a total CLUSA Office support peckage of $932,000. The OIG'c
rFersonnel budget covers the salaries of an Indian administrative ascsict-
ent/secretery, an accounts and rrintenence essistant, end one driver,
Scveral additional Indien staff--including a clerk/messcnger, sweerper,

and several guards for day end night shifts--are financed on a vro-rated
besis between the Program Development OPG, the NCDC Oilsecds Manapenent
OPG, the NDDB Teckhnical Assistance OFG, ead the Oilseed Crowers Cooperu—

tive Project {OGCF).

The purposcs of the Program Development OPG are Lwofold: (1) 4o develop
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and support assistance projects for Indian cooperatives, and (2) to pro-
vide a continuous and open channel for information and assistance exchange
between the cooperative movements of the U.S. and India. Both purposcs
are to be achieved through centinuing rupee financial support to a per-
manert CLUSA/India Office. The outputs or activity components of the OFG
are a1l centered on the CLUSA Representative, who is rssigned five basic
responsibilities, ec follows: (1) to serve as a liaison between U.S. and
Indian cooperatives, helping to plan end coordinate fraternal visits,
study tours, exchange of information, and technical essistance services;
(2) to assist in the planning, design, and implementation of projects

to assist Indian cooperatives; (3) to provide technical consultirg ser-
vices to Iniian cooperatives directly, host-country orgenizations serving
cooperatives, and other development assistence institutions; (1) to pro-
vide logistical backstopping to U.8. expetriates assigned to AID-finerced
prodects; and (5) to provide on-going supervision or conduct information

up-dates on the status of cooperative projects wnderway.

Although the Program Development OPG is completely interiwincd with CLUSA's
gso-called "India Model", it is instructive to identify whel characteristice
distinguish that model from thet of a conventional country propram director-
ship so common emong AID-supported privete voluntary orgenizations overseac.
First, CLUSA psys the Representutive's salary, nct USAID, and this gives

hin significant autonomy. This autonory is enhenced by CLUSA's puyment of
the Representative's out-of-India costs, vhich facilitetes rcegional con-

tects, attendence at mectings of internotional cooperoative bodics, and the
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broasdening--during ennual home leaves--of contacts with U.S. cooperatives
anxious to support projects in Inidia. Second, the CLUSA Representative

is assigned on a general rather then a specific project basis. His pro-
gram contacts are with e broad variety of host-country national or state
institutions-~i.e., with an entire movement--and avoids identification
with a single counterpart agency, economic scctor, or specialized develop-
ment strategy. Third, CLUSA does not design or implement its own projects;
rather, it co-authors project proposals with Indian cooperative institu-
tions end assists in the identification of potential funding sources.
Fourth, the Representative is assigned on & long~term basis, and he serves
both as an adrministrator end as a technicel consultant to host-country

end donor institutions. Finally, the CLUSA India Model is grounded on the
fundemental tenet that the U.S. cooperative movement represents a large
reservoir of rcsources, technology, and expertise which is potentially
vseful in quickening the growth of cooperatives overseus. CLUSA/India
serves as e cutalyst in mobilizing such contributions end supervising

their adeptation to loczl conditions.

B. Purposes and Activities of the Present Evaluation

The Program Development OPG was conducted as one of & cluster of sssessment
activities undertaken bty the consultant during {wo sepurate visits to In-
dia in late 1980 and early 1981, The first visit (Scpterber 1Lh to October
k, 1980) wus largely devoted to mn cvoluation of the NCDC Oilsccds Manage-

rent OPGC (US$hYS,COﬁ).* The sccond visit (March %-30, 1091) was dowinated

¥ Sec "Evalunticn Report on the HCRC/CLUSA Oilseeds Munngement OPGY, April
6, 1961,
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by activities involving & five-man team assessment of the Oilseced Growers
Conperative Project (US$120 million), for which the consultant also pre-
pared a re-write of the project's Multi-Year Operationel 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 OPGC was limited to two days in New Delhi; it consisted of several
informal interviews with thé CLUSA Representative plus en incomplete re-

: . . * *
view of his preject files and reports over the last two ycars.

According to his scope of work, the evaluator was esked to reviev the
objectives of the Program Development OPG, analyze the effectiveness and
impact of CLUSA's assistence under the OPG, and report on progress made

in achieving the grant's goals end objectives. Regarding the India Model,
the consultant was to define its components, anglyze the model's strengths
and deficiencies regarding its operations in lndie, and comment on the

replicability of the model to other countries.

% See "A Report on the Oileeed Growers Cooperetive Project", prepared by
the Joint CLUSA/AID YroJeet Asccssment Teem, April 17, 19813 also "CGCP
Multi-Yeer Operationsl Plan (1979-1986)", April 21, 19€1.

£# Completed rather hurriedly, the originel cveluetion report on the Prog-
ran Developuont OFG (dated April 23, 1981) resuvlted in o sufficient
nwiber of CLUSA observations regording errors of fact or interprota~
tion as to Justify & sccond write-up, begun four months later. Tn under-
teking thic revision the consulicni bencfiticd not only from CLUSA's
extensive comments on the flrat draft but elso had the opportunity tn
study all the Peprezentative's grarterly end cnnual reports for this OFG

covering the yeors 1079 nnd 1900,
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C. Summory 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 benchmarks for the Representative's different areas
of responsibility. Following this loose format, reports by the Repre-
sentative werec of & general and uvnquantified nature, providing little
sense of the intensity, significance, 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 benchwerk--namely, develeop-
ment to implementation of six new projects. This goal was not only
echieved but actually surpassed within the first two years of the

grant period. Vhile significent in & generel sense, this achievement
does not measure per sc the effectiveness of CLUSA performance becruse
(1) project development responsibilities were shared witl, if not dori-
neted by, India's National Dairy Development Board (NDDB); (2) four of
the six projects were in an advanced stage of development before the
OPG wes signed; (3) the projects are of vastly different size (dollar
costs )y end. (&) the nature of CLUSA inputs into the devclopment of

each of them voeries from criticel to periphcral.
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Hence, this evaluation of the Program Develcpment OPG must be based
almost entirely on subjective eppreciations that are not rigorously
messurable. In this regard the picture which erwerges is one containing
s mixture of eccorplishrments as well as failings. On the positive

side, there was one crowning achievement during the grent peried which
dwerfs all others in importance and aslone justifies manyfold all AID
investments in the CLUSA/India Office since the early 1970's. This

was. the initiaticn of the US$120 million Oilseed CGrowers Coopercative
Project-—an immensely important development scheme which secks to
irtegrate India's oilseed and vegetable oil processing industry vithin
& nation-wide, producer-to-consumer cooperative system. The CLUSA/India
Representative was intensely involved in the project's design, finen-~
cing, contractual negotiations, technical evolution, and on-going legis-
ticai support. The Representative's contribution was &lso critical in
developing a couple of technical assistence projects involving ex-
patriate oilseed processing specielists which are intended to strength-
en management end plent opersting cf'ficicncy among ccoperative oilseed

Processors.

These projects will someday’ generate millions ef dollavrs worth of in-
come benefits for lov-income farmers and censumers throughout India.
To have served s8s o catalyst in the design end initiction of such
initiatives is reason enough to characterize the Representative's per-

formance es dramstically successlul. NHonetheless, it is necessary to
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point out that this success was achieved at the expense of inadequate
performance of some of the Representative's conventional responsibili-
ties, and of serious but presumably temporary noncompliance with im-
portent features of the CLUSA India Model. By his concerted nitention
to the cooperative oilseced sector, the Representative became heavily
involved with a single Indian institution, the NDDB, with the result
tkat the frequency of his contacts with India's cooperative movement

as & vwhole lapscd considerably. Judging from his reports, the Repre-
sentative has experienced great difficulty in meinteining continuity
or follow-up for his consulting contects or project development initie-
tives with institutions other then the HDD5, He has compleined fre-
quently of heavy administrative burdens arising out of the mammoth

OGCP that virtuelly preclude his cffective participetion in other
projects, with other organizations, in excercise of his’liaison, consul-

tive, end supervisery roles.

Overell, the evalustor btelieves that the Progrem Manegement OFG hes,

and continues to meet, very important nceds in India; the grant merits
renevel for a second three-year period., However, as & precondition to
rencwal it is sugpested that the OPG description be extensively revised,
the Representative's duties wade wore explicit, his performance bench-
marks expended, his rcporting format revised to foeilitatc weaningful
docvmzntation of his aetivities, ond provision for supervision by CLUSA/V

tightcned considerably.,



IT. ANALYSIS OF 0.P.G. COMPONENTS

A. Purpose/Objectives of the Crant

The Program Davelopment OPG has two purposes: (1) to develop end sup-
port assistance projects for Indian cooperatives, and (2) to provide
a continuous and open channel for information and resource or service
exchenges betveen the cooperative movements of the U.S. and India.
The successful achievement of both objectives was to be measurcd by

e single benchrark: the development te implementetion of six new pro-
Jecfs. As of December 1980--with one year still remsining under the
gfant-—funding kad been obtained for six projects end all of these
had been initiated. Three edditional projects were still secking
funding assistance, with twe scheduled for initiation in 1981. The

nine projects are the following:

Project Assistence  Date of
Yunding Anitiat.

Source

), Oilseecd Grovers Co-op Project (NDDB) USAID 01/79
2. Oilseed Menagement OPG (NCDC) USATD .09/7¢8
3. OGCP Initiel Technical Assist. (NDDB)  USAID 08/19
i, Milk Grid Computerizaticn (NDDR) Ford/ODA 10/19
$. Rural Menagement Inztitute (NDDB) Ford 11/79
6. Keira Rural Developuent (KHDB) UNICEF 06/80
7. Research and Dovelopuent Center(HDDR) ? 1981
6. Communicaticns Preject (NCUI) ? 1961
9. Kadena Development Project (HDDE) ? ?

In eddition to the shove, CLUSA/Tudie hes Veen involved in the formu-

lation of some ten edditional project initietives. Most or these vere
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eventually asbandoned as not feasible or lapsed for lack of follow-up
by CLUSA or Indien cooperetive orgenizations. Those projects identi-
(ied vith an asterisk are apparently still in en initial stage of
development but are unlikely candidates for initiation within the pre-

sent OPG period. These additional projects are the following:

Women and Consumerism Project (NCCF)

Cotton Marketing Project (Gujarat State Cotton Mkting Fed.)
Leather Exports Project (NFIC) '
Weening Food Improvement Project (NDDB)

. Fishing Cooperatives Project (NDDB)¥*

.  Cooperative Nursery Project (UNICEF)

. OGCP Mode). Plant (NDDB)

. Dal Analog Project (NDDB)*

9. Low Cost Woolen Mill (NCCF)

10. Women's Sericulture Cooperative (NDDB)

O~ N\ & V-

It is eppropriete to mention that the achievewment or surpassing of
the six-project benchuark is not e 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 predominantly with CLUSA but shared with Indian cooperative or-
ganizations. Nor in there snything eritical ehout the nurter six,
because the_sbove-nentioned projects vary greaily vith regard to rami-
tude of funding required, technical complexity, and type of input re-
quired from CLUSA. For instaunce, the mammoth $120 million OGCP schemc
can be considered more important than half © dozen smnller projects

- ecombined. Similarly, for some projects CIUSA's techncleogicel exper-
tise is solicited (e.g., oilzeed processing); in othors CLUSA is used
as & conduit or intermedisry to procurce crternsl technical essiclance

(e.g., milk grid computerization, dsl analog)y and still others CLUSA's
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help is needed to identify potential donors or to co-author a proposal
to lend it greater credibility. Finally, it remaius guestionable as to
what extent the projects initiated during the present OPG period are

in fact nevw undertakings resulting from actions taken since the OPG
was sipned, or rather represent the heritage of CLUSA efforts going
back to pre—-grent ycars. Vhile fhese concerns highlight the inadequacy
of the OPG performance indicators, however, they do not alter the fact
that a variety of important cooperative essistance projects were initie-
ted with CLUSA's nctive participation during the grant pericd. Hence,
{the basic purposes of the OPG were achicved ta at least & satisfactory
degree. .Only lack of measureable cvidence discriminating the CLUSA
Representative's inputs from those of others prevent us from concluding

his contribution was highly productive or even outstending.

Nevertheless, in setisfying the purpose of the Project Developrent OPG
CLUSA has abandoned at least tewmporarily e fundamental characteristic

of the CLUSA India Model--nemely, its broad~besed support to the Indian
cooperative movement in general. Seven of the nine projects which have
been, or soon will be, initiated during the grant peried are associsted
vith o single institution: the Indian Fational Dairy Davelepment Board.
From one perspective, this exceedingly close working rcletionship be-
tween CLUSA and the NDDB is hiphly desireable. By Third Vorld standards
the NUDE is one of the most innovative, dedicated, aud competoent cooperia-
tive promotion apencics to be found anywhere, end beccuse it is & pri-

vate--sector, non-profit trust it avoids many 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
en impressive track record. The Board's great success with Operation
Flood--which built an integrated village-to-consumer cooperative milk
industry throughout Indin--has attracted offers of assistunce from a
variety of donors including the World Bank, United Hations, European
Economic Community, Ford Foundation, and many others; it has the luxury
of beinpg selective in its choice of supporters., The NDDB is beginning
to conduct continuous rescarch to explore opportunities for expanding
the Tndian cooperative movement--and particularly the Anand Pattiern
Cooperative Model--into new comrodity sectors. From dairying snd oil-
secds, the NDDB expects to move into fruit, vegelables, cotton, Jute,
ficheries, end others. Additional support for in~house study teams is
included for finencing from among funds generated by the PL 480 com-
modity grant, and the Oilsecd Growers Cooperative Project specifically
plens to assict embitious commercial import and export schewes involv-
ing oilsced products. In a program development scnse, then, the NIDB

is e vftal encrpy source and prime mover. Its cepublilitics in project
research, decipgn, and nrnagement mekc CLUSA's complience with its CPG
much casier. Without this dynamiec institution CLUSZ would have far less

significant projects 1o relate to under the program developrent gruant.

It is apparent that CIUSA's role in development essistencc has becn
greetly cenhanced by its essociation with the NDDE, espeeially with re-

gard to the irplementution of the Vegoil Project (OGCP). $his $120 mil-
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lion commodity donation, the largest PLUBO donation in the world,

would never have been approved by AID in the absense of such an im-
pressive host-country organization as the NDDE to manage it. Like-

wise, CLUSA would never have been interested in becouming the commodity
broker for this project had it been a smaller underteking operated

by an Indian cooperative institution of dubious management capability.
And finally, NDDB would never have accepted PLUWEO nssistance directly
from the U.S. Government had CLUSA not agrced to serve as an inter-
mediery for the trensfer snd monitorship of the donated resources.

This unjique conjunction of circumstences created an exceptional op-
portunity for CLUSA to support a developuent undértaking of unpreccdented
magnitude. But in moking this commitment CLUSA beceame so deeply enneshed
in problems of commodity resource procurercnt, end in eddressing.secmingly
_endless inquiries from USAID concerning project status end implermenta-
tion requirewents, that CLUSA has been left with little time for eny--

thing else.

Clearly, CLUSA/India will heve increasing difficulties in handling its
nev functions (in commodity resource intermediation) and its 0ld func-
tions (program development assistence to the Indian cooperative movement

8s o whole) without cither (1) en increasc in stefi or (2) o decrease

[ =29

n its responsibilities under its exzisting functions, both old ond new.

As the tiiird and lust year of ithe Progrom Doevelopment OPG draws te an
y G

cnd, it becomes neccssary that CLUSA and USAID address some fundarcental
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questions. What are CLUSA's appropriate support roles in India? If
program development end commodity resource brokerage and project
monitorship/intermediation ere to occur simultaneously, how should
responsibility for these roles be distributed so that their burden
daes not fall predominently on the Representative? Where are CLUSA's
priorities to be assigned between program assistance to the NLDB and
other Indien cooperative ofganizations? What changes in structure,
personnel, end funding are rcquired to support any redefinition of
CLUSA/India's scope of work. On behslf of that self-enslysis and

program dielogue, the consultant offers a few suggestions:

SUGGESTION: The basic purpose: of the Program Development OPG
~-t0- develop .end support assistence projects for Indien coopera-
tives--yemeins valid. However, it has become necessary Lo cere-
fully delincate between two scparate sets of project support
functions: (1)pre-project essistance and (2) project implemente-
tion assistance. Pre-project sssisience involves technical guid-
ence to national coupzrative orgenizations in (a) identifying
project opportunitics, (b) forimletion of project design, (c)
lJocation of potentizl donors, (d) project proposal write-ur,

end (c¢) proposal follow-up to project approval. Project imnle-
nentation essistance involves (f) commodity procurement ox
extermnal resource intcrmediction, (g) project wonitorship or
supervisicn, (h) technical consultation for project ojoreticus,
and (i) cvaluation of projcet outcoues.

SUGGESTION: Betuwcen these scperale categories of support fume-
tions, priority shculd be given to pre-project assisiance in
the cose of the CLUSA Bepresentative's tire. In contrast, pro-
Ject dmplementation vssistance should be offered predominently
by additionel CLUSA sto®f end/or techniciens (Indian or expat-
riate) recruvited by the League on & short-tere or permanent
basis as determined by need. As « gencrrl) guideline, no less
than €0 porcent of {he Representotive's time should Lo devoted
to pre-project escistance sclivitiesy and of this cormitment,
no less then hald should be dirzcted ot Indlon coopervative
instituiions otlicr thun the NDDE.



-15-

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
gize, coverage, complexity, or significance. The following,
criteria are suggested: (1) only projects sponsored by national-
or federation-level cooperative institutions will be considered
in measuring CLUSA performence; (2) CLUSA will develop projects
with no less than five Indian cooperative institutions over a&
threc-year period; and (3) the aggregote value of external sssist-
ancce funding for projects developed by CLUSA will exceed.by no
less than « factor of 10 the total three-year cost of the OFG
itself.

B. Review of the Individucl Respori§ibilities of the CLUSA Repre-
sentative

The Program Development OPG lists severel responsibilities of the CLUESA
Representative. lle is to assist in the identification, plenning, design,
end irplementation of projects to assist Indian cooperatives. le is to
serve as e liaison between U.S. and Indian cooperetives, helping to plan
study tours, fratemnal visits, gather information, and facilitete tech-
nical sssistance inpuls. He ic to provide technical consultiing services
to Indian cooperetive organizations, local egencics serving the coopera-
tive movement, and to bi-lateral end multi~letersl doror institutions
vith regerd to cooperative assistance projects. le is to provide
logistical beckstopping to U.S. expatriates assigned to AID-financed

or CLUSA-assisted projects. And he is to proviae on-going supervision

of cooperative projects undervay, wherc eppropriate, or st least keep
himself informed of their progress. The CLUSA Reprosentative'!s perfor-

mence under each of these components will be exemined below.


http:exceed.by

=16~

1. ASSISTANCE IN NEW PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
The Representative's compliance with this function has been almost non-~
existunt since late 1979, when already five new cooperative assistance
projects were underwey. With the initiation of the Oilseed Growers Co-
operative Project, the Representative's increasing involvement in this
one project gradually consumed most of his available time. There was
no pressing need, nor available staff capacity, to support the develop-
ment of additionul projects. Indeed, in his last two annual reports on
the OPG the Representative has repeated verbatum the following observa-
tion under the heanding "Lessons Learned":

Mny pressurc to finelize end initiate too many new projects

over too short a period of time should be resisted strongly.

A better coursc would be to deliberately delay the initiation

of the less critical ones in order to minimize setting an im-

proper basis.
The Representative obviously succeeded in resisting ithe nev project
pressure he identified. The "Project Initiation Schedule" attached
to the Representative's second annual report is aliost a carbon copy
of the one submitted the year before, except that one existing project
initiative was ectuelly ahandoned. However, in his quarterly reports
for 1980 the Representutive mentions ot least ten projects vhich he
had some hand in discussing or formuloting (see page 10), but which
ncver mede the Project Tnitietion Schedule. These ten projects repre-
sent five Indien cooperative institutions. This gives a rouvgh idea of

the Yopportunity coste™ of CLUSA's almost exclusive involvenent with
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one project (OGCP) and one cooperative institution (NDDB): for in resist-
ing pressures to develop new projects, CLUSA also resisted supporting a
broader spectrum of the Indian cooperative movement. In sum, 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 importent feature of the CLUSA Indiu lModel to atrophy. To
assist in the restoration of a more balanced project assiztance stralcgy,
it is recommnended thet 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 assistance activities will

be conducted. Specific criteria suggestions in this regard were mentioned

previously (page 15).

2. GENERAL COOPERATIVE LIAISON

A review of the Representative's reports reveels considerable incensistency
from one year to the next in the way he categorizes hig wvetivities cr in-
stitutional ccntacts between (1) couvperative assistance in gencral, (2)
liaison, (3) project de=velopment, (4) consulting services, end (5) super-
vision. Even in theory the differences between these categories ere quite
anbiguous; how nuch more difficult it must be in practice to discriminate
the essentiul purpese of eech activity snd to keep these purposcs from

overlapping.
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With regard to liaison-type aetivities 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 vicits
by CLUSA/W staff or U.S. consultents, and assisted with arrangements for
one or more groups of Indian officials wishing to visit U.S. coopera-
tives. In olmost every one of the first eight quarters of the OPG period
the Representative attended at lcast one important event organized by
Indian ccoperative institutions--confercnces, annual meetings, congresses,
cooperative cclebrations, trade fairs, and the like. During his ennual
home leaves the Representative visited a number of U.S. cooperatives for
purposes of coordinating existiug or future assistance to the Indien co-
operative movement. The unquuntified neture of the Representative's re-
porting does not permit a reliable evaluction of the duration or signifi-
cance of such lisison activities, but there 55 sufficient written cvidence

to indicete his performance in this arcas vas at least satisfectory.

3, CONSULTING ACTIVIUTILS
As mentioned above, the Representative's institutionsal contacts are not
reported on separately by function. Neither is it cleer what is neant by
& "contnct"-~much less whether it was meaningful or not--because these
cover briefings of visitors, telephone end written requests for informo-
tion, meetings both at CLUSA offices end elsevhere, verbal reports to
U.S. end Indien éiplomats, testimony given Lo government boards of inguiry,
and finelly "consulting services" to ccoperative end private sector or-

ganizotions as well as bi-lateral or multi-leterel assistence agencics
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and PVOs. Nor does the Representative mention the frequency, durstion,
and significance of such contacts., However, a review of his gquarterly
reports permits us to draw some broad measurenents of his performance.

In 1979 the Representative listed a total of %2 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 sowe of thesc
contacts involved repeated encounters during the same quarter, and it

may be thet some institutions contacted were not mentioned. In an attempt
to provide a better overall impression of the range and type of institu-
tions contacted by the Reprecsentative, & list is presented below contain-
ing 17 Tndien end 26 foreign or international organizations:

Foreign end International
ASSISTANCE. AGENCIES

Indian Organizations
NATIONAL OR STATE LEVEL

1. NDDB 1. USDA-CCC 6. FAO

2. NCDC 2. AID/W 7. UHICEF

3. NAFED 3. CIDA 8. ICA

4., M.P.Stete Co-op.Mkt.Fed. Lk, SIDA 9. World Bunk

5. M.P.State Hundloenm Fed. 5. WFP

€. Gujarat Mkt.Fed. PYOs AND COMSULTING ORGANIZ.

7. Nat.Rescarch end Dev.Co-op 1. CRS T. ACDI

8. Fed.Urban Banking/Thrift Soc. 2. CARE 8. Vorld Educat.
9. NCUI 3. Ford 9. CUUA Intcrnat.
10. NCCF 4, Rockefeller 10. VIWA
1i. NFIC 5. VHA 11l. CASA
12, IFFCO G. AFPRO 12. Servotech.
PRIVATE INDUSTRY PRIVATE INDUSTRY

1. Soya Bareilly ‘1. General Foods

2. De Smct 2. Americon Soybeen Assoc.

3. DCM Chemicels 3. Krause Milling

L, Chemco 4. Agric. Counselox

5. Anand Cotton Ginning

5. Extraktiountecknil
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The above list suggests a fairly balanced distribution of contacts be-

tween Indian and foreign organizations. It indicates the Representative

has meintained contact with & broad sector of the Indien cooperative

movement, even though project assistance activity was narrowly focused

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

Representative has served as an informational resource to meny interno-

ticnal agencies and private voluntary or consulting organizetions., Over-

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

in liaison or consulting activities. Given & more quentitative, detailed,

end less ambiguous reporting formet, one could immgine the Representa-

tive's perrormance couia nuve peen ucwonstrated to be highly productive.Q s Goa
A
ottty

R py
.

L, SUPERVISION OF EXISTING PROJECTS host o

It is important to mention that ihe Representetive is not responsible
for supervising all projects developed to implementation with his per-
ticipation. The project initiation schedules atteched to each quarierly
report of the OPG clearly indicate which projects require continuing
CLUSA involvement and which do not. In this regard the Representetive
had a continuing supervison responsibility for only threc of.the five
projects initiated in the first two years of thc OPG: theze ere the
NCDC Oilseed Manegement OPG, the OGCP Initisl Technicel Assistence OFG,
end the "projeet portion" (es distinet from commwodity monitorship) of
the 0ilsced Growers Cooperative Project. The two remnining projects--
HDDB's Operation ¥Flood IT Milk Crid Computerizetion end HDDB's Rural

Management Ingtitute--required only that the Representative keep himself



informed of their progress and needs. As with other areas of the Repre-
gsentative's activities. no performence benéhmarks wvere established by

the OPG concerning project supervicion responsibilities. Hence, any assess
ment of the Pepresentative's effectiveness in this area ig bound to be

highly subjective,

In the opinion of the evaluator the Representalive's supervision of the
NCDC Oilsecd Management OPG was deficient. As mentioned in the evaluation
report on that project, formal or programmed contacts betwecen the Repre-
sentative and senior NCDC staff (vie & project supervision mechanism
known as the NCDC/CLUSA Oilseeds Management Advisory Commitiee) appear
to have ended after May 1980, Although the Representative was in fre-
quent (perheps weckly) contact with the two expatriate edvisors assipgned
to the NCDC, he never accompenied them to the ficld to obtain a first-
hend impression of the problems they faced or how effectively these ac-
visors were dealing vwith them. Two problems in particular arose which
might have been resolved rore expeditiously had the Representative pro-
vided closer supervision. One of the two advisors experienced extreme
difficulties in interpersonal relations with Indiens end, for reassons of
age and disposition, in coring with ficld travel conditions. Thesc fac~
tors almost{ necutralized the edvisor's value to the NCDC yproject. His
cerly termination after some 17 months in India wos voluntary but, in

the evaluator's opinion, long overdue, The secend problem was a breekdown

in NCDC's commitment to provide its edvisors with full-time Indisn counter-
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parts, & lapse which to this day continues to Jeopardize the continuity
of benefits resulting from CLUSA assistance to this institution. The Rep-
resentetive should have addressed this problem opportunely; it would

not have required & large investment of his scarce time, and the matter
was importent enough to deserve his highest priority gttention, Fortunate~
ly for India, the remaining edvisor has been very cffective in bands-on
teaching of more efficicnt processing techniques direttly to plant-level
managers and staff. He has also extended his duty tour and may even

accept an offer from NDDE to spend another two ye&rs in tcchnical assist-

ance to oilseed processors.

In contrast to the NCIC project, the Representative's supervision of NDDB
projects hes teen reletively intense. He has made frequent (#lmost month-
ly) trips to NDDB heodquarters at Anend, bhes visited project processing
plants, port facilitics, and distribution networks, has worked closcly
with CLUSA consultants engaged in the OGCP Operations Rescarch Study,

and possibly is nore farilier wvith the overall picturc of the Oilsced
Growers Cooperative Project than any other cxpatriate in India. In sum,
the Representative's supervision of NDDB project activity must be regardcd

us excellent.

Nonetholess, the evaluator would still foult the Representative on two
counts regerding project supervision. First, I believe the Repiresentative

has becone too_involved.in the OCGCP, because the houndaries separaling
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his responsibilities (as project supervisor, technical consultant) from
those of the OGCP/CLUSA Praject Monitor have become increasingly blurred.
This reletive over-involvement by the Representative in OGCP operations
has resulted in his less-than-optimal participation in other projects,
other Indian cooperative organizetions, and other functions that require

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 ficld
travel at the villege-level which allows an eppraisal of project perform-
aence from the perspective of the ultimate beneficiaries. In other words,

I feel the Representative gives excessive importance to top-down epproach-
es to his work (including intensive national-level institutional econtacte),
vhile underestimating the value of understanding project dynamies from

the bottom-up. I could be mistaken, but T am uneware of any cross-cultural
or logisticel constraints which would prevent the Representative frow in-
tensifying his grassroots project involvement. T & ceritain degree I think
the Representative is es much the causc as he is the victimlof the heevy
edministrative burdens about which he so often compleins. By spending so
much time in the office the Representative actually becomes both more
avoilable and a more templing terget for continvous interruptions from
USATD (memorendwss, telephone calls, meetings) sceking addédtional cleri-
fications on cven marginally importont aspcets of CLUSA operations or

project implementation.
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In the lest analysis, however, the above reservations are almost gratui-
tous. Once again, given the absensce of performance benchmarks or guide-
lines from CLUSA/W or USAID/Indie regarding how the Representetive should
distribute his time, or vhat volume of achievement is expected of him on
en annual basis, the Representative is well within his prerogatives to
organize and employ his time in eny fashion he deems appropriate.

Looking forward to the renewal of CLUSA's PrOgrmn}ﬂgﬁggﬁﬁggd%PG for
another three-yeer period, the eveluator considers it necessary to sug-
gest considerable revision of present OPG reporting formats, more detail-
ed specification of performance benchrmarks for the Represcntetive on a
periodic basis, more quantitative reporting of meaningful institutional
contacts, more analysis of significant program problewms, trends, or op-
portunities, and tightened-up procedures by CLUSA/W to review and res-
pond to quarterly or annual reports by the Representetive. Ultimately,
the need for such reforms is not merely to better conttol and evaluatic
the Representative's performance; perheps nmore importently these changes
ere requircd to permic CLUSA to document its track rccord in Incdia ir

e more convincing woy. The following suggestions are offered on behalf

of those objJectives:

SUGGESTION: Cutegorizing the Representative's sctivities by func-
tion--nenely, (1) generul coorcrative support, (2) project develop-
ment, (3) livison, (4) consulting, end (5) supervision——has not
proven vevy uscfuwl. If thiz categorization of the quarterly report
i¢ to be maintained, it s incumbent on CLUSA to define unambipguous—
ly what sorts of wetivitics fall into each coltegory. Furtheriore,
CLUSA should spoeify cowe kind of cnnual benchmurk for cech cate-
gory of asetivity. Finally, CLUSA should esteblish e set of guide-
lines a5 to vhai rough poreentage of his totel time is the Repre-
sentative expected to devoie Lo ench area of activity.
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SUGGSTION: Reporting under the category "General Cooperative Sups-
port is gencrally satisfuctory, except thet its content often
overlaps considerably with "Liaison Activities". It is suggested
these two categorics be collapsed into one for reporting pwposes.

SUGGESTION: A review of his quarterly reprorts reveals that the
Representative engages in rrequent and unnecessary verbatinm repe-
tition of narrative content from one quarterly report to the
next. Scome paragraphs go unchanged for as long as four quarters.
This deficiency is particularly prevalent in the category of "New
Project Development".

It is suggested that for the first quarterly report of each year
e brief (1-2 sentence) description of each project under develop-
ment be provided. 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: Under "Consulting Services" the Representative has e
tendency to cite only names of institutions assisted or briefed,
without menticring what sort of essistance was offered, or what
vas discussed, or how much time was devoted to this activity. It
is suggested that future reporting under this category cite the
nanc of each institution essisted, followed by & brief descrip-
tion (no more tharn one sentence) of the sctivity involved end an
epproximation of the time involved or duration of the service.
For cxample:
~Soya/Bareilly: plant visit to review equipment necds (2 deys)
~NAFED: mecting with BOD te discuss oilseed ceke export contract
with OGCP (1/2 dey)
~¥orld Bunk: revicw end critique cf oilseed processing report
(2 days)
~Ford Foundationr: briefing of new Ford Rep.(1/2 duy)

SUGGESTION: For OPG-type prejects the Representative nust file a
separate quarterly recport (e.g. NCDC OPG). A lurge project like
the OGCP usually commands a seperate report as vell, Howvever, these
projects are also reported on in the Frogram Dovelopment OPG, end
this occesionally results in unnecessary duplication or confusing
ceross~references. It is therefore sugrested that when a separate
report has been written on any project mentioned wnder the "Super-
vision" corponent of the CFG report, the Kepresentative provide
ot least 23 lines bricefly summarizing his involvement in the ref-
erenced projoect as well es a citation of the other, woiv deteiled
report. For example:

Oilsced Crowers Cogpmrative Project

~Anend rmeetings with WRDE/OVOW steff (July, 3 deys)
~Write-up, Multi-Ycar Operetions). Plan, (Aupust, 2 deys)
-Port visits to Bhavaagar, Jamnegar with USATD nuditor (fugust,3 days)
For detnils, see Quarterly Progross Report, submitted October 18, 1000,
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SUGGESTION: It is apparent that the Representative's quarterly

and cnnual reports have received very cesual review by CLUSA/W
and USAID/India. The evidence for this assertion lies in the fact
thet glaring deficiencies in both the reporting format itself,

as well as the Representative's use of it, vent cntirely undetect-
ed for at least the first two years of the OPG period.

As & minimum prerequisite for CLUSA/VW supervision of the India
Representative, aud as & professional courtesy, the Director of
CLUSA/W's Outreach Division should write a personzl response to
each of the Representative's quarterly reports. Furthermore, in
revicving each quarterly report, it is suggesicd that the reacder
consult the previous quarterly report (and his reply to that re-
port) in order to better sense the essential changes in reported
activities from one quarter to the next.

ITI. THE CLUSA INDIA MGDEL

4 A, Review of the Model's Components

Although the CLUSA Tudia Vodel appears to mean differcent things to dif-
ferent menbere of CLUSA's staff, the conscusus view cxpressed in written
decuments end seconded by the Representetive himself may be sumnnrized

as follows. Tirst, the model is cheracterized by the long-term continuous
presence of a CLUSA Representative in Indie. By "long-term" is meant not
nerely o 2-h year duly tour bul rether an ascignment lasting possilily
twice thut long. Sceond, the Bupresentative's salury end ouvt-of-country
costs arc paid by CLUSA, vhich gives hir an essentinl dugree of sutonomy.
Third, the operations of a permanent CLUSA Ofrice are supported by host-
coutry governwent end cooperative moveren! contribuoticns--es well as by
CLUBA/Y end USATD=--tud its progren is condusted with {he gpprovi) of Loth
the U.5. end Indien govermuwents, but neithior have sny déircet conteed over

the iwplementation of CLUSA welivities. Yourth, the rodel pocits o fene-
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ralized relationship between CLUSA and the entire cooperative movement
of Indie; in other words, CLUSA should not operate on a single-project
basis nor focus its assistance on a single Indiaen cooperative institu-
tion. Fifth, the model asserts that the U.S. cooperative movement rep-
resents a sizeable reservoir of expertise, technology, and humen or
capitel resources that can be drawn upon to quicken the pace of coopera-
tive development in India. Sixth, to compliment resource transfers from
U.S. cooperuatives, CLUSA/India is seen as a liaison or conduit for link-
ing Indian cooperatives to the resources of a broed spectrum of interne-
tional development assistance agencies. fnd Seventh, by virtue of its
long~termn, continuous presence in India, CLUSA is secn as en exceptional-
ly knowvledgenble source of information about the needs of Indian coopere-
tives, their speciel socio-cultural setting, the quality of their own
human and naterial resources available for dovelopment underteakings, end
the possibly unique opportunities that exist for assisting them; herce,
CLUSA is seen as e catalyst for project development of potential interest
to outside donors, und an agent for adapting the project initiatives of
such externual institutions to fit locel conditions in India. Vhile the
above-mentioned characterictics suggest the need for a CLUSA Representa-
tive wvho is ccsentially & generalist, the model in recent years has
smended the scope of vork of the Representative to include as one of his
primary functions the provisicn of technical consulting services to In-

)

dian cooperatives or entitics whieh serve the cooperative sector.
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B. Positive Aspects of the Model in India

Following the features describcd sbove, the CLUSA India Model wes imple~
mented in its entirety through 1979. Judged in terms of the significance
of the development projects which CLUSA was instrumental in implementing
--notably the huge Indian Farmers Fertilizer Cooperative (IFFC0) and OGCP
schemes~--the India Model must be considered an outstanding success. CLUSA's
long~term presence in Indis has gone far in establishing solid relation-
ships of trust end respect between the League and the Indien cooperative
movement, CLUSA is frequently consulted by GOI egencies at the national
and state level to provide Llechnicual inputs to specialized devclopment
plans involving cooperatives. The Representative has been invited to edd-
ress many conferecnces of cooperative lenders or lecture to students in
training for coopcorative service. Even during the "Tilt Period" (1973-
1978), when the USATD Mission was withdrewm and official communications
between the U.8, Embessy end the GOI all bul closed down, the CLUSA/India
Office and ivs Representalive waintained o continuous presence und pro-
gram in Indie; indeed, CLUSA served as an informal intermediary for cer-

nunications between both governments.

Such achievements are not ecasily or quickly obtained. Indie is @ huge and
diverse nation, more eppropriutely described as a sube-continent than as

& country. To become knouledgeable enough to serve a cooperative movement
siretebing over dozens of cihnic groups wnd lengusges, thousands of miles,

and reaching tens of millions of people is a formidable task requiring many
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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 ignorance.“ Whether
by accident or sbsolute neccessity, it happens that all CLUSA/Indin Rep-
‘resentatives tend to becore long-termers. Allie Felder steyed 1k ycars,
Wally Maddox stayed 5 years, and Rex Wingard has steyed 8 yesrs. Both
Felder and Wingard got CLUSA involved in unusually significent projects
vhich have generated large benefits for Indien farmers. There vould
therefore seem to be & fairly close correlaticn between the Represcunta-
tive's length~of-stay in India and the quality of CLUSA's contributicns

to cooperative~based development undertakings.

In this report it has been repeatedly mentioned that CLUSA's recently-
estatlished and rather iniense involveinent with the Oilseed Growers Co-
operative Project in particuler, and NDDB-sponsored projects in gencral,
has resulted in the atrephy of an irportant chaructcrisiic of the CLUZA
India Model--namely, its broad-based assistence to the Indian coopersn-
tive moverent os e whole. This situation is really not es serious or
counterproductive as it mey at first appear. There is nothing sacred
sbout the CLUSA India Model., It has evolved over time and been adupted
to changing circumstencesy there is no reason to insist the model will
be eclipsad or invelideted if one of its many component parts is ocea-

sionelly neglected. With regard to CLUSA's NDIB-OGCP connection, it

o,

* As Rex Wingard s fond of telling new visitors to Imalu: "After you've
been here for & couple of weeks you're ready to write & bock ehout this
place. After a month you think you can writc o good prticle. Put after
g couple of years you don't wunl to write waything Lecouse you're Just
beginning to realize how ignorent 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 stratepgy choice

for CLUSA.

CLUSA's intensificd assistance to the National Dairy Development Board
was not accidental. It arose out of a keen sensitivity for that orgeni-
zation's great potential as & totelly indigenous, non-governmental
source of leadership for Indian cooperatives eddressing the problems of
the rural poor. Assisting the small fermer: this is the top priority of
the World Bank, AID, most PVOs, end in fect the large mejority of the
international development assistance community. Over two-thirds of the
Indien population consists of smwall farm houscholds, so assistance in
raising their productivity and income is & first priority of the GOI &g
vell., Add to this the fact that cooperetives in India enjoy & degree of
government support and private participation which alrost resembles &
form of worship; rural development through cooperatives is perhaps the
most politically acceptable, if not the only, stretegy Tor raizing forc
productivity and income throuvghout India. Finally, it happens that HDDR
hes successfully tested & mwodel for cooperative promection--capable of
rapid and large-scale replication--based on the creation of integratad
producer~to-consumer preoduction systems on s cormodity or industry-wvide
basis. It wac done in dairying; it has been extended to oilsceds; plans
arc to continue into cotten, Jute, vegetables, fisheries, end other com-
modity sectors. NDDD represents the Indian cooperctive movement's leading

edge, its most innovative end highly-cxperienced energy source. CLUSA
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sinmply 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 speciulized technical advise as well as help in
getting its ideas accepted and financed by outside donors. In sum, rather
than having been weakened by CLUSA's NDDB connection, the India Model

has been strengthened end, in fact, cxpanded. It now contains an indigen-
ous graft derived from the now-famous Anand Pattern Cooperative. This
graft provides better focus, greater impact, and expanded legitimacy

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

rather been partially domesticated.

C. Deficiencies of the Model in India

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

the CLUSA India Model es it has been implemented before end during the
present Frogram Developmznt OPG, There do exist, however, several fea-
tures in the wodel vhich remain to be fully demonstrated os eppropriute.
The very success of CLUSA's closc involvement with the NIDE brings inte
quastion wvhether a broad-bnsed assistance commitmant by CLUSA to the en-
tire Indizn cooperative movement is, in fact, necessary. In this regard
it is important to distinguish betwecn so-callcdhéliuison" or "consult-
ing scrvices" &nd new project development. With the sole cxception of

a communications project currently being preparcd with the NCUI, CLUSA
has not wctively supported any other Indien cooperative orpnnization
other than the NDDB in developing or funding & new project. Nonetheless,

CLUSA has mazintained continuing relationships wilh a brosd spectrun of
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Indian cooperative organizations (see page 19). Hence, it hes not neglected
them per se; rather, it has simply not cncouraged or given much follow~up
to their project initiatives. Relative to the NDDB, many of the Indian
cooperative organizations who might potentially qualify for CLUSA assist-
ance are not particularly dynamic. Some reflect marginal manegerial cape-
bility; ratker than start new projects which increase their service respon-
sibilities, these institutions first need considerable strengthening in

the areas of planning, pregram development, administration, stef{f-training,
member communicetions, board-minagement reletions, ete. Then too, some of
these same institutions do not serve the same elientele tha* CLUSA,:.GOI,
USAID, and rany donor institutions have identified as the highest priority

target for assistence--i.c., small farmers. The question thersforec eriscs:
1s CLUSQ Justified in making & mejor investment of its limited staff re-
sources and donor good will on Indian cooperstive orgenizations that re-
quire intensive institution--building or which serve non-rural menverships,

perticularly when nmore conpetent cocperative organizations alrecady exist

end have a specialized mandate to assist the rural poor?

A sccond feeturc of the CLUSA India Model which remains to be demonstra-
ted i5 ts essertion thst the U.S. cooperative movement represents a pool
of expertise, tcchnology, and capital thet is potentially quite useful

in quiclkening or modernizing ccoreretive developuwent in Indis. This matter
actunlly involves two aspects: (1) the resource pool itsclf, end to whet
extent. it is appropriete for application to Indien problems and seltings;
but. (2) how the aveilable resources cen be mobilized, adepled, and usced

cffectively. The evaluator is prepared to assume that the U.S. cooperative
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resource pool does in fact exist, and that some portion of it could be
reasonably demonctrated to be applicable to Indian conditions. The prob-
lem arises in how best to gel the expertise, technology, and capital
transfered. I believe the cxchanpge of fraternal.visits by delegates of
the respective U.S, and Indian cooperative movements is highly useful

in identifying opportunitics for innovation, but they are gencrally not

successful in achieving innovation itself--largely because the durations .
of the visits are exceedingly short as well as the tendency for inrova-
tions to require complimentary resources involving equipment or capitul
that is not yet available. This suggests longer-term contacts between
U.S. cooperatives and their Indian counterperts, perhaps cven resident
advisors stationed in India. This worked well in the case of the IFFCO
project because American advisors were uctually assigned--for the start-
wp period--full technical and manegeriel responsibility for fertilizer
plant construction end operation. They vorked with full-time Indien counter-
parts vho cventuully learned enough to replace them. However, since the
IFFCO precedent wes established, CLUSA has not deronstrated ony particu-
ler success in copying its technology transfer strotegy. CLUSA-sponsored
advisors have become consultants, with power to suggest but not to imple-
ment, and often without the benefit of Indian counterparts aveilable to
lcarn their skills on a centinuing basis. Some CLUSA-sponsorced consul-
tants have been less successiul than anticipated beéause they were only
availubtle to visit Indie for brief essignments, or they vere too old to
tolerate rigorous field travel, or they had intcrpersonal difficulties
communicating with Indiens, and cther factors. A final problem involving

U.S. technolopgy transfer ' is that GOI industrianlizotion policice are ex-
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tremely protective of domestic equipment manufucturers, whose blueprints
in some instances have not been improved for decedes; the result is gene-
ralized obsolescenca, with the gap between Indian end internationelly-
available equipment growing stealdily. For advisors to help Indian counter-
part .cooperatives to operate moré efficiently--utilizing equipment that
vent out of style itwenty years ago--is increasingly difficult., Meanwhile,
GOI restrictions on modern machinery imports,-plus essential shorteges

of dorastic fuel supplies on which modern maechinery derends, result in

a technology transfer conundrum that is growing more complicated every

year.

A third feature of the CLUSA India model is under increesing sircss us
well., This is the all-important autoncony of CLUSA/Indie operations from
USAID or GCI dircct control. The lesser source of difficuliy between

the two is, of course, the GOI. Tax cencessions for the Representative
and other CLUSA éxpatriatle staff continue to be granted, although perhajpco
with increasing couplicetions and red tape. Divect GOI pressurc on CLUSA
to support certain projects or provide continuous up-deles on proleat
operations is still unkcard of. However, the cveluator senses o growing
risk to CLUSA autonory erising out of its clcse reletionship with NDDE,
en institution vhich hes muny encmies preciscly bcéause it heg been so
successful, It therefore becomes & possibility--~hopefully remcte--that
in the event the NDDB should ever suffer a mejor projeet disaster, or

& scendal, or become the tearget of serious privete or public vendette,

CLUSA could be identificd es a closc BDDN elly end Le "puniched" in some
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way. Of course, without risk there is no gain. And if CLUSA ever had to
walk thé plank because of its support of the NDDB, the event could be

considered CLUSA's badge of honor.

A far more serious threat to CLUSA's 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 fer too large

to be left to CLUSA to monitor with the same freedom it nmight handle

e $200,000 projeet. USAID has statutory responsibilities which ultimate
ly meke it eccountable to American taxpeyers for hov their $120 million
commodity donation to the NDDE is being utilized. CLUSA must recognize
that USAID has & right ess vell es en opersting preferénce to hound
CLUSA ebout the slightest detail regarding the project. Cn the other
hand, it is wireuasonable for CLUSA to expect that simply beeause the
Indiu Officc has always cnjoyed considerable eutonomy it must continue
to receive the seme treatment, even though its responsibilities novw in-
clude monitorship of project activities valued at over & hundred times
thet which existed before its present Program Lavelopmsnt OFG was approv-
ed, Tﬁe very size of tlic OGCP makes it an exception to enything the
CLUSA/India Office hos ever dealt with before. This fact heos resulted

in a de fucto change in the rules of the guwe by which CLUSA operates

in India. Without doubt these rules will continue to change in the fu-
ture. The resulting uncertainty cen be expected to cavse endless Jis-
comfort to the Representative end his staff, but this iz e fact of life

CLUSA must learn to live with, end the required wdjustnents will ncke it
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‘necessary for CLUSA to muster its finest interpersonal skills to defend

itself from further erosion of its program autonomy.

D. Replicability of the CLUSA India Model in Other Countries

In general terms the evaluator regards the CLUSA Model as highly appro-
priate for replication in other cowntries., The existence of a permancnt
CLUSA program office and a long~term resident Representative are clearly
desireable features for a cooperetive assistance progrom conducted over-
seas; they may even constitute prerequisites for the success of such
prograns. The tiripertite funding arrengements supporting the CLUSA/India
Office clearly seems important both in preserving program autonomy and
in legitimeting propgram operations in the ecyes of the host~country. The
program's ability to elicit significant host-country concessions, finan-
cial contributions, or sundry meterial or human resources on behalf of
e permanent progrem office would seem to constitute en important beronic-
ter of that program's ucceptabiiity end importance to the country's co-

operative movement.

On & less sanguine note, I feel the CLUSA India Model--while appropriate
~=stands littlc chance of being replicatced intact in non-Indien settings.
Indie is & particularly unique setting for CLUSA assistance progrars be-
cause it hes one of the largest and most vigorous cooperative rovements
to be found anyvwhere in the world., As mentioned before, coopcration in

India is practiced olmost es & wreligiony it is the cuenterpicce 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-
tries--is not dominated or tightly controlled by the central government.
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
vhere cooperatives are tightly-controlled instrurents of government socio~
economic engineering. In the first instance it would be extremely diffi-
cult for CLUSA to develop new project initiatives without intense end
‘continuous jnvestments in institution-building. In the latter case it
could be difficult to develop new projects vhich déid not have the full

approval of government officials.

In India CLUSA started out its operations in the carly deys with z general-
ist Representative. Its present Representative is e highly specielized
processing technolegy expert. The progrem has consequently evolved from

& broad-bascd assistance strategy with cooperatives in gencreal te a rela-
tively nerrov-based strategy focused on support o the ocilseed sector. Do~
pending on how CLUSA wishes to weight the importence of these alternative
approaches--generalist versus specialist--the Lecgue would sclect its

next Indie Representative accordingly. A generalist would restore sone
balence to Lhe program; & specialist might be uble to exploit already
hard-won gains to create even more iwmportant brezkthroughs in the future.

As & general rule though, it would scem that the generalist Representotive
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is more useful to establishing an assistence program in its earliest
stages, while a specialist Representative is more useful in leter stages

of program development.

IV. FINAL RECOMMENDATION ON THE O.P.G.

The Program Development OPG presently supporting CLUSA/India operations
should be renewed by USAID. The finencing mechenism of the QPG itsel !
(which replaced earlier task orders written on an annuol basis) seems
perfectly adaquate end far more convenient than previous arrangements
because of its three-year duration. AID policy suggests that the maximum
amount, that can bLe granted under en OPG is US$500,000. Since the first
Program Development OPG was only $2C3,600, this would still leeve a
potential sum to draw cn of US$29€,h0C without any wviolaticn of the

policy guideline.

Nevertheless, the evaluator strongly recommends thet as a prervequicits
fer reneval of the OPG, the grant document be extensively rewritten.
CLUSA's purposc in India remains the same. The specific objectives for
echicving that purpose, however, have become gomewhat ambiguous becouse
of CLUGA's close involvement with the OCCP and the NDDR, The kinds of
functional activities expected of the Representative need Lo be redefined
vith greater clarity, activity benchmarks estsblished for cach type of
ectivity, and reporting formats by the Representative generslly over-

hauled. Detailed suggestions for implementing these changes will be found



elsevhere in the body of this report. Finally, a concerted effort will
be required by CLUSA/W to improve its supervision of the OPG in gencral,
and its revievw of the Represcentative's quarterly and annual reports in

particular,

Finally, a word on staffing. CLUSA's involveuwent in big projects hes
brought it big responsibilities and many administrative burdens which
the Reprcsentative cen not handle by himself. The presently available
Indian staff of the CLUSA Office does not appear to be sufficiently
experienced to relieve the Representative of his most time-consuming
obligetions involving direcl dealings with USAID steff. The Representa-
tive is fest becoming & full-iime administrater vho only hes time to
dabble in technical consulling, new project development, and liazison
activities. A thorough review of CLUSA/India's present progrenm und ad-
ministrative responsibilitics, their distribution emong aveileble staff
members, end opportunitics for reorganization thetl frecs {he Represcnta-
tive for his rost important functions--sueh a study should be conduchad
et the cerlicst possible moment, and proferably before fingl epprovel

of a follov-on Program Developmont OFG is approved.



