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I . Background
 

USAID has been a major donor, together wi th UNDP/FA0, FAC,
 
FED, Belgium. Switzerland and the Netherlands 
 to the human
 
resources development project (683-0226), 
a five year project,
 
(beginning in 1979) 
whose overall purpose is to provide Niger
 
with a tra n rgg fsci Ii ty capable of pr oduc irg a better Irai ned
 
deve Ioprrer cut reach agen t In !.ever catechnI areas r c Iud i ng
 
agronomy, arImat ion, extension, cooperat ves, foresti y ar.c rural
 
engineering The facility, IPOR, 
located at Koio, is designed to
 
train per s r s who w 
I I ul tima tel y r ise to middle levels of pub I ic
 
adm i n i s tra t on (t his i s an area of government whi ch s commonly
 
over Ic.c d r,c i. cr, c f particular we aKness in Ni aer Ia,: Africa
 
as a whole). UN and AID evaluat ions ( 1983) found 
considerable
 
progress had been made up to that date towards 
this oblect ive.
 

An impor tant dimens ion of the training reform has been
 
operat ion v i Ilageoi se' , whol ly funded by USAID, under wh ch four
 

year students are given an oppor tuni ty to do pract cal work 
for 3
 
1/2 months in one of ten villages as members of a 2 -5 person
 
multidisciplinary team. The formal objective of the training 
is
 
to provide students with an actual 
 exper ience in rural
 
development work, to learn how to gain farmers confidence and how
 
to iden t i fy and imp Ieme n t r e a Iis t i c pr o j ec t s . The ' op e r a t ion ' has 
been funct ional for four years. 

Although the 'operation' is viewed as an important component
 
of IPDRs' four y ar training program the quest ion has been raised
 
whether the 
 act ivi ty has been suff icien tly successful to
 
recommend that 
some donor or donors cont inue to support it after
 
the official end of the overall project? This evaluation centers
 
entirely upon the 'operation' phase of the human resources
 
project. Success, however, is dependent in large measure upon the
 
quali ty 
of training provided students before beginning their
 
village experience and evaluation is inescapably drawn into areas
 
not specifI cal ly ident ified with the 'operat ion'. This led to
 
consideration of subject matter, 
 training methods and materials
 
and quality of teacher training at IPDR and the final cornclusions
 
are consequently colored by an appraisal of their quality to the
 
extent to which 
 they impact upon the 'operat ion' and
 
recormiendat ons consequently 
 include changes in these otherwise 
e>.te r r,a 1 d:-a i r,. 

The question must raised whether IPDR has become
 
suff ic ient IY sensi tive the widely recognized need to break down
 
interdisc i l nary barriers. 
This was the or ig inal intent when the
 
socio-econcr.ic department was established. At present technical
 
departments determine whether 
their students need such exposure
 
and if so how much and of what sort. Given the schools' purpose,
 

http:socio-econcr.ic
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which is to train outreach persons who are more sens Iti ve to 
problems cf rural people and the reed to gair, thei r contf dence if
 
t hey a re to wo rk e f f ec I ve Iy among them, It wou IC appe ar
 
reasoriabIe for a I students to be thorougr, y e po!.ed C Soc)C ­
econom i c Ira in in g d u r in g the ir f ir s t two y e a r s A case in po int 
is that of the foresters. This service is well known for i ts 
essent ial ly law-enforcement appro Ach to forest management . A 
persuasive case can be made that effective forest management can 
or l cor e about wher rural people are ul ly invc ved ar 
cor,vincec of I t s des rabi Ii ty of ano r.r th ei r reeds ar e
 
pr ovided r . To be ul timate ly successful oresters are going to
 
have to become much more socially sensitive. This sort of
 
sensi tizat on can begin at Kolo.
 

II. Purpose of the Project:
 

'Operation Vi IIageoise' must be 
seen ir its wider ccntext as
 
part of a long term program to strengthen IPD s' abi I ity to train
 
o u treach s t a ff he ,e d e fi ned to i n c Iuae the who Ie g amu t of
 
!peci al zat I ons). The 'operat ion' is a training tool where in
 
teams of second year students are placed in v Illages for 3 1/2
 
months to provide them an opportunity to engage in various
 
directed act iv i ties in a rural context. 
 Pr ior to placement,
 
however, students are supposed to be exposed to intens 
ve socio­
economic sensi t izat ion through highly focused course work.
 
Similar ly an ef for t has been made to reduce barr iers
 
tradi t i or,a l y 
 found be'ween special izat ions - fcresters, 
engineers etc - such that they can work together wi th extension 
persons as an integrated team. The hope is that such ar, exposure
 
w II be a powerful and pract ical 
training exper ience for studentt
 
who have argely lost the ir rural roots to re-expose them to the
 
real ties of v I lage I i fe, and who are expected to ul timately
 
rise to positions in middle management within ministries with
 
outreach responsib i Ii t i es.
 

Il1. Purpose of the Evaluation:
 

The evaluat ion of the OV was one the core recommendat ions
 
rracE dLir r g the 1983 m d-po nt ev luat 1on o the Humanr, esources 

F It, T c .uc- at 'take r ,' CV 0 u -*t r. to 
e errr r he (rer to c.nt i ue nu .cr I Ior :era I Cneternral 

v il aQeo, , ,r, whole or part, beyona re present protect 
tern-,,ntt icn date C 30 September 1986) is war rarted. The Quest ior 
addressed is whether OV is a viable training vehicle which mer its
 
cont inued suppor t (regardless of source)'? (There are gooa grounds
 
to expect that the government of Nig r w II not be able to, or is
 
disinterested in, continuing to pay the necessary recurrent costs
 
to suppor t the act ivity). The matter is an impor tant one; taken
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in it s entirety the 'operation' is a key part of the format ion 
of
 
persons whose long term career track I es w thin the middle
 
levels of extens on management. For a number of years fol lowing
 
1979 goverr ,ent was able 
 to absorb the graduates of IP . More
 
recently the costs of ma intaining a large government service has
 
limited the need a long wi th governments abIlIty to expand its
 
services. The tra ining centers' future role is Itkely to shi f t
 
somewhat tc focu s more upon replacement anO rei ra inir If thi s
 
s tre c e and ao ernrrert cor,tir,ue In its attempt I c upgrade
 

the Qua I of its out reach servi ce then over the rext a eca e it 
5 possIb Ie that the ent i re midd le level rural outreaci staf f
 

could be retrained at IPDR if that 
 inst itutio n receives the
 
necessary suppor t. Given the cer,tra I role of the 
'operation' in
 
thi s work , t 
 con t ir ued e x stance cars be vi(wed as vi ta,
 

If donors are persuaded that R strong rural outreach
 
capac I tv i s impor rant to development, and if pract ica field
 
exper ience supplemented by hitgrily focused 
 academic tra-r,,ng is
 
necessary in the creat 
ion of thi s capacp tyy then investment in a
 
training tool wh:c,i 
 can reach the ent i re staff, upgrade and
 
refresh It. over say a ten year period. 
is arguably a good
 
strategic decision.
 

IV. Methodology:
 

The evaluation team met with the director of IPDR and senior
 
staf f, facul ty and foreign consultants. A number of current and
 
former students were contacted. AI I of the v Ilages included 
in
 
the prolect . and the resident student teams, were vis i ted. Four 
of the v Ilages were subsequent ly revis i ted and the students 
interviewed in depth. These were selected subject to the 
following criteria; (1) one student team compr ised 
primarily of
 
women, (2) one student team comprised of 'direct's [students who
 
have come d ire c tIy f r om 
p r ma ry edu c a t ion J, ( 3 ) one s t u d ent team
 
compr ised of 'professionals' 
 (students already in government
 
employment, often having only a very 
basic formal education, who
 
are being given further training], and (4) a village which had
 
withdrawn from the program. 
 Final ly, a wide range of documents
 
were read including course and training materials, and student
 
repor ts wr i tten at the end of their 
vi Ilage sojourns.
 

V Fird ir -! : 

The'cerati or' has passed four cycles of 
 students. I: t te
 
meant ime IPDR itself was not standing still: courses were brought

into line Ai th the new training formula to teach by oblective, a
 
socio-economi cs depar tment was 
set up and a number of faculty
 
d ispatched for training abroad. 
 Fact I i ties as a whole were
 
extended and upgraded. It is unclear the 
extent to which teaching
 
by objective has been adopted (or understood) by all of the
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facul ty. and there are ind iv idual cases of courses having so many

ob iect ves as to lose the point. Other courses cont ir ue which
 
have no appai ent re lat ionsh i p to the schools tra i n ing object ive .
 
The center has susta i ned an unfor tunate of in
eve! turnover 

staff (and for eign technic ians) and in par t i cular leader ship
 
which has certainly had some adverse impact upon the
 
interna 1i2ation of the program in fact 
as wel I as intent .
 

The t s ic 
 f ri ndg s are (1) that the 'o erat ion' apjear5 to
 
be an et ec t ve ra i n i ng tool , but (C2) IPDF ias rot dec 1Oed In 
its own mi nd just what the pr imary purpose served by OV i s to to
 
be. The second has grave and fundamental implI cat ions for the
 
success 
of the f i rtI. The school is di vided into two camps. One 
camp , a n d ar pa re n t Iv the dom t nan I , se e s the OV is IPD P o u tr e a c h 
a rm, a means by whi ch deve Iopmen t of neighbor ing vi IIages may be
 
brought about. In this view, students are to engage in h ighly

di rected act ivi tes 
 of an essent ial ly extension nature. Creat ive
 
appi icat io n of lessons learnt in school seemI to be disti nct I y
 
subordinate. The contrary view, held 
by an apparent minor i ty, is
 
that OV is an impor tant training tool which uses the vi I lage

mel ieu; development 
 of vi lage is in their mind a secondary
 
considera t i on.
 

The d iv is ion of object ive affects the type of training given

students previous to OV, the expectations made of students while
 
engaged in OV and sharply colors 
 the relationship between IPDR
 
and the vi lages. This last has direct impact on the sor t of
 
v.ppo r t I he s c ho o I wa n ts from i ts don o rs. 

At the present time OV makes use of students as i f they were 
extension agents whose pr imary object ive was to carry out the 
scho o Is ' d e v e Iopime n t p r o g ram . S t uden t in v o I v eme n t i s p r a c t i c a II y 
limited to the performance of demonstrations agreed before hand 
between the school and village. Indeed the evaluation was told by
 
one departnment that is in
chief what taught school I s
 
'impractica I' and students must do I in
'pract ical ' work wh le the
 
v Ilage! Indeed the only clear ly class related act ivi ty is the
 
Parrat ive report submitted at the end of the OV experience by

each student which is in effect a very general descr ipti on of
 
what has been seen and experienced. Students are not expected to
 
involve themse!ves in any analysis of the development problem of
 
the vi I lace. This is reserved to the school staff and 
v Ilage
elder ! Ir fact students at the end of their seconO year are not 
e>pec ted To be able to er a qe I, ar i sI Tr. t C of 
expecIb Icr t0 I n PartseeM fol oa Ir0rr r e rI ng ir, of 1oth1 
the short arnd long term students Ito a s ngle training program 
previous to OV. Two year students, we were instructed, are not 
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supposed to be 
taught how to make decisions and so no one is. The

upshot is that whatever analytic methods are taught 
 are
introduce 
 to the four year students after students 
have had
 
the i r vi I ace exposure. A qreat 
oppor tuni ty to provide pract ical
 
exper ience in informat ion 
 select ion, collect ion and analysis

(even of the most basic sort) is consequently lost.
 

Is the 
OV itsel f an effect ive training tool, given the

imitat ions imposed upon i t? Measures are inescapably subIect ive. 

Students, presen t and past, uni formly praised i t. Al though
cr itIc l r cer a in par ticulars, and these were cons truct ve in
natur e, ai o f the interviewees found the exper ience a r Ich
 
source of professional 
 growth. The students in 'animat ion'.
 
extens ion and cooperat irVes, 
 who deal wi th less tangible

d irme n s ion s tha n the 
fo re ste r s a n d en g inee rs , fo u nd r e a I ty mo re
chal langino than classroom theory suggested. Expressions of shock
regarding this reai ity were 
 found as well. Al though almost all

students der ive 
from rural roots, many had been 
 away from their
 
or igins for a suff ic ient ly 
 long time for the experience to be
 new. Villagers reciprocated in this and 
 appear to look upon

students as 'cityboys' (the students are 

the
 
for the most par t male,


but a g-owing 
 female cont ingent exists). It is just this

experience, half 
 way through their 
school room training which
makes the 'operation' such an interest ing training 
tool. A number
 
of faculty as wel I vigorously promote pract ical 
appl icat ion; a
refreshing change from the 
 more typical academic or entat ion of
 many training centers. In sum, 
'the operation' is an unusual (for

Afr i ca) training oppor tun ity, 
which requires students 
 to dirty

thei r hands whi le (in pr inciple) 
pract icing what they have learnt
 
in class.
 

The fol lowing critical obsevatinns have been made 
 by the
 
evaluat ion regarding the 'operat ;on' in the 
field.
 

(1) The quality and intens 
ty of supervision in the
 
field must be intensif ied 
 [and it must be underscorad
 
that transportation 
 remains a persisting problem].

Faculty do not always visit 
as a team but rather as
 
representat ives 
of a special izat ion 
which does nothing
1c reduce intramural barriers. Students reported that 
5aper v , ion was in mary ir starce r,suf f ici ent Ic thei r
 
r e e d . 

(2) An attempt 
has been made to put one student in each
 
team who speak5 the language of the host village.

Nevertheless students 
do not appear to mingle with the
 
host population, rather 
they stay by themselves, which
 
is exactly the contrary to what is expected. They

cannot question, inquire, assist, 
or otherwise do what
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is expected of them. The apparent except ions are the
 
foresters and engineers whose individual programs are
 
less dependent upon this sor t of interact ion.
 

(3) It is not at all clear that much socio-economic
 
content has been put into preparat ion of students
 
(through class work) before par ticipati on i n the
 
operat ion' Mistakes which have teen made by students 

appe ar to d er ive from the v ery soc ia I irse n s tivi t ies 
!he program was supposed to address (for example. a 
rather highhanded at titude towards vi I age elders was
 
detected, even among some faculty). It is also evident
 
tha t I it t Ie so c o- econ 
om i c con te n t d r i bb Ie nto t he
 
techn ica I domai 
ns. Engir,eers seem espec a Ily unaware of
 
hat development involves. 
 Thi s is e5pecial ly
 

noteworthy in a general 'cost unawareness' on the part
 
of students engaqed in demonstrat ions (both of these
 
points were noted up by superv isors of 
 graduates).
 

An important part of the problem may derive 
 from the
 
consol idat ion of the two and four year students into a
 
single training stream. In this process subject matter
 
is not added which the two year students may find
 
superf luous and much is lost in 
 consequence in the
 
format ion of the four year group. An example of this is
 
analytic methods, noted above.
 

(4) 
It is apparent that v Ilages are beginning to
 
suffer host-fat igue. The same group of villages 
have
 
been used from the beginning. In pr inciple students
 
have supported a 
 wide range of activities which
 
include: food food
product ion, preservation and
 
process ring,market ing, fire 
protect ion, reforestat ion,
 
cooperative stores and 
 selected construct ion. It is
 
impossible to tell with the means 
at hand just how much
 
impact or change in village mentality all of this has
 
had. Villagers reported that what is done by the
 
students appears and
repit it ious given the lack of
 
language skills the effect of the must be limited.
team 

The cooperat ive stores appear to be appreciated as are
 
the free wells, trees and buildings (much of which is
 
provided under the rubric of 'development'. It is not
 
clear how sensi t ive students are to, the distributi on of 

erefits w ith res.pect to it, poIer, betor irtrtvill ge 
conflict. This appears to be a potent al prob lerr. 

(5) The original project paper cal led for students to
 
,denli fy, design, perform and evaluate their own
 
projects. Design was supposed 
 to include cost/benefit
 
analysis , other quant i tat i ve measures and both design
 
and analysis were to demonstrate analytic capacity 
on
 
the part of students. This 
 would be a considerable
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chal lange for universi ty students, and is probably 
an
 
unreal ist Ic goal for what 
are in effect vocat ional high

school student s. To the extent analyt ic 
 tra ining is
 
provided it does not appear to 
 be making much impact.
 
It Is evident from a reading 
 of the students reports

that their capacity for cr it ical analysis is iut nearly
 
as strong as that of simple 
descr ipt ion. Facts are
 
gathered 
but to no apparent purpose. One looks in vain
 
tor examples of arithmetic analysis, simple stat ist ics
 
(use of averages and 
 var iat ons, bas I c graphs etc),
 
simple (par tial ) farm budgets, sensi tiv i ty to
 
var iat ions with in and among farni lies, farms or
 
v Illages, 
par t c ipat ion or not i n new technologies (for

exan-ple why do farmers 
cease to irrigate?) and so on. A
 
ew tables do appear Students, however, seem have
to 


almost no feeling for farmers economic problems - and
 
cnly one of the students interviewed in a v Ilage la d
 
attempted a partial budget with 
 a farmer concerned
 
about the prof itab i Iity of 
 fer t iIizer (a tool he had
 
learnt elsewhere). 
 There Is Iit tle evidence that
 
students have much understanding of the farmers
 
decisions whether to market or store, borrow 
ur not,
 
save or spend, work 
 on farm or in the city. They are
 
unsystemat ical ly 
reported and rarely examined. On the
 
other hand students 
 appear to part icipate in actual
 
farming and the introduction of new techniques. And the
 
student suppor ted 
 bout iques appear to be working
 
relatively well.
 

(6) The team met 
 with all of the technical divisions
 
and gained some aporeciat ion of their programs. Our
 
principal criticism of areas 
 beyond our technical
 
knowledge is that all seem to 
function much as they do
 
in other schools, which is to say they focus 
upon their
 
specialty to the exclusion of all else. 
One does not
 
ge t the imp r e ss on tha t the t e c hn ica I d iv son s fu IIy

appreciate the need to 
 add socio-economic training 
to
 
their programs. The IPDR is attempting to institute a
 
mul t idiscipl inary 
 aspect to the training; but the
 
weakness of the socio-econonmic division affects 
all.
 
This division was expected 
 to provide the
 
rrult di sc ipl n r y glue holding the separate pi eces
 
together. Br ief ly, cocio-econon- c training appears to
 
ack the IC IIowi ro: (a) her e appears to tie some

confusion as to the nature and actual t irain a needs of 
the students. They are not scholars, they are destined 
to become vocational journeymen and their needs in 
consequence are very job related. Nevertheless an
 
examination of course material suggests 
that even under
 
the str ictures of training by objectives, too many

remain in particular instances (say 15 rather than 
5)

to maKe it a fu Ily persuasive attempt. And instances of
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inclusion of histor ic and theoret ical mater ials
 
e xcess ve to need can 
be found (our favori te example in
 
this regard is the history of 19th century french
 
photography, repor ted to us (but not actually seen]).
 
The economics courses 
now in place are more suitable to
 
college freshmen than students 
who are in a vocational
 
h igh school. (b) in the case of economics, Iimi ted
 
progress appears to have been made towards on
def in i t 

oI an extension agents' needs which IikelIy to be
are 

i i t t Ie mo re 
 tha n fa rm man a geme n t . ( c ) It t t le 
considerat ion has yet been given to which analyt i c
 
tools are appropr iate to student needs, and Iit tle
 
analyt ic capaci ty is evidenced in the student repor ts.
 
(d) the socio-economic training material does not
 
appear to ref lect 
 the state of knowledge regarding
 
Niger ien social and economic structures and the
 
distinctions among var ous peoples, the social 
and
 
economic differences between sedentary and nomadic
 
I ffe, access to and distr ibut ion of assets, etc.
 

(7) Agronomy apar t, one does not get the impression
 
that the body of knowledge gathered about the sahel and
 
Niger over the past 15 years is reflectud in the
 
curriculum. The updat ing mechanism is weak, perhaps the
 
'cel lule pedagogique' can provide some 
of the needed
 
feedback. The upshot is that students 
 are not taught,
 
in many part icular instances up-to-date information.
 
The library seems especially weak as regards the supply
 
of up to date literature and indeed seems to be
 
expecial ly poorly supplied 
in almost every regard.
 

(8) V Ilage support. USAID is presently suppor ting the
 
'operation' 
 to the extent of CFA 20,000,000 (or
 
$57,000) annual ly (if 1US$=350CFA). Only a small
 
percentage (ten percent or less) of the money is 
used
 
for the purchase of fuel and vehicle suppor t. The rest
 
is used for supplies to be provided to v Ilages to
 
sweeten their acceptance of students and, perhaps more
 
important, as part of the schools development program.
 
In essence AID is paying for gifts which masquerade as 
rural development. The pract ice can have pernicious 
impl icat ions. First, while village agreement is bought, 
true cooper atI on and acceptance of students remains a 
r at ter of thei r demeanc r ard what they have to offer as 
agents. When thi s i s lack ing vi Iage cooperat ion can 
become tepid . Second, gi f ts have I m ited development 
value. It is unclear whether items which are given 
could not be paid for, or are otherwise unavailable.
 
Eut it Is clear that the distribut ion of gifts has
 
brought a train of problems; village head men mny 
or
 
may not be sat isf ied- important people in the village
 
may or may not be included and of course many get no
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advantage at all. Un-needed antagonisms arise which
 
return to hur t the project. Third, the supply of gi fts
 
raises the expectat ion of more, and w I Il make it yet
 
more di ff icul t to cont nue when the source runs dry.
 
Finally, the school is missing out on using its most
 
important skill, technical knowledge, and the
 
opportunity to apply It, as a fungible asset. This is
 
an inexhaustable resource, independent of external
 
budgets: its creative use would go a long ways towards
 
mak ing the 'operat ion' a permanent act ivi ty.
 

VI. Recomrrendat ions:
 

The fo I owing is divided into two par ts. The f irst includes
 
changes within the province of IPDR management and which can be
 
made with minimum external support. The second involves changes
 
which will require external assistance.
 

The evaluation would endorse continued long term support,
 
for reasons out Iined under I I above. But, the evaluat ion argues
 
that renewed long term support should be made condi tional upon
 
improvement of the perceived problems (and not 
 necessarily
 
adopt ion of the par t icular recommended courses of action). The
 
foremost problem which must be addressed is that of the purpose
 
of 'operat ion vil lageoise'
 

1) Changes which only require internal action:
 

a) Within Operation ViI lageoise:
 

i). IPDR must determine what its objectives are
 
with respect to OV. The evaluation recommends as a
 
condition precedent to further support to 
OV, that
 
the school accept the activity a3 primarily a
 
training mechanism. Development, which may be a
 
by-product should be a distinctly subordinate
 
objective. Practically speaking such 
 a
 
reorientation, which would not be accomplished 
without considerable emotional wrenching at IPDR, 
should be ref lected in the nature of the 
reIat ionship with vi Ilages (and the sor ts of 
commod i t ic s requ ired ) , the so r t o f spec ia Iized
 
train ng gI ven four year students Prior to
 
engagi ng in 
 OV and f iral ly the schools
 
expectat io ns of the students once in place.
 

ii). The pool of supporting vil lages must in some
 
manner be widened. Ideally no village should be
 
selected for more than two 
years in a row unless
 
the particular act ivity undertaken 
 in the vi Ilage
 
req u ire it . It is g r a n t e d tha t p r a ct ic a I p rob I ems
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of supervision limit the radius within which
 
vi llages may be '.elected, which suggests that
 
al ternat ive means of supervision may be required.
 
One possibility may be to link the 'operation'
 
with ongoing assistance projects within a
 
reasonable radius from Kolo, such 
 as the Niamey
 
Depatment Development Project, also funded by
 
USA ID.
 

i i i). In the in!erests of mul t 'discipl inary uni ty, 
faculty should make their rounds as a group
 
ref lect ing the needs of part icular teams. And
 
supervision shouid be made much more with the
 
group as a whole than by singel ing out one
 
special izat ion. Team uni ty has been adversely
 
affected by this practice which seriously
 
ur,dermines the holIst ic approach off Icial ly
 
followed.
 

iv). Dur ing the f irst two years greater emphasis
 
should be placed in the common curriculum upon the
 
multidisciplinary nature of rural development.
 
This is especially important as regards the
 
foresters and engineers who have a traditional
 
tendency to go their own way. To the extent
 
possible curriculum should stress how a particular
 
piece of work supplements and complements that of
 
other disc ipli nes and what feedback of a social or
 
economic nature is likely to occur from particular
 
n i t i at fves. 

v). The language problem will remain a serious
 
impediment to students who do not speak the local
 
language and greatly reduces the effectiveness of
 
the operat ion' as a tool. There is no easy
 
answer. Greater stress should be placed upon team
 
selection to ensure th.at one speaker is always
 
included. Also additional basic training in local
 
language might be attempted. The evaluation
 
strongly recommends that IPDR submit the students
 
to an intensive introductory course immediately
 
prior to going out to the v I age if possible.
 

vi). At present student work n a v Ilage is a mix
 
of faculty directed work orn previously agreed
 
act ivI tIes - construct ion, tree plant ing,
 
demonstration etc - supplemented by some written
 
appraisal of what has been done. Thie pattern is a
 
direct consequence of IPDRs con nittment to
 
deiv lopment iather than training as a first
 
p tiority. By design this program includes little
 
application of what is learnt in school (which was
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descr ibed to the team by one senior faculty member
 
as 'impractical ' as opposed to directed field work
 
which is apparently 'practical'). If tn s view is
 
widebpread, and dissent was found to be part san
 
along school pr ioir ity lines, then it suggests an
 
alarming lapse in effective curr iculum planning.
 

The tvaluat ion takes the posi ti on that in-vi Ilage
 
work should be made more problem or iented, and
 
less descr ipti ve. It i s probably unrea ist ic to
 
expect students to have much input into project
 
select on Teams should be given a problem which
 
will require an input from all disciplines, the
 
generation of numbers and analysis which produces
 
a quart i tat ive answer. The problem should be one
 
jointly worked out among all departments and in
 
agreement wi th the vi Ilages. Fur thermore, the
 
problem should be attempted in as many -i Ilages as
 
possible for sake of compar ison. The problem could
 
include market ing, storage, use of food,
 
abandonment of irrigation, sedentar ization, the
 
effect of scarcity of land upon access to land
 
etc. Possibly a problem could be worked out with
 
the cooperat ion of the technical line services.
 

vii). The schools stress upon feedback should be 
strengthened. Experiences of former years should 
be mad e u se o f . The imp r e s5 i on ga i ned by t he 
evaluation was that many critical problems in the 
implementation of O- were not discussed as a
 
matter of routine. Sim, ar ly greater sensitivity 
could be shown to the growing knowledge abouit 
Niger and introduced into the teaching materials. 

2. Opportuni ties for change requir ing external support.
 

a). Strengthening student preparedness:
 

Assuming that the technical courses are fully converted 

to the new format, teaching by objective, and assuming 
the IPDR makes OV a pr imary training tool, and further 
assuming that IPDR shifts its teaching emphasis more to 
recyclage (which seems to be likely), 1he evaluations' 
ma j o r re c omme nd a t i on I i e s i n the doma i n o f soc I o ­

economics. Outreach agents are going to be change 
agents represent ing various govprnment agencies. They 
Wi II be ef fect ive to the degree they can work 
persuasively with villagers, and win their confidence. 
In considerable measure this sort of effect iveness 
follows from sensitivity to the social and economic 
entity with which they are working. For this reason, 
the evaluat ion argues that a strong socio-economic 
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department is vital and . at an important measure of
 
Its capacity is to be found in the success with which
 
OV is implemented.
 

Although important steps have been taken to strengthen
 
the department a further action is proposed. It is
 
recommended that core courses in socio-economics, which
 
IIe at the hear t of rural development effor t should
 
be made as relevant to student (and professi-51I) needs
 
as possi ble and that they ref lect the current state of
 
knowledge. The full student body should be exposed to
 
them prior to their participation in the 'operation'
 
The courses should stress ident ificat ion of problems
 
and the, r ana lysts, to the extent possible by
 
quant itat ive methods supplemented by nar rat ie. Gi ven
 
the level at which these graduates will wor. - with 
farmers, vi Ilagers, rural fam Ilies, rural organizat ions
 
such as cooperatives, lower and middle levels of
 
government - problems should be kept at a modJest level
 
of sophist icat ion. The orientation should be one :'f
 
service to the farmer and the vi Ilage.
 

It is recommended that the department supply students
 
with problem oriented instruct ion which stresses
 
analysis and simple decision making. The objective
 
should be to introduce the student to quantitative
 
tools of analysis used to make decisions in a problem
 
con t e xt (f or , examp Ie pa rtia I budge t s , use of rat ios,
 
use of averages and variations etc). The stress should
 
be on farm management [crops, animals, storage,
 
decisions involving crop mix, lek'els of inputs etc],
 
marketing management [to store or sell, selling
 
strategies etc), basic cooperative management,
 
household management [distribution of food among family
 
members, al location of labor, use of hired labor etc]
 
and the relationship of these to public pao icy (prices,
 
supply of subsidized inputs etc).
 

Ideal ly, technical assistance at IPDR should produce
 
workbooks for each course which reflect the guidelines
 
outlined above. These might contain selected short
 
readings, homework problems and Ilustrated analysis
 
and case studies. Ideally the book would be retained by
 
the student as a comprehensive reference. The IPDR
 
mi ght choose to ask for doror support in this
 
conriect ion to fund materials preparat ion. The most
 
IIkely source of appropr late technical assistance could
 
be from Niger ia where there is a cadre of rural
 
development specialists trained in the United States in
 
farm management and vocational agriculture who have
 
worked with farm extension, farm research and as
 
teachers for a number of years. This is the sort of
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background which is most likely to produce the kind of
 
training material appropriate to Ni gers' needs.
 

b). The nature of vil lage involvement;
 

If 'operation vi Ilageoise' is in fact dependent upon a
 
steady stream of donor-provided largess used in effect
 
to support the IPDR village development outreach
 
program and to pay for village cooperat ion, then the
 
scheme is unlikely to long survive. No donor is likely
 
prepared to fund this sort of thing indef ini tely and in
 
par ticular when it does not appear to be pr imaril y in
 
suppor t of student training (which is the pr incipal
 
donor objective) ,or product ive of good relations in the
 
vi I lage or, at root, necessary. The evaluation
 
recommends that any donor-supplied recurrent cost
 
support be limited to (i) the key item of
 
t ranspor tat ion, and in par t icular fuel and perhaps
 
spare parts and (i i) only mater ials clear ly supportive
 
of the training activity. Requests for new vehicles
 
should be reviewed on a case by case basis. Request for
 
a mill, however, might be supported in that this could
 
be the vehicle for an important demonstration in
 
cooperative management which lends itself to training
 
related research for which IPDR is well suited.
 

It recommends also that IPDR authorities find
 
alternative ways to engage village support. Technical
 
assistance from Kolo might be an acceptable
 
alternative. Farm management counselling is a
 
possibility C but only after the school develops the
 
needed skills). Assistance in their relationships with
 
authority, always a problem for a population of
 
essential illiterates, is another. Help in arranging
 
credit is a third.
 

VII. Summary Course of Action:
 

The evaluation recommends that donors view favorably a
 
request(s) from IPDR for continued support for 'OV' if the
 
following conditions are satisfied:
 

(1). IPDR makes the determinat ion that the primary purpose
 
to be served by 'OV' is training of future outreach persons.
 
Village development may well occur, but as the indirect
 
consequence of IPDRs presence in the village and as a subordinate
 
activity. This change will have two direct impacts upon IPDR: the
 
sort of external support it needs and its training program. The
 
composition of externally supplied inputs will change. The shift
 
should be away from commodities which were formerly viewed as
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primarily development goods towards commodities which support the
 
field work, support training and support development of practical
 
demonstrations (the mill could be used in this way). There will
 
be continued dependence upon external sources for support of
 
transpor tat ion - fuel, spare parts, perhaps vehicles. Also IPDR
 
would have to place more emphasis on pre-OV preparation of
 
students and in particular their social sensit izat ion. Finally
 
the in-village program would change from one of pure directed
 
extension to a problem or iented one.
 

(2) IPDR makes changes along the lines recommended above to
 
improve the quality of management of the village program while
 
making both inclass training and the village program as work
 
related as possible. This may lead to requests for donor suppor t
 
in the creat ion of language training fac ii ties, upgraded Iibrary
 
(wi th par t icular reIerence to contemporary mater ials of Sahel ian
 
technology and development), and improving tr&ining materials.
 
This last might include the sending of IPDR staf f to, say
 
Niger ia, or br inging experts from there to IPDR.
 

(3) IPDR staff does the preliminary design for whatever
 
donor support they feel (or agree) they need. The indent if icat ion
 
of problem(s) and solution(s) should be done by the staff to the
 
extent possible. ( Assistance may be provided in the preparation
 
of support request documentation by the donor and requests may be
 
made as the consequence of joint discussion, but doing the job
 
for them should be avoided as a matter of policy).
 

and,
 

(4) Donors should be persuaded that: (a) strengthening of
 
the GON outreach capacity and upgrading its management is an
 
important priority in the context of competing programmatic
 
claims and (b) practical field training is a useful way to
 
improve the quality of outreach staff. Support of IPDR should not
 
be done as an act in isolation but as part of an overall
 
strategy. Donors should be fully aware 
that support, especially
 
for ongoing operations, is likely to be very long term. (GON is
 
unl ikely to have the necessary recurrent costs budget at least 
unt iI mineral pr ices recover [and uranium pr ices are linked to 
wor Id energy pr ices)) . 

Only if these above are sat isfi ed will the evaluation
 
recommend further donor support for 'OV'.
 


