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I. Bachground

USAID has been a major donor, together with UNDP/FRG, FAC,

FED, Belgium, Switzerland and the Netherlands to the human
resources development project (683-0226), a five year project,
{(beginning 'n 1979) whose overall purpose 1S to provide Niger
with & tra ning faci ity capable of producing 8 better trained
gdevelopmen! cutreach agent in teveral technical ereas 1rcluadring
agroncmy, arimation, extension., cooperatives, forestry arc rural
engineerng The faciti1ty, IPDR, located at Koio, 1s designed to
train perscrns who will uitimately rise to middle levels of public
agministrat.on (this 1s an area of government which s commonly
gverlcored and 1& one of particular weshness I n Niger [arns Africa

as a wholell). UN and AID evaluations (1983) found considerable
progress had been mede up to that date towards this objective.

An important dimension o f the tratning reform has been
‘operation villageoise’', wholly funded by USAID, under which four
year students are given an opportunity to do practical work for 3
172 months tn 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 experience In rural

development work, to learn how to gain farmers confidence and how
to 1dentify and implement realistic projects. The ‘operation' has
been functional for four years.

Aithough the ‘operation' s viewed as an important component
of IPDRs" four year training program the question has been raised
whether the activity has been sufficientiy successful to
recommend that some donor or donors continue to support 1t 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
quality of training provided students before beginning their
viilage experience and evatluation s inescapably drawn i1nto areas
not specifically 1dentified with the ‘operation'. Th)s led to

consideration of subject matter, training methods and materials
and quality of teacher training at IPDR and the final conclusions
are consequently <colored by an appraisal of their quality to the
extent to which they impact upon the ‘operation’ and
recommendst:ons consequently tnclude changes tn these otherwise
exterrnal di~ains

The question mu s t rairsed whether IPUR has become
sufticiently sensitive the widely recognized need to bresak down
interdisciglinary barriers. This was the original intent when the
socio-econcmi1c department was established. At present technical

departments determine whether their students need such exposure
and 1t 80 how much and of what sort. Given the schools"’ purpose,


http:socio-econcr.ic

which 1S to tran outreach persons who are more sensitive to
problems ¢of rural people and the need to ga'n their confidence 1t
they are to work eftectively among them, 1t woulcC eppeart
reascnabl'e for all students to be thorough!ly exposed 0 s50CHO-
economic training during theur first two years. A case in point
18 that of the foresters. This service s well known for ts
essentially law-enforcement approach to torest management . A
persuasive case canh be made that effective forecst management can
orly core about when rural pecple are tulty Inve - ved arna
corvincec of 1ts desirab ity cf ang when thear reegs sl e
provided i10r . To be ultimately successtul toresters are going to
have to become much more socially sensitive . This sort of

sensi1tization can begin at Kolc.

[ Purpose of the Froject:

‘Operetion Villageoise' must te seen 1n ite wider ccntext as
part of & l'ong term program to strengthen IPDRs' ability to train
outreach staff (he:e defined to include the whole gamut of
specializations). The ‘operation’ ts a trarning too! wherein
teams of second year students are placed 1n vililages for 3 1/2
months to provide them an opportunity to engage in various
directed activities n a rural context . Prior to placement,
however, students are supposed to be exposed to intensive soctio-
economi ¢ sensitization through highly focused course work.
Similarly an effort has been made to reduce barriers
tradstiornetily found beitween specializations - fcresters,
engineers etc - such that they can work together with extension
persons as en i1ntegrated team. The hope 1s thet! such an exposure
will be 8 powertful and practicel treining experrence ftor studentce
who have targely lost thetr rural roots to re-expose them to the
realities ot village li1e, and who are expected to ulitimately
rise to postitions tn middle management within ministries with
outreach responsibilities.

bfl. Purpose of the Evaluation:

The evaluation of the OV was one the core recommendations
mecde durrg the 1683 mid-point eveluation ot the Humer Fesources

levelopmrer s Froject The tssue 61 ctake in tr e evotuaet orn (¢ to
Cetleimirne whether to centinue erxternal cuproert tor creration
viliaqgeo  s¢e, " n who le or part, beyong the present project

terminaticn date ( 30 September 1966) 15 warranted. The question
addressed 15 whether OV 15 a viable training vehicle which merits
continued support (regardless of source)? (There are gooo grounds
to expect thet the government of Niger will not be able to. or 1s
disinterested 1n, continuing to pay the necessary recurrent costs
to support the activity). The matter s an important one; taken



In 1ts entirety the ‘operation' 1s a key part of the tormetion of
persons whose long term career track l1es within the middle
levels of extension management . For a number of years tcllowing

1979 goverrment was able to absorb the graduates _of IPLR. More
recently the costs of maintaining a large government service has

limited the need along with governments ability to expand its
services. The training centers' future role ts likely to shitft
somewhat tc¢ focus more upon replacement andg retraining. I'f this
s the cece angd aovernment continyuecs rnorts attempt tc upgrade
the aquality of 11s outreach service then over the next gecage 1t
ts posstble that the entire middle leve!l rural outreach staff
could be retrained at | PDR 1 f that institution receives the
necessary suppor?t . Given the central role of the ‘operation' 1n
this work., +«ts contirnued exi1stance can be viewed as vitai

] donors are persuaded that a strong rural outreach
cepacity (3 important to development, and 1f practics! tield

experience supplemented by highly focused academic tre'ning 15
necessary In the creation of this capacity. then investment i1n a
training tool whica can reach the entire staff, upgrade and
refresh It over say a ten year pervod. 1s arguablty a good
strategic decision.

IV. Methodology:

The evaluation team met with the director of IPDR ang senior
staff. faculty and foreign consuttants. A number of current and

former students were contacted. Al! of the villages tncluded 1 n
the project, and the resident student teams, were visited. Four
of the villages were subsequently revisited and the students
tnterviewed n depth. These were selected subject to the

following criterta; (1) one student team comprised pramartly of
women, (2) one student team comprised of ‘direct's (students who
have come cirectly from primary education), (3) one student team

comprised of ‘professionals’ [students already tn government
employment, often having only & very basic formal education, who
are being given further trainingl, and (4) a village which had
withdrawn from the program. Finally, a wide range of documents
were read tncluding course and training materials, and student
reports written at the end of their village sojourns.

\% Firngir ze:

The‘creration’ hes passed four cycles of students. 1 the
meantime IPDR 1tself was not standing still: courses were brought
tnto line with the new training formuia to teach by objective, a
socio-economics department was set up and a number of faculty
dispatched for training abroad. Facilities as a whole were
extended and upgraded. It 1s unclear the extent to which teaching

by objective has been adopted (or understood) by all of the



faeculty., and there are i1ndividual cases of cCourses having s0 many
objectirves 8s to lose the point . Other courses continue which
have no arpatant relationship to the schools trairning objective.
The center has sustained an unfortunate leve! of turnover 1n
staff (and foreign technicians) and In particular leadership
which has certainly had some adverse impact upon the
internatization ot the program in fact as well as intent .

The besic findings are (V) that the ‘cveeration’ eppears to
be an ettreltive treining tool, but (232 1PDR has not deciroed n
1ts own mind Just what the primary purpose served by CV 15 to to
be. The second has grave and fundamental implications for the
success cf the farret . The school 15 divided 1nto two camps. One
cemp, and acparentiy the dominent, sees the OV 15 |PDRe.’ ocutresch
arm, a means by which development of nerghboring villiages mey be
brought about. In thits view, students are to engage n highly
directed activites of an essentially extension nature. Creative
apptrcation of lessons learnt In school seems to be distinctly
subordinate. The contrary view, held by an apparent minority, 1s
that OV 1s an important training tool which uses the viltlage
melieu; development of village 1S n their mind a secondary
consideration.

The division of objective affects the type of training given
students previous to OV, the expectations made of students while
engaged 1n OV and sharply colors the relationship between |IPDR
and the villages. This last has direct impact on the sort of
“ypport the school wants from 1ts donors.

At the present time OV makes use of students as (1 they were
extension agents whose primary objective was to carry out the

schools' development program. Student involvement 1s practically
limited to the performance of demonstrations agreed before hand
between the schoo! and village. Indeed the evaluation was told by
one department thief that what s taught In school 15
‘impractical’ and students must do ‘practical’ work while in the
village! Indeed the only clearly class related activity 15 the
rarrative report submitted at the end of the OV experience by
each student which is tn eftect a very general description of
what has been seen and experienced. Students are not expected to
Invo:ve themse'ves In any analysis of the development probliem of
the village. This s reserved to the school staff and village
elderse . dr fact studgents 8t the eng ot their second vear are not
expected to be at. 1 e to engaqe 1 anaivey & Thoe 1an of
expectat)cor seemy 1o toltow part trom the mingiong of toth
the short and long term students into a sitngle training program

previous to OV, Two yesr students, we were tnstructed, are not



supposed to be taught how to make dectsions and so no one is. The

upshot s that whatever analytic methods are taught are
rntroduced to the tour year students after students have had
therr village exposure. A great opportunity to provide practical
experience n information selection, collection and analysis

(even of the most basic sort) s consequentily lost.

I's the OV ttself an effective training tool, given the
l'tmitations imposed upon 1t? Measures are thescapably subjective.
Students, present and past, uniformly prarsed I O Although
¢critircal r certain particulars, and these were constructive tn
naturte, aii of the interviewees found the experience a rich
source of professional growth . The students In ‘animation’,
extension and cooperatives, who deal with less tangible

dimensions than the foresters and engineers, found reality more
challanging than cliassroom theory suggested. Expressicns of shock

regarding this realtty were found as well. Although almost all
students derive from rural roots, many had been away from their
origins for a sufficiently long time for the experience to be
new. Villagers reciprocated in this and appear to look upon the
students as ‘cityboys' (the students are for the most part male,
but a growing temale contingen't exists) . It 1S just this
experience, hatf way through their school room training which
makes the ‘operation’ such an interesting training tool. A number
of faculty as well vigorousty promote practical application: a
refreshing change from the more typicai academic orientation of
many training centers. tn sum, ‘the operation’ s an unusual (for

Africal) training opportunity, which requires students to dirty
their hends while (in principle) practicing what they have learnt
in class.

The following critical obsevati:ons have been made by the
evaluation regarding the ‘operation’ in the freld.

(1) The quality and rtntensity of supervision in the
fi1eld must be intensified [end it must be underscord
that transportation remains a persisting problem].
Faculiy do not always visit as a team but rather as
representatives of a speciralization which does nothing

to reduce intremural barriers Students reported that
SLspervision was on many instances insufficirent toa ther
reeds

(2) An attempt hes been made to put one student in each
team who speakse the language of the host village.
Nevertheless students do not appear to mingle with the
host population, rather they stay by themselves, which
18 exactly the contrary to what is expected. They
cannot question, inquire, assist, or otherwise do what



1s expected of them. The apparent exceptions are the
foresters and engineers whose individual programs are
less dependent upon this sort of interaction.

(3) It 13 not at all clear that much socio-economic
content has been put into preparattion ot students
(through class work) before participation n the
‘operation’ . Mistakes which have been made by students
eppear to derive from the very social i1nsensitivities
the program was supposed to address (tor exemple, &8
rather highhanded attitude towards village elders was
cetected. even among some faculty) It Is also evident
that Frttle soclro-economic content dribbles into the
technice! domains. Engineers seem especially unaware of
what development involves . This 1S espectrally
noteworthy 1n & general ‘cost unawareness’ on the part
of students engaged in demonstrations (both of these
points were noted up by supervisors of graduates) .

An important part of the problem may derive from the
consolidation of the two and tour year students into a

single training stream. In this process subject matter
1s not added which the two ycar students may find
superfluous and much IS lost 1N consequence 'n the

formation of the four year group. An example 0! this 135
analytic methods, noted above.

(4) It I's apparent that viltlages are beginning to
suffer host-fatigue. The same group of villages have
been used from the begtnning. I'n principle students
have supported 8 wide range of activities which
include: food production, tood preservation and
processing, marketing, fire protection, reforestation,
cooperative stores and selected construction. It is
rmpossiblie to te!) with the means at hand Jjust how much
impact or change in village mentality all of this has
had. Villagers reported that what 15 done by the
students appears repititious and given the lack of
fanguage skills the effect of the team must be I|imited.

The cooperative stores appear to be appreciated as are
the free wells, trees and buildings (much of which is

rrovided under the rubric of ‘development'. It 1s not
clear how sensttive students are to the distribution of
tenefits with respect to 1ts potentiel tor intravitlage

conflict. This appears to be a potential problem.

(&) The original project paper called for students to
rdentity, design, perform and evaluate their own
projects. Design was suppoased to 1nclude cost/benett
analysis, other quantitative measures and both design
and analysis were to demonstrate analytic capacity on
the part of students. This would be a constderable



challange for untversity students, and is probably an
unrealistic goal for what are in effect vocational hitgh
school students . To the extent analytic training 1s

provided 1t does not appear to be making much 1mpact.
It s evident from a reading of the students reports
that their capacity for critical analysis s not nearly
8s strong as that of s mple description. Facts are

gathered but to no apparent purpose. One looks In vain
tor examples of arithmetic analys s, simple statistics
(use of averages and variations, bastic graphs etc),
simple (partial) farm budgets, sensitivity to
variations within and among families, farms or
villages, participation or not in new technologies (for
example why do farmers cease to trrigate?) and so on. A
tew tables do appear . Students, however, seem to have
almost no feeling for farmers economic probltems - and
cnly one of the students interviewed in a viliage nad
attempted a partiral budget with a farmer concerned
about the profitability of fertitirzer (a tool he had
learnt elsewhere) . There 1S frttte evidence that
students have much understanding of the farmers
deci1sions whether to market or store, borrow our not,

save or spend, work on tarm or in the city. They are
unsystematically reported and rarely examined. On the
other hand students appear to participate 'n actual
farming and the introduction of new techniques. And the
student supported boutiques appear to be working
relatively well .

(6) The team met with all of the technical divisions
and gained some aporeciration of thertr programs. Qur
principal critrcism of areas beyond our technical
knowledge s that all seem to function much as they do
'nh other schools, which 1s to say they focus upon their
specialty to the excltusion of all else. One does not
get the impression that the techniceal divisons fully
appreciate the need to add socio-economi¢ training to
their programs. The |IPDR is attempting to institute a
multidisciplinary aspect to the training; but the
weakness of the socio-econonmic division affects all.
This division was expected to provide the
rultidisciplinary glue hotding the separate prieces
together . Briefily, soctrto-economic training appears to
ek the followring: (a) There appears to be some
tonfusion #s to the nature end actual training 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 strictures of treitning by objectives, too many
remain in particular instances (say 15 rather than §)
to make 1t a fully persuasive attempt. And instances of



inclusion ot historic and theoretical matertals
excessirve to need can be found (our favorite example 1n
this regard IS the history of 19th century french

photography, reported to us (but not actvally seenl).
The economics courses now In place are more suitablie to

college freshmen than students who are in a vocational
high school. (b (n the «case of economics, limited
progress appears to have been meaede towards definition
ot an extension agents’ needs which are likely to be
Fittie mot e than farm mansagement . o] ltttle
consideration has yet been given to which analytic
tools are appropriate to student needs, and littie
analytic capacity s evidenced 1n the student reports.
(ag) the socro-economic training material does not
appear to reflect the state of knowledge regarding
Nigerien soci1al and economic structures and the
distinctions among various peoples, the soctal and

economic differences between sedentary and nomadic
ltfe, access to and distribution of assets, etc.

(7 Agronomy apart, one does not get the impression
that the body of knowledge gathered about the sahe!l and

Niger over the past 15 years 18 reflected 1n the
curriculum. The updating mechanism s weak, perhaps the
‘cellule pedagogique’ can provide some of the needed
feedback. The upshot is that students are not taught,
tn  many particular thstances up-to-date information.
The f{i1brary seems especially weak as regards the supply
of up to date literature and indeed seems to be

expecitatly poorly supplied in almost every regard.

(8) Village support. USAID 1s presently supporting the
‘operation’ to the extent of CFA 20,000,000 tor

$57,000) annvally Cif 1US$=350CFA). Only a small
percentage (ten percent or tess) of the money 1s used
for the purchase of fuel and vehicle support. The rest
() used for supplies to be provided to villages to

sweeten their acceptance of students and, perheps more
tmportant, as part of the schools development program.
In essence AID is paying for gifts which masquerade as
rural development . The practice can have pernicious
tmplications. First, while village agreement 13 bought,
true cooperation and acceptance of students remains a
ratter of therr demeanor and what they have 1o offer as

agents. When this 15 lacking viliage cooperation can
become tepid . Second, girfts have lymited development
value. 1t 15 unclear whether ttems which are given
could not be paid for, or are otherwise unavailable.
But 1t 15 clear that the distrivution of gifts has
brought a trayn of problems; village head men may or
may not be satisfied; important people i1n the viliage

may or may not be included and of course many get no



advantage at ali. Un-needed antagonisms arise which
return to hurt the project. Third, the supply of gifts
raises the expectation of more, and will make 1t yet
more difficult to continue when the source runs dry.
Finally, the school 1s missing out on using 1ts most
important skill, technical knowledge, and the
opportuntty to apply 1t, as a fungible asset. This is
an tnexhaustable resource, rndependent of external
budgets: 1ts creative use would go a long ways towards
making the ‘operation’ a permanent activity.

Vi, Recommendations:

The foilowing 15 divided i1nto two parts. The first 1ncludes
changes within the province of IPDR management and which can be
made with minimum external support. The second i1nvolves changes
which will require external assistance.

The evaluation would endorse continued long term support,
for reasons outlined under || above. But, the evaluation argues
that renewed long term support should be made conditional upon
improvement of the perceived problems tand not necessarily
adoption of the particular recommended courses of action). The
foremost problem which must be addressed 1s that of the purpose
of ‘operation viltlageoise"'.

1) Chenges which only require tnterna! action:
a) Within Operation Villageoise:
1) IPDR must determine what its objectives are

with respect to OV. The evaluation recommends as a
condition prececdent to further support to OV, that

the school accept the activity as primarily a
training mechanism. Development, which may be a
by-product should be a distinctiy subordinate
objective. Practically speaking such a
reortentation, which would not be accomplished
without considerable emotional wrenching at I|PDR,
should be reflected In the nature of the
relationship with villages (and the sorts of
commoditiecs required), the sort of specialized
training given four year students Drior to
engaging In ov and finally the schools

expectations of the students once in place.

11). The pool ot supporting villages must I1n some
manner be widened. ldeally no wvillage should be
selected for mo:e than twe years 1n a row unless
the particular activity undertaken in the village

requires it. |t 18 granted that practical problems
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ot supervision Limg t the radius within which
villages may be nelected, which suggests that
alternative means of supervision may be required.
One possibiltity may be to link the ‘operation’
with ongoing assistance projects within a
reasonable radius from Kolo, such as the Niamey
Depatment Devealopment Project, also funded by
USAID.

t11). In the i1nterests of multidisciplinary unity,

faculity should make their rounds as ] group
reflecting the needs of particular teams. And
supervision shovid be made much more with the
group as a who le than by sitngeling out one

specialization. Team unity has been adversely
aftected by this praclice which sertously
undermines the holistic approach officially

followed.

iv). During the first two years greater emphasts
should be placed In the common curriculum upon the

multidisciplinary nature of rural deva2lopment.
This 18 especrally tmportant as regards the
foresters and engineers who have a traditional
tendency io  go thetr own way. To the extent

possible curriculum should stress how a particular
piece of work supplements and complements that of
other disciplines and what feedback of a social or
economic nature is likely to occur from particular
inttiatives.

v). The language probiem will remain a serious
impediment to students who do not spesak the local
language and greatly reduces the effectiveness of
the ‘operation’ as a tool . There 1S nho easy
answer . Greater stress should be placed upon team
selection to ensure that one speaker i3 always
included. Also additional basic training 1n 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 vil.age if possible.

vi). At present student work 1n a8 village (5 & mix
of faculty directed work on previousliy agreed
activities - construction, tree planting,
demonstration etc - supplemented by some written
appraisal of what has been done. Thie pattern 1s a
direct consequence of IPDRs conmnittment to
deovelopmen t rather than training as a first
priority. By design this program includes littile
appiication of what 18 ltearnt in school (which was
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described to the team by one senior faculty member

as ‘impractical’' as opposed to directed field work
which ts apparently ‘practical’'). 11 this view 1s
widespread, and dissent was found to be partisan
along schooi prioirity lines, then 1t suggests an

alarming ltapse tn effective curriculum plenning.

The =2valuation takes the position that in-village
wOork should be made more problem oritented, and
less descriptive. It IS probably unreaiistic to

expect students to have much 1nput into project
selection Teams should be given a probiem which
will require an rnput from all disciplines, the
generation of numbers and analysis which produces
a quantirtative answer . The problem should be one

Jjointiy worked out among all departments and n
agreement with the villages. Furthermore, the
problem should be attempted 1n as many «illages as
possitble for sake of comparison. The problem could
rnclude marketing, storage, use of food,
abandonment of irrrigation, sedentarization, the
effect of scarcity of land upon access to land
etc. Possibly a probiem could be worked out with
the cooperation of the technical line services.

vit). The schools stress upon feedback should be
strengthened. Experiences of former years should
be made use of . The impression gained by the
evaluation was that many critical problems in the
implementation of o\ were not discussed a3 a
matter of routine. Sim..arly greater sensttivity
could be shown to the growing hknowledge abount
Niger and introduced into the teaching materials.

2. Opportunities for Change requiring external support
a). Strengthening student preparedness:
Assuming that the technical courses are fully converted
to the new format, teaching by ob)ective, and assuming

the IPDR makes OV a primary traitning tool, and further
assuming that IPDR shifts 1ts teaching emphasis more to

recyclage (which seems to be li1kely), i(he evaluations'
major recommendation li1es I n the domain of socio0-
economics. Qutreach agents are going to be change
agents representing various govrrnment agencies. They
will be effective to the degree they can work
persuuasively with villagers, and win their confidence.
In considerable measure this sort of effectiveness
follows from sensitivity to the social and economic
entity with which they are working. For this reason,

the evaluation argues that a strong socio-economic
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department s vital and ‘et an important measure of
1ts capacity is to be found in the success with which

OV is impiemented.

Although important steps have been taken to strengthen

the department a further action is proposed. It is
recommended that core courses i1n socio-economics, which
lre at the heart of rural development efforts, should

be made as relevant to student (and proftessins!) needs
as possible and that they reflect the current state of
knowledge. The full student body should be exposed to
them prior to their participation 1n the ‘operation’.
The courses should stress 1dentification of problems

and ther analys:s, to the extent possible by
quantitative methods supplemented by narrative. Given
the level at which these graduates will work - with
farmers, villagers, rursl families, rural organizations
such as cooperatives, lower and middlie levels of
government - problems should be kept at a modzst Jevel
of sophistication. The orientation should be one of
service to the farmer and the village.

It is recommended that the department supply students

with problem oriented instruction 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
context (for, example partial budgets, use of ratios,
use of averages and variations etc). The stress should
be on farm management lcrops, animals, storage,
decisions involving crop mix, levels of inputs etcl,
marketing management fto store or seltl, selling
strategies etcl, basic cooperative management,
household management [distribution of food among family
members, allocetion of labor, use of »ired labor etc]

and the relationship of these to public policy (prices,
supply of subsidized itnputs etc).

ldeally, technical assistance =t |PDR should produce
workbooks for each course which reflect the guidelines
outlined above. These might contain selected short
readings. homework problems and +1lustrated analysis
and case studies. Ideally the book would be retained by
the student as a comprehensive reference. The [PDR
might choose to ask for dornor support in this
connection to fund materials preparation. The most
lrkely source of appropriate technical assistance could
be from Nigeria 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 matertal appropriate to Nigers' needs.

b). The nature of village involvement;
I{f *operation villageoise' is n fact dependent upon a
steady stream of donor-provided largess used in effect
to suppor t the | PDR village development outreach
program and to pay for village cooperation, then the
scheme is5 un!ikely to long survive. No donor 15 likely

prepared to fund this sort of thing indefinitely and in
particular when 1t does not appear to be primarily 1n
support of student tratning (which 1s the principal
donor objective),or productive of good relations in the

village or, at root, necessary. The evaluation
recommends that any donor-supplied recurrent cost
support be Limited to i) the key item of
transportation, and in particular fuel and perhaps
spare parts and (11) only materials clearly supportive
of the treining 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 tor 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 fingd
alternative ways to engage village support. Technical
assistance from Kolo might be an acceptable
alternative. Farm managemen t counselling s a
possibility ( but only after the school develops the
needed skills). Assistance in their reiationships with
suthority, always a problem for a populsation of
essential illiterates, 138 another . Help itn arranging

credit is a third.
Vit. Summary Course of Action:
The evatuation recommends that donors view favorably a

request(s) from |IPDR for continued support for ‘ovV’ if the
following conditions are satisfied:

(1). IPDR makes the determination that the primary purpose
to be served by ‘0OV' is training of future outreach persons.
Village develiopment 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 wi il
be continued dependence upon external sources for support of
transportation - fuel, spare parts, perhaps vehicles. Also |IPDR
would have to place more emphasis on pre-0V preparation of
students and in particular their social sensitization, Finally
the tn-villtage program would change from one of pure directed

extension to a problem oriented one.

(2) IPDR makes changes along the tines recommended above to
improve the quality of management of the village program while
mak ing both rnclass training and the village program as work
related as possible. This may lead to requests tor donor support
rn the creation of language tra:ning faciiities, upgraded library
(with particular reference to contemporary materials of Sahelian
technology and development]}, and improving treining materials.
This last might rnclude the sending of IPDR statf to, say

Nigeria, or bringing experts from there to IPDR.

(3) IPDR staff does the preliminary design for whatever
donor support they feel (or agree) they need. The i1ndentification
of problem(s) and soltution(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 mey 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 wupgrading its management is an
important prirority in the context of competing programmatic
claims and (b) practical field training 15 a wusetul way to
improve the quality of outreach staff. Support of IPDR should not
be done as an act In tsolation but as part of an overall
strategy. Donors should be fully aware that support, =specially
for ongoing operations, is likely to be very long term. (GON 13
unlikely to have the necessary recurrent costs budget at least
unti | mineral prices recover {and uranium prices are linked to

world energy pricesl).

Only 1 f these above are satisfied will the evaluation
recommend further donor support for ‘OV'.



