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Project Evaluation_ Summary (PES)
. Part 11

Niger Rural Sector Human Resource Development

Project 683-0226

Expansion _and Reform of the
Practical Institute for Rural Development/Kolo

13. Summary

The project, developed by the Government of Niger (GON) in
conjunction with nine donor institutions, represents an effort by
the Government to meet its training needs at the village and farm
level by producing extension workers whose training is adapted to
field requirements and who are ready to transfer their skills to
farmers effectively. USAID participation in the Kolo expansion-
reform project is thus part of a multi-donor effort elaborated by
UNDFP/FAD in 1977. The eupansion/reform program is designed in
three phases, with USAID participating in phases I and 11 (pres-—
ently being implementad). Phase I1I is a construction phase under
the direction of the World Rank. The primary objective aof the
total effort is to expand the Practical Institute for Rural
Development (IPDR) at Kolo, allowing it to produce 150 extension
agents per year, and to reform the curriculum and teaching meth-
odologies at the Institute so that the training received is more
directly relevant to fleld needs and conditions.

USAID has provided a major contribution to the multi-donor
effort supporting the expansion and reform of IPDR. USAID con-—
tributions have concentrated on construction, technical .assis-—
tance to the Socio—-Economic Department, ¢training for seven IPDR
instructors, and equipping of laboratories. A major outreach
function of the reform, Operation Villageoise (VOP), is also
funded by USAID. Operation Villageoise works in ten villages
around Kolao. USAID participation in the expansion and reform
project dates from 1979, and was designed to cover the five years
ending September 1984.

Dther donor involvement includes UNDP/FAO (who are the
primary coordinators of donor activity), France, European
Development Fund, Relgium, Switzerland, the Netherlands (with
CILSS) and volunteers from Germany and the Netherlands. With the
exception of the FAD/UNDP coordination and pedagogy unit effort,
donors have concentrated their activities within specific
disciplinary areas of the Institute. UN and other donor
participation will continue at least through 1986.



Assistance to IFDR represents a primary means for donors
such as USAID to help the GON in training its mid-level extension
field personnel. Despite the fact that the GON is moving toward
increasing direct farmer participation in training, basic exten-
sion methods will still have to be transferred to groups of
technicians. kKolo is the institution charged with responsibility
for training these technicians.

A recent multi-donor UN evaluation (October—November 1983),
in which USAID also participated, found that significant prog-
ress had been made in implementing the reform, but that progress
was still required in the area of "Nigerienization" of the Insti-
tute. This entails replacing current expatriate-held staff posi-
tions with Nigeriens. Linkages with the field and MDR to provide
realistic position descriptions on which to base training at IPDR
are also needed. :

USAID project management has been good in terms of construc-
tion, commodities and training, but USAID financed technical
assistance has been generally weak. Liaison and coordination
with other donors also could be strengthened.

The evaluation recommends that USAID extend the FACD for at
least two vyears to complete training commitments to long-term
participants, and to consider options for programming additional
activities. No additional project funding is proposed althouc'
the evaluation gives recommendations for programming additional
funds if such funds are made available.

14. Evaluation Methodology

Information required to complete the evaluation was gathered
during October—~November 1983 in Niger. The preliminary phase of
data gathering included interviews with USAID personnel and exam-
ination of the approximately 120 files which comprise the project
records. Additional documentation provided by the UN/FAO was
also reviewed. From Novemher 7-10 field interviews were con-
ducted with IPDR staff and donor personnel at Kolo to complete
the information gathering process (see Annex, 1list of persons
contacted).

The evaluation prepared by the UNDF/FAO multidonor team was
completed October 27, 1983 and this analysis draws upon its
findings for evaluation of the total impact of the overall
reform—exzpansicn project on agricultural training and its approp-
riateness in Niger. The present evaluation, however, focuses
chiefly on USAID participation in the implementation of the IFDR
project and uses the findings of the UN evaluation as a framework
within which to examine AID-specific issues.

The evaluation was carried out by Ms. Janet Tuthill. Ms.
Dorothy Leroux, who represented USAID on the UNDP/FAD evaluation
team, assisted in the preparation of the USAID-specific evalua-



tion thruugh background briefings, analysis of findings and ex-
planation of recommendations. The complete report of the
UNDP/FAD coordinated evaluation is available from FAO. The sum-—
mary of conclusions and recommendations is attached as Annex A.

15. External Factors

The project was designed during a period when GON resources
were plentiful as a result of revenues earned from the export of
uranium. Subsequent economic contractions have forced the GON to
reduce funding for certain programs, including their participa-
tion in development projects financed by outside donors. The GON
continues to put emphasis on the rural sector development despite
the present economic crisis, but has modified its planning con-
siderably. IPDR has been provided a budget adequate to meet its
1985~-84 operating expenses by the GON but has been forced to cut
back on student enrollment to lower expenses and reduce the
number of agents to be placed in the field each year. The enrol-
Iment for the current school year at IPDR (1983-84 was S50 direct
candidates (recruited from outside the existing extension agent
pool), down almost one-half fraom the number admitted the previous
year, with total enrollment currently at 387, down from 450.
While this will reduce the total number of students graduated
over the life of the project, it represents, in the eyes of the
evaluation, responsible fiscal management on the part of the GON.
The GON now plans to institute an enrollment quota for IPDR tied
to five year field requirements.

Assumptions made during project design, including those on
GON willingness to make difficult resource allocation decisionss;
availability of funds; and appropriateness of training to meet
rural needs, continue to be valid. The earnest and active imple-
mentation of field training programs and village operation acti-
vities demonstrate the IPDR commitment to bringing the curriculum
more closely in line with the field conditions that will confront
technicians, as well as giving villagers and farmers the oppor-
tunity to influence the orientation of the technical agents?’
training. .

16. Inputs

In general, USAID was able to provide the inputs called for
in the Project Paper, but implementation planning proved overly
optimistic. Actual times required to deliver technical assis-
tance, commodities and construction services, for example, ex-
ceeded original estimates, sometimes by as much as a year. Com-
modity and construction procurement were begun on time but took
longer to complete because of delays on the GON side in construc-—
tion plan approval. The absence of a master plan for infrastruc-
ture expansion likewise slowed delivery and coordination of donor
construction inputs. Decisions made early in the project con-
cerning the modes of technical assistance delivery influenced the
timing of its delivery as well. Finally, the length of time:

¢l



taken by the GON to select candidates for participant ¢training,
coupled with longer than anticipated periods of time required for
English 1lanquage training (programming three participants for
Bachelor’s rather than Masters degree) also caused delays in
carrying out the project’s training program.

As a result, three of the seven participants currently 1in
training will not be able to complete their degree within the
present PACD September 30, 1984,

Table t
Long-Ters Technical Assistance

o
——

Planned il Actually Provided Start Coaplete Total P/M

Project Managesent/ Ag. Extension/

Rural Development Rural Developeent

Specialist 30 Specialist 07/80  04/84 34
Rural Sociologist 30 Rural Sociologist 09/80  09/82 24
Soil Scientist 30 Soil Scientist 12/80  07/82 18
Soil Seientist 2 Rural Economist 12/80  04/84 R

Econoaist 30 Ag. Econoaist 04/80  04/84 48

TOTALS: 144 140

a. Technical Assistanc

Project design called for 12 person years and five positions

to be staffed. These positions were to be divided between the
socio—economic department and the general instruction department
(soil science). Fourteen person months of short-term technical

assistance from rural development specialists and environmental-
ists was also provided for. Technical assistance was to be timed
to allow for eight Nigeriens to receive advanced +training in
their specialty areas and return to IPDR. The allowance of 30
person months per position was insufficient to allow for contin-
uity in some of the teaching assignments. Participants are, in
most cases, taking more than 30 months to complete their U.S.
training. A total of 140 person months of long-term technical
assistance has been provided under the project (see Table 1).
All but 18 months of this assistance was provided to the socio-—-
economic department. Instructors spend considerable time on
field work with students during the two teaching quarters and in
practical training during the village operation program during
the third academic quarter.



In terms of evaluation of performance, two of the three
instructors presently at Kolo (both economists) were the most
respected of the USAID technical assistance personnel to date.
Criticisms by IPDR staff of other team members centered around
problems in communicating clearly in French in the classroom. It
appears that technical assistance provided by USAID could have
played a more active role in the activities of the Pedagogy Unit
and in elaborating field outreach programs to enhance the quality
of the U.S5. effort.

It should be noted that the instructors in the socio-
econmmic unit carry a heavy course load, and that the skills
taught 1in its courses are central to the curriculum reform ini-
tiatives. In addition, this unit trains personnel for UNCC and
the Service de 1’Animation. In view of the fact that instructors
away for long—term training will not return before the present
technical assistance contracts expire, planning with the socio-
economic unit for coverage of its courses in the interim period
becomes a priority issue. Instructors in the department are
currently expressing frustration due to the 1large number of
course preparation tasks, added administrative burdens caused by
project innovations (Village Operations Program Fedagogy Unit)
and lack of time to complete research work vital to professional
development.

The orignal project design called for 14 person months of
short—-term technical assistance. One month was provided by a
sociologist who gave USAID an assessment of the curriculum reform
and of recommendations made by the Technical Committee. No other
short—-term assistance was requested. In retrospect, however, it
seems unlikely that additional short—-term assistance would have
provided significant help in promoting the main objectives of the
Kolo reform.

Evidence also suqgests that the use of an institutional
contracting mode by USAID to provide technical assistance would
have greatly reduced USAID/Niger’s administrative burden with
respect to project management and could have facilitated person-
nel recruitment as well. In addition, it is apparent that lan-
guage skills should have been more carefully evaluated.

b. Training

Original project planning called for eight Nigeriens to
receive two vyear masters level training each plus two to three

months of English language training. This target was chosen to
ensure that at least six positions at. IPDR would ultimately be
staffed. Additional resources were allocated for short trips by

10 Nigerien officials to visit U.S. and other African institu-
tions to observe programs similar to the reforms being instituted
at IPDR.

4]



c. Long-Term

The aobjectives of participant training in the U.S. or
third countries centered on providing IPDR staff with advanced
degrees in Rural Sociology, Economics, Biology and Soil Science.
Approximately 18 person years of long-term training were planned
for the project. As demonstrated in Table 2, participants left
Niger later than planned and will consequently be returning later
than planned. Most of the delays once in the U.S5. have been
caused by the need for additionmal English language training in
order to begin studies. Three participants are receiving
bachelor’s degrees, however, which take three to four years to
complete, rather than the master’s level called for in the
design. It is felt that a minimum of 21 person years are needed
to complete training for the seven participatns in the program.
The eighth participant will not be sent under the project as the
four year program he requires would extend to 1988.

While different from subject areas in the original
project plans, which called for sociology, economics and project
management, the degrees being sought fit well into the present
curriculum needs of the socio-economic department. Two rural
sociologists, an additional agricul tural economist and
specialists in agricultural business resource development and
entomology are being trained.

One econamist has already returned from U.S. training
and has taken up duties teaching in the socio-economic wunit.
Three more participants are due back in 1984. Three others will
not complete studies until 1986 and the evaluation recommends
that steps be taken to allow them to complete training, e.g.
through a PACD extension. Without these staff members in place,
it will be impossible for the socio—economic department to meet
its teach1ng and outreach requirements.

The project paper alluded to teaching commitments being
signed by participants prior to departure for U.S. training but
the GON does not have a system for ensuring placement in
appropriate slots upon return. This matter should be taken up
with the GON. All donors voiced concern on this issue during the
UN evaluation. Housing facilities presently being built at Kolo
may act as an additional incentive for instructors to continue in
their present positions.



Participant

Table 2
Long-Ters Participants

Djibo Moumouni

Houssa Souleymane

Maharane Siddo

Noussa Soussou

Salissou Aboubacar

Adamou Dodo

fAdasou Guisso

Djiba Moueouni

Houssa Souleyaane

Mahamane Siddo
Moussa Soussou
Salissou Aboubacar

Adaeou Dodo

Adasou Buisso

TOTALS:

Est. Present:
Dep.  Cospl.  Degree Function
Date Date Progras Institution at _IPOR
03/82 06/84  M.S. Entomology Univ. of Delaware Instructor/
Head Ag. Prod.
03/82 05/86  B.S. Agribus, Univ, of Wisconsin Forsateur
Exploitation Agricole
03/82 05/86  B.S. Rural Soc. Univ. of Missouri Economic/Instruc-
tor Nutrition
04/82 06/86  B.S5. Ag Econ. Sas Houston Univ. Personnel /Equip~
sent Manager
10781  07/66  M.A. Rural Soc. Ahaadou Bello Univ. Rural Sociology
Instructor
04/81  09/83  M.A, Econosics Wern Illinois Univ.Head of Socio-
Economic Unit
p4/81  03/84  M.S5. Resource Dev. Michigan State Univ.
Proposed Cullulativé Funds Re~»’red
IPDR Expenditure to Compicee
{To Nearest $000) Training {Est.)

Position

Entosology Instructor

Instructor
Socio-Econosic Unit

Instructor
Instructor
Instructor

Ag. Econoaics
Instructor

To Be Deterained

$ 352,000

46,000

Fully Funded
76,000 23,000
45,000 30,000
45,000 30,000
30,000 20,000
52,000 N/A (Returned)
58,000 Fully Funded

$_ 103,000



d. Short-Term

Five heads of department and instructors at IPDR partici-
pated in a study tour in 1982 to Benin, the Ivory Coast and Dakar
to observe training institutes using different pedagogical meth-
ods. Visits were made to the Centre Pan—Africain de Formation
Cooperative in Cotonou, the Institut Agricole at Boake (IAS) and
INADES in the Ivory Coast, and the Ecole Nationale d*Economie
Applique (ENEA) in Dakar. Faculty members seemed most impressed
with the IAB for its practical emphasis on field ¢training and
flexible teaching methods.

e. Construction

USAID is responsible for Phase 1I of the expansion of infra-
structure at IPDR. An approximately one year delay was, as noted
above, experienced in commencing construction activities. These
delays were due primarily to the length of time taken by the
architect in preparing final plans, and to the length of time
needed by GON to give final approval for construction to begin.
Similar delays have been experienced by other donors.

New infrastructure build by USAID includes:

- new administration building (offices, docu-
mentation center, meeting room, materials
production workshop and audio—-visual center)s

- kitchen and storerooms;

- agricul ture laboratorys;

— specialized classrooms;

- dormitory (SO bed);

- refurbishing of three dormitoriess;

- sanitary facilities: and

— two dining halls.

Renovations are also being completed on a set of office and
classroom buildings. Those will be finished by March 1984. All
of USAID"s commitments for infrastructure will then have heen
fulfilled. In addition to these, USAID has carried out improve-—
ments on IFDR’s water system and pumps.

The renovated o0ld administration office is presently
being used by the socio-economic unit for offices. The audio-

visual department and materials center in the administration
building is fully functional.



f. Commodities

All USAID commodity commitments have been ful+tilled. Two
laboratories (general chemistry and soil science) are fully
equipped and essential equipment for the curriculum materials
production workshop 1s in place and is being utilized effec-—
tively. Dffice equipment has be=n purchased for the socio-
economic unit. USAID purchased four vehicles for IPDR use. Two
are used by faculty for transport and for field liaison work and
two larger vehicles are used for field training and in the Opera-
tion Villageois.

g. Village Operations Proqram

Now in its second year, the USAID-financed Village Opera-
tions Program is fully functional and represents an important new
dimension to IFDR’s involvement in rural development. During the
second year four-year students implement rural development pro-
jects with villagers in 10 villages in the Kolo area. - These
activities include: foad production projects, food processing,
marketing, fire protection, and food preservation. Appropriate
activities are identified in each village jointly by the vil-
lagers and teaching staff. USAID provided start—-up inputs for
these programs (food mill, cement, wood, etc.) and continues to
subsidizes the operational costs of student participation which
are primarily vehicle maintenance and gasoline.

Each school department prepares detailed reports of Village
Dperation activities. The Socio—-Economic Department in particu-—
lar provides additional training in the field to students in
other specialists in the outreach techniques needed to work with
villagers. The UN evaluation team judged this village program to
be one of the most positive new activities at Kolo, although it
was not irn active operation during the time of the evaluation and
therefore could not be observed first hand. IPDR plans to iden-—
tify additional groups of villages which this activity will be
expanded in the future.

h. Other Donor_ Inputs

Other donor inputs to the project are estimated at
%$11,762,500, of which all are grant funds except $5,000,000 in
loan credits from the World Rank. Other donors include UNDP/FAO
(the primary coordinators of donmor activity at Kolo), FAC, FED,
Switzerland, the Netherlands (with CILSS), and volunteers from
Germany and the Netherlands. With the exception of the FAO/UNDP
coordination and Pedagogy Unit effort, donors have concentrated
their activities within specific disciplinary areas of the Insti-
tute. Construction 1is being implemented in three main phases,
with the first phase (workshops and laboratory) undertaken by FAD
and Switzerland, the second phase (renovation of existing build-
ings and construction of new administrative buildings, kitchen,
cstorage, laboratory. dormitory and classroom buildings) being



funded by USAID, and the third phase (housing, workshops, dining
room, farm buildings, infirmary) financed by the World Bank. A
compl ementary construction phase may be financed by Belgium.

17. Qutputs

To date, a major portion of the planned outputs called for
in the design have been produced and they are contributing
directly to fulfilling the project’s purpose. The administration
of IFDR along with the donors have taken the reform mandate very

seriously. While many areas of needed improvement remain, there
have been no attempts to thwart progress or to let inertia set in
as might be expected in such an endeavor. Resistance to change

on the part of the faculty asked to implement pedagogical reforms
is to be expected. and may actually be a sign that innovation is
indeed taking place. Table 3 recapitulates outputs and measures
of success.

The only adjustment from design plans seems to be the empha-—
sis on environmental studies. (There is no environmental unit pe
se at the IPDR.) Environmental studies are covered in agronomy
and general science courses. It is uncertain whether the envi-
ronmental emphasis included in the project paper reflected a
USAID or GON concern.

The number of evaluations called for originally seems exces-—
sive 1in view of the fact that other donors conduct their own
separate evaluation exercises. This year alone six evaluations
werre uwundertaken. Collaboration with multi-donor evaluations
(rather than mounting separate USAID-only evaluations) should
meet USAID requirements. Another such effort is scheduled for
1985, and USAID could use this activity with few modifications
for its end of project evaluation.

The Village Operation Program will require a separate eval-
uation at a later date to determine impact. Sufficient student
reports and analyses will then exist to determine progress over
time and will be available to provide needed information without
incurring additional costs.

18. Purpose

The defined project purpose is "To increase the capacity of
the IPDR at Kolo for producing competently trained middle-level
rural development agents to staff MDR field activities." This
purpose statemert appears to be sound and is still agreed to by
those implementing the reform.

The End of Froject Status (EQOPS) lists these elements as
measures of purpose:

10



- IPDR functioning as integral part of MDR and producing
130 graduates annually including increasing numbers of
women;

- IPDR trained staff perform competently;

— All IFPDR reforms including VOP are successfully 'imple—
menteds

- IPDR faculty and administration completely staffed with
Nigerien personnel.

Loofrane Outputs

1. Prograas established for
Socio-Econoaic and Environ-
sental units

2, Practical training proced-
ures incorporated into both
training cycles

Conctruction and Equip-
sent funded by USAID
provided.

(2]
-

4, Instructors trained to
Nasters level

5. Evaluations coepleted with
UNDP

6. Productivity improvesent pro-
jects designed, ieplemented
and evaluated in villages near

Kolo

Table 3
Anticipated Project Outputs

Logfrane Indicators

1. Curricula Refora

rd

. All Students in VOP and
applied training prograas

3. Renovation of S-E bloc and
dormitory facilities con-
struction of environsental
bloc, kitchen and d.r.
student dora

4, Eight instructors trained
and six teachino

3. Four evaluations cospleted

b. Projects covering 600 fara
plots

Actual Measures To Date

1. Curriojla being taught
in current year

2. AT2 students in VOP, all
students in field study
during acadeaic guarters

3. All construction but one
office extension and a
classroom renovation
cospleted

4, by 1984, four traineds by
" 1984 seven trained, one
currently teaching, three
B.S. and four M.S. -

3. One UNDP/FAD interaediate
evaluation (1981), one
sulti-donor evaluation
coordinated by UNDP (1983},
one USAID evaluation (1983)

b. Ten villages involved in
two annual campaigns. Eval-
uation available in student
reports, Positive impact
identified.

i1



According to information collected by the UN evaluation team
the planned end of project status (EOPS) is close to being
achieved. IPDR is a separate unit of the Ministry of Rural Devel-
opment, but it could improve the overall field-school coordina-

tion. There are 145 graduates who have completed training in
1982-1983 for the Agent Technique level. As many as S0 Techni-
ciens de Developpement Rural were produced. This rate will be

lower in the future as admissions were deliberately reduced due
to the present economic crisis facing Niger. Performance of IPDR
staff in the field is difficult to evaluate zince MDR is not
providing adequate feedback to IPDR. IPDR reforms are being
implemented, but Nigerienization will not be possible before
1988.

19. Goal

The defined project goal is "Increased productivity of the
rural sector to enable Niger to: (a) achieve self-sufficiency in
basic food production and (b) improve the basic well being and
standard of 1living of the population. The linkage between the
purpose level of improving the capacity at Kolo to send well-
trained personnel to the field and the goal of improving Niger’s
capability to be self-sufficient in food production is dependent
on variables such as avilability of suitable agricultural
expertise to transfer to farmers, Government pricing structures
which encourage production, and suitable climatic conditions.
Improvements in IPDR will not in and of itself satisfy this goal,
but coupled with other GON and donor efforts it should contribute
to its achievenent.

20. Beneficiaries

The direct beneficiaries of the project are the 387 students
currently enrolled at IPDR, along with the 497 trained durina the
project’s previous vears. This- latter group 1is receiving
additional training in socio—-economic areas, and the Agents
Techniques are receiving an academic quarter of field experience
in villages as a direct result of USAID funding.

Women student enrollment stands at around 30 but will be
increased when new dormitories are completed this vyear. Women
follow the same course of study as men. Faculty (seven by the end
of the project) are being trained to expand their knowledge 1in
their fields of instruction.

Indirect beneficiaries fall into two groups: The villagers
in the ten villages participating in the VOP and that portion of
the rural population of Niger who interact with agricultural
extension agents. Increased numbers of practically tralined agents
should enable farmers to increase their production. Villagers in
the ten villages receive technical and physical inputs as a
result of being involved in the VOP.



21. Unplanned Effects

No unexpected results have been identified in the course of
the evaluation. One positive effect generated by field work and
the VOP has been significant amounts of data gathered by IPDR -
students and available in the Documentation Center and Service
des Stages. This data base can be used for planning purposes by
the Ministry of Rural Development and the donor community.

22. Lessons Learned

There have been primarily managerial and policy 1lessons
learned thus far 1in implementing the project. Delays in the
sending of participants and in construction completion were
partly due to slowness on the part of the GON in approving these
activities. This factor should be anticipated and planned for in
future projects.

A recent (March 1983) assessment of the USAID Sahel Develop-
ment Program identified several major factors affecting project
success. Two of these, contractor technical assistance problems
and AID project management, are applicable to this project.
Technical assistance required too much RID staff time and would
have been implemented more easily through ar, institutional con-
tracting mode. USAID managemerit should have maintained closer
information 1links with Nigerien and other donor staff at IPDR,
and not have relied to the extent that it did on the technical
assistance Team Leader for information. The climate at Kolo is
positive with regard to receptivity to the idea of increased AID
monitoring on an informal basis. As USAID increases its involve-
ment in Niger®s human resource sector, close contact with IPDR
and its training programs will be essential sources of informa-
tion on MDR field and program activities.

In additien, both the UN and the USAID evaluations remarked
on the lack of a formal administrative mechanism +for ensurina
donor coordination. It is clear that this has been a problem at
Kolo, and thus both evaluations recommended creation of such an
institutional mechanism to coordinate the activities of the var-
ious donor agencies and provide needed management skills for
addressing critical problem areas. The UN evaluation recommended
that all donore involved in the project meet together at least
once a year, and that each donor receive an update on IPDR acti-
vities and progress in semestrial reports.

Finally, as noted in Section 16.A., the evaluation remarked
that USAID"s use of an institutional contracting mode for the
provision of technical assistance might well have reduced the
Mission’s administrative burden with repsect to project manage-
ment and could have facilitated recruitment of technical assis-
tance as well.



1.

What
does it constrain? Does the project attack labor,
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constraints?

2.

The project addreses the absence of practical agricul-
tural extension know how among mid-level agricultural
technicians and extension wcocrkers. The project is chang-
ing teaching methodologies which stress passive and theo-

constraints does this project attempt to overcome and who
policy or other

retical learning to those which permit active, practical

training more closely tied to rural realities and inde-
pendent problem-solving.

What technology does the project promote to relieve these

straints?

3.

4.

The project promotes the technology of "teaching by
objectives" and field application of all skills learned.
This is a variation of programmed learning technology
used in the U.S. whereby skill requirements are targetted
and learning is geared to mastering specific skills.

What technology does the project attempt to replace?

The new teaching methodology replaces the previous learn-
ing system of theoretical, rote learning which could not
be transferred effectively at the farm and village level.
Future agricultural agents learn concepts in the class-
room, apply the skills in the field, and analyze their
successes and failures as part of their training program.

Why do the project planners believe that the 1ntended benefi-

ciaries will adopt the proposed technology?

5-

The 1learning method is institutionalized within the
Institute by the Pedagogy Unit and the instructional
departments, and has already become a part of the curri-
culum for academie classes and the basis for practical
field application.

What characteristics do the intended beneficiaries exhibit

have relevance to their adopting the proposed technology?

The agricultural agents in training are applying their
classroom and practical training in field situations and
being evaluated by their instructors. Students pass
national exams for admission to the school or are admit-

con—

that



6-

7.

8.

constraints addressed by the project and come up with solutions?

9.

ted after a certain number of years in the field. A

‘standard level of education:.is required for admission and

this level 1is sufficient to participate in the courses
required. There 1is a program of complementary manual
skills +training, at the Institute to assure that future
field agents will be able to perform as well as explain
tasks to farmers. :

What adoption rate has this project or previous projects
achieved in transferring the proposed technology? Why have or have
not the intended beneficiaries adopted this technology?

After a two year transition period during which instruc-
tors at the school adopted the new teaching method, the
students are now all being trained in the new methods and
have been applying them in field situations. Additional
information of rates of application of new field methods
can be obtained through observation of outreach programs
and information gathered from other development projects
which come in contact with agents trained at the Insti-
tute.

Will the project set in motion forces that will induce further
exploration of the constraints and improvements to the technologi-
cal package proposed to overcome them?

Present teaching objectives within courses are based on
information gathered by the Ministry of Rural Development
which develops the job descriptions used in curriculum
design. The Pedagogy Unit at the Institute provides
feedback to instructors on the application of new methods
and helps to coordinate field and classroom training with
the instructional departments. DOver the course of time
adjustments in curriculum will be necessary because of

Do private input suppliers have incentives to examine

Since the transfer involves an institutional mechanism
and the institution being used is state-supported, it
seems unlikely that any private sources would have an
incentive +to replicate this effort. If commercial ¥~ -m
input suppliers develop at some point in Niger’s future,
they may have an incentive to participate in some of the
field outreach activities of the curriculum reform in
order to reach farmers. This would be subject to GON
policy on input distrubtion systems.

What delivery system does the project employ to transfer

new technology to intended beneficiaries?

the

the



The instructors at the Institute with support training
and evaluation by the Pedagogy Unit implement the tran-
sfer of the new teaching methodolagy to the students. In
addition, instructors and extension agents in the field
are invalved with the transfer of skills in the practical
portions and in evaluating student use of those skills.

10. What training techniques does the project use to develop the
delivery system?

The skills to make the transfer of the technology are
found in the faculty of the Institute who have received
training of trainers and frequent planning and evaluation

sessions with the Pedagngy Unit. In addition, seven
faculty members connected with the USAID funded component
are receiving advanced degree training in the U.S. so as

to be able to train their students more effectively.



