CHAPTER TWO:

INSTITUTIONAL SUSTAINABILITY: A REVIEW OF DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT LITERATURE AND AGENCY EVALUATIONS

INTRODUCTION

Research on institutional sustainability cuts across the domains of academic literature, development management literature, and evaluation research.  In addition to these literatures, this chapter draws upon actual evaluation reports done by development assistance agencies.  Such agencies seek input related to program improvement and are thus relevant to aims of this study. This chapter presents some of the more important works from these academic and professional domains that address institutional sustainability.

HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS IN DEVELOPMENT

For the past four decades, development officials have been investing in developing countries' institutions. These efforts have often been focused on inducing change in these institutions to make them more effective. Four phases of the institutional development movement have developed over time to help conceptualize these efforts. They are: 1) Classical Administrative Reforms (1950s-mid 1960s), 2) Institution Building (mid 1960s through early 1970s), 3) Institutional Development (mid 1970s to mid 1980s), and now, 4) Institutional Sustainability (or "development" e.g.: Esman 1991; Moore, 1995; Booy, . 1988). 

The classical administrative reforms (1950s-mid 1960s) featured transference of the Weberian, closed-system model of organization.  Its focus was upon factors internal to organizations, such as structure, personnel administration, budgeting, etc... Through technical assistance and training, these Western models were supposed to be replicated by the developing countries, thus supporting the larger development process. For a variety of (typically) contextual reasons, development efforts based on this model were not successful. (Graham, 1968;  Njoh, 1990). 

Institution Building was developed by Milton Esman and his colleagues from the University of Pittsburgh in the mid 1960s. Esman's model consisted of a set of internal variables: leadership, doctrine, program, resources, and structure. The novelty of this model was Esman's attention to survival mechanisms of the organization.  He argued for the importance of "linkage variables" which focused upon the organization's operating context and its internal dynamics. He termed these linkage variables as: enabling linkages, functional linkages, normative linkages, and diffused linkages. This model was later criticized as inadequate for over-focusing on sheer survival aims of the organization, and not enough on outcomes (Brinkerhoff, 1986; Rodinelli, 1984). Yet, Esman's model still seems valid today as it portrays institutions as open rather than closed systems. It postulates that relationships with the environment are crucial in institutional development. Later refinements of Esman's model have incorporated new analyses of organizations’  segments/populations previously neglected. The Institutional Development models have become more focused upon participatory approaches and upon client behavior. Instead of being a top-down conception, it utilized a grass-root, process approach. (Goldsmith, 1992;  Korten, 1980).

Nevertheless, results of programs using the Institution Building model have also proven inadequate with regard to sustainability.   In the mid-1980s, USAID funded work at the University of Maryland that led to a new theoretical approach, the Institutional Sustainability Framework (see Chapter Three). The essential feature of this later model is its incorporation of earlier notions from Institutional Building, with more consideration to strategic management factors. This paradigm demands managers to look outward from their operating environment to assess demand for the institution's outputs. The model also requires attention to stakeholder interests and concerns (IDMC, 1988; Goldsmith, 1992; Uphoff, 1994). In summary, the current thrust of institutional building and effectiveness work all concur that institutional sustainability needs to be a primary focus.

THE SUSTAINABILITY QUANDARY

One of the major problems that donor agencies such as USAID, TACIS, and The World Bank (to name a few) report is that the benefits of foreign aid seem to terminate or are of minimal consequence once the resources that donor agencies provide are expended. In fact, many in-process evaluations on ongoing projects also often find/predict poor prospects for program impact (World Bank, 1990; USAID, 1988).  In an important early study, Cassen argued that "A subject requiring much more attention is the life of projects beyond the time of the donor's involvement." (Cassen, 1986. p. 307).

In the development management literature and development agency reports, this ability (or inability) of the recipient, host-country institutions to continue to provide benefit streams over time once the aid is terminated is referred to as the "sustainability component." With regard to aid efficacy, the issue of institutional sustainability is now understood as a primary concept for understanding aid effectiveness.   The importance of having an effective institutional base underpinning a nation's quest for development is widely recognized, and strong institutions are thought to be a pre-condition for development (DAC-OECD, 1989; Nugent, 1998; Uphoff, 1994).  Advocates of development aid argue that unlocking the "secret" of the sustainability problem would engender far more success stories with regard to both specific projects and more encompassing development goals. 

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: SUSTAINABILITY AND INSTITUTIONS

Before proceeding, there are several definitional issues to discuss.  Following this, brief histories of the efforts of institution building and institutional development are presented.  These will demonstrate how aid agencies and the academic literature have arrived at institutional sustainability as being a key construct in the development field. 

One of the first academicians to recognize the importance of institutions in less developed nations was Samuel Huntington. According to Huntington, institutions are stable, valued, recurring patterns of behavior. He describes institutionalization as "the process by which organizations and procedures acquire value and stability" (Huntington, 1968, p.12). Esman and Bruhns concur with this as they suggest: "An organization is primarily a technical instrument, a means to reach certain objectives, but never an end in itself...In institutional analysis, we are concerned with purposes and values which extend beyond the immediate task at hand" (McGill, 1995; Blase, 1986,  p. 329). This dissertation adopts a more practical manner in which to conceive institutions based on these two concepts, and will use McGill's (1995, p.65) definition of institutions... "An institution is seen as having two primary characteristics, It is an instrument for action, ...  (but) it (also) has inherent value to its recipients, beyond its mere instrumentality." 

Adamolekun (1990, p. 5-6) also stresses the importance of values when looking at institutional sustainability: "it is essential to pay attention to the values that underpin the institutions being developed or strengthened". Uphoff asserts that if one wants to know if an organization has been institutionalized, it must be deciphered: Would other people in society want this organization back if it were to cease to exist?  In other words, Uphoff feels that a large part of attaching the label of "institution" to an organization lies in understanding if and how the larger society values it. This may be an important reason why researchers looking at institutional sustainability urge that more emphasis be placed on investigating the players and processes surrounding the institution, in addition to recognizing the importance of values attached to the institution by stakeholders. (Uphoff, 1986,  p.8)

Meanwhile, there are a myriad of references made to sustainability in donor's reports and the development literature, and each donor tends to have its own operational definitions. Therefore there is no consensus on what exactly sustainability means, nor a standardized, agreed-upon set of indicators to use in evaluating sustainability (Lafond, 1995; Uphoff, 1995;  Morgan, 1997; Goldsmith, 1993;).

Donors tend to view sustainability in terms of it being a financial issue. However, the literature suggests that the sustainability picture is more than just a financial problem. Although finances are important to an institute's sustainability, it must be understood that it relates to complex phenomena.  Sustainability is also involved with matters of institutional development, such as the level of human resources in the institution and the political and sociological factors surrounding it (Ellsworth, 1998).

Brown (1988) identifies at least six different notions of what the term sustainability means in the literature.  The most common reference he reports deals with environmental-ecological issues. Although this ecological reference is vaguely similar to sustainability being analyzed in this study, it should not be confused with institutional sustainability.  Brown categorizes his six notions of the sustainability concept into four broad areas: 1) sustainability as continued benefit flows, 2) sustainability as longevity or survival, 3) sustainability as the ability to recoup costs, 4) sustainability as institutional capacity and performance. Brown notes that these concepts are not mutually exclusive and that each perspective is valid to a certain point and that they are often interrelated. 

Brown further argues the shortcomings of each of these four notions. For example, it would never be denied that money is indeed important and is critical in supporting any institution, but financial solvency cannot become the sole preoccupation of the institution. For example, at a school there might be pressures to rent out portions of the facilities to private business ventures and to utilize the infrastructure in a more commercially viable manner. This would be alright if these activities were part of the strategic plan and mission of what the school is supposed to do, but it would not be convincing to argue to support such an interpretation of sustainability if it is seen to have little connection with any educational function.  If some plan is enacted to try to generate revenues with ancillary activities, it is important that these new revenue-generating schemes do not occupy most of the administrations and staff's time and energy and detract from the main activities of the institute. (Herschblach, Hays, and Evans, 1992).

Another problem with a focus on cost recovery is that the institution may introduce or increase user fees to capture revenues. In the short run, this might breathe some life into the institution.  However, it could become a problem if these user fees discriminate against some potential client group that cannot afford such fees.  Thus, thinking of sustainability as recouping costs thus has potential limitations.  If a benefit stream is not reaching intended beneficiaries, or is causing harm in some fashion to minorities, the environment, or the poor, then sustainability would need to be redefined in a less rigorous, normative manner that many academics are now doing (Ellsworth, 1998).

Were longevity to be used as a major criterion to judge sustainability, this would do little to answer questions about the benefits of the institute other than perhaps, the salaries of those who work there. Another problem with using longevity is the question of "how much time should elapse after donor funds are gone before an institute is declared sustainable?" By using continued benefit flows as a definition of sustainability, the problem is that it might be an irrelevant concept for some projects. For example, if development assistance were earmarked to help a nation build bridges, once the bridges were built, it would be useless to even talk about sustainability as continued benefits since the project already attained its goal. A methodological problem with using continued benefit flows and in analyzing sustainability in general is the problem of time. By its very definition, you cannot analyze continued benefit flows until years after the investment phase of the project is finished (These are called Ex-post studies). The limitations of doing these Ex-post studies are that they are expensive and few in the donor agencies really want to re-visit old projects. Donors are usually focused on the implementation of ongoing projects. What is needed then seems to be is a way to assess sustainability of a development intervention during the investment phase or as early as possible. 

Perhaps the most reasonable way to accomplish this and avoid the pitfalls just described is to conceive of sustainability as an institutional capacity issue.  Such an approach enables the researcher an opportunity to focus upon how "self-reliant" an institution is.  It also directs research questions toward projecting sustainability in the years to come. It is also a robust procedure in which to conceptualize sustainability, because capacity has to do with "continued effectiveness, about creating and maintaining an acceptable level of capacity, and then about converting that capacity into actual performance" (Brown, 1988, p. 62). 

This study uses this broader notion of the capacity issue as a guide and borrows Brinkerhoff and Goldsmith's definition of institutional sustainability: "The capacity of an institution to generate a minimum level and quality of valued outputs over the long term" Brinkerhoff and Goldsmith also argue:  "a sustainable institution is one that earned the adherence of a sufficient body of people so that it gets the encouragement and support it needs.....". (Brinkerhoff and Goldsmith, 1990, p. 371). This definition takes into account earlier discussed criteria: longevity, continued benefit flows, and fiscal resourcefulness. However, it also improves upon the sustainability concept by considering institutional capacity, based upon qualitative measures and linkages to both the institution's operating context and its stakeholders. 

Now that the sustainability concept has been described and definitional issues surmounted, a discussion simplifying the complexities of development assistance is warranted.

LEVELS OF ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION MODALITIES

The issue of levels of analysis must be clarified before launching into evaluations and studies done on institutional sustainability. As described earlier, development assistance is targeted to many areas and comes in a variety of delivery mechanisms. This study is looking only at technical assistance that is targeted at project-specific activities. This means that the institution will be the unit of analysis, as institutions are the focus of  most technical assistance projects. However, it must be understood that sustainability is a concept that can also be applied to non-formal institutions or even sector-wide activities.

When aid agencies perform evaluations of development assistance, they use various types of evaluation formats. One type of evaluation targets how accomplishments relate to the project cycle. Table 2.1 demonstrates such an evaluation format.

TABLE 2-1
PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS OF MONITORING AND EVALUATION AT EACH STAGE OF THE PROJECT CYCLE
According to Table 2.1, sustainability assessment is often done during the management of project operations stage. Sustainability can also be addressed after-the-fact through impact studies. Most of the evaluations and studies presented here fall into one or the other of these evaluation types.

Sustainability is listed as one of the major goals and indicators for many donors' evaluations. The other major indicators they use are: efficiency, relevance, effectiveness, and impact (DAC, 1991; OECD,1986; Binnendijk, 1990).  Taken together, these four measures may reveal a project's sustainability propensity.  To be sustainable, a project should score high on all of these criteria (especially impact). However, these measures are snapshot pictures in time, and do not help convey a holistic picture as sustainability measures attempt to do. As described earlier by Brown, these measures alone cannot fully capture institutional sustainability questions.  Impact evaluations are considered the most rigorous and could come close to ascertaining institutional sustainability but there are many endogenous factors that impact studies often underestimate.

Goldsmith (1993,  p. 197) discusses the difficult task of specifically evaluating institutions and states: "Since institutions are complicated, unpredictable and subject to multiple influences, no obvious instruments exist to find out how to improve institutional development practices....". He breaks down the evaluation task into three possible entry points for evaluations of institutional development:  1) Inputs (resource allocation) 2) Internal Processes (structure and activities) and 3) External Goals (outputs and outcomes).

FIGURE 2-1

“ENTRY POINTS FOR EVALUATING INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT”
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This dissertation uses two of these "entry points" (Inputs and External Goals), and looks at these factors outside of the organization as being important for institutional sustainability.  Internal processes variables are of course important, but such factors have already been well studied by both practitioners and academics.

ACADEMIC STUDIES AND AGENCY REPORTS ON EVALUATIONS AND INSTITUTIONAL SUSTAINABILITY

A serious measurement problem with the sustainability concept is that it is concerned with a future for which relevant variables may be hard to conceive or specify during the project phase.  Often, the literature suggests, practitioners focus on implementation and factors internal to the organization at the expense of external environmental factors. (Blunt and Jones, 1999; Brinkerhoff, 1994; Honadle & VanSant, 1985).  Biggs and Neame (1995, p. 31-40) argue: "the project mentality ignores the complex historical, political, economic, and cultural processes and power structures at work".  Brinkerhoff analyzed World Bank projects in an attempt to see how they do institutional analysis. He discovered that their methods focused on factors internal to the organization at the expense of external factors.  World Bank evaluations did not include a focus on stakeholders and customers, but rather upon training adequacy (Brinkerhoff, 1994; Stockmann, 1997).

The World Bank and USAID have more recently attempted to develop frameworks for evaluating sustainability both during the project cycle and afterwards. In fact, USAID now includes institutional considerations to be important in their guidelines, and institutional analysis is a required component of USAID programming (Vondal, 1988). The problem appears in bridging the gap between evaluations and implementation (Sumberg and Okali, 1997; Biggs and Matsaert, 1999). This was confirmed with a personal interview with a USAID official from their evaluation department related to this study: "yes, we look at sustainability and factors external to the project, but our people in the field are still bound to input-output analysis and cost-benefit analysis. Their focus is on day-to-day operations and making sure that short-term implementation goals are met" (USAID interview, 2001). Hellinger echoes this tendency of aid administrators: "they face internal structures, operational procedures, and reward systems geared to promote objectives related primarily to expansionary and survival interests of the AID bureaucracy" (Hellinger, 1988, p. 49).

Cernea also urges those involved in evaluating development projects to consider the external environment of development projects:  "non-economic social sciences, which study people, cultures, and societies, are vitally necessary" (1985,  p. 3). Cernea's work was an early attempt to comprehensively analyze aid evaluations and he criticized these works for not including any input from sociologists. His conclusion was that after looking at the repeated failures of aid interventions, the main reasons for the failure of these interventions was that "programs were sociologically ill-informed and ill-conceived." (1985,  p. 3).

Having mentioned the criticisms and shortcomings of development agencies' aid evaluations and problems with implementation, The World Bank and USAID do have evaluation techniques that attempt to flesh out factors for project sustainability. For example, Bamberger and Cheema (from the World Bank Operations and Evaluation Department-OED) examined three case studies to discover factors relating to project sustainability. The case studies they utilized were projects that were funded by the World Bank and they included a rural development project, a primary education project, and an agricultural university project. From these experiences they developed a list of indicators to be used as an index of sustainability for any project. The index (shown in Table 2.2) demonstrates that there many factors to consider in assessing sustainability. The index is to be used in a check-list fashion. The higher the point total, more positive World Bank considers the project. As the index suggests, external player processes and context issues weigh heavily in any analysis. Here we also see the introduction of the term "stakeholders" as being salient in sustainability analyses. 

TABLE 2-2

PROJECT SUSTAINABILITY INDEX of the WORLD BANK

A. Continued Delivery of Services and Production of Benefits:

A-1 Comparison of actual and intended benefits and services and their stability over time.

A-2 Efficiency of service delivery

A-3 Quality of services

A-4  Satisfaction of beneficiaries

A-5 Distribution of benefits among different economic and social groups

B. Maintenance of the Physical Infrastructure:

B-1 Condition of the infrastructure

B-2 Condition of the plant and equipment

B-3 Adequacy of maintenance procedures and resources

B-4 Efficiency of cost-recovery and adequacy of operating budget

B-5 Beneficiary involvement in maintenance procedures

C. Long-Term Institutional Capacity:

C-1 Technical capacity and appropriate mandate of the principle operating agencies

C-2 Stability of staff and budget of operating agencies

C-3 Adequacy of interagency coordination

C-4 Adequacy of coordination with community organizations and beneficiaries

C-5 Flexibility and capacity to adapt the project design and operation to changing circumstances

D.  Support from Key Stakeholders:

D-1 Strength and stability of support from international agencies

D-2 Strength and stability of support from the national government

D-3 Strength and stability of support from provincial and local government agencies

D-4 Strength and stability of support at the community level

D-5 Extent to which the project has been able to build a broad base of support and to avoid becoming politically controversial

CODE: 1=VERY POOR; 2=POOR; 3=AVERAGE; 4=GOOD; 5=VERY GOOD

100 Total Points=Maximum

(Source: Bamberger and Cheema. 1990."Case Studies of Project Sustainability: Implications for Policy and Operations from Asian Experience”. World Bank. Washington, D.C. p. 98-99)

Moore, however (1995,  p. 55), suggests that "series of checklists and that the relevance of particular points in any checklist will vary from case to case."  He argues that evaluations of institution building will necessarily remain as much an art as a science, and that "the subjective element will continue to be prominent."

USAID has developed a sustainability index for NGO's that are working under contract or in partnership with USAID development efforts. They use such indices for both specific projects they sponsor in the NIS and Eastern Europe, as well as for their reports on national or regional development   They use five sets of criteria in establishing a numeric rating (1-7) for sustainability,  Legal Environment, Organizational Capacity, Financial Viability, Advocacy, and Public Image. One can see that four out of five of these indicators specifically relate to the operating context. In terms of their own projects, there exists no standard format or specific tool that USAID utilizes in evaluating sustainability (USAID interview, 2001).

USAID has commissioned a number of evaluation studies addressing sustainability issues. A special evaluation was done for sustainability using two case studies from Kenya that were both institutional development projects.  The first project was at Egerton University and another agricultural research institution which were both attempting to model the U.S. land grant model. They were dismayed to find that there was no hard data concerning outputs of the university: "demand for Egerton graduates is anecdotal and very incomplete"...." It is imperative that an agricultural sector manpower needs assessment study needs to be carried out". (USAID, 1995, p. 11). The report comments on the importance of this dynamic: "it is important that...Egerton produces graduates that meet the perceived needs of the private sector in the country". The report goes on to say that there was limited consultation with local employers about curriculum (USAID,  1995. p.13), which evaluators argued should have been a central concern. 

Another evaluation study that USAID sponsored was a combination of two studies on capacity building which targeted: 1) Human Resource Development, 2) Institutional building (organizational structure and system), and 3) the sustainability of capacity building efforts in Gambia.  One project was an institutional development program at an agricultural institute, and the other was a ministerial capacity development program. The results for the first project were that the human resource development goals were successful as "training helped Gambia's ability to conduct adaptive agricultural research" (USAID, 1993,  p 13). The evaluators doubted however, that this institute would be sustainable. This was due to a failure of the institute to "respond to the need of farmers at the farm level nor communicate to the public and policy makers the value of its contribution." (p. 16).  In other words, they failed to gain the support of stakeholders. 

The second project they looked at failed completely as almost 100 percent of all the people they had trained overseas to work in this project left and found work elsewhere. Training and "brain drain" are large problems for the sustainability of institutions. Again, there was a failure to look beyond the organization's walls and factor in stakeholders and their potential demand for outputs.

One of the first comprehensive studies done on sustainability in USAID technical assistance projects looked at over 212 evaluation reports (ER's) from projects done in 1985-1986. Only 11% of these projects were classified as sustainable (USAID, 1987).  The findings were that projects that received poor sustainability ratings suffered from:

* Weak institutional management and outreach capacity for effective linkage with local institutions and groups.

* Inadequate budgetary resources for maintenance and replacement of equipment and facilities

* Inappropriate and non-supportive policies of the government and major responsible bodies. 

* Insufficient involvement in planing policy and/or implementation by groups of participants and beneficiaries at the local level; and

* Ineffective mechanisms for training staff and middle management

Conversely, other projects that boded well for sustainability showed the following characteristics:

* Strong leadership and effective management in the Ministry and the University created strong programs and constituency support;

* Supportive policies laid down by the government were faithfully adhered to

* Institutions involved were effective and flexible in dealing with change; and

* Cooperation of major institutions was close and liaison with local authorities was extensive with favorable impacts on teacher performance.

As mentioned earlier, there appears to be weaknesses in many development projects' appraisals and evaluations of the immediate political environment in which they are inimically a part. Of course, the political environment is characterized by a multitude of variables that may or may not be of concern to the operation of a particular development project.

A comprehensive search of the USAID evaluation database from 1990-2001, using the key words: sustainability, project sustainability, institution building, and impact assessment found a total of 33 documents.  Some of these evaluations were compilations of project evaluations, and some were evaluations of individual projects that dealt with these concepts (primarily sustainability) in some way or another. Of those 33 evaluation studies that incorporated a "lessons learned" section or gave a similar description of factors affecting sustainability, 19 mentioned external or contextual variables as having influenced sustainability. All of them focused on internal management variables. (Binney, 2001).

Many studies have attempted to look at this issue of the socio-economic context in which development interventions operate.  As a rule, academicians and practitioners alike call for more work to be done on addressing external environment factors on development assistance projects and ascertaining the extent to which such factors impinge upon the success or failure of a project.  An example of this type of research was done for USAID by the Academy for Educational Development (AED) in 1992 (Herschblach, Hays, and Evans. 1992). That study examined problems of implementing and sustaining vocational education and training programs in developing countries. They selected 50 projects that were implemented by USAID from 1973-1989, and discovered that the cost-benefit and rate of return studies that were done were not adequate.  What was also needed was "an assessment of current conditions in the implementing context". Some of these "conditions" include the current economic conditions, political environment, legal and bureaucratic structures, and social and cultural values. The study concluded that "failure to accommodate critical contextual conditions can seriously weaken a training project and impair its sustainability." (Herschblach, Hays, and Evans, 1992, p. 23) Another important factor in the successful programs they analyzed was the importance of local commitment and input to the project. 

By using a comparative method, Goldsmith (1990 ) attempted to study and pinpoint the factors of success and failure of technical assistance programs in building agricultural institutions. He chose to compare and contrast both Nigeria's and India's experience with  technical assistance programs designed after those of the U.S. Focusing primarily upon   non-conventional reasons for success or failure, he found that India fared quite well in adopting much of U.S. model and has benefited from this. Nigeria did not assimilate much of the new knowledge at all. The reason for failure in Nigeria had to do with political variables:  Nigerian leaders did not exhibit strong support for the project. This study and others have asserted that Nigeria national development policy exhibits an "urban bias" in its development efforts, and therefore officials are less than enthusiastic about implementing agricultural programs.  Furthermore, rural populations in Nigeria are not as politically empowered as are the rural poor in India, and there seemed to be an absence of political pressure from below to sustain this project. 

In terms of Nigerian institutional development, the claim is that the agricultural institutions there were/are separated from their potential beneficiaries. This separation caused the outputs of the institute to be wasted there.  Meanwhile, the rural poor of India were given (and demanded) more participation in the decision making processes and implementation of their institutional development program. 

White (1990) did a study on the factors that make for effective agricultural research institutions in the developing world. Focusing upon the dynamics of building capacity for agricultural research, she isolated four areas that could explain successful institutions from her sample. They were: 1) external supports from the international and scientific community, 2) national political support, 3) organizational incentives within the organization, and 4) linkages among institutions within the agricultural system. 

On the other hand, Grindle's (1997) examination of successful organizations suggests that sometimes organizations can survive debilitating aspects of their contexts.  Recognizing the many daunting environmental factors that some institutions must endure, she still found that successful institutions managed to become autonomous from these affects. She concluded that organizational culture was a critical factor for success. Leadership and clear missions were listed as important. These appeared to be exceptions, but her work does offer some hope to those institutions "stuck" in hostile or non-nurturing operating environments. According to Grindle, poor operating contexts need not be the primary culprit in institutions failing to sustain themselves.

ETHNICITY AND DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

The sustainability literature clearly states that socio-cultural factors within an organization's operating environment are important considerations.  The list of the possible types of these contextual factors that affect an institution’s sustainability is seemingly endless. However, since ethnic organization and inter-ethnic tensions are well rehearsed themes in both sociological and anthropological literatures, the "politics" of ethnicity seemingly ought to be related to factors of sustainability in multiethnic states of Central Asia. Yet, little is specifically written on such issues in the development literature.  Esman and Herring contend that there are interactions between development assistance and ethnic politics. This is due in large measure because development assistance loans and projects have distributive consequences and that there is a body of evidence that ethnic conflict is "rooted in or fed by competition for resources" (Esman and Herring, 2001,  p. 1; Horowitz, 1985).  A primary reason that ethnic conflict might be critical to institutional sustainability is because such factors might destabilize a given operating environment just as they do nations as a whole.   

Development assistance is designed to produce changes in the country in which it is introduced. But some consequences may be deliberate, while others are unintended. In inter-ethnic matters, development assistance can create distributional conflicts and competition amongst ethnic groups, as each may different aspirations and expectations related to a given program (Esman, 1997). One of the impacts that development assistance has on a given country is that it ignites the modernization process. The modernization process is widely known to adversely affect those cultures and groups of people less able to deal with social aspects of market economies (Huntington, 1967). 

Another manner in which ethnic conflict can result from development assistance is from deliberate manipulation on the part of the host government. For example, a government may use external development funds as a convenient tool for domestic political patronage. In this instance, political patronage is where a leader distributes external aid resources to members of his ruling coalition, which are often members of his/her own ethnic group. The state and the ruling apparatus in some developing nations is sometimes considered a prize, and is usually dominated by an ethnic community who can then distribute the developmental "fruits" to kinsmen and clan.  Sometimes the public perception of who is getting developmental benefits are understood as favoring particular ethnic groups, which causes further social turmoil. (Cohen, 2001).

The literature on development assistance and ethnic pluralism needs to determine if inter-ethnic relations is socially important, and then to consider how such relations may affect given developmental assistance programs (Esman, 1996).  Should aid agencies ignore politicized ethnic divisions and concentrate on achieving larger development goals such as economic growth? Can development assistance and economic development unfold under conditions worsened and politicized by ethnic conflict? How should development assistance confront this issue and what can they do to ameliorate these cleavages and avoid exacerbating the problem? 

Some agencies have attempted to forecast social impacts of inter-ethnic relations as part of what they consider "social soundness" concerns (Conrad, 1991). However, this approach is as yet not widespread.  On the other hand, environmental impact statements are standard in the sustainability reports of donor agencies.  It would seem that such social impact analyses would eventually be taken seriously in future development projects, and ethnicity dynamics would head the list. Perhaps, for example, development assistance projects might exacerbate ethnic conflict or other social problems, creating more harm than good (Esman, 1997).

One of the main reason that personnel in development agencies have not tackled political and sociological matters in planning for and evaluating sustainability projects is that they have an overwhelming bias towards economic and technical solutions.(Esman 1999). Political issues in the recipient country are best seen as something to steer clear of if possible. This is especially true in the case of ethnicity. The overwhelming theoretical framework that guides aid agencies is that of "developmentalism:" the paradigm that primary concerns and value orientations of development projects should be towards economic growth and modernization. Distributional goals such as equity, democracy, gender equity, and minority rights are relegated to secondary status to the primary impetus of growth, because only in this manner can achievement of distributional goals be attained (Esman. 1999.). This belief posits that economic growth benefits all equally.  However, there is evidence that contradicts this notion.  Ethnic conflict may in fact be heightened in times of economic growth as one ethnic group perceives the other group as receiving more of the lion's share of benefits even though they themselves are benefiting as well. In this case, relative benefits might be more important than absolute gains. (Horowitz 1986).

This issue of development assistance and ethnicity appears to be of concern for USAID in the Balkans. Awareness of the impact that development assistance can have on ethnic cleavages is growing on the part of policy makers and aid practitioners. For example, in Macedonia, USAID has commissioned a development consultant group to do an assessment on proposed plans to help develop higher education. The upsurge of violence in Macedonia between ethnic Albanians (Muslim) and Macedonians (Slavic-Orthodox) warranted a closer analysis of the context of this proposed higher education assistance project.  The focus of the assessment is upon ethnic tensions and minority's access to higher education.  Also, educational opportunities to study in native languages is an issue.  Ethnic Albanians complain about access to higher education in general,  and that they do not have ample opportunities and the proper facilities to receive courses in their own language. USAID goals were to "help the Macedonian government in ameliorating ethnic tensions between ethnic Macedonians and ethnic Albanians arising from the inability of Albanians to pursue higher education in their own language" (Creative Associates International, Inc. 2000 pp. ii -executive summary). The consultant's methodology was to do a comprehensive stakeholder analysis of all those involved with these issues. 

One of the main issues in the Macedonian case is whether or not higher education in a native language promotes ethnic harmony, or whether it in fact leads to stronger divisions amongst different ethnic groups.  One of the conclusions reached thus far is that USAID should help implement new curriculums to include such topics as public administration and human rights. The assessment also recommended that English be the primary language of instruction (as well as French and German), and that distance education technologies be employed. Perhaps this recommendation is an attempt to avoid the native language issue by substituting more neutral foreign languages into the curriculum. In any event, USAID and other international organizations now take very seriously the concept of implementing context prior to any project coming to fruition.  They currently take far greater pains to do local stakeholder analyses before project implementation.  In the case above, they were clearly concerned about the affect of development assistance and ethnic conflict. 

Shenfield (2001) describes a disturbing phenomenon that has arisen in Russia concerning ethnicity and development assistance. Opinion surveys there convey negative perceptions amongst Russians towards development assistance.  According to Shenfield, many people in the Russian Federation consider Western assistance as part of a purposeful plan on the part of the West (particularly the United States) to perpetrate genocide on the Russian people. There are ethnic dimensions to this perception: many believe that Jewish bankers and oligarchs have enriched themselves as a result of the failed reforms in Russia.  Jews become richer, local standards of living deteriorate, and America demands special treatment for "internal minorities" like the Chechnians.  Public opinion polls amongst Russians confirm their belief that "The west is trying to make Russia a third world country" (Reuters, 2001; Shenfield, 2001). 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE AND HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN FORMER COMMUNIST COUNTRIES. 
The work done to date on sustainability and higher education in the former Soviet Union and/or Eastern Bloc is still limited. There are some studies done that look at the difficulties of development assistance for higher education and institutional development in former Communist systems (see Chapter Four). Owens and Anghelescu (1999) conducted a case study on the implementation of changing the Romanian library system from a communist-closed system to a more open, system that focused on quality and access. This project was supported by several foreign aid agencies. Even though this study focused primarily upon internal management variables, some attention was paid to the relationships between key stakeholders and the institution. They found that the communist legacy of authoritarian management still lingered and posed many daunting challenges to reform. Even after a leadership complete leadership change, new administrators "remained strongly anchored in the old communist mentalities, preserved the authoritarian managerial styles well into the 1990's". The authors' conclusions were quite dismal:  they argued that only when the representatives of the old regime retire will contemporary international library management strategies come to Romania.  "It will probably take one or two decades before a completely new generation of library managers with professional and leadership skills emerge and become effective" (Owens and Anghelescu, 1999,  p. 202).

Owens and Anghelescu conducted interviews with the library personnel and wanted to discover how their responses related to theories of management change. They focused upon notions of organizational culture to frame their research, and interviewed librarians and staff about their response to changes made, and how they defined quality. Part of their survey asked the respondents who or what they felt were important in reaching quality standards.  Importantly, only 25 percent said that the patrons were the most important element to look at when assessing quality. The former communist management system (particularly in libraries) showed a strong anti-customer attitude, which still could be found in results of this study. Some respondents even mentioned that employees who have ideas and exhibit initiative are perceived as threats and are marginalized by their superiors.  The work of Owen and Anghelescu is quite relevant to the aims this study because it focused on institutional sustainability in transitional nations and touched on topics of organizational linkages and stakeholders as will be undertaken here.  

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE LITERATURE REVIEWED

This review of actual studies and evaluations related to sustainability reveals that institutional sustainability is a concern for development agencies, but that in practice such work has been difficult to conceptualize and utilize.  On the other hand, there is no doubt that better mapping of a project's external environment is almost universally now called for.  The need to include stakeholder interests and analysis is also now clearly emphasized.  This review of what determines successful institutional development interventions has clearly found  "(they) depends heavily upon linkages between the organization and its environment....A key project design task, then, is assessing the status and condition of a variety of environmental factors". (Brinkerhoff, 1994 p. 144.; Honadle and VanSant, 1985; Israel, 1987; Uphoff, 1987; Brinkerhoff and Goldsmith, 1990; White 1990). 

A clear weakness in this literature, however, is that in spite of the many pleas to do socio-cultural analysis and to go beyond issues of management and financial feasibility, there is virtually nothing to be found where ethnicity as a factor has been explicitly built into any research paradigm related to sustainability. This point is echoed by Cohen, (2001 p.107-108): "The literature on project design, management, and evaluation is largely silent on this topic". This dissertation portends to fill this void.  Not only are stakeholder factors considered during the implementing context of a development project, but the neglected topic of ethnicity as it relates to the project's external linkages (outputs & stakeholders) is considered. 

The literature review documents that there is a paucity of research on the relationship between development assistance and ethnicity. Therefore this specific inquiry into development assistance coupled with ethnicity factors dovetails nicely with this notion of stakeholder saliency and the need to grasp the political nature of the implementing context as it relates to sustainability. This dissertation conceptualizes several ethnic groups as distinct stakeholders and attempts to elucidate how ethnic politics affects institutional sustainability dynamics.

By utilizing these findings from aid evaluations and research done on evaluations and sustainability, some general hypotheses can be made concerning the sustainability of an institution receiving development assistance in terms of its external environment. Environmental factors such as the issue of ethnic conflict in a developing nation and how it may or may not affect the environmental-linkage nexus of an institution's operating environment will be considered soon.

The preceding discussions about foreign aid and sustainability all point to the critical nature of factors in the implementing context of development interventions and to the importance of organizations responding to stakeholders. The following chapter will present a theoretical framework that will serve as a basis in presenting several general research hypotheses concerning this dissertation's particular focus, institutional sustainability issues of KIMEP in Kazakhstan.  Our focus will be upon linkages between KIMEP and its stakeholders, and how the interethnic political environment in Kazakhstan is involved in the organizational culture of KIMEP. 
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