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SUMMARY 

The body of this report includes an overview of the objectives and 
the progam implementation in nouformal education followed.by the Develop­
ment Support Bureau Office of Education (DS/ED) in the 1970s. Some compar­
isons are made with the work of other international dcnors and with other 
AZD bureaus; conclusions and recommendatious for the 1980s are offered.
 

In 1970, what istoday DS/ED selected nonformal education as one of 
three Key Pr-oblem Areas in which to focus efforts. The selection was 
promoted by the widely recognized need for alternatives to the expansion 

of s-Jooling as the basis of AID's education development strategy. But 

whilt the need for alternatives was widely recogniz.d and intensified by 
the growing concern for rural peoples as beneficiaries of development pro­

cesses, there was neither consensus about arpropriate strategies nor insti­
trcicns ready to offer leadership in what was beginning to be known as non­

formal education. 

Since the selection of nonformal education as a key problem area,
 

DS/ED's coonitment to nonformal education has been unique among interna­
tional donors and even within AID itself. Other donors and offices have
 

pursued a whole range of educational innovations, but withiut similar plan­
ning, intensity or concern for the development of the field per se, and
 

often under a different name (e.g., life-long learning, basic education, 
project-related training, etc.). In contrast, DS/ED set out to build a 

nonformal education knowledge base, examine and test promising models, dis­
seminate ideas and information and build technical support capacity in or­
der to establish nonformal education as a development strategy and to as­
sist in identifying and refining the role': resources, methods and tech­
niques which could make it most effective. 

The early 1970s was a period of reorientation throughout the Agency 
but particularly in edLcation. From 1971-1973, the only major nonformal
 
education project was contracted to Michigan State University's Institute
 

of International Studies in Education and aimed at producing a knowledge
 

base, diffusing ideas and examining the needs and prospects for nonformal 
dducation. In 1974-1975, DS/ED's nonformal education program moved into 
field-based institutional development cczplemented by several small re­
search activities avd by cngoing work at IISE. A 211d grant was made to 
the University of Massachusetts Center for International Education and a 

program development grant to World Education. Both institutions carried 
uuc apolled research projects which included experimenting with and refin­

ma­ing participant-centered nonformal eduzation methods and techniques, 
terials production and program design and management. The U Mass projects 
had a rural literacy-community development emphasis. World Education be­
gan tes:ing what tLey term the Self-Actualization Method among rural women 
whose activities have been generally directed towards income generation. 
Complementary small research activities have focussed on specific aspects 
of nonformal education (planning, cost analysis and evaluation) and on 
client groups (women, prelit-.rates, families, comunities). 
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Towards the end of the decade, DJ.VED became preoccupied with the is­
sues of inatitutionalization/organizational support for ncnformal education 
in developing countries. Earlier projects had been largely, often highly,
 

successful in acc-mplishing their objectives, but in few developing coun­

tries was nonformal education being recognized and supported as an import­
ant national development strategy and given the requisite resource base
 

and other organizational supports. Without such institutionalization,
 
spread effects were being curtailed, impacts lessened and nonformal educa­

tiun held as inferior to formal education. On the other hand, much of the
 

effectiveness of nonformal education activities lay in their grass roots
 

nature and DS/ED officials and contractors had early warned against the
 

dangers cf bureaucratically overwhelming nonformal education's mode of
 

operation. On more than one occasion, attempts to institutionalize suc­

cessful programs within a .inistry of Educat.ion had instead defused the
 

effectiveness of the program. In order to define and build appropriate
 

organizational support, DS/ED planners began to work with LDC institutions
 

to inventory nonformal education activities and to discover ways to systema­
tize and sustain them.
 

At the project level, work began in 1977 to develop three intermediate
 

(neither grass roots nor national bureaucracy) institutions as ser;ice cen­

ters capable of providing materials support, training and technical assist­

ance for noaformal. education activities within a country. By 1979, two
 

other major steps were taken in this LDC institutional development plan.
 

The first was a concentrated effort to inventory ongoing nonformal activi­

ties in a country, assess their their strengths and weaknesses and streng­

then existing institutions to act as service agencies to meet those needs.
 

Simultaneously, the Michigan State Nonformal Education Information Center
 

selected three LDC institutions (one each in Africa, Asia and Latin America)
 

to become regional information clearinghouses dedicated to network-buildi-g 
among clients following the lead of NFEIC itself. Thus, LDC institutional 
development had become the core of the coutinuing DS/ED norformal educa­
tion program after a 1970s period )f conceptualization, experimentation
 

and progressive achievement in virtually all the dimensions of nonformal 
education programing and implementation. 

However, in spite of substantial achievements made by a comparatively 
small program (some 16 million dollars and 20 projects), there have also 
been shortcomings. Objectives identified for the prograFA in 1970 have
 

largely been accomplished, but little progress has been made in two import­

ant areas--multi-sector/integrated rural development programming and col­

laboration with othe- bureaus and donors. Even more seriously, while 

DS/ED's nonformal education programming has emphasized clien,: participation
 

and has operated more closely to local level conditions than most other
 

Agency programs, there is little evidence of efforts to become familiar
 

with local social and cultural realities and to include these in project 
design, implementation and evaluation.
 

This report recommends that those deficiencies be overcome within a 
program for the 1980s which continues to build anpropriate uonformal educa­

tion organization in developing countries. 
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Specific recommendations urge DS/ED to 

wContinue its current comitment to strengthen LDC institutions and 
to experiment with appropriate forms of organization support for
 

nonformal education at regional and national levels
 

wHake an assessment of the izpacts which have resulted from the DS/ED
 

nonformal education program to date, compare those impacts with those
 

which have resulted from other types of education programs and with 
"nonformal education" as done under the sponsorship of other organi­

zations (especially private sector); use the exercise to develop and
 

test methodologies for impact evaluation which are participatory by
 

nature
 

mElaborate a plan for its nonformal education program for the 1980s
 

which builds ov achievements already made, bu." which addresses
 

such shortcomings as the lack of cross-sectoral. collaboration,
 

of attention to local culture and of exchange WiLh other donors
 

and which considers ways to work more effectively with private
 

voluntary organizations 

*Make the study of appropriate organizational forms for nonformal
 

education the center of its nonformal education research and
 

development activity
 

shake more effective utilization of the potential of the Nonformal 

Education Information (rnt-r regarding analysis of nonformal educa­

tion accomplishments, trends and needs on a regional basis and 
,aake a stronger commitment to the development of regional nonformal 
education information centers/service agencies 

mHold a series of meetings/conferences with AID personnel, contractors,
 

and representatives from other international assistance agencies 
(especially the World Bank) and from relevant non-governmental organi­
zations to discuss the direction of nonformal education for the
 

1980s.
 

mEncourage and support instituticns which are currently part of the
 

Institutional Involvement, Structuring and Network projects to
 

develop coo-,erative relationships and to form the basis of an LDC­
based nonformal education service network 

rHake fullest possible use of the combined capability in conformal 
education already acquired by Michigan State University, the Uni­
versity of Massachusetts, World Education, the Academy for Educa­

tional Development, Creative Associates and the University af
 
California at Los Angeles in strengthening the projected LDC-based
 
nonformal education network
 

rDevelop more effective intraoffice working relationships between 
nonformal education and development communicatiolls personnel so 

that projects which are built with both types of components benefit 

fully from inputs-from both types of speialists 
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DITRODUCTION 

In 1970, AID's Technical Assistance Bureau selected conformal edu­
cation as a priority area for development assistance after consultation 
vith AID staff members worldvide and wirh university faculty and other ex­
perts experienced in the educational needs and realities of davelo ing 
countries. By 1980, tht Development Support Bureau (formerly TAB)' had 
made a major contribution towards es4abli-hing nonformal education as an 
approach to education and development in place of the earlier, more narrow 
precccupztion with the expansion and improvement of schooling typical 
throughout the development establishment. 

This study reviews the evolution of that program, compares it with 
similar efforts by other international assistance agencies and offers con­
clusions amd recommendations for continued program development. First, 
the study examines the origins and formatiou of the nonformal education 
policy and program within AID. Next, an overview of projects provides a 
picture of what has been attempted at the level of implementation. The 
following section compares DS/ED's nonformal education program with pro­
grams carried out by the World Bank, Unesco, Unicef and the Inter-American 
Foundation as well as with other AID bureaus. Finally, an assessmeat of 
the decade's activities is offered in the form of conclusions which also 
lead to recommendations for the program as it continues into the 1980s. 

We sincerely chank those who made this report possible by participating 
in conversations and interviews, supplying us with helpful document3 and 
commenting on earlier drafts. We hope that the final product will prove 
useful to them and co the DS/ED nonformal education pro&ram as it continues 
in the 1980s.
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G ESIS OF THE NONFORMAL EDUCATION PROGRAM
 
IN THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE BUREAU 

By the middle and iate 1960s, evidence accumulaLing on the ineffective­
ness and inefficiency of programs to expand public school systems in de­
veloping countries had culminated in the widespread perception that that 
strategy should be superseded or at least complemented by alternative ef­
forts to meet the "world education crisis ,,2 Impetus for new initiatives 
in AID's approach to education in developing countries czme from both ex­
ternal and internal sources. In a 1966 message to Congress, President 
Johnson called for "new initiatives" in teacher training, vocational/tech­
nical education and in bringing modern technology to bear on critical edu­
cational bottlenecks, in particular illiteracy. The 1969 reorganization 
of the Agency intensified AID's search for educational alternatives and 
charged the newly created Technical Assistance Bureau (TAB) 

. . . with the responsibility for leading Agency efforts to
 
mobilize professional attention in depth on the most import­
ant 	problems impeding achievement of the modernization and 
development purposes pursued by the developing countries with 
U.S. support (Arnex B, Action Memorandum to All Directors of
 
Offices and Staffs:.. 

Joel Bernstein, the newly appointed head of TAB,initiated a bureau­
wide process to identify "Key Problem Areas" in which TAB would focus its
 
efforts for the next three to five years. In the Office of Education and
 
Human Resources, Bernstein recruited John Billiard, formerly of the Ford 
Foundation Overseas Program, as director. Hilliard delegated the specific 
task of promoting and overseeing the definitio. of KPA's in education to 
Steen McCall who consulted with education specialists iniide and outside 
the Agency and arrived at a list of seven problem areas. However, seven 
were judged too many for the depth of concentration implied by the KPA 
strategy and after a second narrowing, the TAB Executive Committee settled 
on educational technology, nonformal education and educational finance and 
management as three critical areas in which AID might make substantial con­
tributions. 

At the same time, several assumptions about education and development 
during the 1970s were explicated:
 

1. 	 There will be a major effort towards rural transformation. 

2. 	 Urgent and sustained efforts will be made to provide and 
expand employment in the modern, intermediate and tradi­
tional sectors, but the larl,.-st component of employment 
must derive from the traditional and intermediate sectors. 

3. 	 Serious and perceptive efforts will be made to re.ated all 
aspects of education more directly and more meaningfully
 
to development problems, needs and possibilities. 

4. A major effort will be made to control population growth,
 
both in total terms and in distribution and that this ef­
fort will be broadened to envisage the overall function of
 
women in development. 
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5. 	 Population growth and social demand wil maintain growing 

pressures for larger quantities of education in the face 

of declining rates of growth in educational expenditures. 

6. 	Political, as well as social and economic, realities will 

compel much more serious co-carn with nonformal education 
and human resource development for non-school populations. 

7. 	 Increasing reliance will be placed upon new technologies 
for many developmental purposes. 

Despite this formulation of KPA's and of assumptions about the chal­
lenges facing education during the 1970s, the definition of nonformal edu­

catio, itself remained vague and, as we shall see, it has taken the entire 
decade to actu.Llly build a program which matches that envisioned in 1970­

1971. 

Nonformal Education Definitions
 

In this KPA, the aim was to
 

Evaluate the experience of the LDC's (and the U.S.) with non­

formal educatiot~al programs, and to foster experimentation and 

transfer of knowledge of successful experiences between the LDC's. 

Both the term nonformal education and tLe lack of clarity in defining 

it were symptoms of the fact that those involved in launching this new 

program were surer about what they were meving away from than about what
 

they were moving towards. For mxample, one finds "definitions" such as 

A miscellaneous grab bag identified by such words and phrases 
training, career development,as continuing education, inservice 

work-study programs, extension, correspondence, apprenticeship,
 
adult education, skill training, on the job training, labor 
education, worker participation programs, self-help learning, 
community education, home study courses, etc.
 

There was also a tendency for some authors of early documents to use the 
term "nonformal educatioi," while others preferred "informal education." 
Again, nonformal education was sometimes used within quotation marks. 

Other attempts at definition resorted to giving clues and making ob­
servations about both the substance recognized as nonformal education and 
the problems it might address. For example, 

1. All developing countries have nonformal education systems 
whether these are recognized or not.
 

2. 	Nomformal ecucation activities -are not given the organi­

zation, prestige and leadership which might nurture and 

strengthen them as a major instrument of development for 
populations without access to schooling.
 

3. UNESCO is already involved in aiding and prompting coun­

tries to gather systematic data about out-of-school educa­

tional activities.
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4. 	Previously, AID has been more involved in out-of-school
 
training programs, but these had declined with the dis­
appearance of the primary internal sponsor, i.e., the
 
Industry and Productivity Division.
 

5. 	New AID assistance in this area should support "a truly
 
indigenous growth of nonformal education rooted in LDC
 
needs and in accordance with their resources.
 

By August 1970, TAB began to identify its own role in nonformal educa­
tion more clearly. Fundamentally, it would be a "low key, persistent ap­
proach at encouraging host governments :o pursue the potential of ncnform­
al education" by offering them innovative ideas and a view of education as
 
a chain of options for various populations and purposes. By December,
 
short and long tetm work plans were laid out (See Tables I and 4). 
The short range plan, to be accomplished by July 1971, centered on open­
ning lines of communication and cooperative planning within the Agency and 
with other donors on behalf of nonformal education and its potential as a 
development strategy. It appears that most of the simpler tasks in the
 
16 point plan (work on the definition of nonformal education, compilation
 
cf a bibliography and circulation of a definitive paper on the KPA to
 
other units in AID were carried out within the anticipated time frame.
 
However, mcre substantive and complex tasks were accomplished only parti­
ally if at all and over a much longer period than originally specified.
 
For 	instance, contacts with other organizations (EBRD, ICED, AAI, Asia Foun­
dation and Ford Foundation) were initiated, but did not develop into firm
 

working relationships. Likewise, internal relationships within AID/W and
 
between AID/W and the country missions remained weak.
 

The central purpose of the Long Range Work Plan (FY 1971-1975) was to
 

facilitate "the knowledge generation process and /create/ the framework
 
through which it will be possible for the LDCs, with such assistance as may
 
be appropriate frm outselves and others'' to
 

1. Understand better nonformal education and its overall oo­
tential for development. 

2. Develop validated bases for judgement and selection con­
cerning thk :a categories and modes of nonformal education
 
which can maximize the huan resource development return
 
em investments in nonformal education.
 

3. Use nonformal education as a mean3 to alleviate at least
 
partially certain of their critical problems in the edu­
cation sector.
 

4. Create those institutions and make such other arrangements 
as wil-L result in the further generation of operationally 
useful knowledge ia the field, a continuing network of in­
formation exchange among nations on the subject, and a rea­
sonable degree of organization to make effective the contri­
bution of nonformal education to development.
 

The 	plan docvment went on to emphasize that
 

Most importantly, the development of knowledge and the institu­
tional framework would proceed over the five years in tandem
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Table 1. N(OI7RMAL EDUCAION LONG RANGE WJORK PLAN (1971-1975) 
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Source: 	 DS/ED documenc; INonformal Education 
Scaff .-4aper, Dece.jer: 1970 
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with the development of a 'real life' experience in the LDCs
 
themselves. Such 'real life' experience, for example, will
 
consist of such things as case studies of actual nonformal
 
education activities in being; the development of validated
 
models and alternatives based on actually operating activities;
 
a judiciously selected band of innovative and experimental pro­
jccs- the selected strengthening or creation of institutional
 
bases of sponsor,,nip or urchestratian of nonformal education
 
activitieb .rnd .ystems; and a high degree of access to i.-Lforma­
tion and actual exposure to nonformal education activities be­
tween and among responsible persons within the LDCs themselves.
 

Taken together, the dozen actions which composed the plan (Table 1 ) 
were apparently intended to move nonformal education from a not yet well­
defined state to one in which it was regarded as an effective development
 
strategy and enjoyed substantive organizational and financial support both
 
in the donor agency establishment and among LDC institutions and popula­
tions.
 

Thus, at the end of a year spent in coming to grips with its newly
 
identified KPA, the TAB program in nonfc.mal education appeared ready for
 
take-off and some activities were underway. Possibilities for institu­
tional collaboration were being explored with M1ichigan State University,
 

Stanford University and the African American Institute, and a planning 
meeting wai scheduled with those institutions, the Wvrld Bank and the 
Internatio-al Council for Education and Development. AID had itself begun 

tu identify relevant activities in Thailand, Indonesia, Kenya, East Pakis­
tan and some countries in Latin America and had completed a bibliography 
which contained 85 entries classified under four rubrics: definition and 
scope, functicn, delivery systems and target areas. But while there were
 
activities on various fronts, the TAB opinion at the time was that there
 

was "not a single individual or institution with impressive credentials"
 

in nonformal education. That fact, along with the recognition of what waE 

perhaps the primary lesson learned in the two previous decades of develop­
ment education assistance--that it had been a mistake to attempt to export 

U.S. institutLons to other societies and cultures with a vastly different
 
pclitical economy-ccntributed to reinforcing the link between nonformal 
education and a qualitatively different development philosophy. Specifi­
cally, it was emphasized that 

AID's role cannot be that of exporting a tested product 
[What is required is] .sensitive and perceptive association 
with the LDCb in concetualizing, experimenting, model-building 
and evaluating within the context of the societies, cultures 
and resources of the LDCs themselves. 



A DECADE OF DEVELOPMENTS IN NONFORMAL EDUCATION 

Policies and Concepti
 

In 1972, AID Administrator John Hannah announced the first major changes 
in the Agency's program and organization since its creation in 1961. The 
Agency was directed to take a "basic human needs" approach," the implemen­
tation of which was also to mean that "assistance projects will be in­
creasingly planned and designed by the host country." In the 1973 Foreign 
Assistance Act, Congress directed that 

United States bilateral development assistance should give the 
highest priority to undertakings submitted by host governments 
which directly-improve the lives of the poorest of their people 
and their capacit7 to participate in the development of their 
countries (The Foraign Assistance Act of 1961 As Amended in 
1973, Chapter A, Se,:tion 102). 

As work to establish ncuaormal education as a priority and alternative 
development strategy continued in TAB, Princeton consultant Fred Harbison 
played a key r- !e in orienting the Agency towards a sector approach in edu­
cation. Follo -igthe Overseas Liaison Committee's iaitiative, he used 
the term nationwide learning system to refer to all the relevant educa­
tional act;vities in a country, including formal education, nonformal edu­
cation and "learning generation" provided by employing institutions. 
Earlier, Harbison and another consultant, George Seltzarof the University 
of Minnesotai, had narrowed the "grab bag" of activities recognized as non­
formal education by emphasizing those which could be termed productive
 
educative services
 

that is, activities and programs within the system of non­
formal education which are directly related to increasing 
mants capacity for work through development of the skill, 

knowledge, motivation and effectiveness of potential and 
actual members of the labor force (Harbison and Seltzer
 
9/23/70).
 

These concepts were combined to express TAB's view of educat:.un as a
 
multi-form, multi-purpose activity carried out to meet a broad spectrum of
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development needs and to explain its own concentration on those activities 

which had ":he greatest potential for procoting the social, economic and 

political development of the less-advanced countries," i.e., programs in
 
agricultural and rural development, urban industrial and commercial train­
ing, youth programs and health education (Harbison and Selczer 9/23/70). 

In 1973, two basic dccuments appeared. "Strategy for the Development
 
of an Action Program in Nonformal Education," identified six program re­
quirements which were adopred by a reactivated Task Force on Nonformal Edu­
cation in July. Those requirements and suggested courses of action are
 
presented briefly in the cvlumns balow.
 

Table 2. REQUIRL TS FOR THE DMELOPMENT OF AN ACTION PROGRAM -"N NONFOR.AL EDUCATION 

Mt 	 Course of ActionlAqU3XC 

A 	 izole4* base about ionu'oral gins Mec by M'U wh .c is also GevelopLcgt. 
Liekaes with ocher U.S. iszc-2u:-ojseducation 


Noce: 	 1z La eitrusal7 inpor:anc that monfor-al oducacion moc be -rewed 
as a seal-contained syste co be developed by its ow -esources. 

!Moqajo education Rust be related to all sectors, and ic :uac 
sake use of resources in daucaciocal technology. such as those 

in florida State, Sctmford and the Acadeny for Educacional evelopsnt. 

i. L theauelves begin init-actn A=D com it itsel to support for LX 

their own act:ou irorms caocurretlv based Lmatiacives in oe or -.do care­

with and as a basis of their own know- fully selected comtri&e% each region. 
Ledse bae 

An.iaors device to ,jrvvi~ge back- could be part of :.hs MM portf~olio 
tygund and luicafce for the 'L.Ci ad 

:econended chatdonors as :hev exane ocal orolom (oce: The :ask forc 
should in- suc a .tnctamt not be cousid­i.n MonfrorJul ducacton: 

elude a) k iznoadge and skills that ered a handbook, but zerely 
book sizce it was mocappear neceary La the rural areas a source 

to promce denJlopmmi; b) altermac-ve feasible to develop a prasc-ip­
:) Lafor- tive inua on momformaJ. educa­poesibLlitias in urban areas; 

acion about rlar.ve costs. of such tion. 

progrms and about successful 4 Per­
eacs in conformal eaucatian = =C 
4) possible laLivery syscms for 
naafor&aL education 

MV. 	 An action based research and dveloo- build oL aproach being ta.&" by Cho 

Sent rogrM Universicy of Maeacnua'a in non­1 - ilt 
lorali edu caion project eing carr-ed 
out undar concract with the USA= 
aissiza in Ecuador 

V. Udemcificacion of monfor-al education nventory progrms wiich. iparc salable 
skill. assess affectivemass and :osts.alternatives to formal ocact-onaL 

schools sills traeizu" 

71. groad ounc-r ecsucation sector ash- Scizaace sector analyses wherever pos­

sis Is a basis for ,L-&cn_- ;,o'eri sible and support resultant acivii 

in both formal ajndnouor-al in nMwforzal ,du..tiou. 
educac*----a 

In 	the -inutes of a July 1973 =eet4.g of the 1cnfc-a' -ducation
 

Task Force to discuse the plan, special note was =ade cf "the necessitv to
 

work of this UPA with other disciolines in TAB, as well as
ccordinate the 

the necessitv for complete coordination with regional bureaus" (erpnasis
 

added).
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The AID Education Sector Program 1973 depicted nonformal education
 

as e valid, high quality type of education for imparting life skills and 
knowledge and for reaching large numbers of people where they lived and 
worked; as highly diverse in organization, funding and management, as em­

phasizing local initiative, self-help and innovation; as not only making 
contributions to its own costs, but as yielding increases in employment,
 
productiv-"cy and social participation. In sum, nonfcrmal education was 
exppz.6ed to play a major role in making learning a nat1onal lif--long ex­
rerience at all economic levels of society. The language of the document 
aas promotional rather than expressive of validated conclusions and went 
on to note that in fact interest in noformal education among the develop­
ing covmtries and the AID Regional Bureaus was proving "slow in crystal­
lizing into concrete projects or programs." It also stressed that
 

To accelerate this process, it i3 proposed that AID, as a
 
fur:her measure, commit itself to direct funding of LDC in­
stitutions for studies, experiments and when appropriate, for
 

full scale trials of nonformal education projects. Such pro­
jects would be cast in the research, development and evalua­
tion mold and support by U.S. institutions under contract to
 
AID for development of the nonformal education area.
 

In spite of the desire to work more aggressively and more directly
 
with LDC institu.ions, the arrangements for doing so continued to lag.
 

Some lessons from the field were beginnin& to accumulate and offered as
 

much insight into what not to do as what to do. In 1974, Bernard Wilder
 
of TAB observed that
 

eWe just do not know anywhere whac we need to kno-, to plan non­

formal education activities . . . . When reviewing nonformal 

education projects, one often has difficulty determining with 
real confidence what was done, to whom it was done, with what 
effect or how much it costs. 

0 Programs often fail in that they tend to help those already the
 
. . . there is a Lk of ocher services
best off . . . or because 


in the local area from technicians of the technical ministries,
 
agriculture, health, coaiunit7 development, animal services, etc.
 

eBecause local units do not often have the resources to continue
 

the program at the same level of quality or in the same quantity, 
this shift should be anticipated and programs designed at the 

outset with eventual funding levels in mind. 

oA.large factor in success . . . is the effective mobilization of 

local leadership and the formation of new, or the utilization of 

already existing local representative groups. . . . The more a 

change agent is perceived to be like and hence trusted by the 

members of the target audience, the more successful he will be 

in bringing about changa. 

*In order to reflect the real needs of the area served and to be
 
those needs change, a program must
flexible enough to change as 

begin with a survey of the target area to determine what skills 

are present and what new ones are aeeded to attack specific de­

velopment problems. Likewise, teaching materials must be de­
veloped and packaged to fit those needs. 
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According to Wilder, the definitional problem persisted. While he ad­

mitted that this hadbeen "troublesome from the first," he affirmed chat
 
"we will continue to use a working definition with four elements:"
 

1. Although they may be linked to formal schools in several
 
ways, such as sponsorship and shared facilities, nonformal
 
efforts are outside the formalized, hierarchical structure
 
of the graded school system.
 

2. 	Nonformal education is a deliberately planned educational
 
effort, having identifiable sponsorship, goals and programs.
 
It is not "incidental" or "informal." 

3. 	The "nonformality" of an educational effort is taken to
 
reside in its location, sponsorship and administratinn,
 
but not in either its purposes, its pedagogical character
 
or its credentialling status.
 

4. 	Given these definitional constraints, our particular inter­
ests lie in a subset of educational efforts that also have
 
identifiable development purposes related to the contextual
 
setting in which they take place.
 

Although there was and still is discontent over a precise definition
 

of nonformal education, a great deal had by that time been articulated by
 

Michigan State University professors so that ncnformal education was well
 

on its way to being uuderstood even without tight, shorthand terminology
 

and Wilder, who had studied at .SU before coming to TA, wrote confidently:
 

The general concept has already had an extremely i-portant
 
impact on thinking about education in the LDCs and elsewhere.
 

In contrast to what had been happening ten years earlier, the
 

introduction of the concept of nonformal or out-of-school edu­

cation has hetlped tc sensitize planners and educators to the
 
fact that edu,-ation is not confined to school, that typically
 
over half the expenditures on education are made outside of Lhe
 

Ministry of Education, that education outside the schools is
 

usually more directly tied to development objectives and has a
 
.	 Several LDCs are beginning tomore immediate ,iy-off . . .
 

caasider the problem of human resource developments and invest­

metts in education very broadly. In the terms of Frederick
 
Harbison, the "Total Learning System" is being considered.
 

looked
And the unidentified author of another TAB document in 1974 

towards the future and predicted:
 

In all likelihood, the future development of nonformal education 

will see an increasingly interdisciplinary approach with nutri­
tion, hygiene, agriculture, family planning, as well as provid­

ing basic skills training. The idea of "recurrent education" or 
"life long education" in a nonformal context will begin to take
 

root. Centers of nonformal education will develoo and be the
 

focal points for linkages in a world-wide network.
 

By 1976, increased involvement in nonfor='. education by other Agency
 

offices raised the question of whether contizuei TAB emphasis would be a
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if efforts being made elsewhere in the Agincy. However, TAB
duptication 

its 	still largely
justified an acceleration of its own program because 

unrea Uzed goals projected a qualitatively different approach from ongoing 

was aimed strongly at cre­
nonformal education activites. The TAB program 

expertise in nonformal education in the LDCs themselves 
by foster­

at:Lag 

ing 	organizational models and interorganizational networks. 'oreover, TAB 

persionnel regarded that many of the projects planned 
by other agency offices
 

lo­
and 	missions merely reproduced grown-like-Topsy programs, i.e., highly 

calized and carried out in the traditional mode of 
adult education and
 

various types of skills training, often without careful 
design and orches-


In contrast, TAB reiterated the need to help bring 
such disparate


tration. 

activities into a more coherent direction with appropriate 

organization and
 

commitment of resources.
 

which had evolvedthat educational establishmentsExperience was proving 
formal education were largely unequipped to provide the 

in conjunction with 

kind of support systexi requized by nonformal education 
and by 1977, Wilder
 

reported that for over a year, DSB (TAB until 1976) 
had been engaged in
 

commu­
conceptualizing a "non-bureaucratic organizational 

model to support 


nity and nonformal education activities without 
trying to' put them all in
 

That work was being done with James Hoxeng, who
 one nation wide system." 

in 1975 after work in field-based nonformal educarion,
had come to Dg/ED 

most notably with the University of Massachusetts' project in Ecuador, which 

seeking to incorporate into had 	become a model for much of what DS/ED was 

was 	 that of 

its own program. The organizational mode which they advocated 
existing organizations in­preferably built upona special service agency, 

in nonformal education and for the purposes of upgrading technical 
volved 

materials development, training, comunicationsassistance in four areas: 
a credit source capable of providing support for local

and 	 finance (as 
nonformal education initiatives and for expansion of successful 

programs
 

into new areas). 

Thus, by the end of the 1970s, the need which had been articulated at
 

the begiiuing of the decade for appropriate LDC institutions 
capable of im­

on the vergeprograms was finallyplementing affective non ormal educazion 
The 	years in between had been invested in the
 of being opera:ionalized. 


testing the separate components
process of conceptualizing, researching and 

techniques and organizational arrangements) around
(materials, methods and 

In 1977, Wilder
which "institutionalization" should prove most p-:mising. 

in the field as follows:identified some of the emerging patterns 

1. Increased participation of :he client being served a) through
 

learning processes that were themselves more participatory
 

and b) by invol-,ement in the need identification, program
 

design and management phases of the activities. 

2. Reliance on local groups as a vehicle upon which to base or 

conduct programs.
 
instructional matrials3. 	 Increased use of carefully prepared 


and packages.
 

4. 	Linkage of nonformal education with larger development 
efforts.
 

5. 	More concern about the costs of nonformal educi'tion 
as it 

might compete in some cases with resources for formal educa­

tion and as a program planning and design requirement. 



6. 	Teachers (learning magers or facilitators) tend to be 
nonprofessionals, either low cost or volunteer. 

7. 	16obV zation and use of local resources to support educa­
tional activities. 

By 1978, Roxeng vas confident that real groundwork had been done.
 

We have by now moved beyond the stage of creating an awareness
 
of the existence and potential of ncnfor.aJ education. Our
 
program has fostered development of training techniques and
 
materials to improve the effectiveness of nonformal education
 
in a wide variety of programs; we have tested ways to make
 
nonformal education more accessible to bypassed, hard-to reach
 
groups such as rural q-inna; and we have supported a growing
 
network which promoces contact among previously isolated prac­
titioners. The projects in uhich ouch activities have taken
 
place have drawn considerable interest; materials produ.±ed
 
under their auspices have besn widely imitated or adapted.
 
Concepts such as fostering involvement of nonprofessionals
 
in the learning process have begun to take root. Projects to
 

increase access have act:,ally been found to work better in
 
poor remote areas than in more affluent towns. Our nonformal
 
education network brings more fieldworkers into contact with
 
their colleagues chan any orhar project of its kind.
 

As it moved into the 1980s, the DSIED program in nonformal education
 
was focussing exclusively on institution-building in LDCs. The needforan
 
appropriate organizational form to support nonformal education activities
 
had been recognized early and refined into the Service Agency model. This
 
and other mechanisms for institutionalizing LDC nonformal education activi­
ties as well as the projects which preceded the concentration on institu­
tion-builing are revie-wed in the following section of this report. Be­
fore turning to th,jse, hoever, it would be well to make some s--ary ob­
servations about the concepts and goals which have been presented here.
 

First, in contrast to earlier assumptions and approaches, a declared 
intention which accompanied the shift to nonformal education was that ef­
fective indigenous programs should be studied and reinforced and that new 
programs should be designed and implemented according to the learning and 
development needs and w%.*h the participatin of local populations. 

Second, nonformal education activities should be high quality, cost
 
effective and concribute towards improved employment opportunities, pro­
ductivity and social participation.
 

Third, DS/ED ihould play an innovative and leadership role in "mo­
bilizing professional attention in dep'h" towards nonformal education with­

in the.Agency, among country missions and other assistance organizations 
as well as in the LDCs. 

With this overview of DS/ED policy and concept development in the
 
area of nonformal education, we can now turn to the program which actually
 
took shape durin& the 1970s.
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Table 3. DS/ED NONFORMAL LCUCATIOH PROCI4I--PROJECTS, IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD AND COST" 

1911 1912 19)4 1913 1976 1911 1919 
 1979 1980 1931 1912 


HSU Knowledge Ss $430
 
(6loridssttjpuiveresty $1000) 
 ,
 

HS1U Field support 114)2
 
Iowerd - Family $25
 
(Stanford - Low coat media $1100;
 

U Masa - 21id $966
 

George Wahington - Rural fmille $25
1ndiana U 
- Illiterates $25
 

CEMIIN - Netwak $15
 
World sarr - ral Families $423 

U Roe - Two-lite 9240 
BTS - Cost& $456 
Tuakegee - Comunity 1446 
U South Carolina -. Client feedback $25 
CII3 - Family $13
IJ)C Inst. Inv. $281
 

World Ed. - Frellterate $139
 
N. Carolina - Farticipation $34 

AEU Nass Media Il'1th $1400 
MSU - Nttwork WS5 

!0C 0tructring 11700
 
U A. plorlda $33
 

Creative A.- LUtotacy/Functiopal Rd. I 

Total Program Cost $18 million (rounded; excludes projects in 
parentheses wiclh wore Educational 
Technology talth only minor results 
for Nonfu'-wl Education) 

903 
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michiigan State University 

DS/ED and M&chigan State Univeruity in the de-Collaboration between 
velopment of nodformal education reaches back to 1970, continues at presen.t 

included three differant projects: development of a knowledgeand has 
to LDCs and currently, the trans­base, provision of field support iervices 

ferral of support service capability to LDC institutions. This section dis­

cusses the emergence of the DS-KSU collaboration and the types of 
activities
 

which have occurred.
 

In 1969 when DS/ED began to identify K7y Problem Areas in Education,
 

John Hilliard came from the Ford Foundation to a position as director 
of
 

Palph Smucklcr returned to Michigan State University that
the office. 

same year after a period of leave which he spent working as a Ford 

Founda-

There in the Comilla Project, he
tion representative in East Pakistan. 


and other MSU professors found
 

srong evidence of the importance of the portion of the
S. .
 
total ,.ucational system which has not been incorporated under
 

the formal education ministry or in the formal graded classroom
 

situation (Memo to MiU colleagues: August 31, 1970).
 

After returning to MSU, Smuckler shared his realizations with Cole
 

Brembeck who for several years had been calling for new strategies 
in de­

velopment education. In July 1970, the two discussed with Hilliard MSU's 

interest in building effective alternatives to formal education and Hil­

liard acknowledged frankly that although the office believed 
informal (sic)
 

education to be a critically important area, they were having difficulty
 
"getting a hand hold on it" (Letter to Smuckler, July 17, 1970).
 

Brembeck, Smuckler and professors from approximately a dozen 
depart­

ments at M.SU (which ranks among U.S. universities as on, of the most heavily 

involved in Third World countries) elaborated a proposal which 
led to the 

the Institute for International Studies in Edu­awarding of a contract to 

cation. Under the directorship of Cole Brembeck, IISE began in June 

1971
 

to elaborate a systematic nonformal education knowledge base which 
could
 

be shared with LDCs and other donor dgencies. Over the next three years,
 
was published and disseminated as were a number of
 a nine-volume series 


working papers, supporting materials from seminars, literatu-e reviews,
 
In fact, the majority of
 bibliographies and summaries of field research. 


called for in the Short and Long Range Work Plans mentioned above
itepm 
were entrusted partially or fully to IISE.
 

Initial field work carried MSU personnel to 15 countries for periods
 

ranging from a few days to a year, and for purposes ranging from 
conference/
 

seminar participation to country education sector analysis and 
case studies.
 

Unfortunately, available documentation offers little information 
about the
 

results of many of these field activities. The most significant in terms of 

relatively long-tern involvement appear to have taken place 
in Ethiopia, 

Brazil, Israel and Jamaica. In Ethiopia, .RichardNiehoff and Bernard 

Wilder carried out the first country case study. Due largely to Niehoff's
 

long experience in Ethiopia, an ongoing relationship had 
been established
 

and the work culminated in the design of a national rural development 
plan
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to bring nonformal education together with county level agriculture and
 
health agencies throughout the country. In both Brazil and Israel, year­
long studies of nonformal education programs provided other case study
 
material. Work in Jamaica was a response to the first reque:t for techni­
cal assistance Ahich MSU received iadependantly of the program of studies 
outlined under the contract. The activity was a multi-donor review of the 
education sector which, contrary to the established pattern for such reviews, 
assessed nonformal as wall as formal education activities. 

In 1973, a second contract was negotiated to conduct seminars and
 
workshops on nonformal education both domestically and overseas, to pro­
vide technical assistance team visits in response to requests from AID/W
 
and USAID missions, to periodicaily convene the advisory/consultant
 
staff at MSU and to continue to develop expertise in nonformal education
 
among scholars and practitioners. The contract continued through September
 
1977 and can be briefly starized under three types of activities: con­
ferences, technical assistance, and the development of a nonformal educa­
tion clearinghouse and network.
 

Two major conferences on nonformal education were held at the MSU
 
campus-in April 1974 and in September-October 1976. Both used a combined
 

conference-workshop format which included presentations to a general au­

dience (nearly 200 in 1974 and about 225 in 1976) followed by three days
 
of intensive interaction in selected interest areas for a smaller group of
 
participatns (about 40) who were mostly AID-sponsored visitors from develop­
ing countries and AID officials. HSU and AID sponsors regarded both con-.
 
ferences as highly successful, although it should also be noted that while
 
original plans called for holding the conferences in developing countries,
 
they were finally held at MSU.
 

During 1974, conference participants made a number of suggestions
 
which perhaps reflect the state of nonformal education at the time. Their
 

recoendations included implementation of network and clearinghouse ar­
rangement-, training of professionals and paraprofessionals, reliance on
 
systematic needs assessment as the basis of program design and they warned
 
against the danger of "bureaucratically overwihelming" nonformal education
 
in efforts to administer and coordinate it. There is no explicit record
 
of follow-up from this conference except in the subsequent development of
 
the clearinghouse-network, which will be discussed below.
 

Like the first conference, the second brought together participants
 
from 20-odd developing countries with those from the same number of national
 
and international organizations, colleges and universities. The proceed­
ings of the second conference were later published in a volume entitled
 
Nonformal Education and the Rural Poor (Niehoff 1977). Participants from
 
LDCs played a more active role in the second conference, which also cen­
tered more of field-based activities than on ideas and broad topical con­
cerns related to nonformal education. As Niehoff observed, participants 
stressed "hat the roots of nonformal education lay in the affirmation of
 
such principles as "the wisdom of the villager," "respect for cultural
 
values and nors," "use of indigenous social organizations and local lead­
ers." The rural development orientation of the conference is reflected in
 
the dominant conference considerations which project director Brembeck
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subsequently reported in the form of guidelines for MSU's continued work 
in nonformal education:
 

1. 	 Focus on assistance to marginal populations. 

2. 	 Better linkage across development sectors (such as food 
production, health and family planning, vocational skill 
development, basic education and literacy). 

3. 	 Strengthen Zormal education 4o that it might extend to new 
learnir' clients through nonformal education methods and 
techniques. 

4. 	 Improve communications among nonformal educators. 

5. 	 Strengthen internal arrangements for nonformal education 
in the developing countries. 

6. Support regional nonformal education efforts such as SEAHEO.
 

At least 24 countries received some form of technical assistance from 
HSU under both the first and second contracts with DS/ED. However, within 
the present scope of work, there is no way to ascertain what impacts might
 

wide
have been made. Conversations with various MSU professors indicated a 

range of outputs and circumstances. In Ethiopia, for example, multiple 
over a three-year period (building on relationships establishedcontacts 


earlier) were about to culminate in the inauguration of a nationwide system 

until. a change of government cut off those efforts (Niehoff: personal com­

munication). Actual outcomes from another major country effort were like­

wise disappointing for reasons largely beyond control. In Indonesia, MSU 
was contracted for two years of field-based technical assistance in the es­

tablishment of community education networks. Repeated delays resulted in 

little achievement other than generalized support for the processes through
 

which nonformal education, which had emerged strongly in the 1960s and then
 

languished, was being revitalized in Indonesia (Levine; personal comunica­

tion). In Levine's opinion, MSU's strongest contribution to nonformal edu­

cation in Indonesia was training nationals who returned to work in the coun­

try's nonformal education program, one of the largest in the Third World. 

For HSU, the project provided a comparatively long-term field experie'ce.
 

But coming as it did at the end of contract arrangements for the provision
 

of 	technical assistance, there was little opportunity to apply the lessons
 
learned.
 

When MSU's second contract terminated in September 1977, A Basic Or­

dering Agreement was written so that AID missions might directly request
 

and finance technical assistance from MSU. Such recuests did not material­

ize, however and the only AID-funded noufn-mal education activity which 
continues at MSU is the clearinghouse-information network. Two observa­
tions made in recent Nonformal Education Information Center reports with 
regard to the earlier work at MSU are relevant here. First,
 

Based on letters received by the Center, a conclusion which
 

one can make . . . is thAt the publications program is a)*
 
perceived as providing a systematic knowledge-base and often 
forms the basis of materials used in seminars or as a means 
of summarizing the state-of-the-art both for universities and
 

government institutions involved in nonformal education re­
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search and training; b) stimulating both research and program 
development, which is indicated by the numbers of requests 
received for specific volumes which it the same time ask for 
further information in a specific research or program area. 

Second, while several of the original MSU volumes are currently out
 

of print (although obtainable directly from AID/W), the MSU Study Team
 

Reports and Supplementary Papers (in the original "knowledge base" series)
 

and the NFEIC newsletter are cited as the publications most frequently re­

quested by those who contact the Center, in spite of a consensus at MSU
 

that the early series is somewhat outdated.
 

The Nonformal Education Information Center (NFEIC) was a spontaneous
 

rather than a planned development of the MSU program, but there is no doubt
 

that i. has been the most vital and productive component of the program.
 

In the words of USE director Cole Brembeck,
 

No single aspect of our Program of Studies and Technical Assist­

ance in Nonformal Education has paid greater dividends on a very 

modest investment than the Nonformal Education Information Center 

(Introduction to Claffey report, February 1977). 

And NFEIC director, Joan Claffey writes:
 

It is apparent from the rapid growth of the Center that it and
 

its NFE Exchange Enewsletter] have touched a responsive chord 
in the development field (February 1977). 

The center emerged out of suggestions made the the 1974 conferi'ice­

workshop and participants' demonstrated interest in materials which had
 

been organized for display and information-sharing ar the conference. Work
 

at organizing a central clearinghouse and building up a client network was
 

begun by the center's first director, Mary Rainey. What was in 1974 a
 

collection of about 1000 references and a network membership of some. 200
 

(largely conference participants) has today grown to a library of more
 

than 5000 entries cross-referenced in systems especially designed for user
 

purposes and a network which extends to more than 5000 individuals and 850
 

organizations in 145 countries around the world. 

Figures 1 and 2 portray the growth and composition of the NFEIC net­

work by members' organizational affiliation and world region. Between
 

1975 and 1980, membership of individuals associated with universities and
 

arqdetic institutions, with non-governmental organizations, or without organiza­

anal affiliation grew sharply, while membership representing governmentt 
and business remained fairly constant. Most impressive is the growth of
 

for 30 per­nongovernmental organizational representation which accounts 


cent of network membership, second only to universities and academic or­

ganizations, but gaining rapidly on the latter. That trend has already
 

been established in the LDC's themselves, with the exception of Oceania
 

where universities still predominate. In Asia, nongovernmental organiza­

tions outrank all other types of organizations represented in the .NFEIC net­
work, accounting for 38 percent of the NFEIC network in that region; in 

Latin America, the figure is 35 percent; in Africa, 28 percent. The only
 

regions where participation in the network by government organizations has 

increased are Africa and Oceania; in both Asia and Latin America, 



17 

41 NOTE aILMIA. 

zI

I 

0 

lowl 

am /-.0LAIM 

/AFIICA. 

AME31CA 

EUROPE 

logo, aOC EA NI IA 

Fi'gue 1. Membership In . =-_IC Network by Region, 1976-1929 

Source. IFEIC Annual Reports 



0 

18
 

S_ ACADEMIC
 

. 
m 

NONGOVERNMENTAL
 

11 

10

i 

S OTHERAI'0/qGOV 
-OVERINMENTAL 

2 / 

BUSt NESS 

197S 979 

-Figure 2. Membersh.i in NTFEIC Network by Organizational 

A.filiatron 

Source: NFEIC Annual Reports
 



19 

network participation by government organizations has dropped to less than 
half the number participating in 1976. 

The principle of asking network members to contribute their own mater­
ials in exchange for publications received from MSJ has resulted in a
 
NFZIC collection with 95 percent of materials contributed by network mem­
bers. Contributions being received from LDCs outnumber those which came 
from the U.S., Canada and Eur-:,e by the end of the decade; contributions 
from non-governmental organizations outnumber those made by any other type 
of organization. A 1977 N.nIC report noted both that "Exchange has come to 
be the hallmark rof .FEIC] rather than knowledge dissemination per se," 
and
 

The Center has reached the point where many incoming materials, 
which are received in exchange for MSU publication., are of as 
much benefit, if not more, than the MSU publications themselves.
 

The contribution of documents seems to be stimulated by the mailing
 
of the NYE Exchange (See Figure 3). To date, 18 issues of the newslettei.
 
have been published and distributed to network members and the average num­
ber of pages has grown from 10 to 25. More importantly, thenewsletter has 
become a forum not only for updating individual network members, but for 
featuring research and project highlights which portray ncnformal education 
activities which are being undertaken by network members themselves. In 
1980, the Women in Development Office in AID/W entered into a special
 
agreement with the NFEIC to feature WID nonformal education activities around
 
the world, to service requests abouc WID-related ',_ograms and ro develop
 
a specialized bibliography.
 

Through another special contract with the Control Data Corporation of
 
Minneapolis, a part of the NFEIC collection is being computerized to fa­
cilitate user-requested topical searches -ohichthe Center receives writh in­
creasing frequency. The project is experimental and exploratory; accomplish­
ments include the development of a thesaurus 3f nonformal education 
terms to aid in storage and retrieval and the entry of some 250 bibliograph­
cal citations, 125 project highlights and 75 descriptiors of develop­
ment irganizations into the system. The experiment both makes chat data 
base available to users and provides the Center with the opportunity to 
observe use patterns for this and similar data bases in order to make sound 
d r.cisions about the kind of system .aich will satisfy the needs of staff as 
w,.ll as of the LDC network and of others interested in nonformal education.
 

.As earl7 as 1977, MSU identified the need and advantages of establish­
ing information centers and networks in the LDC regions themselves. In 
1979, the third DS/ED contract with XSU called for the identification and 
implementation of such centers iz three to five sites. By March 1981,
 
subcontracts had been signed with one institution each in Asia, Africa
 
and Latin America and a proposal had been received for a second African 
site. Training for personnel from the three originally selected.sites 
was underway. In addition to a trained management staff, each center will 
be equipped with a core collection of references and newsletters from the 
MSU center. Small operating budgets will be given for 18 months to make 
the centers operational. As "with the MSU center, the WID office has made 
arrangements for special services to be provided by the Philippines and
 
Colombia centers (see below).
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The institutions chosen as regional information centers were selected 
for their deonstrated capacity in nonformal education. In Asia. the Uni­
versitv of the Philippines at Los BaRos was selected from eight institutions 
visited in that country and in Thailand, all with some established capacity 
and programs in nonfcrmal education. Like the NFEIC, this regional center mill 
be housed in a university with strong commitments to research and extension 
work and will have the advantage of being able to draw on the university's 
multidisciplinary resources. Its service area will include the Philippines, 

Indunesia, Papua New Guinea, .Malaysia, Thailand, Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia,
 
Burma, Nepal, Banladesh and Sri Lanka.
 

In French-speaking West Africa, an information center will be estab­
lished at the Jesuit-supported IYADES (African Institute for Economic and 
Social Development). Here, the documentation unit, which will tale on the 
functions of an information center, nas been performing simir functions 
in support of DNADES programs which focus on research an4 training for 
rural development. 

CEDEN (Center fo: the Development of Nonformal Education) was the in­
stitution chosen as an information center site for Latin America. It has 
been previously under contract to DSED to perform a survey of nonformal 
education programs in Colombia (see p.34 ) and is involved in research, 
promotion of innovations, training, knowledge generation and dissemination. 
CEDEN also intends to establish branch organizations in other Litin 'meri­
can countries.
 

At MSU itself, it is ant::ipated that the NFEIC will be transferred
 

to the Office of International ?rograms under the lean of which is Ralph
 
Smuckler. The move coincides with the retirement of Cole Brembeck from 
IISE which has housed the Center and with the elimination of that institute
 

due to MSU's budgetary reductions. Smuckler was optimistic that the relo­

cation of the NFEIC would strengthen multidisciplinary contribu:ions to the
 

Canter and broaden its base of users and supporters at MSU. 

NFEIC staff have recently surveyed network members to learn more 
about who they are, what kind of activities they carry out, how they bene­
fit from NFEIC services and what needs and interests they have. Results 
are being processed and analyzed.
 



University of Massachusetts 

During the 1970s, the Center for International Education at the Uni­
versity of Massachusetts worked at developing nonformal education planning, 
implementation and evaluation methods grounded in developing country 
site programs and in the participation of the people involved in those pro­
grams. In 1974-79, CIE received a $750,000 institutional development grant 
as part of DS/ED's progrnm to build nonformal education capacity. The 211d
 
grant included field work in Ghana and another grant provided for other
 
field experimentation in Thailand and Guatemala. 

Selection of CIE for an institutional development grant waz based
 
largely on a project which it had been implementing in Ecuador since 1972 
and which remains today one of the most innovative and effective applica­
tions of nonformal education in rural areas (Hoxeng 1973; Krueger i981).
 
In Ecuador, CIE personnel joined with trainers from the Ecuadorian Center
 
for Motivation and Assistance to prepare peasants as facilitators of vil­
lage learning and skill development in literacy, numeracy, communications 
and negotiations with the related aim of improving their cr-mmun-rv economic 
and social situation. The project developed and tested a varie,-y of methods 
including adaptations of the Ashton-Warner and Freire approaches to literacy
 
and cnsciousnss-raising, educational games and simulations and the use of 
two-way -ommunications through radio and cassette recorders. 

Based largely on its experience in Ecuador and the interests of its 
members at the time, CIE defined its institutional goals as the development
 
and resting of educationa. methods based in the particular context and needs 
of the people who would use them; the fostering of participation by those
 
same people in program planning, implementation and evaluation; the correc­
tion of an overly "academic" quality in nonformal education in order to 
narrow the gaps between teachers or change agents and learners or clients; 
a concentration on Lhe rural poor who had little or no access to the formal 
school system; and the linkage of individual and group acquisition of know­
ledge and skill to community improvement.
 

During 1974-76, the Center concentrated on organizing the grant pro­
gram in conjunction with its own diverse goals and activities in interna­
tional education and on developing a curriculum for graduate students which 
would bring them both academic competence and practical experience in non-. 
formal education. The systematic search for work sites, such as those in 
which the. Ecuador Project was designed and carried out, led to eastern 
Ghana, the home of the People's Education Association (PEA) and its parent 
organization, the Institute of Adult Education (IAE) which agreed to as­
sign personnel and other resources and to work collaboratively -w..th CIE's 
team to establish and nonformal education unit. In addition to rural fa­
rci.itator training and assistance in planning and strengthening PEA ser­
vices in the region, small projects included research and training by in­
dividuals with an auto-mechanics training group and with the uses of popu­
lar culture (song, dance, drama) as a means of promoting development ef­
forts. 

With the Ghana project, the Center's emphasis on "participation"
 
shifted to an emphasis on "collaboration" among the three participating in­



sticucions-CIE, whose members instigated thr. project, the AE, which spon­
sored it and the PEA, whose staff members were to be trained as nonformal 
educators and as trainers of local facilitators. Emphasis on collabora­
tion in project planning, implementation and evaluation responded to AID's
 
own New Directions legislation, discussed in the previous section, and to
 

CIE interest in participatory methods as well as to the growing conviction
 

that "ethical" development methods required that clientele be responsible 
for defining and meeting their own needs. In theory, parties which col­

laborate share decision-aking and work load responsibilities on a more or
 

less equal basis. One party does not direct the decisions and work of the 
other, nor does one party simply catalyze or encourage the other to make 
decisions and do the work. Nevertheless, in practice CIE found that al­
though
 

collaboration implies some degree of symmtry, the rela­
tions between a university-.based program, whether foreign of
 

local, and a voluntary association are asyvetrr:al in import­
ant respects. Thus, there is no: a structure of equality from
 

which to interact when on one side there is an institutions,
 

professionals and funding, and on ther other there is not 
(Kinsey, in Nonformal Education in Ghana. p. 192). 

Thus, a primary lesson of the Ghana experience was that the "collabo­

ration"theme took a more limited and realistic dimension in CIE's approach
 
of theto nonformal educaticn. A second lesson learned in the context 

Ghana project related to the clientele being trained. In Ecuador, those
 
In Ghana,
prepared to work as facilitators were not professional teachers. 


the model of the professional teacher was a familiar and firmly held one
 

and it became clear that dramatic demonstrations of the unfamiliar facili­

tator role were necessary to overcome established notions and practices.
 

From 1976 through 1979, the Two-Site Grant funded nonformal education 

projects in Thailand and in Guatemala. The objectives of the grant were to 

further field test and refine nonformal methods and techniques and the col­

laborative model itself and to provide training opportunities for program
 

participants on site and on campus in Amherst. 

As with the Ghana prcject, CIE reports on the Thailand site project 

indicate that achievement of stated objectives was weakened by the disccn­

tinuous leadership and the time constraints which CIE members imposed on 

the project and which precluded the development of strong collaborative re­

lationships with the local organization, the Adult Education Division of
 

the .inistry of Education. Despite these limitations, the project was
 

able to plan and implement several learning modules in collaboration with 

the Thai staff. The modules were designed to !)train key personnel from 

the central and regional offices as trainers for program planning; 2) train 

staff to plan and evaluate nonformal education; and 3) introduce the staff 

to organizational development, problem solving, decision making, conflict
 

resolution, group effectiveness and nonformal education evaluation. In
 

addition, one CIE member worked with Thai staff in the development of 

models to train village-level youth leaders and adult education teachers
 

for high school equivalency.
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participation in project planning and implementation was practiced in 
Thailand and even seemed to be strengthened by the short term nature of 

IEmmber presence because it forced Thai staff to join in earlier and 
more strongly than they might have preferred. However, as in Ghana, 

turnover and con­collaboration was not achieved because of CIE personnel 
flicting expectations of local staff and CIE members as to what a "teacher" 
was and how actively Thai staff should contribute to the program. The 
Thai experience reinforced the growing conviction at CIE that whereas col­
laboration required the existice of relatively similar parties, participa­

tion required only an understanding of and adherence to such planning and 
training techniques on the part of those responsible for program design. 

A participatory approach, if done successfully, evolves into a collabora­
tive approach at the point at which both parties are actively contributing
 
to decisions and work, and even goes beyond collaboration when the local
 

nonformal education organization takes over major responsibility.
 

Participator7 approaches operate on the "takeover" principle:
 
they prepare people to assume responsibility and then allow
 

the transfer involves the transition from
them to do so. . . .
 
a structure "imposed" on participants to cne which becomes
 
"owned" by them (indervatter, pp. 214-215).
 

The Guatemala site Proj#ct began early in 1978 and continued through
 

1979. In many ways this project was a culmination of the experience and
 

of the methods which had been tried and found worthwhile in earlier pro­

jects: participatory training activities; materials based on the interests,
 

problems and resources of the users, production of low-cost, adaptable ma­

terials; the involvement of nonprofessionals and paraprofessionals as fa­

cilitators (or in this case, rural health workers). In contrast to earlier
 

projects, which were operated by educational agencies -ith general community 
education goals, the Guatemala project was directed towards the domain of 

the Ministry of Health and the specific field cf health education. CIE 

staff members on site had for their collaborative partner the staff of ths
 

Public Health Department in the Chimaltenango region and later the head
 

nurse of the outpatient department of Cuilapa National Hospital in ChR
 

area of Santa Rosa. Four different sets of health personnel received train­

ing in nonformal education theory and methods and in training other healh 

workers.
 

One of the most innovative activities was the use of popular theater 

to promote the national vaccination campaign. rural health Promoters 
learned to use popular theater techniques to carry the health messages of
 

the campaign to remote rural areas where people had been left unvaccinated 
beforeoecause of their inaccessibility and ignorance about the benefits of 

vaccination.
 

During the second year cf the project, CIE team staff worked with the.
 

outpatient staff at Cuilapa Hospital which served the rural areas of the
 
Nurses were trained in "the philosophy and me­department of Santa Rosa. 


thodolc-y of adult nonformal education, and in the development of educa­

tional materials, goup dynamics techuiques, sociodrama and leadership
 

techniques associated with the facilitator model development during the
 

Ecuanor project" (Two-Site Grant Final Report, pp. 25-26).
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In addition to experimentation with materials and methods and w-rh 
the operationalization of participation and collaboration in nonformal edu­
cation, the 211d grant resulted in training some 80 nonformal education speci­
alists from the U.S. and several developing countries. Many of the latter
 

have returned to their own countries from short of long periods of training
 
at CIE to work in programs shaped by the knowledge and skills acquired there.
 
Many of the former have taken positions in AID, Unesco and related organiza­

tions, such as the Academy for Educational Development and Creative Associ­
non­ates in Washington, D.C., where they work as managers or advise-rs in 


formal education projects and programs.
 

CIE has also developed a strong series of publications and a network
 
of field practitioners around the world. In 1979, CIE sent out almost
 

5000 copies of its publications, mostly to practitioners in Third World
 
countries. The most requested publicaT:ions remain the Technical Notes
 
which were prepared during the Ecuadcr ?roject.
 

In 1979, CIE was selected by the Indonesian government to provide
 

technical assistance for its monfc-al education program during a four­

year period and in conjunction with a 30 million dollar loan from the World
 

Bank.
 

O the various philosophies which might shape nonfo--mal education pro­

grams that which has come to characterize both the CIE and the DS/ED pro­

grams was articulated by Suzanne Kindervatter, CIE graduate, in 1979. The
 

following quote is cited at length because it describes the key notion of 
empowerment. 

Nonformal education as an 'empowering process is a form of 
education which is oriented towards systems changes rather 
than only individual change. . . The approach could be 

utilized in standard divisions o: nonfo'.mal education (e.g.,
 

adult education, literacy and nu.eracy, he3lth, vccational
 
skills learning, etc.) as a means to promote both !:he ac­

quisition of new information and skills and the utilization
 
of these new capabilities for collaborative problem-solving.
 

Compared to most current approaches, nonformal education for
 

empowering would necessarily differ in two major respects. 
First, the major focus would be the learners as a group, not 

as individuals. While the acqul.-ition of indiviCual knowledge 

and skills might be fostered, group sulidarity and collective
 
Second, nonformal
action-taking would be strongly encouraged. 

education as an empowering process would emphasize both 
"content" and "process" ccmpetencies. . . . The learning would 

be consciously structure to result not only in gains of know­
ledge or skills, but in gains of capabilities for increasing
 
individuals' influence in their cccmunities (Kindervatter. P. 64).
 

CIE's various nonformal education projects have provided practical ex­

perience with the operationalization of the empcwerment philosophy. Both
 

successes ard failures have contributed to learning for CIE and DS/ED as
 

well.
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Other Nonformal Education Projects 

In contrast to the long-term institution- building support given to
 
Michigan State University and the University of Massachusetts, DS/ED has
 
funded other universities and organizations to carry out shorter, more
 
specific research-oriented nonformal education projects. For purposes of
 
discussion, these projects have been categorized as media, women in devel.­
opment and clientele groups.
 

Both nonformal educaton and educational technology were selected as
 
Key Problem Areas in '970. Because of similarities (educational techno­
logy has been appliced in both formal and nonformal settings), attepts
 
were made to interrelate them in institutional support grants. Florida
 
State University and Stanford University, whose 211d grants were actrive be­
tween 1971-76 and 1973-78, respectively, were asked to include nonformal
 
education prcblems in the scope of their sridies, but because it was not
 
a primary concern of either institutions, contributions made to nonformal
 
education were minor.
 

At Florida State University, the grant purpose was to 

enlarge and make more specific the capability of the university
 
to perform work in the field of educational technol.ogy with par­
ticular emphasis on the applicability of its resources to the
 
solution of educatio:-l problems in particular situations.
 

Ninfotwal education, emerging as a field of spontaneous and "anti-system"
 
approaches, was not perhaps ccmpatible with the systematic instructional
 
methods that were being designed at FSJ which defined educational techno­
logy as "the systematic integration and utilization of knowledge, research
 
and inbention in the facilitation of the human learning process" (Annual
 
Report 1974). Although some research was done and seminars held on the
 
subject, no advancement was made in the application of instructional
 
technology to nonformal education.
 

More extensive work was done at Stanford University where the Insti­
tute for Communications Research had a grant to
 

Strengthen, mobilize and focus an institutional response capa­
bility . . . on the low cost use of comunication technologies
 
designed to help satisfy the information and learning needs of
 
the majority of people in the LDCs . . ." (Grant Agreement 1973).
 

Stanford's 211d grant was preceded by the Institute's six-year evaluation
 
of educational television in secondary schools in El Salvador. Under the
 
grant, faculty and graduate students broadened their focus to include the
 
use of low cost media in nonformal education. In Guatemala, Stanford
 
participated in a year of planning research and two years of evaluation
 
research in the Basic Village Education Project, a radio-based agricultural
 
education project managed by the Academy for Educational Development. in 
the Ivory Coast evaluation research in the use of television for education 
or rural adults was carried out over a two and one-hall year period with 
AID funds in addition to those of the Zild grant. These studies produced
 
over 20 research reports and helped to establish confidence in the use
 
of rural radio and televisZ- - viable media in rural areas.
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During the last year of the 211d grant, Stanford contracted with 
DS/ED to prepare a ;eries of policy studies on the use of media (radio 
and television) in the various development sectors. One section of the 
Education Sector paper focussed on nonformal education and concluded that 
these media had a far greater potential than had been realized and that 
the lack of institutional structure and support that characterized non­

formal education hindered the realization of that potential. Nonformal 
education through radio and television required very systematic planning 
and support and much more experience end research to carry out such pro­
jects on a scale chat would render them cost-effective. 

Though it was not a DS/EP project, the Basic Village Education pro­

ject, administered by the government of Guatemala with technical assist­
ance from the Academy for Educational Development and an evaluation done 
by the University of South Fc-'da, deserves mention. This experimental
 

research project was designed to
 

Determine the effectiveness and relative costs of different 

mixes of communication media uses to supplement the work of 

extension agents . . . in influencing change in agricultural 

practices and production among the Ladinos and Indians of 

rural Guatemala (Nesman in Nonformal Education and the Rural 

Poor, p. 121). 

Though the results of the experiment were not totally conclusive, 

they indicated that the use of radio in out-of-schcol education does en­
is an effective pro­hance the counication of messages to rural people and 

moter of innovation and education in rural areas. 

Testing various forms of educational technology was also a dimension 

of University of Massadhusects projects, which demonstrated the effective­

ness of low-cost media such as photonovels: flip charts and games in small
 
DS/ED's more re­scale, ccmmunity-basoid nonfo rmal education a,..ivities. 

cent projects have included components for ais.;emirazing the techniques 

of developing these kinds of materials, techniques which are themselves 

participatory. 

Beginning with less important decisious is easier than trying 

to begin with important decisions. Working collabora'ively 
with media development is one way for both the practitioners 
and the clients to become comfortable with equal participation.
 
This collaboration can then move into more important areas of
 

planning and project implementation (Comings, p. 41). 

The 1973 congressional mandate to AID named women as a subgroup whose 

special needs were to be given high priority. In practice, this has often 

meant that WID (women in development) dimensions have been included in 
Some of DS/ED's nonformal educa­projects which have other primary foci. 


tion projects have been exceptions. For example, women health workers
 

were the primary constituents in the Universit7 of assachusettr' Gua­

temala Site Project. And in 1980, Michigan State University began to give
 

speci.al attention to WID concerns in their network ac .ivities.
 

http:speci.al
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In late 1974-early 1975, DS/ED sponsored a six-month research effort 
by the Educational Policy Group, Progrms of Policy Studies in .,ience and 
Technology at George Washington University on rural women's groups as po­
tential change agents. The study made a preliminary assessment of rural
 
women's groups in Colombia, 9'crea and the Philippines, particularly in
 
family planning, nutrition ane public health and their relation to family
 
income or capital accumulation. The group found that in Colombia and
 
Korea, women's groups were widespread and effective and "proving a high­
return/low-cost development mechanism . . . [especially ]for increasing 
rural incomes and reducing rural birthrates." In the Philippin-3, rural
 
women's groups were not valued and supported as important mechanisms for
 
rural development and even those programs which did attempt to influence
 
women were observed as "floundering."
 

Having observed that successful women's groups were "highly culture­
specific," the GTWU study went on to make a number of cross-cultural gener­
alizations. They emphasized that increased family cash income was the cri­
tical factor in attracting and sustaining the motivation of women and the
 
approval of families for their participation in nutrition, family planning
 
and public health programs. At the same time, once basic income needs
 
were met, improved economic status led to innovative activity by rural wo­
men aimed at improvement in family as well as village quality of life.
 

Other generalizations referred to the organizational aspects of these
 
groups: one-activity groups were ineffective and short-lived; village au­
tonomy was essential to maintain groups as well as to their overall level
 
of vitality and effectiveness; however, groups were more effective when lo­
cal autonomy was complemented by external organizational support, especi­
ally in situations where group activity was a relatively new phenomenon;
 
peer support was critical in bringing about behavioral changes and approval
 
of "gatekeepers" (especially husbands) of participation in the groups and
 
of the implementation of behavioral changes was essential; while group
 
structure could and should vary to fit cultural patte.rns, it must be pre­
mised upon ccmmunal collaboration and respond to practical needs of the
 
participants and their families.
 

The study also identified three conon ?roblems faced by rural women's
 
groups-lack of training in group dynamics and techniques for village lead­
ars, lack of appropriate audiovisual aids to improve outreach and inade­
quate iniormation about local rural characteristics for those charged with
 
assisting group development. To remedy these lacks, the study proposed
 
more extensive research on rural women's groups and on the characteristics
 
of rural areas relevant to the further development of groups and of related
 
sectoral programs. Finally, the study recmmended that an international
 
Resource Center for Rural Women's Groups be established which would aid in
 
adapting successful programs for application in new local settings and in
 
treating rural women's groups in the context of national development, with
 
requisite attention to culture, rather than in the context of "women's li­

a center of excellence in com­beration." The Center was also envisioned as 

parative organizational development (leadership training, organization and
 

management, interpersonal ccunications and audiovisual materials devel­

opment and evaluation) with capacity to disseminate useful information and 
technizal assistance to rural women's groups in che LDCs.
 

The results of the study proved useful to DS/ED staff and were cir­
culated to several AID missions. But there was no programmatic followup
 
with GWU in either further research or the establishment 3f the proposed
 
Center.
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The single most important nonformal education project that has been 

directed towards women is the Education for Preliterate A,-ilts project 
undertaken by World Education, Inc. from September 13977 through May 
1981. The purpose was to test and refine a participatory nonfrrmal educa­

tion model known as the Self-Actualization Method (SAM) by "-nrking with 

staff members of local private organizations (the National Christian
 

Council of Kenya and the Philippines Rural Reconstruction Movement) in six
 

selected villages in each country. The term 'preliterate' refers co adults
 

whose reading and writing skills are minimal or even nonexistent but who­
of such skills is generallyare seeking to acquire those skills. Lack 

have fewer opportuni­more characteristic of women than men because women 
ties to attend even the early grades in many countries.
 

The Self-Actualization 7ethod included specific steps designed to 

enable rural village groups themselves to define learning needs linked to 
create activities
socioeconomic activities which they wished to pursue, to 


that would improve their quality of life and to sc'.icit the necessary
 
ac­government or private assistance needed to initiate and sustain such 

tivities. Although the method is equally applicable to groups of either 

sex or to mixed groups, World Education's project was directed towards
 

women and the factors that influenced their participation in development
 

programs­

the hardship of their daily lives, the burden of large fami­

lies, a low status in society, lack of community recognition 

for their economic contribution, insufficient access to rele­

vant education, heavy workloads which often prevent them from 

attending classes in set locales and on a rigid schedule and 

the irrelevance of programs to real needs (?IOiT: Research 

on Nonformal Education for Preliterate Adults, 931-1020).
 

This research project succeeded in validating the Self-Actualizing
 

Method as well as in determining requirements for its implementation and 

contextual necessities. In addition, it generated new knowledge about
 

women's roles in development and about designing deveicpment-oriented
 

nonformal education projects to achieve WID goals. 

Literacy training was also specified by Congress as an area of prior­

ity for AID. However, the poor results of UMESCO's Experimental World 

Literacy Program in the late 1960s-early 1970s were so discouraging that
 

DS/EDattempted little before 1979. In 1976, a small study was done at the 

University of Indiana on the learning characteristics of illiterates. 

From a review of anthropological and other literature on the relationship 

between literacy and abilities to learn, the study concluded that illiter­

ate people should not be excluded from training programs designed to pro­

mote participation in socioeconomic development activities. A proposal to 

field test the hypothesis that illiterates were as amenable as literates 

to certain nonformal education activities was made, but not pursued. 

the 1970s, including the UniversityA number of projects during of
 

Massachusetts' Ecuador, Ghana and Guatemala projects included literacy
 

training components, but the intricate questions of the relative value of
 

and of the most effective andliterac7 training in development programs 

efficient ways of doing it were not wrestled with by DS/ED until the end
 

of the decade.
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In 1979, a three-year contract was made with Creative Associates to 

carry out a study of the relationship between literacy skills and employ­

ment opportunities. The project hypothesized that barely literate adults 

with a promise of economic advancement pending the improvement of literacy 

skills would utilize out-of-school literacy. programs with the greatest ef­

ficiency and effectiveness. By mid-1980, the researchers had reviewed the 
literature about the influence of economic incentives on the acquisition 
of literacy skills, formulated hypotheses and selected Ecuador as the first
 
of two sites to field test three hypczheses:
 

1. 	The economic value of literacy increases with social and
 
economic complexity.
 

2. 	Literacy motivation increases in environments where liter­
acy skills are used to perform daily tasks.
 

3. 	 Literacy inc-aa.ces in value as the individual a) increases 
or b) improves perception of economic possibilities. 

(Creative Associates, Economic Incentives
 
and Literacy Motivation 1980, pp. 136-138)
 

In 1979, a small contract was given to the University of South Flor­
ida to examine data from the Basic Village Education Project in Guatemala 
for insights into the relationship between an individual's membership in 
a literate family and his/her tendency to adopt modern agricultural prac­
tices (University of South Florida 1980). The study concluded that behav­
ior change was most closely linked to family literacy, while specific in­
divid.al literacy or the level of literacy in the village did not correlate 
with innovation. 

One of the primary reasons for turning to nonformal education as a
 
development tool was its assumed cost effectiveness. But early efforts 
to measure nonformal education costs did not produce satisfactory results 
and from 1976-79, DS/ED contacted with the Educational Testing Service 
of Princeton, New Jersey,to apply the techniques of cost-effectiveness 
analysis and cost-benefit analysis to nonformal education endeavors. 
The final product, a Manual for the Analysis of Costs and Outcomes in 
Nonformal Education, is designed for practitioners-program administrators, 
government officials and others whose professional skills lean more to­
wards social service than financial management. The manual was field 
tested in Africa (Kenya and Tanzania), Asia (Indonesia) and Latin America 
(Gua:emala), where workshops were held with individuals typical of those
 
who 	would be expected to use the manual; the final product incorporated 
the 	results of those trial runs.
 

Studying nonfornal education target populations by structural level
 

progressing from the family unit to the nation was not an explicit part 
or0 ED's strategy. Nevertheless, several projects have focussed on 
these different structural levels and this seems to be a useful perspec­
tive from which to view them. These projects include two studies on the
 

family as a potential ncnformal education learning group, one on the com­

http:divid.al
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munity, one on development-oriented institutions and mozt recently, one 
on a national level structure, the nonformal education service agency.
 

In 1973, Howard University made a four-month pre-project reconnais­
sance study of the feasibility of nonformal education as a tool to improve 
the quality of life in rural and urban poor families. A literature search 
was conducted on existing nonformal education programs that could improve 
child care, parent education, nutrition, food supply, clothing, housing, 
health, consumer education, family planning and and family life education. 
Families and university administrators and staff in selected West African 
and Caribbean were interviewed on the subject of how family life educa­
tion could best be taught. However, there was no further development of 
this "pre-project" activity. 

The other project on family units was conducted between 1976 and 1979 
by the Centro de Investigaci~n y Desarrollo de la Educaci6n (CIDE) in Chile 
The project was intended to design and test a number of activities directed 
towards family units (as opposed to groups of adult villagers, usually con­
sisting of either men of women, such as had been the case in most oth,'r non­
formal education projects). CIDE staff members used nonformal education 
methods, including participatory discussion and action techniques with 
small groups of parents and older siblings. Several activities were de­
signed and implemented, but results were not consolidated and no follow up 
activities occurred due to almost total withdrawal of U.S. aid from Chile. 

A two-year grant to the Tuskegee Institute called for developing me­

thodologies to evaluate community education programs, nonformal educatijn 
being one type of comunity education. As designed, the project add:fssed 
the problem of the general lack of knowledge about significant variab]as 
among communities which hinders the efforts of planners to tailor charac­
teristics to specific comunities. In addition, because classic educa­
tional evaluation models are not designed for remote rural communities in 

developing countries, they are of little use in AID-sponsored education 
programs. Contractor responsibilities included designing and field testing
 

some evaluation meth..odologies in Jamaica that could be adapted to a broad 
range of rural communities in many countries. In 1977, the project was 
transferred to the Latin America Bureau and continues to date. A final 
nine-month phase to field test materials was postponed from 1980 tc 1981. 
By mid-1980, the project had experimentally developed and produced six 
manuals as instruments for rural community education evaluation. These
 
were accomplished largely through the work of Jamaicau staff and trainees, 
an approach which created a core group of some 15 Jamaicans trained and 
experienced in the entire process of comunity education evaluation.
 

In 1976-1977, the University of South Carolina undertook a short pro­
ject to test means through which clients could provide regular feedback
 

to those responsible for nonformal education programs for the purpose of 
improving their design, implementation and impact. Rural people were 
trained to interview their colleagues about both general and specific con­

cerns and to relay information back to project perscnuel. In ptactice,
 

however, the project discovered that it was impossible to elicit the re­
quisite feedback about ccmmunity programs from individuals who appeared 
to have almost no kncwledge about them Hypothesizing that ccmmunity 
concerns could be better dealt with in groups, interviewers were then 
trained to work with small groups and found that the type of information 
sought could be obtained =cre efficiently.
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The projects jtsr described on the family and the comunity -levels
 
of clientele were telativeJy insignificant in the development of DSIED's
 
nonfor-al education program during the 1970s due largely to contractors'
 
failure to generate appropriate long-range goals and demonstrate capacity
 
to implement strategies.
 

Projects dealing with development-oriented educaci.m institutions
 
and national level organizations have been more productiv'e. The 1970s
 
program included onc project in insti iioual de-elopment and two which
 
experimented with national structures.
 

The inrportance of helping to create and support nonformal education 
programs within developing coun!-r7 instmitutions was recognized early in 
the formulation of DS/ED's nonforma! education strategy. The 1973 Strategy 
Paper stated as Requirement II that LDCs themselves begin initiating their 
own action orograms concurrenctl, with and as a basis for development of 
their cwn knowledge base (See p. 7 ) and recommended as a ct~urse of action, 
that DS/ED staff, witn rhe help of MSU and U Mass, identify LDC institu­
tions which couJ.d spons ,rnonformal education programs and approach the ap­
propriate personnel to discuss this prop,,sition: 

If your country wishes to under:ake an examination of non­
formal education, or build on studies already under way, 
AID will make direct grant to your government to be used 
by a mutually acceptable local institution to support the 
study, perhaps on a matching basis. We would encourage 
you to concentrate on the one hand on rural areas and to 
research the base of present knowledge; the extent to which 
this base is de-iicient for development purposes; and the 
minimum lear-ings required for personal or economic develop­
ment in such areas as health, nutrition, agriculture, finances 
and cooperatives and possible delivery systems ... 

Institutions were identified in Nigeria, Ethiopia, Guatemala and 
Ecuador as likely places to build effective nonformal education programs,
but the generation of a developing country-institutional support program 
was ;,.S.L,w process. it was not until 1976 that the LDC Institutional In­
volvement inNonformal Education project was funded. And then it was dif­
ficult to complete grant agreements with developing country governments to 
host the project. The People's Open University of Pakistan was regarded 
as a probable site for LDC institutional involvement, but DS/ED found 
the University unprepared for such an activity. Chiangmai University in 
Thailand was then considered, but initial negotiations revealed a differ­
ence in expectations. The Basic Education Research Centre in Kenya and 
the Institute of Adult Educatiin in Tanzania were consulted, but abandoned 
for lack of interest. 

Three institutions were eventually identified: one in Africa, one
 
in Asia and one in Latin America. In 1977, the Lesotho Distance Teaching
 
Center began research on group learning, literacy and numeracy, the poten­
tial function of the Center as a service agency and inservice staff train­
ing. An evaluation made at the end of the first year revealed notable suc.
 
cess by the LDTC in supporting nonformal education activit.ies in Lesotho
 
and subsequent reports document continued programs (Creative Associates
 
LDTC Evaluation Report: April 1979 Annual Project Evaluzion documents).
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Shortly after the grant agreement in Lesotho was sigted, another one
 

was signed in Afghanistan with the Kabul University Research Center, an 

educational arm of the University. The primary responsibility of the Af­

ghanistan institution was to conduct a survey of nonformal education pro­

grams throughout the country. The purpose of the study was 

To assess the existing programs' potential to meet the learn­
ing needs of the country; to identify various programmatic 
opions and to assess the advisability of their extension or 
duplication elsewhere in the country on the basis of their 
practicality for implementation, their costs and relative 
benefits (Draft Preliminary Plan for an Lventory of Nonformal 
Education in Afghanistan 1977, p. 4).
 

By mid-1979, the inventory had been completed and the second of a 
series of workshops on its results and uses had been held. Project acti­
vities were terminated, however, in December when the USAID mission with­

drew in the face of the occupation of the country by Russian troops and 
advisors. 

The third site for the Institutional Involvement project was deter­
mined in early 1981 and was the Office of Planning (OFIPLA) in Costa
 
Rica. OFIPLAN serves as the institutional base for the project which has
 
a steering committee composed of vice ministers from the Xinistries of
 
Human Promotion, Public Health, Education, OFIPLAN and representatives of
 
the president's cffice. Grant activities aimed at demonstrating how non­
formal education methods can be ,.sed to increase participation of marginal
 
groups in government programs and thereby increase access to benefits from
 
the nation's economic and social progress (Draft Project Paper 1980). The 
project builds upon OFIPLN's earlier efforts to use achievement motivation
 
and popular participation techniques for the same end.
 

In spite of the termination of the progr= in Afghanistan and the de­
lay in beginning activities in a Latin American site, the Institutional 
Involvement project appears to be a key step towards the original DS/ED 
goal of helping LDCs acquire their own expertise and institutional support
 
systems for nonfo.mal education. A further dimension in building institu­
tional support has been the idea of a national institutional structure ap­
propriate from for nonformal education activities. Exploration of the
 
servicL agency model was one of the elements of the Institutional Involve­
ment activities in Lesotho. Jim Hoxeng, the DS/ED st-ff member who has
 
taken primary responsibility for testing the national service agency idea, 
characterizes it as a response to the need for national level support to
 
nonformal education which by nature requirep something other than the bu­
reaucratic organizational structure which haj traditionally served formal 
education. The service agency proposed by Hoxeng would provide a support
 
system in which
 

Nonformal practitioners maintain their independence and initi­
ative, take responsibility for their activities and are flex­
ible in their program... [Nonformal education programs 
would be able] to maintain their autonomy, while at the same 
time cataloging and mapping their activicies, responding to 
their requests for technical/financial as!;istance and support­
ing their expansion into areas (both subject and geographical) 
where people have not had access to formal or nonformal educa­
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tion opportunities. The product of such an approach would be 
a nonformal education support organization whi' *builds on non­
formal education's strengthis addressesand it !.istorical weak­
nesses (Draft Project Paper 1979, p. 6). 

Structuring Nonformal Education Resources, a project incended to test

the usefulness of the service agency concept, was funded in 1979 for a

period of five years. It included two sites-the Lesorho Distance Teach­ing Center, where the cc.ncept had been pioneered and Ecuador (still tentative). 

In both cases 
funds would go di:ectly to national governments to establish
and maintain a nonformal education service agency. Long-term technical

assistance will be supplied by U.S. 
contractors. The project purpose is
 

To demonstrate innovative organizational mechazisms to permit
developing country central governments to support, strengthen

and systematize nomformal education 
. .. by development of 
nonformal education service agencies capable of assisting
public and private institutions in 1) educational materials
 
development, 2) cc=munications, 3) staff training and 4) fi­
nance (Project ?aper 1979).
 

One of the concerns voiced by DSIED staff members in early debates
 
was whether encouraging governments to become involved in and organize

existing spontaneous and diverse level nonformal
local -ducation programs,would undermine and damage the nature of those programs (Personal commu­
nication Cliff Block). 
 After a decade of experience with other aspects of

nonformal education, the service agency is designed directto away fromcentralization and bureaucratization of nomformal education activities and 
to offer them resources from the service agency itself and from a network

of similar programs in the country and even beyond it,while continuing to 
support diversity and autonomy. 

in Lesotho, technical assistants, specializing in program planning
and management, research and editing have been able to help the LDTC

assist clients (nonformal education practitioners) with materials develop­ment, staff training and research activities. The credit fund had not
been used at the end of 1980, but it is intended as a financial source for
organizations attempting to improve their outreach among the rural poor
and as a revolving fund to support development ventures which emerge 
among nonformal education clients. for fundingCriteria and mechanisms
for monitoring funds will be established and implemented by the steering
committee; the Lesotho National Bank will operate the revolving fund. 
Un­
like many projects, the assistance fund enables this one to place money dir­
ectly in the hands of the national organization for its discretionary use 
to support local entrenreneurs.
 

Inventor- and mapping activities are viewed as critical in the forma­tion of a national organization to support nonformal Jucation. Such ac­
tivities had been supported by DS/ED prior to this p.. ect through Michi­
gan State University's work in Ethiopia, through the Kabul University Re­
search Center in Afghanistan and by the Center for Development of Nonform­
al Education (CEDEN) in Colombia. In 1975 (w-ithout AID funding), CEDEN 
inventoried 432 nonformal education programs in Colombia and the following
year received $34,000 from DS/ED tc 
 create an information network among

those institutions. In 1980, CEDEN was 
chosen as the Latin American site
for a regional noaformal education clearinghouse modeled after that at
 
.Michigan State (See p. 21). 
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For DS/ED, inventory and mapping activities are a priority even though 

they are not part of plans for the development of a national nonformal edu­
cation support organization. The most recent component of the Structuring 
Nonformal Education Resources project is a contract to assist two countries 
(Caerooac and another as yet undetermined) in nationwide assessment and 
analysis of nonformal education activities, especially those for people 
with lease access to education programs. 3uch activities are intended to
 

consider the value of existing nanformalencourage nations to seriiusly 
educao.'on resources and to knao where further support is desira.)le as well 
as what capabilities exist or might be developed to provide thar: support. 

With the Structuring project, :he evolution of DS/ED's nonformal edu­

cation program transcends Early conceptual, strategic and stare-of-the­

art studies by Michigan State University and experimentation in materials
 

development and staff-facilitator training by the University of Massachu­

setts, through mid-decade research about various clientele groups and the
 
to them,
adaptation of nonformal education materials and trai:iing methods 

and enters a phase in-which developing country institutions are being as­

sisted to take over resvonsibilit7 (e±dpowered) for directing and develop­

ing their own rescurce5 in nonformal education. 

At present (.ay 1981), a field support ccmpo'nent is being added to 

the Structuring project with the objective of networking both U.S. and 
LDC agencies with nonformal education capabilities into a resource pool 
to provide technical assistance to interested missions. in this way, 

gains made during the 1970s in knowledge base and materials development, 

program design and implementation and training of personnel can be made 
available systematically to interested parties; both LDC and U.S. counter­

parts can collaborate in providing technical assistance. Inquiries to AID
 
a sys­missions around the world about their need for such field support 

tem produced 40 responses, 26 of which indicated a strong need and inter­

esc (Africa-L3; Latin America-7; Near Easc-4 and Asia-2). Almost all of 
the responses outline specific ways in which such services would be used. 

Recalling that a similar cable was circulated in 1970 and received only 

a dozen vague responses, the 1981 response seems to confirm that substan­

tial progress has been made in the interim in establishing nonformal edu­
cation as a development strategy.
 

Besides attempting to consolidate technical assistance resour.es, 
the field support dimension of the project also calls for a consolidation 
of current knowledge and the elaboration of several issues papers which
 

should make a strong contribution towards updating nonformal education
 

literature on the basis of experience acquired during the past decade.
 

One final project to be mentioned is the Mass Media Health Practices 
project begun in 1980 in Honduras by the Academy for Educational Develop­
ment and to be tried in the Gambia in 1981-1983. In Ecnduras, the pro­
ject is br-inging together both nonformal education and ed.ucational tech­
nolo y methods in a natioa! campaign against iufant diarrhea. A 
series of radio messages are being complemented by such nonformal educa­
tion techniques as posters, flip charts, popular theater, photostories 
and face to face encounters between the target population and professional 
and paraprofessional health workers in the ccntext of programmed instruc­
t'.on and home visits. Both the symbols used in the campaign and the 
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content of the various messages and instructions were carefully designed 
after a period of research on local customs and practices which might af­
fect infant diarrhea and of review of anthropological data on concepts 
related to health, disease and child care. Not only does the project
 
combine both nonformal education and educational technology approaches, 
but it is lsc unique to date in that it is being jointly funded and 
monitored by both DS/ED and the Health Office, a kind of collaboration
 
which '.as been re.-atedly advocated but never-acomplished in the DS/ED 
progrivm. 



NOCFOffAL EDUCATION IN OTHER DONOR AGECIES AnD AID OFFICES 6 

AID generally cooperates with the World Bank in exchanging ideas and 
information in technical areas and DS/ED works in similar ways with Uresco 

and Unicef. This cooperation occurs because of the U.S. financial invest­

ment in these multilateral agencies, but more because of the needs of per­

sonnel to share and discuss commonly perceived situations in developing 
countries and possible responses. Of the major international assistance 

organizations, AID is the only one with an explicit goal of establishing 
nonformal education as a particular development strategy.
 

In the late 1960s, with the recognized failure of formal education
 

to effectively address the problem of huge illiterate populations and the
 

lack of trained manpower in various economic sectors, the United Nations
 

organizations, the World Bank and other bilateral agencies as well as
 

AID were involved in the search for alternatives to formal education as
 

it was being advocated then. Simultaneously, the shift frcm "trickle
 

down" to "grass roots up" developmenc theory began to take hold and as­

sistance agencies considered the advantages of making investments in ser­

vices to the rural poor instead of heavy capital outlays which responded
 

primarily to high level government and private sector needs for cash.
 

But even though nonformal education fit logicall7 into this alternative
 

developmert theory and related str3tegies, neither Unesco, Unicef nor the
 

World Bank joined in the cotnmitment .aadeby DS/ED in 1970 to seriously study,
 

promote and sponsor nonformal educ.ation and to build institutional capa­

city and organization in both the U.S. and developing countries. By the
 

end oi the decade, all three agencies agreed on the value of nonformal
 

education programs and channeled significant amounts of resources to
 

them as a =eans! of meeting educational needs, but all remained reluctant
 

:o emphasize research and development in the area.
 

The I'orld Bank has been primarily interested in analyzing the educa­
tion sector as a whole and in funding education programs in a '"balanced" 

fashion to meet priority needs. For the Bank, priorities have been basic
 

education services, manpower training for existing work, efficient and
 

equitable education systems and strengthening institutional capacity in
 

the analysis, design, management and evaluation of education programs.
 

Over the years, interest in the systematic development of the Education
 

Sector has been displaced by a view of education as a "pervasive element
 

that must be integrated -horizontally and vertically-into all develop­

ment efforts." The Bank's 1974 Education Sector Policy ?aoer stated
 
that
 

Within this context, modes of delivering education-formal,
 
nonformal and informal-are conceived today not as alterna­

tives but as complementary activities within a single system.
 
. . . Nonformal education . . . is neither an alternative
 

education system nor a shortcut to the rapid education of a
 

population. Rather, nonformal education and training pro­

vides the second chance for learning to those who missed 
formal schooling; it enables the rural or urban poor, within
 

programs of "integrated development," to acquire useful know­

ledge, attitudes and skills; and affords a wide array of
 

learning activities directly associated with work.
 

37 



38 

At present, the design and implementation of programs to meet 
such objectives are challenging because of the diversity of 
needs and the relative scarcity of experience that can be 
drawn upon (p. 16). 

However, as one World Bank official put it, the Bank's program in
 
education, and particularly in nonformal education, to meet the needs of
 
the rural poor, has never come to match the rhetoric of the 1974 policy
 
paper. In 1978, an external advisory panel, headed by David Bell of the
 
Ford Foundation, reviewed the Bank's prcgram in education. Figures in­
cluded in that report show that baween 1963-78, lending for activities
 
classified as nonformal education accounted for 11.7 percent of all sec­
tor lending (see Table 5 , Appendix). For the 1975-78 period alone, the
 
figure was 17.3 percent and was projected to rise to 24.6 percent in 1979­
83. Perhaps in anticipation of increased spending in the area, the Bank's 
Education Department prepared a paper on "tssues in Nonformal Education 
and Training for Rural Development" in 1979. However, conversacions uith 
two Bank educational specialists in-ii.:aied a strong discontent with per­
formance in the education sector as a whole and in nonformal education in 
particular. They agreed that most of the problem stemmed from the Bank's 
a-morganizational nature and emphasis on large scale lending and central­
ized administ-ation and noted that efforts were underway to make feasible 
improvements and to find ways to compensate for those which could not be 
made, such as subcontracting with other organizations with structures and 
processes more amenable ro field conditions. Mention was also made of A 
characteristic shared by the-Bank and AID, i.e., that much of the nonform­
al education which is being supported by the organization is being done 
under the aegis of other sectoral offices without much collaboration 
with education specialists. 

IndividuaLs interviewed and documentary sources cc'asulted stressed
 
the need for more and better research and evaluation in education and
 
rural development. Rcy Prosser was cowpleting a retrospective study of
 
his institution's role in education and Nac Coletta was designing a multi­
disciplinary study to determine the cost-effectiveness of various kinds
 
of education proje.ts using a methodology which would include both quali­
tative and quantitative indicators. Both men also noted a lack of com­
petent technical assiscance for nonformal education projects, but also
 
added that the Bank's on structure did not facilitate the identification
 
of technical assistance in host countries"or e,7en in the U.S. The 1979
 
issues paper recommended that Bank funds be used to survey ongoing non­
formal education activities and that appropriace forms of organization
 
and support for those activities be explored. The ideas are very simi­
lar to those which DS/ED is pursuing in its current Structuring project.
 
For example, the report rec-ends:
 

. . . a useful Bank role would be to finance a survey and 
compendium of the country's existing non-formal education 
and training activities. 

Only with a full knowledge of existing programs will it be
 
possible to identify the most appropriate agency or institu­
tion (or, as a last resort, to create a new one) to meet a
 
particular learning need. Such knowledge should also lead
 
to identification of strengths and weaknesses in existing
 
programs and of particular problems of duplication and coor­
dination between programs.
 

http:proje.ts
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The paper stresses that identifying existing agencies, institutions
 
and programs which have the potential for expansion axnd adaptation to
 
meet new needs would also provide opportunities to 

a. improve efficiency in the use of existing resources
 
rather than increase the competition for limited re­
source;
 

b. -inimize pioblems of duplication and coordination
 
instead or creating new institutions; and
 

c. stren indigenous "home-grown" approaches rather
e-pna 

than introducing new, possibly alien, ones.
 

One can not but notice the similarity between the concerns and course of
 
action articulated and those adopted by DS/ED in 1970.
 

The Bank's most notable investment in nonformal education at the
 
project level is a 30 million dollar loan made to the .Ministryof Edu­
cation'!; Divison of Community Education in Indonesia. The project might
 
be termed one of developing a ministry of nonformal education and will
 
undoubtedly provide a valuable case study for other countries which
 
might be approaching that decision.
 

It should be noted that in addition to project support, the World
 
Bank has also sponsored a number of studies on nonformal education and
 
rural development made by Phil Coombs and the International Council for
 
Education Development, volmes which can be credited for helping to
 
describe and legitimize nonformal education as a development strategy.
 

Unesco, the primary source of technical asaistance in World Bank
 

icans, also recognizes the inadequacy of schooling zs a vehical of meet­
ing many of the educational needs in developing countries and has spon­
scred an array of publications and seminars on the subject of the fail­
ures of schooling systems and the need for alternative programs. How­
ever, Unesco has been even more reluctant than the.World Bank to incor­

porate nonformal education. None of Unesco's programs are cla-.sified
 
as such; "nonformi education" does not appear as a descriptor in its
 

vast and sophisticated bibliographical system nor as a unit within its
 
a
complex bureaucracy. Inatead, Unesco promotes "lifelong education," 


term which became widely diffused in 1972 with the publication of the
 

Faure Commission report, Learning to Be.
 

The term 'lifelong education and learning' . . • denotes an 
overall scheme aimed both at restructuring the existing edu­
cation system and at developing the entire educational po­
tential outside the education syste education and learning,
 
far from being limited to the period of attendance at school,
 
should extend throughout life, include all skills and branches
 
of knowledge, use all possible means, and give the opportun­
ity to all people for full development of the pers." ality 
(Faure Report, Introduction).
 

In contrast to the World Bank's interest in education as a means to
 

national development, Unesco's focus is on education as a means of indi­

vidual development. Unesco's policy is influenced by the nature of the
 
organization and its mandate to limited educational, scientific and cul­
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r ural domains, and can thus affect other sectors only to the extent that 
organizational boundaries are overcome. In practice, even though it. 
supports a number of "out-of school" activities and agrees that there is 
need for alternatives to schooling, Unesco (like the World Bank), has not 
emphasized nonformal education. The International Institute of Education­
al Planning (IIEP), an affiliate of Unesco, has devoted attention to plat 
ning issues in nonformal education and has sponsored two seminars and sev­
eral publications on the subject. 

Unicef works together with Unesco in the "Co-operative Programme" 
through which Unesco works in educational development, but Unicef's own 
mandate is to provide services to children and to mothers and other 
women who ivfluence them. Its wcrk in education is limited to programs 
which serve uhis clientele and excludes such nonformal education priority 
areas as adult education, community education or organization and planning 
Unicef's organization is highly decentralized and its programs recognized 
as operating more directly at the grass roots levels than any of the or­
ganizations mentioned thus far. 

Like other donors, Unicef began to shift its focus during the early 
1970s from primary school education to "Basic Services," including 
"Basic Education." Unicef commissioned PhiLip Coombs and the interna­
tional Center for Educational Development (ICED) to write a report on the 
nature and potential of nonformal education programs for children (New 
Paths for Learning for Rural Children and Youth 1973), but the organi­
zation has not adopced the term "nonformal education" and instead speaks 
oZ primary school and out-of-school programs within the general notion 
of Basic Services mentioned above. 

The Unicef Basic Services policy was formulated in an East African 
context and expressed in the conclusions to a 1974 conference on Basic 
Education in that region: 

Basic Education should be seen as one stage, an initial stage, 
of the process of lifelong education, bearing in mind that 
school age is not the only time or school the only place for 
learning (Basic Education in Eastc • Africa. p. 23). 

Following Coombs' recor, endations, the report went on to specify a
 
mi-imum package of 5asiz Education requirements. These included func­
tional literacy and numeracy, positive attitudes towards work and camun­
ity and national development, a scientilic outlook and an elementary un­
derstanding of the processes of nature, fundamental Iowledge and skills 
for earning a living and for civic participation. Like the World Bank 
and Unesco, Unicef supports what others might call nonformal education 
when such activities seem most appropriate to accomplish their object­
ives, but do not invest in the research and development of this o; of 
any particular type of program. 

One other donor agency, the Inter-American Foundation, was created 
in 1971 by Congress to operate as a small, semi-private agency on a peo­
ple-to-people level in Latin American and the Caribbean (1980 Annual Re­
port). By design, LAF does not target monies to particular countries 
nor to specific program areas; neither does it provide technical nor man­
agement assistance to the projects it does fund. Instead, field repre­
sentatives travel to the various countries searching out local private 
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organizations judged to have the commitment and capacity, but lacking in
 

capital resources, to carry out activities with sound development conse­

quences. In short, the IAF strategy is to fund people, not projects.
 

Within that overall approach, in 1980 LAF funded projects which were 
primarily identified as education and training to the tune of $3.3 million 
dollars ; estimated at nearly 15 percent of all projects funded that year 
(180 new starts and 101 supplements to existing grants; see Figure 4 , Ap­

pendix). Peter Hakim, planning director at WA estimates that in fact 

"half of al. Foundation projects contain an important component for edu­

cation and, indeed, nearl: all Foundation grants are intended to contrib­

ute to learning and understanding by participants."
 

Because of its non-school nature, 1AF's entire education and train­

ing program might be defined as "nonformal education," although some,
 

like the Rural Family Schools in Argentina a Brazil, are better de­
scribed as alternative schools rather than alternatives to schooling.
 

Most
There are other similarities with AID's nontormal education goals. 

tAF projects fall within a rural development framework and are designed
 

and implemented with a high degree of participation by project benefi­
ciaries.
 

Unfortunately, for purposes of this paper, tAF's nonsectoral organi­

zational and staffing patterns mean that the Foundation has to date ac­

quired no body of analysis on the results of their investments in educa­

tion and training, nor has a "policy" for those kinds of activities been
 

formulated. The Foundation's research and planning unit was established
 

only a year ago and is not yet fully staffed. Steps are being taken to
 

rsview Foundation activities in certain sectors (education will be in­

tluded) to assess them in retrospect and to deduce guidelines which emerge
 

as appropriate for the future. Similarly, efforts are underway to impl.-­

vient project evaluations which reflect the Foundation's commitment to
 

the autonomy of the groups it funds.
 

One specific note is that LAF has recently provided funds for the
 

translation into Spanish and publication in Mexico and Buenos Aires of
 
La Bella's
Educacidn Noforma. v Cambio Social by Thomas La Belle. 

work in nonformal education is the result of an institutional develop­

ment grant made to the University of California at Los Angeles by the
 

AID Latin America Bureau between 1970-75 (See Appendix).
 

In s,-maIZ, the assistance agencies selected for discussion are all
 

ccomitted to funding alternative modes of education and all give 
verbal
 

and financial support to the kind of organized out-of-school 
activities
 

But no other donor has invested in
that DS/ED calls nonformal education. 

an area of re­nonformal education per se as a development strategy or as 


search and development as has DS/ED, which has targeted 
its resources to­

wards building new technical and organizational capacity 
for more than a
 

It should be observed, however, that the approach followed 
by


decade. 

other donors assumes the presence of such managerial and technical 

capac­

ity and yet, as otorld Bank officials clearly recognize, project'results
 
The response of that organization is to
have in fact been disappointing. 
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press for needed research ana develoiian-ta-fd o.-onsider the possibility 
of contracting with other organizations whose structures and modes of 
operation are more compatible with the requirements of oonformal education 
among the rural poor. 

Without ignoring the fact chat most of the expertise in nonformal 
education resides in non-governmental and private voluntary organizations, 
most of which have developed without AID support, nevertheless, it appears 
that DS/ED's concern for building institutional capacity and organiza-" 
tional support has responded to a real need as well as to an area not 
being met by other donors. A significant note is that the technical as­
sistance for the World Bank's lar.est loan to nonformal eduaation (30 
million dollars to the Government of Indonesia) is receiving technical 
assistance from the Universit. of M;assactiusetts Center for International 
Education, a DS/ED 211d grant institution from 1974-79 (see pp. 22-25). 

On the other hand, experience acquired by all the large donors men­
tioned, AID included, points to the fact that nouformal educar.ion is
 
done best by comparatively small, flexible organizations closely linked
 
to the client population and operating autonomously from government
 
institutions. Even the donors, e.g., World Bank, Unesco and DS/ED itself,
 
have all been severely limited in nonformal education accomplishments
 
by the large scale, bureaucratic nature of their own organizations.
 
Continued attempts to use nonformal education as a development strategy
 
already point to the need for new mechanisms to work more closely with
 
nonformal education activities where they really occur. DS/ED's Insti­
tional Involvement and Structuring projects have taken it closer to
 
such operational conditions, but greater familiarity with IAF's experi­
ence during the past decade might well prove inspiring and useful.
 

As an aid to st-arizing the most important points of comparison 
and contrast between DS/ED and other donors in their approach to nonform­
al education, we will first cite some observations made by Tim Simkins 
of Manchester University and David Evans of the University of Massachu­
setts. Independently of each other, both have noted that there are a li­
mited number of rational planning strategies by vhich to incorporate non­
formal education into development plans. 

Simkin , interested in finding a realistic role for nonformal educa­
tion in the socio-economic forces of developing countries, sees two stra­
tegies for dealing with nonformal education in national level educational 
planning. First, the 

Basic education approach . . . in the narrow sense of seeking
 
cheaper educational alternatives when further expansion along
 
traditional lines is no longer possible owing to resource scar­
cities.
 

Second, an approach which Simkins attributes to Marvin Grandstaff of MSU:
 

The systematic capacity approach . . . in the more fundamental 
sense of attempting to optimize the overall pattern of educa­
tional provision in relation to dvelopment goals (Simkins p. 
67). 
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Evans, also an educational planner, discusses three options for na­
tional level exvansion of nonformal education: 

1. 	 Basic education to fulfill minimal learning needs as a non­
school altc ' itive means that one will provide basic liter­
acy, numeracy and family life and health instruction 
through nonformal education ....
 

2. A merger of the formal and nonformal education sectors 
into a technical rational model provides for one system 
in which one can look at the full range of learning needs 
as well as at all possible delivery modes and v-.-e the 
most appropriate match .... 

3. 	A third option is the development of non-competitive 
nonformal education, which, in effect, is a low profile, 
small scale alernative. What it implies is not working 
with the sa'.e populations the formal schools serve. Non­
formal education in this approach must avoid competition 
with the schools and work with adults or with older youth 
who are already finished with the schools. Implicit in 
such an option is the vead to build relationships with 
other sectors-agriculture, health, commnity develop­
ment and labor . . . . (Evans May 1980). 

ADplying these distinctions to the donors mentioned above, we would 
say that Unicef has adopted the "basic services" approach and Unesco the"systematic capacity" approach to nonformal ecucation. The World Bank's 
strategy appears to be one of helping coimtries develp d "systematic 
capacity" in education which places a high priority on providing "basic 
services." In all these cases, nonformal education is treated as a 
means to help nations reach -:.air particular development goals. 

DS/ED's program differs from these in its stress on nonformal educa­
tion per se and in its tendency to treat noniormal education as a separatl 
type of program without much concern for its incorporation into overall 
development plans and strategies. Instead, DS/ED's approach most closely
 

matches the third option outlined by Evans- a low profile, small scale 
alternative to formal education. While that approach has been followed 
for certain reasons, it has also meant not working with nonformal educa­
tion as a part of large scale development planning where nonformal educa­
tion might contend for government-allocated resources. The only DS/ED 
project which has addressed nonformal education in a context of national 
planning is the Structuring project which parallels Evan's third option 
by attempting to assist planners to 

Improve the quality of their educational offerings through 
technical assistance and offer them the wherewithal to ex­

pand into areas where people ask for their assistance. In 
so doing, the governent can also begin to "rationalize" non­

formal education, through inventories of programs and mapping 
the-ir coverage (Project Paper, p. 4).
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The Project Paper also argues that the approach will 

Encourage diversity in nonformal education and ac the same 
time develop organizational patadigms that will enable AID 

aand other international donors to offer assistance on 
larger scale. Until ncw donors have had to choose between 
a) supporting large bureaucratic organizations which have 
absorptive capacity, but which have great difficulty reach­
ing the rural poor, or b) providing assistance to small, 
diverse groups, each of which requires considerable admini­
strative attention but which can realistically absorb only 
small amounts of financial or technical assistance (Ibid.,
 

pp. 5-6).
 

In other words, the DS/ED strategy for helping developing countries
 

incorporate nonformal education programs into rational development plan­

ning activities is to continue to demonstrate the inherent value of non­

formal education until governments begin to recognize its significance
 

for development and to allocate resources while allowing nonformal edu­

cation tc develop appropriate organization structures autonomously from
 
formal education.
the conventional bureaucratic ones which serve 

Nonformal Education and the Regional Bureaus 

Education officers in A:D/W regional bureaus were also interviewed 
to gain some insight into the nature of their efforts in nonformal educa­
tion and the relationship between Their programs and those of DS/ED. 

In the Latin America Bureau, it was noted that in 1981., nonformal
 
education activities (including out-of-school vocational education) were ab­
sorbing 10 percent of the total budget, a figure projected to rise to 15 
percent in 1982. During the 1970s and still today, the bureau'b emphasis has 
been rural primary schooling and in the opinion of education officers, there 

is not an increasing demand for nonformal education in Latin Americ -.. On 
the contrary,they saw nonformal education as somewhat on the decline be­
cause it had proved unable to provide its clients with sufficient rewards 

in comparison to those promised by the formal system. At the same time, 
they saw that existing organizations for educational planning and support 
were largely inappropriate given the nature and requirements of nonformal 
education programs.
 

.Memost outstanding example of a nonformal education project carried 
out by the Latin America Bureau was the Basic Village Education project in
 
Guatemala, mentioned earlier in this report (see p. 27). However, those
 
interviewed expressed their disappointment over the lack of follow up or 
replication of that project despite its acknowledged success and careful 
dissemination of reports. They also indicated that such a lack of spread 
effect seems to be characteristic of regional and centrally funded projects.
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A further shortcoming in nonforma education efforts cited by L.A.
 
education officers lay in the failure to build effective cross-sectoral
 
integrated rural development probrams. In an attempt to remedy that fail­
ure within their own bureau, they are presently reviewing accumulated ex­
perience in the area of agricultural education (for example, BVE) to deter­
mine how they might collaborate more effectively during the 1980s within
 
the broad goal of working to overcome the world food crisis.
 

4fter reportedly emphvizing nonformal education as a top priority
 
during the 1970s, the Afr..ca Bureau's projected educational strat.gy for
 
the 1980s calls for work in three priority areas-manpower training, im­
provement and expansion of primary education and nonformal education to
 
benefit farming families. The bureau's 1982 Congressional Presentation
 
noted that
 

Nonformal education programs, mainly training activities and
 
informational transfer, are more effective when they are tied
 
directly into the context of agricultural, health and other
 
rural development activities.
 

Bureau policy emphasizes that
 

Education be seen as a reinforcing process for agriculture,
 
health and energy, population, nutrition and infrastructural
 
development and that it not be seen as a separate sector.
 

Nonetheless, the difficulty of cross-sector work was cited by the
 
Africa Bureau education officer, who, like his L.A. Bureau counzer,.arts,
 
observed that the greatest constraints to effective AID involvement in
 
integrated rural development came from the lack of cross-sectoral collabo­
ration which orevailed in AlfD/W.
 

In contrast to Latin America Bureau education officers, the oginion
 
in the Africa Bureau was that there was a strong interest in nonformal
 
education, although he agreed that people wanted and needed "certificates" 
as means to improve their utilization of local opportunity structures. 
Project-related traini: g was suggested as the most effective way to apply 
nonformal education to meet development objectives and a ccmplementar 
vie, of formal and nonformal education was advocated. Cameroon, Niger and 
Uoer Volta were mentioned as three countries where AID has been involved
 
in successful nonformal education projects as part of integrated rural de­
velopment programs. Finally, it was observed that private voluntary or­
ganizations accounted for the great majority of work being done in nonform­
al education in Africa.
 

Nonformal education has had a less prominent place in the programs of
 
the Asia and Near East Bureaus. In the Asia Bureau, little investment has
 
been made in education projects of any sort since 1976. Several countries
 
in that geographic region are among those with strong nonformal education
 
programs, e.g., Indonesia, India, Korea, the Philippines and Thaifand, and
 
cables recently received by DS/ED from country missions show that both In­
donesia and the Philippines are planning nonformal education initiatives in
 
the near future.
 

http:strat.gy
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On past nonformal education project in Thai.and was the only nonformal 
education project included in the impact evaluatia series scheduled by 
the Bureau of Policy and Program Coordination in 1980-81. T.e %)bile; Trade 
Training Units project was carried our between 1966 and 1972 and, in con­
junction with other, more formal activities, offered skills training to the 
rural populations surrounding several of Thailand's major towns. Evaluators 
in 1980 found that about half (26) of the schools originally started under
 
the project were still functioning and had increasing enrollments. Other 
centers had been absorbed into a system of Life-Long Education C-sers
 
which were viewed as outgrowths of the original mobile unit syE .. During
 
the project years, some 80,000 students enrolled in the program nd the
 
evaluation team found that, in general, training had been successful in
 
leading to n:ew employment for some, but more commonly to additional employ­
ment or income generation for out of school youth and for riral adult men
 
and women.
 

A current project-Nonfo=L.L Vocational Education-also makes use of 
mobile training units as part '7 a program to bring educational opportunities 
to 450,000 people in 17 self-:.elp ,c'-unities in rural Thailand. In this 
project, however, the mobile units are combined with the activities of set­
tler/trainers who receive special insrructioa in topical arLas of importance 
to their settlement.s and then, wil, support from the mobile teams, help re­
lay information to t.heir fellow settlers. 

In the Near East Bureau, most country missions have been emphasizing
 
Basic Education for chiid.'en and rural adults as a priority and little has
 
been tried in nonforma education. Morocco, Yemen and Jordan have recently
 
advised DS/ED of their desire to utilize nonformal education approaches in
 
future activities. Morocco already has two nonformal education projects
 
which aim at expanding income generation opportunities for women, although
 
one of them serves men as well. The projects are similar in that both
 
combine training and institutional development for individual and community 
improvement. Nonformal EdLcation for Women offers training in management, 
program development and community outreach to the staff of a Job Develop­
ment Unit which will in turn train and supervise monitrices in nonformal 
education techniques in health, nutrition and sociology fzr a population of 
some 45,000. The Social Services Training project includes a component to 
provide training fcr instructors in social action, nonformal education and 
vocational skills. The Morocco projects, like those carried out in Thailand, 
are closely linked to formal education programs anid might provide useful 
case material in the area of the institutionalization of nonformal educa­
tion which has become a priority for DS/ED.
 



CONCLUSIONS 

Conclusions are presented following the same order used in the body 
of the report. First, we will su-arize the evolution of nonformal
 
education at the level of policy and conceptualization. Next, we will 
make several observatir,aw about the DSED nonformal education program 
from the standpoint of stited goals and intended characteristics. Com­
ments about nonformal edui:ation in the program of other donors, AID of­
fices and country missions are incorporated as relevant in the discussion 
of specific program goals and characteristics. 

General Pattern of Evolution of the DS/ED Approach to Nonformal Education
 

During the 1970-75 period, AID's overall development strategy shifted 
towards greater emphasis on participation in designing and implementing 
projects by host countries and target populations and towards greater 
cocmit=ent to providing basic services to the most needy and hard-to-reach 
groups. The selection of nonformal education as a priority development 
strategy was very much in line with the broad principles of development 
being espoused by the Agency as a whole. 

But for education in general and nonformal education in particular, 
the 1970-75 period was one of transition away from previous program em­
phases and towards new ones. Few new projects were actually started in 
education and in nonformal education those which irere concencrati d on 
building a research/knowledge base. Actually, rhe relative lack of pro­
jects in the early period responded to both srucvural and substantive 
considerations. Structurally, it takes two, three and sometimes up to 
five years for new policies to be translated into project activities 8 
given the planning and budget cycles through which the Agency operates. 
Substantively, DS/ED in fact chose to take a jow-key approach in nonform­
al education in recognition of the need for careful groundwork which would 
help avoid prematurely exporting inappropriate models and strategies to
 
the LDCs. Giving such precedence to program soundness before launching 
field applications was in itself laudable. On the other hand, the result 
was a separation of4 research from actual field experience during the 
1970-75 period and that separation undermined one of the strategies which 
had been specifically set for building the needed knowledge base-i.e., 
that it rest on real-life considerations and emerge out of indigenous 
situations and arrangements. Instead, MSU professors were charged with 
creating a knowledge base relying largely on their past experiences and 
short-term technical assistance visits to various countries. The re­
sulting series of studies and working papers, while short on utility for
 
field application, was nevertheless a breakthrough in the effoLt to estab­
lish nonformal education as a field of systematic endeavor. Today, the 
series still serves as a basis for orientation and baseline thinking on 
various aspects of nonformal education.
 

The shift to field based experimentation began in 1974 with the 
awarding of an institutional development grant (211d) to the University 
of Massachusetts. With this, and later a supplementary grant, U Mass 
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carried out experimental projects in Ghana, Guatemala and Thailand which 
tested a variety of methods and techniques and emphasized client partici­
pation in all phases of project activit7. Similarly, in 1975 a Develop­
ment Programming Grant was awarded to World Education which also experi­
mented with nonformal education materials, client ,articipation and 
delivery systems for reaching rural women and later undertook a major 
project aimed at income generation. 

Other, smaller grants were made for theoretical research and field
 
experimentation with various target populations (women and families in 
particular) and with various aspects of nonformal education (materi;.ls
 
production, cost effectiveness, planning and evaluation). By 1977, the
 
attention of DSlED officials turned to the problem of the institutional
 
support which nonformal education activities required if they were to
 
become firmly incorporated into national development strategies and by
 

the end of the decade the principal aim of the program was to structure
 
nonformal education activities and to strengthen organizational support
 

systems to that end.
 

In short, the DS/ED nonformal education prcgram had moved through 
i number of steps during the decade, slowly but with a consistently sounder 

and broader experimentally-based understanding of effec:&ie program re­
quirements. At the beginning of the 1980s, that program appears headed 

for "take-off" with investments focussed more heavily in LDC institution­
building and with various achievements and failures of the 1970s in place. 
But while DS/ED anticipates new levels of accomplishment, other donors 

and other bureaus in the Agency are less satisfied with their record in
 

nonformal education during the 1970s and appear to be de-emphasizing it 
as an area of activity for the 1980s, or at least, as is the case with 
the World Bank, are looking to find more effective ways to continue work 
in nonformal education.
 

DS/ED Nonformal Education Program Against Specified Objectives and Char­
acteristics
 

Three broad purposes were identified for nonformal education as a 
Key ?roblem Area in 1970. The first was to establish nonformal educa­
tion as a concept and a develooment strategy. While there is still not 

a universal understanding and use of the term "nonformal education," 
there is today a widespread interest in and a new legitimacy attributed to 
the kinds of educational activities which have been advocated as nonform­
al education. A common notion among persons interviewed was that AID,
 

largely because of the DS/ED program in nonformal education, had played
 

a leadership role in achieving that legitimacy and sustaining interest. 
At the same time, data also suggest that it is non-governmental rather 
than governmental organizations which are still the primary movers in 
nonformal education programs in LDCs. Moreover, a few people inter-iewed 
saw a comitment to acnformal educa-ion as antagonistic to transforming 
the formal school systems and felt that the latter challenge, while per­
haps more difficultwould bring greater long run benefits to individuals
 
and to national development.
 

http:materi;.ls
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The record is clear that DS/ED's chosen emphasis on nonformal educa­
tion resulted primarily from a realization of the limits and the ineffect­
iveness or formal education. But we have found nothing in the DS/ED
 
philosophy of program in nonformal edtzcation which favors substituting 
or displacing formal education. Rather, the strategy has been to work
 
towards broadening the notion of what is regarded as properly educational
 
and to link education more directly wi!h (particularly rural) development
 
Nevertheless, Dq/ED's emphasis on nonformal education as a Key Problem
 
(or more recently a Research and Development) Area, has made it unique
 
among international assistance donors and other AID burezus.
 

The second purpose of the nonformal education KPA was to study, do­
cument and disseminate information on successful LDC cases. This has
 
been accomplished beyond original expectations through the MSU Nonformal
 
Education Information Center, the AED Development Communications Clearing­
house and the publications program at U Mass Center for International 
Education. DS/ED itself has distributed some information and materials to 
other DSB offices, AID bureaus and country missiona. 

Thirdly, the .PA activity sough: to support research, experimenta­
tion and imlementation of those models which appeared most promising,
 
or those concepts which appeared worthy of testing. In the absence of 
early responsiveness from USA:Ds to requests for information about on­

going successful programs and of U.S. institutions ,ith an existing capa­
city in nonformal education, DS/ED undertook the slow process of research­
ing various aspects and issues related to ncnformal education and of 
building institutional capacity. By the end of the 1970s, both a base 
of sound project experience and a small nonformal education "establish­
ment" had been created. The latter was composed of a handful of insti­
tutions and organizations, in particular, Michigan State ULiversity, 
the University of Massachusetts, World Education, the Academy for Educa­
tional Development and Creative Associates.9 

In addition to the three purposes mentioned, DS/ED officers also 
prepared a 1971-1975 work plan (see Table 1, p. 4). The program review 

presented in the body of this report demonstrates that most of the pro­

posed actions were carried out, if not by 1975 as originally hoped, then
 

certainly by the end of the decade. A few of the actions outlined have
 

been incomplete or unsuccessful. We draw attention to these b-cause each
 

is concerned with an important facet of prograw development.
 

For example, generating growth-ooint institutions in selected coun­

tries in each gecgrar-hical region through field seminars or other means,
 

including technical assistance and funding is an action which, as al­
ready pointed out, is becoming a reality only in the 1980s.
 

Conduct studies in the application of nonformal education to major
 

development sectors such as agricalure, health, population, industry,
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nutrition and social development is an action which to date remains undone.
 
Exceptions have been the Guatemala Site Project (U Mass), the ongoing
 
Mass Media and Health Practices Project underway in Honduras (AED) and
 
the Education for Preliterate Adults Project being concluded in Kenya and
 
the Philippines (World Education). However, the only case of a project 
which has utilized nonformal education techniques in a cross-sectoral 
program and which has involved the collaboration of corresponding offices
 
within DSB is Mass Media and Health.Practiceb. The major reason for lack
 
of such cross-se:-.oral collaboration, in spite of the Agency's rhetorical 
commioment to integrated rural development, was cited by almost everyone 
interviewed as intra-Agency "territoriality," both within DSB and in AID/W 
in general. 

Little has been accomplished of an action which called for forging 
successively stronger Links with the other external donors. inks between 
DS/ED and other external donors may be stronger than before (we do not 
know), but they are unquestionably weak at the level of technical plan­
ning and support. As noted earlier, differences rather than similari­
ties stand out when comparing DS/ED with other donors in their approaches
 

to nonformal educatiou and to date there has been little communication across 

those differences. In contrast, more has been accomplished in strengthen­

ing links within the international network of interested institutions, 
especially through the Nonformal Education Information Center at MSU. 

The NFE Exchange is received regularly by some individuals in most if 
not all the major public and private donor agencies and many LDC organiza­
tions with nonformal education programs; 95 percent of NFEIC's materials 
have been donated 'o network members. 

Work with other assistance agencies, particularly the international
 

development banks, in identifying and testing the ootential of loan fund­
ing for nonformal education. There is no evidence that this action step
 
was ever pursued short of some early discussions in 1971 and it appears
 
that loan funding has not been compatible with the small scale of most
 
nonformal education activities. As World Bank officials noted, they have
 
had difficulty in identifyiag nonformal education programs of large enough
 
scope to fit their lending pattern. However, the Bank is currently search­
ing for ways to improve its own operations in nonformal edu .ation and 
DS/ED is moving into more large-scale approaches in the organization and 
support of nonformal education systems. It may be possible for the two 
agencies to work out lending strategies more easily, although care should 
be taken to preserve the DS/ED commitment to avoid organizaticnal and/or 
f'unding arrangements which vould undermine the autonomy and grass roots 
orientation of nonformal education programs.
 

A third parameter within which to ccmment on the applied DS/ED -pro­
gram in nonformal education are those key characteristics outlined for 
it in the various concept papers which we examined. For example, the 
nonforma! education program was intended to develop a body of validated 
materials, to offer high quality education, to be cost effective and re­
source generating and to respond to local conditions and reflect indigen­
ous needs and practices. 
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Validated Materials. A large part of the DS/ED nonformal education 

effort has been directed towards the development of a body of validated 
materials and their dissemination. While we have already noted the 

U Mass and AED,achievements of these efforts, particularly through MSU, 
we have also observed that the materials available are mostly limited to 

literacy and group/comunity participation programs. Many of the methods 
and techniques which have been applied and found successful in those con­
texts have also been shown promising for use in agriculture, health and 

developednutrition education. However, with the w-ception of a manual 
by U Mass for use by health workers in Guatemala, there is a dearth of 

validated materials for use in uonformal education in ocher sectors. 

A second characteristic of the materials available is their decen­
others from U Mass or Worldtralization. Some can be obtained from MSU, 

Education or AED. All these and other resources can be tapped through
 

the two clearinghouses (MSU and AED). Such decentralized centralization 
appears to be an effective means for responding to requests for informa­

tion from LDC and other institutions. However, a collection of nonformal
 

education materials which represents the results of efforts made through­

out the 1970s and is readily available to other AID offices and bureaus
 

and to other donors is uoticably absent in AID/W.
 

High 2aality. The quality of nonformal education has been considered 
sources from various angles. Some have been concerned withby various 

individual learai-ng, others with change in behavior and still others with 
for other types of comun­participant nterest and involvement as a basis 

icy development. Yet another group equates quality with legitimacy and 

judges nonformal education as inferior to formal education because it 
increase an individual'sdoes not offer certificates which presumably 

access to and success in a society's opportunity structure. Because of 

these differing definitions of "quality," there has been a lack of con­

sensus, much as with the issue of cost effectiveness. The DS/ED program 

hap not been concerned with individual learning as measured by achieve­
ment tests aad learning retention scores. Instead, projects have 

been designed zo promote basic literacy and behavior changes and as 

toolsincommunity organization amenable to multiple development applica­

tions. Quality in that sense becomes a question of impact and unfortun­

ately, data on project impacts is scarce.
 

Cost Effectiveness. Extensive work in this area carried out by ETS
 

as well as the general experience accumulated by DS/ED and other programs 
in nonformal education has somewhat altered earlier claims about the low­

cost of nonformal educatic-a activities. Mo:e recent advocates tend to 
justify nonformal education as an effective strategy rather than a cheap 

has been learned in the interim is that while nonformal educa­one. What 
tion may not require near the financial input. that formal education does, 
nevertheless, it is heavily dependent on other types of resources, mostly 
low-cost or volunteer labor, in order to be carried out.lOTn addition, 
because of the nature of many of the resources needed for nonformal educa­
tion and the variety of programs, clients and settings which come under 

thrt umbrella, there can be no standardized formulas for determining costs. 
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The U Mass Ecuador Project, among others, demonstrated that commrnity de­
velopment activities were fostered as a result of participation in a lit­

eracy-focussed nonformal education project.liThe World Education Preliter­

ates Project verified that ninformal education activities which generate
 
income are those which are most successful in attracting and retaining 
participants. Various projects have registered progress in income gen­
eration and basic education in agriculture, health and nutrition, but 
attempts to translate these into the terms of cost effectiveness have not
 
Uma, mfAa 

Indigenousness. The DS/ED nonformal education program has c7.early
 

emphasized "participatory" approaches, but available data does not allow
 

us to coment on the quality of participation actually achieved in the
 

various projects. We have observed an absence of attentiLn paid to local
 

culture and to the fit or lack of it with project objectives and methods.
 

Instead, the program has seemed to operate on the assumption that partici­

p tion would of itself insure sufficient incorporation of cultural vari­

aoles. But individuals, alone or collectively, while certainly bearers
 

of culture, are seldcm conscious analysts and proponents of it. Projects
 
lessen the possibility
which disregard local culture are almost certain to 


c£ effective participatic. and long term utility and to erode rather than
 

strengthen local systems, however unintentionally or partially. Given the
 

lack of attention to local culture, it is difficult c- zrt.tit DS/ED's non­

formal education program with having achieved its stated goal of fostering
 

indigenous educational alternatives rather than exporting U.S. solutions
 

t6 developing co.untry situations. 

Institutional Develooment
 

As already noted, one of the primary acccmpli-hments of the 1970s %as 
the building of institutioual capacity to support nonformal education in 

LDCs. In so doing, the DS. ED program invested most heavily in three U.S. cen­
the University of Massachu­ters-Michigan State University ($2.8 million), 


and World Education ($.0 million). At MSU, DS/ED
setts (S.2 million) 

took advantage of a record of overseas experience to achieve early work in
 

establishment ofthe conceptualization of nonformal education and later the 
a center for world wide information-sharing and network building. Through 

U Mass and World Education primarily, DS/ED has experimented with field­

based research and experimentation in development-oriented nonformal educa­

tion activities and materials production. U Mass and MSU have also offered 
in nonformal education for LDC and U.S. individuals.training opportunities 


Graduates have become employed by organizations with which DS/ED works
 

closely in its nonformal education progric (e.g., the Academy for Educa­

tional Development and Creative Associates) and in DS/ED itself, the World
 
As the DS/ED
Bank and LDC institutions working in nonformal education. 


program for the 1980s moves to build institutional capacity in the LDCs, 

this group of organizations is ready to provide technical assistance-


But other intended sources of technical assistance have not become 

carried with minority institutionsthe small activities outsuch. Many of 
or those with experience in the rural south did not develop into 

anything
 
"blame" for that fact on the 

more substantive. DS/ED officials place the 
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inappropriateness or lack or soundness and experience reflected in work 
submitted by these institutions. Nevertheless, the question remains wheth­

er part of the problem was AID's own bureaucratic nature and particular ap­
roach to development? Examining what really happened in DS/ED's attempt to
 

work with disadvantaged institutions in its own country might produce some 
useful insights. 

Our final conclusion is a generalization about the DS/ED program in
 

nonformal education as a whole. In spite of shortcomings which. this re­

port has identified, we find that the program shows a coherence and a
 
progressive development of activities which are markedly closer and more
 

responsive to the clients served than most AID or other large donor­

assisted projects. Our sense is that Agency-wide few, if any, programs
 

have been so responsive to the perceived need for alternative development
 

strategies and so compatible with the Congressional mandate to work with
 

and for the rural poor.
 

Much more might have been accomplished in ten years were the A.D
 
Cne lessonbureaucracy more amenable and LDC conditions less difficult. 

which emerges from this retrospective, look at the emergence of a new pro­

gram area and which seems to be gathering currency in the Agency as it 

examines the impacts of its projects is that real acccmplishmencs take
 

much longer than those who write initial action plans and strategy pape..,
 
As DS/ED moves
identify projects and bring them to term ever expect. 

into the 1980s with firm goals of fostering appropriate and effective non­
realize thatformal education support systems in LDCs, it may be well to 


what is projected now as a three or four year plan will most likely re­
quire the entire decade.
 

Following are some recomendations which we hope will make the
 

DS/ED nonformal education program during the 1980s even pore effective.
 



REcMMNDATIONS 

In general, our recoendations are aimed at continuing and streng­
thening the current direction of the DS/ED nonformal education program. 
The strengthening reco-endations call for making progrm goals and stra­
tegies for the 1980s more explicit, for giving special attention to act­
ions and emphases intended for the 1970s but which remain unaccomplished 
or only -eakly accomplished, for assessing the impacts which have resulted 
from the program thus far and for correcting for the lack of attention 
to culture which has characterized the program. Additional recommenda­
tions suggest that DS/ED initiate meetings (separately or jointly) with 
contractors who have played major roles in the nonformal education pro­
gram, with Agency personnel (current and retired) who have particular
 
interest in the program, and with other donors (public and private) who
 
are 	also work.g to foster nonformal education in developing countries.
 

Specific recommendations
 

1. 	That DS/ED continue its current commitment to strengthen LDC institu­
tions and to experiment with appropriate forms of organizational sup­
port for nonformal education at regional and national levels. This 
recomendation is based on our analysis of the program during the 
1970s, on the record of experience accumulated and on the opinions 
of several specialists interviewed. 

First, thete has been a quite apparent evoluciot in the DS/ED non­
formal educatii program which has worked its way from the identification 
and development o'f specific aspects of nonformal education (methods, tech­
niques, materials, delivery 7s5tems, training modes, planning and evalu­
ation) for various target populations (rural poor, women, illiterates, 
health workers, :tc.) towards a concern with the support and stability of 
entire programs. In the course of these diverse experiences, a recurrent 
problem which has limited otherwise positive outcomes has been the lack 
of a resource base and of systems for general organizational support. In­
stead, nonformal education ac-ivites have been typically small scale, di­
verse and often isolated from other development efforts in spite of their 
demonstrated ability to respond to the needs and interests of target popu­
lations. For World Bank officers, the fragmented nature of nonfomal 
education activities has been one important factor limiting that organi­
zation's ability to support its development. AID Regional Bureau officers
 
interviewed linked lack of institutionalizatiun to the difficulty of 
replicating successful nonformal education activities and to the tendency 
to regard nonformal education as inferior to formal education. But while 
the problem has been widely recognized, no other bureaus or donors are 
taking steps to overcome it, which is yet another reason to encourage 
DS/ED to continue its systematic research and development in nonformal 
education; in particular, in the area of institutionalization and organi­
zational support. 

2. 	 That studies be undertaken to assess the impacts which have resulted 
from the DS/ED nonformal education program to dare and to compare 
those impacts with those which have resulted from nonformal education 
activities sponsored by other agents; that a methodology for impact 
evaluation be developed which is participatory in nature. 
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Inhouse documentation, including final reports for some projects, 
paints a very positive picture of results achieved in various nonformal 
education projects, but there has been no systematic analysis of impacts 
either in themselves or in comparison with those made by other types cf 
programs. The results of such an assessment would be useful for future 
program development, as basic data to complete an otherwise carefully
 
planned research and development approach, and to help clarify the rela­
tionships between knowledge/skills acquired through nonformal education 
and development at various levels-individual, family, comunity, sectoral, 
national-and access to opportunity structures. While it would be diffi­
cult to carry out such extensive analysis on a comparative basis, never­
theless the comparative dimension is important and provision should be 

made to incorporate it insofar as possible,if only thruugh consultation 

with key informants. It may be, however, that other donors and practi­
tioners would be interested in parallel studies, the results of which 
could be brought together for comparative purposes. 

The DS/ED assessment should be carried out at two levels. First, 

available literature should be reviewed and individuals consulted for 
the purpose of making an initial assessment of impacts and of indicating 

the directions for field study. Second, the field impact assessment
 
should be made in participatory fashion with the dual purpose of obtain­

ing 	 information about impacts and experimenting with procedures to achieve 
the 	best local participation while doing so.
 

3. 	A olan for DS/ED's nonformal education program for the 1980s should
 

be elaborated in order to strengthen and make explicit the fundamen­

tal coherence which already exists and to provide an instrument for
 

common analysis and imDrovement of the program as it unfolds.
 

The current emphasis on LDC institutional development and organiza­

tional support should be complemented by efforts to incorporate nonformal
 

education into rational development plans which address the social, eco­

nomic and political contexts of various nations. The plan and its accom­

panying strategies and action plans should make provisions for overcoming 

some of the shortcomings of the present program, such as 

a. the lack of cross-sectoral collaboration. Three initLatives 
which might help in this regard are
 

-an inventory of other DSB projects to determine which might
 
lend themselves to incorporation of nonformal education
 
principles and/or techniques 

-conversations with personnel responsible for those projects 
to bring to their attention ways in which projects might be 

improved through nonformal education input 

-a small materials center within DSB where personnel from
 

other offices can refer readily to and obtain copies of
 
useful documents and literature
 

b. 	the lack of attention to local culture in DS/ED's approach to 
nonformal education. 
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The work of Dr. Johannes Wilbert at UCLA (See appendix) is a pro­
mising place to start. DS/ED and L.A. Bureau education officers 
(and possibly someone from NFEIC) should visit Dr. Wilbert with a 
view to 

-learning about the extent and implications of his work 

-the possibility of commissioning both descriptive materials 
and 	thematic analyses on nonformal education and culture in
 
Latin America 

-determining how information on nonformal education and cul­
ture might be made available to and utilized by nonformal 
education programs in Latin America 

-generating ideas about how similar projects might be pursued 
for other geographical regions 

Ideally, studies on nonformal education and local culture should 
be undertaken by the various Regional Bureaus, but in any case, 
DS/ED should develop its own understanding and methodology for
 
working within cultural contexts and should foster that approach 
among its contractors. Issues papers and case studies in which
 
indigenous learning practices are identified and their relevance 
to nonformal education is illustrated would help estahli '.- this 
as an element of DS/ED's program and set the tone for contractors. 
In addition, contractors should be advised of the necessity to 
work within cultural contexts instead of disciplinary frameworks 
or project schemes. Finally, methods and techniques for assist­
ing project participants to define and examine their own cultures 
should be built into nonformal education projects. 

c. the lack of exchange with other donors at the level of shared
 
experience and analysis. 

A forum for exchanging ideas with other donors should be estab­
lished so that all can benefit from the experience of each and 
can arrive at better methods of promoting and strengthening non­
formal education. The action originally stated in the 1970 
work plan-work with other assistance agencies, particularly 
the international develooment banks, in identifying and testing 
the potential of loan funding for nonformal education-should 
be completed. 

4. 	 A Plan for the 1980s should also take into consideration that private 
voluntary or non-governmental organizations are the entities most in­
volved in nonformal education. 

Some assessment of the work of these organizations should be made 
and the relative advantages and disadvantages of working through public 
or private groups should be weighed as well as the implications for DS/ 
ED'S own nonformal education strategy. 
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5. 	 In keeping with the research and development orientation of DSB, the 
nonformal education program should continue to work through succes­
sive and complementary research, application, evaluation and improve­

of appropri­ment. In particular, we recoend that a thorough study 
ate 	organizational forms be undertaken. 

The 	 analysis of literature on development administration and manage­

ment would be a good point of collaboration with DS/RAD. In addition,
 

data should be collected n unconventiona3 organizations with development 

goals in fields other than nonformal education and of their potential for
 

A review of the status of nonformal education as a comvonent
adaptation. 
 be made and in 
of national development plans in various countries should 

depth analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of existing large-scale 
those in India, Indonesia,nonformal education organizations, such as 

should be carried out. In particular, those DS/ED
Tanzania and Lesotho 

on the dynamics of the relation­
projects which can provide case studies 
ships between these structures and other organizations involved in aa­

tional development and on their effectiveness in providing 
organizational 

support and meeting development needs should be carefully followed. 

6. 	 Much more mileage should be gained from ongoing nonformal education
 

work at .MU. Two things deserve priority commitment:
 

thea. 	 Sufficient time and resources should be given to develop 
the 	point where their ser­three LDC information centers to 

vice capacity is as fully institutionalized as possible. More­

over, since these institutions have resea-ch and training as 
well as information management capacity, and since DS/ED is 

already cou=itted to experimentation and development of the 

service agency model, serious consideration should be given 
to expanding these projected information centers to become 
full service agencies. As already mentioned, these institu­
tions (whether as information centers or service agencies) 
should be viewed as collaborative partners with other LDC and 

U.S. specialized nonformal education organizations.
 

b. A study of accomplishments, needs and trends in nonformal educa­

tion could benefit greatly from in depth analysis of the N=EIC 

network membership and of requests for information received 
from clients. Some work in this direction is already begun on 

a Limited basis, but much more information could be obtained 

for the benefit of DS/ED and other donors as well as for LDC 
and 	U.S. contractors and other nonformal education practitioners.
 

Such an analysis should be designed with NFEIC staff and might 
well be carried out under their supervision; we do not recom­

mend that it be added to an already more than full time work­

load. 
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learned to date and projections for7. That 	accomplisbments, lessons 
the 	1980s in nonformal education be made the theme of one or more 

with DS/ED staff (present and retired), personnel from themeetings 
Regional 	Bureaus, representatives of other international donors and
 

which have beennon-governmental organizations and those contractors 
most involved in DS/ED's nonformal education program.
 

With the exception of representatives from non-governmental or­

ganizations, which did not figure among those contacted in the course of
 

this study, persons from each of the others categories mentioned 
expressed
 

strong interest in such meetings.
 

8. 	That the institutions which are currently part of the Institutional
 
Involvement, Structuring and Network projects be encouraged and sup­

ported to develop cooperative relationships and to form the basis of
 

an LDC-based nonformal education service network.
 

That the 	fullest Dossible use be made of the combined capability in
9. 

nonformal education already acquired by MSU, U Mass, World Education,
 

the Academy for Educational Development, Creative Associates and
 

UCLA (See appendix on UCLA). 

The currently planned Field Support amendment to the Structuring 
project provides an excellent opportunity to begin to operationalize the
 

collaborative relationships mentioned above-among LDC institutions,
 

among U.S. institutions and between U.S. and LDC institutiors. However,
 

conversation with DS/ED officials indicated that contracting procedures
 

require letring the contract to a single U.S.-based contractor. In our
 

opinion, 	 such an arrangement 

a) Would preclude the realization of multi-organizational col­

laboration by ignoring the principle that authentic collab­

oration requires symmetrical relationships (See p. 23);
 

b) is logically and strategically disconnected from efforts
 

made during the 1970s for the precise purpose of building
 
institutional capacity to respond to LDC nonformal educa­
tion needs.
 

Our 	recommendation might be concretized by the formation of a consortium
 
(or some appropriate collaborative relationship) among the strongest U.S.
 

and LDC organizations which have received DS/ED support, for purposes of
 

implementing the new Field Support aspects of the Structuring project.
 



NOTES 

1. 	 In 1976, the Technical Assistance Bureau kTAB) was reorganized and 
we
renamed the Development Support Bureau (DSB). In this report, 

have chosen to use the term DSB, or in the specific case of the
 

O'fice of Education, DS/ED. The term TAB is used only in the
 

section which deals with the origins of the Nonformal Education
 

in order to avoid conflict with the term as used in quotations.
 

2. 	 The term world education crisis was popularized by Philip Coombs 

who used the phrase to title a book which was published in 1968.
 
a cogent summaryThe book became a landmark because it offered 

of the problems facing formal education in developing countries. 
Many other authors were also sending the same message throughout 

the 1960s. Of particular note are Cole Brembeck of Michigan 

State University and Frederick E.Arbison of Princeton University, 
both of whom contributely substantially to the development of
 

nonformal education as an area of emphasis within DS/ED. 

3. 	 The seven areas originally selected from an even larger list were 

the economic aspects of education, education and employment, 
strengthening nonform,1 education, reorientation of teacher train­

ing institutions, new directions in higher education, new roles for
 

women in development and educational technology (See staff paper
 

Priority Problems in Education and Human Resources Developmenton 

-The 1970s.
 

4. 	 The World Bank was in the process of contracting with the newly 
headedformed International Council for Education and Development 

by Philip Coombs, formerly of IIEP, and James Perkins for Coombs to 
case studies in nonformal education (See
undertake a series of 


Coombs and Ahmed 1974). Unesco was already involved in aiding coun­

tries to identify their existing nonformal education activities and 
Planning developingthe International Institute of Educational was 

an agenda for mapping "organized out-of-school education," but un­
fortunately there is no record available of the results of these
 

activities.
 

5. 	 When broken down by region, data indicate that there has been some 
increase in the number of memberships representing government organi­

zations in Africa and Oceania, but a sharp decline for Asia and Latin 
role in wirking --ith government organizations,America. Given AID's 


perhaps this phenomenon should be examined more closely.
 

6. 	 The donors interviewed for this paper were those available in the 

Washington, D.C. area and during the few days which could be set
 

aside for that task. Several other organizations, for example, the 
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Ford Foundation, the Overseas Education Fund, the Orgpnization of
 

American States aad the Inter-American Development Baak might well
 

have been consulted but were not given the time available.
 

7. See Creative Associates AID Assistance to Education: A .etrospect­

ive Study, pp. 16 ff. for a discussion of this period.
 

8. 	In a paper entitled "Agricultural Decision Making in Foreign Assist­

ance, Allan Hoben, formerly senior social science analyst in AID/W
 

outlines AID's project cycle from congressional authorization to ap­

propriations and concludes that it takes about five years for policy
 

changes to be reflected in concrete projects when those changes are
 

initiated by Congress. Three years would generally be required to
 

begin projects based on internal program changes.
 

the 	fact that the Center for Latin Ameri­9. 	Note should be made here of 


can Studies at UCLA received an institutional development grant from
 

the Latin America Bureau in 1970-75 for work on educational alterna­

tives in Latin America. Unfortunately, relationships between UCLA
 

and AID/WJ deteriorated during the course of the grant and no utiliza­
(See recommendaions
tions of that institution has been made since. 


and special appendix on UCLA.)
 

10. In a 1974 paper, John Hilliard, then director of DS/ED argued that
 

too much emphasis was being placed on nonformal education as a panacea
 

for the high financial costs of formal education. Instead, he advo­

cated that it be more highly valued for its ability to contribute
 

effectively and efficiently, not necessarily most effectively and
 

most efficiently, to individual and ccunity development 'Hilliard 1974).
 

The 	Ecuador ?roject was not part of the DS/ED nonformal education
11. 

program. It was nevertheless the beginning of U Mass' experience in
 

the field and has in many ways served as a model for both later U
 

Mass and DS/ED nonformal education projects.
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APPENDICES
 



LN!VERSITY OF CALIFORN.A AT LOS ANGELES-

NOTES ON THE INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT GRANT
 

From 1970 to 1975, the Latin American Center at UCLA had a $600,000 
institional development (211d) grant to development a multidisciplinary 
program of study on effective alternatives to traditional education in 
Latin America. The grant was administered through the Latin America 
Bureau and is therefore not really a part of the DS/ED nonformal educa­
tion program. A brief visit was made to UCLA, however, because of the 
relevance of the grant program and because information about the outcomes 
from the grant and the ha.ture of ongoing activities are virtually non­
eistent in Ar'/W. As a consequence, there has been no systematic use 
of either the ,:zoducts generated nor of the institutional capacity streng­
thened through 211d resources by either the Latin America Bureau or DS/ED. 

Meetings with Thomas La Belle and Johannes Wilbert were brief, but 
sufficient to clarify that at least these two individuals, and by their 
report, other as well have continued to work in nonformal education. 
For example, 

La Belle: 	 Continues to publish on nonformal education. Most re­
cently, he has written on nonformal education for child­
ren and youth in the U.S. for the National Institute of
 
Education.
 

Does occasional consulting on nonformal education in
 
Latin America
 

Teaches a course in nonformal education at UCLA 

In addition to the anthologies published in connection
 
with the 211d grant, his book on Nonformal Education and
 
Social Change, originally developed with Inter-American 
Foundation support, has been translated into Spanish 
and published in Mexico and Buenos Aires with additional 
lAF funding. 

Wilbert: 	 Teaches a course on nonformal/informal education in South 
America 

Is currently completing a project which he began eight 
years ago with 211d support to review and sumarize the 
education-relevant content of virtually all the available 
ethnographic materials on rural and indigenous peoples 
in Latin America. The accumulated bibliography contains 
some 20,000 items which have been requested by"ERIC for 
that data base. Once the literature annotation has been 
completed, a series of topical essays and some compara­
tive field studies will be carried out. 
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Field applications which use knowledge of traditional
 
practices as an essential part of education about inno­
vations are being carried out in Venezuela and Peru. In
 

Venezuela, a project implemented through local agencies
 
has prepared instructional modules in knowledge-skill
 
areas such as medicine and carpentry for the indigeaous
 
populations along the Orinoco River. The delivery system
 
includes a specially equipped boat which travels :he riv­

er carrying instructional materials and techniciis who
 

meet with traditional practitioners (curanderos and car­

penters). Instructional materials for each specialty 
area ai sequenced so that they first present a review
 

of traditional practices in light of their purposes and
 

then proceed to introduce information from other cultural
 

and technological systems.
 

Similarly, in Peru several years of research about tradi­

tional medicine have resulted in a contract to teach 
a
 

course on that topic at the University of Trujillo. The
 

Ministry of Public Health, an instituticn which has his­

torically tried zo eliminate the practice of traditional 

medicine instead of building upon it, has not only ap­

proved the project, but has shown special interest in it.
 

In addition to the work of these two individuals, Ludwig Lauerhass
 

has 	recently edited a 10,000 item bibliography on Education in Latin
 

America published by G.K. Hall and Co., Boston in 1980. At least half
 

of the work for that volume was begun under the 211d grant. 7n fact,
 

virtually all ongoing activities in nonformal education at UCLA are re­

sults of the grant and the development of individuals and institutional
 

expertise in educational alternatives in LaLin America. Products from
 

the gravt itself include more than 70 research projects which involved
 

17 academic departments and 15 countries and resulted in 10 anthologies
 
in a number of theses and dissertations
and two bibliographies as well as 


on various aspects of education (formal, nonformal, informal) in Latin
 

America. All of these were reported to AID/W, but as noted above, none
 

have been used or even assessed.
 

Recomendations
 

In general, some arrangement should be made for DS/ED, perhaps in
 

with the LA Bureau and the Nn4EICatMSU, to become familiarconjunction 
with the work which UCLA has done and is doing in nonformal education in
 

Latin America. That work appears to be especially strong in its multi-


Its value and utility should be assessed with sev­disciplinary nature. 


1. 	Improvement of DS/ED's apprnach to nonformal education through
 

use of anthropological materials and methods.
 

2. 	Possible incorporation of bibliographic and research materials
 

into the .1TIC data base, or at least their coverage in the
 

NFE 	Exchange.
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3. 	 Creation of linkages between UCLA personnel and information 
and OFIPLAN in Costa Rica, the information center being estab­
lished at CEDE in Colombia and other T.acin American institu­
tions recognized for their work in nonfoizal education, such as 
CIflE in Chile. 

4. 	 Possible replication of such bibliographical research for 
the Africa, Asia and Near East regions and ultimate transferral 
to centers for nonformal education being established or streng­
thened in those regions
 

5. 	Possible utilization of UCLA resources by the LA Bureau educa­
tion program.
 



NONFORMAL EDUCAIION AND EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY 

Throughout work for this report, we have been somewhat troubled by
 

the tendency within DS/ED to equate nonformal education with a certain body
 

of projects and to exclude others because they fall under the rubric of
 

educational technology or development communications. However, that some­

what tenuous distinction within DS/ED can be traced to the selection of 

Nonformal Education and Educational Technology as two different Key Prob­

lew Areas in lQ70. But what at that time were areas of experimentation 
have since become reified in DS/ED organizational structure and progrm­

ming. For the most part, this does not seem to result in difficulties
 

For the most part, this does not seem to create any difficulties.
 

On the other hand, two observations are pertinent and both point to the
 

desirability of better collaboration between the two areas. First, edu­

cational technology projects have been more successful in working with
 

other sectors (agriculture, health and nutrition; which readily accept
 
But
collaboration in the use of such media as radio, TV and satellites. 


nonformal education methods and techniques have not been so easily appre­

ciated by other offices and bureaus. Were the two areas wore effectively
 

linked within DS/ED, some headway could be made in developing stronger
 

cross-sectoral relationships for nonformal education as well.
 

Second, AED sources interviewed agreed that devclopment communica­

tions projects have not been as effective as they might have been at the
 

community level had they made better use of nonformal education methods
 

and techniques.
 

In short, both types of projects and the effectiveness of the DS/ED 

program in its relationships vith other parts of AID would stand to bene­

fit from contributions by personnel currently working in only one area or 

the other.
 

Recommendation: That a more effective interface between these two 

functional areas be developed within DS/ED. 

Our own oversight, partially but not totally due to the artificial
 

separation of activities mentioned above, was to neglect inclusion of
 

the Clearinghouse for Development Communications at the Academcy for Edu­

cational Development in the body of this report. While we might have
 

done so in preparing the final draft, it is included in this appendix for
 

two reasons. First, its primary identity is with educational technology; 

second, our review of the Clearinghouse was not as thorough as our review
 

of the Nonformal Education Information Center at MSU and we want to avoid 

the implication that the Clearinghouse is somehow inferior.
 

The Clearinghouse for Development Communications at the Academy for 

Educational DLvelopment has been funded by DS/ED since 1968. Like the 

Mass Media and Healzh Practices project which AED is implementing, the 

Clearinghouse serves both nonformal education and educational technology
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purposes. Its mandate is to provide information and services related to 

the application of appropriate technologies in development communications
 

media (ranging from from radio and TV to various forms of print and inter­

personal communication) in the fields of agriculture, health, nutrition, 

comunity development (Review of Prcgresseducation, family planning and 
the MSU NFEIC, which focusses exclusively on .aonform-March 1981). Unlike 

al education, the Clea-inghouse draws its clientele from both formal and
 

nonfo:rmal audiences. 

The still-growing Clearinghouse collection now numbers over 9000
 

serve as the principal source for responding to some 50-75pieces which 
Most of the re­inquiries received monthly from AID and nonAID sources. 


persons affiliated with international assistance organiza­quests come from 
tions and academic institutions in the U.S. (36%) and Europe (31%) and more
 

for Clearinghouse publications. Those publications in­than two-thirds are 

clude especially designed packages which treat key topics and sectoral
 

problems and offer illustrations of development communications applications.
 

In addition to print materials, te Clearinghouse maintains a collection
 

of films, videotapes and slidetapes, some of which are available on loan.
 

In order to make the total collection more useful and accessible, AED has
 
to analyze it and
:ontracted with InterAmerica Research Associates, Inc., 


to devise an efficient computerized system.
 

Another major service provided by the Clearinghouse is the publica­

tion of a quarterly newsletter--the Development Communications Report-­

which has a mailing list of 5000, growing by approximately 100 each
 

About 50 percent of those who receive the newsletter are develop­month. 

ing country professionals and technicians in education and communication
 

are associated with international assistance programs.
and perhaps most 

The Clearinghouse invites its clients to offer their own materials on an
 

exchange basis and director Jill Merrick estimates that about 70 contri­

butions are received each month from users.
 

A service which has been particularly aimed at AID missions has been
 
over­the elaboration of nearly 100 Project Profiles which provide brief 


uration,
views of purpose, objectives, target audiences, media used, 

Requests for the two-page profiles
evaluation methods, results and costs. 


increasing rapidly and arrangements are being
from non-AID sources are 

made to publish a volume of 45 select pr-files available in Spanish,
 

French and Arabic as well as English. 

Finally, the Clearinghouse is charged with providing inservice train­

in the LDC regions, with designing and supplying mater­ing workshops 
for use in USAID and LDC seminars, and with performing case studyials 

in USAID development communications projects.evaluations for use 

As in the case of the NFEIC at MSU, use of and continually growing 
a strong indication of
interest in Clearinahouse services is in itself 


relevance to international assistance organizations and LDC planners and 

there has been no systematic assessment
practitioners. But beyond that, 

of the use to which materials and services are put and of the impacts
 

which result.
 

Recoendation: That an analysis of Clearinghouse network membership 

and requests from lients be made simultaneously with the study recommended 

for the FEIC at %SU (see recommendation #6). 



Table 4. NONFORHAL EDUCATION SIUORT 

Action 


1. 	 Completion of expanded dafinition and concept of ontotu l education 

2. 	CAomplete first edition of bibliography 
on non-foral education. 

3. 	Forward final paper on Lroblam Areas 
in education to bureaus Hitanio. 
aougule3nc " other assiance 

e n c ie
 ag s 


4. 	Initiate cooperative planning with 


ICED0 "I. Asia Foundation 
sad Ford Foundation 
IBID. 

S. 	 Round out and establish more effec-


tive6 Consultation with Took Force. 


6. 	 Suund out and estabtlsh more ffter-
tive consultation with consultant 

Lrosu l i 

group. *one 

responses erm AID 
Mission& on selected projects and 
prugrman in nonforual education. 

I 	 hnsl7to airgrom 

10 case studies in monformal s. 	Develop 
education and related workang papers 
as materials for field eeAner in 
last Asia. Provision by Colombia. 
Peru. lhtiopia, Kenya/Taonania. Israel. 


Thailand. Korea. last Pskista. MoOS 

Rong and the U.S. 

9. 	 Plan field seminar in last Asia. 

By 	 Date 

aim 	 Staff 12/10/70

Uarbino 
SeltHer 


EUa Staff 12/15/70
 
Laurence (PPC) 


13ib 	 Staff 12/15/70 

[i Staff and 12/10/70 

consultants 


Sil 	Staff 111/il 


EKH.2Staff 111S/71 

/14. 


1/15/1
1r31 #nd &e-
gioni Bureaus 

131. l4/TgIO. 


consultas ad 

LOC aspects 


KA/TVwCl. 1311 3/71 
and 	 consultants 

TERN WOIU PLIAN (December 1970-July 1971) 

Action 


10. 	Conduct field seminar in lest 
Asia. probably in two ar three 
countries. 

11. 	Critique of field seminar---sateriaLs, 
leadership. partLicipant, logistics. 

results and follow-up, 


12. 	Generate increasing undsstanding of 
nonfornal education loyAID/W Bureaus 
and USAIDs through distribution of 

working papers. bibliographies. case 

studies and field visits. 

13. Contract with one or wora U.S. Lnsti-

tutiuns (by TAB or with Regional 


Bureaub) to develop institutional rapa­

bilities in nunformal education 

Complete ZIID grant to Florida State 

Univesity for educational technology, 
element buing its utility ft 

sectors.nontorual education Lizmajor 

I S. 	Develop concrete studies of potential 
of nontormal education in major sac-

tots.
 

16.i sivt AID/U Bureaus in exploring var-
tote on East Asia seminar or other 

thods of goosrating infomation. 
understanding and action in specific
 
countries o ritoni. 

By Dote 

emit. uiyga. 
Asian intitu­
tios and experts 1/71
 

LiS. KA/TZCN. 8/71
 
Asian institutions
 

and experts
 

EIU, AID/U Bur- 1/71
 
easu and consult­
ante
 

EiUt AID/U Bureaus /l1 

and 	selected USAIDs
 

RHI/TAB 1171
 

Kill, If.F. POP. 3/11 
Nutrition. UD
 

Kiil. AID/U Bureaus 7/71 
and 	selected
 

USAIDs 

(IN 
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Table 5 Analysis of World Bank/IDA Lending. FT 1963-1976 (Actual) and FT 1979­

1983 Proiection 

TI 96-196 	 L,97-19?83s FT 19'.3-1978 F L979-t9@3~FT 
z USS'I 2USSM : USS I US$M t US3 

t. IVU-,I 
fl.: 

- - 36.5 .5 168.8 14.2 205.3 9.2 599.3
prltmrw 

I0.9 497.4 42.0 1107.2 49.3 1015.9 36.0203.5 33.5 406.2Socoamry 26.6 668.3 29.8 515.7 18.3N.-Ier 	 29.7 12.2 324.. 3M.3 3L4.7 
10.6 4.3 47.7 3.8 :04.7 17.3 263.0 11.7 693.2 24.6

koe-Farml 
MAL 	 243.9 100.0 814.8 L02A.1 1185.6 100.0 2244.3 100.0 2324.0 100.0 

107.9 4.2 342.. 42.0 398.6 33.6 868.7 37.8 963.5 34.1
Cde.ral ad 	Couprohonatve 

60.8 24.9 243... 29.9 .98.6 .2.1 802.7 35.3 915.2 32.4
Technical 

295.2 331.6 11.7
45.5 18.7 118.7 14.6 131.0 L.1 13.2
Algrculturat 
29.7 12.2 101.3 12.4 141.2 11.9 272.4 .12. 348.7 12.4

Teacber raLnn 

7.5 .6 7.5 .3 14d.7 5.3
 

.t gamnt Trainng 	 .. 
4.7 .7 17.4 .8 116.3 4.1 

- - 9.0 1.1.dlcal KUcatImilb1ch 
1. 5.6 100.0 2244.3 100.0 2824.0 100.0242.9 100.0 91.4.GO.O
TOTAL 

"11. Iv .€.av 

137.5 50.7 1309.9 46.3
167.3 68.? 395.o 4&96 57'.•. I...Cusructlon 

68.0 2-7.9 35.6 43.6 431.6 38.3 883.2 39.3 958.1 34.0


!qUmwenc 

rachnical Aaetotace 8.4 3.4 63.6 7.3 151.6 i.:8 223.6 10.0 556.0 19.7 

TMAL 243.9 1.00.0 814.a ,00.0 U&.S.6 100.0 22".3 100.0 2324.0 1OO.0 

11vSector 

A. aon-stUCIcu5 otuL
 

.5 39.2 1.4. ... - -dici-V 3.1 0.6 7.0 .6 L.L 

:.arnia& ascarials P od"c:Lou .- 1.0
... 	 .,) 15.1. L.3 23.. 1.0 Z at. 7 3.7 

2.0 L.A 26.2 L.2 86.7 3.1
:urrcu1lum Drveopmenc/ Sc"ud1 ... - 5. .6 
L.3 31.6 !.3 4.4 2.0 106.4 3.8-?-anainglAd±aiistrLaioU •• 10.-

4.7 477.0 L7.0
- 29.2 3.7 16.7 i.5 105.SVIT3TAL 	 ... 

!. 'nsC1i&cronaL 

16. i1101.9 93.5 2133.5 13.3 2347.0 33.0
UUCaLan/TraaflS 	 263.9 100.0 785. 

.03.1 2244.3 00.0 22.0 1.00..
243.9 100.0 at..i 0L.3 1183.6.CTAL (,A.) 


.cce: .. . * 45I1.11 
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FY 19 7 FY 1977 FT 1978 
jUS$- Uss i (:) 
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Higher 
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the External Advisory Panel on Education toSource: 	 Report of 
the World Bank, October 31, 1978, Annexes 2 and 3. 
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Figures 4 and 5. 	 Simary of Icer-American Foundation Expenditures 
for FT 1980 

Dhaburit of Grants and Amendments by Progw4 Arm i FY 1980 
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