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ABSTRACT 

Most livestock and range management projects in the Sahelian countries of 

Africa have failed to achieve their objectives. Many reasons have been given to 

explain the failure, but these reasons usually fall short of covering the whole 

environmental picture and concentrate on the factors internal to the projects. They do 

not provide complete explanations of why pastoral programs fail because they tend to 

over-emphasize the isolation of pastoral communities from their wider societies and 

do not take into consideration the whole socio-economic and political environment. 

The purpose of this study was to more constructively explain why pastoral 

development projects succeed or fail. 

Pastoral projects funded by World Bank and US AID in six Sahelian countries 

of Africa were studied. Metaevaluation was used to study all of the factors affecting 

the outcome of pastoral projects. A survey of project evaluators and summaries of 

project reports and evaluation activities were used as the main sources of data. 

The results indicate that outcomes of pastoral projects do depend upon the 

technological, sociocultural, and environmental dimensions of the development 

situation. But the outcomes are more affected by the policies of governments and 

their institutions than by any other factor. Factors such as uncertain funding, 

conflicting goals and objectives, and complicated bureaucratic procedures, generally 

mean that projects are not implemented as planned, changes are made as the projects 



10 

are implemented, or implementation never occurs. 



I. mE PROBLEM 

A. INTRODUCTION 
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In recent years attention has been focused on problems of Sahelian rangelands 

following severe droughts during the early 1970's and more recently during the 1980-

85 period. Part of this concern has been directed toward the alleviation of starvation 

and malnutrition of the human population through emergency relief aid. However, 

other issues related to droughts include long-term rangeland deterioration and 

desertification. Beginning in the early 1960's national and international agencies, as 

well as the scientific communities, have stressed the introduction of new technologies 

in the form of veterinary services, water development, range management schemes 

and other imported techniques as solutions to those problems. The results of these 

efforts, however, have been disappointing. 

Actions that have been initiated to serve people almost without exception, have 

been destructive to the land, the livestock economy, and to the pastoralists 

themselves, however well-intentioned they were. For the last twenty years or so a 

finger has been pointed at pastoral projects in general and range management projects 

in particular as the problem in Sub-Sahara Africa. As a result of these allegations 

the United States Agency for International Development, the World Bank and other 

major donors are currently allocating their resources and investments away from the 

pastoral sector to crop production, infrastructure development, and other problem 

areas. 
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Following the drought of 1969, the international community thought the 

solution to problems of the Sahelian people was the introduction of new technologies 

and the application of sophisticated economic models. One school of thought suggests 

that the traditional practices of the pastoralists are irrational and are the principal 

cause of environmental deterioration, desertification, and failure of development 

projects. Proponents of this school see the success of projects as primarily a function 

of new technologies and the environment. Early development projects were based on 

this school of thought. A lot of money was poured into the area, but the situation did 

not improve. 

Another school of thought, held mainly by anthropologists, has evolved more 

recently. Proponents of this school argue that failure of pastoral development 

programs was caused by a tendency to view the pastoral mode of subsistence in 

narrow economic terms, ignoring the fact that distinct pastoral systems have evolved 

to deal with particular environmental and social situations. They attribute failure of 

the technical packages to a lack of fit with the local cultural environment and 

constraints. For projects to succeed, the anthropologists emphasized the cultural side 

and downplayed the importance of other factors. This school of thought provided the 

background for more recent projects. But the pastoral situation still did not improve. 

Both schools of thought tend to over-emphasize the isolation of pastoral 

communities from the larger societies of which they are a part, and therefore they fall 

short of explaining the reasons why pastoral programs do not meet their objectives. I 

have two main objections to the conclusions of these schools of thought: 
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First, the evaluation methods used to arrive at these conclusions are 

questionable. The problem of determining the effectiveness of a development project 

is one of establishing that a project is the "cause" of some specified effect; in oth.er 

words, establishing impact essentially amounts to establishing causality. I hypothesize 

that the evaluation methods that are used in arriving at the above conclusions lacked 

sufficient rigor to determine causality. 

Second, and perhaps because of a lack of rigorous evaluation, development 

experts may tend to inadvertently overlook important external factors that might be 

more, or at least as important as, the internal, technical factors. Among the external 

factors typically overlooked by experts are the impacts of the legal, institutional and 

socio-economic environments on development project outcomes. 
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B. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND OBJECTIVES 

This study develops the thesis that evaluation methodologies have led to 

overemphasis on cultural and/or technological aspects of projects which in turn has 

resulted in the neglect of other important factors, some seemingly remote from the 

project site, but nonetheless involved in the determination of project outcomes. An 

integrated understanding of all aspects affecting the outcome of projects is required if 

successful programs are to be developed in the future. 

The objectives of this study are to: 

1. Describe the methods and procedures used to evaluate pastoral projects. 

2. Identify the factors associated with satisfactory and unsatisfactory project 

results. 

3. Estimate the relative importance of various factors in determining the 

outcomes of projects. 
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c. NATURE OF THE PROBLEM 

1. The Development Project Process 

The growth of development programs and projects in the developing countries 

can be directly attributed to the increasing role of governments in development. The 

term "development plan", as typically used in the literature denotes the total set of 

government programs spelled out in the national development plan of the country. 

The unit of analysis in this study, however, is the individual project, i.e., a part of 

this total set. 

I use the term "development project" to denote any identifiable program 

initiated with a view to achieving specified development goals or objectives. The 

nature of expected outcomes may be economic, social or a combination of both. 

Agriculture, industry, public utilities, health and education are examples of important 

sectors of the economy in which development programs and projects of a wide variety 

have been undertaken in the developing countries. Pastoral projects are part of the 

agricultural sector, but they are specifically directed toward pastoral communities. 

Pastoral communities are communities whose mode of living is related, one way or 

the other, to the rearing of livestock. 

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID), the World 

Bank (WB), and the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) are major 

contributors of aid in the world of international development. USAID and UNDP 

provide their aid mainly as grants, while the WB is a money lender. But all three 
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agencies deliver their contributions in the form of projects. 

Projects, whether in range management, crop production, or infrastructure 

development take time to prepare and implement. They take place in several distinct 

stages that are referred to as the project cycle. Each agency uses different terms to 

describe the various stages of the project cycle, but they all have adopted the same 

logical process for all types of projects. This process includes: 

- Problem identification 

- Project preparation and planning 

- Project implementation and 

- Project evaluation 

A typical USAID project starts with a formal "request" 

from the host country to USAID. In the request, the host government has identified a 

problem and asked the United States government to help in solving that problem. The 

request, when accepted, is followed by a long and tedious planning process where 

USAID "prepares" the project and, at the same time, tries to acquire the money from 

Congress. This stage usually takes several years (2-4 years) to accomplish and is 

finished when the "Project Paper" is completed. At this stage, the project document, 

a sort of contract, is prepared by US AID and signed by the three parties concerned, 

the host country, USAID, and the contractor who is hired to implement the project. 

When the project document is signed, the implementation of the project starts. The 

project is generally evaluated at least twice, midway during implementation, and after 

completion (O'Rourke 1983). 



stages: 
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The World Bank project planning process takes place in the following distinct 

- "Identification." The WB identifies "project ideas" that represent a high-priority for 

the host country and evaluates their f~sibility. 

- "Preparation." Once the project idea has passed the identification test, it goes 

through a detailed "feasibility study" involving reformulating ideas, measuring 

tradeoffs by weighing their costs and benefits, and analyzing technical, economic, 

financial, and social matters which could influence the project. The feasibility study 

can take up to three years and represents about 10% of the overall project cost. 

- "Appraisal." Before approving the loan, the WB performs a formal appraisal to 

assess the overall soundness of the project and its readiness for implementation. This 

is followed by an elaborate review of the appraisal report and related documents 

before the loan is submitted to the Board of Executive Directors for approval. 

- "Implementation." Project implementation starts when resources are committed to 

the designated project and project activities are started. 

- "Evaluation." When all project activities are completed, the WB performs what it 

calls an ex post evaluation to determine whether the objectives have been achieved as 

planned. From its inception (starting at the identification phase) to its completion 

(ending with the evaluation phase), a WB project can take six to ten years, sometimes 

more. 

The United Nations Development Program has the same mode of planning 

process. The major difference is in the implementation phase. The agency does the 



planning (i. e., identification, preparation, etc.), but leaves the implementation of 

most its projects to FAO (O'Rourke 1983). 

2. Pastoral Projects and their Outcomes 
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In the current view of the international community, livestock and range 

management projects in the Sahelian rangelands are not held in high regard. This is 

ostensibly because most have failed to achieve their objectives. As a result, there is a 

tendency to allocate resources away from the livestock sector to other sectors, a 

tendency which is increasing and regrettable (Teele 1984). For the past half century, 

hundreds of different plans have been formulated and implemented in an attempt to 

improve the pastoral situation. Most of these have failed. 

Many people believe that most of the Sahelian rangelands are suffering severe 

and rapid desertification and that the cause of desertification is overgrazing by 

domestic animals (Galaty et al. 1981). Starting in the 1960's, national governments, 

international agencies and other donors adopted the project format to address the 

problem (Baum and Tolbert 1985). For example, for the last twenty years the World 

Bank and USAID agencies have spent over 900 million dollars on development 

projects in Sub-Sahara Africa (World Bank 1987). Despite these efforts, the 

pastoralists' living conditions continue to deteriorate and range degradation continues 

to increase (Simpson and Evangelou 1984). In fact, it has been suggested that it is 

this innovation, (i. e., the introduction of these programs and projects) that has caused 

range degradation and a declining standard of living (Galaty et al. 1981). 



For some, perhaps the most obvious solution to the problems of the pastoral 

society is to dig wells and provide water. This solution has reportedly failed in 

Burkina Faso (Riesman 1978), in Senegal (UNESCO 1977), and in Somalia 

(Swift 1976). Efforts to improve productivity of the land through clearing brush for 

tsetse control (Deshler 1964), control of grass burning (Baker 1975a), or through 

various range management techniques (Fortmann 1985) have also been unsuccessful. 

Three major forms of livestock improvement have been tried: disease control, 

breeding, and culling. Of the three, only the first has met with acceptance by the 

pastoralists, but it has led to a dramatic increase in the number of animals and to a 

subsequent problem of overgrazing (Van Raay 1975). 

3. Alleged Reasons for Project Failure 

Several reasons have been given to explain these failures, colored by the 

academic disciplines from which they arise. 

19 

a) Projects fail because pastoralists are economically irrational. Many economists 

have written on the impact of livestock programs and on the crisis of agricultural 

production in Sub-Sahara Africa. They view pastoralists as economically irrational 

because of their apparent tendency to accumulate, but not sell, cattle. Hence, 

pastoralists appear to be unresponsive to "economic" signals. They do not react to 

price incentives. Some of these critics go on to construct models and paradigms that 

explain the failure. Hardin (1968) and more recently Picardi and Siefert (1976) put 

the blame on traditional and communal systems in which they say there is an inherent 
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contradiction between private and public interests. These authors argue that because 

ownership of rights to livestock are vested in the individual, while the land on which 

the livestock forage belongs to the community as a whole, the individual pastoralist 

has a continuous incentive to increase the number of his own livestock, even when 

this increase damages the productivity of the communal land. The damage is shared 

by the community at large, whereas the individual obtains a greater proportion of the 

total grazing through increasing his herd and the benefits from this increased 

proportion outweigh his share of the loss. This has led to the so- called "tragedy of 

the commons" (Hardin 1968). 

Others disagree with this view and present their own models. According to 

Runge (1981; 1986), the tragedy of the commons paradigm is shortsighted. He 

argues that a situation of open access, unrestricted entry, is mistaken for common 

property. This mistaken view implies an inevitable exploitation of common property, 

which historicaily is false. Runge criticizes the proponents of the tragedy of the 

commons paradigm as treating the common property externality as if each 

individual's choices are independent of their expectations of others'choices. The 

private property right paradigm abstracts from the crucial problem of each person's 

uncertainty about the actions of others because individuals are assumed to act 

independently. He goes on and develops his own model to explain the situation as an 

assurance problem (Runge 1986). 

The assurance problem is based on the assumption that individual decisions are 

conditioned on the expected decisions of others, rather than being separable from 
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them. Talking about people motivation in the Commons of Africa, Runge argues that 

an individual's choices are not independent of his/her expectation of others' choices as 

suggested by the prisoner dilemma model. Rather under conditions of poverty and 

randomness of resources, high uncertainty is the major factor and interdependence, 

not dependence, dominates (Runge 1986). 

b) The Anthropologists'view. Anthropologists hold that under natural conditions 

(Le., no intervention from outside), traditional pastoral practices are rational and 

therefore, are not the cause of project problems. This view is summarized by Stiles 

(1981) who reports that one has to view each pastoral society and its situation as a 

unique phenomenon to be analyzed within its own context. He maintains that 

generalizing about the pastoral mode of subsistence in purely economic or ecologic 

terms is short- sighted and cannot provide an understanding of the distinct pastoral 

systems that have evolved to deal with particular environmental and social situations. 

He adds that once one understands how pastoral systems operate, one comes to 

appreciate their rationality and effectiveness in dealing both with external factors of 

the environment and internal factors of controlling, regulating, and distributing the 

means and fruits of production. Poor land-use practices are a result of development 

and modernization, not of traditional pastoral systems. 

A major subsidiary belief is that pastoral concepts of environmental and 

livestock management should be taken into consideration by policy planners. Lack of 

such considerations in the past, it is claimed, has led to the failure of most programs 

aimed at halting environmental degradation and at developing a successful market 
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economy for livestock products. This opinion has been argued strongly by Johnson 

(1980) in a critique of the Action Plan contained in the Report of the United Nations 

Conference on Desertification, held in Nairobi in 1977. He argues that land, and not 

people, was the primary focus of attention in the proposed recommendations. 

With few exceptions, anthropologists tend to see the entire problem of 

development and environment somewhat vicariously through the eyes of whichever 

pastoral society they happen to be familiar and generalize to problems affecting all 

pastoralists. 

c) Lessons from other kinds of development projects 

A comprehensive review of the literature reveals that other, non-pastoral 

projects also have not been very successful. Waterston (1979), writing about national 

plans, reports that the basic weakness is the shortage of soundly conceived programs. 

Citing examples in Asia, Latin America, as well as in Africa, he shows that most 

developing countries run into great difficulties in preparing, carrying out, and 

operating national plans. According to Waterston and his associates, development 

program planners have concentrated on techniques for getting the highest possible 

returns from the allocation of economic resources. These techniques have included 

econometric model-building based on linear or curvilinear programming, the 

construction of input-output matrices, shadow-pricing methodology, simulation 

technique, operations research and the theory of games. While these quantitative 

models may be valuable in some situations, they have thus far proved to be of little 
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practical use in development efforts. 

As Waterston says, the lack of program success is attributed to a combination 

of factors which include: 1) lack of reliable statistics without which refined 

techniques cannot work; 2) an absence of technicians capable of joining in the 

formulation of an econometrically based comprehensive program; and 3) a failure of 

government leaders to understand the essence of good planning. Of far greater 

importance, however, is the fact that in most developing countries the major problems 

of development projects are primarily political and administrative instead of economic 

(Waterston 1979). Against these problems, he says, econometric techniques, which 

constitute the main stock in trade for the modern project planner, have thus far made 

almost no headway. 

The limitation facing project implementation is not financial resources, 
but administrative capacity: political influence in recruitment and 
promotion, misuse of trained staffs and low pay, rigid personnel 
regulations, and long bureaucratic procedures are important factors 
accounting for the low morale, incompetence, slackness and waste, 
which in turn contribute to project failure (Waterston 1979). 

Even the World Bank, known for its attachment to economic models and the 

rate of return as the evaluation criterion, has now come to recognize the importance 

of institutional factors in the outcome of development projects (World Bank 1984): 



Experience demonstrates that too much investment has gone into 
projects that have failed to generate significant increases in output. 
Genuine mistakes and misfortunes cannot explain the excessive number 
of "white elephants." Too many projects have been selected either on 
the basis of political prestige or on the basis of inadequate regard for 
their likely economic and financial rate of return ... (pp. 1, 24) 

Further examination of the current literature on planning and development in 
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general, (see Bryant and White 1982; Baum and Tolbert 1985; Waterston (1979); and 

Cernea 1985) shows that most programs that lack adequate government support are 

not carried out successfully. Most developing countries inherited government 

administrative structures that were established primarily to preserve law and order, 

collect taxes, and provide basic government services (Waterston 1979). Today, 

governments are concerned with the design and implementation of programs to serve 

as frameworks for production for urban areas, increased commercialization, and 

modernization in general (Galaty et at. 1981). 

The fate of policies in general (and projects within those policies) cannot be 

separated from the course of politics. Indeed, Ingram and Mann (1980) argue that 

policy failure is a symptom of more profound ailments within the political institutions. 

Policy demand and agreement upon feasible goals are an important condition of policy 

success. Attaining such agreement, Ingram and Mann (1980) add, depends upon the 

interest-aggregating and negotiating mechanisms within the political system. If 

linkage mechanisms between the public and policy makers fail to act as vehicles for 

expressing and mediating reasonable policy demands, then policies are less likely to 
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succeed. 

Public policy models have traditionally been conceived of as expressing the 

decision-making system's responses to inputs from the environment and public policy 

is basically an output of the decision-making system (Easton 1957, 1965). Others 

attempt to offer an explanation of how decision-makers behave when confronted with 

a problem have been based on the concept of "rationality." The central assumption 

here is that policy choices are intended to maximize net social achievements (Dror 

1968; Haveman 1970). Yet, others view public policy as a continuation of past 

government activities with only incremental modifications. As a critique of the 

rational model, Lindblom (1968) argues that constraints of time, cost, intelligence, 

and politics prevent policy-makers from identifying the full range of policy 

alternatives and their consequences. Instead existing policies and expenditures are 

considered as a base, and attention is concentrated on their increase, decrease, or 

modification. 

To what extent are the above models useful in analyzing and comprehending 

the policy process and pastoral project implementation in Africa? The model that 

emphasizes rationality is clearly inappropriate for various reasons. Information 

inadequacy is perhaps the most important handicap. The amount of information 

which the rational model demands is usually unattainable for it is not only costly to 

obtain and process, but perhaps more important, it is often not easy to comprehend 

given the obvious limitations in human capabilities, especially considering the number 
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of problems and issues that require the policy-maker's attention at any given point in 

time (Dye 1984). Given the non-availability of adequate and reliable data, a degree 

of risk and uncertainty becomes inherent in these countries' policy-making processes. 

Against the above limitations of the rational model, Lindblom's incremental 

model would seem to be the best choice for analyzing policies in the countries of Sub

Sahara Africa. However, this is not the case. First, a high degree of continuity in 

resource availability can hardly be accomplished under the conditions of capital and 

manpower scarcities that characterize these countries. Second, under rapid societal 

changes and instability, the problems that are confronted by policy-makers are not 

only numerous but their identification and ranking is never certain. Indeed, Lindblom 

(1972) admitted himself that his "muddling through" thesis is applicable only to 

conditions of stability, such as in the United States and Western Europe. 

Against this we might look to the system theory model to understand the 

linkages between the environment, the political system, and public policy (Easton 

1957). As Dye (1984) argues, however, this model does not really describe what 

goes on inside the "black box" labelled "political system." 

The greatest shortcoming of the traditional input-output studies of the Eastonian type 

is that they usually ignore an important element of the policy-process, namely that the 

individual policy makers have a considerable potential for directly influencing the 

environment, as is the case in the developing countries. 

Indeed, Dye (1984; 1986) argues that since people are generally ill-informed 

about policy issues and, hence apathetic, both the political and bureaucratic elite 
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actually fashion mass opinion (i. e., demand from the environment) more than the 

masses shape the leadership's views. This is especially true in the developing 

countries (Smith 1985). In these countries policy formulation is not strictly the work 

of the politicians, nor do the bureaucrats simply execute the policies made by their 

political "masters." Rather, quite often, initiation does emerge from the 

administrative and technical units that constitute the bureaucracy (Smith 1985). 

It seems then that the conventional models of policy analysis are ill-suited as a 

basis for understanding pastoral projects and their outcomes. 
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D. A SOLUTION 

1. The Evaluation Research Approach 

As one reads through the literature on pastoral and other development projects 

it becomes evident that there is not much of an evaluation research base to rely on. 

The work that has been done lacks conceptual and methodological rigor. There are 

conflicting views about pastoral projects and their outcomes, but there is little 

empirical evidence to substantiate these views. Based on the literature, most 

observers have concluded that donor-funded range management projects in Sub-Sahara 

Africa have failed. How did they arrive at such a conclusion? How do we know that 

a project has succeeded or failed? What are the criteria used that make us affirm that 

a project has failed because of this factor or that factor? How rigorous are the project 

evaluation methods? 

Until a few years ago these questions were of little or no interest except to a 

few academics who were working on theories of evaluation research in the context of 

third world development (e.g., Hoole 1978 and Freeman et at 1980). Hence, little 

of a systematic, empirical nature is known about the effects of development activities. 

These questions, however, now are taking on more importance as it becomes 

apparent that numerous programs are seemingly ineffective and as various assistance 

agencies undergo crises because of their inability to accomplish their objectives. In 

general, development problems are more complex than was once thought, and theories 

and strategies for development seem less helpful for designing programs and activities 
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than they appeared to be twenty years ago (Freeman et al 1980). There are 

widespread feelings that we do not know what works, that it is essential that better 

knowledge be generated regarding development strategies, and that better information 

be made available for decisions on the allocation of scarce resources for development 

(Hoole 1978). 

Fifty-five years ago Stephan (1935) called for the experimental evaluation of 

Franklin D. Roosevelt's New Deal social programs. Experimental evaluation of 

development programs is equally important today. The international community -

including leaders and policy makers, target populations, managers and their project 

staffs, as well as donors - has become increasingly less confident about development 

projects and are asking for a closer look. 

The age of government accountability also is upon us. Although accountability 

concerns may vary greatly according to nation and organization, most agencies 

working in the development field are being asked to justify continued financial 

support, to demonstrate that they have accomplished something, and to show that their 

activities have made a difference (Smith 1985). 

However, these concerns are not unique to pastoral projects and the 

development field. These questions also have been directed toward other activities in 

the public sector in developed countries. A considerable body of literature has 

recently appeared in the United States on the use of systematic evaluation techniques 

to provide evidence about the effectiveness of social action programs (Rossi and 

Freeman 1989). One approach described in the literature (Campell and Stanley 1966) 
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calls for a rigorous look at whether a social action program has had an impact and 

forms the basis for what has come to be known as the evaluation research movement 

(Bernstein and Freeman 1975). 

In this age of uncertainty and scarce resources, the rise of interest in 

evaluation activities is understandable. It is understandable because, as Freeman et 

al. (1980) said, evaluation is designed to provide systematic, reliable and valid 

information on the conduct, impact and effectiveness of projects. 

Within the evaluation research movement there is no commonly accepted 

definition of the evaluation concept. However, most evaluation researchers would not 

disagree too greatly with Suchman's view of evaluation as 

.. , the determination of the results (whether desirable or undesirable; 
transient or permanent; immediate or delayed) attained by some activity 
(whether a program, or a part of a program, a drug or a therapy, an 
ongoing or one shot approach) designed to accomplish some valued 
goal or objective (whether ultimate, intermediate, or immediate, effort 
or performance, long or short range) (Suchman 1967). 

There also would be considerable agreement with Joseph Wholey and his 

associates (1970) when they contend that "evaluation is research, the application of 

the scientific method to experience with public programs to learn what happens as a 

result of program activities." 

The evaluation research approach can be seen as one of several quantitative 

approaches of potential relevance for the evaluation of public policies. The 

orientation of this approach is different from, but complements, that of several other 

public policy analysis techniques. It can be distinguished from optimization 
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techniques such as linear programming, which focus primarily on evaluating possible 

alternatives and determining the optimal one, given an objective function and a set of 

constraints (Beale 1988). It can be distinguished from systematic monitoring 

methods, such as network analysis (Anderson 1973), as well as traditional audit 

reports and financial statements, which focus primarily on the process by which a 

program is implemented (Smith 1985). The evaluation research approach is also 

different from that employed in cost benefit and cost-effectiveness techniques, which 

emphasize the evaluation of efficiency (Levin 1983). The main concern of evaluation 

research methodology is in obtaining objective, empirical evidence regarding the 

actual effectiveness of action programs. The evidence can be used as the basis for 

optimization, cost benefit, and other analyses, or simply as general information for 

policy-makers, those to whom policy-makers are responsible (e.g., citizens), and 

scholars (Freeman 1980). 

The evaluation research approach to evaluating impacts differs from, and 

complements, that found in the normal environmental impact statement. Whereas 

environmental impact statements usually try to estimate what the impact will be 

(Black 1981), evaluation research attempts to determine what the impact actually was. 

Furthermore, the evaluation research approach actually focuses on a variety of 

impacts beyond, but sometimes including, environmental concerns. Evaluation 

research methodology could be used to evaluate whether projections of environmental 

impact statements turned out to be correct (Hoole 1978). 

Evaluation research is concerned with the full range of operational procedures 
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involved in the systematic empirical examination of hypotheses regarding the impact 

of a social action program (Rossi and Freeman 1989). Correlation is carefully 

distinguished from causation, and a systematic effort to disconfirm the program 

results is required through the examination of plausible explanations (Campbell and 

Stanley 1963). 

There are two components of a comprehensive evaluation (Rossi and Freeman 

1989): 

First, process evaluation (frequently referred to as "program monitoring") 

addresses the question of whether a particular project was implemented according to 

its design. Adequate process evaluation procedures mean that the following questions 

have been addressed: 

(a) were the various activities and project efforts undertaken 

specified in the project design? 

(b) were qualified personnel and equipment available? 

(c) were project beneficiaries identified precisely and were they 

involved in determining what needed to be done to solve the problem? 

(Rossi and Freeman 1989). 

Second, impact evaluation is concerned with gauging the extent to which a 

project causes a change in the desired direction. With adequate impact assessment, 

the evaluator can: 



33 

(a) document the extent to which the project has or has not achieved its stated 

goals; 

(b) attribute any effects or changes that are discovered to the implementation 

of project activities and rule out rival hypotheses which may be suggested 

by observed changes; 

(c) delineate the conditions under which projects are most effective; and 

finally, 

(d) delineate any unanticipated consequences or side effects of the 

implementation of the project (Rossi and Freeman 1989). 

2. A Model for Project Success 

The literature reviewed above indicates, generally, a naive conception of the 

forces and processes influencing project outcomes. A more realistic conception would 

recognize the interactions among these forces and processes. It is necessary, 

however, to also abstract from reality to focus on the essential aspects of the 

development project planning, implementation, and evaluation processes. Hence, 

based on the review of the literature I have defined four categories of factors 

hypothesized to have an influence on project outcome: 1) technological factors; 2) 

sociocultural factors; 3) environmental factors; and 4) institutional factors. These are 

defined as follows: 
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1) Technological factors. These include any technical aspects specific to the 

project. For example, was the technology selected for a project appropriate, that is, 

suited to the development objectives of the project, to the intended users and to local 

conditions? 

2) Sociocultural Factors. These refer to the sociocultural and demographic 

characteristics of the project population - its size and social structure, including tribal, 

ethnic, and class composition; to the way in which the project population has 

organized itself to carry out productive activities; and to the project's cultural 

acceptability. 

3) Environmental Factors. Environmental concerns can encompass a broad 

range of issues, including public health; control of air, water and land pollution; 

conservation of unique habitats; and sound management of natural resources. At their 

stage of development, however, the Sahelian countries of Africa are more concerned 

about the recurrence of drought and other natural calamities such as disease epidemics 

and locust outbreaks than any other environmental factors. 

4) Institutional factors. These refer to the organizations that implement and 

operate projects, as well as the government policies and institutions that may affect 

project success. 

Each of these factors is viewed as influencing project outcome directly. They 

also interact with each other. For example, the influence of the institutional factors 

may be direct and indirect, that is modified by the other three factors. And the 

influence of the noninstitutional factors also may be direct and indirect, modified in 
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tum by institutional factors. Of course, institutions and how they operate are 

influenced as well by technological, environmental, and sociocultural factors. This 

conceptual framework guided my research and the interpretation of the results. 

Budget considerations, however, prevented me from designing the research to explore 

all of the interactions implied by the framework. 
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ll. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

If empirical evidence is to be used to evaluate the effectiveness of pastoral 

projects, then the means by which that evidence is gathered and analyzed are 

extremely important. Determining program effectiveness depends on the validity of 

the evaluation. Validity represents a set of scientific criteria by which the credibility 

of an evaluation may be judged. It is common to emphasize four kinds of validity: 

construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and statistical conclusion validity 

(Cook and Campbell 1979). 

In a classic experimental design, "other factors" must be ruled out as rival 

explanations of the observed relationship between a project and its outcome, as such 

factors might invalidate inferences concerning causality. Campbell and Stanley (1966) 

have formulated this as the problem of internal validity. An additional, significant 

question concerns the extent to which the evaluation findings can be generalized to 

other cases in other places and at other times. This is referred to as the problem of 

external validity (Cook and Campbell 1979). In the design of this study I tried to 

minimize these and other validity problems. 

To accomplish this I decided to pull together conclusions from a large number 

of project evaluations from different countries and see what common patterns of 

project success or failure could be shown. This approach is called metaevaluation. 

Metaevaluation is the practice of evaluating evaluations (Scriven 1969; Stufflebeam 



1974, 1978; Cook & Gruder 1978). It is undertaken on the assumption that good 

evaluation requires checks on technical quality, freedom from bias, and usefulness. 

Stufflebeam (1981) has defined metaevaluation as: 

The process of delineating, obtaining, and using descriptive and 
judgmental information about the utility, practicality, ethics, and 
technical adequacy of an evaluation in order to guide the evaluation and 
publicly to report on its strengths and weaknesses. (page 151) 

Cook and Gruder (1978) identify three research traditions describing the 

practice of metaevaluation: (1) secondary data analysis, (2) ratings of evaluations 

against a set of criteria (e.g., Bernstein and Freeman, 1975), and (3) research on 

research. For reasons that should become apparent in the following sections, this 

study used Bernstein & Freeman's model, rating evaluations against a set of criteria. 

Metaevaluation has been used extensively in the United States to assess the 

quality of diverse social programs including education, health and others, but has 

never been used to test development programs. 

A. PRELIMINARY EXPWRATION 
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I identified a few pastoral projects completed within several Sahelian countries 

and within a particular time period and obtained copies of their final evaluation 

reports as well as information about the agencies involved in the projects and the 

evaluators who had conducted them. Review of this material led me to confer with 

key officials of World Bank, USAID and UNDP agencies in New York and 

Washington D.C. regarding access to pastoral and other agricultural project proposals 
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and evaluation reports. This investigation revealed that, contrary to the literature, the 

number of pastoral projects that have been completed and evaluated in the Sahelian 

countries of Africa was small. 

Budget analysis is an important means of project evaluation and so I looked at 

the budget and expenditure information for a few projects. As Waterston (1979) 

points out, by examining the link between a project and a budget one can tell whether 

or not a government means to carry out a project. For example, if a project obtains 

its budgetary allocation, one may assume that a government is serious about carrying 

it out. If, however, significant delays in obtaining funds occur, or, worse, 

expenditure cuts are made, doubts arise about the government's intentions to 

implement the project. Furthermore, financial analysis is an accounting device which 

shows whether the commodities and services acquired balance with financial 

requirements and availabilities. 

Budget analysis, however, can only show whether or not services have been 

provided. It cannot explain "why" a project has or has not achieved its objectives. I 

used budget analysis information as a complementary data source. 

Based on my research objectives, the review of the literature, and the 

preliminary studies, I realized it was necessary to gather primary data via a survey of 

the evaluators of the projects themselves, and their evaluation reports. A mail survey 

was used as an economical and rapid way of obtaining information, since most 

agencies involved in development projects have their headquarters either in New York 
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or Washington, D. C. 

I considered but rejected the use of an experiment as inappropriate. Even 

though it is the best design for assessing causality, it was not given serious 

consideration because of the impossibility of implementation in terms of research 

resources and time limitations. This would have involved dozens of communities, 

some receiving treatments (projects) and some receiving nothing (controls). A further 

issue is the moral question of social experimentation. 
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B. SELECTION OF STUDY PROJECTS AND AREA 

Since the total number of completed and evaluated pastoral projects in anyone 

of the Sahelian countries was small, I decided to look at projects from six Sahelian 

countries. This enlarged scope not only provided the advantage of an increased 

sample size, but also reduced concerns about external validity and improved the 

prospects for generalization to the whole Sahelian area. The six Sahelian countries 

selected were Mali, Mauritania, Senegal, Niger, Burkina Faso and Chad. I chose 

these countries because, in addition to the similarity of their natural environments, 

they also have similar social, political, and economical conditions inherited from a 

common colonizer, France. They speak the same French language, practice the same 

French laws, and have the same French administrative institutions. The year when 

most of these countries achieved independence, 1960, was chosen as the starting year 

of reference. 

This study is primarily concerned with pastoral projects, but I included non

pastoral projects for comparative purposes. After looking at different kinds of 

projects, it appeared that only other agricultural projects which were planned, 

implemented, and evaluated in much the same way, were comparable to pastoral 

projects. For a clear distinction among different types of projects, the following 

definitions were adopted: 

A "range" management project is a project whose main component is a range 

improvement activity or the implementation of a grazing system, while a "livestock" 

project has its main activities in animal health, veterinary services, or any other 



pastoral activities. A project was considered an "other" project if its main activity 

was crop production or was related to any other agricultural production. 

C. DATA COLLECTION 
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Data on projects were gathered in two phases. In the first phase, I visited the 

evaluation departments of the three agencies to obtain the lists of potentially eligible 

studies and evaluation reports. Eligible projects were defined as those pastoral and 

agricultural projects that had been completed and evaluated. 

The following information about each project was obtained: 

- Title 

- Objective and general description 

- Duration 

- All evaluation reports 

- National agencies involved and their roles 

- Funding agencies 

- Contracting agencies, if any 

- Names of the agency or individual(s) who did the evaluation 

- Amount of money disbursed by the funding agencies and nature of funding 

vehicle (e. g., grant or loan) 

- Amount of money spent by the beneficiary country 

This information was used to develop the first draft of a mail questionnaire. 
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1. The Survey Instrument 

Survey research depends, to a large extent, on the design of the instrument, if 

one wishes to obtain a high response rate, and unbiased responses (Rossi et al. 1983). 

The questionnaire consisted of two parts (see Appendix B). To address the 

first study objective, the second part of the questionnaire was designed to gather 

information about the evaluation methods that had been used by the evaluators. These 

questions were placed at the end of the survey instrument to avoid the bias that 

response to them might induce with regard to the questions concerning the second and 

third study objectives. The questions were about the evaluation methods regarding 

the major aspects of project process and project impact. 

With regard to measurement of process evaluation, also known as 

implementation monitoring, the first question was whether or not it was done. If so, 

then the evaluators were asked what the source of the data was, what sampling 

procedures were used, and how the data were analyzed. 

The measurement of project impact requires procedures that allow the 

evaluator to (1) document the extent to which the project did or did not achieve its 

objectives; (2) attribute any effects or changes that are discovered to the 

implementation of the project, ruling out rival hypotheses that might alternatively 

explain identified change; (3) delineate, if possible, the conditions under which the 

project was most effective; and (4) delineate, if possible, any unanticipated 

consequences or side effects resulting from the implementation of the project (Rossi 

and freeman 1989). The primary factor that encompasses these concerns is the 
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research design used by the evaluators. Hence, questions were included to identify 

the nature of the research design, if any, that was used. 

The first part of the questionnaire addressed the second and third study 

objectives and comprised two sections. The first section included questions about the 

general nature of the project. The evaluator was asked to describe the problem(s) or 

condition(s) the project was designed to improve, modify, or change; the goals and 

objectives of the project; and how successful the project was in achieving these 

objectives. 

To collect data for the second study objective, questions were included in the 

second section of the first part of the questionnaire concerning the factors influencing 

project success. Many hypotheses about the reasons for project failure are found in 

the literature. These make up the conventional wisdom that is influencing project 

funding decisions and attempts to improve the success rate of development projects. 

This part of the questionnaire was designed to elicit the evaluators' responses to this 

conventional wisdom. For this reason, lead-in statements to each question were used 

to express the hypotheses and to give respondents a common yardstick to use in 

making their judgements and evaluations. These expressions of the conventional 

wisdom were drawn from the literature and personal experience. 



The questions in this section were organized by the four major sets of factors 

hypothesized as influencing project success: 

- Technological Factors 

- Sociocultural Factors 

- Institutional Factors 

- Environmental Factors 

To estimate the relative importance of various factors in determining the 

outcomes of projects, study objective #3, the last question of the first part asked the 

evaluator to rank the influence of the four factors by order of importance to the 

project outcome. 

The first draft of the questionnaire was pretested on persons who had 

undertaken project evaluations in the developing countries. Based on the pretest 

results, many questions were deleted while others were modified. The final draft of 

the questionnaire was completed and sent with a letter explaining the nature and 

purpose of the study to the evaluators (see Appendix A and B). 

44 
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2. The Sample 

I obtained lists of projects and evaluation reports from each of the agencies 

included in the study except the United Nations Development Program (UNDP). 

Starting in the early eighties, the United Nations began having serious budget 

problems because of the reluctance of the United States and the Soviet Union to 

contribute to the organization. This put pressure on the organization to suspend many 

of its activities and to reduce personnel. Quite naturally, UNDP did not welcome 

someone studying the success of their projects. They refused to let me see the project 

descriptions or their evaluations and refused to discuss or be interviewed on the 

subject. Later, in response to my written request, UNDP answered "there are no 

pastoral projects as such that would fit the description of the area of research in which 

Mr. Salihi is interested." This was not true. While I was in New York my 

investigation showed that there were 34 UNDP completed projects in the study area 

that fit the description of my area of research (see Appendix C). This lack of 

cooperation supports the hypothesis that in times of trouble an agency puts its own 

interest and survival before anything else. As Rondinelli (1982) pointed out, under 

conditions of uncertainty, the bureaucratic systems in some international agencies 

encourage administrators to cover up or deny the existence of errors, and prevent 

these administrators from involving other people and organizations in decision making 

and evaluation. 
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The World Bank provided me with most of the documentation I needed, but 

sent back the questionnaires without completing them. Contrary to general belief, 

however, there were only five World Bank pastoral projects that had been completed 

and evaluated in the study area. 

Sixty USAID projects had been completed and evaluated in the study area. 

Questionnaires were filled out and returned for 39 of these projects. Because no 

questionnaire responses were returned from the other two agencies, I focused most of 

the analysis on USAID projects. 

3. Major Characteristics of the "Non-responses" Projects 

Not all evaluators returned their questionnaires. It was important then, to 

scrutinize carefully the nonresponse cases and determine if they were a part of a 

different popUlation. 

Of the 21 evaluators who did not answer the questionnaire, seven were known 

to have moved and could not be re-Iocated; nine returned the questionnaire 

unanswered and reported that their projects did not fit the description of the research 

projects (four), or that the principal investigator was out of town/country (five); and 

five evaluators never returned the questionnaires. The fate of these five evaluators 

and the two copies of the questionnaire sent to them are unknown. 

The diversity in fate of the non-answered questionnaires does not help 

determine whether these projects belong to a different population. Projects, however, 

were planned and implemented at different periods of time and could differ 
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importantly if the nature of the projects changed overtime. Donor-funded 

development projects in the Sahel were an answer of the international community to 

the major drought of 1968-73, and to the secondary droughts that followed. A 

breakdown of the projects into two periods: 1968-73 drought period, and 1974-86 

post-drought period is shown in Table 1. The number of projects, six, and response 

rate, 17 percent, was relatively low before and during the main drought. Ninety 

percent of the 60 projects were implemented between the years 1974 and 1986, and 

the response rate for this period was 70 percent. 

Given the low response rate for projects implemented in the period prior to 

and during the main drought, and the high response rate for post-drought projects, the 

two groups seem to be from a different population. Therefore, only those projects 

implemented since 1974 were included in the study. 

Table 1. Response to Questionnaire (%) by Time of 
Implementation 

Time of Implementation 

1968-73 1974-86 1968-86 
N=6 N=54 N=60 

Response 17 70 65 

Non-response 83 30 35 

There was also the question that the evaluator might or might not answer the 

questionnaire depending on whether the project was successful. Response rate did not 

seem to be associated with project outcome as reported in the evaluation reports. The 

response rate was 60 percent for successful projects and 67 percent for unsuccessful 
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ones (Table 2). 

Table 2. Project OutcomeB by Questionnaire Responses (%) 

Successful Unsuccessful 
N=15 N=45 

Response 60 67 

Non-response 40 33 
Four project outcome classes were collapsed to two as explamed m the next section 

Based on these comparisons, I consider the responses to be representative of 

the projects implemented in the study area in the 1974-86 time period. 

D. DATA ANALYSIS 

1. Measurement of Project Success 

I developed a numerical scale to express project success and used it to assign 

an index value for each project. The values, with their verbal descriptions, were: 

- very successful project (VS). . . . . .. 4 

- somewhat successful (SS). . . . . . . .. 3 

- little success (LS). . . . . . . . . . .. .. 2 

- unsuccessful (U) . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 

These index values are based on the following rationale: 



A "very successful project" (V5) had (a) been implemented in conformity to 

its design (1 point); (b) reached its specified target population or area (1 point); (c) 

achieved its stated goals (1 point); and (d) caused the desired changes (1 point). It 

would, therefore, be given a full score of 4 points (1 + 1 + 1 + 1). 
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A "somewhat successful project" (55) had (a) been implemented in conformity 

to its design, (b) reached its specified target, and (c) achieved its stated goals, but had 

not caused the desired effects yet. It would be given a score of 3 points (1 + 1 + 

1). 

A project of "little success" (L5), had been (a) implemented in conformity to 

its design, and (b) reached its specified target, but had not achieved its stated goals, 

nor caused the desired effects. It would be given a score of 2 points (1 + 1). 

Finally, an "unsuccessful" (U) project would be one that had not achieved its 

stated goals, nor caused the desired changes, but could have either (b) reached its 

specified target or (a) been implemented in conformity to its design. It was given a 

score of one point. In case a project had not achieved (a), (b), (c), or (d), it was 

given a score of zero, but was still maintained in the "unsuccessful" category. 

Note that these project attributes can be addressed by a comprehensive 

evaluation. As mentioned earlier, with a comprehensive evaluation, it is possible: 

(1) to determine whether or not a project was carried out as planned, which addresses 

points (a) and (b) above; and (2) to assess whether or not the project resulted in 

changes consistent with the intended outcomes, which addresses point (c) and (d). 

In other words, these scores are assessed by looking at process and impact 



50 

measurements of the evaluation. The two types of measurements are important in the 

assessment of project success or failure (Rossi and Freeman 1989) and therefore I 

gave them an equal weight of 2 points each. 

I measured the success of the projects in two different ways: 

1) First, I scored projects, using the above index based on the evaluation 

reports. If a report specified, directly (or indirectly), that the project (a) "was 

implemented in conformity to its design"; (b) "reached its specified target"; (c) 

"achieved its stated goals; and (d) caused the desired changes", it would have 

received a full score of 4 and been considered as "very successful." If a report 

specified, directly or indirectly, that the project achieved (a), (b), and (c) it would 

have received a score of 3 and been considered as "somewhat successful". A project 

that had been implemented in conformity to its design (a) and reached its specified 

target (b), but had not achieved its stated goals (c), nor caused the desired changes 

(d), was considered as having only "little success". If a report specified directly or 

indirectly that a project had not achieved (a), (b), (c), (d), or achieved only (a) or (b), 

it was considered "unsuccessful". 

2) Second, I scored projects based on the evaluators' responses to the 

questionnaire (Table 3). I considered a project to be "very successful" (VS) if a 

respondent specified that: 
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- "all project activities were executed as 

planned" (to question 9 in the questionnaire). The response would register a score of 

1 point and correspond to part (a) of the index, i.e, the project "was implemented in 

conformity to its design"; 

- "the target population was involved in the planning process" (to 

question 12). This would score 1 point and correspond to part (b) of the index, i.e., 

the project reached its specified target; and 

- the project was "highly successful" (to question 4). This response 

would register a score of 2 points and would correspond to part (c) and (d) of the 

index, i.e., the project achieved its stated goals and caused the desired changes (Table 

3). This is a subjective assessment because it is solely based on the respondent's 

judgement (Highly successful or somewhat successful). However, it follows from the 

premise that, if a project had all of its planned activities executed, the target 

population was involved in the planning process, and if at the same t.ime the evaluator 

affirmed that the project was "highly successful", then it was reasonable to conclude 

that the project achieved its stated goals and caused the desired changes unless the 

evaluation report stated otherwise. 
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Table 3. Project Outcome Based on Question #9, 12, and 4 

Question #9 Question #12 Question #4 Final Project 
Activities TP Involved Evaluator's Outcome 
Executed Outcome 

Yes Yes SS HS U LS SS VS 
(a) (b) (c) (d) 

x x Xl X 4 

x x x no 3 

x no x x 3 

no x x x 3 

x x no no 2 

x no x no 2 

no x x no 2 

no no no x 2 

x no no no 1 

no x no no 1 

no no x no 1 

no no no no 0 

" " " " " " Note that every time d was checked. c also was checked because a very successful project was also 
a "somewhat successful" one 

I considered a project "somewhat successful" (SS) if the respondent answered 

"yes" to questions 9, 12, and checked the "somewhat successful" response in question 

4; if he/she answered "yes" to question 9 and checked the "highly successful" (HS) 

response in question 4; or if he/she answered "yes" to question 12 and checked the 

"HS" response in question 4. These responses earned 3 points (Table 3). 
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A "little success" (LS) project was one whose respondent answered (a + b), (a 

+ c), (b + c), or (d). It earned 2 points (Table 3). 

Finally, I considered a project to be "unsuccessful" (U) if the respondent 

answered (a), (b), or (c) (1 point), or if he/she checked "no" to all questions (0 

point). All possible project outcomes are shown in Table 3. 

I compared the outcome result based on the questionnaire to the outcome result 

based on the evaluation report and arbitrarily decided to discard any project which 

had a discrepancy of 3 points or more in the two scores. In principle, the index 

scores from the questionnaire and the evaluation report should be equal, since the 

evaluation report was written by the same person who answered the questionnaire. 

However, given the time that could have elapsed between writing the report and 

responding to the questionnaire for some projects, some evaluators could have 

forgotten some aspects of the project and not been able to refresh their memories. 

Hence, I chose to be on the conservative side and allow for some differences. 

For example, suppose a given project scored 4 points (i.e., the project was 

"very successful") in the evaluation report, but scored only 1 point (i.e., the project 

had "only little success") based on the questionnaire. I considered this too large a 

difference, a project could not be "very successful" and have "little success" as 

evaluated by the same person. For this reason, I discarded the project from the 

study. On the other hand, if a project scored 4 points (the project was very 

successful) in the questionnaire, but only 2 points (the project had "little success") in 

the evaluation report, the project would not be discarded from the study. 
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For the projects retained for analysis, I scored the projects based on the 

evaluators' responses to the questionnaire. I chose this score over that based on the 

evaluation report for two reasons: First, this score was constructed from responses to 

three separate questions regarding characteristics associated with project success 

rather than a single overall question as to whether or not the project was a success. 

For example, an evaluator could say that a project was very successful (question #4), 

but there were two other questions (#9 and #12) that also needed to be true in order 

to consider the project "very successful." 

Second, the evaluation reports were unstructured and did not follow a formal 

evaluation method or model and therefore, unlike the questionnaire, could not be 

compared across projects. 
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2. Analysis Methods 

Simple cross tabulations and bivariate comparisons between the frequency 

distributions of the variables making up each of the factors and project outcome were 

used to address the objectives of the study. Multivariate analysis to investigate 

interactions among variables was precluded by the small sample size, 38 projects. 

Statistical inference techniques were not used because the initial sampling frame 

covered the entire population of interest. I 

lOr. K. Blough of the statistical Support unit of the 
Arizona Agricultural Experiment station, University of Arizona, 
was consulted and advised this approach. 
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ill. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

A. EVALUATION METHODS 

In assessing evaluation methods I was particularly interested in the following 

information: What was the procedure used to assess whether or not the project had 

been implemented according to its objectives and guidelines? What was the procedure 

used to assess whether or not there was an impact or change? 

1. Measurement of "Process." To the question of whether the project's evaluation 

study included any procedures to monitor the implementation, 90% of th~ evaluators 

said they did. The information I asked the evaluators about the procedures they 

used to measure process centered on three standard concerns. These were: 

a) Methods used in the collection of data. I was interested in determining the 

specific methods used, and the sources of information. One method or data source is 

not necessarily better or worse than another; rather, a "good" evaluation gathers 

information from several sources, including agency records, the target population, and 

personnel of the implementing agency. 

Agency records were the dominant source of data used to assess 

implementation, with 74 % of the evaluators making use of this source. The other 

sources - information obtained directly from persons in the target population, and 

information from implementing agency personnel - were used in 33 % and 53 % of the 

projects, respectively. Some evaluators, (28%), combined "agency records" and 
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"agency personnel" sources of information, but very few, «5%) combined the 

"target population" and any of the other two sources. No evaluation used all the three 

sources. 

b) Sampling procedures. Adequate sampling procedures help rule out biased 

evaluation findings (Williams and Evans 1969). Thus, I was concerned with the type 

of sampling procedures used by the evaluator. Using Blalock's (1972) definitions of 

sampling, simple random, stratified random, and cluster were employed as categories. 

Any other sampling procedure was considered inadequate. Only 10% percent of the 

evaluators mentioned the use of any of these sampling procedures. Evaluators 

reported that data were collected by convenience. Evaluators, usually in the field for 

only a short period of time, collected information from people they could easily 

contact or from the implementing agency. 

c) Nature of the analysis. The choice of the method of analysis is usually 

based on trade-offs. I categorized the analysis as quantitative, qualitative, or both. 

For the purpose of this study, I decided that quantitative analyses are better than 

qualitative ones. 

Sixty-two percent of the evaluators said they used quantitative methods to 

analyze the data, but when asked about the specific methods used, only five percent 

said they used any statistical methods, while most (89 %) relied on impressionistic 

summaries and ratings of qualitative data. 

In summary, ninety percent of the evaluators said they measured process. But, 

the methods used in the collection of data and sampling procedures were less than 
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adequate for this purpose. 

2. Measurement of Impact. The research design used in project evaluation 

determines whether or not it is possible to rule out explanations of change (or no 

change) other than the implementation of the project. General opinion in the field 

suggests that experimental - and if these are not possible - quasi-experimental designs 

are most appropriate (Rossi and Williams 1972). Most experts, while stressing the 

superiority of true experiments (Campbell 1969), recognize that less rigorous 

procedures may have to be used because of the nature of the social and environmental 

conditions surrounding a project. 

I classified an evaluation as adequate in terms of impact measurement if it was 

truly experimental, quasi-experimental, or imposed statistical control on potentially 

confounding factors so that the results could be attributed to the project with some 

degree of certainty or confidence. Anything else was regarded as non-adequate. 

From the review of literature, and from the debate on why pastoral projects 

have not achieved their objectives, one would assume that most evaluations would 

include impact measurements. This was not confirmed by respondents in this study. 

Only 15 percent (six) of the evaluators indicated that they included procedures to 

measure impact. Of these, however, only two fit my definition of an adequate 

design. One used a quasi-experimental design with comparison groups that were not 

exposed to the project, and the other used an experimental design in which cases were 

assigned to treatment and control groups on a random basis. The other evaluators 
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who reported using procedures to measure impact actually used designs that could not 

measure impact. They did make before-during-and-after comparisons on 

"experimental" units, but these lacked the controls necessary to provide valid results. 

In summary, only two projects included process and impact measurements. 

These two evaluations, not only could follow closely all project activities and make 

sure they were executed as planned, but also at the end of the projects they could 

assess precisely why they had succeeded or failed. Both projects succeeded, which 

suggests that projects are more likely to succeed when an adequate evaluation was to 

be performed to monitor project implementation, to check whether the project was 

achieving the stated goals, and to rule out external factors which might alternatively 

explain identified results. 

One should not be surprised that little emphasis was put on evaluation. 

Conducting an evaluation is a political decision. Evaluation, if it is done, would be 

expected to show what political leaders and bureaucrats wanted it to show, or it would 

not be conducted. Hoole (1978) reports that economic analysis fits the prescription 

most authoritarian regimes prefer, as it takes emphasis away from how programs and 

projects were planned, how they were implemented and the target groups' reaction to 

them. Evaluation that takes into account why programs succeed or fail is not wanted, 

and if conducted is likely to be suppressed. 



60 

It is often alleged that pastoral projects have not achieved their objectives. 

Earlier studies have put the blame either on the pastoralists who were characterized as 

irrational, or on the technical packages which were presented as inadequate and ill-

adapted to local conditions. Experts were sent to the field to evaluate pastoral 

projects, but the methods they used did not allow them to make a complete 

assessment and rule out alternative hypotheses. Most experts used "judgmental 

assessments" to report why pastoral projects failed to achieve their objectives. Rossi 

and Freeman (1989 p. 315) refer to judgmental assessments as shadow controls which 

are "highly unreliable and do not even provide reasonable estimates of gross effects." 

This explains why, each time pastoral projects were looked at, it was from a different 

perspective depending on who was doing the looking. More rigorous methods of 

evaluation were needed to detect and partition out all factors - internal as well as 

external - that might influence the outcome of the projects. 

B. PROJECT PERFORMANCE 

Based on the evaluation reports, using the first index score, (see "I. 

Measurement of Project Success", Chapter 2) I found that two projects were very 

successful, that is, (a) "were implemented in conformity to their designs"; (b) 

"reached their specified targets"; (c) "achieved their stated goals"; and (d) "caused 

the desired changes.2 

20ne of the two projects was implemented before the 1969-73 
drought. 
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Seven projects were somewhat successful, that is, (a) "were implemented in 

conformity to their designs"; (b) "reached their specified targets"; and (c) "achieved 

their stated goals." Seven projects showed "little success", that is, (a) + (b). And 

the rest, (44 projects) were unsuccessful, that is, either (a), (b), or nothing. 

The above outcome was compared with the outcome derived from the 

questionnaire responses. No serious discrepancies were found, but as explained in 

chapter 2, only the outcome derived from the questionnaire responses was used. 

Based on project outcome scores derived from responses to the questionnaire, 

(see "Measurement of Project Success", Chapter 2), this study confirms the general 

conventional wisdom that projects have not succeeded. Of the 38 projects completed 

between 1974 and 1986 and whose questionnaires were answered and returned, only 

in seven were all of the "planned activities" executed and in only nine projects were 

the "target populations involved" in project planning. Respondents reported that 

seven projects were "highly successful" and nine were "somewhat successful." 

However, only one project had all of its "activities executed", the "target 

population involved", and was declared "highly successful" by the respondents at the 

same time. It received a full score of four points and was categorized as "very 

successful. " 

Seven projects were categorized as "somewhat successful" and received a 

score of 3 points, as follows: 

- Two had their "activities executed", their "target population involved", and 

were reported as "somewhat successful" by the respondents; 



- Three had their "activities executed", and were reported as "highly 

successful;" and 

- Two had their "target population involved", and were reported as "highly 

successful. " 
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Six projects were categorized as having "little success" (2 points), and 24 

others as "unsuccessful" (2 receiving 1 point each, and 22 receiving 0 point). Project 

outcomes for the 38 projects were as follows: 

Very Successful........................ 3% 

Somewhat Successful .................... 18 % 

Little Success............................ 16% 

Unsuccessful .............................. 63 % 

Because very few projects were outstanding, I collapsed the first and last two 

categories into "successful" and "unsuccessful" categories, respectively. The 

summary of project success on this basis was as follows: 

Successful Projects ..................... 21 % 

Unsuccessful Projects .................. 79% 

From now on, when I speak of "project outcome", I refer to these categories of 

success. 



1. Outcome of Projects in Relation to Countries 

Niger had the largest proportion of successful projects, 33 percent. Average 

success per country was 14 percent (Table 4). Three countries had the same 

proportion of successful projects, seven percent. Chad exhibited the lowest 

proportion of successful projects (0 percent), but because it has been involved in a 

civil war for more than ten years, one would expect a low rate of success. 
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Eight projects were shared by two or three countries and these are categorized 

as "regional" projects. They addressed common goals such as irrigation projects 

along the Senegal or Niger Rivers. Three countries, Niger, Mali, and Burkina Faso 

exhibited a relatively higher proportion of successful projects (Table 4). 
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Table 4. Distribution of Total & Successful Projects by 
Countries 

Country Percentage of Successful Percentage of Total 
Projects Projects 
N=15 N=60 

Burkina Faso 20 10 

Chad 0 5 

Mali 26 25 

Mauritania 7 8 

Niger 33 22 

Regional 7 13 

Senegal 7 17 

Total 100 100 

2. Projects of the World Bank 

Evaluation reports from the World Bank showed that only one out of the five 

projects succeeded (20%). Government policies and institutional arrangements were 

cited most frequently in Project Compietion or Audit Reports as factors influencing 

project success of pastoral projects. The factors reported included: i) strong 

government support for livestock projects; ii) economic policies that provided 

attractive incentives to livestock producers; iii) political stability; iv) institutions 

capable of project implementation; v) realistic project design which took into account 

country strengths and weaknesses and; vi) involvement of target groups in project 

design and implementation. This supports my hypothesis that institutional factors are 
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the most important factors in determining the outcome of development projects. 

3. Project Perfonnance in Relation to Type of Project 

My next question was: what types of projects were successful and 

unsuccessful? Contrary to the conventional wisdom, there was no clear indication 

that range management projects were the "black sheep" of the flock (Table 5). 

Thirty-five percent of the projects that did not succeed were range management 

projects, but 42 percent of the failed projects were in the "other" category. On the 

success side, 38 percent of successful projects were range management projects, 

compared to 50 percent successful "others". While most projects were not successful, 

success appears to be independent of the kind of project. 

I Table 5. Project Outcome by Type (%) I 
Project Type Successful Unsuccessful 

N=8 N=31 

Range 38 35 

Livestock 12 23 

Other 50 42 



C. FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH SATISFACTORY & 
UNSATISFACTORY PROJECT RESULTS 
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Recall that in chapter one I hypothesized that success of development projects 

was related to four major factors as follows: 

S = f(T, E, C, ij, where: 

S = success of project, 
T = technical/technological factors 
E = environmental factors 
C = sociocultural factors 
I = institutional factors 

In the following section I present the results for each factor separately. 

1. Technological Factors. In international development circles it is often said that 

pastoral projects are too large, and that project technology is often poorly suited to 

local conditions (Baum and Tolbert 1985). The results regarding this hypothesis are 

shown in Table 6. 

a) Sixty-eight percent of the evaluators said the project technology was suited 

.0 local conditions. Moreover, there was no apparent relationship between project 

outcome and suitability of technology. Even though 88 percent of the eight projects 

that succeeded had suitable technology, 63 percent (19 projects) of the 30 projects that 

failed, also had suitable technology (Table 6). 



67 

Table 6. Project Outcome in Relation to Technological Factors, 
Percentage of Positive Responses 

Effect of Positive Successful Unsuccessful 
Technological Responses Projects Projects 

Factors for all Projects N=8 N=30 

Technology 68 88 63 
was suitable 

No technological 
problems 
experienced 71 50 75 

Project size: too 29 13 33 
large 

Project size: 53 63 50 
about right 

Influence on 45 25 50 
outcome-

Influence of technological factors on outcome as reported by the evaluators 

b) Seventy-one percent of the evaluators said that their project experienced no 

technological problems (Table 6). Fifty percent of the projects that succeeded 

experienced no technological problems. However, of the 30 projects that failed, 75 

percent (22 projects) experienced no technological problems (Table 6). 

c) My hypothesis that projects are frequently too large for local conditions 

was not fully supported by the evaluators. Twenty nine percent of the projects were 

declared as "too big" while 53 percent were "about right", 16 percent were "small", 

and three percent "too small." Of the projects that failed, 33 percent were reported 
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as "too large", 50 percent "about right", 13 percent "small", and three percent "too 

small" for local conditions. " 

d) Finally to the question "to what degree did technological factors have an 

influence on the outcome of the project", 45 percent of the evaluators (11 projects) 

said there was an influence. There was a weak association between the "influence of 

technological factors" as reported by the evaluators and the outcome of projects. 

Technological factors were important in 25 percent of the projects that succeeded (2 

projects), and in 50 percent of the projects that failed (15 projects) (Table 6). 

2. Sociocultural Factors. The current literature suggests that the major reason for 

project failure is that little attention is given to the problems and needs of the local 

people (Galaty et al. 1981). To verify this hypothesis, I asked the following 

questions: 

Was the target population (TP) adequately identified in terms of size, gender 

composition; was it involved in problem identification; did it understand the 

objectives of the project; what was the median annual income per capita of the target 

population and was it related to project outcome; and how strong was the influence 

of the sociocultural factor in determining the outcome of the project? The results are 

shown below (Table 7): 
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Table 7. Project Outcome in Relation to Sociocultural Factors, 
Percentage of Positive Responses 

Effect of Positive Successful Unsuccessful 
Sociocultural Responses for all Projects Projects 

Factors Projects N=8 N=30 

TP involved in 
problem 53 100 36 
identification 

TP understood the 38 57 29 
objectives 

Median income 68 50 72 
< $200 

Median income 3 0 3 
> $500 

Influence on 74 75 73 
outcomeS 

Influence of sociocultural factors on outcome as reported by the evaluators 

a) The target population (TP) was reported as having been involved in 

problem identification in 53 percent of the projects (Table 7). There was a strong 

relationship between the outcome and this variable. Basically, projects succeed when 

the target population was involved in problem identification and they failed when the 

population was not involved. All projects that succeeded (8 projects) had the 

popUlation involved, whereas of the projects that failed, only 36 percent had the target 

population involved in problem identification (Table 7). 

b) In more than half of the projects, (62 percent), the evaluators responded 

that the target population (TP) did not understand the objectives of the projects. This 
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lack of understanding is probably a key reason why most of these projects failed. In 

57 percent of the projects that succeeded the target population was reported as having 

understood the objectives of the project. On the other hand, the target population 

understood the objectives in only 29 percent of the projects that failed (Table 7). 

c) The median annual income per capita was generally low [68 percent « 

$200), 89 percent « $500), and 8 percent (no information)]. My hypothesis that 

projects addressed to low income « $200) communities were less likely to succeed 

than projects directed toward relatively higher income (> $500) communities was not 

fully supported. For the projects that failed, 72 percent of the respondents reported 

per capita target population income of less than $200; whereas of the projects that 

succeeded, 50 percent had less than $200 per capita income. Furthermore, the only 

project with> $500 per capita income did not succeed (Table 7). 

d) In 74 percent of the cases, the evaluators reported that sociocultural factors 

influenced the outcome of the project. There was, however, no clear relationship 

between the influence of sociocultural factors and the actual outcome: 73 percent of 

the projects that failed were influenced by sociocultural factors, but 75 percent of the 

projects that succeeded also were influenced by these factors (Table 7). This suggests 

that project failure or success are determined by something other than sociocultural 

factors. 
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3. Environmental Factors. Droughts and other natural calamities such as locust 

outbreaks are common features of the Sahelian zone and have plagued the area for a 

long time. Some observers (Moris 1981; Sandford 1983) have suggested that projects 

have failed because of the unreliability of the environment. 

Seventy-nine percent of the projects experienced problems due to drought and 

39 percent experienced problems due to other calamities (Table 8). But these factors 

did not have an apparent bearing on project success or failure. Seventy-nine percent 

of the projects that failed had experienced some problems due to drought, but 83 

percent of the projects that succeeded also experienced problems due to drought as 

well. 

Table 8. Project Outcome in Relation to Environmental Factors, 
Percentage of Positive Responses 

Effect of Positive Successful Unsuccessful 
Environmental Responses for all Projects Projects 

Factors Projects N=8 N=30 

Drought was a 79 83 79 
problem 

Other Calamities 39 50 37 

Influence on 69 63 70 
outcomeD 

D Influence of SOCIOcultural factors on outcome as reported by the evaluators 

In the same way, 37 percent of the projects that failed experienced problems 

due to other calamities, but 50 percent of the projects that succeeded also met with 

these problems (Table 8). 
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This lack of association was confirmed by responses to the question related to 

the overall influence of the environmental factor. Sixty-nine percent of the evaluators 

said that the influence of environmental factors was important in determining project 

outcome. But when this indicator was set against the actual outcome, there was no 

relationship: 70 percent of the projects that failed were influenced by the 

environmental factor, but 63 percent of the projects that succeeded were also 

influenced by the same factor. This result suggests that environmental factors had 

little influence on project outcome (Table 8). 

4. Institutional Factors. The main thesis of this study is that institutional factors 

are the major component in determining the outcome of development projects. In my 

model of project success, I showed the institutional factors as influencing project 

success directly, but also indirectly through the other three factors. In application, 

the indirect institutional effects arise at the macro level, that is, the institutional 

environment presented by the national government and donorllender agencies. They 

result from, for example, the presence of conflicting policies, the level of government 

support for the project, changes in national budgets, etc. The direct effects are seen 

as arising at the project or micro level. They result from, for example, the amount of 

time spent in project planning, ambiguous project goals, red-tape, diversion of project 

funds and resources to nonproject purposes, etc. 
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a) Institutional Factors at the macro level. 

My hypothesis that economic problems and inflation could hinder the outcome 

of projects was not confirmed. Seventy-nine percent of the evaluators reported that 

inflation was not a factor in the outcome. Further, my hypothesis that frequent 

political and administrative changes at the national level (ministers and department 

administrators) negatively influences the outcome of projects also was not strongly 

confirmed. Only 52 percent of the respondents said projects had difficulties because 

of political changes at the ministerial level. 

Political considerations produce pressure for short-tenn results. I hypothesized 

that the time limit given for completion of projects was too short because political 

considerations stress short-term results. This was true in 75 percent of the cases. In 

addition, not only was this factor reported as important, but it was also closely related 

to project success. Political pressure for short-term results was reported in 86 percent 

of the projects that failed, but only in 38 percent of the projects that succeeded (Table 

9). 
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Table 9. Project Outcome in Relation to Institutional Factors at 
the Macro Level, Percentage of Positive Responses 

Effect of Positive Successful Unsuccessful 
Institutional Factors Responses for all Projects Projects 

Projects N=8 N=30 

Short term results 75 38 86 
important 

No government 84 50 93 
support 

Choice of location 
politically 74 38 83 
motivated 

Conflicting policies 79 38 90 

Budget problems 55 0 70 

Government Support. My hypothesis that government support at a high level was 

critical for project success was confirmed. Eighty-four percent of the evaluators 

responded that project success was related to government support at a high level. In 

addition, they reported that 93 percent of the projects that failed lacked government 

support at a high level. They also reported that the 50 percent of the projects that 

succeeded had good government support (Table 9). 

If anything then, the low rate of success of Sahelian projects, (21 percent), can 

be attributed in part to a lack of support from top leadership. As Grindle (1981, p. 

59) reports: 



While rural development policies are frequently given strong rhetorical 
support by political leaders, when measured against actual commitment 
to other development sectors in the national economy they are often of 
secondary importance. Generally, political and planning elites in third 
world countries have placed primary emphasis on schemes for 
industrialization and urban development and have directed the bulk of 
available development resources toward these sectors of the economy. 

The choice of project location was politically motivated. Seventy-four percent of 

the evaluators confirmed my hypothesis that projects tend to fail because the choice 

of project location was based on political considerations to further personal gains or 

political influence. And this factor was strongly related to project outcome. In 83 

percent of the projects that failed the choice of project location was motivated by 
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political considerations. On the other hand, in only 38 percent of successful projects 

was the choice of the location motivated by political considerations (Table 9). 

Conflicting national policies. In the developing countries of Africa, national 

governments are under pressure to respond to the needs of fast-growing, urban 

populations. There have been suggestions that national policies, such as meat pricing 

policies, conflict with the goals of pastoral projects which are intended to improve 

meat production (Sandford 1983). These suggestions have not been confirmed 

empirically and therefore, I asked the question of evaluators. Seventy-nine percent of 

the evaluators said that national government policies conflicted with the goals of the 

projects they evaluated. This factor was also strongly related to project outcome. 

For those projects rated as successes, only 38 percent encountered conflicting national 

policies, whereas 90 percent of the projects rated as unsuccessful encountered the 
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same problem (Table 9). 

The practical significance of this is that, as long as meat prices are kept artificially 

low for the benefit of urban inhabitants, pastoralists will maintain or increase herd 

size (waiting for better times). This in turn will result in overgrazing and 

desertification, despite the many range management projects created to alleviate the 

problem. These projects also will fail as long as this problem has not been addressed. 

Frequent changes in government budget priorities. My hypothesis that frequent 

changes by the national government in annual budgets would adversely affect pastoral 

projects was confirmed. Of the projects that failed, 70 percent had experienced 

changes in government budget priorities. On the other hand, all those projects that 

succeeded (100 percent) had experienced no budget disbursement problems (Table 9). 

This shows again that a project at a local level is very much influenced by 

decisions at the national level. Because of "lack of government support at a high 

level" and because of "conflicting policies", one can deduce that when budgets are cut 

they are probably cut in the rural areas and pastoral projects are the likely victims. 

As one can see, these institutional factors were critical in determining project 

outcome. Programs and policies in the developing countries of Africa take place in 

an unstable and highly political setting (Smith 1985), resulting in changing programs 

and priorities. Sloan (1984) reports that public policies and development programs 

are burdened and distorted by the policies of regime survival. 

Chief executives become obsessed with personal security and must be constantly 

concerned about the personal loyalty of their collaborators in order to protect 
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themselves from possible conspiracies. Security, then, is the number one priority and 

most of the resources are mobilized to achieve this aim (Sloan 1984). As a further 

result, systems of administration and institutions are anachronistic. These systems, 

established primarily to preserve law and order, are not effective for implementing 

development projects. 

It is no wonder then that there are pressures to follow policies that will have 

visible short-term payoffs, even though the eventual effect may be negative for 

development. For example, water point development projects and delivery of 

veterinary services are popular because of their short term benefit, but without careful 

management they can result in overstocking, which leads to overgrazing and 

deterioration of the rangeland. 

b) Institutional factors at the micro or project level. 

Projects failed because of ambiguous goals and objectives. It has been often 

proposed that development projects fail because of the ambiguity of their goals 

(Galaty et af. 1981). This was confirmed by 53% of the evaluators, and there was a 

clear association between project success and this variable. Evaluators reported that 

all projects that succeeded (100%) had no ambiguous goals or objectives. On the 

other hand, 67% of the projects that failed had ambiguous goals and objectives 

making them difficult to implement (Table 10). 
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Table 10. Project Outcome in Relation to Institutional Factors at 
the Micro level, Percentage of Positive Responses 

Effect of Positive Successful Unsuccessful 
Institutional Factors Responses for all Projects Projects 

Projects N=8 N=30 

Ambiguous goals 53 0 63 

Planning time took 
too much time 74 13 90 

Problems due to 
counterpart's 76 50 83 
situation 

Red-tape 79 13 97 

Influence on 76 0 97 
outcomeS 

Influence of institutIonal factors at the mIcro level on outcome as reported by the evaluators 

Project planning took too much time. Natural environments in arid and semi-arid 

rangelands of Africa are highly unpredictable at both the physical and human resource 

levels. Hence project planning needs to be opportunistic (Westoby et al. 1989). If 

planning takes too much time, conditions in the field may change by the time of 

project implementation, or new government officials may be asking for project 

revision. Seventy-four percent of the evaluators agreed. In addition, 90% of the 

projects that failed, were reported as having taken too much time for planning, and 

only 13 percent of the projects that succeeded were reported as having the same 

problem (Table 10). 

Counterparts' situation. It has been suggested that low salary, and lack of 

incentives, coupled with harsh environmental conditions make national counterparts 
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unwilling to work in remote areas (i. e., away from the capital city) (Sandford 1983). 

This, in tum, can adversely affects the outcomes of projects. Seventy-six percent of 

the evaluators agreed with this statement. In addition, in 83 percent of the projects 

that failed this was reported as a problem (Table 10). 

In most developing countries, government personnel practices impede 

development. Government employment frequently depends on personal or political 

influence. Competence or the lack of it is often unimportant. Many of the 

government employees owe their jobs to 

the widespread custom of appointing to office the relatives of new 
presidents, ministers, and other officials, together with a prohibition on 
the discharge of officials appointed by previous administration (Rijken 
van Olst 1962, p. 245) 

Inadequate pay is also an important cause of relaxed institutions and poor work 

in civil service. Comparable jobs in private business and semi-autonomous companies 

pay two or three times as much as the government (Waters ton 1979). 
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How red-tape and other administrative problems influenced project outcome. In 

general, governmental bureaucracy is not an effective, efficient, task-oriented entity. 

In third world nations managerial weaknesses abound and development literature has 

dealt with the lack of bureaucratic capacity (Esman 1980; Rondinelli 1978). 

However, the results of this study were beyond the expectations derived from the 

literature. Seventy-nine percent of the evaluators reported delays in implementation 

because of time-consuming and complicated bureaucratic procedures. This was 

related to project outcome. Of the projects that failed, 97 percent had delays due to 

time- consuming and complicated bureaucratic procedures, but 88 percent of projects 

that succeeded did not have this problem. 

Part of the problem, as Myrdal (1970) and Waterston (1979) view it, is the 

well entrenched process of corruption in the political and administrative systems. 

There are many reasons given for the continuation of corrupt practices - not the least 

being that public officials are paid very small salaries and must seek extra income in 

order to support their families (Waterston 1979). Long and complicated bureaucratic 

procedures are used to slow down processes for those that are not "cooperative", 

whereas expeditious ones are used to help "friendly clients" appreciate fast and good 

servIces. 

Influence of institutional factors as reported by the evaluators. Seventy-six 

percent of the evaluators said that the influence of institutional factors was important 

in determining project outcome. In addition, when this indicator is set against the 
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actual outcome, there was a clear relationship: 97 percent of the projects that failed 

were influenced by the institutional factor, while none of the projects that succeeded 

were influenced by this factor (Table 10). 

Where was the project money spent? My hypothesis that the greater the proportion 

of project funds spent for goods and services not used at the project site, the greater 

the likelihood of project failure was confirmed. The evaluators reported that, on the 

average, 57 percent of the project money was not spent in the field (17 percent in the 

capital city, and 40 percent outside the country), and only 40 percent was spent in the 

field (Table 11). Note that these percentages adds up almost to 100 percent (97) 

across projects which suggests that they do represent the actual distribution of how 

project money was spent. On the average, for projects that succeeded relatively little 

of their budgets were expended outside the country and in the capital cities (8 and 12 

percent, respectively), whereas for projects that failed relatively higher proportions of 

their budgets were expended outside the country and in the capital cities (45 and 18 

percent, respectively). At the same time projects that succeeded spent 63 percent of 

their budget in the field, while projects that did not, had spent only 32 percent in the 

field (Table 11). 
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Table 11. Project Outcome in Relation to Allocation of Funds, 
Percentage of Positive Responses 

Money Spent Positive Successful Unsuccessful 
Responses for all Projects Projects 

Projects 

Outside the country 40- 8 45 

Capital city 17 12 18 

Field 40 63 32 

Expendable items 26 10 28 
-Avera e funds sent g p 

Expendable Items. Expendable items such as gasoline, oil, office papers, and 

maintenance operations are not easily accounted for. Based on my experience 

working for an agency in a developing country, an unusual proportion of project 

funds are often allocated to these items so that they can be diverted to non-project 

activities. I hypothesized that projects with a high percentage of their budgets 

allocated to expendable items would be more likely to fail. This was confirmed. On 

the average, for all projects, 26 percent of the money was spent on expendable items. 

Projects succeeded when on the average, as little as 10 percent was spent on 

expendable items and they failed when on the average, as much as 28 percent was 

spent on these items (Table 11). 

Where did the project manager spend his/her time? I also hypothesized that 

projects were more likely to fail if project managers and administrators spent most of 

their time dealing with administrative problems. The data (see Table 12) show that, 



83 

on the average, project managers spent only 29 percent of their time in the field. 

They spent the rest of their time dealing with personnel matters (26 percent), budget 

(21 percent), meetings (17 percent), and litigation (6 percent). Note also that these 

percentages add up to almost 100 percent (99 percent) across projects which suggests 

that they do represent the actual distribution of time used by the manager (Table 12). 

Dealing with budgetary problems, personnel matters and time-consuming 

meetings probably distracted managers from important project issues and influenced 

the outcome of the projects (Table 12). For those projects that succeeded, managers 

spent less time on these matters (a total of 54 percent) and more time in the field (38 

percent). Whereas of those projects that failed managers spent more time on these 

items (a total of 72 percent) and less time in the field (26 percent) (Table 12). 

Table 12. Project Outcome in Relation to Allocation of Time, 
Percentage of Positive Responses 

Time Spent Positive Successful U nsuccessfu I 
Responses for Projects Projects 

all Proj ects 

Budgetary issues 21- 17 22 

Personnel matters 26 20 25 

Meetings 17 14 18 

Legal matters 6 3 7 

Field 29 38 26 
Average tIme spent on tillS category 

Projects failed when project funds were not used properly. Expendable items are 

relatively easy to divert, but other project resources also can be diverted. I contend 
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that one of the main reasons for project failure is diversion of funds and resources to 

non-project activities. I used three interview statements to address this issue: 

-- "Some project funds were not used properly. That is, some funds were used for 

other purposes than the designated project activities;" 

-- "Project resources, such as vehicles, gasoline, etc. were diverted to other activities 

which were outside the scope of the project;" and 

-- "Some persons served by the project were outside the target popUlation." 

I asked the question in three different ways for three reasons. First, this is a 

sensitive issue that evaluators may tend to skip over, and asking it in different ways, 

increased the chances that they respond; second, the degree of consistency in the 

responses is an indicator of response reliability; and third, I expected that the three 

factors, would have a common relationship with project outcome. The results (Table 

13) indicate that project success and failure was related to proper use of funds and 

resources. 
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Table 13. Project Outcome in Relation to Proper Use of Project 
Funds and Resources, Percentage of Positive Responses 

Factor Positive Successful Unsuccessful 
Responses for all Projects Projects 

Projects N=8 N=30 

Funds used 42 86 32 
properly 

Resources diverted 55 0 70 

Persons served 
outside the project 43 0 56 

The data show that of the successful projects, 86 percent had none of their 

funds used improperly, none of their resources diverted outside the project (0 

percent), and none of them served persons outside the project (0 percent). On the 

other hand, they show that 32, 70, and 56 percent of the projects that failed had their 

funds used improperly; some of their resources were diverted; and some persons 

served were outside of the project, respectively (Table 13). 

In an audit report on seven of the projects, the Inspector General (1984) 

reports that oversight methods and mechanisms for effective management were 

lacking in all seven. As a result, misuse of funds and diversion of resources were 

frequent. For example, the audit disclosed that "unreasonable prices were paid for 

some of the procurements and many of the transactions were of a questionable nature, 

involving mismanagement and fraud" (Inspector General 1984, p. 18). 

In an earlier review of 13 other projects the Inspector General (1981) reported 

that: 



- Accounting systems were deficient. Books were often not properly 

established or maintained and expenditures not recorded or documented; 

- Financial reporting was deficient. "The inadequacy of financial reporting 

allowed project funds to be used for non-project purposes, thereby undermining the 

attainment of project objectives" (Inspector General 1981). 
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Not only are pastoral projects confronted by problems arising out of the 

national institutions and policies, but they also face serious limitations because of the 

way they are designed and implemented. In an audit report on four pastoral projects 

in Mali, Niger, and Senegal, the USAID Regional Inspector General for Audit noted 

that design and implementation problems limited the benefits of USAID projects 

(Inspector General 1985). In another audit report, the Inspector General found that 

inadequate design and monitoring contributed to the failure of seven food production 

projects in the study area. The host countries did not possess the resources or the 

capabilities required to implement various project elements. Consequently, the 

projects encountered serious implementation problems resulting in waste and misuse 

of funds (Inspector General 1984, p. ii). The report adds that inability to 1) absorb 

recurring costs; 2) contract effectively; 3) implement accounting and fund controls; 

and 4) set adequate credit programs were the major defects that caused project failure 

(Inspector General 1984). 
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D. IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS FACTORS IN THE OUTCOME 
OF PROJECTS 

1. Overall influence of the four major factors 

I asked the evaluators how strong the overall influence of each factor was on 

the outcome of the project (Table 14). Forty-seven and 29 percent said the influence 

of the institutional factors was either very strong or strong, respectively. Only 8 

percent denied any institutional influence. 

Table 14. Overall Influence of the Four Major Factors (%) 

Influence 

Factor Very Strong Strong Weak None 

Institutional 47 29 16 8 

Sociocultural 45 29 21 5 

Environmental 24 44 24 8 

Technological 21 24 26 29 

Institutional and sociocultural factors stand out as having had a very strong 

influence, whereas the environmental factors were reported as having a strong 

influence (44 percent). Technological factors had less of an influence than the other 

factors (Table 14). 
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Finally, when I asked evaluators to rank the four sets of factors by their order 

of importance to the project's outcome, they ranked the institutional factors as being 

the most important. The distribution of the four factors when ranked number one was 

as follows: 

Institutional 

Sociocultural 

Technological 

Environmental 

50% 

26% 

18% 

8% 

2. Characteristics associated with successful projects 

To sum up, Table 15 shows the rate of success given the presence of a 

particular characteristic. Characteristics are ranked by rate of success. Recall that 

the overall rate of success was 21 percent. Here again institutional factors stood out 

above all other factors. Minimizing planning time and red-tape were the most 

important in determining success of projects (70 and 88 percent, respectively). A 

reasonable number of checks and balances, as well as "red-tape" within limits, is 

essential to the proper conduct and coordination of investment proposals. But the 

necessity for each check and the time to be spent on it must be determined in the light 

of a realistic assessment of the cost in money and time. When the administrative 

apparatus becomes so clogged with bottlenecks on every level, the safeguards may 

cost more than they are worth. What the late Prime Minister Nehru said in India a 

long time ago is true for the Sahelian countries of Africa today (Waters ton 1979 p. 



267): 

Government officials spend hundred and thousands of rupees to save 
four annas (one-fourth of a rupee). This outlook is old and they must 
change. Many of them do not take quick decisions but delay the files 
for days and months. This costs the Government each day one million 
rupees. 

The lack of effective administrative organizations and institutions was by far 

the most important single factor responsible for poor results of the projects. 

Next were the institutional factors at the national level. When projects 

benefited from government support at high levels, conflicting policies were 

minimized, pressure for short term results was minimized, and the choice of the 
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project location was not politically motivated, the rate of success was 67, 63, 56, and 

50 percent, respectively (Table 15). 
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Table 15. Factors Associated with Project Success listed by 
Order of Importance 

Factors Rate of Success (Percent) 

Red-tape (minimized) (I)_ 88 

Planning time (minimized) (I) 70 

Government Support at high level (I) 67 

Conflicting policies (minimized) (I) 63 

Pressure for short-term results (minimized) (I) 56 

Choice of location not politically motivated (I) 50 

TP involved in problem identification (S) 50 

TP understands Objectives (S) 50 

No resources diverted outside the project (I) 47 

No ambiguous goals and objectives (I) 44 

Problems with counterparts' situation (minimized) (I) 44 

No budget problems (I) 41 

Funds used properly (I) 40 

No person served outside the project (I) 40 

Technology suitable (T) 27 

No problems due to "other calamities" (E) 15 

No problems due to droughts (E) 14 

Technological problems (minimized) (T) 13 
- -(1) - InstitutIOnal, (S) - Sociocultural, 

(E) = Environmental; (f) = Technological Factor 

Sociocultural factors were next. When the target population was involved in 

problem identification or when it understood the project objectives, the rate of success 

was 50 percent. Even here one can argue that involving (or not involving) the target 
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population in problem identification is not specific to the pastoral situation, but rather 

is a political choice. In the United States and other developed western countries 

interest groups and political parties are well developed and institutionalized into the 

policy process. They express particular interests and bring them to the public policy 

agenda through many channels. However, an assessment of the situation in Third 

World nations indicates a different process (Grindle 1980; Sloan 1984). Policies and 

programs are seldom the results of demands and pressures from competing interested 

groups or political parties. Grindle (1980, p. 17) commenting the frequently 

encountered attitude of leaders in both political and administrative positions, notes that 

participation in policy formulation processes is illegitimate or inefficient. It is during 

policy implementation that affected groups find themselves confronted with the project 

and therefore can articulate their interests. 

The rest of the institutional factors came next and were associated with a rate 

of success between 40 and 47 percent (Table 15). Minimizing budget problems; 

making sure project funds were used properly; and avoiding servicing persons outside 

the project were associated with a rate of success of 41, and 40 percent, respectively. 

Projects with clear goals and objectives were associated with a rate of success 

of 44 percent. So were projects that minimized hostile conditions of national 

counterparts. 

Environmental factors were associated with a rate of success between 14 and 

15 percent, while technological factors were associated with the lowest rate (13 

percent) (Table 15). 
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In practical terms, project managers in charge of implementation can influence 

very few of these factors, and those they can influence are at the bottom of the list. 

They can use their expertise to execute the project technical activities for which they 

have been hired. They can also make sure that funds that get to the field were used 

properly and that no resources were diverted outside the project. 

But they could not influence any of the macro institutional factors one way or 

the other. All factors that can influence a high rate of success are either determined 

during the planning process, i. e., well before the manager has been hired or during 

the implementation of the project but at a higher level. For example, choice of the 

project location, planning time and duration of the project, government support or 

lack of support, existence or non-existence of conflicting policies are all issues the 

manager could do little about. Clarifying project goals and objectives, involving the 

target population in problem identification and in project planning, and planning for 

drought and other calamities also are decided in an earlier stage. 

In the same way, when national priorities have changed (for security or other 

reasons) and budgets are cut, there is little project managers can do except perhaps to 

cut back on certain activities in the field. Of course, the project may fail and the 

people who have been benefiting from these activities would suffer and their trust 

toward these types of projects would be reduced greatly. But it is clear in such a 

case, that the project would not achieve its objectives because it would not receive the 

input it was supposed to receive from the capital city. 
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As one can see, project managers who usually have expertise in range 

management, animal sciences, agronomy, or more recently, in anthropology have 

little preparation to confront most of the serious problems they encounter. Projects, 

whether in range or other agricultural fields, need to be looked at in a comprehensive 

way where all factors that can influence the outcome of the projects are addressed. 

E. LIMITATIONS OF mE STUDY 

In the sense that this study is an evaluation, I must admit I am not playing 

fully by my own rules. It is primarily an evaluation of process. But all research 

represents a compromise between what is ideally desired and what realistically can be 

done. With respect to the selection of the study group, I am confident I have 

obtained a complete set of the evaluation reports for projects completed between 1969 

and 1986 in the study area. While the results cannot be generalized to other countries 

outside the six Sahelian countries, others studies (see Sandford 1983; Moris 1991) 

confirm the findings of this study and stress the need to look at the organizational 

structures incorporated into and supporting the project delivery system in Africa. 

The results are mostly descriptive, using cross-tabular procedures and bivariate 

comparisons between two factors. Because of the small number of projects, 

multivariate analysis to sort out possible interactions among the several factors was 

not possible. However, the fact that the various comparisons that were possible point 

in the same direction contributes to my confidence in the validity of the results. 

Evaluators' responses and their reports showed that institutional factors were 
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consistently more important than the technological, environmental, and sociocultural 

factors in determining the outcome of the projects. Second, evaluators ranked 

institutional factors as the most important factors in determining project outcome. 

And finally, when each of these factors was individually compared to project 

outcome, the results point in the same direction, that is, institutional factors are more 

important in determining the outcome than the other factors. This does not mean that 

other factors are not important. 

Another concern about the study is the potential bias of the evaluators in favor 

of the donor agency. This is particularly true for World Bank projects which are 

evaluated internally. However, this is not the case for projects of USAID. USAID 

hires external evaluators, mostly from universities and evaluation firms to do the job. 

Several evaluators, including one agricultural economist, one 

sociologist/anthropologist, one agronomist/range management specialist, and an 

official from the host country generally make up the team to evaluate one project. 

The distribution of evaluators by expertise is shown in Appendix D. 



95 

IV. CONCLUSIONS & MANAGERIAL SIGNIFICANCE 

A drop of oil in a sea of water ••• 

Pastoral projects can be compared to a drop of oil released in a sea of water. 

After a year or so, one returns and expects to see the water turned into oil and, of 

course, is disappointed. Pastoral proje-ets, whether in range management, or others, 

do not operate in a vacuum. While outcomes do depend upon the technical, cultural, 

and environmental dimensions of the local situation, they also are intimately affected 

by the government's policies, and administrative and budgetary priorities and actions. 

The results of this study confirm that pastoral projects have not been 

successful (21 percent successful). 

Earlier studies put the blame either on the pastoralists, characterized as irrational, or 

on the technical packages, presented as inadequate and non-adapted to local 

conditions. However, experts sent to the field to evaluate pastoral projects, used 

evaluation methods such as "judgmental assessments" which did not allow them to 

make complete assessments nor rule out alternative hypotheses. 

This study developed the thesis that the research methods used to evaluate 

pastoral projects in the Sahelian countries of Africa have led the international 

community to overemphasize the sociocultural and technological aspects of projects 

which have resulted in the neglect of other important factors. An integrated and 

comprehensive approach - metaevaluation - was used in this study to include all 
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factors thought to affect the outcome of pastoral projects in the Sahelian countries of 

Africa. 

Although technological and sociocultural factors do influence project outcome, 

most projects, were seriously jeopardized by defects in governmental policies and 

institutional arrangements related to the projects. Prominent among the defects are 

the following: 

- Government support at high levels is critical for project success, but has been 

lacking in most of cases (84 percent); 

- Short-term results are emphasized because of political pressure, despite 

technical, environmental and social considerations that call for long-term 

sustainability; 

- Choice of project location is not based on objective reasons, but rather on 

political considerations; 

- Public policies that affect pastoral projects are contradictory or nonexistent; 

- Goals and objectives are ambiguous making projects difficult to implement 

and evaluate; 

- Frequent government changes in annual budget authorization and 

disbursement make agreed upon contributions to pastoral projects hard to 

obtain; 

- Low salary and lack of incentives, coupled with harsh environmental 

conditions make national counterparts unwilling to work in remote areas 

(i. e., away from the capital cities); 
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- Time-consuming and complicated bureaucratic procedures, inadequate project 

design and oversight methods have been major factors in determining the 

success of pastoral projects. 

Similarly, the evaluation reports from the World Bank showed that only one 

out of five projects succeeded (20%). And, government policies and institutional 

arrangements were cited most frequently in Project Completion or Audit Reports as 

factors influencing project success of pastoral projects. 

From the results of this study it seems clear that institutional reforms must 

take place before pastoral projects can become more successful and attract the 

resources needed to improve the lives of the pastoral people of the Sahel. 

Important research questions have been raised by this study. For example, 

what is the influence of institutional factors on success through the other factors? 

What is the effect of the institutions and political processes on the movements of rural 

popUlations in and out of rural areas and how does this affect the outcome of pastoral 

projects? How does the "security" factor and survival of the regimes, and the 

resulting policies affect the other factors? What do pastoralists think about 

governments and their policies and how does this affect the outcome of the projects? 

What do government officials, other civil servants, and agencies' employees think 

about pastoralists and how does this affect the outcome of projects? 

The results of this study have significance for project management. There is 
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an unfortunate tendency to view development projects as well as pastoral projects in 

terms of the implementation phase and to judge success or failure only on what 

happened in the field. Pastoral development, however, should be treated as a 

comprehensive enterprise where all project phases (from problem identification to 

final evaluation) are closely related and where all parties involved (from national 

government, donorllender agency, target population, to the agency in charge of 

implementation) seek full understanding and cooperation with each other. Of course, 

this is easy to say, and from looking at the above results, would seem hard to 

accomplish in actuality. 

However, if one is objective about the situation, one need not abandon the 

pastoral sector. There are a few precautions and recommendations, which I call the 

10 commandments of development projects, that provide advice to improve the rate of 

success of pastoral projects. 

Ten Commandments for Successful Pastoral Projects 

1st Commandment. Secure government support at highest level; 

2nd Commandment. A void conflicts with other major national 

policies; 

3rd Commandment. Strive for simple projects; 

4th Commandment. Involve all parties concerned; 

5th Commandment. Have a flexible plan; 



6th Commandment. Have a realistic plan; 

7th Commandment. Rely as little as possible on the national budget; 

8th Commandment. Encourage national counterparts to work 

and stay in the field; 

9th Commandment. Include evaluation at an early stage of the planning process; 

10th Commandment. Find out why the project succeeded or failed; 

These commandments can be used in the project planning process as follows: 
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At the Problem Identification Stage one should secure government support at 

the highest level. From the very beginning (at the request and formulation stages), 

the project should seek to obtain full government support at the highest level possible. 

The head of the government and his closest collaborators should be fully informed 

about the problem to be solved; how, where, and when it is proposed to be solved; 

and how the project is going to help in achieving the national goals of the country. A 

visit of the head of the government to the project site, followed by other visits from 

his closest collaborators should be included in the project plan. These visits, with the 

necessary publicity, will convey the message that this project is important to the 

country. Donor agencies should insist upon these measures. 

Also at this stage of the project, one should make sure the planning process 

takes into account other related problems and conflicting policies which might 

influence the outcome. This is a delicate situation. But one way to get around these 

conflicts is to make sure heads of government and top executives are informed about 
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the situation, potential problems that might arise, and appropriate solutions. If the 

conflicting policies or programs are of higher national priority, then the project should 

be suitably modified or abandoned. It is better to abandon a project in the planning 

stage than to proceed with a project destined to fail. 

At the project Preparation and Planning Stage Commandment 3 through 

Commandment 5 can improve project planning. For example, one should always 

strive for simple projects that contain clear, explicit, and non-ambiguous goals. A 

thorough analysis of the problem to be solved helps set clear goals and objectives. 

All potential problems and possible implicit goals and assumptions which might lend 

to confusion later should be addressed before implementation starts. For example, 

most agencies such as livestock, forest services and others see pastoral and other 

development projects as a means to build their organizational strength. Simple, well

defined project goals can reduce the potential for diversion of project resources to 

achieving these organizational goals. 

To avoid confusion and misunderstanding, the project plan and all legal papers 

should be written in one language, recognized by all parties as the official language of 

references. 

Planning procedures which have failed to include all parties concerned have 

not been effective. Project planning should be as comprehensive as possible with all 

interested parties involved from the beginning. To avoid conflicts that usually arise 
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during the implementation stage, all interested parties such as the target population, 

donor agency, implementing agency, and project manager (if applicable) need to be 

involved at the formulation stage so their ideas and concerns can be incorporated into 

the project plans. 

This commandment may seem unrealistic, since at the project identification 

and formulation stages no budgets exists. Nonetheless, because project after project 

has failed precisely because of this lack of involvement, it does make sense, to find 

ways to involve all potential actors in the actual planning process. 

Parallel to the need for a comprehensive plan, is the need for a flexible plan. 

Because pastoral projects take place in an unstable and highly political setting, and 

because droughts and other natural disasters are major features of the landscape, one 

needs to have as flexible a plan as possible so that adjustments can be made when 

necessary. In practical terms, this means that one should include in the project plan 

several scenarios. For example, scenarios to implement the project under: conditions 

of droughts or other natural disasters; higher inflation rates or serious economic 

downturns; political changes or coup d'etat; or combinations of these alternatives. 

The project process is a dynamic process and the Implementation of the Project 

depends upon all other stages and Commandments. The following recommendations 

(commandments 6 to 8) go back and forth from the planning stage to the 
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implementation stage. 

Parallel to a flexible plan, one should have a realistic plan that takes into 

account the realities of the country involved. One cannot expect to change the 

socioeconomic and/or political situation in a country with just one pastoral project. It 

is necessary to work with and within the existing system to achieve the objectives of 

the project. Project planners as well as implementors need to be aware of all the 

administrative networks, bureaucratic procedures, and problems the project might 

face. 

We live in an uncertain world and funds may be cut off Cit any time in view of 

precarious fiscal situations. To insure enough cash is on hand to pay a government's 

most pressing bills, finance ministries adopt strong measures such as rescissions and 

hold-backs (Wildavsky 1975). 

Under these conditions, one should rely as little as possible on national budget, 

at least for the first few years. Once a project is showing positive results, political 

authorities are more likely to favor and work for continuation of the project. At this 

time the national government can be expected to take charge of and fund some or all 

project activities. 

The project planner should make sure that adequate recruitment standards are 

undertaken in order to get the right people for the project. 

But recruiting the right people is one thing, making them work and stay in the 
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field is another. It is difficult to work under the extreme weather conditions of the 

Sahelian rural areas. But it is even more difficult when one has an annual salary of 

2400 dollars or less, poor housing and no utilities. When provided with the same 

salary, national counterparts prefer to, and make sure they stay in the more hospitable 

environments of the capital city and large urban centers. 

If national counterparts are asked to stay in the harsher conditions of rural 

areas, they must be provided with better accommodations. The project budget, not 

national governments (for reasons cited in earlier commandments), should provide for 

the material conditions of living of national counterparts, by providing adequate 

salaries and better housing and social services. If the necessary services and housing 

cannot be provided, monetary compensations should be dispensed. 
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The Evaluation Stage starts before the implementation and goes beyond the 

completion of the project. 

For a project to succeed, project planners should be able to provide answers to 

the following evaluative questions: 

- What is the nature and scope of the problem requiring the project? Where is 

it located, and whom does it affect? 

- What feasible projects are likely to ameliorate the problem significantly? 

- What is the appropriate target population for the project? 

- Is the project reaching its target population? 

- Is the project being implemented in the ways envisioned? 

- Is it effective? 

- How much does it cost? 

- What are its costs relative to its effectiveness and benefits? 

To answer these questions, evaluation plans should be implemented at each of 

the different stages of the project. 

During the planning and design phases, evaluation should focus on the extent 

and severity of the development problem requiring project action and on the design of 

the project to ameliorate them. During the implementation phase, monitoring 

procedures should be used to assess the degree to which the project is conducted in 

accord with its design. Concerns over accountability and proper use of project 

resources should be emphasized at this stage. A database concerning all matters 

related directly or indirectly to the project should be developed to provide the 
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information necessary for monitoring the progress being made. 

The critical issue in impact assessment is whether or not a project has 

produced a positive effect greater than would have occurred "naturally." Thus, to 

evaluate a pastoral project that introduces new range management techniques "to 

improve the living conditions" of pastoral people, requires assessing whether or not 

"living conditions" are better than would have occurred if the project had not been 

introduced. A well-designed and executed project in a single pastoral community area 

may clearly show, through the method of randomization3, that a range management 

technique was or was not effective in that area. However, unless the persons and 

experimental units selected to participate in the project were a good sample of eligible 

persons in the country in question, it is difficult to generalize beyond the group used. 

In the above example, the internal validity was maximized, but external validity was 

poor. Until we know more about pastoral communities at the local and regional 

level, we need to maximize both internal and external validity. 

3Randomization refers to the assignment of individuals (or 
other units of analysis) of a target population to experimental 
and comparison groups in such a way that for any given assignment 
to a group, every member of the target population has an equal, 
nonzero probability of being selected for that assignment. 
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APPENDIX A: 

COVER LETTER, MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY 



October 31, 1989 

Mr. Dah Salihi 
325 Biosciences East Bldg. 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 
Room #325 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, AZ 85721 
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A common conclusion of many development experts is that livestock and range 
management projects are less successful than other projects. There is much 
disagreement, however, about the reasons for this lack of success. One of the 
objectives of this study is to identify those factors associated with successful projects 
and those with unsuccessful projects. The overall purpose of the study is to find ways 
to improve the impact of livestock and range management projects. 

You have been selected because of your experience in implementing and/or evaluating 
projects in one or more of the following countries: Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, 
Mauritania, Niger, and Senegal. For the study to be truly representative, it is 
important that each questionnaire be completed and returned. Please complete the 
enclosed questionnaire or pass it to a person in your organization who is familiar with 
or has evaluated such projects in one of the above countries. If you have evaluated 
more than one project completed between 1965 and 1987, please respond in regard to 
your most recent project evaluation. 

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire has an 
identification number for mailing purposes only. This is so that we may check your 
name of the mailing list when your questionnaire is returned. Your name will never 
be placed on the questionnaire. 

You may receive a summary of the results by writing "copy of the results requested" 
on the back of the return envelope, and printing your name and address below. 
Please do not put this information on the questionnaire itself. 
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We would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or 
call. The telephone number is (602) 621-3487. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dab O. Salihi 
Research Assistant 

David A. King 
Professor 
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APPENDIX B: 

MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY 



I • THE PROJECT IN GENERAL 

1. Describe briefly the primary problem(s) or condition(s) 
the project was designed to improve, modify, or change. 

2. Describe briefly the primary goal(s) and objectives 
of the project. 

a) Goals: 

b) Objectives: 

3. In your opinion, has the project been evaluated too soon? 
That is, before any impact can truly be seen? 

Yes No Uncertain 

4. In general, how successful do you consider the project 
to be: (circle one response). 

~ Highly -1 Somewhat 
successful successful 

~ Slightly -1 Not at all 
successful successful 
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II • TECHNICAL ASPECTS 

The fo11owing set of questions re1ates to technica1, socio
cu1tura1, institutiona1, and natura1 difficu1ties and prob1ems 
that are often reported as causing unsatisfactory projects. 
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5. The size, scale, or scope of a project is a variable determined 
in the course of project preparation. Please rate the size of 
the project, in relation to the capacity of the local situation 
to absorb the capital and technical inputs, on the following 
scale. 

Too small to have an effect 
Small, some effect, but not 
optimal 

About right 
Too big for 
local condo 

6. Was the technology chosen suited to local conditions? 

Yes No Uncertain 

7. Were there any technological issues/problems specific 
to this project? 

Yes No Uncertain 

IF YES to question 7 please specify: ____________________ _ 

8. In your opinion, to what degree did technological factors 
have a negative influence on the outcome of the project. 

Very strong 
degree 

_ strong 
degree 

Some 
degree 

No influence 

9. Were all project activities executed as planned? 

Yes No Uncertain 

IF NO or UNCERTAIN, please explain briefly ______________ __ 



III. SOCIOCULTURAL ASPECTS 

Yes No Uncertain 
10. Was the project population 

adequately identified in terms of: 

-Size of population? 

-Gender composition? 

11. Was the target population 
involved in problem identification? __ _ 

IF YES, briefly describe the process 

12. Was the target population 
involved in the planning process? 

IF YES, please specify ______________ _ 

13. Did they understand the objectives 
of the project? 

14. Was the target population coverage 
measured? 

IF YES, how was it measured? 

15. What was the median annual income per capita of the 
target population at the time of the evaluation? 

__ <$200 __ $200 to $499 __ >$500 No 
information 

16. Please add any comments you feel pertain to the socio-
cultural aspects of the project: ______________________ __ 
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17. In your opinion, how strong was the influence of socio-cultural 
factors in determining the outcome of the project? 

__ Very strong __ strong Weak No influence 

IV. INSTITUTIONAL ASPECTS 

The following statements concern issues often cited as sources 
of project difficulties. Please indicate the extent to which each 
statement applies to your project (SA=Strongly applies; AS=Applies 
somewhat; APL=Applies very little; DA=Doesn't apply). 

lB. Sometimes project 
planning and 
preparation take too 
much time. By the time 
project implementation 
starts, either conditions 
in the field have changed, 
or ne\-/ government officials 
have taken over and are 

SA AS AVL DA 
--1------1------1------1--

asking for project revision.--I------I------I-----I--

19. National policies 
conflict with the goal(s) 
of this project (e.g. meat 
pricing policy for urban 
populations has an adverse 
effect on a project 
intended to improve meat 
production). --1------1------1------1--

20. Frequent changes in 
government priorities 
budgets may also influence 
project outcome. --1------1------1------1--

21. The choice of location 
was motivated by political 
considerations. --1------1------1------1--

22. The goals and objectives 
of this project are 
ambiguous, making them 
difficult to implement 
and evaluate. --\------\------\------\--



SA AS AVL DA 
--1------1------1------1--

23. There were delays in 
implementation because 
of time consuming and 
complicated bureaucratic 
procedures. --1------1------1------1--

24. There were delays in 
implementation because 
budgeted funds supposedly 
allocated by national 
governments were delayed 
or never made available. --1------1------1------1--

25. Low salary, lack of 
incentives, or harsh 
environmental conditions 
make national counterparts 
unwilling to work in remote 
areas (i.e., away from the 
capital city). --1------1------1------1--

26. High turnover in parent 
agency/ministry personnel 
and staff leads to high 
turnover in project 
personnel and make it 
difficult to implement 
projects properly. --1------1------1------1--

27. Project resources, such 
as vehicles, gasoline, etc. 
were diverted to other 
activities which were 
outside the scope of the 
project. --1------1------1------1--

28. project success is 
related to government 
support at a high level. --1------1------1------1--

29. Some of project funds were 
not used properly. That is, 
some funds were used for 
other purposes than the 
designated project 
activities. --1------1------1------1--
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SA AS AVL DA 30. Some persons served 
were outside the 
target population. --1------1------1------1--

31. project success is also related to donor/lender agency 
support and cooperation with implementing agency and 
host government administration. Did this project 
encounter any difficulties due to donor/lender agency's 
lack of support or cooperation? 

Yes No Uncertain 

The economic and political conditions can have important 
effects on projects at the local level. Did your project 
experience difficulties due to any of the following? 

Yes 

32. High inflation 

33. Political change at the ministerial 
level 

34. Political change at the national 
level, (elections or coup d'etat) 

35. Others (e.g. diplomatic problems 
with another nation, war, etc) 

No Don't know 

It is often stated that project outcome is closely 
related to the allocation of project resources. What is 
your estimate of the percentage of total project 
expenditures made in each of the following locations. 

36. ---% of total project expenditures were spent in 
the capital city 

37. % of total --- project expenditures were spent outside 
the country 

38. ---% of total project expenditures were spent in 
the field. 
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It is also often suggested that project outcome is 
closely related to the allocation of time. 

39. Please fill in your estimates of the relative time 
(in % of total working time) the project chief 
spent on each of the following categories : 

______ % time dealing with budgetary matters 
_____ % time dealing with personnel matters 
_____ % time spent in meetings 
_____ % time spent dealing with legal matters 
_____ % time spent in the field. 

40. _____ % of total project expenditures were spent on 
maintenance operations and expendable items 
such as gasoline, oil, office supplies, etc. 

41. It is often observed that political considerations 
put pressure for short term results. Do you think 
that the time limit given to this project was not 
long enough? 

Yes No uncertain 

please add any comments you feel pertain to 
institutional aspects of the project. 

42. In your opinion, how strong was the overall influence of 
institutional factors on the outcome of the project? 

___ Very strong ___ Strong Weak None 
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V. NATURAL ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 

Drought and other natural calamities are common 
features of the Sahelian zone. Did this project 
experience any implementation problems due to the 
following factors? 

Yes No Don't know 

43. Drought 

44. Other calamities 

45. Please add any natural environmental factors that 
may have been omitted 

46. In your opinion, how strong was the overall 
influence of natural environmental factors on the 
outcome of the project? 

_ Very strong _ strong Weak No influence 

117 



47. Now, thinking back about the influence of all 
factors put together please rank them by order of 
importance to the project outcome. 

Technology aspects 

sociocultural aspects 

Institutional aspects 

Natural environmental variables 
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VI. EVALUATION METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This section is concerned with the methods and 
procedures utilized to evaluate projects. 
In evaluating projects, evaluators try to find 
answers to a range of questions including: 

What was the nature and scope of the problem 
requiring action? 
What interventions were undertaken to ameliorate 
the problem significantly? 
What was the appropriate target population for 
the intervention? 
Did the intervention reach the target population? 
Was the intervention implemented in the way 
envisioned? 
Was it effective? 
How much did it cost compared to its benefits? 

To answer the above questions, evaluators 
generally use two major classes of evaluation 
research: 1) assessment of project implementation; 
and 2) assessment of project impact. 

The following set of questions concern how project 
evaluators address each of the two evaluations approaches. 

A. Assessment of Project Implementation 

48. Did the evaluation study include any procedures to 
examine whether or not the project was being 
implemented in accordance with project 
specifications and guidelines? 

Yes No (IF NO, skip to q. 53) 

49. Which of the following procedures were used to 
examine whether or not the project was being 
implemented in accordance with the project 
specifications and guidelines. Check all 
categories that apply. 

Review of reports and records of action agency 

Participant observation 

Reports and records of action agency collected 
especially for evaluation study 
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Interviews or questionnaires with 
professionals or other providers of service 

Information from recipients of services 

Reports of persons in community with 
knowledge of program 

Other (specify) ____________________________ _ 

50. For purposes of assessing whether or not the 
project was being implemented in accordance with 
its previous specifications, were all of the units 
targeted by the project examined or were they 
sampled? (Units may be persons, groups, organizations, 
providers of service, or physical objects). 

All observed Sampled 

IF SAMPLED, describe the sampling procedure briefly 

51. Were the subjects of analysis followed continuously 
or periodically through the life of the project? 

Observed continuously 
Observed periodically 
Observed only once 

IF OBSERVED AT MORE THAN ONE POINT IN TIME, briefly 
describe the procedure ____________________________________ _ 

52. Did the analysis of the data include any of the 
following techniques? Check all that apply. 

Multivariate analysis 

Simple descriptive statistical procedures 

Rating from qualitative information including 
case reports and observation material 

Narrative descriptive reports 

Impressionistic summaries 

Other (specify) __________________________________ ___ 
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B. Measurement of Impact 

53. Did the project evaluation include procedures to 
actually measure the impact that may have occurred 
because of the intervention? 

Yes No 
If NO, skip to Question 62. 

54. Did the design to measure impact include an 
experimental or quasi-experimental design? 

Yes No 

If NO to question 54, skip to question 62. 

55. Did the experimental design include control or 
comparison groups that were either not exposed to 
the project or who received different 
interventions than the experimental project being 
evaluated? 

Yes No 

56. If YES go to question 55, did the evaluation researchers 
assign cases to experimental and control or 
comparison groups on a random or probability basis? 

Yes No 

57. Measurement for the experimental design were taken ••• 

After the project 

During the project 

Before and after the project 

Before and during the project 

During and after the project 

Before, during, and after the project 
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58. Instead of or in addition to an experimental design, 
were any of the following approaches utilized? 
(Check all that apply.) 

Longitudinal study without control or 
comparison groups 
Cross-sectional study without control or 
comparison groups 
Comparison of experimental study group 
with available secondary data 
Description of processes or practices in 
relationship to expert judgments 
Other (specify) 

59. Which of the following procedures were used to collect 
data on impact or change? Check all that apply. 

_____ Participant observation 

... ____ Review of service reports and records of 
action agency 

_____ Reports and records of action agency collected 
especially for evaluation study 

_____ Interviews or questionnaires with professionals 
and other providers of service in the action 
agency 

_____ Information from recipients of services 

_____ Reports of persons in community with 
knowledge project 

_____ Other (specify) ________________________________ __ 
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60. In order to assess impact or change, did the 
units studied (i.e., persons, groups, organizations, 
providers of service, or physical objects) constitute 
the total population served by the project, a sample 
of it, or was it composed of units different from those 
exposed to the project? 

1 
2 

_3_ 
4 

Total group served 
Sample of group served 
Different from group served 
Sample of group served and group not served 

If 2, 3, or 4 ABOVE, describe how selected: 

62. Please add any comments that pertain to this section 

T HAN K YOU FOR YOU R H E L P 
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APPENDIX C: 

LIST OF UNDP PASTORAL PROJECTS 

COUNTRY PROJECT TITLE UNDP AMOUNT DATE 

B. Faso "cuirs & Peaux Bruts" $67,796 1974-76 

Chad 

Mali 

"Inventaire des Ressources 
en Faune" 497,708 

"Assistance au Project de 
Developpement Rural de 
l'ORD de l'Est" 144,688 

Agricultural Training 
Centre, Matourkou 1,084,281 

Total Burkina Faso (4 projets) $1,794,473 

Livestock Development 

"unite de Developpement 
de l'Elevage" 

Etude sectorielle Agricole 

Poultry Production 

Poultry Production 

Total Chad (5 projects) = 

$51,276 

454,899 

30,016 

43,236 

161,745 

$745,172 

Improvement and Modernization 
of Livestock and Meat $2,897,267 

Agricultural Instructors 
& Extension Workers 
Training Programme 

Animal Production & 
Health 

Animal Feeding 

1,201,683 

109,727 

14,303 

1979-84 

1982-84 

1968-76 

1970-73 

1973-82 

1974-76 

1968-73 

1970-76 

1971-80 

1965-74 

1968-74 

1971-73 
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LIST OF UNDP PASTORAL PROJECTS, continued 

COUNTRY PROJECT TITLE UNDP AMOUNT 

Mali Improvement & Modernization 
of Livestock & Meat Production 
& Marketing 31,505 

Total Mali (5 projects) = $4,254,485 

Mauritania Agricultural Training 

Niger 

& Extension Centre, Kaedi 

"Assistance a l'Ecole 
Nationale de Kaedi" 

"Assistance a L'Ecole 
Ntionale de Kaedi" 

"Projet d'Agriculture & 

de l'Elevage Pastoral" 

999,579 

603,642 

° 

1,667 

Total Mauritania (4 projects)= $1,604,888 

Livestock Improvement 49,925 

pilot Agricultural Dev. 
in the Dallol Maourt 1,315,588 

"Assistance pour Ie projet 
de developpement de 
l'I.P.D.R. de Kollo" 467,713 

"Assistance a des Cours 
Recyclage" 52,084 

"Etablissement du Systeme 
de Collecte des Statistiques 
Agro-pastorales" 201,678 

"Lutte c~ntre les 
Glossines (phase II)" 

"Lutte c~ntre les 
Glossines (phase II)" 

520,673 

143,006 

DATE 

1975-76 

1964-72 

1983-84 

1980-83 

1974-75 

1968-72 

1970-79 

1975-79 

1982-83 

1977-79 

1975-80 

1978-81 



COUNTRY 

Niger 

LIST OF UNDP PASTORAL PROJECTS, continued 

PROJECT TITLE 

"Formation des Cadres de 
l'Elevage" 

"Renforcement des Services 
Agrometeorologiques & 

UNDP AMOUNT DATE 

31,659 1979-82 

Mydroliques (II) 1,048,197 1978-83 

Total Niger (9 projects) = $3,830,523 

Senegal "Formation Professionelle 
Rurale" 1,023,779 

Livestock Development, 
Eastern Senegal 

SAED Formation 

Development of Dairy 
Industries 

Pasture Improvement & 
utilization 

"Tannage de Peaux de 
Belimlayes" 

"Operation d'urgence pour 
la Sauvegarde de Betail" 

151,070 

95,461 

69,811 

29,784 

10,731 

86,877 

Total Senegal (7 projects) = $1,467,513 

1973-78 

1974-75 

1982-83 

1968-73 

1968-72 

1975-76 

1980-81 
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APPENDIX D. 
DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT EVALUATORS BY EXPERTISE 

Evaluator Numbers 

Administrative specialist 4 

Agricultural economist 12 

Agronomist 7 

Anthropologist 10 

Audio-visual specialist 1 

capital Resources Dev. Officer 2 

Economist 3 

Engeneer 2 

Financial analyst 2 

Forester 2 

Linguistic/adm. assistant 1 

Livestock specialist 7 

Range management specialist 6 

Rural health specialist 2 

Rural sociologist 6 

Sociologist 7 
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