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EXECUTIVE SUNMARY

This report statistically summarizes post-project evaluation reports
by AID for 52 projects. Most are intrastructure projects but e.ghteen in-
volve education, health or agricultural research. The projects are not
randomly selected but they do represent a wide range on most characteris-
tics. The methodology for this study is to have two coders independently
read the reports and fiii‘oat a. code sheet containing 64 dimensions on each
project. Most veriables are aubaective Judgments registered on aeven-point
scales and based on the iniormation in the reports. The analyaia is based

rainly on the correlations of these variables with a aubjective measure of

overall eifectiveness of the proaecte.
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tically guarantees failure, Weak demand for the project output produces
some of the most embarrassing failures. Potable water which people will
not drink because of its chlorine taste, roads which are lightly used, and
primative health services in areas with better alternatives available are
failures which should have been prevented. They suggest the need for
better reconnaissance in the project planning stage. The management, staff
and linkage factors are regular concerns of AID planners and managers. Un-
fortunately this study does not determine what contributes to good manage~ -
ment, It does suggest, however, that managers' authoritarianism and lack;
of worker discretion may hinder good management. .

The next four most important factors are: a fevoreble macro contert,'
adequate finances, good maintenance and favorable'local values. The onlyrr
one of these factors which is under the control of the project organization:
is maintenance .and sometimes not even maintenance is.. The- study looks at'
the conditions which are associated with good maintenance and finds thatv
the following three are especially important- ‘high demand for the project
output, adequate financing and appropriate technology. High demand pro-
vides incentives for maintenance, adequate financing provides the resources
for maintenance and appropriate technology makes maintenance easier.

This study examines the role of public participation ‘very carefully._
The five public participation variables in this study have small or modest
correlations with project effectiveness which suggests that public partici—f
~pation is not essential to proJect success.t On thc other hand, good rela-
‘tions with the public and fit with local values have high correlations with

;;feifectiveness but surprisingly these performances can be attained withoutA

'“significant public'participation. In sum{‘public participation can contri-

et fe.c.tiveneﬁ,s bu
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general it does not play an important role.

lihen we subdivide the projects by the GNP per capita level of the nost
country, we find that participation has no relationship‘to project;success
in the poorest countries but a strong relationship in the richer countries.
Less participatory practices do not seem to have adverse effects in the
mare backward countries but they are fairly detrimental in the better off
third world countries.

This study also examines the role of AID in achieving project success.

The originawireports'say very little about the participation of AID in the

AID measuref\have rather lou confidence scores. MNeverthe-

e findvthat overall effectiveness is related to a more active role

for AID in project design, monitoring and advising. We also learn from a

factor )analysis that a stron AID‘iniluence on a project tends to modestly

increase the proJect'

8. fit with the local conte}t, improve ~project rela-‘

tions with the general,public,and,reduceVcentralization of the proJect.



-fjv-

PREFACE

The author wishes to express his sincere appreciation to numerous peo-
ple at AID and the University of Maryland who assisted in the production of
this report. The early formative stages of the study benefited from the
earlier work of Richard Blue and his guidance of the study. Molly Hage-
boeck contributed useful suggestions on indicating confidence 1levels for
each subjective score. Several members of AID discussed with me issues and
critical dimensions in AID projects but particulary Richard Blue, -David
Steinberg and Cynthia Clapp-Wincek. Finally, John Hourihan has sifted in

the development of the coding scheme.

My major indebtedness is to Warren Van Wicklin of the¥Center~of Inter-i

national Development at the University of Maryland. Mf.,Van Wicklin served?
as a research associate, coded all of the proaects and frequently discus d
the issues of the study. Grey Thompson handled the compute:.p:pg;pmﬁin
responsibilities of the project which often took on the charéctér  §f¥;Q}gh$

level detective uork.

This project as condusted under contract JOTR-0085-0-00-3216-00:
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DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

In October 1979 the Agency for International Development begen a pro-
ject evaluation system which would cumulate findings on the impacts of com-
pleted projects in order to improve future project designs. The major ele-
ment in this evaluation system l!s the growing set of AID Project Impact
Evaluation Repo.-ts. Each report evaluates a completed AID project or
series of projects based on two to four week field visits by two to six
evaluators. These evaluations are sufficiently standardized to allow for
some cross project comparisons for the purpose of deriving general lessons
from them. When enough studies are available for a particuler type of pro-
Ject these are analyzed and summarized together. The first of these review
studies enalyzes the ingredients of successful rural road pro;jects (AID

-

Program Evaluation Report No. 5, Rural Roads Evaluation Summary Report,

March, 1982).
The present study reviews and summarizes reports covering 52 progects

using the first 52 Project Impact Evaluation Reports. It revises, extends

and methOdOIOgically upgrades the author's earlie vrepo A Sta-'

hichtin.turn built upon

tistical Review of 44 AID Progects, Harch 983“‘

the initial review cffort of Richard. N._ Blue,-The Development Impact of

A.I.D. Proaects: A Review of Thirty-One Impact Lvaluation Reports, April,

‘ 1982 (Xeroxed first draft) Conceptuallyzour study is indebted to Richardlv
“;Blue and many staif members of AID's Office of Evaluation who identified

:the many factors which contribute to the success or iailure of . development
-,projects.znfaﬁ | .

The purpose of thisfstudyTisﬁthreeﬁold;fitirst,ﬂthég;?Z??proJeots_.are



described statistically to give a summary picture ol the set of Alu pro-

jects which have bee : valuated to date by the Office oi Lvaluation. Since

een selected randomly, our statistical summary

these projects"have not

descrihes the set oi reported proaects and does not describe the total po—ﬁ

pulation of’ AlD proaects. hevertheless an effort was made by the Ofiice oij

Lvaluation to include a wide range of progects which varied on region, pro-?

Ject type,’ cost;ydegree of success, implementation approaches, and lengthl

of AID involvement. Furtherm;re.‘t“:

une type3of progect. In ou, Judgment, thereiore, the results oi this‘

should have:wide application iorfAID pro;ects.xjijfffl° T

The second and"more; mportakt purpose of this study is to analyze_gthe

relationships be”we cteristics,“d'proaect efiec-

iveness. We believe that the sample of: projects serves this purpose very,

well even though it 'is non=random,:’.The 'major weakness of the study is" not

the qualityfof the

reports on many of;

Ject success or iailure On: those factors which the reports do describe

adequately the study: provides useful guidance for progect planners.

, 1rd pyrpose oi this study is to address certain issues i .“the

development ‘literature.,‘ In particular, we address the issues oi publici

participation in proaect deSign, implementation ang - maintenance, decentral-'



REETHODOLOGY

The method used in this report is the systematic case ‘review method

which scores a sample of cases on a standard set of variables and etatisti-

cally analyzes the results. In other words the reports on the 52 proaects
are ‘treated as informants and a standard information questionnaire or code
sheet (see Appendix A) is filled out on each report by the coder. Most of
the variables in this study (52 out of 64) involve subjective judgments by
the coder of the relative level of the project on a seven point scale trom
low to high or from -3 to +3 based on the information and discussion coh-
tained'ih the evaluation reports. In addition the study includes six ob-
Jjective variables{ four subjective variables with different scales and two
nominal variables. Two.coders are used in this study and their scores are
averaged for all computations in this report.

Even though we have devoted considerable erfort to achieving reliable

judgments on the 52 aubJective variables, we ‘must . acknowledge that s me of

our variables were difficult to;score with confidence. Some of,mthe vari-

ables allow ior considﬁrab_ leuway in Judgment, e.g., future benefits and

host country«commitment to the roJect. bometimea the codera use a dif—

ferent ;irame °; ﬁreference;for:their Judgmenta even though the iniomation‘

questionnaire and instructions have been revised several times toa try
,eliminate these disparities. , For example, one coder acored a'rura roadf

‘fproaect &s distributing less beneiits to the poor in the'

but the other coder Judged the proaect tO»

'}ﬁbetter 'oif,



which they make and the average level of coni'idence is presented on each
variable., Another indicator of reliability is the correlation of the twot'
coders' scores on each variable. About two-thirds of these are .70 or more;
and the intercoder correlation for the dependent variable, overall'effec;f»'
tiveness, is r = 91,
This study is made possible by the fact that 52 evaluation reports ad-
dressing & common set of issues have been produced by AID evaluation teams

in the past three years. Lach team spent several weeks .in preparatory

study and participated in a training workshop heifeach~conducted a three

to four week field investigation of the completedlprogect and its impacts.

The brevity of tfhfil‘"wvisitsrnecessitated sampling the progectst out-f

puts, impacts and reception by th 4’co unity, but appropriate sampling,

methods 'were employed where possibl and‘quite intelligent accommodetions‘

were made when necessary to difficult research conditions. Proaect evalue-

tion is ‘a. taxing and complex task which requires more than-severaliweeks of,

very diiiicult constraints. A few of the

Staff were no longer around and lﬂu_mnz,xpw,
able‘l. |
In sum, caution must be exercised in the use oi the iindings of - this

study.; Considerable effort has been devoted to making the measuremens of,

dimenslons as reliable as pOSSlble including using two coders.'f Neverthe—

less, the original reports have their own: reliabilﬁiy problems and oiten‘

provide little or no direct discussion on some_of' variables inf this :

study. To guide the reader on the relative reliability:oi various vari-“
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ables we report ih.Table 2 intercoder correlatibhs ‘and ~oder confidence

judgments,



 PARAMETERS OF THE Hel' UF 52 SELECTEUlAIU PROJ ECTS

The‘haeichparaneters ot the ‘set of 52 selected projects are presented
in ladlea 1 and 2. Tableﬂfiﬁreéente}the'frequencies for the objective,
nominal and unique scale subaective variables. Table 2 presents the meansA
and standard deviations ior all oi “the seven-poinf aubJective scale vari-}

ables.

The big7que§fion¢in.an,evaiuation‘etudygislhow successful ;is “the * pro-

Ject? |

the one héha%

successful

are considered

unsuccessful in that they failed to attain bOb of their goals or less and

25% wer

efiectivene s scale. f

to +3. bcores‘on»these subaective variablea were Judged“reletive to iother

proaectsw o the same general type.



Tne cont'idence score was:judged: by each coder for each  variable on

esch project using & Tive-point dcale as:follows:

1=

2 = lit

5 = fair confidence  but.

4 = good .confidence:and few:doubts:

5 = great coniidence and very little doubts
Each coder considered the amount and quality of’ the ‘information in the " re-

port on the‘variable in question and also considered the methodology of the

study team which produced the report.t “ach reported confidence scores is

the sverage oi the coders' mean confidence scores for the 52 reports for

-
-

that rariable.< They renge from 1.80 ior continuity of personnel. which was

seldom discussed directly,inrthe ‘reports, to’ 3 88 for amount of facilities

producedjﬁsirather}concreteffactorl



Taple 1

1.

9,

10.

-t

Varianles for H2 Selected AlD FProjects

Variable
Overall effectiveness

(scale of 0-10)

Goal attainment

‘Region

Beginning Date -
Completion Date
Nunber - of blmba-cted

Communities

Emphasized Output

: “a’ Continuous
Program-

Pér:'t—"/u B

Lead : Implementing -
"Organization '

Total Cost of Project

Categories

(0-3)
(4-6)
('7-10)

Unsuccesstul
So~s0
Successtiul

Ogom2445
25%=49%
50%~T745%
755=100%
over 100%

Africa
Asia
Latin America

1969 and earlier
1970 and later

1979 and earlier
1980 and later

1
2=5
6~20

21-100 .

over 100

~-facilities

© . training
~technology

" organization
uncertain

" no
partly .

entirely -

.Juhdéf'$1fﬁiiiibh>
"§1-10: million . -
$10=50"million

AL

450+ million

.. " national government

agency

~ regional or local

government agency
non-government agency

Frequency

13
17
22

4
11

18
17
2

16
20
16

20
52

Frequencies tor Ubjective, llominal and Unique Scale Subjective

Percent

N

L
NN
L ]
eV Wk

5

7
21
34.
32

3




Variable

11. Per Capita Income of

Host Country, 1980

12, Type of Project

Categories

$0-499
$500-999
$1000-1999

rural roads

rural electrification
irrigation

portable water
agricultural research
housing

health

education

general development

Frequency

18
17
17

~ach\»-auochfq4>\o

Percent

34 .6
32.7
32.7

173
“Ta7
13.5
115,
173
1.9
1.5
13.5
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Table 2 Parameters of the Subjeétive Seven-Point Ordinal Variable for 52 AlIb

Prcjects
Mean Correlation
Standard Confidence of scores of
Variable . Mean = Deviation Score Two Coders
1. Amount of facilities
produced 4.20 1.53 3.88 .80
2. Amount of treining o ‘
provided 3.1 159 . 3.64 85
3. Amount of technology S ’ R Hon L
transferred 2.59 143 3,53 72,
4. Amount of orgeniza- TSR R
tion instituted 2.88 113 57.: 53
5. Overall amount of S i e
outputs 4.38 1.4 e

6. Long term continua-
tion of major : e e L
output 4.35 1.48. 325 Y

7. Amount of increased . o R
production result-
ing from outputs

8. Secondary benefits
of increased

3.27. Tl

production “$79:
9. Family income .
benefits “5.17: /483!
10, Social benefits 72.88" W75
11. Ratio of production
and secondary R
benefits to outputs 3.13"
12. Direct private sector e
development 2.88
15. Indirect private sec- T
tor development ' 2.83
14. Estimated standard o
benefit/cost i
analyses* 2.98°
15. Social costs 2,58 -
15. Environmental costs 2.84
17. Inequalities increase S
+ or decrease =% 3.04

18. et future project

benet'it/cost 82
19. Understanding bet- e
ween agencies T3

20, Understanding with
public

21. Quality ot imple-
mentation

22. Scheduling success

25. Coordination success




-]

Variable Mean Standard Contidence Coders'
- Dev, Score Corr.
24. Red tape 2.99 1443 2.24 79
25, Hanagers' authoritar- T
ianism 3.40 1,13 2.06 W42
26. Pesonnel continuity 4.15 496 1.79 S W52
27. Personnel discression 4.28 1,08 2.01 ' 47
28. Personnel skill and PGSV

motivation 4.68 2.7 . 67
29. Beneficiaries' moti- E ;f Cee
vation 4.89 - 3.05 - >” '4 .74
30. Beneficiaries' skill 4.33 1511 2.92 - .62
31. Desirability of service 5.19 1.52 3.30 WJTT
32. Short term maintenance 4.97 1.54 3.05 ' .81
33. Long term maintenance 4.27 1.70 2.88 .83
34. Adequacy of financing 4.15 1.43 3.24 67
3%. Availability of parts 4.09 1.29 2.31 .63
36. Equipment servicing 4.23 1.28 2.41 r 53
37. Local resouces 4.08 144 2.36 61
38. Ministry centraliza- : S
tion 4076 - 1 -14 2-57 : 055
39. Project centralization 3,38 1,33 2.93 .69
40. Participation in design 1.55- .66 3.35 50
41. Participation in L Ly :
implementation .79
42. Participation in .
maintenance 89
43. Organization of bene- N
' ficiaries .81
44 . Seltf motivated B
organization 7
45. Host country i
commitment 7.
46, AID help design N
47. AID monitoring 64
48, AID advising 64 -
49. Favorable economic S S s
policies* ©0.06 2,70 67
50. Favorable market DR S T
factors¥s 0.70 1.33 2.88 70,
51. Favorable macrn events* -=0.47 1,37 2,62 59
22. Favorable local values* 0.91 1.22 2.94 63
53. Overall Eftectivenessy 555 2.487 ' 3.52 917

¥scale is -3 to +3 with O standing fqifnégt?qlf

ftscale is 0-10
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It should be pointed out that several of the management variablec
had very low confidence scores, especially red tape, managers authori-
tarianism, continuity of personnel and amount of discretion of project
team members, In fact the reports are weakest in describing the
management of the projects. The reports are strongest in describing
the results of the project and the more visible or obvious causes of
success or failure such as schedule delays, shortage of funds, impor-
tant wmarket or price changes and maintenance practices. The inner
workings of the project organization, however, are inadequately
described in most reports. Two other sets of factors with generally
low confidence scores are the role of AID and the macro context. Most
reports had very little to say about the role of AID. More was said
about the macro context in most reports, but . the sdiscussions, of
necessity, were highly selective and often invoived pro and.con fac-
tors which were difficult to weight relative to each other to come out
with a net score.

The correlations between each coder's scores on each variable s
presented as a measure of coder consensus on each variable. Id geh;
eral, they are high when the confidence scores are also high but'fherei
are some exceptions. The coders felt pretty confident when coding the:
extent of institutionalized organizational development and the degreei

of public participation in project design but pret*y much disagreed in!

their Judgmente on these tuo variables.; Both turn out 1tok be highly!

interpretive variables. On the other hand the

but ended up with very similar estimates.i
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Table 2 is a very important table for interpreting the results of
this study. First the means give some indication of the average level
of performance found among the 52 projects on each variable. Second,
the standard deviation gives some indication of the degree of varia-
tion in performance found among the 52 projects on each variable, It
should be noted that variables which have little variation are going
to have only low or modest correlations with project effectiveness
even though they may be important to project success or failure in the
few times that they do vary significantly. Third, the confidence
scores and the intercoder correlations are crude estimates of the re-
liability of the measures used in the study. The general rule is that
unreliability or measurement error will cause the correlation coeffi-
cient to be lower than it should be. In other words, ‘measurement er-
ror tends to hide or underplay relationships betueen variables making
thew to appear weaker than they really are. Finally, the two esti-
mates of reliability crudely indicate the degree of confidence to
place in specific findings.

There are several points we want to meke on tﬁe - set of mean;

scores, First, the set of proaects enphasize constructing fscilities:

more than other outputs but they also involve a fair amount of train-f
ing and even organizational development (see nos.v -4) Second,

set of proaects is a mixture of failures snd successes with a Vfairli?

average overall performance level as seen in nos. 5"'8 These proQi
Jjects have a fair level of overall outputs and production resultingf

from these outputs, but have more modest secondary‘benefits‘from thisﬁ

production (see nos. 5-11) On the average the ‘dode:

standard economic benefit/cost analysis uould be slightly’positiv‘vforf



these projects (no. 14). A strong point of the projects is that so-
cial and environmental coets are extremely low on average (nos. 15 and
16). The projects' record on special AID objectives is mixed. On
average they haved rather poor effects on private sector development
on the one hand, but tended to reach the poor and reduce inequalities
on the other hand (nos. 12, 13 and 17). Finally, future benefits of
the project are expected to exceed future costs in the wmajority of
cases (no. 18) largely because the sunk costs have already been paid
for by AID and the national government.

The third general point tc¢ notice is that most of the implementa-
tion and management variables are neither exceptionally good nor ex-
ceptionally bad except that red tape and managers' authoritarianism
are rather low (nos. 24 and 25). The luke warm evaluation of imple-
mentation and management is probably. due in part to the sparsity of'
data on menagement practices. |

The fourth point is that the

' project orgeniza-i
tion with the public and beneficaries are mixed’ The rojects tendétoE
fit local values (no. 52) and to provide services suitable to an

strongly desired by the beneficiaries (nos. 9-31), never helesaf?th

understanding of the project organization with the general public is{

slightly unsatisfactory manmy(m.%%p%ﬁcmﬂh@ﬂhn

project design is negligible (no. 40), and. the benei‘ioieries ere not’l:

43). These negative features are softened ‘but not nullified by'*thei

more average (nos. 41 and 42), andﬁuh' henefioiaries ere organ-}

ized for their role in the projeot‘ their organization is usually aelf?
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motivated (no, 44).

The final general lesson is that the macro context is slightly
favorable to the projects on average. Host country commitment and
market factors were reasonably positive (nos. 45 and 50) while only
macro events tended to be slightly negative on average (no. 51).

Not much needs to be said about the standard deviations except to
point out the implications of some of the very small ones. Sociall
costs (no. 15) and public participation in project design (no. 40)
have‘ low means and very small standard devietions which means that
there is a mtrong pattern among the projects of low social costs and
veryllittle public participation in project design. Economic policiesl
(no. 49) are neutral on average with a small standard deviation which-
means that economic policies seldom have any affect on the success or:
failure of the projects. Finally, ministry ce?tralization (no. 38)h
has a relatively high mean and a small standard deviation which meansf
that there is a fairly strong pattern, with few exceptions, of nation-;

al government ministries being fairly centralized,
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THE COMPONENTS OF PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

;Project effectiveness is defined in this study in terms of the
ratio of total benefits to total costs. As we use the term effective,
a project which efficiently produces a high quality road which no one
uses 1is not effective, Also a project which produces a well en-
gineered road which is highly used but is not maintained and is unus-
able two years later is not effective. Finally a project which pro-
duces a useful road but also produces severe negative consequences
such as the road project in Liberia in which the peasants lost their
land is not effective. In addition, the project gets some extra
credit if a good portion of the benefits reaches the lower strata and
if the communities' capacity to act in their own behalf is increased.
By including these eeveral dimensions in our concept of overall effec-
tiveness we have tried to meke it correspond with the general notionA,
which is current among AID and other development agenoies as to uhatji
constitutes a "good" project. |

Twenty-one indicators of varioue consequences of projecte‘iare57

used in this study. Projecte arekecored on eubjective eeven-pointi}

scales on the amount and quelity;of their outpute, end the ‘conee-ﬁ,
quences of these outputs. The mein outpute of the revieued projects;f
are increases in or improvements of nf the four factore of production-it
facilities, occupational skills, teohnology and organization. Theee-

in turn are used to produce goode or servicee whicr in turn cause :

secondary vimpocte. He claeeify project ooneequencee, therefore, intof]

three‘categorieea factore oflproduotion, production end. eecondary im—yg

pacts.




-17-

The types of projects reviewed in this set of project reports
mainly produce facilities, i.e., roads, irrigation works, portable wa-
ter systems, rural electric power systems, new towns and housing.
Some training, technology transfer and organizational ur institutional
capacity are produced along with these facilities. Other projects
focus on training or technology (mainly agricultural) transfer or
development. The goal of the projects, however, is to increase the
economic production of the target communities and the quality of life
of their inhabitants through high rates of utilization of the produced
facilities, training, technology or institutional capacities. The
full range of secondary impacts, therefore, are taken into account in
evaluating projects,

The indicator of project effectiveness or success used throughout
this study is the subjective score by the coders ef the overall effec-
tiveness of the project in terms of all benefits and costs using a
scale from O to 10. It has a very high intercoder correlation and
confidence score, It also correlates at r= 96 with the principle
factor in a factor analysis of the indicators of the conaequencee of
the project. Thus, it ia the best eingle indicator for evaluating the
projects,

Table 3. preaenta the OOrrBLatlﬂns 01 €1 anaicators oI the: conse-

: quences of proJects with the principle factor in the factor analysis

3 of these variables. The var iables with the highest loadings_1on

v principle factor are the most global variables: overall effective-

ot

- ness, economic benefit/cost score, secondary mMﬁm,pmwuwuh
attainment of purposes, increased productica, future benefita, social

benefits, and total direot outputs. Specific‘direet ‘oatputa,‘ diredt
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private sector development in the implementation of the project, so-
cial and environmental costs and decreasing inequalities have 1low
soadings. The social and environmental costs had low loadings because
they were almost always quite small. As a matter of fact, the only
project which was judged to have substantial social costs was a road
project in Liberia which resulted in wealthy individuals pressuring
local chiefs into selling large blocks of tribal land which the roads
made more valuuble, As a result settled rarmers were displaced. All
other projects had none, negligible or occasionally modest reported

social costs.

Table 3 Factor loadings of Indicators of Project Consequences on the
Principle Factor of an Unrotated Factor Analyeis of These Variables
(n = 52 projects)

Indicators of Project Consequences Factor Loading
Degree of attainment of purposes .89
Amount of facilities produced 27
Amount of training provided 10

Amount of technology transferred AT
Amount of organization instituted 39
Overall amount of above outputs
Long term continuation of major output
Amount of increased production resulting
from above outputs
Secondary benefits of increased production
Family income benefits
Social benefits
Ratio of production and secondary benefits
to the above outputs
Direct private sector development
Indirect private sector development
Estimated standard economic benefit/cost analysia
Social costs
Environmental costs
Decrease in inequalities
Net future project benefit/cost
Overall projective effectiveness
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The principle component factor analysis has three factors in ad-
dition to the primary factor with eigen values greater than 1.0. To-
gether these accounted for only 30% of the total variance compared to
43% for the primary factor. The second factor has high positive load-
ings for direct private sector development, high environmental costs,
and amount of facilities produced and high negative loadings for em-
phagis on training, technology or organizational outputs. This factor
differentiates between fucility projects and non-facility projects and
picks up other variables which are related to this dimension. The
third factor is the social cost factor (social costs loads at .62) on
which facilities loads negatively and tachnology transfer, environmen-
tal costs and increasing inequality loads positively., The fourth fac-
tor is the inequality factor (increasing inequalities- loads at .52)

with no other variable with a high loading.
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THEORETICAL MNODEL OF PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

What factors contribute to project effectiveness? We have
developed a fairly inclusive additive model of the causes of project
effectiveness based on three sources. First, experienced AID staff
members and the evaluation teams which wrote the reports on the 52
projects have suggested many factors which contribute to project suc-
cess, Second, the development literature was reviewed for additional
suggestions. Finally, the organizational effectiveness 1literature,
which is based largely on the american experience, suggests yet sonme
additional factors.

Figure 1 diagrams and specifies our mrndel of the additive causes
of project effectiveness. FEach factor is supposed to contribute in-
dependently to project effectiveness. By and lérge ;onfingency fac=
tors have been left out of the model even though they are important in
the organizational effectiveness literature. Variables like forwali-
zation, complexity, size, horizontal versus vertical communication
patterns are helpful in some contexts and harmful in others. Since
their relation to project etfectiveness is dependent on context and
therefore ambiguous in the generic case, they are not included in thiq
additive model, but should be included ir. more complex models. Three
contingency factors, however, are included in the additive model as
additive variables. They are converted from contingency to additive
variables by scoring their degree of fit with their context. Ap-

propriate capital, appropriate technology and congruence of technologif

with organizational structure all contribute additlvely to proge’t‘a

fectiveness., As an example, of ‘how
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FIGURE 1

CAUSES OF PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

Sponsoring,

and/or
Parent Organization

R 2

Inputs Project By Outputs
Organization ] ’

Context

Inputs (quantity and quality of the factors of production).

A.

Labor (1) capability (skill, experience, specialization) (+),

- (2) motivation (commitment, enthusiasm, reliability) (+),

(3) attitudes (discipline and work values) (+),
(4) 1lack of corruption, and (5) voluntary labor (+).

Capital (1) maintenance (+), (2) appropriateness (+), (3) adequacy (+),
and (4) rate of utilization.

-Technology (1) appropriateness and (2) fit with structure of organization.

Resources (1) reliable supply, (2) reasonable prices, and (3) local
availability (+).

Project Organization (characteristics and actions)

A,

Structural (1) decentralization (+), (2) low stratification,
(3) specialization (division of labor, departmentalization), and
(4) participation of beneficiaries in design and other functions.

Managerial (1) scheduling success (#), (2) coordination (+),

(3) understanding (between components, with other organizations, with
parent organization and with public) (+), (4) planning and design (+),

(5) flexible implementation of the design (+), (6) information processing
system (feedback), (7) conflict management, and (8) rewards for performance.

Qualities (1) leadership (+), (2) experience (+), (3) rational-legal,
(4) clarity of objectives, and (5) congruence of objectives from top
to bottom.
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Parent Organization

A. Adequacy of Financing (+)

B. Monitoring and Guidance (4

C. Technical and Managerial Aid (+)

D. Responsiveness (lack of red tape) (+)

Context

A. Macro (1) conducive markets (+), (2) government commitment (+),
(o7 conducive policies (0), (4) conducive events (+), (5) effective
linkage with other organizations (+), (6) lack of restrictions (-),

(7) predictability and (8) developrient level (+).

B. Local (l) acceptanc. (+), (2) support (+), (3) participation (+),
and (4) organization (+)

Demand

A. Awareness of outputs (1) markets, (2) extension agents, (3) promotion
of output, and (4) train beneficiaries

"B. Desire for outputs (+)

C. Low Competition from ocher producers

D. Reliability of demand

~E. Purchase or use of outputs

Consequences (production of outputs and achievements of purposes and goals)
A. Creation and delivery of facilities, training, technology or organization.

B. Use of the above facilitifs, training, technology or organization to
increase production of goods and services. , :

C. Secondary benefits of the above production (multiplier effects) .

D. 1low costs of the above production and secondary impacts (1) economic
(budget), (2) social and (3) environmental

E. Equity in the distribution of benefits
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propose thet simple technology and capital should be considered as
"appropriate" in the context of poor communities with excess labor but
limited technical skills.,

The model begins with the inputting of the four basic factors of pro-
duction: labor, capital, technology and resources. The level of financing
largely determines the quantity of these factors'but thevquality of these
factors are also functions of the design and management of the project.
Capable, motivated and honest labor with proper attitudes are crucial to
project success. Some projects also benefit from considerable voluntary
labor. Capi-.:l must be appropriste to the situation, effectively wutilized
and well maintained. Technology likewise must be appropriate to the situa-
tion and the implementing organization. Resources need to be reliably
available at reasonable prices.

Project effectiveness id greatly affected by etrueturel, managerial
and quelitativeieature_ﬁe of the implementing organization. The development
literature complains that centralization and hierarchy interfere with pro-
Ject success even though the crganizational literature is more ambivilant
on the effect of these variables. The organizational literature sings the_

virtues of apecielization though excessive specielization can lead to. alie-g

nation. The eight dimensions of good management listed in the model efef?

commonly touted in menegement’ cience es are the five qualitative cherec—?’

teristics of effective organizetions. 1

Though the deveIOpment litereturelfrequentlyvdiscusaes wthe. relation="

ship between the perent or‘sponsoring organizetio ‘and ‘the progect ‘organi-

zation, these discussions em size unique aituetions more than generic‘di-f“

mensions. - We have identifiedjonly tour commonly cited generic dimensionsf;

for the linkage with the;parent organization. The same emphasis on,uuniqpeﬁi
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situations dominates the discussion of the macro and micro (local) context
for development projects. We have culled out, however, several generic
categories for accounting for many of the specific macro and micro influ-
ences on prnject success in the literature.

Finally, we list several demand and output dimensions. The former edd
up to high effective demand for the project product or service ano the
latter classifies outputs into three categories: factors of production,
the production of goods and services using the factors of production,vend
higher order impacts of the increased production. The last level involves
both positive and negative impacts,

Figure 1 presents the model which underliee this atudy. Qiﬂwt“:v“fx‘

component of the model could be meaaured on this data eet but many were

measured at least in part (see Appendix A for the measures used) }'Thoee
factors which correlate with proaect effectivenees at the .05 level of sigfx
nificance (one tail teet) are identified by the sign of their correlation.
(The coefficients are found in Table 3 ) One factor, conducive policiesg

,Jldoes not correlate with proaivt effectiveness at the .05 level of signifi-i

'cence and is indicated,hy‘e‘(o)'
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THE CAUSES OF OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS

The major findings of this study are the correlations of overall ,eif
fectiveness with the factors contributing to project success (see Table‘4).
Hany of these correlations are very high and confirm commonly held notions
about the requisites for project success. All variables correlate with
project effectiveness in the expected directions and almost all correla-
tions are statistically significant. In this respect this study supports
the conventional wisdom in the development literature and the experienced
opinions of my informants in AID. It_also supports the theoretical model
presented in the last section at the points where:measuresfiorvthe; model's

dimensions are included in this study.

Four important factors are represented at the to“'offtheilist in Table;

4: managument, labor, demand and linkages.g The quality of managemen ;15ﬁ
represented among variables correlating at over .50 by variables No . 1
and 14; the quality of the work force by variable No. 2; the strengthkof{
the demand for the project output by variables Nos. 3, 5, an 10,' and the

quality of the linkage of the progect organization to other agenciesland

the public by variables: ‘Nos. 6 and 7. Near the top of th" ,k:;   } “f_kj
factors are‘:represented. macro context, finances, maintenance and microf

context., Favorable macro context is’:epresented among{variables 'correlat-z
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Table 4. Pearson Zero Order Correlations for 36 Selected Characteristics of AID
Development Projects and Characteristics of Their Contexts with a Sub~
jective Measure of the Overall Effectiveness of the Projects (n = 52)

Correlation with Overall Effectiveness‘

Independent Variable coefficient significancc
(one tail test)
1. Overall quality of implementation .85 .000
2. Skill and motivation of implementors 77 .000
3. Desirability of project service to beneficiaries L .000
4. Skill and resources of beneficiaries 127 .000
5. Motivation of beneficiaries to benefit or L
participate 67, .000
6. Understanding between agency and the public 67 .000
~ Understanding among relevant agencies . 64 .000
8. Overall coordination of the project 64 ~.000
9. Extent equipment can be locally maintained 60 .000
10. Favorable market factors' 58 .000
11. Maintenance up to two years after completion 58 .000 .
12. Adequacy of financing 57 .000
13. Local availability of resources 57 .000 -
14. Scheduling and timing success ' .000
15. Maintenance after two years after ﬂompletion .000
16. Favorable local values , .+000
17. Continuity of project persomnel QjOOO
18. TLocal availability of equipment parts 001
19. Discretion of project .personnel ;.001
20. Public participation in implementation » 001
21. Centralization of project administration ;002'
22. Extent or red tape 2004
23. TFavorable non-economic macro context 005
24, Host country commitment .006.
25. AID influence in monitoring project ‘;010'
26. Authoritarian style of top management . 012;
27. Extent beneficiaries' organization was. self- NRUTREY
motivated - qu3j
28. AID influence in advising the project .016
29. GNP per capita

3016‘
30. Public participation in maintenance 71:
31. Extent beneficiaries organized for their "
participation '
32. AID influence in designing project ~
33. Public participation in design of project e
34. Centralization of the responsible government’“

ministry - Tees ’ =
35. Favorableness of government economic or. trade{ . i
policies 418 098

36. Part of continuous program 17 110
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its goals but is poorly implemented is not judged to be etfective as much
as it is judged to be lucky. MNevertheless, effectiveness is not identical
to quality implementation because a skillfully implemented project could
fail due to external tactors. Quality implementation involves skilled and
motivated implementors and good management. The project reports discussed
the former variable but COntain little information on management practices.
Tne reports did indicate whether schedules were met and activltles were
coordinted but often did not say how this was achieved.

Quality of implementatlon correlates with skilled and motivate Bt

mentors at r = ,87, with overall coordination at r = .84, Hith schedulingf
success'at,r : .78, uith underatanding and cooperation among relevant agen-h
cies atﬁkrzy%‘.77, with red tape at r = -.52, uith degree of diacretion of
project parsohnel at r -‘.39, and with managera' authoritarianiam at r =

-.32, The last three variablea are the study 8 only measurea oi managementf

practicea and they are very crude, they have lo" in ;rcoder correlationsf

(except red tape),‘ they have very low confid ce scoree andlth:‘ ontain

much error.

these types of thlrd world prOJects.1 In eum, good_‘f;;'“

od manab,ment is other than7thenminimlzation oi"red

Good management,'however:Mseems to be'evidenced yvcoordination, echeduling;

success ‘*d ‘good 11 agee with'oﬁhe ' elevant agencles; :

ldrom Table 4_is'the‘importance ‘ot . the
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project producing desirable outputs., This finding is based on the higt
correlations of overall effectiveness with the desirability of the project
service to the beneficiaries at r = .74 and the motivation of beneficiariea

to benetit from the project at r = ,67. These two variables overlan

former gauges the desire of beneficiaries specifically for the proJe t 5

services, and the latter gauges the desire of the beneficiaries for the
general type of benefit. We also considered the skill and resources of the
beneficiaries for utilizing the project's services which correlated vvith
overall effectiveness at r = ,72. Together these three variables serve?tg
measure effective demand for the project's services.

What could be more: obvious than the finding that proJects are“not efh

fective unless there is strong effective demand for 4their services?

Nevertheless, this lesson is easily forgotten and must be relearned again

l

and again, If there "were good effective demand for almost°a11 AID pro-

Jjects, then these variableswwould have little variance and: much lower

correlations withg effectiveness._’ But someti s’ 4] funds projects

which provide low value products.; Roads are‘built ‘hich ar', barely used;

potable- water goes undrunk because oi the chlorine'taste, or basic health

programs are provided in areas whb‘ ,ued alternatives are avail-?

able. Thus a»maqor reason ior proaect failurejseems to be 1nadequate test-

ing of the ?e :rability of the product oi‘the prosect.

The t 1es “'fl_ ‘\"“arned from Table 4 is that it s 1mportant
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try commitment at r = .35. In some projects the public is largely ignored
to the serious detriment of the project. For example, an agricultural
research project in Nepal failed to articulate with the farmers and take
into account their objectives, resources and constraints. 4s a result thef

researchers developed varieties and practices which most farmers did :n6£j

have the means to utilize. Other projects are hindered by poor wor:ing

lations between involved agencies. For example, an AID aasisted} research(
center in Thailand ia relatively ineffective because ";;.bureaucratic con-i
flict has created an atmosphere in which much research done at the C‘f‘

is rejected out of hand by the Central Ministry ot Agriﬂulture and«oftenf

has to be redone in order to be;acceptable" (Project Impact Evaluation,

port, No. 34,- p. iv) Other projects have failed in pert because credit

institutions do not prov‘,{' credit to farmers, extension services are

inadequate, AID does not provide adequate supervision, inputa are provided

late, another governmentxministry sets up a program in direct competition

and because of many'other inter-agency difficulties.,

Unfortunately»these reporta do not provide guidance on how good work-~
ing relations with ‘other agencies can be achieved. They do provided how—
ever, some guidance on Hhat creates good linkages to the public.‘ First and
foremost the project should be providing a highly desirable product. Noth—
ing makes for better public relationa than giving the publio what it wants

(understanding with the public correlates with desirability of the project

service to beneficiaries at r .56 Second the proaect ahould fit‘,in
with the values and social patterns of the recipient communities (rn-

;AThird(*the proJect should frequently involve the public in proaect design,:‘

fiimplementation and maintenance (r =j_;36,“ .46 and .29, respectively) |

i;Clearly relations with the public can be:(ood (and proaects can be success—x
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ful) even when the public ~is not significantly involved in these three
phases of the project, but public involvement helps. In fact, among the 52
cases we do not notice any projects which had too much participation and we
do notice a number with too little participation and which suffered as a
result, If present practice is to be changed, therefore,fon the average it.
should be to increase participation. It is not uncommon for evaluation
teams to make recommendations like the followingr»‘"Weter proaects should
- be designed to reflect demonstrated community need rather than prepackaged
donor solutions; projects should be planned colleboratively by benefactors

and beneficiaries" (Project Impact Evaluation Report, No. 10, p. 16)

The fourth lesson from Table 4 is the vulnerebility of these types ofg

projects to the conditions of the macro context. Harket factors in partic—f

ular affect the success or failure of the proaec ‘1f°pat-" example'

government-supported oificial prices contributed:to the success of a number

of irrigation and agricultural research proaec‘“ In another exemple, af
radio correspondence _teacher education.‘progre wasbenthusiasticelly re-f
ceived because teechers' saleries increased appreciably when they earned,

additional credita through the courses‘;uIn addition to merket factors we

look at government economic policies or, tradeﬁpolicies and at non-economic:

macro events. The former'is‘importent to overell effectiveness in a few'

cases but in most cesesjit is not;(r'h ‘18) The latter is important more;

often (r 5- .35) but macro nou economicwevents are not a. mejor determinantﬁg

of proaect effectiveness on th‘ averege, The same remarks hold for hostt

;counimy commitment to the proaects (r.,.pb) It certainly helps, espe-‘

ﬁciall if it (etermines the adequacy of financing, but many good proaects;

_have rather poor support,' Of course, government opposition would kill al-ﬁl

st all proaects,ibu 'we "udied *o;case involving actual opposition.v
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The fifth lesson from Table 4 is the importance of maintenance. Both
short term and longer term maintenance are important to project success
(r = .58 and .53 respectively) as the AID literature points out time and
time againi Some of the most discouraging reports are ones which describe
a well designed and well implemented project which produces many benef'its
but is threatened by the deterioration of the facilities through poor

maintenance. Certainly the authors of the reports see maintenance as a

high priority concern, and the Rural Roads Evaluation Summary Report

(A.I.D. Program Evaluation Report, lio. 5) states:

Maintenance of roads is of increasing concern to AID
and other donors., Except in a few countries, mainte-
nance of roads has been woefully neglected, as con-
firmed by six of the eight rural road impact evalua-
tions. The deterioration of a road results in high
political, social, economic, and environmental costs
and may result in a complete loss of the original in-
vestment. The working group feels that it is essential
to protect that investment by establishing a systemat-
ic, efficient, and adequate maintenance capability.

(p. 46)

Related to good maintenance are three variables dealing with gapifél”%

technology and resources.“ The extent equipment can be maintained.locally .

the local availabilityw offresources and the : local availabili

equipment partst They are strongly correlated with overall effective-j

nwsh-.&,j?md45m@wﬁwhhwmwsumtoswmm meapf

propriate technology thesis. These variables aleo correlate strongly with?

the maintenance variables (average correlation is -55) which suggests “that"
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desigr, implementation, and maintenance are r = .23, .42 and .29 and for
organization for participation and self motivation for organizing are ri=5

.26 and 31 respectively. In sum, participation is not essential to projeetﬂ

success on the average., IlNevertheless good relations with the public,is;

essential (r = ,67) as discussed earlier and greater participation - is a
good way to improve relations with the public. Also these projeqt*fepqpts;
often advocate the need for more participation and never point to a ca

too much participation,

advising (r = .24, and .32f_nd .301respectively) Most of these reportsﬁa

provide very little information on the role of AID in the projects“and’thefi
coders are relatively unsure of their scores on thet 7

nevertheless, it seems that active AID involvement tends to improve project{ﬁ

effectiveness. For examp]e, the team evaluating the Sine,'Saloum ruralﬁ:

health care proaect in Senegal statesz

V;Cutting across all the difriculties which beset the;
k{proJect is the clear failure of A.I.D. to manage the“
«jproaect prudently and effectively. Cr

’”A I.D. has not provided adequately the one ingredient
-which  the recipient country has every reason to
expect--firm, experienced project management and techn-
ical assistance. The Mission appears to have operated
with a kind of 'arm's length' or 'hands off' style,
taking the position that it was up to the Senegalese
Government and the villagers to take responsibility ~nd
solve the problems. Adequate mechanisms for the effec-
tive exercise of Senegalese and A.I.D. joint responsi=-
bilities for the project were not established., This is
a sure formula for failure and the result, for over
800,000 people in rural Sine Saloum, is likely to be
only increased, but unfulfilled, expectations and the
consequent frustration and alienation from government
health and other development projects. (Project Impact
Evaluation Report, No. 9, p. iii). :
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The above comments eo not exhaust tﬁe ieeeons‘from Table 4 but are
presented as the mort important ones. Certeiniy fhe importance of adequate
financing, modest negative effects of centreliZation, and the modest posi-
tive effects of higher levels of GNP per capita, should not be overlooked,
In sunmary, all variables are correlated with effectiveness in the expected

directions and little has been reported 80 far in this study which is at

odds with, current thinking in development circles.
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LINKING CAUSES OF PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

The previous section looks at the zero order correlations of project
effectiveness with 37 variables which are believed to contribute to the
success or failure of projects. The zero order correlation coefficient,
however, 1is an accurate indicator of the strengh of the relationships
between cause and effect only if "all other things are equal" (other
relevant variables are controlled). This requires experimental conditions
which are impossible to obtain in fact or even to approximate through sta-
tistical controls. It is necessary, therefore, to be aware of the statist;”
ical links (666 correlations) between the various variables (independent)
causing project effectiveness in order not to be misled by the zero order
correlations. Obviously there are too many correlations to analyze and we
need to greatly condense the information contained in‘them. The standard
procedure for condensing this information is factor analysis, - and ue.l
present and discuss the factor analysis of these variables in this section.h:

Factor analysis summarizes a matrix of correlation coefficients in tﬂoi
ways: the principle component factor analysis and the rotated factorﬁ;

analysis. The principle component factor analysis starts with the factor}

which has the highest correlations with all of the variables in‘t

analysis.‘ It is like a politician uhose views are the most compatible with?

all of the views oi the electorate. He is representative but not verypdis-;

tinctive. The rest oi the principle component. factor analysis consists ;

factors ‘uhich pick up the variance in the variables which does notvgetE

picked up by the principle factor. Lach factor is mathematically<eper'en'

dicular to each other and together constitute the factor”structur

rotated factor analySis keeps the factor str‘ ture but frotates “in

better fits the natural groupings of the variables h‘hus,the‘distinctive?
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groups of variables are more clearly identified by the rotated facto:
analysis. It produces factors which are like spokespersons for specisl in-
terests and are unlike the politician who blends with the most voters. The
rotated factors represent only distinct groups while the principle factor
re; resents the general public.

The principle component factor contains the implementation, wainte-
nance, and demand variables (lnese have high loadings on the factor). All
of the rest of the variables also load on the principle component factor at
2% or better except for total budget. The variable with the highest load-
ing is quality of implementation at .89.

When the factor structure is orthogonally rotated, ten factors emerge
with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, The first four factors are presented in
Table 5 with all independent variables which load on at least one o1 thse
factors at over .40, We name these four factors: implementation, mainte-
nance, demand, and authoritarianism., The variables in these four factors
load fairly hiéhlf 8n thé unrotated principle component factor (average
loadings for these sets of variables being .72, ,63, .67 and .41 respec~
tively). When‘fhe factor structure is rotated these factors are separated
out even though they are somewhat related as the correlations among their
component ‘véfiables indicates. For example, quality implementation corre-
lates with shgfﬁ term maintenance at r = ,55, with motivation of bengf;%

ciaries at r = «55 and with personnel discretion at r = .39. vShott,féfﬁi

maintenance correlates and with motivation of bé99£;¢igéié§@§FifA%i;38 JaV9f
with personnal discretion at r = ,12.° ﬁ@ﬁivﬁﬁ;pn?6fphéﬁe£iéié#i¢33§§?fééf

lates with personnel discretion at r‘5¥}35“”

The main lesson of Table 5 is the fact that the varisbles which hizhly

load on these four factors'aét:ﬁg_fagf}gﬁquSfOf%ﬁéfiébiéé;}étﬁegaﬁhab;éé
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Table 5. First Four Factors of the Orthogonally Related Factor Matrix of the
Causes of Project Effectiveness

Orthogonal Factor Loadings

1 2 3 4
Implemen- Mainte- Demand Authori-
Causes of Project Effectiveness tation nance tarianism
1. Coordination success .83 .19 .25 -.16
2, Scheduling success .82 .29 A1 -.14
3. Amount of red tape -.72 -.04 .04 .43
4. Understanding between agencies .70 W27 .31 -.11
5. Quality of implementation .64 .31 .30 -.18
6. Uncerstanding with the public 57 v .24 ¢35 -.16
7. Concinuity of personnel W55 - =04 -.07 -.03
8. Skill and motivation of personnel <52 .34 .33 ~-.26
9. Long term maintenance .10 .84 .16 -.10
10. Short term maintenance .15 .79 .31 .03
11. Availlability of parts .18 .70 .03 -.10
12. Local servicing of equipment «23. .65 .23 -.00
13. Local resources 20 .61 .04 .06
14, Host country GNP per capita 19 ‘ .53 -.02 -.28

48 .54 -.08

15. Skill and resources of beneficiaries
16. Motivation of beneficiaries to

R benefit A3 .78 -.20
17. Favorable market factors .03 «75 .08
18. Desirability of. service to Can

beneficiaries : .09 .73 -.27
19. Favorable local values e25. 37 -.31
20, Discretion of personnel 405 .19 -.81
21. Managers' authoritarianisi 1,04 -=,03 " .79
22. Centralization of project .01 . =, 05 .68
23. Self motivation of beneficiary - e

orgenization .09 12200 =47

24, Correlation with overall
effectiveness
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individual variables. The second lesson is the fact that these four fac-

tors are distinguished from each other (even though they are also related

as observed above). Therefore, they constitute four separate concerns'-forf
development planners and managers. Successful provision of one of these
factors does not guarantee the successful provision of the other fectors;g
The third lesson is that host country GNP per capita level is most highly?
loaded on the meintenence fector. Greater societal capacity tends to im—ﬁ
prove implementation quelity and to lower authoritarienism, but it has its;
major impact on the quality of maintenance., It seems as though the impor-f:

tance of maintenance is better understood in the more developed third Horlu;s

countries and the resources for maintenance are provided more often. ff‘

is due infgpert to a greeter capecity to provide the skills and resourcesg

locally.:‘

.90, and .89vzespectively-, The interestins finding for this fector is the"l;.?'f1

discovery of the variables with the next highest loedings on.the AID fac-ﬁi

tor. These~1veriables 5a‘e“favorable local context (.30), iavorable rela-?t

tions with thi_public7(.29) GNprer capita (-.27) ande'roject centrali:x

tion (-.24)';

These loadings suggest that a: strong AID influenceqon e,pro-'n

ject tends5

D isvsomewha ;succeeding. We elso_g

observe“théﬁiAI: 8. role seems to be more\activelin the worse off recipienth

countries.
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The sixth factor is the participation factor. Participation in
design, implementation and maintenance load on this factor at .78, .57 and
.61 respectively and the degree of organization of benficiaries for parti-
cipaton at .78. Also loaded on this factor but at modest levels are local
availability of parts, service for equipment and resources and favorable
relations with the public. What is interesting about this factor is its
isolation from other factors. Little else loads on it and the participaf‘
tion variables which load on it do not load even moderately on other fac:;

tors except on factor eight, the decentralization factor. This pattern &of;

isolation suggests that participation is not a regular component of goodﬁ

implementation, good maintenance,‘high demand, etc.,

The seventh factor is the macro context factor., The _three variablee¥

with the highest loadings far

and local resources, » heae ariables inexplicably load on thiaffactor at?

moderate levels., we tentetively conclude that the mecro factor is r‘late f

to the meso and micro factore of this study in unsystematic waya.u'

The eighth factor is the"decentrelization factor since ministry cen-f

The ninth ‘actor 1s not noteworthy and the tenth factor is noteuorthyg
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mainly for having only two variables related to it, Host country commitg
ment loads at .79 and size of budget at .77. What is intereéfihg ;isiﬁtﬁe ,
fact that host country commitment and size ofvbudget are notié#géﬁglxﬁpﬁf‘
lated to project effectiveness or to most of the major- causeét[ééﬁ;pqugqti

effectiveness.
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| SPECTAL ISSUES

The data analysis to this .point is directed toward. explaining overall.

effectiveness and learning from the“clusterinQSTof¥”'
ous factors relate to each other. In this section*we;’seekm.k_. understand?
the role of five factors: implementation, maintenance, demand, participa-
tion and authoritarianism. The factor analyeis identifies each of them as
distinct factors, and the correlation analysis indicates that implementa-‘
tion, maintenance and - demand are crucial to proJect efiectiveness but parut
ticipation and authoritarianism are much less important. In this section
we examine what factors influence implementation, maintenance and demand?
and then seek to specify the conditions under which participation and‘au{i

thoritarianism have their greatest impacts on overall effectiveness,

Table 6 presents the zero-order correlations of the independent vari-ﬁ

ables with ' quality of implementation, desirability of proaect servicesv

beneficiarie:, and long term maintenance. The three sets of correlationsi

will be discussed in order."

what makes for quality implementation? Since the original reports didf

not carefully examine management factors, our studyiis quitemlimited in ad-é

dressing this question.._Nevertheless, some tentative; suggestio s%;can ﬁbef

made. Quality implementation is a characteristic of the project organiza-m

tion which helps :t7produce quality outputs for which there is a demand andf

B

which produce positive higher order impacts. Factors contributing to qual-Qi

ity implementatio(.are likely to come from four sources (see Figureit1) ;5
other characteristics of the project organization, inputs, the; context an,f

the sponsoring organizations.

Table C"Susb!es'l:s that the input oi skilled and motivated‘"ﬁ"""

the key factor ~contributing to quality implementation. The other inputg;i
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Table 6. Zero Qrder Correlations of Implementation, Demand and Maintenance with
the other Causes of Project Effectiveness for 52 AID Projects

Quality Desirability of Long Term
Independent Variable implementation - Project Services Maintenance
1. ©Understanding between agencies W77 .43 .49
2, Understanding with the public 77 - +56 .37
3. Quality of implementation o= .55 .51
4. Scheduling success .78 .26 .39
5. Coordination success .84, -39 36
6. Red tape 52 =17 =15
7. Managers' authoritarianism “32. o =01
8. Personnel continuity : :59° .20
9. Personnel discretion : w39 %23
10. Skill and motivation of o
implementors 1092
11. Motivation of beneficiaries 429
12. Skill and resources of beneficiaries .60
13. Desirability of project service .32

14. Short term maintenance

15. Long term maintenance

16. Adequacy of financing

17. Availability of parts

18. Equipment servicing

19. Local resources.

20. Centralization of project

21, Participation in design

22, Participation in implementation

23. Self-motivated organization of e
beneficiaries T 423

24, Host country commitment 40

25. AID involvement in monitoring 25

26. Conducive market factors . A0

27. Conducive macro events S W34 L o264
28. Fit with local values ' “ .45 .64
29. GNP per capita W34 ’;16‘yf

Note: independent variables with no correlation with the three dependent variables
exceeding .30 are excluded from this table.
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variable, adequacy of financing, seems to make a more modest contrihution
to quality implemenation as do contextual factors and activities’of‘the
sponsoring organization (AID involvement).

Many of the high correlations of quality implementation in Table 6 are1

with other implementation variables such as scheduling success or with;

variables such as understanding between agencies and understanding uith he?

public which are the results of quality implementation. Finally,

worth noting that surprisingly managers' authoritarianism, project gdeceneé
tralization and personnel discretion are: not strongly related with quality
implementation. “In sum, quality implementation seems to be largely the

result of quality of personnel and' econdarily of organizational factors.

This conclusion is tentative, houever, because some of the variables essen-
tial to it are missing or poorly measured in these reports.

Hhat contributas to making the proaect service desirable to the bene-
ficiaries? According to Table 6 there are no maJor contributing factors,
identified in this study.' Desirability correlates highly mainly with vari-?
ables uhich significantly overlap with it, that is, motivation of benefi-g
ciaries, resources of beneficiaries, conducive market factors and fit with'
local values. Nevertheless, developers should pay attantion to these vari-\
ables. Proaect plans should take into account the ability of beneficiaries
to use the service, their motivation to utilize that type of service, the

predisposition of_local values touard that type of service and how condu—f

cive market factors are.; If the first three variables are lacking, thenﬁ

perhaps theyycouldlbe*stimulated. If not'ﬁthen perhaps the proaect shouldl

be changed The last.factor probably cannot be changed significantly but{

must be adausted} to. :

We also note'from Table 6 that desirability correlates,wfaifly fhighlyf
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with quality implementation, quality of uorkers, ‘and understanding uith the
public. A principle guiding good implementation, of course. is to provide
a valuable service. Finally, good relations with the public are essential
for good service to the public, so public relations should’ be a maior con-
cern in the development field;{“

What factors contribute to long term maintenancer: Again no :major: con=

tributing factor is identified in Table 6., Uoderately'importanticontribut?

ing facto-s, however, seem to be‘quality implemention, quality implemen-.
tors, understanding betueen agencies, adequate financing, GNP pEs, vapLiay

capabilities of beneficiaries, availability of parts, serviceability of

equipment and local availability of”resources.; We interpret‘these resulta

as indicating the importance of appropriate‘ technology,ﬁ'good‘ management,

adequate resourcesv,and ;skills ;available*in’the;local,community for good
maintenance.u

Next we. exemine .the role of participation ‘and authoritarianism in the’

ects. Participationlrefers‘to the active*

involvement?of !e.public or beneficiaries in the design, implementation,f

or maintenancu of/thtkproay_' and authoritarianism refers to, a centralized‘

and hierarohical structure of“the proJect and authoritarian style‘ of its

management.dt Both the participation and authoritarian variables have only

modest negative correlationsvuith overall effectiveness as: seen in T‘ble

The highest correlation qwith proJect effectiveness for a participation

variable is T -‘.42 and for an’ authoritarianism variable r =

The modest or low correlations of participation and authoritarianism

with proJect effectiveness could occur in tuo very differentyways. Eirst,

these. iactors mayﬁhave a modest influence throughout the set' of 52 pro—

Jects,w Second, fthey may have substantial influence in certain types of
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projects and no influence in other types of projects resulting in a modest
average influence in all projects taken together. We hypothesize that the
second situation obtains for participation and authoritarianism.

In Table 7 we subdivide the projects by GNP per capita and again by
basic types of projects in order to test two hypotheses about variable ef-
fects of participation and authoritarianism on project effectiveness,

First, both participation and non-authoritarianism contribute more to pro-

Jject effectiveness in the mor"de eloped third uorld countries than in the

less develOped third uorld countries. Our reasoning is that the less

developed societies are more usJ to authoritarianism and public passivity.

Workers may be uncomfbrtable with wide discretion and publics may have lit—

tle experience in active participation.m Louer strata dependency may be

more normal in the least ‘eveloped countries. : |

The second hypothesis is that the lack of participation and authori-
tarianism may have little negative effects in projects which are largely
matters of engineering and have more negative effects in proaects uhich in-
volve more direct services to the people. This hypothesis derives from the

organizational literature. To test this hypothesis we divide projects into

roads and electrification as largely engineering projects; housing, health;
nutrition, education and general development as largely human service prof
Jjezets and irrigation, potable water and agricultural research as ‘somewhat
of a mixture. o

Table 7 supports the first hypothesis for participation but not au-'

thoritarianism.~ The participation variables are identiiied uith a (P) and‘

the authoritarianism variables with a (A) "The‘correlations for subgroups

which increase or decrease uith ilevels anNP?P??f¢9Pitﬁ}atfl¢85§j?2Q:

points and. 9? least -5, per step,,..ere unde:l;ned, The four -‘core, - participa<
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" independent Variable 0-$499 $SOO-$999 $1000+
1. Understanding between agencies .S3;v .64{ 67
2. Understanding with public" (®) 1) o 65 . . 74
3. Quality of implementation - .79 W83 L85 »
4. Scheduling success 46 45 A7
5. Coordination success 59 . - 7469 470
6. Red tape (A) T =02 T =43¢ —.49
7. Managers' authoritarianism (A) ~ -.,15. -.54 Clmell
8. Personnel continuity ab2 .65 .15
9. Personnel discretion (A) .29 .70 421

16. Skill and motivat.-.n - .64 W79 - .76

11. Beneficiaries' motivation. .38 .65 287

12. Beneficiaries' skill © 69,68 .69

13. Desirability of service _e53 W77 .93

14. Short term maintenance B 'Y .21 .62

15. Long term maintenance - - CT20 T e 12 .58

16. Adequacy of financing ©TJ51 TS89 252

17. Availability of parts "~ 415 .30 . - 53

18. Equipment servicing -+39 <53 - .65

19. Local resources TnTe0 39 .54

20. Ministry centralization (A) =~ =.41 -.19 =07

21. Project centralization (A) =  -,34 -39 -.39

22. Participation in design (P)  -.21 .32 T .22

23. Participation in Sl :

implementation (P) .08 - .54 .62

24. Participation in maintenance (P) .18 .31 2al

25. Organization of beneficiaries(P) -.21 .10 .60

26. Self motivated organization (P) .10 .51 . 25
27. Part of continudous program -.05 - .17 ‘.45
28. Host country commitment .24 .31 <40
29. AID help design <39 .10 - 246
36. AID monitor .47 37 .42
31. AID advise .39 40 .38
32, Favorable eccnomic policies -.17 .02 <27
33. Favorable market factors «58 .64 .58
34. Favorable macro events .39 .07 39
35. Favorable local values (P) 17 .50 .69

Mean score on effectiveness 4.61 5.59 6.65
Standard deviation 2,17 2.49 - 2,48
Number of cases 18 17 17

“.and by Type of Project.

_GNP per Capita in Dollars -

Correla:ions of Overall Effectiveness with the Independent Variables for Groupings by GNP per Capita

Project Type
s Housing, E
Roads ' & Irrigation Health an
Electri- Water and General
" fication Ag. Research Developmen
61 59 79
+65 : .64 .75
77 85 .93
42 238" .58
61 64 .69
=26 -.52: 14,
L L D | .20
e220 587 57
o482 33 .28
56 - 87+ 77
79 72 «53.
.70 84 <52
77 73 .72
.69 ) - .48
.50 62 RS-
75 70" .35
=69 YA .26 -
74" 267 -43
<75 - 54 .53
=35 =.27: -.01
=56 - =.50" .01
T $33 - - 200 .19
20 .19
.+08 .17
48 -.15
20 -59
18 35
44 30
.08 23
.38 02
.62 .28
.32 253
74 +40-
54 5;763
2.74 ‘224
13 e i o

_g{’—
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tion variables are participation in design, implementation and maintenance
and organization of beneficiaries for participation. Three of these become
progressively more positive with each step in host country GNP per capita;
and the fourth comes close to this pattern. The three variables which less
accurately represent participation are understanding with the public,fself;

motivated organiZation of beneficiaries and favorable local values, Tﬁoﬁof

these are. increasingly positive with each step in GNP per capita. In sum,

public participation in proaects seems to make little or no contribution‘tof
project effectiveness ‘for proaects taking place in the poorest countries;
but becomes increasingly important the more developed the country is. i |

Only two out of five authoritarianism variables have the hypothesizedi
patterns of correlations, ' Two. oi the other three have negligible correla-d
tions withﬁeffectiveness'among the poorest countries and much*larger corre-
lations - in the next income level countries, but then have low correlations
in the higher income countries. The hypothesis that authoritarianism is
increasingly detrimental to proJect effectiveness with increasing per capi-~

tal income levels receives mild support but is not confirmed in this study.i

Table 7 zefutes the second hypothesis about the differential impactsi

of participation and authoritarianism on effectiveness in different types\

of proJects. We expect lack of participation and authoriterianism tof hav?f

,_minimum adverse effects in the engineering proJects (roads and electrifica-ﬂ

rtion)_and‘maximum adverse effects in the human service projects, Tot our.

urprise the opposite pattern obtains zor manegers' authoritarianism. bothi

ministry and proJect centralizatio s ‘and -
?;kfavorable local values.
Though Table 7 zefutes our’ _specific hypothesis' about differential -ef-

fects of variables on project eiiectiveness for difierent types oigproﬁi
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iects, nevertheless it does demonstrate that specific types of projects
have unique patterns of interactions among independent variables, This
suggests the need to study respectible samples of projects of various types

to sharpen our knowledge of the workings of development projects beyond the

general findings presented in this study.
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EXPLANATION OF SCALES USED IN PROJECT SCORING SHEET FOR DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

GENERAL NOTE: Most scores are indicated on 7 point scales with l=low, 7=high,
and 4=average. The project is to be compared to the average project of 1its
type. The scores for the consequences of the project are for the cumulation
of consequences up to the time of the evaluation.

6-8 Project purposes involve the creation of facilities, training, technology,
and organization (factors of production) in order to produce goods, servi-
ces, and benefits. Try to identify purposes in terms of the production .
derived from the factors of production as in 9D, Ch

9A1 Was the project zffective in building facilities (5-7), just average (4) or
relatively ineffective (1-3),

9A2-4 Was the project effective in training, transfering technology, or crea-
ting and sustaining organizations (5-7), average (4) or ineffective (1-3).

9B Normally road, irrigatior, and electrification projects emphasize facili-
ties, education projects emphasize training, ag. research projects empha-
size technology and health or nutrition projects emphasize organization.

9C Are the facilities being maintained, training continuing or trained per-
sonnel staying at the job, technology being adapted or organizations sur-
viving and growing?

9D Are the facilities, education, technology, and organization being heavily
used and thus producing much gnods and services, i.e. much transportation,
water, electricity, ag. production, health service, etc.?

9E Is the increased production increasing incomes and creating other benefits,
€.3., saving time for leisure, enabling children to go to school, etc.?

9F Are the factors heavily and effectively used to produce benefits?

9G Are domestic businesses hired to implement the project and do entrepeneurs
arise to take advantage of opportunities created by the completed project,
e.g.,commercial truck and bus activity along a new road?

10B Social costs include displacement, family disruption, increased indebted- °
ness, loss of land, community conflict or disruption, etc.

11 Inequalities refer to income distribution between the rich and poor. The
poor include landless or tennant farmers and owners of small farms.

12 What is your prediction about the future prospects for the project results?

13 Include all previous dimensions (6-13) and others you may wish to add in an
overall evaluation of the success or failure of the project. Please discuss
your judgement. '

17 The involved agencies include the donors, the responsible government agen-
cies and the contractors. The public usualy includes beneficiaries and
local leaders.

18A Consider problems of delays and bad timing.

18B Coordination applies not only to the process of creating the factors of
production but also to the management of the facilities or organizationsk
thusly created. R

18C Bureaucratic red tape applies both to the organization implementing the ‘
project and to the relations between this organization and the government '
agency which authorizes and oversees the project.

18D~-G These questions apply to the implementing organization.

19 Maintenance refers only to facilities constructed by the project.,

- 20 Was any failure due to insufficient funds?

21 Equipment refers to equipment which is an aspect of the project or related
to it in any way, e.g., pumps for wells, gates for irrigation canals,
transformers for electrical utilities, jeeps for mobile medical units,
research equipment for research centers.

22 Resources would include fuel for electrical utilities, fertilizers for -
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30
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newly created plant varieties, brick or cement for building materials, etc.
Leave blank if this question is not relevant,

Is activity initiated, planned, directed, controlled and executed at the
naticnal level (7) or the local level (1)? When project direction is shared
between local and other levels, middle scores are appropriate.

This variable involves both the fact of consultatiorn at the local level and
also the extent to which local inputs are heeded or used.

At one extreme is a one shot program, At the other extreme is a »roject
which funds what is or becomes a normal function of a permanent agency.
When commitment varies over time use an average.

Government policies which specifically deal with the project are not
included here.

Macro events might include war or civil strife or a major government
project which draws government time and resources away from the project,
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PROJECT LVALUATION CODE SHEET

Confi-
Col. Code dence
1. Project Name Number 1-3 Score
2. Project Location Region 4
3. Project Dates a) beginning 19xx 5,6
b) ending 19xx 7,8
4, Project Type 9
5. Number of Impacted Communities: 1=I.,2=2-5,3=6-20,4=21-100,5=100+ 10
PROJECT CONSEQUEMCES
6. Project Purposes
7. Indicators of Purposes
8. Degree of Attainment of Purposes: 1=0-24%4, 2=25-49%, 3=50-742%,
4=75-1007%, 5=100+% 12 .
9. Benefits . '
A, Direct Outputs of the project (factors of production) N
1) Amount of facilities constructed 12 3:4:56 7 13
2) Amount of training or occupational education 123343567 14
3) Amount of technology developed or adopted 1 2 33543567 15
4) Amount of organizational development 1 23:4:567 16
5) Amount of all outputs taken together 12 314356 7 17
B. Which of the above factors is emphasized by the project? 1 2 3 4 18
C. Estimation of long term (10 years) continuation of -
the emphasized factor of production 12 3:4:56 7 19
D. Amount of increased production derived from the above R
factors. Describe 12 3:4:56 7 20
E. Secondary benefits of the increased production to S
families and individuals (multiplier effects): total 1 2 3:4:56 7 21
1) Family income benefits 12 3:4:56 7. 22
2) Social benefits. Describe 12 3:4156:7 23
3) Other seccndary benefits of production to families & B
individuuls. Describe
F. Productivity of the factors of production (amount of
use of the factors or the amount of production & other o
benefits from the factors) 12 3:415:6°7 24

G. Domestic private sector development
1) Directly as implementors of the project

Describe

- 2) Indirectly as a consequence of the prOJect

Describe
10, Costs

A, Economic costs

-.1) Total costs in thousands of U, S. do;lars

2) Budget breakdown

*014

3) Sources of Funds

'~ 4) Estimate how positive or negative a standard benefit/

cost analysis would come out

28-33




B.

C.
11,

12,

13,

14,
15,
16.

17.
A,

B,

18.
A,

B,
C.
D.

E.
F.

H.

,I.

19,
A
Be

20.
21,
A.
B.

22.

Confi-
low av, high Col Cod dence

Amount of social costs (negative social impacts) 1 2 3:4:56 7 35
Describe i

Environmental costs. Describe 1 2 3:4:5 6-7 3

Extent inequalities were widened (+) or diminished -
(-) by the project. Describe -3-2-1-0'1+2+3 37

Net future project benefits compared to net future , f
project costs 12 3:4: 5

Project effectiveness (total benefits/costs score) '
Scale 0-10 from very low to very high 012 3 4:5:6 789 10 39, 40

Discuss

IMPLEMENTATION

Name of Organizations Sponsoring Project
Name of Organizations Implementing Project
What Type of Organization Is the Lead Implementing G.ganization? 1=
national gov. agency, 2=regional gov. agency, 3=local gov. agency,
4=foreign gov. agency, 5=private enterprise, 6=foreign NGO, 7=national

NGO, 8=other 41
Understanding and Communication low av. high
Between involved agencies. Describe 1 2 3:34:56 7 42 -

Between involved agencies & the public. Describe 1 2 3:4:5 6 7’ 431: 1

Quality of Implementation of Project: Overall 1 2 3:4:5 67
Schedule & timing success 1 2 3:4:5 67
Describe problems R R
Coordination success 12 3:4:567 46 -
Desiribe problems R
Extent of bureaucratic red tape 1 2 3:34:5 6.7 47
Degree of authoritarian style of top management 1 2 3:4:56 7 48
Degree of continuity of key project personnel 1 2 3:4:56 7 49
Degree of discression of project leaders and key v , o
personnel 1 2 3:4:56 7 50
Skill, capabilities, & motivation of the implementorsl 2 3:4:5 6 7 51
Discuss e Lol
Motivation of beneficiaries to participate if rele- - W

vant. Discuss 1.2:3:4:5°
Adequacy of the skill, knowledge or resources of the '
beneficiaries if relevant 1 2 3:4;

Desireability of the goods, services or benefits of
the project to the beneficiaries. Discuss

Maintenance of Constructed Facilities
Up to two years after project
After two years
Discussion

Adequacy of Financing. Specify inadequacies

Sustainability of equipment
Availability of parts & replacements :
Extent equipment can be maintained by local techn'
cians o

Local Availability of Resources
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23, Degree of Centralization low av, high C
A. Of the responsible government agency if relevant 1 2 334:5 6 7
B, Of the project itself 1 2 3314:5 6 7

24, Degree of Participation by Beneficiaries (or public)

A. In project design 1 2 314315 6 7

B. In project implementation 1 2 3314315 6 7

C. In project maintenance 1 2 3:4:56 7
Discussion .

25, (If relevant) The extent beneficiaries organized for -
their role in the project? 1 2 3:14:5 6.7
26, (If relevant) The extent participation of beneficiar-
ies arose out of their own desire to participate as R
opposed to engineered participation 1 2 3141567

LARGER ULONTEXT

27, Part of Continuous Program: O=not, l=partly, 2=entiféi§ ‘fd*iT2;?7«

28, Host Country Commitment _123:43567
29, Extent or Influence of AID's Participation T
A, In designing the project 1 2 3143156 7
B. In monitoring the project 1 2 314356 7
C. In advising the project 1 2 3:4:156 7

NOTE: For the following questions use a scale ranging from -3=exceptiona
negative to +3=excefptionally positive with O=neutral . .
30. Effect of Host Country Economic and Trade Policies =~ 0o +

on Project Success. Discuss -3-2-1:0:1+2+3v

31, Effect of Market Factors on Project Success -3-2-1:0:1+2+3 f
Discuss '

32, Effect of Other Macro Events on Project Success ~3-2-1:0:1+2+43";
Discuss AR

33. Effect of Local Values & Social Structures on Project S s
Success. Discuss '3'2*1’0?1+2+35_

COMMENTS

65

66

‘ 67 "

77

Confi~
ol Cod dence
61
62

63
64

70

73
1y . -

75 :
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF PROJECTS

PROJECT IMPACT EVALUATIONS

1. Colombia: xSmell Farmer Market Access

2. Kitale Maize: The Limits of Success

5. The Potable Water Proaect in Rural Thailand

4. Philippine Small Scale Irrigaticn;

5. Kenya Rural Water Supply: Preéran,ngcgressu ~ ispects;
6. Impact of Rural Roads 1n,Libéf1£7

7. Effectiveness and Impact of the CARE/Sierra Leone Rural Penetration‘i
Roads Projects

8. Morocco: Food Aid and Nutrition Education
9. Senegal: The Sine Saioum Rural ‘Health Care Project:

10. Tunisia: CARE Hater Prunects

11, Jamaica Feeder Roads: An Evaluafion
12. Korean Irrigation
13. Rural Roads in Thailand

14. Central Americaz Small Farmer Cropping Systems:

15. ‘The Philippinesz Ruralh lectrification'

16. Bcliviaz Rural Electrific“xion

17.: Honduras Rural Rcads.; Oid'Directions ‘and ‘New'. "
A. 01d Project
B. New Project

.*718+ Philippines RuraI”Rbads‘ifané”ii7

.S. Aid to Educaticn to Nepal' A 20-Year Beginning

';"Kcrean Potable Water System Proaect-P Lesscns;frcndExperience3}
21. Ecuador: Rural Electrification ‘

22, The Product is Progress.- Rural Electrification 'in’Costa" Rica
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25. Northern Nigeria Teacher Educational Project

24. Peru: CARE OPG Water Health Services Project"

25. Thailand: Rural NonFormal Education - The MooIlevTradeTrainingtsonooie
26. Kenya: Rural Roads | -
27. Korean Agricultural Research: The Integration of Reeearoh and -Extension
"28. Philippines: Bicol Integrated Area Development

29. Sederhana: Indonesia a Small-Scale Irrigation

30. Guatemala: Development of ICTA and Its Impact on Agricultural Reseerch:;
and Farm Productivity o ; .

31. Sudan: The Rahad Irrigationyééojeot?
32. Panama: Rural Water o

33. Food Grain Teonnology: Agrioultural Reeearch in Nepel

34. Agrioultu*al Research in Northeastern Theiland:n
35. The On-Farm Water Henagement Project in PekIetem
36. Korea Health Demonstration Project

37. Radio Correspondence Eduoetion in Kenye

38. A Low-Cost Alternetive For Universal Primary Eduoetion In The Phillipinee
39. Not’ used

40. ,Néc'ﬁsedf*

41t‘ Housing Guerenty Progrems in ‘Panama’.

42, ‘Bangledesh Smell-Soale Irrigetionf

k43;‘ngypt: The Egyptian Americen Rurel Improvement Servioe, A Point Four
o ProJect, 1952-63., , .
A. Abis settlement -
B. Qoota and Kom Osheim settlements

" 44+ West African Rice Research and DeveIopment
" A. Hangrove Swamp Rice Research Station: Sierre Leonel;ﬁ',,
B. Deepwater/Floating Rice Research Station Institute' Meli

45. Yot used



46.

47.
48.
49.
50.

5X.

5X.
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U.S. Aid to Education in Paraguay: The Rural Education,Devélopméhﬁ
Project o

Not used

Tunesia: The Wheat Development Program

Haiti: Hacho Rural Community Developmen£ 

On-Farm Water Management In Agean Turkey,~]968;74

Bolivia: Integrated Rural Development inﬂéléél;ﬁfiaﬁibﬁfSettiﬁgjﬁ
A. Chane - Piray Settlement

B. San Julian Settlement

Korean Agricultural Services: The‘Inqié;klé}ﬂégﬂqihfihéfi§§hfdiﬁﬁé{
Market and Non-Market Forces in Korean Rural Development:



