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Summary.

During the summer of 1994, SASDA sent out a questionnaire to 540
persons who had been engaged in development cooperation with
Eastern and Central Europe. The group was selected to represent as
many and varied professions and experiences as possible. The purpose
of the questionnaire was to find out what people think of the
cooperation programme; for example, concerning organization,
effectiveness and problem areas.

The response rate to the questionnaire was 55%. Out of these 299
persons, it is interesting to note that around a third had been working
in Eastern and Central Europe before 1989, and equally many had been
working with aid programmes in Africa, Asia and Latin America. It was
a group of people with much international experience.

Almost all of the respondents think that clear objectives are a
precondition for success, but only a little more than half of them think
the Swedish objectives in the cooperation program are sufficiently clear.
Quite a few find that many projects have little relation to the
objectives.

What do they think of the organizational structures implementing the
aid programme on the Swedish side? The respondents are divided. Half
of them think that the structure is effective, and that the authorities
give clear and concrete instructions and work flexibly. The other half
think they are not effective, unclear and rigid. A majority think they are
competent in the subjects required, and a majority think their

administration is too slow. ' '

Aid coordination is a central topic. Most think that coordination
should be improved. Their favoured mode is to let the organizations
themselves take care of coordination by initiating the contacts they
need. Most of the respondents are against coordination by some central
power, and they do not want recipient countries to coordinate either. .

The most significant factors contributing to success are: (1) long term
commitment by the Swedish partner, (2) wide spread support in the
recipient country, (3) flexible project design, and (4) high continuity
among project personnel. More than half of the respondents said that
their own projects possessed one or more of these qualities.

The most common problems were: (1) language difficulties, (2) financial
strength of the partner in the recipient country, (3) communication
difficulties, and (4) cultural differences preventing mutual
understanding. Between 20% and 40% had experience of one or more of
these problems. Very few found that corruption constitute a problem, or
that there were mistakes in project design or that the Swedish partner
lost interest after some time. ‘




‘ ’g‘he questionnaire asked people to grade their results on a scale from
very high" to "very low". 25% thought their effectiveness was very high
and another 52% thought it was high. 30% thought their efficiency was
very high, and 41% thought it was high.

Effectiveness in this context means whether people "are doing the right
things". Efficiency, on the hand, means whether people "do things
right". Effectiveness is about end values, efficiency is about using
resources at the least costs. :

Whether true or not is another question, but it is interesting to know
that most of the persons actually come from the programme with a
fairly deep sense of satisfaction. Only 1% ranked their efficiency as very
low, and none ranked effectiveness as very low.

It would be intersting to know if different groups tend to think alike or
have similar experiences. There are few significant correlations between
attitudes and experiences on the one hand and background data on the
other hand. People with a lot of international experience are no more
successful than others and they do not have other experiences
concerning success factors or problems. There are no differences
between those who have spent their careers working in Eastern and
Central Europe and the others, and no differences between those who
have been working in Africa, Asia and Latin America and the others.

Those who have been working on small projects are more likely to think
that they have successfully reached their objectives, and that they have
been efficient. But there are no differences between agencies. Those who
had their funds from SIDA do not think they were more successful than
others, for example. There is some correlation between the funding
agency and attitudes towards organizations. Those who received their
funds from the aid agencies are somewhat more critical, and those who
received their funds through the other authorities are more
appreciative.

Apart from those general patterns briefly indicated above, perhaps the
most interesting observation from the questionnaire is how diverse the
experiences and opinions are. Very often the group just splits in two.
Many found that political changes have turned the table on them
others have no such experiences; many found that the recipienf
organizations lack technical and managerial experience but many
others found this uncommon. Concerning training and technology
transfer, many found that those trained disappear and that the wrong
people were trained, but almost equally many had no such problems.

Given that the experiences are so different, it is interesting to speculate
how the supporting organization could handle the different
requirements from the groups implementing the programme and how
one could accomodate their needs for clarity, coordination, freedom,
speed and direction. Meeting the needs of some would offend about
equally many others (or be irrelevant to them), at least judging by the
results from this questionnaire. :

Introduction.

As a part of its evaluation of development cooperation with Eastern
and Central Europe, SASDA has distributed a questionnaire to many of
the actors on the programme. The purpose of the questionnaire was to
assess attitudes and opinions concerning development cooperation.

During four years of cooperation, the people involved have had many
and diverse experiences. For example, some may think that the Swedish
aid organizations handle their part of the job competently, and others
find them ineffective. Some actors question the objectives of
development aid, and others require more coordination. Another
question is; do people think their projects were effective and useful, or
have they come out of the tasks with negative and skeptical attitudes

to the cooperation program?

Whereas these opinions may have an interest, they do not necessarily
express the truth. Still, SASDA considered that it would be interesting
to listen to the actors” wealth of opinions in a more organized form. If
hundreds of people find the objectives of aid incomprehensible, ill
conceived and confusing, then it would be worthwhile to explore why
and how this could be rectified. Either the problems are with the
objectives - or with the actors. It is also of interest if a majority have
come out of the projects with a feeling of having done a job well - or if
they are dissatisfied with their achievements. :

Therefore, this report should be seen as a supplement to the other
studies that contain more factual information; that is, facts about
implementation and effects. This report may hold facts about opinions,
but it does not say whether opinions as such are true or false. But if
the factual findings in other reports are supported by attitudes and
opinions, then the case is stronger. Similarly, if the thoughts and
feelings expressed here run counter to the evidence gathered in other
studies, then the issue might have to be further explored.

Method.

This report is based on a questionnaire developed and distributed by
SASDA. The questionnaire was sent to 540 persons who have been
involved in development cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe
in one way or the other - as employees in the aid organizations, as
consultants or evaluators, as project managers, teachers, volunteers or
members of non-governmental organizations.

The 540 recipients were chosen at random, based on address registers
from the major aid agencies and other authorities handling funds for
the assistance programme. It was sent to people of many different
professions; doctors, farmers, midwifes and nurses, nuclear power
inspectors, academic researchers, standardization engineers,
missionaries, teachers at "folkhégskolor" and "studieférbund”, small-
scale entrepreneurs and people in the large multinational enterprises,
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tax fiscals, judges, labour markets specialists, policemen and custom
officers - and many others.

SASDA did try to make sure that no major group of people involved in
the cooperation were left out, thus the sample was not random in the
strict academic sense of the word. The total number of respondents was
299, representing a response rate of 55%. When the questionnaire was
sent out, the respondents were assured total anonymity. SASDA did
not keep any register of them, and did not tick off answers as they came
in. Thus, it was not possible to send out reminders, nor to analyse if
there was any group who is less frequent among the respondents than
others.

The questionnaire is enclosed in annex 1. It consists of 56 questions,
plus two opportunities for remarks and reflections. The questions are
grouped in five batches; (a) the structure and objectives of the Swedish
aid system, - (b) factors contributing to success, (c) factors causing
problems, (d) utility and effectiveness, (e) transfer of technology, and (f)
background information about the respondents.

The whole process of designing, sending out and processing the results
of the questionnaire was undertaken during considerable time pressure.
That is why SASDA did not undertake a pilot distribution of the
questionnaire, which might have revealed that respondents” had
difficulties understanding some questions.

The question is how the response rates affect the interpretation of
results. 299 responses is nevertheless a significant amount. It is
possible to analyse and draw conclusions - if done appropriately and
carefully. The major danger is that the response rate affects the
reliability of the findings. It is standard practice to assume that those
who choose not to respond have a more negative attitude to, or are less
interested in, the subject of a questionnaire (Kaplan; The Conduct of
Inquiry, 1964). Consequently, there might be a positive bias in the
responses. The reader must be aware of this bias and keep it in mind
while reading the report.

The validity of the report concerns if the different questions really get
answers to those things they are meant to assess. Four of the
respondents wrote that they found the questions difficult to interpret,
but four out of 299 make slightly more than1%. Still, the response rate
might also be low because the questions were difficult - or irrelevant
from the perspective of the respondent.

However, the questionnaire contains overlapping questions and thus it
is possible to discern if there is any lack of correspondance between
them which would signify low validity. (As an example, we would expect
to find a strong negative correlation between question 16, that one
success factor is that the idea to the cooperation originates with the
partners in Eastern Europe, and question 30, that lacking commitment
in planning and design from the partners was a major problem. The
opportunities for cross references show that validity is high.)
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Table 1. Background of people and organizations.

Yes No No Sum
reply

Has your organization worked in -
Eastzrn andgCentral Europe before 19897 29% 63% 8% 100%

e you worked in Eastern and Central
}Igizop); before 1989? 28% 66% 6% 100%
Does your organization have a permanent
preser};ce in Eastern and Central Europe? 25% 70% 5% 100%
Has your organization worked with

dish development cooperation
iSnW‘:frica, Asia oli' Latin America? 37% 56% 7% 100%
Have you worked with Swedish

elopment cooperation in _
g?r"]ica.pAsia or Lalzin America? 31% 64% 5% 100%

This report presents the findings of the questionnaire. The
questionnaire used a 5 graded Lickert scale to ‘assess opinions on
questions concerning objectives and structure, utility and effectiveness,
and technology transfer. Connections between varat?les have bef_en
assessed with contingency tables and chi-square analysis. When I write
that there is a correlation between variables, that means tha.t the
contingency coefficient is high and that the results are statistically

significant at the 0.05 level.

The entire work with the questionnaire has been mana_ged by SASDA.
My own role has been to provide advice and guidance on the
questionnaire and to analyse the data and write this report. The data
presented in the report should speak for itself. 1 hope tl}at the
analytical process is transparent and that the reader can identify
where it might be wiser to interpret data in another way than I have
done, or where the analysis should be extended and developed. The
questionnaire is attached in annex 1 and the responses to each

question are found in annex 2.

The respondents

fore we look at the answers to the questionnaire, I would like to
l;:egent the respondents. Table 1 shows the backgroupd.of the 299
persons who completed the questionnaire. The majority has no
experience from working in Eastern and Central Eurgpe befor.e, 1989,
neither as individuals nor their organizations. Still, it is a- qon&derable
minority of more than 30% who have had business activities or some
other work in Eastern and Central Europe previously. The region is

familiar grounds for many.
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It is also interesting to note that fully 37% of the organizations and
31% of the individuals have been working with development
cooperation previously. They are not a majority, but in which other
randomly chosen group of people or organizations would as much as a
third have been working with aid programmes?

Taken together, 64% of the sample either come from organizations or
themselves have worked in Eastern and Central Europe, or with aid
programmes in other regions. The majority thus has some familiarity
with either the region or the subject of development cooperation, but
for a sizeable minority it is all new. The distribution of roles reflects the
total. A small percentage work with the aid agencies (5%), the vast
majority work with project implementation (80%), and 2% of the
respondents have taken part in monitoring, evaluation and control. 9%
worked with something falling outside these three categories, and 4%
did not answer the question.

Table 2. Responses to the question: Which organization funded
your activities in Eastern and Central Europe?

Count Percentage
The Board for International
Technical Cooperation (BITS) 94 49%
The Swedish International :
Development Authority (SIDA) 26 14%
The Secretariat for Cooperation with
Eastern and Central Europe (OSEK) 22 12%
The Swedish Institute - 20 - 11%
SwedeCorp 12 6%
The Swedish Nucléar Power
Inspectorate (SKI) _ 7 4%
The Swedish Institute for |
Radiation Protection (SSI) 3 2%
Swedfund ' 2 1%
The Environmental Protection :
Board (SNV) 1 -
Other agencies a ‘ 1 -
Sum 188 100%
Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 4

ws which agency they worked for, or which agency handled
’trl?é)ilre f2urslrclics) Almost h%ﬂf oyf thg respondents have had BI’I‘S as the
agency financing their projects, and then the other aid agencies follow
suit. A small minority have received funds outside these structures;
that is from technical agencies like the Nuclear Power Inspectorate or
the Board for Environmental Protection.

larger sample would probably have had many more reporting the.ir
ﬁmdsg from 1§ITS or the? other aid agencies, but I think the t.repd is
correctly reported. Table 3 analyses the size of funds. The majority of
organizations have disposed of funds between 100.000 SEK and 1
million SEK, and almost quite as many have disposed of between l_and
10 million SEK. The majority of organization have thus hgd relatively
little money. These sums do not allow for any but minor mvestmeqts,
and in general they only purchase limited amounts of consulting

services or training.

Even though 20% of the organizations say that they dispose of more
than 10 million, this does not mean that the projects are large.
Remember that people in the aid agencies also answer, and they
account for 5% of the respondents. However, the size of funds that the
actors have been able to use to finance their activities should'not be
surprising. The whole programme is often said to be characterized by
many and small activities rather than a few large ones, and table 3

supports that picture.

Table 3. Responses to the question: "How lérge were the
governmental funds that your organization disposed for
development cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe?

Less than 100.000 SEK \‘ 9%
Between 100.000 and 1 million SEK ; 35%
Between 1 million and 10 million SEK 30% -
More than 10 million SEK : 20%
No reply 6%
Sum 100%

In sum, most of respondents have received their fungis from the aid
agencies. Most have been involved in rather small projects of between
100.000 and 10 million SEK. Many have been working in Easterr_l aqd
Central Europe before 1989, and many with development cooperation in
the Third World. Note that between 10 and 30% did not answer one or
more of the questions in the background section.
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The most likely reason is that they felt their anonymi

ymity would be
thrc‘aatened. When the background variables are correlatedywl'th other
variables, the lack of responses on these questions undermines the
1nterpretat10tn ofdcliata. Also note that some organizations have very few
responses, it is thus impossible to draw any conclusion i
differences between agencies. Y \00s egarding the

Objectives of development cooperation

Since its start in 1989, development cooperation with Eas

Central Europe has had three objectivesp; (1) to contributt:rtlz) at?l?:
development of market economies, (2) to support the transformation to
dechracy and legal governance, and (3) to improve environmental
conditions. Since then, a fourth objective has been added; to support
th@ sovereignity of the three Baltic republics. The question is if these
objectives are understood and used practically in the cooperation
programme.

Table 4. Attitudes towards objectives.

"Please indicate your degree of agreement i i i

aease Ind) g g : or disagreement with the following
Agree Disagree

Clear objectives are a precondition for

successful cooperation : 82% 2%

Development objectives are mainly of

concern to the Swedish authorities, the

recipients countries do not care about them. 29% 59%

The objectives of Swedish development :

cooperation are sufficiently clear and concrete. 57% 20%

There are many examples of cooperation that

has no connection to the objectives. 38% _ 25%

Sweden should give priority to one objective. 29% 51%

The questionnaire explores the issue of objectives by presenting a
number of statements concerning relevance, applicability and
usefulness of the objectives. The statements and an indication of
agreement or disagreement are presented in table 4. (Note that the rows
do not sum up to 100, the difference is explained by the category of no
responses and those neither agreeing or disagreeing.)

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 6

The respondents are almost unanimous in that clear objectives are a
precondition for success. There is a weak correlation between agreement
to this statement and the respondents” previous experience of working
in Easterns Europe and in developing countries. Those who rank their
projects as successfull (question 40) are also more likely to agree with

the statement.

Now, given that more than 80% think that clear objectives are
important, how many think that the existing objectives are sufficiently
clear? Well, it is still a majority, but only 57%. Thus a substantial
amount of those who think that clear objectives are important find the
existing objectives lacking in this respect.

There is a correlation between this statement and the indicator of
success. Those who think they succeeded also think the present
objectives are sufficiently clear and concrete. There is also a connection
between this statement and the organization people received funds
from: those in contact with BITS, SwedeCorp, the Secretariat for
Eastern and Central Europe, and the Swedish Institute held a larger
group of people who thought the objectives were not sufficiently clear
and concrete. '

Still, more than half of the respondents are against the opinion that
one objective should be given priority. However, it should be noted that
quite a large minority (29%) do agree with the statement to this effect.
Those who want to give priority to one objective were often active on
large projects, above 10 million SEK and had their money from the
"specialized" agencies (not from the aid agencies). They were also more
likely to indicate that they were successful - although the correlation
was weak).

To what extent are the projects related to the overriding objectives of
Swedish development cooperation? It is interesting to note that there is
no clear opinion on that question. Although 25% reject the suggestion
that few have a relation to the objectives, there are somewhat more,
38%, who agree. It is not possible to draw any conclusions, but many
have seen projects unrelated to objectives although there are also quite
a few who have other and perhaps more fortunate experiences.

Finally, it is encouraging to note that most of the respondents think
that the objectives are of relevance and importance to the recipients as
well. But even though a majority disagree with this rather provocative
statement, it is alarming that fully 29% agree. There should not be
cause for anyone to agree with such a ludicrous idea!

Organization and coordination.

This is not the place to explain the organization of Swedish
development cooperation with Eastern Europe. Suffice it to say that
many organizations were involved and that the subject has been tréated
by several parliamentary inquiries. But what do the people involved

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 7




think; what is their gut reaction when confronted with value-laden
statements about the organizations?

As table 5 shows, there are about equally many who think the
organizational structures are effective as who think they are ineffective.
However, there were quite a few, 27%, who did not respond or who did
not express any opinion. There is no correlation between this opinion
and any other variable. It is interesting to see that those who think the
organizational structure is ineffective are as many as those who hold
the oppposite opinion. Given that the organizational structure is rather
"unorthodox", I would have expected a clearer vote of "for or against".

Table 5. Attitudes towards organizations.

Agree Disagree

The organizational structure for development

cooperation with Eastern and central Europe

is effective. 37% ‘ 36%
The authorities are competent in subjects required. 47% 32%
The authorities give clear and concrete instructions. 40% 35%
The authorities have the expected flexibility. 39% 36%
The authorities are too slow in their administration. 55% 27%

It is rare that those who actually do the work in development
cooperation are allowed an opinion on the organizations. It is usually
the latter who evaluate the former. But what do the various firms,
consultants, experts etc think of the administrative role of the aid
agencies - and other agencies with a role in distributing funds?

The questionnaire identifies four distinguishing characteristics;
whether the agencies are competent, clear, flexible and fast. If
everything was ideal, there would be 100% agreement to statements
that the agencies were competent etc. If the situation was really bad,
there would be 100% disagreement. As it is, there are about equally
many who express content with the agencies as there are who would
complain. There are two exceptions to the rule. Almost twice as many
agree with the statement that the agencies are too slow, as who
disagree. A majority think the agencies are competent.

Is there any difference depending on who the respondents are? Very
seldom. Those who are engaged in large projects tend to be more
positive, at least on the issues of speed and flexibility. Apparently the
agencies make sure that they are treated faster and better than those
engaged in small projects - or there might be some other variable

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 8

explaining the difference. But experience of aid work, or previous
experience in Eastern Europe does not influence the answer here.

Most of the statements can be correlated with the agency the
respondents were in contact with. Those who thought the agencies were
slow in handling the projects had usually been in contact with the aid
agencies. 92% of those who had been funded via SwedeCorp and 72%
of those in contact with BITS thought that the agencies were too slow.
It was also more common that those respondents who had been in
contact with the specialized agencies; that is, SKI, SSI, and NUTEK,
thought the agencies were flexible, competent and gave clear directives.

The Secretariat for Cooperation with Eastern Europe also ranked high.
As for the aid agencies, opinions were divided, as is shown in the table
- although somewhat more negative generally. However, we should
remember that the number of respondents is low.

Table 6 presents the opinions on the subject of coordination. A
majority think that the coordination needs to strengthened, but
perhaps the majority of 60% is not quite as large as I would have
believed when reading evaluation reports and white papers from the
government. 60% is not a very large majority, and in addition there is a
sizeable minority of 17% who do not see a need for more coordination.

If a system needs further coordination, there are still many ways of
achieving this. Without making the list too long, the questionnaire
assessed attitudes towards three distinct modes of coordination -
through central leadership, through mutual contacts between the
Swedish actors, or coordination by the recipient country.

Table 6. Attitudes towards coordination.

Agree Disagree
There is a need for better coordination
of development cooperation. 61% 17%
Cooperation is best coordinated by a central
power who decides on who is doing what. 28% 50%
Cooperation is best coordinated if the
Swedish organization themselves take
the contacts needed. 56% 25%
Cooperation is best coordinated
by the recipient countries. - 22% 55%
Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 9




Table 7: General remarks on organization

Thé Swedish authorities have poor knowledge of the subjects

and/or do not understand conditions in the recipient country. 16
It is not possible to have long-term projects. ’ 15
Coordination between the Swedish authorities is poor. 14
The Swedish authorities are not sufficiently flexible. 10
The Swedish authorities take too long to reach decisions. 6
The distribution of roles beteen the authorities is unclear. | 4
Poor coordination bletween donor countries. 4

The implementing organizations should be supported

through training, pamphlets etc. 3
Our project got too little funds. 3
In many cases are the authorities helpful and polite 3

It is quite clear that the respondents think that coordination is best
achieved if they are left to themselves. They think the best coordination
occurs if the Swedish organizations themselves are free to take the
contacts they need for this purpose. The favoured mode is one of
mutual adjustment, through decentralized initiatives among the
Swedish organizations.

The least favoured mode of coordination is by the recipient countries.
The questionnaire does not tell us why, and there might be many
reasons why the actors do not trust coordination by the recipients. On
the other hand, I can easily think of a large number of reasons why the
authorities in the recipient countries need to be involved in aid
coordination - not least because they themselves strongly and
consistently insist on that role.

It is interesting to note that there is a correlation between the position
in the programme and the opinions on coordination. Those who work
with the authorities handling funds are more concerned that the
recipient countries should be involved in coordination, but those who
are engaged in implementation mean that coordination is best handled
by themselves. Those who had large projects, above 10 million SEK,
also thought they handled coordination best themselves.

Similarly those who worked for the authorities handling funds more
strongly gave voice to a need for more coordination. So did those who
received their funds from BITS, SwedeCorp and SIDA. Those who were
engaged via the specialized agencies (SKI, SSI etc) were not so likely to
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see coordination as a problem. The latter were also strongly opposec} to
the statement that "coordination is best achieved by a central power".

Finally, this section of the questionnaire ended with an open question
where the respondents were asked to add any comments they felt
necessary or called for in respect of organization and objectives. Table 7
summarizes these statements and gives the number of respondents who
made each remark (or a very similar one).

Factors contributing to success.

Let us now turn to the section of the questionnaire asking a‘pout
factors contributing to success. In the previously reviewed analysis of
evaluation results, there were a number of things that seemed to
characterize many projects, both as common problems or as things that
seemed to distinguish projects that were successful. These'were tested
in the questionnaire, by asking the respondents to describe whether
they recognized theses issues from their own projects and whether they
recognized them from other projects.

Table 8 below shows the frequencies of responses. Let us first look at
the experiences people have found on their own project - or projects.
The table shows the number of respondents who found that people
recognized each success factor from their own project. The success
factors are presented in rank order; that is, how many of the
respondents that identified them as characteristic of their own projects.
The respondents had two choices; either they recognized the factor as
something present on their own project, or their projects did not have

the qualities described.

Consequently, when 55% have checked the factor "high continuity
among project personnel" that should mean that this phepqmenon was
typical of 55% of the respondents” projects, and the remaining 45% §i1d
not have a high continuity of personnel. In my experience, a hlg_h
turnover of personnel usually threatens technology tran_sfer, and it
would be helpful for most project if people stay in their positions. Here,
the responses lead to the conclusion that most of the time they dp, but
in 45% of the cases one cannot say that it was a typical characteristic.

In theory, the table should thus tell us which the most significant
factors contributing to success are, and it should also tell us where
there is a need to pay particular attention in future cooperation. So,
how should we interprete the table? At first it is question of setting
standards. Let me take an example: it would be desirable if most
projects were characterized by a well-conceived 'balgm.c.e petween
technical support, training and equipment, and that the initiative came
from the recipient and that the project had wide-spread support in the
recipient country. In fact, a priori all the eleven factors sho.uld hgve a
high percentage of respondents checking them in the questionnaire. It
would have been best if we could only read 100% in the table above, but

that is of course an impossibility.
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Table 8. Success factors.

Percentage indicating "this is
how it was on my projects”

The Swedish partner has a long-term commitment. 70%
The project has wide spread support in the recipient country. 58%
The project has a flexible design. 56%
High continuity among project personnel. 55%
Strong and powerful local project leader. 53%
Competent management in our partners’ organization. 48%
The project rapidly provides concrete results to the recipient. 48%
The initiative comes from the recipient. 43%
The project had sufficient resources from the start. 42%

The project had a well-conceived balance between
technical support, training and equipment. 39%

The recipient had a strong bargaining position
visavi the Swedish partner. 28%

It is possible to cross validate the responses. For example, somewhat
less than 20% indicate that personnel turnover among the recipient
organizations cause problems, and 55% indicate that there was high
continuity among project personnel. As for the difference, one may
assume that on some projects this is not a factor of any particular
significance. But the figures tally.

Several of the responses can be compared in this way. Note that the
most important factor contributing to success was a long standing
commitment from the Swedish partner, and the least frequent problem
was that the Swedish partner looses interest.

Table 9. Problems.

It should be a cause for some concern if we read the table for what it
does not explicitly say; that 52% of the respondents cannot identify
that there is a competent management in their partners” organization,
for example, or that 44% cannot confirm that their projects have a
flexible design. Now, there is nothing saying that one factor is more
important than the others, and there is no requirement that all be
present. Perhaps a project can succeed even if only characterized by one
or two of the factors - if these are the right ones. However, the table
shows which are most typical - and roughly speaking how common they
are. Note that few of any success factor appears on more than around
50% of the projects. But to give the table a positive formulation, it is
also comforting that more than 50% of the respondents think their own
activities are characterized by so many of the "success factors".

Problem areas.

The common problems were treated similarly, and they are presented in
table 9. When reading the table, it is important to remember that the
presence of one or two problem factors does not mean that a project is
not successful. Problems are there to be solved, but the questionnaire
did not ask when and how the problems were solved. Note that far fewer
recognize problems compared to success factors.

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 12

Percentage indicating "this is
how it was on my projects”

Language difficulties, eg in training

and technical documentation. ’ 44%
The cooperating partner did not have v

the financial strength required. - 40%
Difficulties communicating with the recipient country. 36%
Cultural differences prevent mutual understanding. 22%
Overestimated the technical competence of partners. 18%
High personnel turnover among our partners. 17%
The partners were not sufficiently committed to the project. 10%
Corruption. . | 7%
Unrealistic or ill-conceived obj ecti;zes. 7%
Mistakes in project design. 4 A 6%
Swedish partners loose interest in _thé project. 5%

Apart from the fairly low frequence of most problems, it is also
remarkable how "simple" the most common problems are. Not until we
come to the problem of cultural differences do we get into something
which is not solved with a little more time and money. Whereas the
most prominent success factors are abstract and "more easily said than
done", the problems are concrete and easy to find solutions to.

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 13




Table 10. Rank order of "the most important contributions of my
project" ‘

Number of persons giving

this answer:
The opportunity to transfer knowledge 32
Contributing to democratic development 16
The cooperation lead to personal contacts 14
Contributing to the development of market economies 13
and a more effective industrial structure
Mutual learning and competence development 12
Better understanding between countries and people 11
Improved environmental conditions 8
Contributing to development 8
Increased export opportunities for my firm 7
Increasing trade which is good for Sweden 5
Improved safety of nuclear reactors 4
Institutional development 3

It may be of particular interest to note that corruption is not said to be
present in the experience of more than 7% of the respondents. Of
course it would have been more encouraging if none had any such
experience, but if the figure portrays the truth, corruption might be far
less prevalent than "folklore" would lead us to believe.

Each of these reviews in the questionnaire were followed by open
questions where the respondents were asked to identify other problems
or success factors. A handful noted that good personal relations were
important for success and one had to agree on the objectives. It was
important that people at different levels were engaged and commited,
and one should not count on quick results. It takes time to achieve
results.

The most common remarks on problems concern language difficulties
and cultural differences. 4 respondents complained about lacking
competence in the recipient countries, and a few wrote of the technical
bias in Eastern Europe - people have a superstitious belief in technical
solutions to problems, which leads them to bypass social and
organizational issues. -

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. _ 14

Achievements.

In an open question, the respondents were asked to note what th;*y
thought was the most important contribution of their projects in
Eastern and Central Europe. Table 10 presents the results. Few chose
to write. In fact, only a bit more than a third wrote anything. The table
shows that the three development objectives figure among the
achievements, but the most prevalent and common is knowledge
transfer. There is a debate on the value and extent of institutic_)nal
development. This debate cannot be carried out here, but suffipe it to
say that 1% of the respondents indicate that they make a contribution

in this respect.

In more concrete terms, the questionnaire also asked the respondents
to rank the success of their own projects. Table 11 presents the results
of how they ranked effectiveness and efficiency. It is quite clear that
around 70 to 75% are highly content with their achievements, thejy
think they reached the objectives and did so at optimal costs. This
result would also be expected, if we compare with the percentages
indicated under success factors and problems.

I have investigated if the rankings of success can be correlated with any
other variable. There is no difference between the aid agencies and
other Swedish authorities. Those funded by BITS do not think they
achieved better results than those funded by SIDA, NUTEK, SKI or
SwedeCorp, for example. Those with previous experience in Eastern
andCentral Europe do not consider themselves more successful than
others, nor do those who have been working with aid projects in the

Third World.

Table 11. Rankings of effectiveness and efficiency.

Very High Inbetween Low Very

ngh Low
Looking at the project objectives, how
would you rank effectivness 25 52 13 4 0
Looking at the process of cooperation,
how would you rank efficiency 30 41 17 5 1

Note, the table shows percentages. There were 6% who did not repond, and the sum in
each row is thus 100.

There is a weak correlation between size of projects and effectiveness.
Those who took part in the small projects are more likely to think they
reached the objectives than those taking part in projects over 10

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 15




million SEK. This may well .be a question of the level of ambition
though, and it may be so much more difficult to feel really content
about a sizeable project with complex objectives (if that is what they
have).

Those who have a presence in Eastern Europe; that is, who have a
permanent office there, are also more likely to indicate that their
projects were effective and efficient. Whether true or not is another
matter, but it is a reasonable hypothesis.

However, even though generally successful in their own eyes, the
achievements may be mitigated by factors beyond the control of project
management. The questionnaire asked people to rank the occurence of
four different factors. These responses can also be used to validate the
success factors and the problems discussed above. Table 12 presents

these four factors.

It is interesting to note that only some 20% have found that rapid
political changes affect the outcome of their projects. As the conditions
have been very turbulent during the last four years, one could have
expected this figure to be higher.

The most common factor here is the lack of funds. It is interesting to
note that this is much more widely recognized as a problem here than
among the problem factors above. Perhaps the respondents in table 12
take a wider view of the sustainability of project results, and thus are
more likely to see the results threatened by financial constraints. The
formulation of the questions do make it possible to interpret them
slightly differently. :

Table 12. Rankings of intervening factors affecting outcome.

Very Common Neither Uncommon Very
Common Uncommon

The objectives were irrelevant to
the recipients 0% 12% 18% 39% 21%
Political changes have swept
any long-term results 3% 17% 22% 27% 19%
Lack of funds make the recipient
unable to sustain the project 13% 42% 19% 10% 5%
Lacking technical and _
managerial competence 7% 39% 21% 17% 4%

Note that each row should sum to 100. The percentages of no response were 9 11, 10
and 11% respectively

Most projects have knowledge transfer as an important activity, and we
saw above that many ranked this as the most important achievement.
But even this is also threatened by problems and intervening factors,
but these are of a different nature. Whether institutions fall apart or
political changes make the project activities redundant at times matter
less. If some people have been taught skills, then the skills persist.

But there may be other things affecting the transfer of skills. The
questionnaire mentioned some and asked for comments on their
frequence. The results are presented in table 13. As the table shows, the
problems are significant; in three of the four cases there are some 20 to
40% who find the problem quite common, and 55% find that the extent
of training is a common problem.

The table speaks for itself, together with table 12 above. Together they
lend credibility to the responses concerning success factors and
problems, and to some extent the indicator of achievements. No one
would have expected the cooperation programme to be problem free,
and the frequence and type of problem listed here does seem to reflect
common trends and experiences. Note that none of the problems are
faced by all, but many are faced by substantial minorities. They are
significant enough to merit general attention.

In evaluation studies a problem may be swept away or hidden when it is
not proved with certainty or of minor significance. Perhaps it does not
carry enough weight and perhaps it is not important enough to let our
attention be diverged from the positive results. But the issue itself does
not disappear, and if it is forgotten there are no chances to find general
solutions. The lists identified by the people here should be taken ad

Table 13. Rankings of intervening factors affecting knbwledge.'
transfer.

Very Common Neither Uncemmon Very
Common Uncommon

Those being trained move 9%  32% 24% 20% 2%
Wrong persons are trained 4% 23% 20% 33% 8%
Training was unrealistic 3% 14% = 18% 36% 13%
Too few are trained for them | |
to have an impact and
change their organization 10% 45% 19% 12% 0%

Note that each row should sum to 100. The percentages of no response were 12, 11, 14
and 13% respectively '

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 16
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notam. When 30 to 50% of 299 respondents agree on a problem area,
that means 100 to 150 people have a similar experience, and there are
reasons to believe that they represent a much wider audience. Even if
relatively insignificant, the factors identified make the projects less
effective that they could otherwise be. :

Concluding remarks.

I do not intend to summarize the findings of the questionnaire, the
review above is indeed little but a summary. Many of the most
interesting aspects of the data show up in contingency tables, but as
there are so few responses in some categories, few of the expected
correlations pass tests for statistical significance. When I wrote the
report I have tried to make almost every possible combination of
variables, but I found few reasons to present any of them in the text.
They were simply not reliable.

Still, I think the review has something to say. It does not present hard
data nor any unbiased views of effectiveness, organization or any other
subjects. But the sheer fact that hundreds of persons hold similar
opinions or believe in similar (or opposite) facts has some significance.
This might serve planning, support and guidance from those dispensing
funds for cooperation. Here follows some opinions that highlight
typical patterns of response:

Almost all of the respondents think that clear objectives are a
precondition for success, but only a little more than half of them think
the Swedish objectives in the cooperation program are sufficiently clear.
Quite a few find that many projects have little relation to the
objectives. ;

What do they think of the organizational structures implementing the
aid programme on the Swedish side? The respondents are divided. Half
of them think that the structure is effective, and that the authorities
give clear and concrete instructions and work flexibly. The other half
think they are not effective, unclear and rigid. A majority think they are
competent in the subjects required, and a majority think their
administration is too slow. :

Aid coordination is a central topic. Most think that coordination
should be improved. Their favoured mode is to let the organizations
themselves take care of coordination by initiating the contacts they
need. Most of the respondents are against coordination by some central
power, and they do not want recipient countries to coordinate either.

The most significant factors contributing to success are: (1) long term
commitment by the Swedish partner, (2) wide spread support in the
recipient country, (3) flexible project design, and (4) high continuity
among project personnel. More than half of the respondents said that
their own projects possessed one or more of these qualities.

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastém and Central Europe. 18 -

The most common problems were: (1) language difficulties, (2) financial
strength of the partner in the recipient country, (3) communication
difficulties, and (4) cultural differences preventing mutual
understanding. Between 20% and 40% had experience of one or more of
these problems. Very few found that corruption constitute a problem, or
that there were mistakes in project design or that the Swedish partner
lost interest after some time.

The questionnaire asked people to grade their results on a scale from
"very high" to "very low". 25% thought their effectiveness was very high
and another 52% thought it was high. 30% thought their efficiency was
very high, and 41% thought it was high. Whether true or not is another
question, but it is interesting to know that most of the persons
actually come from the programme with a fairly deep sense of
satisfaction. Only 1% ranked their efficiency as very low, and none
ranked effectiveness as very low.

There are few significant correlations between attitudes and experiences
on the one hand and background data on the other hand. People with a
lot of international experience are no more successful than others and
they do not have other experiences concerning success factors or
problems. There are no differences between those who have spent their
careers working in Eastern and Central Europe and the others, and no
differences between those who have been working in Africa, Asia and
Latin America and the others.

Apart from those general patterns briefly indicated above, perhaps the
most interesting observation from the questionnaire is how diverse the
experiences and opinions are. Very often the group just splits in two.
Given that the experiences are so different, it is interesting to speculate

how the supporting organization could handle the different

requirements from the groups implementing the programme and how
one could accomodate their needs for clarity, coordination, freedom,
speed and direction. Meeting the needs of some would offend about
equally many others (or be irrelevant to them), at least judging by the
results from this questionnaire.

Questionnaire data. Cooperation with Eastern and Central Europe. 19
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