How are Development Projects Selected?
The Case of the UNDP in Uganda
and Tanzania

SUSAN AURELIA GITELSON*

Disappointment with the progress of many development plans and aid
projects in the new states has led several leading economists, such as Albert
Waterston in Development Planning: Lessons of Experience,* to stress that
planning is a continuous political process, and others, such as Albert O.
Hirschman in Development Projects Observed? to acknowledge the im-
portance of political, cultural and other indirect factors in the success of
projects. It is now essential for political scientists to analyse the actual
dynamics of the selection process more carefully to detect the origins of later
difficulties. This article will attempt to assess the interaction between politicians
and civil servants of the recipient governments and officials of aid agencies
in selecting projects to be executed with external assistance. Concentration
on the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Special Fund Pro-
jects for the two East African countries of Uganda and Tanzania will facilitate
a deeper examination of some of the central matters that other writers, such
as the German political economist, Rolf E. Vente,® have only touched upon.
Uganda and Tanzania make suitable subjects for such an inquiry because they
are at similar levels of economic development and planning capabilities.
Moreover, as Vente points out, they both have suffered, particularly in their
first five-year plans, from too much planning from above and from an over-
emphasis on general aggregate goals rather than on specific development
projects co-ordinated within an integrated framework. The plans tended to
follow the recommendations of World Bank missions and of resident econo-
mists rather than to reflect a balance of indigenous political and social forces.

Closer examination of the selection of specific development projects should
help ‘to illuminate the relative participation by expatriates and indigenous
leaders within the guidelines set forth by the World Bank and the goals
enunciated by the leaders themselves. Probably the most important expression
of East African feelings in this regard was the Arusha Declaration of 1967
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in which President Julius K. Nyerere of Tanzania emphasized the necessity
for self-reliance both in determining national priorities and in raising resources
to finance development. Thus Tanzania learned from its disappointed ex-
pectation of 80 per cent foreign financing for its first five-year plan and
indicated hopes for only 40 per cent in its second plan. In contrast, however,
Uganda increased its expected reliance upon foreign financing from 40 per
cent in its first plan to 50 per cent in the second one.

Of all sources of aid, the UNDP should be theoretically the most responsive
to the development needs and the desire for self-reliance of the new states.
The major impetus to international development assistance efforts within
the UNDP itself, in line with the UN Charter, is supposed to be the response
to the requests of the recipient states to help promote their economic and
social development goals. This sometimes can differ markedly from the more
openly political, military, commercial or other motivations of bilateral donors.
(The UNDP also is more likely to reflect the needs of the developing coun-
tries than the World Bank, for whom it prepares pre-investment studies,
because it provides more equal representation in its major decision-making
bodies among donor and recipient states than the World Bank, where the
voting structure is determined by the amount of financial contributions.)

Are people in the UNDP system really this impartial and altruistic when
it comes to developing countries or do their own institutional and career
interests seriously affect the types and quality of assistance they offer? Are
they really as responsive to the needs of the new states in practice as they
are supposed to be? In view of the potentialities and limitations of UN and
other external assistance, to what extent have the indigenous political leaders
been trying to determine the selection of development projects in conformity
with their own development goals?

These are some of the questions I examined during more than a year of
field work in 1968-69 in East Africa and at the headquarters of the UNDP in
New York and of the UN specialized agencies sponsoring East African
projects, in Europe. On the basis of the empirical data collected, it will be
possible to analyse who initiated the various projects, the influence of the
availability of international assistance on the selection decisions, and various
criteria. which governed the ultimate selection or rejection of the UNDP
projects.*

UNDP SPECIAL FUND PROJECTS IN UGANDA AND TANZANIA

UNDP activities in Uganda and Tanzania include both the fairly large
Special Fund projects ranging in cost from one-half to six million dollars,
which are the subject of this study, and individual technical assistance experts
in the crucial development sectors. The projects follow the Special Fund
predilection for pre-investment and research studies and training institutes.

4 For a more complete analysis and evaluation of the UNDP Special Fund projects
in Uganda and Tanzania, see my forthcoming book on Multilateral Assistance
for National Development and . Self-Reliance: Case of Uganda and Tanzania.
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Most of them, at least at first glance, appear to have potential to contribute
constructively to satisfying general development needs and to conform to the
goals and priorities set forth in Uganda’s and Tanzania’s development plans,
such as increased productivity, diversification of agriculture, industrialization,
more skilled manpower, and so on. Uganda has two projects in agriculture,
two in industrialization, one in education, two in natural resources and one
in infrastructure; while Tanzania has five in agriculture, two in industrializa-
tion, three in education and one in natural resources.

Table 1 indicates the specific nature of the projects, the UN executing
agency, the corresponding government ministry or agency, the date approved
by the UNDP Governing Council, the duration and financing, as well as the
dates for signing the plan of operation and for commencing execution. It
indicates, in addition, the delays of up to two or three years which may
occur between the Government Council’s approval and the official inaugura-
tion of the project.

Actual Selection Process

The actual selection of UNDP projects is complex and often haphazard
because the government leaders and the UN administrators have to reconcile
their sometimes differing conceptions of what projects are necessary for the
development of the recipient country in terms of their technical feasibility
and their contribution to the entire development strategy and plan. Their
choices will also reflect political and bureaucratic needs and interests on both
the government and UN sides, which may seriously influence priorities and
determine whether a project will have enough support to be implemented
fully.

Theoretically it is possible to discern four ways in which UNDP projects
are brought up for consideration. These include government initiative on the
basis of its comprehensive development plan, government initiative with a
“shopping list” of projects, UN initiative to suggest projects tailored to the
country’s requirements, or UN initiative to sell its standard projects.

It is not always easy in practice to distinguish clearly which of these four
possible procedures has been followed. The UNDP’s official refusal to accept
any project that has not been requested by the national government com-
pounds the difficulty. This means that even a standard model sold to the
government can appear to be government inspired.

Which Initiation Methods Proved Most Effective?

The best approach of the four outlined if a project is to be conducive to
national development and self-reliance is when the government has a com-
prehensive development strategy and attempts to relate specific projects to
the larger framework even before it searches for external assistance. Thus
the government leaders and their advisers have planned their strategy for
development by bringing their needs and assets into the best relationship they




HOW ARE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS SELECTED?

369

368

SUSAN AURELIA GITELSON

PoIA[dWOD YI0M POL] o

BYIM ‘YusmaSeuepy
$9 ABN 0T  S9 YOIBIN $T  000°9€S 00IZ0S  00I°SE0°T S  ¥961 sung ounry OvdA SJMPITM TRy JO 339[10D) 9
«(89 Aep) PIRYPIOD BLOWIA S¥ET
$9 Ae v $9 1AV 0T  000°s8E 00SSZ9  00S0I0°T € P96l sung woduriy NN 243 Jo uonelofdxy [EIRUIN ¢
Suiseq 1oARY IWep| pue
+(L9 "22Q) ruedueq ay3 ur Juswdoppaaqg
¥9 11dV 22 $9 1udV LT 000°1Z6 00€°STZ‘T  00E‘OVI‘T €  ¥96I "uer owfry OVd  uonesiu] oy uelj pue AoAIng ¢
VINVZNVL
sears efurf pue eedwey J9)ea1n
uoners Joj 93e1amag pue Ajddng
89 1O ST 89 'O IT 000°€0S  008°919 0086II‘T  Z/IZ  L96I dung -Iunpy [euoiBay OHM 1918\ 10J sue[d Io)Se]y (]
SSHRYSTY
pue swen Ansnpuy apne)
L9 1S §7 £9 138 [T 000°969 009°LLET 009°€L0°T S L961 ‘UBf ‘AnSnpy] [ewOy OV Joag oy Jo juswdopaasq 8
eredweyy
‘o1e)sy [eHIsnpuy Ue Jo
Ansnpuy juswysIqeIsy pue swweidorg
89 AL [T 89 AINf 6  000°6ZI‘T 00V°9PL  00b°SL8‘T § 9961 ‘'Ue[ PpUB0RWWO) OUINM IUSWdOPAS( SIMISnpuy freag L
Ansnpuy eedwey] ‘Onua) AIOSIAPY
SO AON TI  €9°doS IT 000°8%9  009PEI‘T 009°C8L‘T S $961 'UBf  pUE dIWWO) OT1I 7% 3ururer] juswoseuepy 9
+(89 £epy) $0IN0SY Isjepp KoAIng
§9 PO 6I €9 190 81 000°00€  00S‘s89 005°686 TTT  $961 uer Pue [eIsurpy NN Isjempunorn efowrerey ¢
«(69 "AON) nynqny ‘peford uonen
t29 KE(“[ i;Z Y9 AINf L 000°6SS  00€£‘SS9 00EVIT T v ¥96I "uer oan  ovd -SUOW(T J0[ld pue uonesiy 4
*(69 A[ng,
€9 USIBIN IT €9 'qd 81 000°€S6‘€  00S6SI‘T 00SZIIS 9 796l ‘uer uoneonpg ODSANN 33910 eoruyso] epuesn |
«(€9 suny) $30IN0SY IoJBAp
09 "3A ST 09 "AON OE 000°0¥I  €L0°CIE  €L0°€Sh UL T 0961 AN PUE [eIuIy NN Aaa1ng [esrskydoan [eusy ¢
Vanvon
UonNnoaxa pausis uonng uonnq
UWWOD 0}  suonersdo -Iuod -L1Juod 180D uoneimn( [eaoiddy Aoualy Adouagy awepN 109fo1g Iaqunp
uopezgoyny  jo uelq 140D 0D [e10L ‘0D 1A0D NN

(8) s150) 309f01g

6961-AIN 40 SV VINVZNV.L ANV YANVON NI SIDACONd AN TVIOEdS daNN—7 9oL

"SL ‘69 "dd (6 'ON ‘d S°HS SLIOJHU/AS/dQ) 0L61 “A4vnupr [ Jo sv jusuoduwio) pun [ptoads ays up s193[o4d fo sniviS ‘ICAN UO paseq

oalapmw

Juswdo[oA(] [eINy pUe UOHEBISIUNUPY [BUOISoY = _
Inoqe] pue Jodsuel], ‘SUOHEOIUNWWO)) = SIOMUWO)
SIMSNPU] PUB DISWWO)) = wooury
$3ANRI19d0-0)) pue pPoo, ‘2In}NOUSY JO ANSIUIN = ownry
dAdNQ Jo [Puno) SuUILIA0D = 0D
SuOUDIAIQY

pueewIng

pue puejo80D ‘puefresey

= - S50 ‘601" ‘bop S 8961 sunf ounryy Ovd Ul JuawdojeAd(T YI0ISAIT 9]
000 SSO'T 008°607'I 008+9%°T o S
i . ‘0€0° S L9611 sung $I0AWO) (0811 [emsnpuy [euoneN (g
goounf €1 go3unf [ 0000IT 00I'0Z8 OOI'0E0'T Rl x i
g 5 X i ‘69C° L961 "uef ownryy  Ovd SIHISNpU] 353104 - S
L9380y 8Z L9 °SnV L  000°00S 006'69L  006°69Z°T £ ERon gis o
2 2 ‘91T ‘181° ‘L6E" § 9961 sunf O3[epusE]N ODSHNN NPV PAULIQ-IOM 1
89 'uer ¢ L9 1d3S 0T 000°9IZ°S 006°TST‘T 006°L6E9 b aE :
' 5 3 x ‘s81’ S961 "uef sjromwo) (011 Joj aymusuy [euoneN  [J
S9O'AON ST €S9OL 000SZE 005098 0QOS'SSI'I S i
‘anua) Juswdojers
P 5 i : : € SE61 "uef UOOUIIN  OdINN pue saIpmg [emsnpuy - Of
99 'q34 81 99°93d ¥ O0000LI 00V €87 00V €S9 e e
Ayis1oAtup) 2y Jo Aynoeg
uoneonpyg 3} I SISYORIJ, UG
3 3 ¢ < o ¢ . 002§ ATBpu0dag Jo Sururelry ¢
99 °q3d LT S9 "AON ZI 000°000°€ 009°8L6 009°8L6€  T/I S S961 "uef feuoneN ODSEANN | = b
q3, ‘186  00V'¥96  00V°IS6°T 9 S961 "uef ownry Ovd 0f01g Buisrey-deoys omry g
99 YoIeN #I 99 'q34 9T 000°L8 e i
uonnoIxd pausis uonnqg uonnq .
Qouowwiod 0)  suoperddo -Iuod -11u0d 180D uonem( [eaoiddy Aoualy Aoualdy swrepN jefo1g JqumN
uopezuoyny  jo uejd 340D 0D [elI0L 0D 140D NN
(8) s150D 309f01g

6961-QIN 40 SV VINVZNVL ANV VANVON NI SIOAfO¥d ANNA TVIOEdS daNN— 3jguf




SUSAN AURELIA GITELSON 370

can manage under existing circumstances while remaining flexible enougl.l_to
respond and accommodate themselves to changes. Their attempt to mobilize
their own resources and abilities for national development to whatever ext.ent
possible according to their sense of direction and priorities is a cardinal sign
of striving for real self-reliance. At the same time they are cognizant of the
areas where the country is deficient in capital or skills and, therefore, can use
external assistance as a supplement, but not a mainstay, for national develop-
ment. They can then invite external agencies to advise and assist them in
executing suitable development projects, which they will try to utilize.fully
since they are simultaneously attempting to prepare the necessary infra-
structure, manpower and other inter-related prerequisites. When the govern-
ment leaders approach the UNDP from such a background in the areas whel:e
they know that the UN specialized agencies are recognized as having parti-
cular competence, rather than just accepting any isolated suggestion, they are
more likely to find that its pre-investment activities and training programmes
can contribute toward nationally conceived modernization goals and can
induce development in other sectors. :

The importance in the selection process of government initiative in terms
of a development plan and of preparedness with national resources has been
borne out by several UN projects. The outstanding examples from this Yiew-
point seem to be initiated by the government because of a palpable national
need. Since they were innovations as far as the country was concerned, the
leaders had an especially pressing reason to seek external aid. They then
turned to the UN because they wished aid without undue outside influence.
They were also prepared to fit the project into their existing structures and
institutions. The Tanzanian Government felt, for instance, that the Industrial

Studies and Development Centre (Indcentre) would be fundamental for indus- |
trial development and, therefore, integrated it into industrial planning and
other policy matters. It finds having a staff with internationally recognized |
qualifications vital to assist it with nationalized and other industries while i

remaining independent of the predominant British and Asian business firms.

The government has assigned it centrally located offices and high-quality
counterparts to acknowledge its usefulness. The government also considers |
the Science Teachers’ project essential for future modernization needs and
to avert overdependence on expatriates. It has assured that the project will |
be practicable by establishing it within the University College Science Faculty

and by attending to its needs. The government regards the National Institute
for Productivity (NIP) as important, moreover, for furthering ‘socialism and
productivity and for making Tanzania self-reliant through its emphasis on
training labour. It has, therefore, constructed a new building that will enable
the project to expand and has offered more than the required number of
counterpart personnel.

It is probably significant that while both Uganda and Tanzania are among
the most advanced African countries in regard to planning, all of these

particular projects are in Tanzania. This is because its government has been j
especially vigorous in striving to develop rapidly in the directions and ways

g

i ey
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it has determined for itself to combat poverty, ignorance and disease and
to catch up with its neighbours. It has also been more assiduous, with the
assistance of the Resident Representative’s office, in lining up development
Projects—there were eleven UNDP Special Fund projects in Tanzania as
against eight in Uganda by mid-1969. Since the leaders of Uganda, which
started with a more prosperous economy and more college graduates at
independence, have been concerned primarily with the problems of national
integration, political survival and other internal political matters, they have
not yet made as pronounced an effort to be as innovative or dynamic in
economic development. Nonetheless, individual ministries, such as Animal
Industry, has proved to be generally efficient and are on par or more
proficient than their counterparts in Tanzania. Moreover, as the Ministries of
Planning and Finance become more experienced, Uganda might also be able
to concentrate more on modernization. Tt is already aware of the need, despite
staff shortages and other problems, to show more initiative and to give greater
support to development projects.®
The second most desirable initiation method is where the UN specialized

agencies or the UNDP suggest projects on pragmatic grounds in light of their
general experience with the development process. Such ideas can often work
out quite well, but only if UN personnel take care to consult and plan ade-
quately with local government officials to assure their suitability for the country
concerned. The beef cattle projects offer a prime example of how a seminal
study by the UN, the East African Livestock Survey, in turn has led to beef
cattle enterprises in all three East African countries with each one planned
in terms of individual national requirements. Uganda was able to contribute
actively from the government side because the Vice-President was a trained
veterinarian, who headed the special Ministry for Animal Industry, Game and
Fisheries. As a result, a potentially productive ranching, research and training
scheme has been established in the north. Although livestock policy in
Tanzania has a less certain location somewhere in the larger and more amor-
phous Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Co-operatives, it has been possible
to establish a sheep and cattle raising project in the Southern Highlands which
has economic possibilities. UN personnel have also been making a careful
effort to design a project especially tailored to the needs of modernizing
pastoralism in Masailand, Sukumaland and Gogoland.®

A third initiation method, which often has less impact for national develop-
ment and self-reliance, is when the government has a “shopping list” of
projects available that they will execute if they find foreign assistance but
which they have not carefully integrated for maximum benefit to the country

5 The Republic of Uganda. Background to the Budget 1968-69 (Entebbe: Govern-

ment Printer, 1968), p. 71, and Background to the Budget 1969-70 (Entebbe:
Government Printer, 1969), p. 73.

6 Nei}hey country, however, has done as much with the potentialities of the beef

. production, which are making notable contributions to diversifying the economy
** and providing exports. ‘
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as a whole. This was the predominant situation of the earliest UN projects
in both Uganda and Tanzania. On the one hand, the mineral surveys were
probably the most useful of such projects since they have been gotenu?]ly
beneficial for economic development through the mining sector, which might
indirectly spread its gains through other parts of the economy. On the other
hand, the Karamoja Groundwater Survey was undertaken on a c.:ompletely
self-contained and technical basis without consideration even within thq one
region where it was located for the entire economic, social and Polltlcal
situation of the people living there who are supposed to be moderm‘zed by
the discovery of more water. Most of the other projects selected on Fhl.S ba.ls1s
were in between these examples. Although Mubuku and other irrigation
efforts were supposed to help national economic productivity and to test
methods for the particular area which might be applicable elsewhere, they
were poorly planned in terms of government preparation for S}l?h transforma-
tion projects and in relation to other development opportunities.

The fourth and least desirable type of initiative occurs when the UN spe-
cialized agencies try to promote or sell pre-packaged programmes that may
not correspond with the government’s highest priority needs for development
or suit the particular country concerned. Nonetheless, setting up suc.h a pro-
ject may benefit the institutional and personal interests of the pec?ple involved.
The agency will probably find willing listeners and supporters in the opera-
tional ministry in its field, who want to enhance their importa'nce with the
new project but may be unprepared to execute it properly. This appears to
have been the case with the Management Training and Advisory Centre
(MTAC), which ILO personnel made appear attractive to thg Ugandan
Ministry of Commerce and Industry, but which proved to be aimed at. an
unsuitable level of training for the country. While the Centre’s generalized
purposes of preparing Ugandans for managerial and supervisory posts,.pfo-
viding Ugandan entrepreneurs with advisory services and technical training
and assisting in the improvement of these enterprises’ organization and opera-
tion were sufficiently acceptable to all the people concerned to launch tl:ne
project, they could not be carried out as originally designed. This resulted in
the need to define the actual requirements more carefully (e.g., the Africaniza-
tion of commerce and industry), and to revamp the means to reach these
goals to encourage small industries and management development at levels
suited to Uganda.

Several other projects, such as the Small Industries and Adult Literacy
schemes, also seem to have been predetermined by UN agencies and not to
have been properly fashioned for the recipient countries.

THE PROCESS OF CHOICE WITHIN THE GOVERNMENT AND THE UN SYSTEM

Once people from the government or the UN have initiated the idFa§ _for
several projects, they have to try to agree on which have the highest priorities,
especially since the UNDP usually has enough funds for only one or tv&:o
new projects for each country in a year. The ultimate choices, therefore, will
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depend upon economic and technical requirements, but they will also have
to receive political support and offer bureaucratic advantages to both their
government and UN sponsors.

How a Government Decides

If the economists who write the national development plan for the govern-
ment had their way, they would undoubtedly base the choice of projects on
their economic viability and their suitability for overall goals and sectoral
needs. Most economists, however, usually have too partial a view since they
tend to think in terms of material goods and structures without giving suffi-
cient consideration to the political and social factors; such as political or
ethnic affiliations, administrative capabilities or social attitudes, which deter-
mine whether projects will have enough support to be effective.” These aspects
receive much greater attention on the whole from top political leaders and
civil servants, who, therefore, should make the ultimate decisions about
priorities within the boundaries of economic feasibility.

Government and party leaders primarily want to demonstrate to the people
that they are doing something for them in order to encourage their allegiance
to the Central Government and to promote national integration. At the same
time, they are concerned about increasing their own support and security
since numerous coups d’état in various new states have brought home vividly
the precarious nature of political power. The head of state in particular will
probably devote a great deal of political energy just to remaining in power
through such strategies as promoting his personality, building an organization,
articulating an ideology and using foreign policy.® In addition, he will con-
sider how best to distribute the location and types of development projects
as a reward to his followers and to people from favoured groups or regions
and as an enticement to recalcitrant areas or voters. He may also try to
encourage development efforts to reconcile ethnic or other tensions or to
alleviate social problems, such as unemployment in both the rural and urban
areas. Through such methods, he will try to show himself as responsive as
possible to the demands articulated by the legislative and other representatives
of the people. Even though he may desire certain development projects pri-
marily for political and social reasons, however, he will usually have to explain
and justify them in economic terms to fit in with the development plan.

The President and other leaders are usually also concerned with moderniza-
tion itself both because they want to enhance the living conditions and
reputation of their own country and because they must indicate some positive

7 See Anthony H. Rweyemamu, “Managing Planned Development: Tanzania’s
Experience”, and other articles in Readings on Economic Development and
Administration in Tanzania, edited by Hadley E. Smith (London and Nairobi:
Oxford University Press, 1966), and Henry Bienen, Tanzania: Party Transforma-
tion and Economic Development (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967),
especially Chapter 8, on the planning process in Tanzania. No comparable work
exists for Uganda.

8 W. Howard Wriggins, The Ruler’s Imperative (New York and London: Columbia
University Press, 1969).
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changes to the people if they want to remain in office. But everyone may
not want to accept modern ways that contradict traditional patterns. Pastoral
tribes in remote areas of Uganda and Tanzania, for instance, have been
resisting the abandonment of their traditional cattle cultures in order to live
a sedentary agricultural life. The leaders have to try, therefore, to explain
economic policies in political and social terms that will appeal to the specific
group being asked to change just as they must try to justify their politically
motivated decisions in terms of economic development.

Various individuals within the operational ministries, promoting projects
in their sectors may also have special concerns which go beyond the acknow-
ledged economic justifications. Both ministers and upper-level civil servants
want to increase their influence and standing through enlarging their domains.
They can achieve these aims through administering more projects which will
bring more funds and staff members under their authority.

Each ministry will press, accordingly, for greater resources in its develop-
ment sector from the President or Prime Minister and, if they exist, from
the central planning agencies. In Uganda these include the Planning Com-
mission and the Ministries of Planning and Economic Development and of
Finance. In Tanzania the central bodies are the Ministry of Economic Affairs
and Development Planning and the Treasury. These central planning agencies,
however, have not always proved strong enough to overcome the influence
of individual operational ministries. In fact, the actual choice of projects in
many cases may depend as much on the political and personal strength of
the minister as on objective development criteria.

Whether foreign aid from the UN or other sources is available to finance
the projects is also vital. Consequently, ideas that might be of doubtful
economic soundness or priority may be executed because external resources
are obtainable. This situation certainly predominates when the government
has only a list of projects to offer around to donors, as was the case in both
Uganda and Tanzania in their earlier years. Since the availability of foreign
aid usually continues to be an important consideration in carrying out develop-
ment plans, it can often skew the direction of the entire development strategy.

The lack of sufficiently experienced staff members to prepare projects and
integrate them into the development plan also impedes the emerging nations,
although the situation is improving.” Since they often cannot evaluate projects
adequately before they are executed, they become more prone to accepting
the donor’s preferences. As a result, “some dubious schemes are implemented
at the expense of other economic projects for reasons such as the availability
of foreign aid or trained and experienced staff”.*

9 The Republic of Uganda. Background to the Budget 1969-70 (Entebbe: Govern-
ment Printer, 1969), p. 73.

10 L. M. A. Nyakaana and Davis Stanton, “Agricultural Planning in Uganda”, in
Agricultural Planning in East Africa, edited by G. K. Helleiner (Nairobi: East
African Publishing House, 1968), p. 51 :
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The UN Selection Process

Foreign aid donors obviously choose the projects they will support for
other than purely economic and social development reasons. The UNDP,
however, claims to be more likely than bilateral donors to sponsor projects
on the basis of their development potential. The UN’s decisions are officially
responses to the government’s priority requests for projects that are thought
to be capable of contributing directly to economic and social progress. Other
criteria the UNDP considers essential are that projects be integrated into
overall national or regional development efforts and that they be co-ordinated
as closely as possible with other development aid. They must also be “designed,
whenever appropriate, for progressive transfer to the participating govern-
ments: and ‘free from political interference’ of any kind”.** Although these
are supposed to be the primary criteria, the rivalry among the UN agencies
may also have a significant influence on the decisions.

Members of the various agencies often try to promote their programmes
without considering whether the projects advocated are what the country
needs most or can absorb best. They may press their case at the top level
since the major emphases for UN programmes are decided at international
conferences, the UNDP Governing Council and Inter-Agency Consultative
Board meetings, or ECOSOC and General Assembly sessions.’? They hope
to prove the essential nature of their programmes and thereby to increase the
appropriations for their activities. Often they can count on support from
the ministers of corresponding fields (e.g., FAO and Agriculture; WHO and
Health). UNESCO and WHO, for instance, have tried to find new justifica-
tions for their specialities in economic development terms which would have
a greater appeal than traditional social welfare reasons. They have then
received backing from national ministers in international conferences they
have sponsored in their own respective fields before appealing to the UNDP
or General Assembly. Some agencies apparently continue to try to enlarge
their programmes even though they have already reached the limits of their
administrative capacities.

Special missions or the regular regional or country representatives from
the various agencies also contact the national ministries within their sectors
and suggest or sell standard projects they have ready.’* They promise in
effect that they will supply international experts who can handle the actual

11 United Nations Development Programme, Pre-investme ivi
York: United Nations, 1967), p. 2g0. i b 4

12 For ECOSOC decision-making, see Walter R. Sharp, The United Nations Economic
and Social Council (New York and London: Columbia University Press, 1969)

13 On the problem of UN ;pecxahzed agencies selling projects, see R. G. A. J'ackson'
A Study of the Capacity of the United Nations Development System (DP/SS
(Geneva: United Nations, 1969), Vol. I, p. 10, and Vol. II, pp. 73-74, and Lester
B. Pearson (Chairman), Partners in Development (New York: Pra’eger 1969)
p. 216. Although Sharp (cf. footnote 12) indicates that selling has been reduced,
pp. 149-50, Jackson gives evidence that this is still a problem. That bilateral
agencies are also gul!ty of this tendency is indicated by Maurice Domergue
Te%hgmcal Assistance: Theory, Practice and Policies (New York: Praeger 1968)’
p. /- ’ g
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operations, although some time in the future, nationals will take over. The
immediate advantage for the ministry, meanwhile, is to enhance its status
and resources compared with others in the country. If the minister agrees
to the usefulness of the project for national development or for political
purposes, he will then urge its promotion to the government. At the same
time, the assurance of foreign assistance will strengthen his case.

The mutual reinforcement of the UN specialized agencies and the opera-
tional ministries has created serious co-ordination problems for the UN
Resident Representative in each country, just as it has for the central planning
agencies. The Resident Representative, however, lacks the authority the head
of state has to make final decisions and to keep sectoral interests subordinate
to broader development needs. Although ideally the Resident Representative
is supposed to help integrate UNDP assistance within the development plan,
in practice his actual role in dealing with the specialized agencies has been
weak because of the lack of official authority to adjust appropriations or to
direct desirable changes.** He also cannot rely on firm backing from UNDP
headquarters since it, too, lacks strong executive powers.

The constant need to satisfy personal and institutional interests has made
it difficult to assure a real concern and a broad perspective for the entire
development process. President Nyerere has indicated:

One of the most difficult things to secure from a government composed of
different Ministries is a co-ordinated and co-operative attack on a particular
problem. Each Ministry or department seems to regard the others as its rivals
to be appeased or called upon when this is inevitable, but generally to be
ignored. I have found the same tendency between the different Specialized
Agencies of the United Nations. ... Frequently indeed they all set up separate
offices which appear from the outside to have the minimum working contact
with each other.”

Since the selection process often reflects the political influence and skills
of various individuals and institutions in both the government and the UN
system, rather than the objective economic criteria of the development
planners, the projects chosen are not always well co-ordinated to reflect the
priorities of the development plan. The long time required to make the
choices, moreover, and the frequent delays in implementing them may
decrease the usefulness originally attributed to the various endeavours. On
the other hand, if the decisions were not flexible and responsive to different
interests and groups, the plan might be ignored altogether. It becomes obvious,
accordingly, that planning must be a continuous, co-ordinated process.

14 See Jackson, Vol. II, p. 96, and Gerard J. Mangone, “Field Administration: The
United Nations Resident Representative”, United Nations Administration of
Economic and Social Programmes, edited by Gerard J. Mangone (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1966), pp. 176-77.

15 Julius K. Nyerere, “McDougall Memorial Lecture—FAO”, Freedom and Unity
(Dar es Salaam: Oxford University Press, 1966), p. 237.
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N HOW ARE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS SELECTED?

Why Projects are Not Selected

Would other possible choices have been more useful? This is difficult to
judge since so many factors are involved. It is possible, however, to examine
the reasons why projects are not selected.

The most basic cause for the government or the UNDP to decline a project
is its technical or economic impracticality. It may require capital or man-
power that are plainly unavailable, or it may be unable to obtain proper
infrastructural support. For example, the Master Plan for Greater Kampala
and Jinja suggested by a UN official was completely unfeasible because the
grand scale on which it was conceived would have required an impossible
number of African counterparts. Another UN specialized agency proposed
for Makerere University College in Uganda, a faculty, and then a department,
of forestry, which required an unrealistic amount of funds and students. In
instances such as these the country may indicate that it is unprepared for
a project or the UNDP may diagnose this to be the case. The project may
also not appear to have a catalytic or multiplier potential for investment or
manpower.

Whether or not the project receives high government priority is also
important. It may be unacceptable because it does not accord with the prime
targets set in the development plan. It may also lack the support of an
important official who will push it through government councils. This may
be because the minister of the particular sector is less dynamic or influential
than his colleagues. It may also mean that the project has been unable to
arouse the enthusiasm of any minister because it is unclear whether it will
really help him appreciably to increase his authority. Alternatively, the project
may be unable to count on direct support from anyone since it has not been
definitely assigned to any particular ministry. While it is difficult to obtain
concrete examples, one instance of a project that has lacked support, at least
partially, because it has been unclear which ministry or UN agency would
have it, has been the Occupational Health and Hygiene Institute in Uganda,
which could fit into either the Ministry of Health or Labour and either WHO
or ILO.

On the UN side, projects may not be approved because the specialized
agencies might not yet have convinced the UNDP secretariat, the Governing
Council or ECOSOC of the importance of certain types of projects for
development. The UNDP may also lack sufficient funds to execute all the
projects the government has requested, which have also secured the approval
of the Resident Representative, the secretariat and others who comment
upon them.

The external environment can also affect the choice of projects in two
ways. First, the government may withdraw a project request after it has
circulated a proposal to several donor agencies besides the UNDP and has
found-a more ready response from a bilateral donor. This can occur because
the UN often takes several years to determine a project’s suitability. The
officials. feel -that they need the time to check properly on the project’s
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feasibility, but frequently the government people believe that the process 1S
too slow and bureaucratic. Many of the bilateral agencies, of course, a_lso
exhibit the same dilatory tendencies. Examples of a bilateral donor’s takm,g
on projects that the UN had been considering for Uganda include Ngryvay s
supporting a more reasonable forestry programme at Makerer-e than originally
projected, Japan’s sponsoring an Industrial Vocational Institute, and Great
Britain’s assisting the Co-operative College. In Tanzania the Netherlands
agreed to survey the Kilombero Valley hydroelectric project. .
Second, the regional factor can affect national possibilities since occasxonglly
several states, such as the three members of the East African Community,
compete for a UN project that will serve all of them. In such a case two of
the three may be disappointed. The UNDP may feel, .furthermore,. Fl}at
supporting a particular request would unnecessarily dupllca.te the facilities
of a similar project in a neighbouring country as the available staff and
students could fill only one such institution in a region. While all thr.ee East
African states, but especially Uganda and Kenya, wanted the Institute of
Statistics and Applied Economics, for example, Uganda was able to put up
the strongest case so that the Governing Council approved the Uganda:n
project in January, 1969. In another instance, although ngimda and 'I.‘anza.ma
had expressed the desire for assistance with new faculties of engineering,
both found difficulties in obtaining support partly because the UN alr.eady
contributes to the Faculty of Engineering at the University College, Nairobi,
and to the Kenya Polytechnic. : : -
The government and the UN may discard the dec!med pro;e'cts, mpe_m.a}ly
if they have been rejected on the grounds of economic or technical feasibility
or of potential contribution to development. Alternatlvely., they may defefr
others because of insufficient priority or financial constraints. These. possi-
bilities will then remain in the “pipeline” until the government decides to
give them preference or the UNDP finds that it has enough funds to execute

them.

CONCLUSIONS

The leaders of the new states have often become frustrated by thei.r n.eed
to depend upon external advisers and development funds. 'l_‘hey have invited
expatriate planners to write elaborate development plans, in part to attract
foreign aid donors who require an integrated approach to .development.
Unfortunately, the earliest of these plans in Uganda and Tanzania, even when
they have been comprehensive, have usually proved too abstract and too far
removed from the actual political process on the national, regional and local
levels to be implemented fully. At the same time, external donors. have not
always proved as receptive to the suggested offers as hoped. This has led
President Nyerere and other leaders to stress the importance of g.ree.lt.er self-
reliance both in determining the country’s national goals and priorities and
in raising resources to finance development. " 2

Greater self-reliance is also necessary in the selection and implementation
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of development projects, particularly those receiving assistance from abroad.*®
The ultimate choice of development projects sponsored by the UNDP or
other international aid agencies should lie not with the donors, nor with
eXpatriate planners, but with the national leaders. It is up to the head of
state to take a broader view than the bureaucrats, technicians or politicians
who advise him. Even the international aid officials, who are supposed to
be disinterested, are likely to be influenced by their own institutional and
personal interests. The head of state, therefore, has to balance what he hears
from the economists and other advisers with his political sense of what will
be acceptable to the various groups and individuals within the country and
then convince others of the correctness of his choices, whether in economic
development terms for the planners or in consonnance with traditional and
modern values and attitudes that make sense to people from various com-
munities within the society.

At the same time the leaders must be responsive to the people. Awareness
of this need has been much more evident in the determination of the second
plans than the first ones. Nonetheless, even in the formulation of the later
plans, particularly in Tanzania where there has been a greater concern with
popular responses, the representatives to the legislative assembly and the
party leaders could react to the planning decisions only once they had been
formulated and printed by the planning ministries. Their reactions, however,
should affect the subsequent modifications of the plans, at least in Tanzania
where the second plan is to be re-examined every two years or so.

It is clear, therefore, that unless the expatriate planners and the other
participants in the selection process demonstrate awareness of political and
social considerations, as well as economic criteria, even a technically well-
conceived project may prove useless. On the other hand, experience in Uganda
and Tanzania, as in other countries, has shown that money and modern
technology alone cannot produce development, but neither can political
motives without sound economic planning. Thus national leaders and inter-
national aid officials in both multilateral and bilateral agencies have to make
greater efforts to find the proper balance between rational economic thinking
and responsiveness to political demands and social requirements.

16 See my article, “UNDP Technical Assistance: The Promotion of Self-Reliance in

Africa”, The Journal of World Trade Law, IX, 2 (August, 1971), pp. 316-18,
and my future book-length study of the most significant considerations for both
selection and implementation.




