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Abstract 
 

Foreign aid project exit strategies that contribute to sustainable development have been 

rarely considered throughout the history of development studies and practice. The 

philosophical underpinnings of early development were based on economic 

theories. Over the years initiatives have manifested themselves by investments through 

international aid projects. As aid projects are donor-driven, most exit strategy planning 

involves closing down a project without turning it over to another organization to 

continue implementation. This means that aid benefits end with whatever impact the 

project has made, leaving ill-equipped local ministries or under-resourced NGOs to meet 

local development needs and fill the gap of terminated services. The project cycle—a 

popular development tool used by multinational and bilateral organizations alike—

provides a framework to induce development, but makes no accommodation for an exit 

strategy that perpetuates development.  This is a missed opportunity that reveals a flaw in 

the project cycle. This flaw can be corrected by revising the project cycle implementation 

stage to include building the capacity of people to perform the functions the project was 

designed for, as well as a local implementing entity through which they can work. Once 

accomplished, a sponsor can transfer project activities and resources to the local 

implementing entity though a phase-over process to extend development post-project for 

ongoing impact. 

 

The aim of this thesis is to promote a greater understanding of exit strategies and analyze 

an aspect of project management essential to all foreign aid projects since every project 

must eventually end its interventions upon completion of its goals or within prescribed 

financial and time constraints.  What are the conditions necessary to complete a foreign 

aid project phase-over to a local institution successfully?  How can in-country local 

project staff contribute to institution-building before, during, and after a phase-over?  

What are the appropriate ways to measure the success of a phase-over?   

 

This thesis examines the concept of exit strategy within the context of a case study of the 

United States Department of Agriculture’s Marketing Assistance Project (USDA-MAP) 

in Armenia (1995-2005) and the innovative phase-over approach it used to establish the 

Center for Agribusiness & Rural Development (CARD). To do this, the writings of 

 i 
 



Levinger & McLeod (2002), Gardner et al. (2005), and Esman (1972) are drawn upon to 

analyze this case. The actions taken by the USDA illustrate how an emphasis on internal 

local project staff, over external technical interventions, furthers development. The 

USDA’s exit strategy incorporated collective participation, empowered local 

stakeholders, promoted development ownership through localization, and built individual 

and institutional capacity.  The resulting organization that was created is evidence of a 

successful phase-over and an innovative institution.  This phase-over model offers a 

paradigm that embraces and promotes social/human assets within aid projects for 

sustainable development, and in so doing has ramifications for policy makers, project 

designers, and development practitioners to rethink conventional development practices. 
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The concept of sustainability has been linked to efforts to promote the private sector and 
is often defined fairly narrowly as financial capacity and an ability to generate additional 
resources. The definitions of programs and development mentioned previously, however, 
suggest a more inclusive meaning of sustainability.  First, programs must address or 
create a felt need among beneficiaries if they are to continue….The second aspect of 
sustainability concerns the ability to develop a continuing base of financial resources.  
Possible sources include program budgets, donor funds, beneficiary contributions, user 
fees, and resources generated by the activity itself.  Third, sustainability requires 
managers to develop some organization or institution to assume responsibility for 
adapting development activities and for maintaining their benefits.  Alternatives include 
the program agency itself, a separate unit linked to the agency, a regional or local 
government unit, or a completely autonomous unit.  The point is that sustainable 
development refers to the benefits derived from activities and not the activities 
themselves.  In order to sustain the benefits, to ensure that they meet felt needs, it may 
prove necessary to alter and adapt specific activities.  Institutions to ensure 
responsiveness and adaptations thus are intrinsic to the concept of sustainability.  
Finally, programs will be sustained only if there is sufficient support for them among 
relevant political elites and community groups. 
 
--White, L.G., Creating Opportunities for Change: Approaches to Managing 
Development Programs, Boulder & London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1987, pp. 15-16.   
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Introduction 
 

The true measure of the success of a program of international and technical 
collaboration is not in its accomplishments during the period it is in force but 
rather in what happens after foreign aid has been withdrawn. 
 
--Harrar, J.G. (1967) Strategy toward the conquest of hunger: Selected papers of 
J. George Harrar, Rockefeller Foundation, New York, p. 20. 

 
 
Foreign aid exit strategies that contribute to sustainable development have been rarely 

considered throughout most study of development and its practice.  The philosophical 

underpinnings of early international development were based on economic theories and 

over the years multinational and governmental development initiatives have been 

manifest in investments through international aid projects (Preston, 2002; Nolan, 2002).  

Aid projects are as much expressions of foreign policy objectives as they are 

organizational and management tools for instituting change (USAID, 2004; Dale, 2004). 

While different development agencies have their own set of policies and procedures, aid 

project planning and implementation is goal-oriented as it moves from problem 

identification (poverty, communicable diseases, illiteracy, rural development, etc.) to 

intervention and solution evaluation (Mikkelsen, 2005). Within this developmental 

sequence, the topic of exit strategies—how to best close out an international aid project 

with sustainable benefits—has bewildered and evaded development practitioners 

(Gardner, Greenblott, & Joubert, 2005).  Transition concepts are not included in the 

globally used project cycle model of the World Bank and have been rarely addressed 

within development studies (Nolan, 2002; Leermakers, 2003). Most suggest passing on 

development activities to either local government agencies or an already existing non-

governmental organization (Holloway, 1997). Current sustainability research fails to 

propose establishing a new local organization with and for experienced local project staff 
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to ensure the sustainability of impacts once the project is terminated, yet that is what 

occurred in 2005 as the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) redefined its 

role in Armenian rural development. 

 

This thesis is concerned with understanding the conditions necessary for a foreign aid 

project phase-over to a local institution.  How do various stakeholders evaluate the phase-

over?  What is the role of the local staff in institution-building? Among development 

thinkers, the 2002 analysis of exit strategies by Beryl Levinger and Jean McLeod has 

become a key reference for understanding exit strategies.  They developed six tactics for 

phase over.  Building on their research, Gardner et al (2005) set forth three indicators to 

determine the success of an exit strategy and M.J. Esman (1972) proposed five criteria for 

an innovative institution. 

 

Using the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Marketing Assistance Project (MAP) phase-

over to the Center for Agribusiness & Rural Development (CARD) in Armenia as a case 

study, these tactics, indicators, and criteria are applied in this thesis to establish to what 

extent this case offers a paradigm that embraces and promotes social/human assets within 

an aid project for sustainable development.  The results have ramifications for policy 

makers, project designers, development practitioners, and necessitate a rethinking of 

conventional development practices. 

 

Section 1.1 sets out the aim and establishes the scope of this thesis.   Section 1.2 provides 

the background philosophical perspective that frames this research.  Section 1.3 discusses 

the significance of this research, providing a historical overview of U.S. assistance in 

Armenia, the foundation for the USDA’s MAP that phased-over to CARD.  This section 

also discusses the geography of Armenia and provides a brief outline of key development 

thinkers that provide a theoretical structure for analyzing the MAP-CARD case. Research 

methodology and research tools are presented in section 1.4.  Each chapter of this thesis 

is outlined in Section 1.5 and Section 1.6 provides a summary. 
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1.1 Aim and scope 

 

The aim of this thesis is to promote a greater understanding of exit strategies within 

development studies.  This research critically analyzes an aspect of project management 

essential to all foreign aid projects as every international aid project must eventually end 

its interventions upon completion of its goals or within prescribed financial and time 

constraints.  Development practitioners from multilateral and bilateral agencies have 

contributed to the subject of exit strategies with a broad range of reviews, reports, and 

assessments of country and sector-specific cases, but without consensus on terminology, 

timing, resource allocations, management requirements, and systematic approaches.  

There is a gap between the study of development and practice of development.  This 

thesis intends to address this gap by analyzing the phase-over exit strategy used by a 

public sector project to convert into a private sector NGO founded by project staff.   In so 

doing, two principal and one subsidiary research questions are addressed in this thesis: 

  

1.  What are the conditions necessary to complete a foreign aid project phase-over 

to a local institution successfully? 

 

1.1 Specifically, how can in-country local project staff contribute to institution-

building before, during, and after a phase-over? 

 

2. What are appropriate ways to measure the success of a phase-over?   

 

This thesis argues that a project phase-over has the potential to promote stakeholder 

empowerment, build institutional and individual capacity, support local ownership 

through localization, and perpetuate development to increase aid effectiveness. 

 

1.2 Research perspective 

 

While this thesis is grounded in positivistic development theory, it is informed by 

modern, post-, and anti- development scholars who have brought alternative perspectives 

of development to contemporary development studies. This research is predicated on the 

assumption that current approaches to development interventions should be modified for 
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sustainable impact and in so doing contribute to aid effectiveness. Development analysis 

and critique with a desire for better practice are not new and significant modernist 

evaluations of development as an industry—specifically where, why, and how aid is 

dispensed and the role of multilaterals in development—are critical of the development 

paradigm and call for alternative approaches (Payer, 1982; Hancock, 1989; Rich, 1994).  

Development studies since the 1980s—comprising what has been termed ‘the lost 

decade’ of aid, when development funding was reduced and previous gains reversed—

has provided a rich forum for debate by proponents of postcolonial and postmodern 

theories (Simon, 2002; McEwan, 2002). Postcolonial and postmodern scholars question 

the very notion of aid and argue that the Western model of development is unsustainable 

and detrimental (Eade, 2000).  Colombian anthropologist Arturo Escobar’s writings 

express recurrent themes in these intellectual movements when he states: 

 
Development was—and continues to be for the most part—a top-down, 
ethnocentric, and technocratic approach, which treated people and cultures as 
abstract concepts, statistical figures to be moved up and down in the charts of 
‘progress.’  Development was conceived not as a cultural process…but instead as 
a system of more or less universally applicable technical interventions intended to 
deliver some ‘badly needed’ goods to a ‘target’ population  (Escobar, 1995:44). 

 

Additional critics of conventional, project-model development include Santiago Colás 

(1994); Gustavo Esteva & M.S. Prakash (1998); David Slater (1997); Manfred Max-Neef 

(1992); Samir Amin (1974, 1987); Susan George (1981) and others.  While all these 

writers add much to development thought, one of their number stated “that there are 

dangerous ‘descents into discourse’” when real ‘pressing human problems are at issue’ 

(Palmer, 1990, quoted in Crush, 1995:6).  Another put it this way: 

 
The emphasis of much post-modern literature on playful, leisured, heterodoxical 
self-indulgence [also] has little to offer those who can still only aspire to safe 
drinking water, a roof which does not leak, and the like (Simon, 1997:184). 

 

Throughout this thesis the examination of exit strategies provides an impetus to propose 

new modes of development practice within existing frameworks (i.e. the project model) 

based on direct observation in the field. 
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1.3 Significance 

 

1.3.1 Historical setting and research context 

 

For the past sixty years the United States has been a key player in establishing 

international institutions to address development, and in 2008, the U.S. government 

allotted USD$26 billion for foreign assistance funding to promote economic and social 

advancement in impoverished countries, twice as much as the second country, Germany 

with USD$13.9 billion (OECD, 2009).  At the end of the Cold War, the United States 

Congress passed the Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democracies and Open 

Markets Act (Public Law 102-511). More commonly referred to as the Freedom Support 

Act (FSA), this 1992 law established foreign aid to former Soviet Republics to meet a 

range of immediate humanitarian and development needs, including a USD$12 billion 

increase in funding to the IMF and USD$410 million in bilateral assistance (Woolley & 

Peters, 2007). 

 

At the collapse of the Soviet Union, the difficult economic transition from a highly 

controlled and centrally planned economy to a free market system shook the cultural, 

social, and economic foundations of the small former Soviet Republic of Armenia.  Like 

all sectors of the economy, agriculture underwent rapid and significant change. 

 
Armenian agriculture was transformed, almost overnight during 1991-1992, from 
some 840 centrally managed and highly subsidized state and collective farms 
(generally one in each village) into some 440,000 decentralized and unsubsidized 
small holdings owned by former collective farm workers and other rural residents 
including some 100,000 families living in rural towns and villages who were 
employed in dispersed manufacturing facilities and subsequently had little 
experience or understanding of farming.  The collapse of non-farm industries 
forced some 440,000 families or as many as 1.8 million (out of a 1992 population 
of approximately 3.5 million) into subsistence level farming practices (USAID, 
2006:1). 

 

To address this situation, Armenian officials requested assistance from the United States 

and with FSA funding the USDA dispatched agricultural consultants to tackle crop losses 

and the dramatic decrease in food production.  Four years later, in 1996, the USDA 

expanded its development activities in Armenia and created MAP. Over the next decade, 
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this annual USD$7.5 million project produced some of the most visible and successful 

programs of any agency in the country (Richter, 2004). 

 

The USDA-MAP mission was to reduce poverty by helping farmers and agribusinesses 

produce, market, and export food and related products to increase incomes, create jobs, 

and raise the standard of living for rural Armenians (MAP, 2002).  This was 

accomplished by a tri-fold approach of technical, financial, and marketing assistance, 

adopting a ‘farm-to-fork’ strategy to provide assistance to every link in the agricultural 

marketing chain. When USDA/Washington raised the issue of an ‘endpoint’ to this 

project in 2003, there was no exit strategy in place (Larew, H. 2003, pers. comm., 27 

February). This was not uncommon, as U.S. foreign assistance projects terminate 

activities and funding in accordance with various project cycle designs that do not 

include the sustainable continuation of project goals (Baum, 1978; Irwin, 1978; Gittinger, 

1982). However, in a short time the USDA deployed a ‘phase-over’ exit strategy that 

shifted core staff and activities of MAP to a private sector non-governmental organization 

(NGO).  This institution-building exit strategy by such a large and well-funded aid 

project to a private sector NGO, created with the participation of the local staff that 

would manage it, was unprecedented for USDA. Decentralizing power and decision 

making, participatory development, and surrendering project assets and activities to a 

well-qualified local staff to operate a post-project, local development organization 

resulted in the perpetuation of aid benefits. The MAP-CARD case provides a unique 

opportunity to analyze exit strategies; most importantly, the case presents an opportunity 

to examine the least documented strategy (phase-over) in the project planning cycle.  The 

analysis of MAP-CARD’s history of phase-over can contribute to better understanding of 

the potential of exit strategies and their significance to the field of international 

development. 

 

1.3.2 Geography 

 

Geography plays a central role in post-Soviet development in the Caucasus.  The 

Republic of Armenia is a small, mountainous, land-locked country with few natural 

resources, covering an area of 29,800 km. (ACDI/VOCA, 2003).  It is situated in the 

eastern part of the Armenian Plateau surrounded by the Republic of Georgia to the north, 
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the Azerbaijani Republic to the east, the Islamic Republic of Iran to the south, and the 

Turkish Republic to the west.  See Figure 1.1. 

 

The capital city of Yerevan lies on the Hrazdan River and has a population of 1.2 million 

out of an overall population of 3.7 million (Embassy of Armenia, 2000). Fifty-five 

percent of the population lives below the poverty line (World Bank, 2001). 

 

Most of Armenia is mountainous.  One third is pastureland.  Only 16.78% of land is 

arable, but agriculture is the largest employer in the country and accounts for about one 

quarter of the GDP (CIA-The World FactBook-Armenia, 2007). 

 

The agriculture sector consists of approximately 314,000 individual farms (Embassy of 

Armenia, 2000).  The sector suffers from small land plots, a lack of long-term investment 

and available long term credit, insufficient access to irrigation, limited availability of 

agrochemicals and fertilizers, low quality crop varieties, falling animal production, and a 

lack of agricultural insurance (Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Armenia, 2004). 
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Figure 1.1 Map of Armenia 

 

 
          
Source: Armeniatour (2007)  
 
1.3.3 Conceptual basis  

 

This thesis is a response to practical concerns among development practitioners and key 

theorists within development studies. A complete analysis of current relevant literature 

can be found in Chapters 2 and 3, but the thrust of these lines of thought may be 

summarized and understood within the context of the phase-over project in Armenia as 

follows. 

 

The approach of the U.S. aid agencies to former Soviet states emphasized economic 

growth and free-market capitalism, following the ideas laid out in W.W. Rostow’s (1964) 

theory of modernization.  More specifically, the USDA developed a strategy of 

agricultural development concentrated around regional and sector-specific growth hubs 

after Armenian land reform; this strategy seems to follow the thinking of Gunnar Myrdal 

(1964) and A.O. Hirschman (1958). USDA employed the well-known international 

project cycle as a basis for its work, and Michael Cernea, who closely studied this model, 

held that ensuring development/sustainability depended on building inter- and intra-
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organizational social resources, manifested by organizational intensity and density (1993; 

1993a). USDA’s relationship with and support of its local project staff correspond to 

ideas Robert Chambers advocated with his theory of putting people first and recognizing 

the centrality of ‘people in projects’ (1999), emphasizing building social capital and 

vocational training. The full benefits of the professional training the USDA provided its 

local staff can be understood within Albert Bandura’s social learning theory (1977), 

incorporating the importance of local knowledge and increased capacity. This allows for 

grounded and valuable interventions implemented by local workers. To understand 

USDA’s work plans and project management structure, two thinkers provide useful 

concepts—Paulo Friere, who advocated participatory development (1996), and 

Chambers, who revealed the gaps between parties as a division between 

Uppers/Superiors and Lowers/Inferiors (1999). Further, USDA’s approach to include 

local actors in decision-making and participatory management can be explained by 

Employee Involvement theory (Wood, Wallace, & Zeffane, 2001). When an organization 

is in decline, or in the case of Armenia when MAP was threatened with closure, 

Hirschman’s theory of exit and voice (1970) illustrates the choices before local staff—

leave the project or use their collective voice to change the situation and in so doing their 

own future. Exercising voice, the MAP staff worked closely with the USDA to use 

Levinger and McLeod’s phase-over approach (2002), and in so doing created a new local 

NGO called the Center for Agribusiness & Rural Development. How the local project 

staff contributed to institution-building before, during, and after this phase-over can be 

understood within the framework of M.J. Esman’s institution-building theory (1972).  

The success of the phase-over can be gauged using Gardner et al. sustainability indicators 

(2005), although Esman contributes even more exacting measurements. 

 

The manner in which MAP and its phase-over is to be understood reflects a pragmatic 

incorporation of theoretical ideas from a wide range of disciplines.  From aid’s early 

emphasis on economic development to more recent thinking on institutional development 

these theories contextualize the MAP-CARD narrative.  They provide an historical basis 

for understanding the actions of the USDA and establish a foundation upon which to 

build new thinking about development projects and promote aid effectiveness. 
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1.4 Research methodology  

 

To explore the conditions necessary for a successful phase-over and the local project 

staff’s contribution to institution-building before, during, and after a phase-over, my 

thesis is framed by the works of Levinger & McLeod (2002), Gardner et al. (2005), and 

Esman (1972). When Levinger and McLeod in 2002 developed an exit strategy for 

international development, they articulated three alternative exits:  phase-out; phase-

down; and phase-over. Phase-out is when a project closes down, while phase-down is the 

process of closing down the project. Of interest for this research is phase-over, which 

allows for continued development.  Phase-over refers to a sponsor building institutional 

capacity and transferring all project goals, responsibilities, and activities to a local 

organization.  To achieve phase-over, Levinger and McLeod recommend development 

practitioners use six tactics: 

 
(1) Plan for exit from the earliest stages of program design 
(2) Develop partnerships and local linkages 
(3) Build local organizational and human capacity 
(4) Mobilize local and external resources 
(5) Stagger the phase out of various program activities and resources 
(6) Allow roles and relationships to evolve and continue after exit. 

 

To build upon these recommendations and analyze their relevance, each of these tactics is  

applied to the MAP-CARD case to determine if every element was involved, who was 

responsible for it, what was its nature, and when, why, and how these elements 

contributed in whole or in part to a phase-over? 

 

To analyze how the in-country local project staff contributed to institution-building 

before, during, and after the MAP-CARD phase-over, institution-building theorist M.J. 

Esman’s five criteria of institutionality are applied: 

 
(1) technical capacity 
(2) normative commitments 
(3) innovative thrust 
(4) environmental image 
(5) spread effect  
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For Esman, institutionality is the ‘end state’ or ultimate objective of all institutional 

efforts, and this is only achieved when an institution’s ‘innovations are accepted and 

supported by the external environment’ (1972:35). 

 

While the shift of assets, obligations, and development interventions is one aspect of a 

phase-over, successfully continuing quality service deliveries post-project is another.   

Building on Levinger and McLeod’s exit strategy framework, Gardner et al. (2005) 

examined the success factors basic to the phase-over of project assets, obligations, and 

activities.  Commenting on exit strategies in the context of experience in Africa’s food 

security and HIV/AIDs programs, Gardner et al. set out three indicators to determine the 

success of ongoing administrative, managerial, and program activities after an aid project 

ends: 

 
(1) If the program impact has been sustained, expanded or improved after 
program end; 
(2) If the relevant activities are continued in the same or modified format; and 
(3) If the systems developed continue to function effectively. 

 

To ascertain the success of an exit strategy ex post facto, Gardner et al. recommend an 

evaluation of these indicators ‘be conducted after a period of [unspecified] time has 

elapsed following the program exit’ (2005:12).  Although Gardner et al. concede that 

funding is not usually available to conduct such an evaluation, their interest in such an 

evaluation is to answer the critical question:  ‘Is the partner organization (which assumed 

responsibility for activities) continuing to meet its obligation to the beneficiaries?’ 

(Gardner et al., 2005:18, Gardner et al.’s parenthesizes). Since a response to this question 

goes directly to how well a phase-over organization was designed and successively 

managed, these three success indicators are applied to the MAP-CARD phase-over. 

 

1.4.1 Research tools 

 

To situate this thesis on exit strategies within the scope of development studies, diverse 

research methods were used which provided quantitative and qualitative data: a case 

study analysis, document and archival records review, semi-structured and unstructured 

interviews, and participant observation. 
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The MAP-CARD case is an instrumental case study, selected specifically to maximize 

what we can learn about successful exit strategies.  This case study profiles an aid project 

that (1) planned, implemented, and completed a phase-over; (2) supported the founding 

of a phase-over organization to continue the objectives of the project; and (3) turned over 

project activities and resources for local staff to manage within a new organization. 

 

A document and archival records review included official U.S. government project 

design, execution, and transition documents prepared by the USDA, the administrative, 

managerial, and financial papers of CARD, and personal correspondence between 

stakeholders.  Stakeholders—the donor (n=7), MAP/CARD staff (n=15), public and 

private sector partners (n=20), and aid beneficiaries (n=25)—participated in semi-

structured and unstructured interviews to gather exit strategy and institution-building data 

and triangulate alternative sources. Participant observation was used to view CARD’s 

staff and programs post-project. 

 

During this research, I had full access to American and Armenian phase-over 

stakeholders and documents.  Working for the USDA’s MAP in Armenia as its 

Marketing Manager (2002-2003), as its last Director (2003-2005), and then as CARD’s 

first Director (2005-2006), I was both an observer of and participant in the phase-over. 

To address subjective bias and improve reliability, this research triangulated multiple 

perspectives from amongst American and Armenian stakeholders. 

 

1.5 Thesis outline 

 

This thesis has ten chapters.  The next chapter reviews post-war development thinking on 

foreign aid and economic growth, noting that project exit strategies are absent from the 

discourse.  The project cycle is discussed—a popular development practitioner’s tool that 

does not make accommodation for an exit strategy that perpetuates development post-

project. Development theorists advocate building social/human capital, local 

participation, and empowerment in development projects, but they do so without 

including local project staff who could support prolonged aid benefits. 
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Chapter 3 presents the options that project staff has when their project closes down.  

While commercial and political-military writings offer development organizations little 

guidance on exit strategies, Levinger & McLeod (2002) provide a key reference, citing 

six exit strategy tactics.  Gardner et al. (2005) follow up these tactics with three indicators 

of exit strategy success, and M.J. Esman’s concept of and criteria for institutionality, the 

ultimate goal of all institution-builders, is discussed. 

 

Chapter 4 outlines the research design used for determining the conditions for a 

successful phase-over exit strategy:   Levinger & McLeod’s exit tactics, Gardner et al. 

exit success indicators, and Esman’s instutionality criteria are applied to a case study.  

This chapter discusses why the MAP-CARD case was selected, each method of data 

collection, and the research timetable. 

 

Chapter 5 provides an overview of the historical-political circumstances of American aid 

in Armenia at the end of World War I, when the U.S. responded with humanitarian 

assistance and agricultural support, and again at the break-up of the Soviet Union, when 

the USDA was asked to help reconstruct the collapsed Armenian agricultural sector.  

Initially with the Armenian/American Extension Project (1993-1995) and then with MAP 

(1995-2005), the USDA responded with substantial funding and a complex aid project to 

rebuild the entire marketing chain, but the project did not have an exit strategy. 

 

Chapter 6 discusses the MAP project cycle, and analyzes MAP in regard to the first three 

of six Levinger & McLeod exit strategy tactics—early exit design, developing 

partnerships and linkages to support exit, and building local organizational and human 

capacity to continue development services. 

 

Chapter 7 examines the restructuring of the USDA in Armenia and the origins of CARD.  

Levinger & McLeod’s fourth exit strategy tactic—mobilizing local and external 

resources—is discussed and analyzed in regard to financing the MAP-CARD phase-over. 

 

Chapter 8 discusses the MAP-CARD phase-over in terms of Levinger & McLeod’s last 

two exit strategy tactics.  It examines how the phase-out of MAP’s program activities—

technical, marketing, and financial assistance—and capital resources were staggered out.   
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It also discusses how MAP’s role and relationships evolved under CARD to the benefit of 

the phase-over organization. 

 

Chapter 9 discusses the MAP-CARD case in terms of the three Gardner et al. exit 

strategy success indicators and the five Esman criteria for insitutionality.  CARD’s 

programs are examined to determine if MAP’s program impacts have been sustained, 

expanded, or improved.  CARD’s activities are examined to determine if MAP’s 

activities continued in the same or a modified format.  And CARD’s systems are 

analyzed to see if they function efficiently.  To determine insitutionality and how local 

project staff contributed to institution-building, CARD is analyzed in terms of its 

technical capacity, normative commitments, innovative thrust, environmental image, and 

spread effect. 

 

Chapter 10 concludes the thesis, discusses the main findings, and makes 

recommendations on exit strategies and institution-building to policy makers, project 

designers, and development theorists and practitioners. 

 

1.6 Summary  

 

Aid project exit strategies have not been well studied throughout the history of 

development studies and practice, notwithstanding the fact that all aid projects eventually 

end. Nowhere within the popular project cycle is there a stage for an exit strategy to 

evolve and perpetuate development.  Most transition concepts propose turning over 

development activities to a local government or an already established NGO, but none 

consider establishing a new organization founded and managed by local project staff. 

 

This thesis analyzes the conditions necessary for a foreign aid project to phase-over to a 

local institution, how various stakeholders evaluate the phase-over, and the role of the 

local staff in institution-building. To do this, the writings of Levinger & McLeod (2002) 

Gardner et al. (2005), and Esman (1972) are drawn upon to provide a framework for 

analyzing a phase-over case study. The case selected, the successful USDA MAP phase-

over to CARD in Armenia in 2005, provides insights for policy-makers, project 

designers, and development theorists and practitioners. To contextualize this phase-over 
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case, the next chapter reviews the theoretical foundations for post-war development 

thinking and the international project cycle, revealing a failure to consider sustainable 

exit strategies and the potential of local project staff. 
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2 
 

Theoretical Foundations 
 
…theory is indispensable for scientific work.  Theory is necessary not only to 
organize the findings of research so that they make sense but, more basically, to 
determine what questions are to be asked.  Scientific knowledge never emerges by 
itself, so to speak, from empirical research in the raw, but only as solutions to 
problems raised; and such solutions presume a logically co-ordinated system of 
problems stated.   
 
--Gunnar Myrdal, Economic Theory and Under-developed Regions, 1964, 
London: Gerald Duckwork & Co., p. 160. 

 
 
Foreign aid exit strategies that contribute to sustainable development have not been 

considered throughout most of the history of development.  With the institution of the 

post-war Marshall Plan and the establishment of the World Bank by the United States, 

the primary focus of aid was the reconstruction of Europe and prevention of the spread of 

Communism to struggling countries. Over the years, multinational and bilateral 

organizations have implemented aid initiatives through international aid projects. Aid 

projects use a project cycle, a sequence of activities that progress from project 

identification to evaluation. No where in this cycle is there a stage that considers an exit 

strategy to perpetuate development when a project closes down, much less considers 

handing over project assets and activities to trained local project staff to manage their 

own development organization. 

 

Development theorists have argued for building social capital during aid implementation 

and putting people first in projects. However, neither they nor development agencies have 

recognized local project staff can be both implementers and recipients of aid.  Capacity-
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building, while advocated by development thinkers and practitioners alike, does not 

extend to local staff to increase their knowledge and develop new leaders and it should. 

 

Participation and empowerment have also been leading concepts in development 

literature for several decades. With strong foundations in social theory, these concepts 

provide mechanisms for change.  Such change can occur both outside the project amongst 

aid beneficiaries and inside the project with local employees through employee 

involvement.  Decentralizing power and decision making, and providing local project 

staff with the knowledge and skills to operate a local development organization 

contributes to an exit strategy that continues benefits post-aid. 

 

Section 2.1 in this chapter traces the origins of the Development Age to the post-war 

period and provides the historical basis for modern American foreign aid.  Section 2.2 

discusses Modernization theory—a dominant sociological theory during the 1950s and 

1960s when the United States was asserting international leadership to promote economic 

growth in developing countries.  Section 2.3 expands on the discussion of economic 

growth by presenting arguments for growth hubs, investing in agriculture, and the theory 

of unbalanced growth, which all influenced U.S. aid. To implement development theory, 

the project model was developed. The various forms the project cycle has taken are 

discussed in Section 2.4.  The importance of building social capital that contributes to 

projects becoming sustainable is discussed in Section 2.5 and the importance of focusing 

on people instead of technical solutions is emphasized in Section 2.6.  Empowering 

people through participatory development is discussed in Section 2.7.  A summary is 

provided in Section 2.8. 
 

2.1   The birth of the ‘Development’ Age 

 

The ‘Development’ Age, an expression coined by historian Gilbert Rist, owes its origins 

and early theories to the United States in the aftermath of World War II (Rist, 1997).  The 

United States emerged from the Second World War as the only major nation with a 

thriving agricultural and industrial sector, and soon set about creating permanent 

institutions and policies to build international economic security and dispense aid.  In 

 - 17 -



 
 

1944, at a postwar reconstruction conference at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, more 

than forty nations agreed to accept aid and create the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD).  The IMF was 

established to stabilize global currency markets and the IBRD was charged with raising 

funds for rebuilding Europe (Martinussen, 1997).  These two organizations came to be 

known as the World Bank and eighteen months later the Bank made its first loans to 

France and Chile (1948), and then Ethiopia (1950).  Soon the Bank financed major 

infrastructure projects in Latin America, Asia, and Africa (Cassidy, 2007). In addition to 

economic development, the United States also used the World Bank to stave off the rise 

of communism in poor, struggling countries.  Harry White, an official of the U.S. 

Treasury who assisted with the establishment of the World Bank noted, ‘There is nothing 

that will serve to drive these countries into some kind of ism—Communism or something 

else—faster than having inadequate capital’ (Cassidy, 2007:38). 

 

In 1947 to further contribute to rebuilding shattered European economies, the United 

States enacted the European Recovery Program.  This program quickly became known as 

the Marshall Plan, named after its originator U.S. Secretary of State George C. Marshall 

(Griesgraber & Gunter, 1996).  Over the next four years the Marshall Plan lent USD$12.4 

billion in aid, making it the primary reconstruction vehicle for providing economic and 

technical assistance to Western Europe (Grogin, 2001). During this period, Europe 

experienced unprecedented growth.  Industrial output increased 35%; agricultural output 

exceeded all previous levels; and the region embarked on several decades of sustained 

growth and standard of living increases (Grogin, 2001). 

 

Marshall Plan aid was also offered to the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe (Paterson, 

1973).  The war had left Russia devastated with 1.2 million dead, a food shortage 

bordering on famine, and widespread internal partisan warfare in Belorussia, Latvia, 

Estonia, and Ukraine (Grogin, 2001).  General Secretary Joseph Stalin, hoping for an 

American reconstruction loan, sent Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov to 

negotiate.  When the conditions to join the Marshall Plan were revealed—that each 

country must agree to an independent assessment of their economy and needs—Russia 

rejected the Plan as ‘economic enslavement’ (Watson, 2005:231).  Pravda denounced it 
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as ‘a plan for interference in the domestic affairs of other countries’, and Molotov called 

it ‘dollar imperialism’ (Paterson, 1973:214; Gottlieb, 1951:203).  The Soviet Union saw 

the Marshall Plan, on the heels of the Truman Doctrine—an aid policy designed to 

contain the spread of communism in Greece and Turkey—confirming their suspicions 

that the U.S. was building a European alliance against Soviet interests (Gaddis, 1997).  

The Soviet rejection of the Marshall Plan has been described ‘as a turning point in the 

development of the Cold War’ (Watson, 2005:230).  Development assistance by the U.S. 

was not offered again to the Soviet Union until its dissolution four decades later, 

manifested in the form of humanitarian and development aid under the Freedom for 

Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democracies and Open Markets [aka FREEDOM 

Support] Act (Public Law 102-511). 

 

The political agenda of the Marshall Plan caused a modern historian to comment that, 

‘frightened by the onward movement of communism…the American people rallied to 

support of the Marshall Plan’ (Harris, 1948:3). Additionally, Colombian anthropologist 

Arturo Escobar noted, ‘the fear of communism became one of the most compelling 

arguments for development. It was commonly accepted in the early 1950s that if poor 

countries were not rescued from their poverty, they would succumb to communism’ 

(Escobar, 1995:3-4). 

 

The legacy of the Marshall Plan was that: 

 
…the plan contributed, more than dollars or credits or goods, the crucial element 
of confidence—for governments to reach across borders, for entrepreneurs to 
take new risks, for banks to extend credit, for workers to set aside immediate 
gains  (Mee, 1984:262). 
 

With confidence in economic aid from the Marshall Plan’s early success, President Harry 

Truman went one step further.  In addition to aid stemming the spread of communism, it  

had two other motives.  One was altruism, to help ‘poor countries overcome poverty, 

hunger, ignorance, and disease’ (Butterfield, 2004:8).  The other was economic 

development, a goal in and of itself, which provided the necessary conditions ‘for the 

realisation of other development goals such as: poverty alleviation, the spread of 
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democracy, social development, and the expansion of markets (including a hospitable 

environment for foreign investment)’ (Robinson & Tarp, 2000:2). 

 

In his 1949 Inaugural Address, President Truman’s ‘Point Four’ of a four point speech 

announced a new program to share scientific advances and industrial progress with 

underdeveloped countries. Truman stressed more than half the world’s population was 

living in miserable conditions, with insufficient food, disease, and handicapping poverty 

that was a threat to them and other prosperous regions. The United States, pre-eminent 

among other countries, pledged to share industrial and scientific advances. President 

Truman announced: 

 
Our main aim should be to help the free peoples of the world, through their own 
efforts, to produce more food, more clothing, more materials for housing, and 
more mechanical power to lighten their burdens…Greater production is the key 
to prosperity and peace.  And the key to greater production is a wider and more 
vigorous application of modern scientific and technical knowledge…Democracy 
alone can supply the vitalizing force to stir the people of the world into 
triumphant action, not only against their human oppressor, but also against their 
ancient enemies—hunger, misery, and despair (Wolley & Peters, 2007). 

 

It would take time for the U.S. government to implement a development strategy through 

formal public sector institutions, but it wasted no time in starting. In 1951, the same year 

the Marshall Plan ended, Congress created the Mutual Security Agency, which combined 

overseas military and economic aid with technical assistance.  In 1953 the Foreign 

Operations Administration was created to merge economic and technical assistance 

worldwide, and in 1954 it joined the International Cooperation Administration, jointly 

sharing the administration of aid for economic, political, and social development.  That 

same year, the Mutual Security Act of 1954 further developed procedures for 

development assistance, and the Food for Peace Program began, distributing food aid.  In 

1957 the Development Loan Fund was established to extend funds to developing 

countries that could not borrow elsewhere (USAID, 2007). 

 

The main emphasis of these programs was economic growth.  In the 1950s economic 

researchers: 

 

 - 20 -



 
 

….conceived of economic growth as the supreme goal in itself; it was economic 
growth that the poor countries needed.  Thus, economic growth and its 
determinants and obstacles were natural foci for theory formation (Martinussen, 
1997:36). 

 

Theorists applied economic analyses as the sole tool to explain different levels of 

development between countries and writings during this period include Ragnar Nurkse’s 

Problems of Capital Formation in Underdeveloped Countries (1955); W. Arthur Lewis’ 

Economic development with unlimited supplies of labor (1954); and Robert Solow’s A 

contribution to the theory of economic growth (1956).  Approaches to post-war 

reconstruction were seen as transferable to developing countries in Asia, Africa, and 

Latin America, resulting in their development and prosperity. 

 

2.2 The philosophical underpinnings of American foreign aid 

 

The most notable of the development economists of this period was Walt Whitman 

Rostow, an American economist and theorist who helped shape U.S. foreign policy as a 

national security advisor for the Kennedy and Johnston presidencies.  Rostow, a harsh 

critic of communism and a strong proponent of capitalism, developed a seminal model of 

economic growth that contributed to the theory of Modernization. In 1964, The Stages of 

Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto was published, a classic work 

expanding on an earlier essay, ‘The Take-Off into Self-Sustained Growth’ (Rostow, 

1956).  This text promoted a major and controversial historical model of economics 

known as ‘Rostow’s Stages of Growth’ or the ‘Rostovian take-off model’. This formed 

the philosophical underpinnings for development strategy and implementation within the 

U.S. government for the United States Agency for International Aid (USAID). 

 

It has been said ‘Modernization theory was the dominant sociological theory of 

development for much of the 1950s and 1960s’ (Clark, 2006:395).  As such, it was the 

culmination of thinking that dated back to the classical economist Adam Smith and his 

publication of Wealth of Nations in 1776. 

 

Until Smith, wealth was defined as the accrual of precious metals—gold and silver, and a 

nation’s wealth grew by their accumulation.  Economic policies focused on increasing 
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exports and domestic production for import substitution.  Smith redefined a nation’s 

wealth as the capability to harness its material and human resources to increase 

production.  With division of labor and specialization, more efficient production was 

possible.  Incomes would increase.  Unemployment would decrease.  The economy 

would expand by the influx of more capital, efficient organization, and growing 

purchasing power.  The role of the government was then, as seen by Smith, to allow 

individuals to pursue their self-interest that would benefit the nation (Preston, 2002). 

 
As every individual, therefore, endeavors as much as he can both to employ his 
capital in the support of domestic industry, and so to direct that industry that its 
produce may be of the greatest value…[he is] led by an invisible hand to promote 
an end which was not part of his intention…By pursuing his own interest he 
frequently promotes that of the society more effectually than when he really 
intends to promote it (Smith, 1937:423). 

 

Smith advocated a free market, a strong manufacturing sector, and a capitalist economy 

over a centrally-planned one.  Such thinking was pervasive in post-WWII America where 

Modernization theory was fermenting. 

 

An underlying contribution to Modernization was the concept of dualism. Arthur Lewis 

was a Nobel-prize winning Caribbean economist who developed a Duel-Sector Model of 

the economy.  On one side, there was the traditional rural subsistence sector, with 

abundant labor but offering low salaries. On the other side, there was the modern, urban, 

highly productive, industrial sector.  Lewis argued labor from the agricultural sector, or 

surplus labor, could move to the industrial sector, find employment or increase their 

wages, expand industrial growth, and not damage agricultural output.  The industrial 

sector would grow as fast as capitalists could reinvest their profits (Lewis, 1954). The 

two-sector development model presented a sequential evolutionary process whereby an 

underdeveloped country’s traditional economy could gradually move away from agrarian 

stagnation toward industrialization and a modern developed economy.  This laid the 

foundation for Rostow’s stages-of-growth model of economic modernization. 

 

The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto (Rostow, 1964) mirrored 

the idealism and optimism of the time, as well as its anticommunist sentiments (Rapley, 

1996).  It integrated well with the prevailing U.S. foreign policy to ‘contain’ post-war 
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Soviet influence.  ‘Instrumentally, containment merged with the Truman Doctrine and the 

Marshall Plan...economic aid and covert forms of political and economic warfare both 

within and without the Soviet sphere of influence’ (Evans & Newnham, 1990:65).  

Kennedy’s speech advocating aid is revealing in its cold war rhetoric of the time: 

 
The attention of the Congress and the American people in recent weeks has been 
turned—and properly so—to the forthcoming “missile gap”….Unlike the missile 
gap, the gap to which I [now] refer is consistently ignored and steadily 
widening…I am talking about the economic gap—the gap in living standards and 
income and hope for the future—the gap between the developed and the 
underdeveloped worlds—between roughly speaking, the top half of our globe and 
the bottom half—between the stable, industrialized nations of the north…and the 
over-populated, under-invested nations of the south...(Congressional Record, 
1959:2737). 

 

The Stages of Economic Growth was a type of rebuttal to 19th century German 

philosopher and political economist Karl Marx, and his 1848 publication The Communist 

Manifesto.  Marx understood history as a series of evolutionary class struggles, whereby 

nations moved through five stages of development—slavery, feudalism, capitalism, 

socialism, and communism (Marx & Engels, 1967).  Rostow, writing with 120 years 

hindsight and an unwavering belief in capitalism, set forth his own five stages of 

development— traditional society, preconditions for take-off,  take-off, the drive to 

maturity, and the age of high mass-consumption.  See Figure 2.1. 
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Figure 2.1 Rostow’s stages of economic growth 
 

 
Source: Lynn (2003:48)  
 
Advancing Lewis’ view that societies were divided into dual camps, traditional and 

modern, Rostow described traditional society as ‘one whose structure is developed within 

limited production functions, based on pre-Newtonian science and technology, and on 

pre-Newtonian attitudes toward the physical world’ (Rostow, 1964:4).  At the traditional 

stage, society is clan-based and production limited. Next are the two most crucial stages, 

beginning with the preconditions for take-off, when society readies itself for sustained 

growth.  At this point: 

 
…the idea spreads not merely that economic progress is possible, but that 
economic progress is a necessary condition for some other purpose, judged to be 
good;  be it national dignity, private profit, the general welfare, or a better life for 
the children (Rostow, 1964:6). 

 

Examining history, Rostow identified two cases, the first and general case which 

encompassed Europe, the Middle East, and most of Europe, and a second case that covers 

the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand.  In the first case, these well-

entrenched traditional societies require fundamental changes to their social and political 

structures and their production techniques.  In the second case, since these newer nations 

were never as formally and deep-rooted in the politics and values of traditional society, 

modern growth mostly focused on economic and technical changes.  Newer nations 
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merely required infrastructure—railroads, ports, roads, a shift from agriculture to 

manufacturing and trade, and the exploitation of land and natural resources.  The general 

case countries, to which Rostow turned his focus, needed to shift the majority of their 

agricultural force to industry, communications, trade, and services. Referring back to 

Adam Smith, Rostow stated, 

 
…agriculture must yield up a substantial part of its surplus income to the modern 
sector.  At the core of the Wealth of Nations…is Adam Smith’s perception that 
surplus income derived from ownership of land must, somehow, be 
transferred…into the hands of the productive men who will invest it in the modern 
sector and then regularly plough back their profits as output and productivity rise 
(Rostow, 1964:24). 

 

The take-off was seen as the ‘great watershed in the life of modern societies’ (Rostow, 

1964:7). It starts with a dramatic stimulus, such as a political revolution, technological 

innovation, or a change in the international environment.  Rostow did not focus on the 

form of the stimulus but its aftermath which brings a 5-10% investment rate, growth in a 

nation’s main manufacturing industries, and an environment which fosters political and 

social institutions which can expand growth.  ‘…[G]rowth proceeds by repeating 

endlessly, in different patterns, with different leading sectors, the experience of the take 

off’ (Rostow, 1964:53). 

 

Rostow’s next stage, the drive to maturity, occurs when a nation has applied modern 

technology across sectors, and some of those sectors advance faster and over others.  The 

urban population grows, the shift from unskilled to skilled labor allows for highly trained 

professionals, incomes increase, reinvestment continues, and a modern industrial society 

emerges.  Rostow cited Russia as an example, when its take-off was helped by rising 

grain prices and exports and the demand for iron, steel, coal, petroleum, and food-grains 

grew.  He stated, ‘Stalin was the architect not of modernization of a backward country, 

but the completion of its modernization’ (Rostow, 1964:66).  That is, at least, up to the 

last stage of economic development. 

 

The age of high mass consumption finally arrives when the economy matures and a well 

advanced industrial nation is achieved.  Society shifts concerns from supply to demand 

and consumption, and a welfare state evolves.  Basic food, shelter, and clothing is 
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replaced by better food, shelter, and clothing, and mass consumption of durable goods 

and services. 

 

Save for a delay of 35 years of industrial output, Rostow recognized Russian economic 

development as very similar to that of the United States.  Rostow saw the Soviet Union 

on the brink of achieving this final stage of development, and claimed it was ‘technically 

ready for this stage…its citizens hunger for it’ (Rostow, 1964:11), but the USSR instead 

preferred ‘to strive in the direction of world hegemony for Communism’ (1964:131).  In 

doing so, they invested heavily in military weaponry. As for other countries, Rostow 

concluded: 

 
For those who would prefer to see the aspiring societies of the world not follow 
this particular road to modernization—in Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and Latin 
America—the Communist technique for mobilizing power and resources poses a 
formidable problem…the challenge of creating, in association with the non-
Communist politicians and peoples of the preconditions and early take-off areas, 
a partnership which will see them through into sustained growth on a political 
and social basis which keeps open the possibilities of progressive, democratic 
development (Rostow, 1964:164). 

 

It is outside the limits of this thesis to address weaknesses in Rostow’s theory or his 

critics, who claimed Modernization was overly simplistic (Lynn, 2003); incorrectly 

characterized the world as dichotomous (Preston, 2002); flawed in  its ‘unilinear’ 

economic approach, and ‘Eurocentric’ (Binns, 2002). Still, notwithstanding these 

criticisms, it must be noted Rostow’s theory left an indelible imprint on history when it 

strongly influenced U.S. foreign aid in the 1960s. 

 

Rostow’s beliefs shaped National Security Affairs under U.S. President Kennedy and 

President Johnston, and Rostow helped formulate American foreign policy during a time 

the world was divided in a bipolar split between American and Russian spheres of 

influence.  For Rostow, America needed to assert international leadership to promote 

economic growth.  Helping developing countries during their period of take-off would 

avert an economic crisis and their conversion to communism. Communists had already 

influenced China and he was concerned about Vietnam.  Absent American development 
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assistance, Rostow believed communism in Indochina would prevail, having an effect on 

the entire region and U.S. national security interests (Simon, 2006). 

 

Today the United States Agency for International Development’s website expressly 

provides an historical perspective of its founding in 1961 (USAID, 2007).  It states: 

 
The economic development theory of W.W. Rostow, which posited ‘stages of 
economic development,’ most notably a ‘takoff into growth’ stage, provided the 
premise for much of the development planning in the newly formed U.S. Agency 
for International Development (USAID, 2007:3). 

 

Rostow’s thinking built the foundation for U.S. development policy for years to come, 

including development projects in the agriculture sector. 

 

2.3 Agriculture sector development and unbalanced growth 

 

Referring to Rostow when explaining his theory of circular causation of cumulative 

development, Swedish economist Gunnar Myrdal commented this was “the principle by 

which an under-developed country can hope to ‘lift itself by its shoe strings’—if it can 

only mange to accomplish what Professor W.W. Rostow calls the ‘take-off into sustained 

growth’” (Myrdal, 1964:20).  In Economic Theory and Under-developed Regions, 

Myrdal addressed the increasing economic inequalities between developed and 

underdeveloped nations.  He saw poverty as a ‘vicious circle’, where the poor and sick 

remain so and growth is only concentrated in specific regional centers that attract capital, 

goods, and labor within a developing country (Martinussen, 1997).  The advantages of 

these growth areas become cumulative, leaving behind other regions to poverty.  This 

leads to a detrimental ‘backwash effect’ in areas without investment and a positive 

‘spread effect’ in neighboring regions benefiting from economic expansion (Desai & 

Potter, 2002).   Myrdal explained: 

 
Against the backwash effects there are, however, also certain centrifugal ‘spread 
effects’ of expansionary momentum from the centers of economic expansion to 
other regions.  It is natural that the whole region around a nodal centre of 
expansion should gain from the increasing outlets of agricultural products and be 
stimulated to technical advance all along the line (Myrdal, 1964:31). 
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 Myrdal was a proponent of developing agriculture to decrease unemployment and act as 

a growth hub to draw in other sectors.  Efficient, highly productive agriculture was the 

key. ‘As a vital precondition for this, Myrdal emphasized radical land reforms which 

could bring about a more equitable distribution of land. Because of the generally higher 

productivity per area unit among smallholding peasants…this would in itself result in a 

considerable expansion of total production’ (Martinussen, 1997:81-82). 

 

Notwithstanding Myrdal’s broad impact on development studies thinking, his 

contribution recognized in 1974 with a Nobel Prize in Economics, he was not without his 

detractors.  Myrdal’s theories were said to rely heavily on history, with his reasoning 

influenced by the economic, political, and social forces of his era (Angresano, 1997).  

When Myrdal discussed the spatial arrangements of markets, it was argued the more 

appropriate field to do so was geography, not economics (Martin, 1999; Meardon, 2001).  

As a Swedish social democrat, Myrdal separated himself from classical laissez-faire 

economics and saw nothing wrong with state-led or state managed development, whereby 

the government coordinates private sector functions (Goldthorpe, 1996).  This rankled 

classical liberal thinking that opposed centralized controls over free market mechanisms 

and disagreed that the state should have the ability to direct and manage development 

(Martinussen, 1997).  Even with government intervention to rectify regional disparities, 

this required a heavy burden on public funds from developing countries short on cash 

(Goldthorpe, 1996). 

  

A contemporary of Myrdal’s, Albert O. Hirschman, also saw a series of interlocking 

vicious circles that held economic development back.  Hirschman, a political economist 

and Chief of the Western European and British Commonwealth Section of the U.S. 

Federal Reserve Board (1946-1952), proposed ‘it is the role of foreign capital to enable 

and to embolden a country to set out on the path of unbalanced growth’ (Hirschman, 

1958:205, Hirschman’s italics). 

 

Hirschman disagreed with prevailing theorists of his day—Rosenstein-Rodan (1943), 

Scitovsky (1954), and Nurkse (1955), and their ‘balanced’ growth doctrine.  This 

emphasized the need for various sectors of the economy to develop in equal measure 
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simultaneously.  Industry was not supposed to move ahead of agriculture, but each 

advance in perfect step with the other.  Basic infrastructure—such as transportation, 

power, and water—existed to support and stimulate growth in parallel fashion across the 

economy (Hirschman, 1958).  Hirschman counter-argued for ‘unbalanced growth’, 

whereby governments focused their limited resources to strategic regions and sectors to 

foster disequilibria that would attract entrepreneurial activity and private investment 

(Demery & Demery, 1973; Simon, 2006).  With deliberate targeting of underutilized 

resources, both human and material, sectoral growth could flourish in one area with an 

isolated forward thrust and growth would bloom in other areas with other businesses. 

 

For Hirschman, directing development efforts toward a crucial industry and tapping into 

underutilized resources was not an end in itself.  Growth needed to occur “with strong 

forward and backward linkages to the local economy.  Such linkages would generate 

‘spread effects’ [supporting Mydral’s notion], and allow for ‘a more egalitarian pattern of 

territorial deconcentration of the benefits of modern development to surrounding 

peripheral areas’ (Simon, 2006:123).  Backward linkage is the component of a 

commercial entity’s input required from another industry.  Forward linkage is a 

commercial entity’s output sold to another industry, not the end user (Lynn, 2003).  See 

Figure 2.2. 

 

Figure 2.2 Hirschman’s unbalanced growth theory 
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Source: Adapted from Cederville (2009) 
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 Hirschman saw this as having a complementary effect on investment: 

 
Put even more generally, complementarity means that increased production of A 
will lead to pressure for increasing the available supply of B.  When B is a 
private produced good or service, this pressure will lead to imports or larger 
domestic production of B because it will be in the interest of traders and 
producers of B to respond to the pressure…The complementarity effect provides 
us with a new concept of induced investment…. (Hirschman, 1958:69-70). 

 

Hirschman concluded that the most effective use of capital was within industries that 

launch new products in the market. 

 

The merits of Hirschman’s unbalanced growth theory have long been used by 

international aid agencies to support long-term programs.  Through the development 

project model, this  theory has been put into practice to help developing countries 

establish local institutions to grow their economies, contribute to positive policy changes, 

and proven a viable vehicle through which sound aid investments can be made (Baum & 

Tolbert, 1985). 

 
As a project moves from one bottleneck and crisis to another (in comparison with 
the smooth planned allocation of resources in a project), then [as Hirschman 
stated] ‘resources and abilities that are hidden, scattered, or badly utilized’ will 
be mobilized (Ellerman, 2005:214). 
 

The unbalanced growth theory has particular salience in consideration of U.S. foreign 

policy and the significance of U.S. interventions worldwide following World War II as 

the structure and life cycle of development projects was developed. 

 

2.4 The structure and life cycle of development projects 

 

From the distant past to the 20th century the project concept has evolved into planning, 

designing, and implementing ‘a temporary endeavour to create a unique project, service 

or result’ (A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge, 2004; Flaudi, 1976). 

Project literature traces the essential features of a project back to the ancient Egyptians 

when the architect Imhotep designed and built the first step pyramid for King Zoser over 

4500 years ago (Weaver, 2007).  During the postwar period, development practitioners 
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and academics embraced the project model and ‘focused on projects as the units into 

which investments could be packaged’ (Baum & Tolbert, 1985:6). The concept was 

specifically referred to in the Articles of Agreement adopted at the Bretton Woods 

conference in 1944 when the World Bank was created.  Article I stated: 

 
The purposes of the Bank are…to assist in the reconstruction and development of 
territories of members by facilitating the investment of capital for productive 
purposes…so that the more useful and urgent projects, large and small alike, will 
be dealt with first (Mason & Asher, 1973:759). 

 

For the Bank, this meant overseeing all resources for a specific outcome (Kirkpatrick, 

1991).  Thereafter, other variations and refinements of projects have emerged in 

development writings. 

 

Projects have been viewed as investment plans for inputs which can be analyzed and 

assessed as independent units (Little & Mirrlees, 1974).  Projects have been interpreted as 

management systems to initiate change, time-bound by linking actions to a place and 

schedule (Nolan, 2002).  They have been described as ‘planned intervention[s] for 

achieving one or more objectives…using specific human, financial, and physical 

resources’, and projects have been referred to as ‘specific activities in a particular place’ 

that contribute to various sectors, including agriculture (Dale, 2004:59; White, 1987:11). 

 

Project work evolves from a development idea to a development intervention, or series of 

interventions, through what is commonly referred to as the ‘project cycle’ (Nolan, 2002).  

The project cycle divides planning activities into various phases of information gathering 

and decision making from commencement to completion. Different theorists describe the 

project cycle using different terminology.  Various models include some stages that 

others leave out.  One proposes a five-stage process consisting of ‘(1) identification; (2) 

preparation and analysis appraisal; (3) appraisal; (4) implementation; and (5) evaluation’ 

(Gittinger, 1982:21-26).  Another suggests a slight variation: ‘1. identification; 2.  pre-

feasibility; 3. feasibility (technical, financial, economic); 4. pre-investment; 5.  

investment’ (Irwin, 1978:1).  Still another offer the following seven stages (Belshaw & 

Chambers, 1973:1): 
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(i) Plan formulation 
(ii) Budgeting 
(iii) Programming 
(iv) Implementation (including coping adjustments) 
(v) Monitoring (operational control) 
(vi) Evaluation ex post  
(vii) Reformulation of the plan (repeat sequence) 

 

These models present projects as terminating after implementation, terminating after 

evaluation of implementation, or never terminating at all but merely developing into a 

new project to ‘repeat sequence’.  Most aid agencies, give or take the number of project 

stages or differently labeled sequence steps, adopt a version of the project cycle from 

project identification through evaluation (Cracknell, 2000). 

 

The World Bank, the world’s largest single provider of international aid—annually 

loaning USD$15-20 billion for development projects in over one hundred countries—

crafted its own project cycle based on its policies and procedures (Escobar, 1995; World 

Bank, 2007).  For a broad range of economic and social initiatives, the World Bank uses 

a slightly modified vocabulary to label its stages in a step-wise planning cycle, with each 

phase varying in duration.  The World Bank illustrates its project cycle with an unbroken 

spiral as stages progress from Country Assistance Strategy through Evaluation 

(Mikkelsen, 2005).  See Figure 2.3. 
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Figure 2.3 World Bank project cycle 
 

 
  

Source: World Bank (2007) 
 
Evaluation is most commonly the final stage in an organization’s project cycle.  This may 

be done by an outside independent unit that provides results back to the aid donor, or by 

project operational staff assessing the success or failure of the project. The purpose of an 

evaluation is to ascertain how effective project implementation was in regard to achieving 

pre-established outcomes.  Evaluations seek answers to such questions as ‘Were the 

original objectives of the project clearly defined and feasible?...Were the technical 

choices and the procurement procedures appropriate?...Were there sizable cost overruns 

and, if so, why?’ (Baum & Tolbert, 1985:381).  Such questions focus on the bureaucratic 

aspect of a project and the implementer’s administrative and managerial capability, not 

on any social benefits derived from ad interventions.  Also, in none of these key writings 

on project cycles is there any mention of leaving in place a sustainable organization to 

continue development once the project closes. 

 

The project cycle is a major tool in development coordination.   Whether these models 

include the evaluation stage or not, whether they simply ‘repeat sequence’ or begin the 

cyclical process again in a spiral, all ignore a final stage or stages whereby a project can 
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be handed over to local staff.  This is more than a missed opportunity and reveals a flaw 

in the project cycle.  If perpetuating a project’s programs can contribute to further 

development, an exit strategy can include training of local staff to run an organization to 

carry on project goals after the project has closed down.  This would contribute to 

development sustainability and the effective use of aid. 

 

Critics who have challenged the project cycle have included development practitioners 

who have worked within the cycle framework and aid recipients who have been expected 

to gain from it. Aid workers have noted projects have failed because they were conceived 

of by donors and not beneficiaries; hence, developing country beneficiaries have received 

‘resources on the terms and for the purposes defined by people far removed from their 

reality, who had their own sets of interests’ (Hellinger et al., 1988:22). The project cycle 

has been blamed for long delays—‘Project development consumes approximately two 

years on average from identification to approval, and as much as three years in total can 

pass before operations commence’ (Cracknell, 2000:63); centralized decision-making 

within the donor country that excludes beneficiaries’ feedback; and its history of 

preferring expatriate contractors over national consultants who draw on local knowledge 

and techniques (Hellinger et al., 1998). Development projects that do include partnering 

foreign consultants with national counterparts often fail:  donors believe counterparts 

receive unique career opportunities, but often their jobs only provide low paying, 

subordinate, unclear positions. Further, locals are frustrated when foreign technical 

consultants depart after providing little training and leave them with increased workloads 

(Grammig, 2002). Clearly the project structure needs to address the social aspect of 

development. 

 

2.5 Project sustainability through organizational intensity and density 

 

Michael Cernea, former World Bank Senior Advisor for Social Policy and Sociology 

(1974-1997), observed that ‘while aiming to launch development which is expected to 

continue after the closure of the original programme, some programmes prove unable to 

bring about continuous development, beyond a limited time’ (Cernea, 1993:20).  Cernea 

credited this lack of sustainability to aid projects focusing on economic and 
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environmental elements only, thereby ignoring the social component.  He noted “many 

are tempted to think that if they can ‘get the economics right’, everything else will fall 

into place”, but ‘sustainability must be socially constructed’ (Cernea, 1993a:11).  For 

Cernea, sustainable development includes technological competency, economic 

expansion, environmental management, and a social strategy.  To make his case, Cernea 

pointed out that many World Bank and multilateral/bilateral donor projects ‘hardly 

survive a day’ once funding expires (Cernea, 1993:20). 

 

Cernea argued that enduring development comes from project strategies that create 

‘social scaffolding’ in the form of organizations: 

 
…the basic causes of nonsustainability [are] the neglect of sociological factors in 
project design and the lack of supportive institutions…all projects that proved to 
be sustainable undertook from the outset purposive institution building (Cernea, 
1993a:12). 

 

Emphasizing institution building as a strategic resource for development, Cernea divided 

institution building into two social components—organizational intensity and 

organizational density.  He alternately referred to organizational intensity and 

organizational density as ‘concepts’, ‘attributes’, and ‘variables’, which can be 

sociologically measured having a value between low or high. 

 

Organizational intensity veers from conventional thinking of governments and donor 

agencies that emphasize technology-intensive aid strategies.  Instead, emphasis is placed 

on forming an organization as a strategic resource for development that simultaneously 

encourages local actors to take collective action. By doing this the concentration of 

societal organizations is increased. A project strategy that invests in ‘social software, 

building organizational structures and institutional capacity’ exhibits a high level of 

organizational intensity (Cernea, 1993a:12).   Using organizational intensity as a form of 

measurement directs development investments toward an institutional goal, contributing 

to sustainability. Choosing between project development strategies, one can ask what is 

the degree of their organizational intensity? Different strategies will yield different levels 

of organizational intensity, but ‘there are no rigorous yardsticks for measuring 

organizational intensity and qualitative analytical judgments must be made’ (Cernea, 
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1993:23).  Notwithstanding this drawback of being unable to precisely measure 

organizational intensity, Cernea declared this “does not justify the substantive neglect of 

the need to organize, to promote ‘organization-ness’” (Cernea, 1993:23). 

 

The second social component of institution building is organizational density, closely 

aligned to organizational intensity. In describing organizational density, Cernea referred 

to fellow sociologist James Coleman of the University of Chicago and his ideas of social 

capital and density: 

 
Social capital…comes about through changes in the relations among persons that 
facilitate action.  If physical capital is wholly tangible, being embodied in 
observable material form, and human capital is less tangible, being embodied in 
the skills and knowledge acquired by an individual, social capital is less tangible 
yet, for it exists in the relations among persons.  Just as physical capital and 
human capital facilitate productive activity, social capital does as well  
(Coleman, 1988:S101). 

 

Social capital—which equates to social obligations, influence, trust, and information—

can be drawn upon when needed.  The density of this capital, the quantity and usefulness 

of it, is a valuable resource for organizations. Creating organizations is equal to creating 

social capital, which according to Cernea is ‘indispensable for the social sustainability of 

development’ (Cernea, 1999a:13). 

 

Critics of social capital, frustrated by its difficulty to define precisely, claim ‘social 

capital is a totally chaotic, ambiguous, and general category that can be used as a notional 

umbrella for almost any purpose’ (Fine, 2001).  Cernea’s contemporary, former World 

Bank Senior Civil Society Specialist (1998-1999) Michael Edwards, went further to 

assert social capital and civil society are such ambiguous terms they are often used 

interchangeably (Edwards, 1999).  Beyond being over applied, or misapplied (Woolcock, 

1998), social capital literature argues that while social capital might operate in the realm 

of the social it does not help to understand it, nor can a development policy be built 

entirely upon social capital since it is so context specific: 

 
On the one hand, it is self-help and cooperation from the individual to the 
communal level at some tier or other.  On the other hand, it is the rich and 
powerful speculating on how to improve the lot of the poor through prompting 
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their self-help and organization without questioning the sources of their economic 
disadvantage….It imagines itself to be more democratic and participatory where 
as it is primarily participation from below imposed from above (Fine, 2001:199). 

 

By far, however, the most critical refrain revolves around social capital measurement—

the lack of available ‘standard surveys for social capital, and the wish to obtain an 

aggregate measure for statistical purposes’ (Fine, 2001:175).  Here, Cernea reenters the 

discussion to state social capital can be broadly assessed and organizational density 

manifests itself when: 

 
(1) individuals who would otherwise act disparately are brought together to act 
      collectively toward a common goal; 
(2) members feel they belong to an organization (organization membership); 
(3) members are empowered as agents of development activities; 
(4) specialized roles for members are created within the organization; 
(5) mutual obligations and rights of members are established; 
(6) internal authority and accountability systems are set up; 
(7) certain behavior patterns useful to the group are encouraged, and others are 
      regarded as detrimental (Cernea, 1993; Cernea, 1993a). 

 

Aid strategies that increase organizational density focus additional investments not just in 

social capital but human capital as well.  Cernea characterizes human capital investments 

as ‘education, training and skill formation, enriching the competence and productive 

capability of individuals’ (Cernea, 1993:25).  Stated another way, Cernea values and 

advocates putting people first. 

 

2.6 Putting people first in projects 

 

When Michael Cernea reviewed the World Bank’s project cycle in the 1970s, he 

determined that at every phase there was ‘a different set of socio-cultural variables and 

issues’ that needed to be addressed and that ‘at every such stage of the project cycle (e.g., 

project identification, preparation, appraisal, supervision, etc.) a good social specialist 

would have specific and distinct, functional tasks to perform’ (Cernea, 2001:8).  Cernea 

developed a model for entry points in the project cycle for sociological knowledge.  By 

sociological knowledge, he meant local social knowledge, and he argued for local 

participation on behalf of all development actors—from governments, Bank partners, and 

project area populations.  This thinking formed the foundation for and creation of the 
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Bank’s first in-house ‘Sociological Group’, which published papers in Putting People 

First (1991), edited by Cernea.  These essays argued that “‘putting people first’ [is not 

for] soft-hearted ‘high ethical’ reasons but ‘a theoretically grounded request to 

development policy makers, planners and technical experts to explicitly recognize the 

centrality of people in projects’” (Cernea, 2001:14, Cernea’s italics). The ‘people’ Cernea 

discusses here  are ‘beneficiaries’, ‘clients’, ‘recipients’ or ‘target groups’, those whom 

development is meant to directly focus.  However, development agencies employ 

local/‘in-country’ staff as project assistants, coordinators, and managers.  They, too, are 

people in projects---quite literally, local project employees who deliver aid goods and/or 

services to communities. 

 

To include project staff as both implementers and recipients of development is not 

discussed in development literature, nor is the importance of their professional growth for 

short- and long-term development work. Robert Chambers, development practitioner and 

scholar at the Institute of Development Studies (IDS) and a career-long advocate for 

people-centered development, noted back in the 1960s that public administrations in 

developing countries lacked executive capacity.  The same can be said regarding most 

indigenous staff within a development agency. Chambers stated: 

 
If the executive capacity—the capability of getting things done—of the 
government bureaucracies of poor countries is a severe constraint on 
development, then there would seem to be an a priori case for treating it as a 
scarce resource…If it is not adequately weighed in development choices, then 
some aid policies will continue to be dysfunctional, serving to delay or inhibit 
rather than promote development (Chambers, 1969:5, 8). 
 

Chambers faulted organizational politics as the reason for executive capacity being 

ignored. He claimed a donor agency was focused on immediate concerns, namely the 

success of its project, and to point out limited executive capacity would be offensive, if 

not embarrassing.  Since Chambers wrote this, capacity-building or ‘scaling-up’ has 

become a development goal in itself, if not a veritable industry: 

 
Capacity-building is increasingly seen as important by official donors and 
multilateral agencies.  No UN Summit goes by without ritual calls for capacity-
building programmes for NGOs and other organizations: 
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in critical areas, such as participatory planning, programme design, 
implementation and evaluation, economic and financial analysis, credit 
management, research, information and advocacy…[and strengthening] 
networking and exchange of expertise and experience among such organizations 
(Eade, 2000:1, Eade’s emphasis). 

 

The emphasis here—as in other development writings (Kirkpatrick, 1991; Struyk, 1997; 

Mosse, 2005)—is about increasing peoples’ capabilities outside an international 

project—be it within a recipient country government agency, non-governmental 

organization (NGO), or social organization.  It is not about investing in management 

competencies inside a project. Many bilateral agencies today have well-funded, extensive 

training programs.  The British Department for International Development (DfID) has the 

‘Civil Society Challenge Fund’.  The German Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische 

Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) has the ‘Capacity Development Program’ (‘Empowering 

partners, promoting potentials’).  The Swedish International Development Cooperation 

Agency (SIDA) has ‘International Training Programs’.  The Australian Agency for 

International Development (AusAID) has an ‘International Seminar Support Scheme’.  

And the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), as well as other 

American government agencies, have a range of capacity-building programs.  However, 

none of them emphasize developing the skills of local project staff. 

 

This might be for various reasons, several cited in a critique of technical assistance 

projects: (1) over reliance on long-term expatriate senior project management; (2) failure 

of the expert-counterpart model, whereby counterparts are paired (or not paired, as the 

case may be) with outside experts to transfer knowledge and skills; and (3) insufficient 

emphasis on training due to fear that ‘if local staff [were] sent abroad for training, they 

[are] far too likely to remain abroad rather than return and work in their home country’ 

(Arndt, 2000:165). 

 

Building human capital through capacity development of the managerial, administrative, 

and operational skills of a project’s staff makes sense, and leads to, as Cernea described, 

“increased effectiveness of projects, get[s] ‘more development mileage’ 

from…interventions, by recognizing…local aspirations, and responding to them fittingly” 

(Cernea, 2001:8).  Vocational and technical skills training focuses on organizing and 
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holding meetings, understanding the elements of  contractual agreements, financial 

management and accounting, marketing proficiency, and even export marketing (Eade, 

2000). Cernea warned, however, such social investments and capacity building cannot be 

‘a one-shot affair’, but instead require a long-term commitment (Cernea, 1994:18). 

 

The commensurate benefits of such a commitment made inside a project can be seen by 

looking outside a project when employing ‘the social learning model’. Albert Bandura’s 

social learning model is an approach to understanding the dynamics of project 

management and how projects can contribute to sustainable development (Bandura, 

1977; White, 1987).  Recognizing that project leaders have incomplete information 

regarding the ultimate impact a project will have on a community, social learning 

compensates for this by including more points of view and proposes managers consult 

with others.  By deferring to the local community, social learning theory proposes the 

following benefits:  (1) pragmatism—local people hold different ideas about development 

and their opinions and expertise is worth knowing; (2) momentum for change—involving 

local people provides them an investment in the project  and makes them responsible; (3) 

increased capacity to contribute to development—local people can form official and 

unofficial networks/linkages essential to productivity and long term reform; (4) increased 

capacity for effective change—involving local people gives them an opportunity to grow, 

and in so doing this contributes to  improved project content, broadened political support, 

and coordination with other groups and organizations (White, 1987).  By investing in 

local staff and enhancing their skills and abilities as development practitioners, this 

increases their ability to be more effective within projects and more effectively contribute 

their local socio-cultural understanding to development work for sustainable impact. 

 

The more educated and skilled local project staff become, the better prepared they will be 

at the closure of an aid project to use what they have learned to found their own locally 

managed, independent development organization.  An exit strategy that equips staff with 

the best technical, managerial, and administrative knowledge to use within and beyond 

the project allows a project’s valued goals and activities to continue to evolve in the 

hands of local staff trained to be specialists and experts. To this knowledge, local staff 
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can incorporate their own socio-cultural knowledge to successfully address the 

development needs of their beneficiaries comparable to or better than the project. 

 

2.7 Unlocking local staff potential vis-à-vis participatory support 

 

Capacity development has been defined by the United Nations Development Programme 

(UNDP) as ‘the process by which individuals, groups, organizations…develop abilities, 

(individually or collectively) to perform functions, solve problems and set and achieve 

objectives’ (UNDP, 1997:3).   The UNDP has developed a capacity development 

framework to explain how this manifests at the individual level: 

 
Education, on-the-job training, and formal and informal skills development to 
accomplish tasks and solve problems are core requirements.  Individuals must be 
able to participate in decisions and have a clear understanding of their role and 
function (UNDP, 1997:3). 

 

Participation and empowerment are ideas that have been influenced by and associated 

with capacity-building, causing at least one anthropologist to note, ‘Development has 

been defined in a variety of ways, but improvement, empowerment, and participation are 

key terms in almost any definition’ (Nolan, 2002:20, Nolan’s italics). 

 

Participatory development philosophy dates back to the 1970s when Brazilian education 

theorist Paulo Friere promoted Participatory Action Research (PAR), an experimental 

approach to research that involved collaboration with all relevant parties so that people 

may express their needs and contribute to their own development.  PAR was an 

outgrowth from ideas originating from Friere’s most well-known work, Pedagogy of the 

Oppressed, in which he likens traditional methods of education to a bank, where teachers 

deposit knowledge and students act as depositories and passively receive and store 

information (Freire, 1996).  Friere saw that teachers teach, know all, talk, discipline, and 

choose the subject matter.  Students, on the other hand, are taught, know nothing, listen, 

are disciplined, and must adapt to subject content (Närman, 2006). 

 

The need for PAR derives from what Chambers saw as a polarization between people in 

development.  For him, people fit into one of two groups—Uppers or Lowers.  Chambers 
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defined Uppers as ‘people who in a context are dominant or superior to lowers’, and he 

defined Lowers as ‘people who in a context are subordinate or inferior to uppers’ 

(Chambers, 1999:xv-xvi).  See Table 2.4 for Uppers-Lowers’ characteristics. 

 
Figure 2.4 The Uppers-Lowers dichotomy  

 
Uppers Lowers 
Urban Rural 

Industrial Agricultural 
Capital-using Labor-using 

Complex Simple 
Large Small 

Modern Traditional 
Marketed Subsistence 

High status Low status 
Rich Poor 

Influential Powerless 
Educated Illiterate 

Accessible Remote 
Office, laboratory Field 

 
Source:  Summarizing Chambers (1983:173) 
 

Chambers saw the principal actors in development as mostly Upper-outsiders, those who 

have never directly experienced poverty and deprivation, professionals who are 

comfortable, secure, well-educated, predominately male, have status, and who are: 

 
….constrained by a number of institutionalized biases that are influenced by 
practical realities (time, access, resources), attitudes (planning arrogance, 
political correctness, timidity), inequalities (hierarchies, differentials of power), 
[and] segmentation (sectoralisation, project focus) (Parnwell, 2006:74). 

 

Uppers set development agendas and carry out development projects affecting Lowers, 

those who lack their education, influence, income, power, privilege, and Western world 

perspective.  Chambers advocated a role reversal whereby academics, consultants, and 

development practitioners shift the learning process, “with the outside expert becoming 

the unimportant pupil who learns from and with those in need of development assistance, 

as opposed to the hitherto pervasive, ‘I talk, you listen’” (Parnwell, 2006:75).  With such 

a change in role, behavior, and relationship, then: 
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Outsiders do not dominate and lecture; they facilitate, sit down, listen and learn.  
Outsiders do not transfer technology; they share methods which local people can 
use for their own appraisal, analysis, planning, action, monitoring and 
evaluation.  Outsiders do not impose their reality; they encourage and enable 
local people to express their own (Chambers, 1999:103). 

 

Should we view development in the broader context of involving local staff within 

capacity development and participation initiatives, they too have much to contribute.  As 

local development workers they can propose new alternatives, positively shape projects 

and recommend options to the home office for improved development priorities and 

implementation.  They can also redefine their own empowered roles to make aid more 

effective and build in sustainability. 

 

Since the concept of participatory development was taken up in development literature, it 

has come under attack (Ferguson, 1994).  One of its harshest critics claimed it has been 

‘reduced to an amoeba word lacking in any precise meaning, or a slogan, or fetish or, for 

that matter, only an instrument in methodology’ (Rahnema, 2005:126).  Less virulent 

social scientists have agreed the term lacks specificity, though even with precision there 

are wide variations over “ the goals, ‘point of entry,’ agents, processes, causes, effects, 

value, and limits of participation as decision making” (Crocker, 2007:432).  Others note 

that as participation became mainstream—with the World Bank’s World Development 

Report 2000/1: Attacking Poverty (World Bank, 2000), emphasizing giving voice to local 

stakeholders—participation has become part of a development central planning process, 

and that officials who talk about ‘participation’ and ‘local ownership’ are so caught up in 

bureaucratic incentives against it they cannot truly shift power to locals (Williams, 2004; 

Easterly, 2006:196).  A contrasting view points out that the concept of participation is not 

a threat, since governments and institutions have turned it on its head for their own 

purposes and “have learned to control the risks inherent in possible ‘unruly abuses’ of 

participation”, find it as a politically attractive slogan, a good fund-raising device that 

encourages the private sector to become involved and share development expenses 

(Rahnema, 2005:117-119). Political activists reject this thinking and see politicians and 

development planners are being hegemonic, manipulative, and ‘co-opt[ing] the concept 

of participation for their own ends’ (Rahnema, 2005:120). 
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Other criticisms or worries that surface revolve around Chamber’s Uppers-Lowers 

dichotomy and his ‘naïve expectations of the transformative power of development 

professionals as individuals’ (Williams, 2004). Critics claim Chambers sets up a 

transformative relationship between Uppers and Lowers that is populist and vague, where 

Uppers are supposed to not only change social dynamics but change themselves and 

throw off any professional biases: 

 
There is little on the ways in which such individual instances of revelation are 
built into longer-term projects or alliances for change, or on the changing forms 
and roles that participatory activities might take on in different stages of a 
development process.  As such there is no clear path to Chambers’ ‘higher 
ground’—rather we are to get there by a single (and fairly substantial) leap of 
faith (Willaims, 2004:561). 

 

Even if a shift of power occurs between aid workers and recipients in development, what 

if local community members don’t want it? (Crocker, 2007).   Shifting responsibility for 

projects away from agencies and development workers to participating locals, so those 

agencies only ‘facilitate development’, empowers but can also places the blame of a 

failed project on local communities (Henkel & Stirrat, 2001; Williams, 2004). 

 

Historically, participation practices in organizations have strong theoretical foundations 

in social theory and research (Whyte, 1991). For several decades organizational theorists 

have been studying social behavior in businesses and the impact that workers’ input has 

had on lowering costs, increasing performance and productivity, and contributing to 

employee commitment, flexibility, and satisfaction.  Given global changes in the world 

economy—especially in light of increased international hyper-competition, customer 

expectations, and demands—organizational decision-makers need to choose the ‘correct’ 

strategy to achieve their goals and objectives more than ever before (Gabby, Talmud, & 

Raz, 2001:136). Employee involvement is one strategy that simultaneously motivates and 

empowers a local workforce to solve outstanding problems. 

 

Employee involvement is a broad term that has surfaced in the last decade within 

organizational development and change theory literature.  It has been referred to as 

‘empowerment’, ‘participative management’, and ‘industrial democracy’, and it spans a 

range of innovative approaches to enhance commitment, participation, and productivity 
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from which development agencies could learn (Waddell, Cummings, & Worley, 2000).  

Its goal is to move organizational decision-making downward where the work is done.  

To do this, employee involvement teams are formed, consisting of five to ten workers, 

who meet to discuss how to improve organizational performance and employee well-

being (Gew et al., 1995; Wood, Wallace, & Zeffane, 2001).  The characteristics of 

employee involvement manifest themselves in four ways: 

 
• Power. Empowering people with sufficient decision-making authority to cover a 

range of decisions regarding work methodology, assignments, and performance 
outcomes. 

 
• Information. Relevant and current information is critical for effective decision-

making.  Employee involvement can be enhanced by assuring vital information 
freely flows downward regarding data, operations, work methods, and new 
technologies. 

 
• Knowledge and skills.  Employee involvement effectiveness is contingent on 

employees having or acquiring knowledge and skills to make good decisions.  
Organizations can improve decision-making results through training and 
employee development programs. 

 
• Rewards.  Employee rewards recognizing self-worth and accomplishment can 

complement performance outcomes that derive from decision-making (Lawler, 
1986:22-26). 

 
Employee involvement is a mechanism for participation.  It allows local project staff to 

gain influence and control over work strategies and their own personal destinies.  A 

development project that embraces employee involvement efficiently utilizes the gains 

resulting from internal capacity development efforts.  Such a project operates as a 

progressive organization putting people at the center of development inside as well as 

outside the project. Decentralizing power so it is not held in higher levels in the 

traditional pyramid of organizations, permits genuine collegial, critical decision making 

to occur.  This reflects what Chambers called “‘a new paradigm’ centred on localized, 

particularistic, contextualized, sympathetic, democratic and participatory means of 

supporting people… [that unlocks] their development potential by creating a suitable 

enabling environment [so they may take] control of the development process” (Parnwell, 

2006:75-76). 

 

 - 45 -



 
 

What must be kept in mind, however, is what Chambers’ critics claim he does not, or 

does not adequately, address.  That is to say, concepts like participation/employee 

involvement and empowerment can manifest themselves in slow, awkward, and uneven 

ways, resulting in disenchantment (Shaikh, 2006).  Even with the best of intentions, 

compromises might have to be made.  The cultural context of participation practices must 

always be considered when incorporating country nationals in new development practices 

and they must be given time to adjust to and adapt these to the local environment. 

 

Empowering local employees and having them participate in decisions makes project 

staff both aid implementers and aid recipients.  It enhances their confidence, supports 

them in their personal growth, and prepares them to be specialists and leaders.  

Decentralizing power in an aid project gives the emerging next generation of 

development practitioners the management skills to organize and run their own 

development organization, which as a component of an exit strategy will contribute to 

sustainable development. 

 

2.8 Summary 

 

This chapter reviewed development thinking from its inception after World War II, 

noting aid exit strategies were absence from the discourse.  With post-war reconstruction, 

attention focused on preventing the spread of communism and modernizing developing 

countries on the model of Western nations, not surrendering project assets and activities 

to well-qualified local staff to perpetuate development.  Unbalanced growth was 

promoted in poor countries, with investments made to specific sectors to accelerate their 

economies.  Agriculture was seen a growth hub to attract other industries. 

 

Aid has been implemented through the project cycle.  This historically popular tool used 

by multilateral and bilateral developers alike makes no accommodation for an exit 

strategy that perpetuates development when a project closes down.  Equally, there is no 

consideration to surrender project assets and activities to well-qualified local staff that 

could found a local development organization and continue work. 
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While development theorists have advocated building social and human capital and 

including participation and empowerment in development projects, neither they nor 

development practitioners have extended these notions to those inside a project. 

Literature on participation, and such tools as employee involvement, provides 

mechanisms to empower local staff.  Critiques of these tools only highlight compromises 

that must be made during the process and its time consuming nature.  Empowering local 

staff within a project contributes to capacity building, increased knowledge, and new 

leaders.  Decentralizing power and decision-making prepares local staff—as part of an 

exit strategy—to operate a post-project, local development organization that prolongs aid 

benefits. 

 

In the next chapter, exit strategies are reviewed to reframe the concept of the project 

cycle and project sustainability in terms of creating organizations that continue 

development services post-project. 
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3 
 

Exit Strategy Theory and Practice 
 

Theorizing is not an activity separate from the analysis of empirical data. 
 
--Immanuel Wallerstein, The Modern World, 1976, New York: Academic Press, 
 p. 228. 

 
 
Chapter 2 introduced how development studies have failed to address foreign aid exit 

strategies. This failure is partially due to traditional thinking within development that 

envisions and designs projects to achieve specific technical outcomes. The limited scope 

of this thinking overlooks how projects can create a sustainable organization managed by 

project local staff, and what skills are necessary to make that organization sustainable. 

Neither early post-war development economists took up this subject, nor later 

development theorists who advocated for building social and human capital and 

incorporating concepts of participation and empowerment in development. Also, the 

project cycle—a major development tool that has been used for decades—does not 

include a stage whereby an aid project can be handed over to trained local staff to 

continue aid services. 

 

This chapter resumes this discussion and presents the exit-voice options the local staff 

has upon announcement of project closure.  When projects end most local staff members 

pursue work on other development projects. With the right exit strategy, however, donors 

can retain and maximize the talents of and opportunities for local staff, increase aid 

effectiveness, and perpetuate project goals by leaving behind a sustainable development 

institution. 
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In Section 3.1, Hirschman’s Exit-Voice-Loyalty theory is applied to analyze the options 

available to local staff when a development project closes. In Section 3.2 an exit strategy 

taxonomy is presented from its origins in commercial and U.S. political-military contexts 

to more recent application within international development. The exit strategy tactics of 

development thinkers Levinger & McLeod are introduced in Section 3.3, along with 

Gardner et al.’s indicators that measure the success of a ‘phase-over’ strategy. Section 3.4 

discusses Esman’s institution-building criteria that can be applied to a phase-over 

organization to determine if it has achieved its ultimate goal. A summary is provided in 

Section 3.5. 

 

3.1 Exit, voice, & loyalty options for local staff 

 

Taking control of the development process involves local decision-making and 

expression. As development is induced through a project approach and the project cycle 

comes to an end, what is left in its wake is contingent on the degree to which the local 

staff participates and helps shape the outcome through words and actions. 

 

Albert O. Hirschman, in addition to his economic theory of unbalanced growth, also 

contributed to thinking about institutional behavior patterns within a conceptual 

framework that positioned individual choice within organizations undergoing change. In 

his 1970 classic essay, Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, 

Organizations, and States, Hirschman examined three options available to people in 

‘deteriorating conditions’ in an organization. One option is an ‘economic’ action—

withdraw from the organization (exit); one option is a ‘political’ action—remain with the 

organization and protest (voice); and one option is the ‘sociological’ factor of loyalty 

(Pfaff, 2006).  Loyalty is a mitigating factor in the decision people make, choosing either 

exit or voice, and ‘those with greater loyalty are more likely to stay and try to change the 

organization from within’ (Hoffmann, 2006). Exit-voice decisions may be dichotomous: 

 
….some members leave the organization: this is the exit option. As a result, 
revenues drop, membership declines, and management is impelled to search for 
ways and means to correct whatever faults have led to exit…the organization’s 
members express their dissatisfaction directly to management or to some other 
authority to which management is subordinate or though general protest 
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addressed to anyone who cares to listen: this is the voice option.  As a result, 
management once again engages in a search for the causes and possible cures 
of…members’ dissatisfaction (Hirschman, 1970:3-4). 

 

The exit option is a powerful one, but it is also one that is final.  Resorting to exit does 

not alert the organization of members’ dissatisfaction.  It does not remedy the situation.  

It does not allow any opportunity for change that could prove beneficial to the 

organization and its members. Voice, on the other hand, is a type of ‘organized consumer 

complaint’ (Schwartz, 1972:1210).  Voice permits an attempt at change as opposed to 

simply leaving an objectionable state of affairs, ‘whether through individual or collective 

petition to the management directly in charge, through appeal to a higher authority with 

the intention of forcing a change in management, or through various types of actions and 

protests, including those that are meant to mobilize public opinion’ (Hirschman, 

1970:30).  Voice, clearly, acts as a warning of an organization’s failings and gives 

management time to (re)consider its actions. 

 

Loyalty acts as the interplay between the exit-voice dynamic. See Figure 3.1. Loyalty 

manifests itself when a member of an organization has considerable attachment to it and 

looks for ways to influence the organization from its wrong direction and ‘get it back on 

track’.  Loyalty holds exit at bay and activates voice, ultimately pushing ‘men into the 

alternative, creativity-requiring course of action from which they would normally recoil’ 

(Hirschman, 1970:80). 
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Figure 3.1 Exit-voice dynamic 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Source:  Author (2009) 

 

Undesirable Change in an 
Organization 

 
EXIT 

 

LOYALTY 

 
VOICE 

 

Alternative Course of Action 

 

The exit, voice, and loyalty concept has proven extremely flexible and has consequently 

been applied to analyze a wide range of scenarios. It has been used to evaluate the 

dynamics of the denominational secularization and sect formation observed in American 

religions (Montgomery, 1996); the transformation of the Italian Communist Party into a 

post-communist leftist party (Eubank, 1996); the differences in the nature of 

psychological contract violations across categories of workers (Turnley, 1999); and 

consumer opinion and purchasing patterns of agricultural products (Newholm, 2000).  

Hirschman himself revisited this theory to test revolutionary events of 1988 in the 

German Democratic Republic that shaped Eastern Europe (Hirschman, 1993). 

 

Critics of the exit-voice alternative have pointed out Hirschman failed to adequately 

question the cost of exit to those who leave, that his book was written from the bottom 

up—from the viewpoint of members of an organization as victims, not from the view of 

top management, and that he neglected to consider ‘exit-fatigue’, which could set in after 

a first exit to another situation which also deteriorates (Orbell & Uno, 1972).  These 

issues were addressed in Hirschman’s Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Further Reflections and a 

Survey of Recent Contributions (Hirschman, 1980). Hirschman did not, however, 
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consider the exit-voice dichotomy within the field of development and use it to examine 

the closure of development projects, nor have other scholars, yet it provides an excellent 

tool to do so. 

 

When a project closes, local staff have the option to exit or exercise voice. If they exit, 

they leave the project and seek employment elsewhere with their acquired skills and 

experience. If they choose voice—feeling loyal to the project’s goals and beneficiaries 

whom they have assisted, they challenge the conventional project cycle. If they choose 

voice, they can protest the project’s dissolution. If they choose voice, they have the 

opportunity to argue that as employees they should be involved in the decision-making 

process. They can make a case that the valuable administrative, managerial, technical, 

and critical thinking skills they have acquired during capacity-building programs can be 

used to continue the project’s development work if the donor will phase-over project 

programs to them to manage within the framework of a local organization. 

 

Voice expressed by some staff members can reduce a willing exit by other staff members.  

Voice can reshape thinking at higher management levels, to postpone the end of the 

project by either continuing ongoing interventions or beginning new ones. And voice can 

convince a donor to change from traditional project departure to handing over the project 

to a local institution for the staff to continue servicing the community. Hence, voice can 

pressure development agencies to rethink the value and potential of their staff, and push 

aid leaders—as Hirschman says—‘into the alternative, creativity-requiring course of 

action from which they would naturally recoil’ (Hirschman, 1970:80). 

 

The staff’s inclination to exercise voice is contingent on their loyalty to the project, its 

mission, goals, and beneficiaries.  Should the project be enjoying success and its services 

be in demand near the time of project closure, staff allegiance can be all the stronger.  

The staff can reject exit and remain to change the project from within, exert their 

influence to perpetuate development. The loyalty the staff feel to the project and volume 

of their voice indicate the degree of commitment they are willing to make to build and 

manage a post-project institution. 
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3.2 Exit strategy taxonomy 

 

 Any discussion about an exit strategy must begin with its definition.  Unfortunately, the 

concept suffers from imprecision, different interpretations, and diverse applications.  It 

has numerous meanings in a number of fields, and there are diverse understandings yet 

again within those spheres.   The term exit strategy arises from commercial and political-

military writings to influence development literature (Rose, 1998).  Beginning as a 

concept arising from strategic management planning in business, the term was adopted by 

political analysts, critics, and policy makers, and thereafter found its way into 

humanitarian relief and development documents. 

 

3.2.1 The commercial context 

 

In a business context, an exit strategy generally describes a policy of departure from a 

commercial entity by an individual or an enterprise with the goal of accruing significant 

profit.  It is used as a competitive tactic and part of a larger strategic management plan to 

either sell, merge, or liquidate a business.  As the latter is the least financially desirable—

asset disposal, paying off liabilities to creditors and employees, and walking away—

literature focuses on early exit strategy planning with an eye to maximizing economic 

gain (Gundry, 2007).  In this context, exit planning is recommended during entry 

planning. 

 

When structural, corporate, and managerial exit barriers were analyzed, it was found that 

few businesses have exit experience (Porter, 1976). Planning an exit is rarely done, and 

exiting is really something to be considered at the time of start-up. While there may be 

overlapping domains of internal joint corporate, business, and marketing decision 

making, an exit strategy choice remains with the highest organizational leaders 

(Varadarajan & Clark, 1994).  An ‘exit readiness index’ based on 42 Australian and 61 

American major investment firms revealed ‘that insufficient attention has been spent on 

identifying exit criteria…’ (McKaskill, Weaver, & Dickson, 2004:177).  When looking at 

the effect of the business cycle on exit strategies, ‘exit is much less well understood than 

entry’ (Perotin, 2006:307). 
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Large bodies of industry-specific trade journals address exit strategies.  The Internet 

abounds with articles and solicitations by legal (e.g. Hoffman, 2009), accounting (e.g. 

Krug, 2004; Bernstein 2005), and consulting firms (e.g. Phillips 2006; Janas 2007) 

offering practical advice on exit planning and execution.  In New South Wales, Australia, 

there is even The Institute for Exit Planning (IEP, 2009:1).  Diverse industries share a 

common and firm conviction that exit planning is essential, that it is never too early to 

consider and a company should always be positioned to exit should circumstances prove 

beneficial or necessary. 

 

Business literature contains relevant advice for development planners and implementers 

seeking a transition and improving the capacity within a local organization.  One key idea 

that predominates is that second tier management should be developed in the event of 

succession (Wolosky, 2006). Four phases of succession have been identified:  initiation, 

selection, education, and transition.  In the initiation phase the next generation of leaders 

learns organizational values, culture, and the direction the organization is headed.  In the 

selection phase successor selection is made based on skills and personality attributes.  

Education and training/mentoring then ensues that is results-oriented and assessment is 

on the trainee’s capacity for decision-making, leadership, risk orientation, interpersonal 

skills, and temperament under stress (Bowman-Upton, 1991). 

 

In 2001, the Collaborative for Development Action (CDA), an American non-profit 

organization committed to improving humanitarian aid and development effectiveness, 

launched the Corporate Engagement Project.  With the goal of organizing ‘collaborative 

learning projects to gather and analyze the experiences of international efforts and, from 

these, to identify patterns across contexts and types of programs’, CDA sought to assist 

multinational corporations manage their operations (CDA, 2009:1).  CDA produced a 

series of Issue Papers, including one on exit strategies to help companies plan their 

departure and manage trade while still operating.  CDA concluded the construction and 

implementation of a well-crafted exit strategy promoted a stronger constructive 

relationship with the community during operation—with more attention to mutual long-
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term interests over short-term objectives, and continued local impact, leaving a strong 

positive legacy behind (CDA, 2003:2). 

 

3.2.2 The U.S. political-military context 

 

Concurrent with commercial and entrepreneurship literature, the term exit strategy also 

emerged within the realm of American national security policy thinking, speeches, and 

directives.  In the late 1960s Pentagon officials and military strategists, reflecting on an 

ever increasing escalation of U.S. armed forces in Vietnam and at what cost it would be 

acceptable to withdraw, analyzed what it would take to ‘exit’ (Thompson, 1969). 

 

The actual phrase ‘exit strategy’, however, was not officially used in public until 1993 

when U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher, during testimony before the Senate 

Appropriations Committee, outlined four conditions for U.S. military engagement.  One 

of those conditions was to be able to answer the question, ‘Is there an exit strategy?’  

(Clark, 2006:15).  At the time, Christopher was addressing a military intervention in 

Somalia the Clinton Administration inherited.  This litmus test, though, had ramifications 

for American involvement not just in Somalia (1992-1995), but Bosnia (1992-1995), 

Kosovo (1999), Afghanistan (2001-present), and Iraq (2003-present). 

 

For more than a decade the U.S. Congress and the Pentagon have raised this question of 

exit strategies in U.S. military interventions in Africa, the Balkans, and the Caribbean. In 

1996, National Security Affairs Advisor Anthony Lake drew up principles whereby 

military force would be used, and stated, 

 
A final principle is this:  Before we send our troops into a foreign country, we 
should know how and when we’re going to get them out. Sounds simple, even 
obvious.  But it is not an uncontroversial point. But carefully defined exit 
strategies for foreign interventions have not been a hallmark of our foreign policy 
in recent decades.  Now they are—and that makes sense for America…. 
 (Lake, Speech, 1996). 

 

If exit strategies are good for military foreign interventions and make sense for U.S. 

foreign policy, so, too, are exit strategies good for development foreign interventions and 

make sense for U.S. interests. The problem with an exit strategy, however, lies not just in 
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mutual agreement to adopt one but what form it will take.  Within the military, confusion 

ensued. 

 

During the Clinton Administration, the term moved from political policy discussions 

centering on a national security strategy to adoption by the U.S. military.  The 

Administration used it to denote a firm deadline—how long an intervention will last, its 

cost in human lives and matériels, and a predetermined explicit time limit for troop 

extrication (Clark, 2006). Thereafter it became a trendy phrase and appeared in official 

Washington hearings, speeches, and policy documents (U.S. Congress, 1997; McCain, 

1998).  It was adopted by the U.S. military, incorporated in official military doctrine, 

which signified corresponding command and control regulations, operational and tactical 

command structure, and defined terms.  Notwithstanding this, the concept was never 

actually defined by the Defense Department.  There were no publications on how to 

formulate an exit strategy, how to determine its various components, and who in the 

military planning and implementation process would be responsible for its achievement 

(Clark, 2006).  Exit strategy became a universally accepted term open to multiple usages 

and arbitrary interpretation. 

 

Examining the permutations of the concept of exit strategy, as used by the U.S. 

government, demonstrates it is easier to use the phrase than universally agree on its 

meaning, but that meaning has real impact on human lives in developing countries.  With 

many versions comes a misguided belief that everyone is using the same language and 

there is a universal consensus on how to proceed. Certainly the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), which promotes political and economic interests 

abroad, has no institutionally agreed upon understanding of what an exit strategy is, nor 

how an exit strategy will achieve sustainable impact after funding and development 

assistance has ended (USAID, 1999).  This is critical for effective aid planning. 

 

Just as business entities require exit strategies to capitalize on economic gain, and 

government and military forces need exit strategies to maximize political gain, 

development projects have like needs.  Aid projects need to prudently make economic 
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investments in needy countries and leave in place a solution that continues to deliver 

benefits upon withdrawal. 

 

3.2.3 The international development context 

  

It is important to contrast how the U.S. and other development organizations approach 

exit strategies.  Within the field of development in general, only recently has the 

relevance of exit strategy study become a focal point of discussion by development 

practitioners (Martin et al., 1999; Rogers & Macias, 2004; Gardner, Greenblott, & 

Joubert, 2005). This is surprising since the framing and execution of a successful exit 

strategy can demonstrate: 

 
• Aid effectiveness—the achievement of prescribed development objectives; 
• Aid independence—when stakeholders are no longer reliant on aid; 
• Cost-effectiveness—closing open-ended aid, freeing up funds to be deployed 

elsewhere; 
• Sustainability—the continuation of benefits post-aid;  
• Localization—shifting previous aid activities to the indigenous community; 
• Capacity-building—so local individuals/institutions can carry on with new skills; 
• A future vision—one within the hands of developing country nationals. 

 

As a USAID Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance (FANTA) report summed up: 

 
The goal of an exit strategy is not only to maintain benefits achieved, but also to 
enable further progress toward the program’s development goals.  Ideally, an exit 
strategy sets in place a system whereby the benefits expand beyond the original 
beneficiaries and their communities (Rogers & Macias, 2004:5). 

 

Peer-reviewed journals have not analyzed exit strategies or their absence in development 

practice.  Instead, aid agencies and donors—be they multilateral or bilateral—have 

explored the subject with various degrees of usefulness, in a wide range of published 

economic reports, working papers, project performance assessments, sector reviews, and 

implementation completion reports.  Within these documents, exit strategies have been 

discussed at the country, sector, and project level. 
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Multilateral Aid 

 

Across development organizations, it is not uncommon for a multilateral donor such as 

the United Nations to lack continuity in its use of the term and application of exit 

strategies.  The United Nations Consolidated Inter-Agency (UNCIA) Appeals, when 

marshaling donors and NGOs to respond to a humanitarian action plan in Uganda, used 

the term in a nebulous way (United Nations, 2002). When the United Nations 

Development Programme (UNDP) held an Institutional Capacity Development 

Workshop in Indonesia, members were asked to outline their exit strategy for the U.N. in 

Timor-Leste and there were as many approaches as there were participants (UNDP, 

2004).  Alternatively, the United Nations World Food Programme (WFP), in its Exit 

Strategies For School Feeding: WFP’S Experience, reviewed phasing out school feeding 

programs in eight countries and produced six key elements for a successful exit strategy: 

 
1. Setting milestones for achievement, in essence setting a time to withdraw 

funding, discussed with all stakeholders, contingent on the program’s 
sustainability by government or a community-based organization. 

 
2. Government commitment, meaning when the local government provides budget 

contributions for the program and takes an active role in its implementation. 
 

3. Community contributions, be it in cash to pay local salaries or in kind, as in 
donated food. 

 
4. Technical support, which alludes to transferring project management skills via 

training and institutional capacity-building. 
 

5. Management and Communication includes a management plan covering 
leadership to avoid a post-program vacuum and assuring all stakeholders clearly 
understand the phase-out process. 

 
6. Including the Private Sector, so key political and economic players can provide 

resources and advocate for the continuation of the program beyond donor 
assistance (WFP, 2003). 

 

This document concludes that: 

 
Planning for a successful exit requires that a number of elements be built into the 
project.  Ideally, these features will be part of the original design of the 
programme.  If they are not…they can be integrated into such programs during 
their life.  The key objective is that exit strategies be more than a plan to reduce 
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resources over time; they must be real strategies to maintain benefits after 
external assistance disappears (WFP, 2003:12). 

 

Other multilateral donors contribute little more by way of practical guidelines. The 

African Development Bank, which uses the term exit strategy to mean that ‘the economic 

management policies, institutional and government structures of [a] fragile state in 

question have improved to a point where it can be able to access normal Bank Group 

lending and non lending activities’, only emphasizes the need for development partners 

and for exit strategies to be approached on a case-by-case basis (ADB/ADF, 2006:26). 

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) used a ‘poverty exit framework’ to evaluate 

poverty reduction approaches.  In looking at various poverty exit strategies—such as 

agricultural intensification and diversification, nontraditional agriculture, short and long 

distance trade, off-farm employment in rural areas, and migration to cities—the ADB 

eventually concluded that ‘the sustainability of the poverty exit…varied significantly 

across regions’ (ADB, 2006:iii).  And the World Bank, in an array of documents between 

1999 and 2006, referred to exit strategies in passing within the context of development 

project closures (World Bank, 1999), local industry closures (Bartelsman, Haltiwanger, & 

Scarpetta, 2004), financial instruments moving from the public to private sector (World 

Bank, 2004), and debt relief, stating “the persistence in debt relief is driven by slowly-

changing country characteristics, indicating that it may be difficult for countries to ‘exit’ 

from cycles of repeated debt relief” (Chauvin & Kraay, 2006:i). 

 

Each of these multilateral organizations offers a different perspective on what an exit 

strategy is but without any indication of when or how it should be executed. The WFP 

goes the furthest by suggesting national governments set aside funds and assume project 

activities, but this raises a number of issues.  What if the government is unable to set 

aside sufficient funds for a school feeding program?  What if the government can set 

aside sufficient funds but is unwilling to do so due to other budget priorities?  What if the 

government can and is willing to set aside sufficient funds but lacks the capacity to 

manage a long-term food program?  Neither the U.N. and W.F.P., nor other multilateral 

aid donors consider local institution-building as a solution. 
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Bilateral Aid 

 

At the bilateral level, different governments have their own individual policies and 

procedures, as goal-oriented aid project planning and implementation moves from 

problem identification (poverty, communicable diseases, illiteracy, rural development, 

etc.) to intervention and solution evaluation (Mikkelsen, 2005). Within this project cycle, 

the topic of exit strategies—how to best close out an international aid project with 

sustainable benefits—has bewildered and evaded many (Gardner, Greenblott, & Joubert, 

2005). 

 

In 2000, Britain’s Department for International Development (DFID) published a report 

on handing over the maintenance of water wells to the African refugee community in 

Mozambique and Malawi. This report stated ‘External agencies as part of their exit 

strategies should set in place mechanisms for ongoing support’, ‘Exit strategies need not 

cost a lot of money’, and ‘A planned exit strategy can enhance sustainability’ (Batchelor, 

McKemey, & Scott, 2000:iii-iv).  Sustainability was defined as: 

 
…the capacity to maintain service and benefits both at the community and agency 
levels even after external agencies’…”special assistance” (managerial, financial, 
and technical) have been phased out (Batchelor, McKemey, & Scott, 2000:i). 
 

Two years later when considering resources and preparing guidelines for ‘Promoting 

Institutional and Organizational Development’, DFID asked, ‘does the local leadership 

have the skills and resources to take the work through the next phase?’  (DFID, 2003:23).  

In 2004, an external consultant for DFID in a ‘Review of DFID/ODA’s Programmes in 

Accession Countries’—those being Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, Bulgaria, and the Czech 

Republic—observed: ‘a number of projects suffered from a lack of effective exit 

strategies, and lingered on too long’ (Faint, 2004:20).  By 2005, DFID simply declared 

‘Trade is the exit strategy for aid’ (DFID, 2005). 

 

The Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) in 2004 published a Capacity 

Development Handbook for JICA Staff intended to improve the effectiveness and 

sustainability of JICA’s assistance. The project cycle was specifically explored to 

determine how JICA staff could enhance capacity development.  One of the key aspects 
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in designing projects was an ‘Exit strategy that adequately takes into account 

sustainability and scaling-up aspects upon program/project completion’, since JICA 

found: 

 
It is often too late to consider project sustainability issues at the end of the 
project.  It is thus essential to incorporate an ‘exit strategy’ with necessary 
mechanism to ensure the sustainability of project output from the inception state 
(JICA, 2004:38). 

 

AusAID, the Australian government’s overseas aid program, addressed phasing out aid 

strategies in Promoting Practical Sustainability.  The opening page of this document 

states: ‘Sustainability is a key attribute of high quality aid…sustainability can be defined 

as: the continuation of benefits after major assistance from a donor has been completed’ 

(AusAID, 2000:1, AusAID’s italics).  For AusAID, donor exit strategies should include a 

‘strong sense of local ownership and genuine participation in design…[for] successful 

implementation and sustainable benefits’ (2000:3); a gradually reduced use of expatriate 

technical assistance ‘based on an analysis of local operational and absorptive capacity; 

changing roles of [technical assistance] over time—from executing to supporting; a clear 

training skills development strategy; and establishment of long-term institutional 

linkages’ (2000:20).  AusAID, however, stops short of suggesting local project staff take 

over project work once AusAID funding expires. Instead, the Australian agency believes 

strategies integrating and building on local structures already in place provide ‘better 

prospects for promoting sustainability of benefits than those which establish new or 

parallel structures’ (2000:5). 

 

USAID has also grappled with what lies beyond the project cycle.  In a special evaluation 

study—USAID Graduation: Recent Experience And Outstanding Issues, USAID 

admitted: “There is confusion and concern in the Agency about the very term 

‘graduation’” and ‘USAID needs clear guidelines and policy directives on when to 

terminate assistance’ (Martin et al., 1999:x).  Absent such guidelines and policy 

directives, the agency still proceeds with different strategies in different circumstances.  

When closing out food distribution programs [Food for Peace (FFP)], P.L. 480, Title II: 

Close-Out Plan Guidance is adhered to, which deals mechanically with the disposition of 

project assets, equipment, and funds (USAID/FFP, 1996). Nothing is left behind. 
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Yet between 1992 and 2001, USAID implemented an exit strategy that continued post-

project health care by strengthening the financial and institutional security of Ecuador’s 

two largest NGOs that provide family planning services—Asociación Pro-bienestar de la 

familia Ecuatoriana and the Centro Médico de Orientación y Planificación Familiar 

(Coury & Lafebre, 2001).  Taking this one step further, between 2001 and 2005, USAID 

issued a three year Task Order for ‘Development of the Foundation for Local 

Government Innovation (Indonesia)’ (Hollenbeck, 2005). This project specifically set out 

to establish an independent NGO to improve the performance and service of twenty-four 

local Indonesian governments. The NGO was founded as a technical services provider 

and think tank where ideas and innovations would develop for several sectors. The 

foundation offered expert advice and policy analysis and became a well-respected, 

professional organization with a strong track record of success. When the project closed 

down, the NGO’s future was uncertain but it was trying to sell its services at acceptable 

market rates. 

 

Bilateral aid exit literature is predominately from North America and Western Europe.  

Among that literature, writings from the Swedish International Development Cooperation 

Agency (Sida) stand out. Since the 1990s Sida has taken a hard look at project exits, and 

in Exit Strategies—A Concept Note for a Joint Evaluation, Sida cites a study for phasing-

out Swedish support of several African and Southeast Asian development projects in 

1993/1994; a review of Swedish aid to Tanzania in 1999; and reports of inter-related 

topics of aid dependence and sustainability between 1996 and 2002 (Sida, 2005). 

 

Sida rightly sees exiting projects as an important issue for Sweden, but also for other 

members of the Nordic Group—Denmark, the Netherlands, and Norway. In A Concept 

Note, Sida reviews problems with each of these countries—Denmark has general criteria 

for project termination but it is inconsistent with their policy of long-term commitment.  

The Netherlands and Norway are strong on planning and implementation guidance, but 

weak on project phase-out procedures (Sida, 2005).  As for Sweden itself, five years after 

an OECD/DAC [Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development/Development Assistance Committee] Peer Review recommending Sweden 
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define development assistance phase out, this remains undone.  When the Nordic Group’s 

ministries and agencies were interviewed by Sida, exit strategies revealed themselves to 

contribute to both ‘internal’ and ‘external’ aid effectiveness.  In a Joint Evaluation of Exit 

Strategies—Approach Paper 2, Sida noted internal aid effectiveness manifested itself by 

donors improving the quality of aid by reducing the number of partner countries or 

sectors within a country they worked:  this lowered project transaction costs and 

prevented assistance from being spread too thin.  External aid effectiveness manifested 

itself by donors exiting ‘less poor countries’, better coordination efforts with partner 

countries (meeting the aid effectiveness agenda of the Paris Declaration of March 2005), 

and withdrawing  from countries with poor governance records on human rights abuses, 

corruption, and internal unrest (Sida, 2005a).  For Sida, the decision to exit was 

contingent on three repeating and contrasting scenarios (Sida, 2005; 2005a): 

 
Scenario#1:  Exit after goals achieved.  This is an exit from a sector or country 
after aid has accomplished its predefined mission and the recipient country no 
longer requires assistance.  This is seen as the ultimate goal of aid, a graduation 
whereby the recipient has grown in capacity and can proceed on its own. 
 
Scenario#2:  Exit after an unexpected development in a recipient country or 
project.  This is a unilateral decision on behalf of the donor and might be triggered 
by poor partner/project performance, overwhelming corruption, or civil war.  Aid 
recipients are unable to influence this exit and must simply adjust to it. 
 
Scenario#3:  Exit after an unexpected development in the donor country’s 
policies, resources, or administration.  This is also a unilateral decision made by 
the donor, but one in which the host country is blameless.  Should this adversely 
impact beneficiaries, this raises issues of partnership ethics and the exit 
timeframe.  It is desirable an adequate timeframe be established to minimize 
negative effects. 

 

Sida noted that regardless which scenario unfolds, exiting is likely to be ‘a complex 

series of events involving the disengagement of staff, the closing down of physical 

structures, the sale or handing over of vehicles and other intervention assets, the closing 

of accounts, auditing, transfer of records, etc.’ (Sida, 2005:8).  The Swedish agency 

stopped there, falling short of addressing the next stage in the exit process—what is left 

behind. 
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Bilateral donors have considered and discussed options after project closure, but like their 

multilateral colleagues they have provided no specifics.  In reviewing bilateral agency 

documents, only Sida’s publications suggest any urgency to move the issue from an 

academic discussion to applied field method.  Sida focuses on the exit but does not take 

the next step to consider institution-building as a form of exit.  USAID considers 

institution-building as an exit, and in Indonesia achieved this, but this approach is not 

common policy.  It is not common practice.  It is not a new direction the agency has set 

forth.  Further, the how an exit strategy is as important as the why.  The choice of which 

alternative to undertake—phase-out, phase-down, or phase-over—can make all the 

difference in capacity-building, sustainability, and aid effectiveness. 

 

3.3 Phase-out, phase-down, and phase-over alternatives 

 

Within the limited body of exit strategy literature and central to a critical analysis of exit 

strategies, one document is continually cited as a key reference: Levinger and McLeod’s 

(2002) Hello, I must be Going: Ensuring Quality Services and Sustainable Benefits 

through Well-Designed Exit Strategies.  Levenger and McLeod wrote this while working 

with the Education Development Center (EDC), a non-profit, non-government funded 

research and development institution. Levinger and McLeod recognized the necessity for 

donors to remove themselves from well regarded projects through three essential exit 

strategies:  phasing-out, phasing down, and phasing-over. 

 

Phasing-out refers to the withdrawal of project inputs without making any arrangements 

for another organization to continue implementation.  Phasing-down refers to the gradual 

reduction of aid and is a precursor to phasing-out or phasing-over.  Phasing-over refers to 

the transfer of project goals, responsibilities, and activities to another organization.  This 

is contingent on planned individual and institution capacity-building to assure 

uninterrupted quality services can continue under localized management (Levinger & 

McLeod, 2002; Rogers & Macias, 2004).  After interviews with aid project managers and 

a review of numerous project exits, Levinger and McLeod gleaned the following six 

phase-over tactics (2002): 

 

 - 64 -



1. Plan for exit from the earliest stages of program design.  Early planning allows 
donors and local partners to work together and make incremental steps toward 
exit within a reasonable period.  This gives local partners time to build capacity 
and take ownership of services.  This also allows for any unexpected delays or 
changes, assuring that when exit is complete everyone is fully prepared. 

 
2. Develop Partnerships and Local Linkages.  This two-prong tactic identifies 

present and potential leaders within local organizations who support the project’s 
goals. It refers to building or reinforcing a network between ‘northern’ and 
‘southern’ partners, as well as linkages between local actors in the public or 
private sector in which they operate. 

 
3. Building local organizational and human capacity.  To continue providing high 

quality services, it is essential that an organization has the capability to do so. 
When an organization and individuals within that organization can design/plan 
and execute demanded services, they are in a position to perpetuate benefits and 
positively impact the community. Development practitioners have not always 
identified capacity-building as a key element in development projects, but when 
undertaken this can lead to long-term sustainability.  An assessment should be 
taken to determine local actors’ strengths and weaknesses and capacity-building 
customized to fit the individual for their ongoing role.  To continue benefit flows, 
it might be necessary to develop a broad spectrum of capabilities to contribute to 
organizational longevity. 

 
4. Mobilize local and external resources.  Any development activity stream relies on 

an accompanying funding stream.  Implementing an exit strategy is no different.  
Further, when a sponsor exits, so too will its financial resources, and mobilizing 
alternative sources of income is vital. These sources might be international or 
domestic, public or private sector. Tapping into these channels for an 
uninterrupted flow of funds will depend on designing a funding plan and building 
fundraising skills.  The more successful the phase-over recipient organization is in 
cultivating other donors or income streams, the more its management can focus 
on delivering high quality programming. Using a business model and market-
based approaches are best practices for financial sustainability (Rogers & Macias, 
2004). 

 
5. Stagger the Phase-out of Program Activities and Resources.   Development work 

by its nature is community-based, complex, and detailed.  The most effective 
phase-overs are those that use a gradual, staggered approach.  Staggering the 
transition of a sponsor’s managerial, administrative, and programmatic activities 
to a local organization will give the recipient organization time to adjust.  It will 
also reveal any weaknesses in their abilities to take on new roles or handle new 
responsibilities.  Should additional training of local staff be necessary, it can take 
place during this period. 

 
6. Allow Roles and Relationships Evolve.  Donors should help recipient 

organizations develop themselves within their environment, establish their name 
and be known for excellent work.  Local organizations can also benefit from 
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donors helping them build relationships and networks within the local community 
in which the donor has a recognizable track record.  An implementing agency can 
act as an on-going mentor to the recipient organization, enhance the gradual 
transition during the period of shifting responsibilities and activities, and might 
even continue to offer complementary services within the same geographic area.  
This would allow the donor to take on a collegial and cooperative role in relation 
to the local organization, relating with it as an equal partner. 

 

Levinger and McLeod describe these elements as being interdependent and used to 

support each other.  They assert that the absence of any one element is seen to undermine 

the effectiveness of an exit strategy. This phase-over exit strategy specifically addresses 

the option of a development organization transferring its project portfolio to a local 

institution.  The emphasis here is on developing leadership skills, a new organization that 

can utilize them, assuring continued funding for current and future aid interventions, 

gradually handing over project assets and programs, and the donor helping the new 

organization adapt and grow in the external environment. Like other development 

thinkers, however, Levinger & McLeod do not consider a phase-over organization 

created and managed by local project staff to sustain development. To test these tactics in 

such a case, they are used in chapters 6, 7, and 8 to analyze the USDA-MAP exit 

strategy. 

 

3.3.1 Phase-over evaluation 

 

The shifting of project activities to a local organization is one thing, but successfully 

continuing quality service delivery another. In 2005, Alison Gardner, Kara Greenblot, 

and Erik Joubert, working for C-Safe [the Consortium for South Africa Food Security 

Emergency], published a research paper entitled What We Know About Exit Strategies: 

Practical Guidance For Developing Exit Strategies In the Field. C-Safe is comprised of 

core members Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere (CARE), Catholic 

Relief Services (CRS), and World Vision.  Funded by USAID, C-Safe was created to 

address food security issues in Zambia and Zimbabwe.  What We know About Exit 

Strategies is a reflection on collective experience with exit strategies to better understand 

and execute them.  In this paper Gardner et al. emphasize: 
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The goal of an Exit Strategy is to ensure the sustainability of impact after a 
program ends.  It could also be defined in a broader sense as a program’s 
‘sustainability strategy’…The purpose of an exit strategy is not to hasten the 
exit—exit is not valuable for its own sake—but to improve the chance of 
sustainability outcomes for the program (2005:7, Gardner et al.’s emphasis). 

 

Drawing on Levinger and McLeod’s writings, Gardner, Greenblot, and Joubert created a 

test to ascertain the success of an exit strategy. This took the form of a post-project 

evaluation to ‘be conducted after a period of time has elapsed following the program 

exit’ (Gardner, Greenblot, & Joubert, 2005:12, Gardner et al.’s emphasis). Emphasizing 

sustainability, C-Safe proposed three ‘result’ indicators: 

 
1. If the program impact has been sustained, expanded or improved after program 

end; 
2. If the relevant activities are continued in the same or modified format; and 
3. If the systems developed continue to function effectively (2005:12). 

 

As general guidance to determine exit strategy success, Gardner et al. distilled these 

indicators down to the encompassing question: ‘Is the partner organization (which 

assumed responsibility for activities) continuing to meet is obligations to the 

beneficiaries?’ (Gardner et al., 2005:18). An answer to that question goes directly to how 

well the phase-over organization was designed and successively managed. In chapter 9, 

the Gardner et al. result indicators are used to analyze the sustainability of USDA-MAP’s 

programs, activities, and procedures transferred to the phase-over organization CARD. 

 

3.4 Institution-building 

 

In the context of a phase-over exit strategy, an inherent part of the process is institution-

building by one organization to create another.  The first organization is the international 

aid sponsor/donor that will cease delivering its services and phase these over to another 

entity.  The second organization is the recipient of phase-over project resources—capital 

and human, responsibilities, and services. 

 

The term institution building was coined in the late 1950s and one of the first grants to 

support the concept was extended by the Ford Foundation in the early 1960s (Blase, 

1986).  Its definition is contested by a range of scholars and much of the literature from 
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the 1970s and 1980s begins by defining the phrase before commencing discussion of it.  

It has been described as a management theory, highlighting praxis, rather than an 

organization theory (Ganesh, 1979).  It has been denounced as a theory, ‘save in the 

loosest and most metaphorical sense of that much maligned word, [since it] involves too 

many possible kinds of interaction among too many complex and elusive variables to be 

evolvable into a relatively general theory’ (Siffin, 1972:46-47). It has been referred to as 

a ‘process’ (Nehnevajsa, 1972:67); a ‘framework’ (Blase, 1986:68); and ‘a model’ 

(Morehouse, 1986:206).  More recent writers assume their readers hold a general 

understanding of the concept and focus on its application in settings as diverse as post-

Soviet states to Latin America (Kuzio, Kravchuk, & D’Anieri, 1999; Trevino, Mixon, & 

Upadhyaya, 2005). 

 

The Elements of Institution Building (1972) were set out in an essay with that title by 

Milton J. Esman, Director of International Studies at Cornell University (1969-1983).  

This work is heavily drawn upon as a source of ideas by successive institution-building 

writers.  Esman generally defines institution building, or IB as it is often more simply 

referred to in the literature, as ‘a perspective on planned and guided social change’ and 

more specifically as: 

 
…the planning, structuring, and guidance of new or reconstituted organizations 
which (a) embody changes in values, functions, physical, and/or social 
technologies, (b) establish, foster, and protect new normative relationships and 
actions patterns, and (c) obtain support and complementarity in the environment 
(1972:21-22). 

 

Esman’s institution-building elements emphasize social engineering. Purposeful social 

innovation is induced by change agents who work through formal organizations with the 

goal of developing support and complementarity in their setting.  Esman states that IB 

‘can apply to any form of non-coercive social innovation in any sector of society in any 

culture at any time’ (1972:21).  This echoes the thinking of Michael Cernea, who as 

previously discussed in Chapter 3 argued for ‘social scaffolding’ and institution-building 

as a tactic of development. 
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A critique of Esman’s writings points out the responsibility of change agents and how 

those change agents must have the experience to not only bring forth organizations but to 

do so ‘in culturally hostile, alien settings’ (Siffin, 1972). While organization creation 

might be a feature of our modern culture, where ‘organizations swim like fish in 

compatible culture-rivers’, one critic notes this can not be assumed in developing 

countries (Siffin, 1972:45).  The success of institution-building, then, is heavily reliant on 

the assumption change agents can do more than just tinker, adjust, and reform 

organizations but truly bring about social change to build an institution. Lastly, Esman 

has been criticized for being prescriptive and solution-seeking, basing his ideas on the 

belief organizations with clear technical features can improve a wide variety of 

conditions and development unfolds in a Western-style linear, rational process (Siffin, 

1972). 

 

Considering these criticisms, institution-building is not easy but nor is it unachievable.  

By building the capacity of local project staff, they can act as change agents and 

undertake the task of institution-building.  The characteristics of an institution will vary 

give the socio-cultural environment from which it arises, and local staff can ground a new 

organization with local knowledge. Further, while being a technical and Western-oriented 

approach, Esman offers institution-builders a place to begin.  This is not where they need 

to end. Where institution-builders need to end is with an ongoing process whereby their 

organization constantly embraces innovation appropriate to its local environment.  The 

best project exit strategy will prepare local staff with the experience and skills necessary 

to achieve the end goal of institution-building, which Esman refers to as ‘institutionality’ 

(Esman, 1972:35). 

 

3.4.1 Institutionality—the end state  

 

For Esman, an institution is solidly established when its innovations are ‘accepted and 

supported by the external environment’ (Esman, 1972:35). When this occurs, it is the 

‘end state’ or end goal of an institution—when accommodations have been made and 

institution-builders have sometimes forfeited or deferred one program for another. Such 

concessions are made to fit the local circumstances so that the organization can start up 
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with maximum legitimacy.  To describe the ultimate goal of the IB process, Esman sets 

out five criteria, summarized here (Esman, 1972:36): 

 
Technical capacity: this is the organization’s ability to deliver technical, 
innovative products or services to the community at a level of increasing 
expertise. 
 
Normative commitments: this refers to how the organization’s innovative ideas, 
relationships, and activities—that are a hallmark of the organization—have been 
internalized by the staff. 
 
Innovative thrust: this is the organization’s aptitude to continue to introduce 
innovative concepts, technologies, and behavior patterns, and refers to the 
institution continually learning and adapting to new political opportunities. 
 
Environmental image:  this is the image of the institution held by society at large.  
Is the institution highly regarded?  If so, it can acquire resources without having 
to compromise its objectives; it can carry out activities that break with traditional 
patterns; it can successfully repel attacks and criticism; it can influence decisions 
in its area of expertise; and it can expand its sphere of action. 
 
Spread effect:  this alludes to the extent to which other organizations have taken 
up the institution’s approaches, behavior patterns, and integrated them as their 
own. 

 

Institutionality is not simply about surviving but thriving in an external environment with 

conflicting interests, competitive forces, and dynamic changes. 

 

An institution created through an aid project for its local staff to perpetuate development 

will need to competently and confidently meet these challenges head on.  Local staff will 

need to be properly equipped with sufficient knowledge and development experience. 

Their understanding of the local setting, interacting with collaborative partners and 

beneficiaries, and their evolved skill sets will all be tested. How well the organization’s 

local leadership can remain committed to innovative objectives and negotiate inevitable 

compromises, exert political influence, motivate and empower staff, and keep the 

institution evolving through learning from and motivated by challenges, will determine 

the continued sustainability of the enterprise. This, in turn, will attest to the success of the 

phase-over strategy and the importance of local staff in institution-building. In chapter 9, 

Esman’s institution-building criteria are used to analyze how the USDA-MAP local 

project staff contributed to establishing and managing CARD. 
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3.5 Summary 

 

When an aid project closes down, the project’s local staff confront two options—exit or 

voice.  Staff can simply leave the project—exit and find employment elsewhere, or they 

can voice their opinion regarding closure. Exercising voice, they can challenge the 

conventional project cycle and create a new organization to perpetuate development. 

Development organizations also have a choice when an aid project ends. They can cease 

development activities and withdraw from the country or they can support local staff to 

build an enduring institution to continue project benefits. 

 

Development organizations get little guidance from commercial and political-military 

writings on exit strategy, but within development studies literature Levinger and McLeod 

(2002) is a key reference.  Levinger & McLeod’s concept of phase-over refers to when a 

donor builds local capacity and transfers all project activities to a local institution. This is 

accomplished by adhering to six tactics.  In proposing these tactics, Levinger & McLeod 

do not consider a phase-over organization created and managed by local project staff to 

continue development work.  Instead, they foresee an aid project’s activities being 

handed over to a local government ministry or already existing organization.  However, 

when an aid project builds the capacity and leaderships skills of its own local staff they 

can establish a similar but differently configured institution and perpetuate project goals.  

Gardner et al. (2005) build on Levinger & McLeod’s thinking and propose three 

measurements to determine if an exit strategy is a success—if the project’s impacts, 

relevant activities, and developed procedures continue and operate effectively.  Esman’s 

institution-building theory (1972) takes this thinking further still, and establishes five 

criteria necessary for an organization to reach its ultimate goal—‘institutionality’. 

 

The upcoming chapter will set out the research design and methods to analyze a phase-

over exit strategy used by an American aid project in Armenia in 2004-2005.  Levinger & 

McLeod’s six phase-over tactics, Gardner et al.’s three exit strategy success indicators, 

and Esman’s five criteria for institutionality will be applied to this case to determine the 

conditions necessary for a successful exit strategy and how can in-country local project 

staff contribute to institution-building before, during, and after a phase-over. 
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4 
 

Research Design & Methods 
 
Although Exit is the closing event in any development co-operation process it is 
not much studied.  Every development organization and, no doubt, every country 
receiving development assistance has had its own internal debates on exits and 
exit policy.  Yet the conclusions from those debates are rarely put on paper and 
properly analysed for wider audience.  Development agencies and other actors 
know relatively little about how exit issues are discussed and managed outside 
their organizations.  As a result they have few opportunities to learn from each 
other. 
 
--Sida, Joint Evaluation of Exit Management, Terms of Reference, Sida/UTV, 
061015, SM (2005b), p. 3. 
 
 

Chapter 3 discussed the various options stakeholders have when aid projects conclude.  

Development thinkers Levinger and McLeod recognize the necessity for donors to 

remove themselves from well regarded projects through three essential exit strategies: 

‘phasing down, phasing out, and phasing over’ (Levinger & McLeod, 2002:1).  Of the 

three options postulated, phase-over allows for continued development when a sponsor 

builds local institutional capacity and transfers its activities and resources to that 

organization.  Levinger and McLeod identify six tactics necessary to accomplish this. 

Expanding on Levinger & McLeod’s exit strategy framework, Gardner et al. (2005) look 

at the success factors basic to the phase-over of project assets, obligations, and activities, 

and establish three measures to determine the success of ongoing administrative, 

managerial, and programmatic work post-project. As an institution-building theorist, 

Esman contributes five criteria (1972) with which to evaluate a new organization once it 

has been created through a phase-over. 
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This chapter discusses how the thinking of these theorists is used in the research design 

of this thesis and the methods used to gather data to analyze a case study of a phase-over 

undertaken by an American aid project in Armenia between 2004 and 2005. The United 

States Department of Agriculture’s Marketing Assistance Project (USDA-MAP) phase-

over to the Center for Agribusiness & Rural Development (CARD) was specifically 

selected as a case study to maximize what we can learn about successful exit strategies.  

First, this case profiles an aid project that sponsored a phase-over and turned over project 

activities and resources to local staff to continue development. This scenario is not 

discussed in development literature nor is it common in development practice. Second, I 

worked for the USDA in Armenia and I was a part of and witness to this transition. As 

USDA-MAP’s Marketing Manager (2002-2003), its last Director (2003-2005), and as the 

first Director of CARD (2005-2006), I had exceptional access to American and Armenian 

phase-over stakeholders and documents. Third, given the limitations on time and 

resources for this thesis, focus on this single case allowed for a deep understanding of a 

distinctive phase-over. To contextualize the multiple perspectives of the USDA, local 

staff, development partners, and the Armenian clients in the MAP-CARD case, research 

methods included a document review, archival research, interviews, and participant 

observation.  Combining qualitative and quantitative research methods allowed for 

triangulation of different viewpoints and contributed to data verification and validation. 

 

Section 4.1 states the aim of this thesis. Why the MAP/CARD phase-over was chosen as 

a case to study is discussed, as well as issues regarding generalization, bias, reliability, 

validity, and triangulation.  Section 4.2 addresses research methods that were used to 

gather data on the phase-over.  The document review, archival records search, interviews, 

and participation observation are all discussed.  Within section 4.2.3 on interviews, target 

populations, use of the Likert scale, and problems relating to response effects, accuracy 

and error reduction, and language and translation are discussed.  In this section 

information is provided on the Fieldwork Team which helped gather data in Armenia. 

Section 4.3 explains how collected qualitative and quantitative data was analyzed.  

Section 4.4 outlines the research schedule and section 4.5 provides a chapter summary. 
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4.1 Research design 

 

The aim of this thesis is to promote a greater understanding of exit strategies within 

development studies. It critically analyzes an aspect of project management essential to 

all aid projects since every project must eventually end upon completion of its goals or 

within defined financial and time constraints.  Development practitioners from 

multilateral and bilateral agencies have contributed to the subject of exit strategies with a 

broad range of reviews, reports, and assessments, but without consensus on terminology, 

timing, resource allocations, management requirements, and systematic approaches.  For 

this reason, this thesis seeks to provide development practitioners with practical guidance 

on the requirements for a sustainable exit strategy that incorporates local project staff.  To 

do this, this thesis addresses three questions:   

 

1.  What are the conditions necessary to complete a foreign aid project phase-over 

to a local institution successfully? 

 

1.1 Specifically, how can in-country local project staff contribute to institution-

building before, during, and after a phase-over? 

 

2. What are appropriate ways to measure the success of a phase-over?   

 

The research design of this thesis is framed by the works of Levinger & McLeod (2002), 

Esman (1972), and Gardner et al. (2005). When Levinger and McLeod examined 

international development exit literature and practice in 2002, they articulated three 

phases:  phase-out, phase-down, and phase-over.  In doing so, Levinger & McLeod are 

the only development thinkers who propose explicit guidelines for a phase-over, which is 

of interest for this thesis.  Phase-over refers to a donor building local institutional 

capacity and shifting its activities and resources to that institution.  To achieve phase-

over, Levinger & McLeod recommend that development practitioners (2002): 

 
(1) Plan for exit from the earliest stages of program design 
(2)  Develop partnerships and local linkages 
(3) Build local organizational and human capacity 
(4) Mobilize local and external resources 
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(5)  Stagger the phase out of various program activities and resources 
(6) Allow roles and relationships to evolve and continue after exit. 

 

To build upon these recommendations and analyze their relevance, each of these tactics 

were applied to the MAP-CARD case to determine if every element was involved, who 

was responsible for it, what was its nature, and when, why, and how did these elements 

contribute in whole or part to a phase-over?  Levinger and McLeod assert that these 

elements are interdependent and support each other.  This thesis discusses whether the 

absence of any single element undermines the phase-over process. 

 

Part of the phase-over process is a recipient organization receiving project responsibilities 

and resources—capital and human.  Establishing a recipient organization is contingent on 

institution-building. Esman’s institution-building model emphasizes innovation and 

social engineering.  Esman holds that an institution achieves its ultimate goal—or 

‘institutionality’—when the organization meets five criteria: 

 
(1)  technical capacity 
(2)  normative commitments 
(3)  innovative thrust 
(4)  environmental image, and 
(5)  spread effect. 
 

To address how in-country local project staff can contribute to institution-building, 

Esman’s criteria were applied to the MAP-CARD case. 

 

The shift of assets, obligations, and development interventions is one aspect of a phase-

over, but successfully continuing quality service deliveries after a project closes is 

another. Gardner et al. (2005:12), commenting on Levinger and McLeod’s approach to 

exit strategies, set forth three measures to determine the success of an exit strategy: 

 
(1) If the program impact has been sustained, expanded or improved after 
program end; 
(2) If the relevant activities are continued in the same or modified format, and 
(3) If the systems developed continue to function effectively. 

 

For Gardner et al., to ascertain the success of an exit strategy ex post facto, these 

indicators should feature in an evaluation  to ‘be conducted after a period of [unspecified] 
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time has elapsed following the program exit’ (2005:12). Their work raises a critical 

question: ‘Is the partner organization (which assumed responsibility for activities) 

continuing to meet its obligation to the beneficiaries?’ (Gardner et al, 2005:18, authors’ 

parenthesizes). But is this the right question?  Are Gardner et al. phase-over indicators 

sufficient or exacting enough to determine exit strategy success? To address the 

appropriate ways to measure the success of a phase-over, the Gardner et al. indicators 

were applied to the MAP-CARD case. 

 

To situate this thesis on exit strategies within the larger focus of development studies, a 

diverse methodological toolkit was used: 

 
• Case study 
• Documents 
• Archival records 
• Interviews 
• Participant observation 

 

4.1.1 Case study  

 

A case study is one of several ways of conducting social science research (Yin, 1984). 

This type of research has been historically closely associated with the University of 

Chicago’s Department of Sociology, where case study research began in the early 20th 

century (Tellis, 1997).  One of its characteristics is that it helps clarify why or how a 

decision or set of decisions were made and the ensuing result (Schramm, 1971).  As a 

research strategy, ‘a case study is an empirical inquiry that: investigates a contemporary 

phenomenon within its real-life context’ and uses multiple sources of evidence (Yin, 

1984:23, Yin’s italics).  Case studies examine people and programs.  Case study research 

is not sampling research, nor is it undertaken to understand other cases, but primarily the 

one under examination (Stake, 1995). 

 

Through a case study large amounts of data can provide deep understanding of the entity 

under study (Burns, 2000).  To do this, a wide array of different data sources and a 

number of different analytic strategies must be utilized (Schrank, 2006). Using multiple 

sources of data is seen as a major strength of the case study approach, and using multiple 
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sources will allow for triangulation, providing corroborating evidence to improve 

reliability and validity of the data and findings (Burns, 2000). 

 

Case studies fall into two categories:  intrinsic and instrumental studies.  An intrinsic case 

study is one in which the researcher has an intrinsic interest in the case, not because it 

will solve a general problem but that particular case interests the researcher (Stake, 

1995).  An instrumental case study is one used to address a particular problem to gain 

general understanding; hence, it is instrumental to addressing a specific research question 

with ramifications beyond the case itself (Stake, 1995). 

 

4.1.2 Case selection 

 

The MAP-CARD case is an instrumental case study.  This specific case was selected 

because it ‘serves the real purpose and objectives…of discovering, gaining insight and 

understanding into a particularly chosen phenomenon’, namely the conditions necessary 

to successfully complete a foreign aid project phase-over to a local institution created and 

managed by local project staff (Burns, 2000:465).  This case provides a unique profile of 

an aid project that: 

 
(1) planned, designed, and executed a phase-over exit strategy 
(2) supported the establishment of a local organization to carry on development 
work after the project dissolved, and 
(3) turned over project assets, resources, activities, and clients to local staff to 
manage within an NGO framework. 

 

The project was not turned over to an already exiting local government agency or NGO, 

as theorists have advocated. This scenario is not discussed in development literature nor 

is it common in development practice.   Hence, the MAP-CARD case meets what one 

social scientist calls ‘the first criterion’ for case study selection, ‘to maximize what we 

can learn’ (Stake, 1995:4). 

 

In addition, I worked for the USDA in Armenia and was a part of and witness to the 

MAP-CARD transition between 2004 and 2006. As USDA-MAP’s Marketing Manager 

(2002-2003), its last Director (2003-2005), and as the first Director of CARD (2005-
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2006), I had exceptional access to American and Armenian phase-over stakeholders and 

documents. Given the limitations on time and resources for this thesis research, focus on 

this single case permitted an in-depth study of a particular phase-over. 

 

Recognizing concerns over using case studies, I address generalization, subjective bias, 

reliability, validity, and triangulation in the following sections. 

 

4.1.3 Generalization 

 

Generalization is a description statement of broad applicability inferred from a particular 

case, ‘that quality of a research finding that justifies the inference that it represents 

something more than the specific observations on which it was based’ (Babbie, 1989:G3). 

 

Over the years, the case study has been criticized for being too poor a form of research to 

produce ‘a scientific generalizable conclusion’ (Yin, 1984:21). This has met two types of 

responses. The first response is one of agreement that a case study is all about 

particularization, not generalization, and that researchers: 

 
…take a particular case and come to know it well, not primarily as to how it is 
different from others but what it is, what it does.  There is emphasis on 
uniqueness, and that implies knowledge of others that the case is different from, 
but the first emphasis is on understanding the case itself (Stake, 1995:8). 

 

The second response is that if a case study meets the three tenets of qualitative research—

describing, understanding, and explaining—and the results can be replicated, this satisfies 

methodological rigor (Tellis, 1997:3).  As one researcher explains: 

 
…case studies, like [scientific] experiments, are generalizable to theoretical 
propositions and not to populations or universes.  In this sense, the case study, 
like the experiment, does not represent a ‘sample,’ and the investigator’s goal is 
to expand and generalize theories (analytic generalization) and not to enumerate 
frequencies (statistical generalization) (Yin, 1984:21). 

 

The MAP-CARD scenario is distinctive, not just for the fact MAP phased-over to CARD 

but that CARD itself was created by and for MAP’s local staff.  This distinguishes it from 

other project exits and presents an opportunity to learn from this case. Further, research 
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results can be generalized to theoretical propositions.  As every aid project comes to an 

end with some form of exit strategy, the MAP-CARD case may be applicable to other 

projects in other countries. 

 

Some case study proponents contend that resulting generalizations should be made by the 

reader (Burns, 2000).  That is to say, the extent to which the reader’s case is similar or 

dissimilar to theirs can be judged by them.  A case study allows for the use of its reported 

material to increase understanding through the natural process of generalization that 

readers will naturally do themselves.  Seen in this way, the research findings from this 

thesis will be made relevant for broader applications by development policy makers and 

practitioners who see the opportunities to do so. 

 

4.1.4 Subjective bias 

 

Bias is ‘that quality of a measurement…that tends to result in a misrepresentation of what 

is being measured in a particular direction’ (Babbie, 1989:G1). Case studies have come 

under criticism for (and research investigators have been accused of) bias when choosing 

evidence to support or refute a point, or when offering an explanation for certain 

evidence (Bernard, 2000).  A case study investigator can present evidence or personal 

views that manipulate findings and conclusions, but this is also true of experiments.  

Having played such a large part in the planning and execution of the USDA phase-over in 

Armenia, the issue of subjective bias in this thesis will allow for easy criticism.  For this 

reason, I collected data and interpreted evidence in as objective a way as possible, and 

with methods that other researchers can employ to achieve the same results for 

independent verification. Such replication should demonstrate the objectivity of this 

thesis and correct any mistakes made.   

 

The level of my involvement in the USDA phase-over brought advantages and 

disadvantages.  As an advantage, my previous role in the transition in Armenia allowed 

me access to information and people who might not speak so freely to another researcher 

unless well acquainted with him/her.  Further, I had a common understanding of the 

phase-over with Armenians since we experienced this together, and we share a common 
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‘language’ about the event.  As a disadvantage, during my research the line between 

researcher and subject blurred, since in certain circumstances I studied my own past 

actions and was critical of decisions I made.  For this reason, I always strove for 

detachment while being equally diligent not to overcompensate with self-criticism to 

counter skepticism about my objectivity. 

 

4.1.5 Reliability 

 

Reliability is a fundamental concept of research and refers to ‘whether or not you get the 

same answer using an instrument to measure something more than once’ (Bernard, 

2000:47). Reliability in case studies centers on dependable results that are agreed upon 

and make sense (Burns, 2000). 

 
Ways of establishing reliability involve triangulation, reporting of any possible 
personal bias by the investigator, the existence of an audit trail to authenticate 
how the data were obtained and decisions made about data and categories 
(Burns, 2000:475). 

 

To improve reliability, this research used triangulation and included multiple perspectives 

from a range of stakeholders.  Further, I explicitly chronicled the stages of my research 

for replication by other researchers.  Such documentation provides an audit trail for future 

researchers, recording the exact steps involved in data gathering and analysis for 

confirmation of findings (ICPSR, 2005). 

 

4.1.6 Validity 

 

In social science research, ‘validity refers to the accuracy and trustworthiness of 

instruments, data, and findings in research [Are the instruments that were used to 

measure something valid?]’ (Bernard, 2000:47, Bernard’s brackets). The validity of 

instruments used and the data derived refers to the questions asked of 

informant/respondents in case studies.  Will the questions asked be valid for answering 

the stated research questions?  If the instruments and data are valid, are the findings and 

conclusions derived from the data also valid?   
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Interviews provided a rich source of data for this thesis. During interviews, Levinger & 

McLeod’s tactics and Gardner et al.’s indicators—presented as statements by their 

authors—were converted to questions. For example, Levinger & McLeod’s tactic ‘Plan 

for exit from the earliest stages of program design’ was posed as the question ‘Was an 

exit planned from the earliest stages of program design?’ Depending on the answer, this 

was followed up with sub-questions. See Figure 4.1. 

 

Figure 4.1 Sub-question format 
 

 
Was there an exit strategy plan for MAP 
 from the earliest stage of the project’s design? 
[    ]  Yes                                                  
[    ]   No 

If yes: 
Who was responsible for planning the 
exit? 
What type of exit was planned? 
When was the exit planned? 
Why was an exit planned? 
How was the exit planned? 

 
Source: Adapted from Babbie (1989) 

 

The same approach was used for Gardner et al.’s exit success indicators.  For example, 

the statement ‘If the relevant activities are continued in the same or modified format’ was 

asked as the question ‘Was the [list relevant activity] continued in the same or modified 

format?’  Depending on the answer, sub-questions were asked:  ‘If yes, how?’  If no, why 

not?’ 

 

Each question and sub-question provided information on the conditions necessary to 

complete a phase-over to a local institution or the appropriate ways to measure the 

success of a phase-over.  Answers to these questions also contributed to understanding 

how the local project staff was involved in institution-building and if Esman’s criteria 

were met. To further increase validity, multiple sources of evidence were used during this 

thesis research beyond these interview questions. Further, some key informants were 
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asked to review partial drafts of this thesis as a matter of professional courtesy and to 

corroborate the essential facts and evidence (Schatzman & Strauss, 1973). 

 

4.1.7 Triangulation 

 

Triangulation is a technique used to improve the internal validity of research.  It has been 

defined as ‘the use of two or more methods of data collection in the study of some aspect 

of human behavior’ (Burns, 2000:419).  This allows for the findings of one research 

strategy to be cross-checked with the results of another to increase confidence in those 

findings (Bryman, 2004).    

 

Field research for this thesis used several different approaches to data collection—a 

comprehensive document review and survey of archival records, interviews with as many 

stakeholders as possible to contrast the activities between MAP and CARD, and 

participant observation.  Whenever possible one research tool was used to corroborate 

data obtained from another and increase credence in interpretation. In this way reliance 

on more than one research method did not bias or distort a viewpoint. Further, informants 

were asked to review rough drafts of writings that involved their deeds or words to 

confirm accuracy and compatibility.  This is known as ‘member checking’ (Stake, 1995).  

Participants were encouraged to suggest alternative language or interpretation as they 

deemed necessary to strengthen internal validity.   

 

4.2 Research methods 

 

The research tools used in this thesis included a document review, archival records, 

interviews, and participant observation. 

 

4.2.1 Document review 

 

Document examination is often a method used by case study investigators (Burns, 2000).  

For this thesis a variety of documents were sourced and examined.  Many originated from 

Washington D.C. and Yerevan, Armenia.  They included but were not confined to World 
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Bank, United National Development Programme (UNDP), and United Nations Food and 

Agriculture Organization (FAO) papers, and public U.S. government documents from the 

State Department, U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), and most 

importantly the USDA. They included papers on aid assessments, planning, budget 

allocations, and administrative and accomplishment reports. 

 

 From Yerevan, documents were examined about MAP, and most importantly project 

transition documents prepared by MAP and CARD, as well as documents covering the 

administrative and managerial development of CARD.  These included staff lists; 

minutes from Board Meetings; minutes from Management Group meetings; policy and 

procedure manuals; planning calendars; client audit reviews (CARs); emails; agendas; 

newspaper articles; web pages; maps; photographs, etc. Some of these documents were in 

hard-copy form, some in electronic form.  None of the documents examined were 

sensitive or classified.  This did not pose any limitation on this research.  Documents 

which derive from American government projects are available to the public through the 

Freedom for Information Act (FOIA, 1996).  In the interest of evidence triangulation, 

these documents corroborated alternative data sources. 

 

Save for annual external audits of CARD’s financial activities by the international 

accounting firm Grant Thornton, discussed in Chapter 9, I found no external evaluations 

of CARD’s technical and marketing development activities undertaken by USAID or 

other development contractors.  USAID operated only marginally in the agricultural 

sector in Armenia, since USDA-MAP was so comprehensive; hence, USAID had no 

incentive to audit their fellow agency’s program.  Further, no other development 

contractor was tasked with and given funding for an evaluation of CARD’s activities as a 

local NGO. The World Bank reports on Armenia focus on assessments on the agricultural 

sector as a whole, not on individual development actors. 

 

4.2.2 Archival records 

 

Archival records are relevant forms of data when conducting case studies (Yin, 1984).  

For this thesis, archival documents included organizational records, survey data, maps, 
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charts, lists, and other such information.  When public records produced by the 

government of Armenia were examined, I corroborated statistical information with 

evidence from other sources—most notably international organizations that 

independently gathered and calculated statistics—since Armenian government statistics 

can be questionable. 

 

In conducting archival research, I examined documents and personal records I possess.  

These documents number in the thousands and were already categorized.  When I left 

Yerevan, I took these with me. While in Armenia I set up an extensive filing system for 

personal reference and these papers are rich in detail and helped reconstruct a chronology 

of the MAP-CARD phase-over and identify key informants who were approached for 

interview.  In some instances the only documentation available on certain aspects of the 

phase-over derives from my personal papers.  No one else kept notes on meetings I held 

with project staff, USDA officials, Armenian government officials, and local partners.  

No one else kept a calendar that chronicled the day-to-day events of the phase-over.  No 

one else wrote project summaries, since that was my duty as MAP’s Director.  And no 

one else was responsible to provide USDA/Washington and the US Mission in Armenia 

with detailed updates on the phase-over process.  Wherever possible I have tried to use 

alternative sources of information instead of relying on my personal papers, but in some 

circumstances this material is the only evidence available. 

 

4.2.3 Interviews 

 

Interviews are one of the most important sources of information for case studies (Tellis, 

1997).  They investigate people and their activities (Burns, 2000).   

 
Much of what we cannot observe for ourselves has been or is being observed by 
others.  Two principal uses of case study are to obtain the descriptions and 
interpretations of others.  The case will not be seen the same by everyone (Stake, 
1995:64). 

 

I conducted unstructured and semi-structured interviews.  Interviewees included USDA 

government employees—American and Foreign Service Nationals (Armenians)—in 

Washington, D.C. and Yerevan; local MAP/CARD staff, MAP/CARD partners—from 
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the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture, the Armenian State Agrarian University, 

Extension, the World Bank and other organizations, and MAP/CARD clients from the 

wine, dairy, fruit and vegetable processing, meat/fish processing, and food packaging 

sector. See Appendix 1.  Interview participants were asked about various aspects of the 

phase-over process and their testimony was used to corroborate responses from other 

participants and evidence from other sources. 

 

4.2.3.1  Target populations 

 

In social science research, the target population is ‘the concretely large group…[from] 

which a researcher draws a sample and to which results from a sample are generalized’ 

(Neuman, 2006:224).  A parameter ‘describes the population characteristics’ (Burns, 

2000:84). For this thesis, since the population of each group was relatively small, the 

entire population was interviewed.  See Table 4.1. 

 
Table 4.1 Research group populations 

 
Research Groups Frequency Percent 
USDA 7 10.4 
MAP/CARD staff 15 22.4 
MAP/CARD partners 20 29.8 
MAP/CARD clients 25 37.4 
Total 67 100.0 

 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 
 

The total sum of all the members in the research group populations numbered sixty-

seven. USDA officials included those who were based in Washington, D.C. and in 

Yerevan, Armenia, coordinated MAP and its phase-over, and later worked with CARD 

(n=7).  MAP/CARD staff were employed by MAP, employed by CARD, and created 

CARD (n=15). MAP/CARD staff worked in project management, rural development, 

agribusiness and marketing, food safety, and credit services. MAP/CARD partners were 

both local and foreign and collaborated with MAP and CARD on aid projects (n=20). 

While MAP clients totaled forty-seven, not all of those also worked with CARD.  

Twenty-two MAP clients did not need assistance by the time CARD was established. 

However, all those MAP/CARD clients who began working with MAP and continued 
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working with CARD and could compare the two organizations were interviewed (n=25). 

These MAP/CARD clients were located in ten out of eleven regions of Armenia.  See 

Figure 4.2.  MAP/CARD clients included farmers-agribusiness owners. MAP/CARD 

clients experienced the phase-over at the aid recipient level and contrasted the level of 

development services between MAP and CARD. 

 

Five interviews were administered.  From the group of sixty-seven, some respondents 

were interviewed more than once, since they had information pertinent to questions I 

asked in more than one interview.  Each time an interview was conducted a participant 

was given a new number. In this way ninety-two participants are referenced in this thesis.  

However, Participant no. 22 is the same person as Participant no. 70. Participant no. 85 is 

the same person as Participant no. 89.  And so forth. 

 
Figure 4.2 MAP/CARD client research group by region 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Region (marzes) 

MAP/CARD 
clients (n=25) 

1 Aragatsotn (1) 
4.0% 

3 Ararat (2) 
12.0% 

1 Armavir (3) 
4.0% 

1 Gegharkunik (4) 
4.0% 

1 Kotayk (5) 
4.0% 

2 Lori (6) 
8.0% 

3 Shirak (7) 
12.0% 

2 Syunik (8) 
8.0% 

0 Tavush (9) 
0.0% 

5 Vayots Dzor (10) 
20.0% 

6 Yerevan (11) 
24.0% 

25 Total 
100.0% 

 
MAP Source: Wikimedia Commons (2009) 
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4.2.3.2 Unstructured interviews 

 

Unstructured interviews are those where the interviewer exerts a minimum control over 

his participant’s responses (Bernard, 2000).  This is also known as informal interviewing 

and includes questions asked and answered during the course of normal conversation.  

Having been absent from Armenia for more than a year between my departure as Director 

of CARD and my return as a researcher, I had many conversations designed to update me 

on a variety of issues. Gathering this information informed me of changes since my 

absence and assisted me to understand the current environment.  This form of informal 

interviewing was also helpful to reestablish rapport with previous acquaintances and 

colleagues and provided me with an informed background in which to conduct semi-

structured interviews later. 

 

4.2.3.3 Semi-structured interviews 

 

Semi-structured interviews are those based on the use of an interview guide, a written list 

of questions to be covered in a certain order. 

 
Semistructured interviewing works well in projects where you are dealing with 
managers, bureaucrats, and elite members of a community—people who are 
accustomed to efficient use of their time (Bernard, 2000:191). 

 

Further, semi-structured interviews provide an advantage that: 

 
• with the contacts being repeated, there is a greater length of time spent with the 

informant, which increases rapport; 
• the informant’s perspective is provided rather than the perspective of the 

researcher being imposed; 
• the informant uses language natural to them rather than trying to understand and 

fit into the concepts of the study; 
• the informant has equal status to the researcher in the dialogue rather than being 

a guinea pig (Burns, 2000:425). 
 
For semi-structured interviews I used a series of questions and topics that focused the 

content of the interview on issues critical to this thesis. Five different interview guides 

were used to compare the data between different respondent groups: 
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(1)  USDA interview guide: 

 

This guide was used to interview five USDA employees—one from USDA-CSREES and 

four from USDA-FAS.  Two other USDA employees did not participate in this interview 

because they only worked with MAP and they were not knowledgeable about CARD 

after the phase-over. This interview consisted of questions focused on gathering data 

regarding the program impact, relevant activities, and policies, procedures, and 

regulations of CARD in comparison to MAP. See Appendix 2. 

 

(2)  USDA & MAP/CARD staff interview guide: 

 

This guide was used to interview six USDA employees—two from USDA-CSREES and 

four from USDA-FAS—and nine local staff.  One USDA employee did not participate in 

this interview because she only worked with MAP, not CARD. Six other local staff did 

not participate in this interview because they were not knowledgeable about the details of 

the phase-over.  This interview consisted of questions focused on gathering data 

regarding the phase-over tactics—exploring when the exit strategy was planned, if/how 

partnerships and linkages were developed, if organizational and human capacity was 

built, the origin of resources used during phase-over, how program activities and 

resources were staggered during phase-over, and if local roles and relationships evolved 

during and after the exit strategy.  See Appendix 3. 

 

(3)  MAP/CARD staff interview guide: 

 

This guide was used to interview fourteen local staff.  One local staff did not participate 

in this interview because he was not knowledgeable about MAP and joined CARD after 

the phase-over. This interview consisted of questions focused on gathering data regarding 

the program impact, relevant activities, and policies, procedures, and regulations of 

CARD in comparison to MAP. See Appendix 4. 
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(4)  MAP/CARD partners interview guide: 

 

This guide was used to interview twenty MAP/CARD partners.  This interview consisted 

of questions focused on gathering data regarding the relationship between MAP and 

CARD and its partners, the impact CARD had on mutual clients, and the policies, 

procedures, and regulations of CARD in comparison to MAP.  See Appendix 5. 

 

(5)  MAP/CARD agribusiness clients interview guide: 

 

This guide was used to interview twenty-five MAP/CARD agribusiness clients. This 

interview consisted of questions focused on gathering data regarding the impact, relevant 

activities, policies, procedures, and regulations of CARD in comparison to MAP.  See 

Appendix 6. 

 

At the outset of every interview, each participant was given a Plain Language Statement 

in either English (see Appendix 7) or Armenian (see Appendix 8). This Plain Language 

Statement explained I was conducting research on aid project exit strategies and I sought 

their help through an interview.  Each participant was told why they were selected, and 

that their participation in my research was entirely voluntary and that they could 

withdraw from participating at any time.  I gave all participants assurances that their 

names would not be made public and my interview notes would be kept confidential.  For 

further confidentiality, I assigned each participant a random number and all documents 

relating to that participant was only listed with that number.  Every step was taken to 

protect the identity of the participants in accordance with the University of Melbourne’s 

Code of Conduct for Research and respect for and protection of human subjects. 

 

After reading the Plain Language Statement, each interview participant was asked to sign 

a Consent Form (see Appendix 9). The Consent Form stated the participant read and 

understood the Plain Language Statement and that any questions about the Statement had 

been answered to their satisfaction. 
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With each participant I stressed that the questions I asked were to learn what they thought 

and what their observations were. Since I knew most of the participants, I explained why 

I believed their thinking and observations were important.  I assured them I wanted to 

learn from them.  Each participant was encouraged to interrupt and ask for clarification at 

any time. 

 

4.2.3.4 Likert scale 

 

To compare the attitudes of USDA employees, MAP/CARD staff, MAP/CARD partners, 

and MAP/CARD clients regarding CARD activities, a Likert scale was used during 

interviews. Investigating attitudes is a theme prevalent in social science research, and the 

Likert scale, attributed to American social scientist Rensis Likert (1903-1981), was 

developed as ‘a multiple indicator or—item measure of a set of attitudes relating to a 

particular area’ (Bryman, 2004: 68).  The Likert scale involves a series of statements or 

‘items’ proposed to interview participants in which they are asked to specify their level of 

agreement or disagreement using a 5-point (or more) scale.  Choices usually range from 

‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ (Burns, 2000).   For this thesis, a series of 

statements were prepared for participants to answer that were measured along a Likert 

scale.  See Figure 4.3. 

 

Figure 4.3 Likert 5-point scale format 

 

 

 
Below is a statement. Please select one of the five choices provided 
that most closely corresponds to your opinion. 

 
CARD’s policies, procedures, and regulations are effective. 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

     
 

 
Source:  Author 

 

The advantage of using the Likert method is that responses are based on empirical data 

regarding participants’ answers and this method provides a homogeneous scale.  This 
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increases the probability that a single attitude about an object—in this case the success of 

USDA’s exit strategy—is being measured with high validity and reliability (Burns, 

2000).  The disadvantage of this method is that while it measures the favorableness of 

attitude, it does not measure exactly how much more favorable a participant’s attitude is 

between the measurement intervals/designations.  The participant must select one of the 

measurements (e.g. strong agree or agree) and cannot split the different between them.  

That is to say, when asking about the effectiveness of CARD’s policies, procedures, and 

regulations, an approximation of measurement is the most precision possible.  In 

addition, there is the issue of how a participant understands the meaning of the choices 

from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’. Different participants can have different 

perceptions of these choices.  For this reason, other research methods were used to help 

provide a more comprehensive picture of the USDA exit strategy. 

 

4.2.3.5 Response effects (the deference effect) 

 

When predictable characteristics of an informant or particular environment manifest 

themselves in interview data, these are known as response effects (Bernard, 2002).  

Certain people in certain circumstances are susceptible to responding in foreseeable 

ways.  One manifestation of this is the Deference Effect or Acquiescence Effect.  This is 

when during interviews participants tell you what they think you want to know, not to 

offend you (Bernard, 2000).  This has been reported in social science research 

particularly involving questions of race (Schuman & Converse, 1971).  

 

Since I was involved in major aspects of the MAP-CARD phase-over as the last Director 

of MAP and the first Director of CARD, I was concerned previous Armenian employees 

who worked for me would be reluctant to criticize transition decisions I made even 

though encouraged to do so.  I was aware that while my previous relationships with 

interview participants allowed me unique access to them, I also knew they might not wish 

to offend me during an interview.  Further, Armenian culture is one of hospitality and 

deference to outsiders.  This is particularly true with knowledgeable Westerns who are in 

Armenia to provide funding and aid assistance. The Uppers/Lowers hierarchy that Robert 

Chambers describes as prevalent in development practice is often in evidence in 
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Armenia.  See Section 2.7. While I have a historically professional reputation for inviting 

and accepting criticism, as well as a good sense when my Armenian counterparts are 

being generous rather than candid, I looked for manifestations of the Deference Effect 

during interviews.  When I encountered this, I pressed the interview participant for more 

critical remarks. Identifying a bias is better than not identifying it, even if you cannot 

completely eliminate it (Bernard, 2002).  Further, to avoid deference on the part of 

interviewees, I delegated many interviews to my fieldwork team.  From the total number 

of 67 participants interviewed, my research team interviewed 45 of these. 

 

4.2.3.6 Accuracy and error reduction 

 

Another response issue that I considered was the accuracy of the data I obtained from 

interviews.  ‘Even when people tell you what they think is the absolute truth, there is still 

the question of whether the information they give you is accurate’ (Bernard, 2002:235).  

Inaccurate reporting can be due to several reasons.  Interviewees might inaccurately 

report on their own behavior because they understand in being interviewed they have a 

personal stake in the process, whether they grasp the questions or not; memory recall is 

not complete; interviews are social encounters and participants sometimes manipulate 

them to their own advantage; and people report on what they supposed happened instead 

of what actually did (Bernard, 2002). 

 

The closure of the MAP office occurred on a Friday mid-April 2005 and the opening of  

the CARD office occurred the following Monday with a ribbon-cutting ceremony in the 

presence of the U.S. Ambassador to Armenia, the Armenian Minister of Agriculture, and 

USDA officials.  The phase-over was officially recognized at this point but planning and 

execution activities began more than a year before this and interviewing for this research 

five years after that. Everyone involved in the MAP-CARD transition knew that it was an 

exceptional incident at the time and my thesis research drew further attention to it.  I was 

aware that participants might want to present an ‘ideal picture’ of transition or present 

themselves as having participated in ways they did not.  Also, given the lapse of time 

between the transition and my interviews, clearly remembering dates/events in detail was 

not possible for all participants. 
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Two types of memory errors occur—plain forgetting and recalling an event which 

happened further back than it did, the latter known as ‘forward telescoping’ (Sudman & 

Bradburn, 1974). Hence, to increase the accuracy of self-reported behavior during 

interviews, I used several techniques commonly employed by social scientists to jog 

participants’ memories (Bernard, 2000): 

 
1. Cued recall.  This is when interview participants were given records to consult to 

refresh their memories. As an American government undertaking, the MAP-
CARD phase-over was well documented with a large volume of dated material I 
had on hand to present to a participant when required. 

 
2. Bounded recall.  When a participant was interviewed more than once, I reminded 

them of their previous answer to a question. 
 
3. Restricted time.  This is when interview participants are asked questions that 

relate to specific, short time spans, instead of over a long period.  There is an 
assumption that decreasing the amount of time reported on decreases reported 
behavior inaccuracies (Sudman & Schwarz, 1989). While the phase-over 
progressed over many months, I kept my questions to specific incidents or short 
time periods within the entire phase-over period. 

 

4.2.3.7 Language and translation 

 

It has been suggested that to be a full participant in a culture it is necessary to learn the 

local language (Bernard, 1988).  I do not speak Armenian, save for simple pleasantries 

and a few common colloquial expressions. 

 

When I first arrived in Armenia in 2002, I expressed an interest in learning Armenian.  

My Armenian colleagues advised me Russian would be far more useful for work inside 

Armenia and later within other CIS countries.  Instead of learning Armenian or Russian, 

my 12-hour/6-day per week work schedule precluded me from learning either.  During 

this time I was continually surrounded by English-speaking Armenians.  Every USDA 

MAP member was reasonably fluent in spoken English, if not equally proficient in 

written English.  Since USDA consistently dispatched American land-grant university 

professors to work with MAP, local staff also acquired a vocabulary of 

scientific/technical terms as they worked side-by-side with their foreign colleagues.  
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Local staff switched effortlessly between English, Armenian, and Russian and spoke 

English in professional and casual conversations with each other.  This did not change 

when I returned to conduct research for this thesis in 2008. 

 

Further, Armenians who worked with international development organizations were also 

proficient in Armenian, Russian, and English.  I did need an interpreter to interview them.  

However, with MAP/CARD clients and partners who only spoke Armenian, my 

Armenian fieldwork team conducted these interviews. 

 

To assure proper diction is used when working in another culture, comparative 

researchers frequently use back translation to properly phrase questions as a standard 

method to achieve lexicon equivalence (Neuman, 2006).  ‘Whenever possible, translation 

should be integrated into the study design.  In practice, however, translation rarely is seen 

as part of the questionnaire design and usually is treated as an addendum’ (Harkness, 

2003:35).  For this reason, all my interview questions were written out in English, 

translated into Armenian by an independent professional translator, and translated back in 

to English by another translator.  This allowed for a comparison against the original 

interview guide and corrections to be made. 

 

4.2.3.8 Fieldwork team 

 

A fieldwork team was required for this thesis research. The team was comprised of three 

top university students.  One female and two males were chosen.  These students came 

from the Armenian State Agrarian University (ASAU)’s Agricultural Teach Center 

(ATC). The ATC was established in 2000 with a cooperative agreement between the 

ASAU, the USDA, and Texas A & M University.  It offers a unique three year Western-

style degree in agribusiness and marketing for select ASAU and Georgian State 

Agricultural University (GSAU) students.  Curriculum is equivalent to an American 

undergraduate degree in agricultural economics and upon completion all graduates 

receive a certificate from Texas A & M and a diploma from the ASAU.  Students attend 

the ATC only after rigorous academic testing and English proficiency examinations. 
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Since conducting marketing surveys is a part of ATC’s marketing classes, these students 

were familiar with conducting interviews. For this reason, these students were quickly 

trained over two sessions to use my interview guides.  Before conducting actual 

interviews, these students performed practice field trial interviews amongst themselves, 

and I monitored their first interviews with an interpreter. 

 

4.2.4 Participant observation 

 

Participant observation has been described as the foundation of cultural anthropology, 

both a humanistic method and scientific one which produces effective, positivistic 

knowledge (Bernard, 2002).  It involves establishing rapport in a community, being an 

unobtrusive researcher so that people continue with their daily business, and keeping 

detailed notes of what is heard and seen (Bernard, 1988).  As an approach, it combines 

direct observation, informal interview, and discussion (Nichols, 1995).  The advantages 

to this field method are that it:  (1) makes collecting different types of data possible; (2) 

builds trust, which lowers reactivity, which translates into higher validity of data; (3) 

helps appropriately frame sensible questions; and (4) provides an intuitive understanding 

of the cultural context in which data is collected and a deeper knowledge as to its 

meaning (Bernard, 2000). 

 

Participant observation allowed me to view first hand CARD staff and programs post-

project, to see how roles, programs, and systems evolved since the phase-over.  I was also 

able to observe CARD’s role in the community—how the Armenian Ministry of 

Agriculture, other partner organizations, and especially CARD clients interacted with 

CARD. 

 

In doing this I was not so much ‘entering the field’ as re-entering the field. I arrived 

initially in Armenia in September 2001 for a short-term consulting assignment with 

USDA-MAP that extended a month.  Shortly after returning home to the United States I 

was recruited again for two additional short-term consulting assignments with USDA-

MAP October-November 2001.  In February 2002, I returned once more for a long-term 

assignment with USDA-MAP and I stayed in the country until December 2006. During 
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the five years I lived in Armenia I established a strong rapport with Armenians on and off 

the job.  When I first arrived I was one of only a few hundred foreigners in an ethnically 

homogeneous country and was easily identifiable.  People would stop and notice me on 

the street.  By the time I left, I was an accepted normal resident in the neighborhood and 

one of many Westerners (Europeans and Americans) living in the capital city of Yerevan. 

At work I formed well-established relationships with Armenian colleagues, and attended 

family functions—dinners, weddings, and funerals.  To guide me through local traditions, 

many Armenians voluntarily acted as social and cultural advisors, which I gratefully 

accepted.  Armenians are proud of their rich history and culture and I was eager to learn 

from them.  They knew my enthusiasm to understand their country was genuine and deep 

trust and friendships grew.  When I announced I was leaving Armenia to study in 

Australia, people were less interested in my postgraduate work than when I would return. 

In conducting field work I was welcomed back with characteristic Armenian generosity 

and offered whatever assistance could be provided. 

 

4.3  Data analysis  

 

Levinger & McLeod’s six phase-over tactics were applied to the MAP/CARD case to 

analyze the conditions necessary for a foreign aid project phase-over to a local institution. 

Both qualitative and quantitative data was gathered to determine if each tactic was used 

by the USDA, and if so, who was responsible for it, what was its nature, and when, why, 

and how each tactic contributed to the phase-over? A review of USDA-MAP and CARD 

archival records and documents in Washington, D.C. and Armenia allowed for an in-

depth analysis of the phase-over process from the initial discussion of exit through the 

completed process, and the USDA’s post-project collaboration with CARD.  These 

documents included but were not limited to strategic planning reports, phase-over 

PowerPoint proposals, Transition Management Team meeting notes, timeline calendars, 

project expense reports, organizational charts, professional training program logs, USDA-

CARD work contracts, and email correspondence between the State Department and 

USDA-MAP, USDA-Washington and USDA-MAP, and USDA-Washington and CARD. 

Interviews with USDA-CSREES and –FAS staff and MAP/CARD staff yielded 

quantitative data that provided descriptive statistics in the form of frequency and cross-
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tabulation tables regarding the use of each tactic.  These descriptive statistics were 

generated using the 13.0 version of the software package SPSS (Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences). 

 

Gardner et al’s three exit success indicators were applied to the MAP/CARD case to 

analyze appropriate ways to measure the success of a phase-over. Both qualitative and 

quantitative data was gathered to determine the suitability of gauging the continuation of 

the project’s impacts, activities, and internal operating systems by the phase-over 

organization.  The project’s programs were analyzed to see if they had been sustained, 

expanded, or improved.  The project’s activities were analyzed to see if and how they 

were continued.  The project’s systems were analyzed to see if and how well they 

continued.  Analyzing USDA-FAS and CARD archival records and documents in 

Washington, D.C. and Armenia provided documentation on the transition of MAP’s 

programs to CARD and the continuing usage of USDA resources to supply development 

services.  These documents included but were not limited to U.S. government training 

program reports, key guiding documents for CARD—its Strategic Plan, Human Resource 

& Management Plan, Performance Measurement Plan, and Donor Reporting System 

reports, CARD Monthly Newsletters, and documents relating to CARD’s affiliate 

organizations, CARD AgroCredit and CARD AgroService.  Also, email correspondence 

between USDA-Washington and USDA-Armenia and USDA-Washington and CARD 

was reviewed. In addition to analyzing this material, interviews were conducted with 

USDA staff in Washington, D.C. and Armenia, MAP/CARD staff, MAP/CARD partners, 

and MAP/CARD clients.  From these interviews qualitative data was gathered as well as 

quantitative data derived from Likert scale questions.  Interview participants’ responses 

were analyzed as descriptive statistics generated using SPSS software.  To simplify the 

presentation of participants’ responses, five Likert scale categories were compressed to 

three categories—with ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘disagree’ combined and ‘strongly agree’ 

and ‘agree’ combined. 

 

Eman’s five criteria for institutionality were applied to the MAP/CARD case to analyze 

how in-country local project staff can contribute to institution-building before, during, 

and after phase-over.  Both qualitative and quantitative data was gathered to determine 
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the extent to which local staff in the creation and operation of a phase-over organization 

manifest technical capacity, normative commitments, innovative thrust, environmental 

image, and spread effect.  Qualitative and quantitative information gathered from the 

application of Levinger & McLeod’s tactics and Gardner et al.’s indicators contributed to 

analyzing the MAP/CARD case in regard to Esman’s criteria. Participant observation was 

also used to identify the presence of Esman’s criteria.  Additional qualitative information 

was analyzed from CARD’s website, CARD’s promotional literature, press releases, 

CARD Management Team meeting notes, program accomplishment reports, and 

interviews with USDA officials, MAP/CARD staff, MAP/CARD partners, and 

MAP/CARD clients.  Combining research methods allowed for triangulation of different 

viewpoints and contributed to data verification and validation.   

 

4.4 Research schedule  

 

Research for this thesis was conducted in three phases: 

 
Phase I  January 2007-May 2008 
Phase II June 2008-October 2008 
Phase III November 2008-December 2009 
 

Phase I was the research design phase for this thesis.  Primary documents were gathered, 

categorized, and analyzed.  Exit strategy literature was reviewed along with relevant 

development theories.  Arrangements were made for fieldwork funding and research in 

the United States and Armenia.  Fieldwork was undertaken in Phase II.  Two weeks were 

spent in Washington, D.C. and the balance of the time was spent in Armenia. During 

Phase III, research data was analyzed and the findings written up. 

 

4.5 Summary 

 

An analysis of the phase-over of the USDA’s MAP to CARD seeks to contribute to an 

understanding of the conditions necessary to phase-over an international aid project to a 

local NGO created by and for local staff to manage and carry on development work.  

Levinger & McLeod (2002), Eman (1972), and Gardner et al. (2005) contribute important 

theoretical thinking which frames this thesis, which has drawn on a review of documents 
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and archival records, interviews, and participant observation. Qualitative and quantitative 

information has been analyzed to provide alternative perspectives from diverse 

stakeholders.  In the following chapter, the historical and political context of the MAP-

CARD case and the history of American aid in Armenia are discussed. 
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5 

 

The Historical-Political Context of American Aid in 

Armenia  
 

The life of a nation is a sea, and those who look at it from the shore cannot know 

its depths. 

 
--Armenian proverb, quoted in Razmik Panossian’s The Armenians: From Kings 
and Priests to Merchants and Commissars, 2006, London: Hurst & Company, p. 
v. 

 

 

The previous chapter discussed the research design, research methods, and data analysis 

used for this thesis.  The case of the USDA Marketing Assistance Project (MAP)’s phase-

over to the Center for Agribusiness & Rural Development (CARD) was briefly 

introduced.  This chapter elaborates on the MAP-CARD case and presents the historical-

political circumstances under which American aid was delivered to Armenia—first 

between 1915-1929, during and after World War I when the country collapsed, and 

second in the 1990s, after the break up of the Soviet Union when the country collapsed 

again. 

 

Section 5.1 traces the birth of the Armenian nation through the fall of the First Republic 

in 1920, paving the way for Armenia’s inclusion in the Soviet Union.  During this time, 

through the Great War and for a decade after, Americans provided humanitarian aid to 

suffering Armenians via the Armenian Committee for Relief in the Near East (ACRNE).  

ACRNE supplied Armenians food, shelter, medical supplies, and began to help 

Armenians develop their agricultural sector, foreshadowing the work the USDA 

undertook sixty years later. The political conditions Armenians lived under during the 

Soviet period to independence are set out in section 5.2.  Section 5.3 covers the Armenian 

economy in the early years after the break up of the Soviet Union, when Armenia 
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‘suffered one of the severest contractions amongst transition economies’, due to an 

inherited, centrally-planned, and uncompetitive economy; a trade and transit blockade as 

a result of the disputed enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh; and the aftermath of a devastating 

1998 earthquake (World Bank, 2001:1).  Overnight large scale industrial production 

closed, cross-border trade ceased, a nation-wide land privatization plan was implemented, 

and GDP decreased 45%.  A shift from industry to agriculture paved the way for U.S. 

agricultural assistance.  Section 5.4 demonstrates America’s strong support for Armenia 

in 1992 through its early political recognition of Armenian independence and Congress’ 

passage of the Freedom Support Act (FSA), which provided generous annual amounts of 

foreign aid that funded MAP, the phase-over to CARD, and CARD itself.  The 

Armenian/American Extension Project (1992-1995) is presented in section 5.5, the 

precursor to MAP which placed agricultural development as a priority on the U.S. 

political agenda at the highest level. Section 5.6 discusses the mission and complex 

structure of the Marketing Assistance Project (1995-2005), components of which are 

further detailed in Chapter 6, and revisited in Chapter 7 during phase-over.  The locations 

of Marketing Assistance Project clients are illustrated in section 5.7, twenty-five out of 

forty-seven of whom were interviewed during this research.  This section also sketches 

out the comprehensive package of (technical, marketing, and financial) assistance the 

project offered its clients. Section 5.8 covers how that assistance manifested itself in an 

approach that rebuilt agricultural marketing chains and formed backward/forward 

linkages.  MAP’s success in doing this resulted in the project receiving awards from the 

United States and Armenian governments. Without its significant accomplishments, 

USDA-Washington would not have invested the time and money necessary for a project 

phase-over to a local NGO, nor would it have been so strongly supported at the highest 

level of the American and Armenian governments.  A summary is provided in Section 

5.9. 

 

5.1 From the birth of Armenia to early American support 

 

The history of Armenia is long and complex. Armenia has been invaded over the 

centuries by Assyrians, Greeks, Romans, Byzantines, Arabs, Mongols, Persians, Ottoman 

Turks, and Russians (Lang, 1980). It is geographically situated in the Caucasian 

mountain range east of the Biblical mountain of Mt. Ararat.  Ancient Near East studies 



 - 102 -

document Armenians speaking a distinctive Indo-European language by the late second 

millennium BCE (Panossian, 2006).  The modern capital of Armenia, Yerevan, was 

founded by the Urartian King Argistis I in 782 BCE.  During the reign of Tigran the 

Great (95-55 BCE), the kingdom of Armenia—which spread from the Caspian Sea to the 

Mediterranean—dominated the region militarily and politically to such an extent the 

Roman statesman and orator Cicero commented, ‘[Tigran] made the Republic of Rome 

tremble before the powers of his arms’ (Mesrob, 2004:10).  In 301 AD, Armenia became 

the first nation to officially adopt Christianity as a state religion, which contributed to its 

isolation from its bordering Muslim neighbors in the centuries to follow (Curtis, 1995). 

The Armenian Kingdom fell in 428 AD to the Persians and became a part of the Sassanid 

Empire for two hundred years.  In 884 AD Armenia regained independence, only to be 

incorporated in the Byzantine Empire (1045 AD) and later the Mongol Empire (1229  

AD) (Lang, 1980).  In 1543 AD Suleiman ‘the Magnificent’ conquered Armenia and the 

country was absorbed into the Ottoman Empire.  It remained under Ottoman rule until the 

Ottoman Empire collapsed during World War I (Walker, 1980). 

 

Between 1915 and 1917, Russia occupied Armenia. When the Bolsheviks ended Czarist 

rule in Russia with the October Socialist Revolution, Russian troops withdrew from the 

Caucasus. Armenia then joined its neighbors Georgia and Azerbaijan in a short-lived 

Transcaucasian Democratic Federation before declaring independence in May 1918 

(Curtis, 1995).  From the outset, the new Armenian republic was fraught with 

insurmountable difficulties—poor public administration, no national revenue, famine, 

disease, a conflict with Turkish nationalist forces, and an influx of 300,000 refugees from 

across the Turkish border. Under the weight of these combined factors, the first Republic 

of Armenia collapsed in December 1920 (Atamian, 1955; Walker, 1980). 

 

To help alleviate the suffering of Armenians during and after World War I, The United 

States provided large amounts of aid to Armenia. Reacting to the massive killings of 

Armenians in Turkey in 1915, American Ambassador in Constantinople Henry 

Morgenthau called for fund-raising to save the remaining Armenians.  Morgenthau 

cabled Secretary of State Williams Jennings Bryan and asked for relief funds, warning 

‘Some say starvation threatens…Please help quickly’ (ABCFM, 1915). The American 

Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions (ABCFM), the first American Christian 
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foreign missionary agency, responded with emergency humanitarian aid that at first was 

dispersed to Armenians living in Turkey, then into Syria and the Caucasus. 

 
Relief work fell into four categories: general relief, which supplied the needy with 

a daily ration of bread; special relief for those considered only mildly or 

temporarily destitute, such as transient exiles or sick Armenian soldiers; medical 

work, which reached thousands monthly; and, most important to the missionaries, 

help for orphans, who were supplied with food, clothing, bedding, shelter, and 

when possible, basic education (Moranian, 2003:193). 
 

Relief efforts were formalized by prominent American philanthropists with the formation 

of the American Committee for Relief in the Near East (ACRNE) in 1915, which by 1919 

was simply referred to as Near East Relief (NER). Throughout the war, ACRNE acted as 

a clearing house for funds from the U.S. government, Red Cross, Rockefeller Foundation, 

the Armenian Benevolent Union, and many missionary organizations and individuals 

(Marrus, 1985). At first, the money raised by ACRNE was insufficient to have much 

effect, causing the American Embassy in Constantinople--which was coordinating the 

aid—to telegram Washington ‘So insufficient are the funds that many…have only grass 

to eat, and they are dying of starvation by the hundred’ (Moranian, 2003:193).  This 

stimulated a more forceful fund-raising campaign in 1916 that increased funds from 

USD$177,000 to USD$2.4 million in 1917. This amount doubled in 1918 and reached the 

extraordinary sum of USD$19.5 million in 1919 (Moranian, 2003).  See Table 5.1. 

 

Table 5.1 Armenian Committee for Relief in the Near East (ACRNE) funding 

 

Year 1915 1916 1917 1918 1919 

USD $177,000 $2,404,000 $4,800,000 $7,000,000 $19,500,000 

 
Source:  Moranian (2003) 

 

By 1919, the unprecedented amount of money raised allowed ACRNE to distribute food 

supplies to 338 towns and villages and feed an average 332,716 people a day (Marrus, 

1985). ACRNE managed orphanages that took in more than 30,000 abandoned or 

orphaned children, prompting James L. Baron, Foreign Secretary of ABCFM, to 

comment that Armenia was ‘the largest orphanage center in the world’ (Marrus, 

1985:84). ACRNE funded thirty-one hospitals in Armenia and trained over 200 nurses 

(Marrus, 1985; Moranian, 2003).  But aid relief did not stop there. 
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Foreshadowing the work that the United States Department of Agriculture embarked 

upon in the 1990s at the collapse of the Soviet Union, Americans helped Armenia 

develop its agricultural sector.  ACRNE assisted Armenians with importing high quality 

corn, wheat, and vegetable seeds to rebuild food production as the Armenian/American 

Extension Project did in 1993-1995.  ACRNE facilitated the importation of new breeds of 

poultry and cattle to improve existing local stock as the Marketing Assistance Project did 

in 1995-2005.  Reminiscent of work undertaken by MAP’s Village Well and Pipeline 

Rehabilitation Project in 2000-2005, ACRNE introduced new irrigation methods that 

reclaimed thousands of hectares of arable land.  And finally, ACRNE prefigured USDA’s 

introduction of current technology to Armenia by introducing the country to the first 

modern tractor (Moranian, 2003). 

 

American generosity toward Armenia was broad and deep.  Figure 5.1 shows an ACRNE 

poster from 1918, a depiction of America’s moral mandate to assure ‘They Shall Not 

Perish’.  America is symbolized as a strong and defiant young female warrior raising a 

sword above her head to combat Armenian hardships. A vulnerable Armenian girl 

clutches a protecting America at waist level, shielded by the American flag, cowling in 

fear of oppression. 
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Figure 5.1 ‘They Shall Not Perish’ poster 

 

 
 
Source: ACRNE (1918) 
 
During its fifteen years of operation, NER donated millions of dollars in cash, supplies, 

and services to Armenia.  American presidents William Howard Taft, Franklin D. 

Roosevelt, and Herbert Hoover all served as trustees of NER.  NER, in the words of 

American historian Howard M. Sachar, ‘quite literally kept an entire nation alive’ (ANI, 

2009). 

 

In addition to strong and sustained humanitarian relief to Armenia from Washington, the 

country was also supported politically, causing one historian to note: 

 
The only country that dealt honestly and sincerely with the Armenians was 

America.  There, both the Republican and Democratic parties desired the 

Armenians to have independence, but the Republicans opposed an American 

mandate over Armenia. Many Senators appealed to the President in favor of the 
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Armenians, while President Wilson himself was working to help their cause 
(Kurkjian, 1959:481). 

 

U.S. President Woodrow Wilson, designated by the Allied Supreme Council to arbitrate 

the territorial delineation of Armenia, drew up the Sèvres Treaty on 10 August 1920.  

Under article 89 of the Sèvres Treaty, Armenia was awarded a vast area of land—42,000  

square kilometers (Lawrence, 1924).  This encompassed present day Armenia, Georgia, 

and part of eastern Turkey. It formally recognized Armenia as a free and independent 

state and demanded that Turkey renounce any rights and title to transferred territories 

(Atamian, 1955). President Wilson’s boundary lines were referred to as ‘Wilsonian 

Armenia’ (Armeniapedia, 2008).  See Figure 5.2. 
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Figure 5.2 ‘Wilsonian Armenia’ 

 

 
 
Source:  Armenianpedia (2008) 

 

The treaty was signed by some of the Allied Powers but it was never ratified nor agreed 

to by the Turkish National Movement.  In addition, it did not designate how its terms 

were actually to be enforced.  It did, however, clearly state American support of Armenia 

at the highest level. For this, President Wilson ‘won [the Armenians’] undying gratitude’ 

(Atamian, 1955:226).  It would not be until after the collapse of the Soviet Union that the 
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American government was able again to so strongly support Armenian sovereignty and 

provide assistance to its people. 

 

The Treaty of Sèvres was used by Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, Turkey’s founder and later its 

first president (1923-1938), to declare the Turkish National Movement as Turkey’s 

legitimate, secularized, government (Walker, 1980).  Thereafter, Turkish revolutionaries 

attacked the Armenian military, sparking the Turkish-Armenian war.  The conflict ended 

with the signing of the Treaty of Alexandropol (2 December 1920), which forced 

Armenian disarmament, stripped Armenia of half its pre-war territory, and compelled it 

to abandon the notion of a ‘Wilsonian Armenia’ (Walker, 1980).  Two days later the 

Soviet Eleventh Army occupied Yerevan and the Armenian Republic collapsed. 

 

In 1922, Armenia was incorporated into the Soviet Union to form a single Transcaucasian 

Soviet Federated Socialist Republic (TSFSR) with Georgia and Azerbaijan.  In 1936 each 

of these entities were divided and Armenia became a separate state (Curtis, 1995). 

 

5.2 Soviet Armenia 

 

Soviet Armenia brought stability to its citizens after years of conflict with the Ottoman 

Empire, but not without a cost.  The unfavorable borders meant hundreds of thousands of 

Armenians were left out of the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic, some of them in the 

adjacent enclave known as Nagorno-Karabakh, conflict over which later—at 

independence in 1991—sparked a full-scale war with Azerbaijan (De Waal, 2004).  

Nagorno-Karabakh was seen by many Armenians as their ‘ancestral home’ and 

throughout the Soviet period Armenia appealed to Russia for reunification but Moscow 

ignored its requests (Johnson, 2000:142). 

 

Under Soviet rule, Stalin’s government introduced education measures, improved 

literacy, cultural development, industrialization, and modern communications to 

Armenia, though simultaneously harshly suppressed nationalism and public expression.  

Under the Great Purge (1936-1937) tens of thousands of Armenians—as with many other 

Soviet ethnic minorities—were targets of execution or deportation (Walker, 1980). 
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Stalin’s successors, Nikita Khrushchev and consecutive General Secretaries, allowed 

Armenians more power in the local communist elite, increased material well-being, and 

transformed the country from an agrarian nation to an industrial, urban one. ‘Peasants 

became workers; workers became foremen or managers; and managers became party and 

state officials’ (Curtis, 1995:12).  Under Soviet central planning the economy grew and 

developed an industrial sector supplying machinery, synthetic rubber, textile articles, and 

chemicals to other republics in trade for raw materials. Soon it became one of the most 

industrialized of the USSR’s fifteen republics (U.S. Department of State, 2008).  As 

industrial and service sectors grew, agricultural production declined.  By the 1980s 

agriculture accounted for only 10% of employment (U.S. Department of State, 2008).  

What production there was—predominantly in the wine and brandy industry—expanded 

without regard to sustainable energy costs or efficient use of resources. 

 

The 1980s brought other tumultuous events.  In February 1988, Soviet leader Mikhail 

Gorbachev’s policies of glastnost [openness] and perestroika [restructuring] triggered 

one million Armenians to protest for the union of Nagorno-Karabakh with Armenia 

(Croissant, 1998). ‘Some analysts have suggested that this local conflict gravely 

weakened the Soviet Union and thus directly contributed to the end of the Cold War’ 

(Melander, 2001:48). Toward the close of the same year, an earthquake of 6.9 magnitude 

on the Richter scale hit northwestern Armenia, covering an area of 80 kilometers, with 

results that were felt for more than a decade (Johnson, 2000). Within four minutes 45,000 

people died in collapsed buildings and 500,000 were made homeless (BBC, 2008).   In 

addition to the loss of life, the earthquake destroyed almost a third of Armenia’s 

production capacity (Kyureghian & Zohrabyan, 2005). 

 

On 23 August 1991, with the Soviet Union breaking apart, Armenia reestablished 

independence and founded the second Republic of Armenia (Bournoutian, 2006).  As the 

new nation was struggling to create itself and secure its borders, the ongoing dispute over 

Nagorno-Karabakh escalated into open warfare with Azerbaijan (Croissant, 1998).  This 

prompted a trade and transit embargo by Azerbaijan against Armenia that was later 

joined by Turkey.  Their devastating blockade halted the flow of oil and gas supplies to 

Armenia, crippling the Armenian economy that depended on rail transport for 85% of its 

cargo (Johnson, 2000; Crossiant, 1998; GHF, 2006).  In 1994 the Russians helped broker 
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a cease-fire and today Nagorno-Karabakh is under Armenian control (De Waal, 2004). 

Without a full resolution to the conflict, however, Armenia’s borders with Azerbaijan and 

Turkey remain closed, continuing to isolate the country and impede trade with its main 

markets (Curtis, 1995). 

 

5.3 The post-Soviet Armenian economy 

 

The war with Azerbaijan and the earthquake of 1988 plunged Armenia into an economic 

crisis (Johnson, 2000).  Concurrently, the internal trading system that formed the 

foundation of the Soviet system of interdependent republics, ceased with the Soviet 

Union (Miller & Miller, 2003). Over the next few years, backward and forward business 

linkages that supplied raw material inputs and competitive market outputs collapsed. This 

contributed to the closure of large scale production facilities upon the dissolution of the 

USSR (FAO, 2002). Between 1990 and 1993, Armenia’s GDP decreased by 45%, from 

USD$2.2 billion to USD$1.2 billion.  During those years, the percentage of GDP by 

sector shifted from industry to agriculture.  Industry decreased from 52% of GDP in 1990 

to 25.9% in 1993.  Agriculture increased from 17.4% of GDP in 1990 to 51.4% in 1993.  

See Table 5.2.  That same year, in 1993, ‘the budget deficit ballon[ed] to 48% of GDP’ 

(Kyureghian & Zohrabyan, 2005:4). 

 

Table 5.2   Annual GDP totals (USD) & percentage by sector 

Armenia 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

GDP $2.2B $2.0B $1.2B $1.2B $1.3B $1.4B 

Agriculture 17.4% 25.0% 31.0% 51.4% 44.9% 42.3% 

Industry 52.0% 49.2% 39.4% 25.9% 37.9% 32.0% 

Services 30.7% 25.78% 29.56% 21.7% 18.2% 25.76% 

 
Source:  World Development Indicators (2009) 

 

Employment that was available barely paid a subsistence wage, causing many—for the 

first time able to freely travel—to leave the country to earn a living (Curtis, 1995; Miller 

& Miller, 2003).  In the early 1990s, many men between the ages of 20 and 45 who could 

not support their families migrated to Russia, the Commonwealth of Independent States 

(CIS), and Europe (Adler & Gielen, 2003).  The winters of 1992 and 1993 proved 

especially hard, with an energy shortage that resulted in apartments without gas and 
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electricity rationed to only 1 to 2 hours per day.  Petrol was scarce, industries could not 

operate, and public transportation broke down (Adler & Gielen, 2003).  In 1995 alone, 

500,000 migrants left Armenia out of a population of 2.9 million (Nationmaster, 2009; 

CIA Factbook, 2005). 

 

Armenia’s economic transition from a closed, command economy to a free market began 

almost immediately at the end of the Cold War.  In an aggressive agrarian reform 

program between 1991 and 1992, Armenian agriculture underwent rapid transformation 

to privatize and restructure its highly subsidized state and collective farms (Erysian, 

2005). 

 
The original outline for agrarian reform was conceptualised within the Bretton 

Woods Institutions, in particular by the World Bank, as part and parcel of the 

then prevailing ‘Washington Consensus’.  In a textbook set-up of strongly market-

based agrarian reform, the World Bank…advised rapid land and asset 

privatization, market liberalisation and deregulation.  The report argued that 

privately-run (family) farms by definition would be more efficient and productive 

than the existing large-scale state and collective enterprises (Sovkhozy and 

Kolkhozy) (Spoor & Visser, 2001:885-886). 
 

The World Bank believed this reform strategy would lead to a higher standard of living, 

sustainable consumption levels, and it would minimize hardship during transition (World 

Bank, 1992). 

 

Following this approach, Armenia began a process of parcelisation whereby 

approximately 840 state and collective farms nationwide were dismantled and divided 

into some 320,000 private farms (USAID, 2006).  Overnight, 63% of cultivated fields, 

80% of orchards, and 91% of vineyards were put in the hands of private farmers who 

now owned one to five hectare plots (Curtis, 1995). 

 

Transformative land reform of this nature was akin to what Gunnar Myrdal advocated 

when he proposed developing agriculture to increase employment and function as a 

growth hub to connect other sectors (Myrdal, 1964).  Myrdal saw ‘radical land 

redistribution has an impressive recommendation’—one that ‘might encourage those who 

acquire land in their own right to work more intensively and use slack periods in making 

output raising improvements’ (Myrdal, 1972:230).  In ‘the relation between man and 
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land’—as Myrdal described it—he promoted land redistribution coupled with 

‘technological improvements and better use of labour’ (Myrdal, 2008:9; Myrdal, 

1972:231). 

 

Agricultural technology and skilled labor were in short supply in Armenia in the early 

1990s. Land reformation occurred almost overnight, with parcels privatized and 

distributed, but the Armenian government was ill-prepared to provide any agricultural 

assistance.  When rural families whose members were previously employed in 

manufacturing facilities suddenly found themselves farmers, they had little or no farming 

experience or understanding of market economics.  As many as 1.8 million (out of a 

population of approximately 3.2 million), were abruptly forced into subsistence level 

farming practices (USAID, 2006). 

 

Under these circumstances the United States government offered foreign aid to Armenia, 

first in the form of humanitarian assistance to the most poverty-stricken families, as it did 

during World War I through the American Committee for Relief in the Near East 

(ACRNE), and then to help build democratic institutions and a market economy (U.S. 

Department of State, 2008).  These activities were coordinated directly through the U.S. 

Embassy in Armenia. 

 

5.4 United States-Armenia relations 

 

The United States government recognized Armenian independence on Christmas day 

1991 and by February 1992 it had opened an embassy in the capital Yerevan (U.S. 

Department of State, 2008).  With the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the American 

government no longer pursued its foreign policy of containing Russia-sponsored 

communism, but kept in place one of its tools to do so—foreign aid (Butterfield, 2004). 

 

The United States used foreign aid to modernize Armenia.  When Walt Rostow 

formulated his influential Modernization theory, the Soviet Union was in its drive to 

maturity stage (Rostow, 1964). Rostow could not foresee then that a catastrophic breakup 

of the country forty years later would plunge one of its republics, Armenia, back to the 

stage of preconditions for take-off. Rostow’s economic model was predicated on a 
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unilinear progression, as his critics pointed out (Binns, 2002).  His theory was based on 

the ideal assumption that economic development would advance steadily in only a 

forward direction.  It did not account for unexpected and radical circumstances that might 

not just slow development, but so shock an economy as to thrust it back several stages to 

start again.  That is what happened in Armenia in the early 1990s.  It was under these 

conditions the U.S. government provided aid to Armenia to rebuild its institutions and 

economy, only this time to be democratic and free-market oriented (Department of State, 

2005). Beginning with investments in agriculture, Armenia would once again need to 

advance through the stages of economic growth.   Agricultural production would increase 

and surplus agricultural labor would eventually migrate to industry (Rostow, 1964).  This 

time, however, the Americans envisioned that Armenia would ultimately achieve 

Rostow’s final stage of high mass consumption, previously precluded under a centrally-

planned economy (Department of State, 2003).  That goal was to be reached with the help 

of the USDA stimulating growth through targeted aid to the agricultural sector (Bureau of 

European and Eurasian Affairs, 2004). 

 

Authorization and appropriation of that aid was derived in 1992 from Public Law 102-

511, or the Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democracies and Open Markets 

(FREEDOM) Act. More commonly referred to as the Freedom Support Act (FSA), this 

law established foreign aid to former Soviet Republics to meet a range of immediate 

humanitarian and development needs, including a USD$12 billion increase to the IMF 

and USD$410 million in bilateral assistance (Woolley & Peters, 2007).  Upon signing 

this bill into law, U.S. President George Bush, Sr. stated: 

 
This historic legislation authorizes a range of programs to support free market 

and democratic reforms being undertaken in…Armenia, and the other states of 

the Soviet Union.  [The American people] have united to advance the cause of 

freedom, to win the peace, to help transform former enemies into peaceful 

partners…We must continue to support reformers in…Armenia, and the other new 

states….This bill will allow us to provide humanitarian assistance during the 

upcoming winter; to support democratic reforms and free market systems…to 

support the development of food distribution systems…[and] technical assistance 
(Woolley & Peters, 2007:1-3). 

 

 



 - 114 -

In the winters of the 1990s, with much of the population on the brink of starvation—

reminiscent of the 1915-1918 winters, Armenia could not have welcomed American help 

more. ‘In the first post-Soviet years, the United States [gave] more aid per capita to 

Armenia than to any other former Soviet republic’ (Curtis, 1995). Through Operation 

Provide Hope, the American government dispatched USD$6 million of medical supplies 

and relief shipments, and through the USDA coordinated an additional USD$15 million 

in food shipments (Curtis, 1995).  From this initial involvement with humanitarian 

assistance to Armenia, the USDA continued its role as aid provider. 

 

Within U.S. foreign assistance between 1950 and the mid-1980s, aid for the agricultural 

sector was administered through the United States Agency for International Development 

(USAID).  However, between 1985 and 1997, USAID’s agricultural support declined in 

their portfolio due to: (1) an overall reduction in aid funding; (2) high world food stocks 

and low food prices, and (3) many developing countries’ leaders misunderstanding the 

importance of agriculture’s role in national growth (Butterfield, 2004). During these same 

years, the USDA never curtailed its participation in international agricultural 

development (Hyslop, 1995). Thus, when Armenian officials requested the USDA help 

them rebuild their agricultural sector, they were well prepared to do so and agreed.  

Money for USDA’s interventions came from FSA funds. 

 

Table 5.3 shows the total amount of U.S. development (FSA) funds committed to 

Armenia between 1995 and 2007.  The amount of these funds began to be reduced in 

2003, when the United States reallocated money from many long-term aid recipients to 

Iraq and Afghanistan, to complement its military activities.  The only exception to this 

was 2006, when the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) signed a compact with 

Armenia for USD$235 million, slated for a 5-year pay out period (MCC, 2008). 
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Table 5.3 Freedom Support Act funds 

 to Armenia & MAP/CARD funding 

 

Amount type:    In USD millions 
Year 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

ODA 
Funds 

99 85 111 65 97 99 96 107 66 71 63 306 73 

MAP 1.5 1.3 1.5 2.7 2.5 5.9 4.2 5.3 3.8 4.6    

CARD           2.4 1.9 2.5 

 

Source:  OECD (2009); USDA (2000) USDA-MAP Budget Summary; USDA (2000-2004) 

USDA-MAP Profit & Loss, January-December; CARD (2005-2007) Income & Expenses, 

January-December  

 
Overseas development funds flowed through the U.S. Mission and paid for eight agencies 

and four main assistance priorities—Democracy Programs, Security and Law 

Enforcement, Humanitarian Assistance, and Economic and Social Reform (USG, 2002; 

Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs, 2004). Of these, Economic and Social Reform 

programs emphasized job creation, poverty reduction and income generation.  Programs 

stimulated growth and competition in the private sector and increased public and private 

investment (USG, 2003).  USDA-MAP was situated within the Economic and Social 

Reform program, and was singled out in 2004 for its success in a State Department Fact 

Sheet: 

 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Marketing Assistance Program 

continues to provide target and sustained technical, financial, and marketing 

assistance to small and medium-sized agribusinesses and farmer-marketing 

associations.  After years of new product development and efforts to raise the 

quality and quantity of existing agricultural products, Armenians are now 

realizing significant marketing gains for their agricultural products. Domestic 

and export marketing helps to support over 3,000 jobs in the agribusiness sector 

and provides additional markets for produced from 17,000 farmers (Bureau of 
European and Eurasian Affairs, 2004:2). 

 

This quote appeared in print one year before MAP closed. The State Department 

recognized the achievements of MAP but also highlighted the importance of USDA’s 

assistance efforts to the U.S. Mission’s objectives.  During the duration of MAP, each 

U.S. Ambassador strongly supported the project’s work.  Each Ambassador advocated for 

its continued funding.  After MAP, this backing continued with CARD (CARD, 2005-

2007). 
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The exact MAP budget recorded in Table 5.3 for 1995 is uncertain, since it is only based 

on a funding appeal from U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman to Richard 

Morningstar, Special Advisor to the President (Glickman, D. 1995, pers. comm., 

undated). But figures for successive years come from documentation showing incoming 

wires from USDA-Washington. The entire MAP budget was greater than shown here, 

and for several years after 2000 it reached USD$7.5 million annually (Grosser, T. 2006, 

pers. comm., 19 November). The difference between this greater MAP budget and these 

figures attest to amounts Washington used to agree in cooperative agreements with Land-

Grant universities for agricultural specialists, purchase equipment and materials for 

Armenia, and pay for administrative expenses (USDA-CADI Armenia, 2004). The MAP 

numbers listed are what amounts were received in the field.  The CARD numbers, too, 

are what amounts were received in the field.  They demonstrate USDA’s commitment to 

CARD after the project closed out.  Even with aid to Armenia declining and the phase-

over to CARD complete, both the U.S. Mission and the USDA continued to support the 

new organization to sustain its development work.  The level of this political and 

financial support proved critical to CARD, for its establishment but most importantly to 

provide uninterrupted high quality services to the agricultural sector. 

 

5.5 The Armenian/American Extension Project 

 

The Armenian government requested help from the USDA to rebuild its agricultural 

sector after it had coordinated humanitarian relief to Armenia at the end of the Cold War 

in 1991 (Federal Research Division, 2009). At that time, the sector suffered from sudden 

decollectivization of agricultural production (1991-1992), fragmentation of former supply 

channels, a lack of raw materials, and restricted access to export channels due to border 

blockades (Cronberg et. al, 2002).  These conditions were discussed in sections 5.3 and 

5.4. 

 

In 1992, the USDA conducted a country-wide agricultural assessment and responded to 

the Armenian government with a project proposal to collaborate on an extension service 

(International Programs Staff of the Extension Service, 1992). Shortly thereafter, the 

Armenian/American Extension Project (USDA AAEF) was launched.  This began the 

first phase of USDA’s development work in Armenia, which formed a foundation for 
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MAP (1996-2005), the second phase of assistance.  The AAEF developed education 

outreach programs for newly privatized farmers and made recommendations to the 

Armenian Ministry of Agriculture on market economy agricultural reforms (USDA, 

2000a).  Working with Armenian counterparts, a series of U.S. Extension advisors 

developed a framework for further land privatization and Extension service development. 

American technology transfers were considered and educational materials created.  

Extension agents confronted irrigation and salinity issues; fruit and vegetable production 

problems; harvest and post-harvest handling; dairy herd breeding and management; and 

agricultural marketing. 

 

Between 1993 and 1995, six U.S. Extension agents lived in different rural regions of 

Armenia and acted as Field Advisors for farm management information and techniques.  

With the help of Armenian agricultural specialists as partners, they created farmer 

associations and marketing cooperatives, conducted winter wheat trials and seed rate 

demonstrations, fruit and vegetable disease and pest control plots, and dairy cow 

vaccinations.  This work, however, was not without obstacles.  The USDA program was 

not effectively legitimated with agricultural departments and local authorities.  Some 

selected Armenian village representatives were unwilling to act as Extension 

counterparts, and private farmers were skeptical of taking farming advice from 

government employees.  Still, the AAEF Senior Extension Advisor claimed success with 

reducing harvest losses and increasing food production, establishing strong working 

relationships between the AAEF and local agricultural organizations, and improving a 

base for Armenian Extension to expand nationwide (USDA, 2000a). 

 

These AAEF’s efforts did not go unnoticed by the U.S. Mission.  When the project was 

scheduled to end in 1995, U.S. Ambassador to Armenia Peter Tomson (1995-1998) wrote 

to Richard Morningstar, Special Advisor for the President and Secretary of State [on 

assistance to the Former Soviet Union]: 

 
This is one of the most effective programs in the country…The 

Armenian/American Extension Project has created an extension organization in 

which 230 village agents and 80 extension specialists are working in 25 

regions…the train is now moving and enthusiasm is at a high level, but if we stop 

the support of the project, the train will stop and the organizational structure will 
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collapse.  USDA programs like this were the genesis of the Green Revolution in 

India during the 1960s and 1970s (Tomsen, 1995:1-2). 
 

With this high level of support by the American diplomatic corps, USDA’s continuation 

in Armenia was assured.  The AAEF spent its final year refining its work on extension 

administration, strategic planning, and implementation.  With a nascent Armenian 

Extension Service firmly in place, the USDA took its next step and enlarged its own role 

and presence in the country with an improved assistance package—in the form of the 

MAP. Via MAP, the USDA persisted with building the capacity of the local Extension 

service—since it was the only one operating in the country—but it also added marketing 

and financial services to its existing technical services under MAP.  Further, with MAP, 

the USDA shifted its previous focus of exclusively working with farmers to working with 

agroprocessors to whom farmers needed to sell their products. 

 

5.6 The Marketing Assistance Project  

 

When MAP began in 1995, the addition of agricultural marketing as a critical component 

to U.S. foreign assistance was greatly needed (Erysian, 2005). Up to that point, 

agricultural marketing was only casually addressed by the AAEF. With the post-Soviet 

demise of viable marketing channels, increased agricultural production needed to go hand 

in hand with increased market demand. This required improving the supply of farm 

inputs and the quality of agribusiness outputs, all the while establishing new marketing 

links within the sector (MAP, 2002).  Overall, these activities were intended to facilitate 

economic recovery and reduce poverty in Armenia.  MAP’s Mission Statement put it this 

way: 

 
MAP will assist farmers and agribusinesses in production, marketing, and 

exporting food and related products to increase incomes, create jobs, and raise 

the standard of living for Armenians working the agro-processing sector.  This 

assistance will come in the form of timely technical, financial, and marketing 

support to farmers and farmer groups [and] agribusinesses... Technical 

assistance will include education, agricultural extension services, and applied 

research throughout the country (MAP, 2002:6a). 
 

One of the hallmarks of MAP was that bureaucratic coordination and funding advocacy 

and support derived from Washington, but project direction, methodology, scope, 
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management, and control rested with the USDA-MAP field office.  USDA/Washington 

believed in this field-driven approach since its office in Armenia was closer to the 

problems at hand than officials in Washington. Only in the field could operations be 

closely monitored and constantly modified to meet local social and economic demands. 

However, since project funds were derived from the FSA, final budget approval rested 

with the U.S. Mission and all project employees served at the pleasure of the American 

Ambassador.  He had the ‘final say on if/when the project would be terminated’ (Cocks, 

2003:78). 

 

MAP, like the AAEF before it, was the creation of the Cooperative State, Research, 

Education, and Extension Service (CSREES), an agency within USDA/Washington 

(USDA Organization Chart, 2009). The mission of CSREES was the same then as it is 

now, to advance agricultural knowledge by supporting research, education, and extension 

programs via the U.S. Land-Grant University system. The Land-Grant universities have 

evolved a dense network of agricultural specialists, educators, and extension staff who 

provide agricultural expertise.  Internationally this allowed CSREES a vast array of 

agricultural experts upon which to draw for MAP (MAP, 2002). 
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Figure 5.3 MAP operational structure 
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Source: Adapted from Engels (2004)  

 

Figure 5.3 illustrates the operational structure of USDA-MAP.  At the top is USDA-

CSREES in Washington, D.C., which provided project coordination and funds transfers 

to USDA-MAP in Armenia.  To the right of USDA-MAP are two government entities 

that supplied inputs to the project, the U.S. Mission and the Armenian Ministry of 

Agriculture. As part of a larger foreign assistance package to the country, the U.S. 

Mission approved FSA funds and supplied political and economic orientation.  Given 

this, the MAP Director represented USDA at weekly Country Team meetings and 

reported on project progress directly to the Ambassador, serving as the American senior 

agricultural attaché in-country.  The Ministry of Agriculture, either via the Minister of 

Agriculture or the First Deputy Minister, furnished information on their activities that 

allowed MAP to synchronize its interventions for maximum impact.  On the bottom left 

and bottom right are a series of boxes denoting MAP partners.  On the left is the 

Armenian Agricultural Academy (AAA), through which MAP worked to develop four 

new Academy departments—the Agricultural Teaching Center (ATC), Extension, the 

Foundation for Applied Research & Agribusiness (FARA), and the Small Farm Water 

Management Research Center (SFWMRC). On the right is Agro-leasing, a leasing 
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company MAP founded to supply agricultural equipment to its clients, and the ARID 

Goat Center, a local cooperative MAP helped found to provide services to goat farmers.  

These Academy departments, Agro-leasing, and the ARID Goat Center (discussed in 

detail in section 6.3) were all MAP partners with which the project worked to provide 

assistance to its clients.  Those clients, in the large center box at the bottom, consisted of 

agribusinesses, marketing cooperatives, import/export companies, and others.  Individual 

farmers were not MAP clients, although some participated in MAP-managed 

demonstration and research projects within their communities. Instead, farmers benefited 

when MAP client-agribusinesses grew and needed additional raw products from the farm 

level (USDA, 2003).  This is discussed further in this chapter in section 5.8. 

 

5.7 MAP clients and foreign assistance 

 

MAP clients were spread out across Armenia.  MAP tried to extend assistance to each 

administrative district, though reaching remote rural areas was not always easy with the 

country’s mountainous terrain. Table 5.4 shows the regions where MAP clients were 

located in 2003, two years before the project closed. 
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Table 5.4 MAP agribusiness clients by region FY2003 

 
 

 

 
 

Location (marzes) 
 

MAP clients 

Aragatsotn  2 
4.25% 

Ararat  6 
12.80% 

Armavir  6 
12.80% 

Gegharkunik  3 
6.38% 

Kotayk  4 
8.51% 

Lori  3 
6.38% 

Shirak 4 
8.51% 

Syunik  3 
6,38% 

Tavush  3 
6.38% 

Vayots Dzor  7 
14.9% 

Yerevan  6 
12.80% 

Total 47 
100.0% 

 
Map Source: GENI (2009); data derived from USDA (2003) 

 

Each client received an integrated aid package of Western-style, science-based 

knowledge, technology, and assistance.  This assistance package consisted of technical, 

financial, and marketing assistance.   See Figure 5.4. 

 

• Technical assistance was provided by Land-grant university professors working in 

conjunction with local Armenian Agricultural Academy faculty, long and short-term 

private sector American consultants, and Agricultural Cooperative Development 

International and Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative Assistance volunteers--

agricultural experts who donated their time and talents through a USAID-funded 

volunteer program managed by the ACDI/VOCA organization.  Technical assistance 

included irrigation training and water management; dairy herd health, nutrition, and 

breeding; increased food health and safety through improved cleaning and sanitation; 

new product development, and knowledge and technology transfers to local 

agribusinesses. 
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• Financial assistance was offered directly through MAP via a grants program; 

microenterprise and strategic loans; and region-wide, local village Credit Clubs 

formed around farmer groups. Later, agricultural equipment leasing was available 

through Agro-leasing. 

 

• Marketing assistance, which formed the core of MAP, derived from MAP’s in-house 

Marketing Team, comprised of American private sector consultants hired through the 

Land-grant university system and local staff.  Marketing included a food safety 

program, applied research projects, new food product and packaging development, 

promotional strategies, domestic and foreign market assessments, farm level 

marketing, and export market development to create producer-importer links. 

 

Figure 5.4 The Map Assistance Model 
 

The MAP Assistance Model

Technical Financial Marketing

*American Land-Grant * Strategic Loans * Food Safety Initiative

University professors * Micro-Enterprise Loans * On-Farm Applied Research 

* Armenian Ag Academy Faculty * Targeted Grants * New Product Development

* Private Consultants * Equipment Leasing * Packaging & Labeling 

* ACDI/VOCA Volunteers * Credit Clubs * Product Promotion

* Market Research

*Export Market Activities

*Farmer Marketing Activities

* Exhibitions & Trade Shows

 
Source: Adapted from Engels & Sardaryan (2006) 
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While some clients might have started with one type of support before another, during the 

course of their work with MAP, almost all clients eventually took advantage of MAP’s 

entire range of assistance offerings (see Table 5.5).  As one dried fruit processor 

recounted, his company was given a grant in 1996 to finance a production line. Over the 

years, additional financing was extended for irrigation equipment.  Then technical advice 

was provided on food safety by American consultants.   Lastly, marketing assistance was 

supplied for label design, printing, and dried fruit promotion (Participant no. 12, 2008). 

 

Table 5.5 USDA-MAP assistance to agribusinesses 

 

Research 
Group (n=25) 

Technical 
Assistance 

Marketing 
Assistance 

Financial 
Assistance 

MAP/CARD 
clients 

25 24 25 

 100.0% 96.0% 100.0% 

 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

5.8 Rebuilding agricultural market chains 

 

With its threefold approach to assistance, MAP was determined to undertake projects 

with the greatest impact on the largest number of people.  While USDA continued to 

develop a sustainable Armenian extension service for farmers, MAP management 

realized that to move the country from subsistence to commercial agriculture would 

require more than this. Since MAP was unable to assist every individual Armenian 

farmer, it understood that helping processors increase quality and production created a 

growing consumer market for products while simultaneously generating a growing raw 

materials market for farmers. 

 

For this reason, MAP took a ‘farm to fork’ approach to development, targeting 

interventions at every link in the marketing chain. Given the disintegrated state of the 

marketing chain when the project began, this meant not so much building on existing 

infrastructure as rebuilding it from the ground up (Erysian, 2005). 

 

MAP explored crop production—cereals, potatoes, vegetables, grain legumes, fruits, and 

grapes, as well as livestock production—cattle, sheep, pork, and poultry.  Since American 
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capital and talent could not equally revive all aspects of agriculture, its set upon a 

program of unbalanced growth as A.O. Hirschman theorized. MAP invested in strategic 

regions and sub-sectors, specifically targeting certain processing industries.  If these 

could be restarted and demands for their products grow, more raw materials from farmers 

would be required and unemployment would decrease. As Hirschman put it, economic 

growth would be ‘communicated from the sectors of the economy to the followers, from 

one industry to another, from one firm to another’ (Hirschman, 1958:63).  While MAP 

worked within the agriculture sector—agriculture project management made strategic 

choices to collaborate with multiple key agricultural sub-sectors.  Although MAP did not 

conceive of its work as following Hirschman’s thinking, project management nonetheless 

consciously engaged specific sub-sectors that offered the greatest potential for developing 

forward and backward linkages.  Dairy processing, fruit and vegetable processing, wine, 

meat processing, tea, and food packaging were all targeted for interventions (Erysian, 

2005).  Table 5.6 shows the number of farmers and the amount of money those farmers 

received from MAP-sponsored agribusinesses in key agricultural sub-sectors between 

2002 and 2003.  In 2002, MAP clients worked with a total of 6912 farmers to whom they 

paid over USD$2.2 million for their farm products to process.  In 2003, those same MAP 

clients worked with 7908 farmers to whom they paid over USD$4.7 million for their farm 

products to process.  With MAP’s package of technical, marketing, and financial 

assistance between 2002 and 2003, its agribusiness clients were able to increase demand 

for their processed products that permitted them to work with 996 more farmers and 

purchase an additional USD$2.4 million in farm products. 
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Table 5.6 Number of farmers and amount of money farmers received from MAP-

sponsored agribusinesses in key sectors 2002-2003 
 

 
Agricultural 
sub-sectors 
 

Number 
of farmers 

in 2002 

USD 
received 

by farmers 
in 2002 

Number 
of farmers 

in 2003 

USD 
received 

by farmers 
in 2003 

Dairy processing 3289 $1,006,030 3662 $1,700,188 

Fruit & vegetable processing 2465 $316,219 2903 $1,273,445 

Wine 844 $427,731 887 $928,961 

Meat production/processing 48 $410,200 28 $631,592 

Other 266 $128,962 428 $204,222 

Total:   6912 $2,289,142 7908 $4,738,408 

 
Source: USDA (2003) 

 

Beginning at the farm level, MAP’s interventions to develop the lagging dairy industry 

market chain demonstrate building Hirschman’s forward/backward linkages—backward 

to supply businesses, forward to sell to other businesses/consumers (see Figure 5.5).  At 

the farmer level, MAP helped farmer groups establish milk marketing cooperatives.  

American dairy experts then consulted with farmers on genetic enhancement programs—

involving both artificial insemination and natural breeding—to increase milk output. This 

resulted in the supply of milk doubling.  Training programs were undertaken on proper 

milking procedures, milk collection and storage, and transportation.  At the processing 

level, MAP advised agro-processors and introduced new technology, including quality 

control laboratories and pasteurizers.  New products were developed—butters, sour 

cream, plain and flavored yogurts, and soft-, semi-soft, and hard cheeses, variations on 

existing Armenian cheeses and new Western-style varieties.  As another dairy farmer or 

milk marketing cooperative or cheese-maker thrived, other villagers and agribusinesses 

stepped forward with an incentive to invest and create new enterprises. 
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Figure 5.5 Unbalanced growth: forward/backward linkages developed by the USDA 

in the Armenian dairy supply chain 
 

 
 
Source: Adapted from Engels & Sardaryan (2006a) 

 

Increased and improved dairy products required additional industry inputs, which created 

international and domestic backward linkages.  World Wide Sires from the United States 

supplied high grade cattle semen for artificial insemination to boost milk yield.  Delavel 

from Sweden supplied premium-efficiency dairy cow milking equipment.  Chr. Hansen 

from Denmark provided cheese starter cultures to coagulate milk for cheese production.  

With a demand for these products, an Armenian packaging and labeling industry grew.  

Transportation/delivery networks expanded.  Distribution spread from local grocery 

stores to international markets, and new products were launched through a nascent trade 

show and retail sector.  With each intervention, forward and backward linkages were 

formed along a vertical chain and economic growth was stimulated. Depending on the 

agricultural sub-sector, and the specific needs of the agribusiness MAP worked with, the 

project responded differently to each request for assistance. 

Farmers 
Dairy Husbandry 

Breeding Program 
Artificial Insemination 

Nutrition/Health 
 

Milk Processing and 

Cheese Production 

Marketing of Dairy 
Products 

Improved Dairy Marketing  

• Labeling/Packaging 

• Chain logistics 

• Distribution  

• Export development 

• Product promotion: 

� store tasting 

� food exhibitions 

� retail advertising 

 

USDA Support To Cheese 

Producers 

• New technology   

• Milk pasteurization 

• New products  

• Adding value 

• Quality assurance  

• Sanitation trainings  

 

International Input 

Suppliers/Partners: 

• De Laval 

• Chr. Hansen 

• World Wide 
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• U.S & Russian 
Cheese Importers 
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• milk quality control lab 
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• transportation  

• milk handling training  

 

Final Consumer 
 

Milk Production 
& Collection 

USDA Assistance with the 

establishment of Milk 

 Cooperatives 

USDA Assistance to import 

semen & technology transfer 
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When MAP clients were asked if the assistance they received had a positive impact on 

their business, they unanimously replied that it did (see Table 5.7).  Some clients cited 

how the introduction of new technology or capital either allowed them to start or increase 

production (Participant nos. 41, 2008; Participant no. 66, 2008).  Other clients spoke of 

how MAP helped them ‘expand their market opportunities’ and taught them to ‘think 

global’ (Participant no. 40, 2008; Participant no. 19, 2008).  A few claimed their 

businesses owed their very existence to MAP’s assistance: ‘If USDA didn’t assist [our] 

company, [we would] not be at all’ (Participant no. 16, 2008; Participant no. 42, 2008).  

One simply summed it up this way, ‘the most important thing with USDA-MAP was that 

they changed the mentality of our thinking’ (Participant no. 83, 2008). 

 

Table 5.7 MAP programs evaluated by MAP clients 

 
Research Group (n=25) Strongly Disagree or Disagree Strongly Agree or Agree 

MAP's Assistance  Had A 
Positive Impact 

  
25 

100.0% 

 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

For its comprehensive restructuring of Armenian agriculture, the U.S. Secretary of 

Agriculture awarded MAP the Secretary’s ‘Honor Award’ for exemplary leadership in 

2002. In 2004, MAP received a ‘Gold Medal for Achievements in Agriculture’ from the 

Armenian Ministry of Agriculture.  In 2005, when the project closed, it was one of the 

largest, longest-running, and most successful development projects managed by the 

USDA. 

 

Were it not for MAP’s substantial accomplishments, the USDA would not have invested 

the time and funds to phase-over the project to the Center for Agribusiness and Rural 

Development, nor would this transition have been so well supported at the highest levels 

in the American and Armenian governments. 
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5.9 Summary 

 

Over millennia Armenia has expanded and contracted with prevailing political and 

military might, and given its geo-strategic position it has been invaded by many peoples 

and nations. At the end of World War I, a time when the Americans initially provided 

humanitarian relief to Armenia, the country briefly established independence before 

being incorporated into the newly formed Soviet Union.  As a Soviet Republic it endured 

numerous hardships but the country was modernized through industrialization.  With the 

collapse of the USSR in 1991, Armenia declared itself an independent Armenian 

Republic in the midst of disarray, confusion, and desperation. With the Armenian 

economy in ruins, American foreign aid began first as humanitarian aid.  Beginning in 

1992, the USDA coordinated that aid, resulting in a request from the Armenian 

government for agricultural assistance. The USDA responded by launching the 

Armenian/American Extension Project (1993-1995), which applied Western-style, 

empirically based agricultural solutions to local problems and helped build an Armenian 

Extension service (Project Design Team, 1996).  This evolved into MAP (1995-2005), 

coordinated in Washington but programmatically autonomous in the field.  This local 

decision-making proved significant when MAP closed down, since it was from the 

USDA-Armenia office that local project staff designed and launched a local NGO to 

continue development assistance. Working closely with a range of partners, MAP 

provided technical, financial, and marketing assistance to its clients throughout the 

country, rebuilding entire marketing chains within specific agricultural subsectors. Its 

success in doing this earned both support and recognition from high levels of the 

American and Armenian governments. Although MAP was exemplary, the project had no 

exit strategy in place when discussions arose about closing it down. 

 

In upcoming Chapter 6, how MAP proceeded without a built-in exit strategy is discussed. 

Levinger & McLeod’s first three exit tactics are applied to the MAP-CARD phase-over—

plan for exit from the earliest stages of program design, develop partnerships and local 

linkages to support phase-over, and build local organizational and human capacity.  Each 

of these tactics addresses preparing for phase-over. Chapter 7 and 8 discuss Levinger & 

McLeod’s last three exit tactics—mobilize local and external resources, stagger the 

phase-out of program activities and resources, and allow roles and relationships to 
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develop.  Each of these tactics addresses issues during or after the phase-over.  In Chapter 

9, the success of USDA’s exit strategy is gauged by using Gardner et al.’s evaluating 

criteria that examines (1) if the project’s impacts have been sustained, expanded or 

improved after project closure, (2) if the project’s relevant activities are continued in the 

same or in an altered way, and (3) if the operating systems the project developed continue 

to function effectively.  Also, Esman’s five criteria for institutionality are applied to the 

MAP-CARD case in this chapter. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
6 
 

Preparing (But Not Planning) For Exit 
 

Armenia stands on a precipice between modernity and tradition.  As part of the 
former Soviet Union, it previously emerged as a modern Soviet-style republic.  
However, since the Soviet Union collapsed, Armenia has relied on tradition, 
history, and culture to survive difficult times. 
 
--Jerry L. Johnson, Cross Borders—Confronting History: Intercultural 
Adjustment in a Post-Cold War World, 2000, Lanham, Maryland: University 
Press of America, Inc., p. 119. 

 
 
In Chapter 5, a descriptive account of American aid in Armenia was presented—first in 

the form of the Armenian/American Extension Project, and second with economic 

assistance continuing via the USDA Marketing Assistance Project (MAP). This chapter 

resumes the MAP narrative and identifies steps taken by the project that lay the 

foundation for closing it down without actually planning to do so. 

 

The MAP project cycle is discussed in Section 6.1, revealing that when the project 

reached the activities evaluation stage, MAP continued to provide assistance by simply 

repeating the cycle for a decade. Levinger & McLeod’s six exit strategies are revisited in 

Section 6.2, and they begin to be applied to the MAP-CARD case.  This starts with the 

first tactic of planning for an exit from the earliest stage of the program design, which 

MAP did not do.  The second tactic of building local partnerships and linkages to support 

an exit is discussed in Section 6.3.  The intricacy of MAP’s partnerships is explored, 

attesting to the complexity of the project and the diversity of the organizations it help 

establish.  However, when it was time for MAP to close, these organizations were 

reticent to support the phase-over because of how they perceived this would adversely 

affect their own activities.  In Section 6.4, the third tactic of building organizational and 
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human capacity is discussed, and the extent to which MAP accomplished this.  Even 

without a departure deadline, MAP well prepared its staff to create the Center for 

Agribusiness & Rural Development (CARD).  A summary is provided in Section 6.5. 

 

6.1 The MAP project cycle 

 

USDA-MAP followed a standard project cycle like any other development project—up to 

a point. Interviews with USDA officials and an analysis of primary documents indicate 

that the design of MAP was open-ended. That is to say, the project was created to rapidly 

address the pressing needs of Armenians, without setting solid, measurable deliverables 

within a finite operational time frame. One USDA official acknowledged that ‘MAP was 

not strategically designed’ (Participant no. 91, 2008). This was justified by an Armenian 

MAP manager who explained, ‘after the Soviet period, practicing agriculture was 

difficult and [the] USDA expected to be in Armenia many years’ (Participant no. 25, 

2008). 

 

MAP began by following a standard project cycle format (see Figure 6.1).  All of MAP’s 

activities were predicated on a poverty reduction strategy compliant with Freedom 

Support Act (FSA) guidelines.  This allowed the project to be a multi-year, multi-site, 

and multi-sub-sector endeavor that over time sequentially passed through distinct project 

stages. 
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Figure: 6.1 USDA-MAP project cycle 
 

 
  

 
Approval by 

U.S. 
Government  

Implementation 
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Identification of 
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Design of 
integrated 
assistance 
package 

Proposal to 
USDA/DC 

& 
 U.S. Mission 

Evaluation of 
assistance and 
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USDA-
MAP 

Project 
Cycle 

Source: Author’s survey (2008) 
 
MAP identified agricultural problems, designed an integrated package of technical, 

financial, and marketing solutions, and proposed a program and budget to USDA in 

Washington and the U.S. Mission in Armenia.  Neither made more than minor 

adjustments to the project’s proposed program, believing the best assessment rested with 

the MAP office.  USDA did, however, review proposed expenses and the U.S. Mission 

approved the overall budget.  Once endorsed, in-country programs were implemented.  

Once complete, these programs were evaluated by in-house project staff. This was the 

entry strategy. 

 

During the years MAP operated (1995-2005), its scope broadened with continual and 

increased funding due to the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture’s ongoing inability to 

provide technical, much less financial, support to the sector (MAP, 2002).  MAP grew 

organically as it firmly established marketing channels for an ever increasing number of 

higher quality food products. After the project cycle evaluation stage, MAP continued to 
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respond to calls for assistance and simply repeated the cycle for a decade. There was no 

exit strategy built in to the project (Project Design Team, 1996; USAID, 2002).  When 

transition occurred, it was sudden. 

 

6.2 Exit strategy planning 

 

Levinger and McLeod’s (2002) paper on exit strategies sets out six tactics that are key 

elements that well designed projects should follow for a phase-over to a local 

organization. These elements provide a framework for planning and implementing a 

phase-over. Integrating these elements in an overall exit strategy means incorporating 

‘planning from the beginning of the program design stage and revisiting plans and 

assessing progress throughout the life of the [project]’, while simultaneously assuring ‘all 

[project] activities are carried out within a framework of sustainability, i.e., maintaining 

benefit streams in the future, even when activities eventually cease’ (Levinger & 

McLeod, 2002:17).  These tactics are:  

 
(1)  Plan for exit from the earliest stages of the program design 
(2)  Develop partnerships and local linkages 
(3)  Build local organizational and human capacity 
(4)  Mobilize local and external resources 
(5)  Stagger the phase-out program activities and resources 
(6)  Allow roles and relationships to evolve. 

 

Each of these elements is presented as being interdependent, working in concert to 

support the others.  Levinger and McLeod believe the effectiveness of the overall exit 

strategy could be undermined with the absence of or partial enactment of any one tactic.  

Applying each tactic to the MAP-CARD case, we find not all of these tactics were 

followed.  For example, the design of MAP did not include any exit planning, much less 

consideration of project sustainability, still MAP phased-over to CARD.  Some tactics 

that were followed proved of unequal importance. Developing partnerships and local 

linkages to support the project’s exit strategy did not prove essential, but building local 

organizational and human capacity within MAP was.  Also, Levinger and McLeod 

emphasized using local and external resources for the phase-over, but due to the 

unavailability of local financing, only the USDA funded the MAP-CARD transition.  

And this did not pose a problem. Further, other tactics that were followed were not as 
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Levinger and McLeod envisioned them. For example, they suggest staggering out a 

project’s activities and resources to local actors in accordance with a monitored and 

evaluated schedule, but MAP’s transition never adhered to a prescribed timeline, nor 

during phase-over was the process ever formally assessed.  Also, once CARD was 

established, its role and relationships did evolve, but not all those relationships proved 

favorable. To determine the conditions necessary for a successful exit strategy, this 

chapter and the next two chapters discuss Levinger and McLeod’s six tactics in detail, 

and why and under what circumstances some of these tactics were followed and others 

were not. 

 

Examining the first of these tactics—plan for exit from the earliest stages of program 

design—there is an emphasis on the donor embedding an exit strategy within a project’s 

blueprint. Levinger and McLeod are suggesting simultaneously planning an exit strategy 

at the same time as planning an entrance strategy.  That means contemplating departure 

before the project is operating.  Such early exit planning allows: 

 
…external and local actors to focus on their time frame as an opportunity to 
achieve programmatic and capacity-building outcomes…the [exit] date needs to 
be flexible enough to accommodate setbacks and changes, yet firm enough to 
satisfy development partners and placate host-country doubts (Levinger & 
McLeod, 2002:5). 

 

When fifteen USDA and MAP staff members were asked if an exit strategy was devised 

from the outset, only one USDA representative thought there was an early exit strategy 

designed and one USDA representative and two MAP staff members did not know if 

there was a strategy or not, as they were not involved in initial MAP management 

decisions.  See Table 6.1. 
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Table 6.1 Exit strategy planning 

 
Research 
Group (n=15) No Yes Do Not Know Total/Percent 
USDA (6) 3 1 2 6 
  30.0% 100.0% 50.0% 40.0% 
MAP staff (9) 7 0 2 9 
  70.0% 0.0% 50.0% 60.0% 
Total 10 1 4 15 
  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Question: Was there an exit strategy plan for MAP from the earliest stage of 
the project’s design? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

To explain the absence of exit planning, a USDA official confessed there was ample 

funding allocated for Armenia when the project started and that exit planning was not 

required.  He declared ‘exit strategies were not as prominent as they are now’ (Participant 

no. 92, 2008).  The USDA/Washington Project Manager, on the other hand, asserted that 

an exit strategy was discussed but not planned.  He did not see this as a problem.  He said 

an exit ‘should evolve along the way’ and that ‘you need to have something to hand over 

first’ (Participant no. 89, 2008). 

 

The MAP/CARD staff generally agreed with this sentiment, claiming ‘people were 

thinking about how to start work [in Armenia], not finish it’ (Participant no. 26, 2008).  

Another Armenian staff member summed it up best by stating: 

 
When you are treating a terminal patient [alluding to the then state of Armenian 
agriculture] you are not thinking of a long term strategy; you are just trying to 
learn what is happening, what to do (Participant no. 57, 2008).  

 

Thinking of a long-term strategy, of course, is exactly what Levinger & McLeod have in 

mind when encouraging early exit planning. With an adhered-to exit timeline, project 

members can meet program and capacity-building goals. Levinger & McLeod believe it 

is especially important that ‘realistic incremental steps’ be taken so that service delivery 

is balanced with capacity-building for local actors to eventually maintain services 

themselves (Levinger & McLeod, 2002:5). 
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MAP did not have an exit timeline but it did have a long project lifetime.  This allowed 

the project to meet its program goals and build the capacity of its staff during a ten year 

period without an exit timeline. Operating under a general charge of rebuilding the 

agricultural sector, and with continual FSA funding year after year, MAP was able to 

experiment with different programs and approaches over the years, discard those that did 

not work and grow and replicate those that did (MAP, 2002).  In so doing, MAP was able 

to develop the best practices for the Armenian context. Simultaneously, MAP partnered 

its project staff with American agricultural specialists who mentored the Armenians, and 

the project offered a wide variety of vocational training that increased their technical, 

management, and leadership abilities. This is discussed in detail in sections 6.3 and 6.4.  

Building the local staff’s capacity was a component of the project, not as part of any 

specific plan to exit (Participant no. 24, 2008). Having a more qualified staff meant 

providing high quality services to clients during the project’s lifetime (Participant no. 57, 

2008).  When the project was over, it was believed these employees would be better 

prepared to find new employment outside the project (Participant no. 91, 2008).  USDA 

did not build the capacity of its local staff with the idea they would create an NGO 

themselves to perpetuate project work once MAP was closed, but the skills employees 

acquired over the years nevertheless equipped them to do so. 

 

Levinger & McLeod also advocate early exit planning so a project closure date can be 

pushed forward if needed to take into account any delays that might occur, while still 

being acceptable to development partners and the host country (Levinger & McLeod, 

2002).   In this regard, too, MAP was able to phase-over without an early plan in place.  

When the local staff originally raised the idea of founding CARD eight years into the 

project, during a strategic planning retreat in early 2003, USDA-Washington approved of 

it without imposing any deadline for its execution (USDA, 2003).  The USDA was 

satisfied to help the Armenians work toward sustainability free of any strict time 

constraint. As for Armenian government officials, they were not in a hurry to see MAP 

close down, quite the opposite in fact.  In 2003, Armenian Prime Minister Andranik 

Margaryan wrote U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Ann Veneman that the ‘USDA-MAP 

development model is a unique and highly valuable one’ and the Ministry looked forward 

to continuing to support it (Margaryan, A. 2003, pers. comm., undated). 

 

 - 137 -



Before the concept of CARD was proposed at the strategic planning retreat in 2003, an 

outgoing MAP Director considered an exit strategy in 2002.  He sought to formalize 

MAP’s loan program by creating a credit organization to which MAP could transfer its 

loan portfolio. This was not a project-wide exit, but it did involve a valuable part of 

MAP—the financial assistance component.  The MAP Director thought the MAP Credit 

Team was well qualified to take this next step and run such an organization independent 

of MAP (Participant no. 21, 2008).  Armenian laws on credit institutions were researched 

and bylaws were drawn up for the new business.  While USDA/Washington supported 

the concept, the new incoming Director in mid-2002 did not (Participant no. 89, 2008). 

He was concerned that the Credit Team was not ready to handle this responsibility, so the 

new financial organization was sidelined (Participant no. 21, 2008). This set back exit 

planning discussions another year. These events highlight that exiting requires the 

unreserved support of the donor—from representatives at headquarters to field office 

management. All managers need to believe in the exit plan.  They must have trust and 

faith in the capabilities and leadership skills of local actors.  They need to approve of and 

empower phase-over. 

 

While Levinger and McLeod argue it is beneficial to plan an exit strategy into a project’s 

design, this narrative demonstrates this is not essential.  A phase-over can still occur 

without an early exit plan when the duration of the project is long enough to establish 

successful programs worth continuing and the project has enough time to enhance the 

skills of its staff to eventually take over.  Exactly how long is long enough is difficult to 

gauge.  MAP operated for ten years—twice as long as many American aid projects—but 

that does not mean that a project without an exit strategy could not prepare its activities 

and staff for phase-over in less time.  As we shall see in the next chapter, MAP did devise 

an exit strategy in medias res, though not without considerable effort. Still, throughout 

the process, the project never lost its focus on improving Armenian agriculture. 

 

6.3 Developing partnerships and local linkages 

 

Rebuilding the agricultural marketing chain required MAP’s American and local staff to 

collaborate closely with local Armenian organizations. This collaboration mirrored 
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Levinger and McLeod’s second exit strategy—to develop partnerships and local linkages.  

For Levinger and McLeod, aid organizations should: 

 
…allow and even encourage partners to specialize in order to benefit from the 
‘comparative advantage’ of each actor…[and] use partnership for complex 
programs, rather than simple projects, so that the benefits of complementary 
skills and resources outweigh the costs of coordinating the partnership (Levinger 
& McLeod, 2002a). 
 

For MAP, this came naturally.  From the outset, MAP highlighted education and strong 

connections between the U.S. and Armenia, and within Armenia itself.  Land-grant 

university academics and extension agents well versed in teaching the latest agricultural 

knowledge and techniques were dispatched to Armenia.  During the history of MAP, 

more than 330 American agricultural scientists, educators, and extension agents worked 

with thousands of Armenians to start and revive agricultural businesses (Engels, 2004a; 

TDY Database, 2004).  These specialists were as closely matched to local academic 

counterparts as possible.  To facilitate this, the MAP offices were physically located 

within a remodeled, three-story building of the Armenian Agricultural Academy (AAA) 

(Erysian, 2005).  From here, American and local MAP staff worked closely with the 

AAA as a partner, as well as helped it develop within the Academy four new departments 

to build its organizational capacity—the Agribusiness Teaching Center (ATC), 

Extension, the Foundation for Applied Research & Agribusiness (FARA), and the Small 

Farm Water Management Research Center (SFWMRC). 

 

A.  Agribusiness Teaching Center 

 

The Agribusiness Teaching Center was created as an alliance between the Armenian 

Agricultural Academy, the USDA, and Texas A&M University in College Station, Texas 

(Armenian-American Alliance for Agribusiness Education, 2000).  It was founded in  

2000 with the goal of offering internationally recognized higher education degrees to 

maximize the potential of Armenians working in agriculture and to be a model for other 

departments within the AAA (ATC Bylaws, 2003).  Upon graduation, students received a 

Bachelor’s degree from the AAA with an official diploma specializing in agribusiness, 

and a certificate of completion from the ATC and Texas A&M.  For most of its history, 

the ATC had an American academic-in-residence who acted as a Texas A&M faculty 

 - 139 -



coordinator.  After two undergraduate years at the Academy, students most academically 

qualified were allowed to study at the ATC.  All classes were taught in English and many 

were conducted by visiting American professors.  A western-style grading system was 

introduced. Modern management, entrepreneurship, economics, marketing, finance, 

accounting, and international trade courses, coupled with a mandatory summer internship 

at an Armenian agribusiness, prepared students for entry level managerial and marketing 

positions in agribusinesses (Erysian, 2005).  

 

B.  Extension 

 

The original Armenian/American Extension Project established an extension program in 

Armenia modeled on the U.S. system (International Programs Staff of the Extension 

Service, 2002). Since the 19th century, American agricultural experiment stations were 

operated by each state’s land-grant university and cooperative extension programs taught 

farmers the latest developments in agriculture. When the USDA came to Armenia the 

agency sought a leading agricultural institution like the AAA within which to build an 

extension service.  The Extension Department of the Academy provided information and 

on-going educational programs in three main areas: ‘Agriculture and Natural Resources; 

Children, Youth and Family Programs; and Community and Economic Development’ 

(Guidelines for Extension Projects Supported by USDA MAP, 2004).  The Armenian 

extension service provided seminars and trainings, undertook demonstration projects, 

supported a farm-centered newspaper, and housed the Armenian Rural Youth 

Development Program, modeled after the American 4-H [Head, Heart, Hands, Health] 

Clubs.  These taught citizenship, leadership, and life skills to teenage students. 

 

C.  Foundation for Applied Research & Agribusiness 

 

The Foundation for Applied Research & Agribusiness (FARA) was another AAA 

Department established by USDA-MAP.  FARA was set up to conduct and monitor in-

house MAP research and applied research in collaboration with the World Bank 

Agricultural Reform Support Project.  FARA also oversaw irrigation projects—such as 

the Village Well and Pipeline Rehabilitation Project, which during its history drilled 

more than 120 wells in remote villages to supply drinking and irrigation water for rural 

 - 140 -



communities (FARA, 2004).  FARA was also a conduit for USDA direct financing for 

other AAA Department activities, since routing funding though the Academy Finance 

Office did not always assure that all earmarked money would be available for USDA 

designated projects. 

 

D.  The Small Farm Water Management Research Center 

 

The Small Farm Water Management Research Center (SFWMRC) was the fourth 

Department within the Academy that MAP founded.  The SFWMRC was responsible for 

implementing applied research and advisory projects on small farms, monitoring 

constructed and reconstructed wells, and carrying out irrigation research for crops to 

improve water rate, time, and irrigation scheduling (SFWMRC, 2005).  The Center was 

comprised of agricultural and water management specialists who designed and 

implemented research and undertook training and field demonstrations based on 

contemporary science-based water and irrigation management.  The SFWMRC staff were 

extensively trained over the years by soil and water extension specialists from the 

International Irrigation Center, Utah State University, with which USDA-CSREES had a 

cooperative agreement to provide technical advisors to Armenia. 

 

In addition to these four Academy departments, which MAP referred to as the Academy 

Team, the project also created two other organizations in Armenia—Agro-leasing and the 

ARID Goat Center: 

 

• Agro-leasing was a fully registered limited liability company that provided 

leasing services to MAP clients. Agro-leasing procured and leased necessary farm 

and food processing equipment to agribusinesses that would not otherwise be able 

to afford it during a time when there were no other agro-leasing organizations in 

the country. This equipment included milk cooling and collection tanks, wine 

fermentation vats, cheese making devices, food labeling and packaging 

machinery, transport vehicles, and so forth.  Since all equipment was funded by 

the U.S. government via MAP—which in turn loaned Agro-leasing all its 

operating and lending capital—the company enjoyed protection under the U.S.-

Armenia Bilateral Agreement on assistance.  This meant its equipment purchases 

 - 141 -



for leasing were tax exempt (Bilateral Agreement, 1992).  Such an arrangement 

allowed Agro-leasing to stretch MAP’s capital and provide more leases to needy 

clients. In total, between its founding in 1999 and 2003 MAP provided funding to 

Agro-leasing for more than USD$2.5 million to lease equipment to MAP-

designated clients (Mkhitaryan, 2005). 

 

• The ARID Goat Center grew out of the Goat Industry Development Project 

(GIPD).  This was a project envisioned by MAP in 1998 when no local goat 

industry existed.  Given Armenia’s harsh, mountainous terrain, and the fact that in 

many regions goats were the only economically viable farming alternative for 

local communities, dairy goat production was emphasized over cow production 

(Cocks, 2003).  The GIPD rapidly developed a dairy goat industry by focusing on 

genetic enhancement, herd nutrition, health, and management, and setting up 

farmer marketing associations and goat cheese processors. When local goats were 

artificially inseminated with pure bred goat semen from the U.S., their offspring 

yielded hybrid goats that produced twice as much milk as native varieties. The 

ARID Goat Center was registered in 2000 as a nonprofit cooperative owned and 

managed by MAP and local stakeholders.  It was ‘designed with the goal of 

providing genetics, education, veterinary services, medicines and extension and to 

be the base for the GIPD’ (Cocks, 2003:115).  Just as the Small Farm Water 

Management Research Center relied on technical assistance from Utah State 

University, the ARID Goat Center worked closely with Langston University, with 

which USDA-CSREES also had a cooperative agreement with to provide 

specialists for Armenia. 

 

Each of these four Armenian Agricultural Academy departments, as well as Agro-leasing 

and the ARID Goat Center, were a part of but also separate from MAP. They attest to the 

complexity and diversity of the project.  All were financially supported by MAP and 

were tools through which the project worked to implement its mission. But they were 

also development partners and individual entities by themselves. Leveraging their 

resources allowed MAP to extend its reach, incorporate local social and cultural 

preferences, and draw on the capabilities of Armenian agricultural specialists. 
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In creating partner organizations, MAP constructed the ‘social scaffolding’ that Michael 

Cernea proposed in his theory of organizational intensity and organizational density.  By 

founding these entities, MAP increased the number of organizations for development, or 

as Cernea would state it, MAP increased the organizational intensity within Armenian 

society to address its own economic problems.  With the contribution of new, local 

organizations, MAP enhanced Armenians’ ability to contribute to their own development.  

‘Incorporating new elements of social and institutional organization into development’, 

Cernea argued, provided a project like MAP ‘building blocks [which could be] translated 

and articulated into powerful levers for action-orient programs’ (Cernea, 1993a:11-12).  

MAP became more effective in the field and MAP’s partners were able to expand the 

project’s mission. MAP provided a foundation for sustaining agricultural development 

and supporting its activities upon closure by: 

 
…fostering comanagement…from relying on traditions to changing old practices 
and introducing innovations; from empowerment to increasing social cohesion; 
and from economically motivating individuals’ behavior to harnessing the power 
of solidarity, trust, self-organization, and group-embraced values (Cernea, 
1993a:12). 

 

Such an example of changing old practices, introducing innovations, and economically 

motivating individuals was the joint work of MAP and the ARID Goat Center. As the 

Director of the Center explained in 2005: 

 
Everyone benefits from the assistance that USDA MAP and ARID have offered 
over the past few years…We have proved it’s an economically effective industry 
that has grown from virtually nothing into a sector that is positively impacting 
farmers, goat cheese producers, exporter and even consumers.  Our [co-] 
sponsored cheese factory and milk collection centers give goat farmers the best 
opportunity to sell their milk because there is a market for it now (Erysian, 
2005:31). 

 

Concurrently, MAP accumulated social capital—strong relations with those involved in 

these organizations, manifested by social obligations, trust, and a mutual exchange of 

information.  Expatriates and Armenians worked side-by-side toward the common goal of 

addressing agricultural needs. Americans and Armenians were colleagues and friends.  

This strengthened organizational density, ‘enhancing the endurance and impact of 

development gains’ (Cernea, 1993a:13).  Governments and donor agencies throughout 

history have ‘transferred advanced technology through technology-intensive-but not 
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organization-intensive—aid strategies’, so Cernea would have approved of USDA’s 

approach in Armenia (Cernea: 1993a:13).  For MAP was both—technology-intensive and 

organization-intensive.  MAP management and its foreign consultants understood from 

the beginning that they were to provide education, new technology, and cutting-edge 

approaches to crop and livestock marketing.  At the same time, they were to reinforce 

current and foster new institutions (USDA, 2000a). 

 

Since the partner-institutions MAP established were so closely aligned to the project, it 

might be assumed they would be supportive of the project’s eventual closure.  They were 

not.  Each organization understood and was committed to the goals of MAP, but they did 

not want to carry them out alone.  Each group had not only become financially dependent 

on MAP funding, but also technically dependent. Without MAP, the AAA would have to 

find funding for each of its MAP-created departments to operate and do without visiting 

American land-grant professors and extension agents.  Agro-leasing would no longer 

receive MAP loans or loan guarantees to purchase agricultural equipment for leasing.  

The ARID Goat Center would need to accelerate the transformation of its cost-sharing 

program to provide livestock inputs and veterinarian services into for-profit activities.  

The ARID Center would also be restricted to relying exclusively on Armenian livestock 

experts.  None of these prospects were welcome.  Each organization knew MAP would 

some day cease its support, but when the time came they argued this was premature.  

They did not see how they would be able to continue without the project’s collaboration. 

 

Feelings of ‘shock and abandonment’ among MAP partners were ones familiar to 

Levinger and McLeod (Levinger & McLeod, 2002:16).  To avoid these reactions, 

Levinger and McLeod encouraged early exit planning and ongoing communications.  As 

we have seen, there was no early exit planning.  As for communication, the USDA was 

always open and forthcoming. The problem lay, however, in what could be said.  Without 

the USDA having a fully formed and comprehensive exit plan, the Americans could not 

address a myriad of questions.  Hence, MAP’s partners were anxious about what would 

come next.  MAP’s American senior management thought that independence was a good 

thing—in that it presented its partners with an opportunity to create their own future. 

Their partners, conversely, were frightened at this thought and worried about their jobs.  

 - 144 -



Fearful over their own future, they were of no mind to support a MAP transition 

(Meloyan, S. 2004, pers. comm., 9 April). 

 

Beyond these partners, MAP was linked with other organizations.  Some encouraged 

MAP’s evolution at the outset, others took their time.  Certainly the U.S. Mission—to the 

extent it can be understood as a MAP partner—encouraged MAP to change into 

something sustainable.  The Ambassador, the Political Economic Section of the U.S. 

Mission, and USAID all provided unreserved support, even if they were not exactly sure 

what a post-MAP world would look like.  Others, because of this uncertainty, viewed 

MAP’s closure in terms of how it would affect their own operations. Land-grant 

universities worried about losing cooperative agreements with USDA if there were no 

more MAP requests for their technical specialists.  ACDI/VOCA foresaw a decline in 

their farmer-to-farmer agricultural volunteer program that dispatched many experts to 

work along side MAP staff. Local Armenian and international NGOs were worried about 

losing a partner who had eagerly contributed technical, financial, and marketing 

assistance on mutual projects (Richter, 2004a; Meloyan, S. 2004, pers. comm., 9 April) . 

 

When MAP partners were asked what type of assistance MAP contributed to their 

collaborative ventures, their answers underscored their reliance upon the project.  Table 

6.2 shows that MAP/CARD partners depended on MAP to provide technical, financial, 

and marketing assistance.  In a resource-scarce environment like Armenia, this shows 

MAP was a valuable collaborator. 

 

Table 6.2 The type of assistance MAP contributed to its partnerships 

 
Research Group 
(n=20) 

Technical 
Assistance  

Marketing 
Assistance  

Financial 
Assistance  

MAP/CARD 
Partners 17 8 14 

  85.0% 40.0% 70.0% 
 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

MAP partners had come to expect sharing costs, leveraging technical assistance, and 

being supplied marketing expertise they did not possess themselves. To support MAP in a 

transition upset the status quo.  
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Eventually, however, MAP’s partners became resigned to change in the last few months 

of the project in 2005.  Visiting USDA/Washington staff and the MAP Director spent 

considerable time assuring these partners that while USDA in Armenia was undergoing 

change, they were not being abandoned.  In 2004, USDA officials made five trips to 

Yerevan (January/February, April, twice in November, and December) to meet with 

project partners and monitor the phase-over process (Engels, 2004). In 2005, USDA 

officials made six trips to Yerevan, two before the phase-over (January and February) and 

four after the phase-over (twice in April, May, and June) (Engels, 2005).  During each of 

these trips by USDA officials, as well as during separate bi-monthly meetings with the 

MAP Director, project partners were updated on the progress of the phase-over and 

promised they would still be able to work with the USDA directly or via the new entity 

left in MAP’s place—CARD. Through CARD, some might receive continued funding, 

others continued technical assistance, others still might receive both (Engels, J. 2005a, 

pers. comm., 11 March).  The extent to which MAP staggered out its program and 

resources in its exit strategy is more fully discussed in Chapter 8. 

 

When the USDA and MAP/CARD staff was asked if MAP developed partnerships and 

linkages with local and foreign organizations to support its eventual exit plan, they 

responded overwhelmingly that MAP did. See Table 6.3.  Only one USDA representative 

and one MAP/CARD staff member polled were not sure out of a group of fifteen. Neither 

was involved in partner relations. 
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Table 6.3 Partnerships and local linkages 
 that supported MAP’s exit strategy 

 
Research Group 
(n=15) Yes Do Not Know Total/Percent 
USDA (6)  5 1 6 
  38.5% 50.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD staff 
(9) 8 1 9 

  61.5% 50.0% 60.0% 
Total 13 2 15 
  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Question: Did MAP develop partnerships and relationships with local/foreign 
organizations in the public and private sector to support the exit plan? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 
 

These positive responses from MAP partners stating that they supported the exit plan 

came more than three years after the project closed. They reflect the eventual backing 

MAP partners gave to MAP’s phase-over—and possibly attest to the collegial and 

collaborative work with CARD since its founding—but not the environment at the 

announcement in 2004 that MAP was shutting down.  Through 2004 and up to and 

beyond the phase-over in 2005, project partners expressed continual concern about what 

would become of their own programs and U.S. government support once MAP was no 

longer their partner (Meloyan, S. 2004, pers. comm., 9 April; Engels, 2004b; Engels, 

2004c; Engels, 2005b). 

 

While partnerships and linkages might be cultivated to support an exit plan, the MAP 

experience shows us that this does not always mean support will come easily. MAP 

partners resisted change and viewed the project’s closure as adversely affecting their own 

programs.  Both USDA and MAP senior management worked hard to assure these 

partners a post-MAP entity would still work with them, though in a different way.  Yet it 

was this different, as yet unknown, way that concerned them.  Even if MAP had had a 

clear exit plan that was well communicated, it is not clear MAP partners would have been 

less anxious about the project’s closure and its ramifications on their own programs and 

livelihoods. 
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6.4 Building local organizational and human capacity 

 

In addition to early exit planning and developing partnerships to support an exit, Levinger 

and McLeod stressed the need to build local organizations and human capacity for a 

phase-over.  For Levinger and McLeod, this meant developing capabilities within an 

organization to ‘accomplish their missions more efficiently and effectively’ and 

developing capabilities within individuals ‘to design and deliver high-quality 

services…[so they may be] well positioned to ensure the benefit streams continue to 

positively impact individual beneficiaries’ (Levinger & McLeod, 2002:10; fn 1:11, 

Levinger and McLeod’s italics). 

 

As discussed in the previous section, MAP worked with its partners to develop their 

abilities. With the creation of the AAA university departments, Agro-leasing, and the 

ARID Goat Center, the project constructed organizations from the ground up and paired 

them with American experts to develop the skills of Armenians managing them. But 

MAP’s capacity development did not stop there.  Extending capacity-building beyond 

what Levinger and McLeod considered, MAP as a project improved itself.  Without 

adhering to any exit strategy, MAP built its own internal organizational capacity and the 

capacity of its Armenian staff. 

 

To build organizational capacity, MAP started with its physical surroundings.  When the 

project moved on the AAA campus, three floors of a building were remodeled for its 

exclusive use.  Considerable funding was spent to improve this property.  Since MAP 

was the official office of the USDA in Armenia, it conformed to the same high quality 

standards as if it was located within the U.S. Embassy.  The building was installed with 

air conditioning and heating units to provide a comfortable temperature, high voltage 

generators to continue work during electrical outages, a water tank system to ensure 

water supply, and an extensive internet/computer network that operated from a satellite 

dish on the roof.  The offices were outfitted with modern lighting and carpeting and 

furnished with filing cabinets, conference tables, desks, and chairs.  Each workstation had 

a desktop computer and laptops were loaned to MAP staff when they were working in the 

field. Computers were regularly outfitted with the latest software programs to produce 
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financial statements, project reports, and keep track of monitoring and evaluation.  To 

assure continual operation, MAP employed one of only three Microsoft Certified Support 

Technicians in the country. 

 

On the second floor was a multilingual library housing a wide collection of texts covering 

agricultural economics, crop and livestock production and diseases, Western 

management, international marketing, and trade.  This provided MAP staff the latest in 

science-based knowledge in a variety of fields.  It was regularly updated and amended by 

visiting Land-grant professors and was the most comprehensive resource of its kind in the 

country (Sardaryan, G. 2009, pers. comm., 16 April). 

 

Employees had access to other resources as well.  Digital cameras were available to 

document specific interventions and cell phones were carried by almost every project 

member to stay in communication with the main office from remote villages. Some 

specialty equipment was also on hand for certain staff.  For example, the Food Product 

Quality Specialist had a mobile foam steam-cleaning machine to assist small 

agribusinesses with sanitation for food safety, and soil moisture monitoring and small 

portable weather stations were available to those working with vegetable farmers. 

 

Of primary importance to all staff members was access to transportation.  The project had 

numerous 4-wheel drive utility vehicles that were able to travel over rugged terrain, even 

reach mountainous isolated regions in mid-winter snow.  This assured uninterrupted 

contact between the staff and the agribusinesses they assisted.  All totaled, these vehicles 

were valued at USD$139,000 (USDA, 2005). The rest of the property was assessed at 

USD$204,000 (USDA, 2005). 

 

While this apparently mundane property would not be unusual to find in prosperous 

Western nations, it provided Armenians an advantage with a premium workplace 

environment like none other in the country. The MAP office out-equipped the Armenian 

Ministry of Agriculture and all other NGOs.  Each project Director outfitted his staff with 

First World materials and tools to accomplish their tasks with whatever was necessary.  

Furthermore, an entire department of the project was dedicated to the maintenance of the 

project’s assets.  See Figure 6.2. 
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Figure: 6.2 MAP organizational chart 
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Source: Adapted from MAP (2002a:77) 

 

The MAP Organizational Chart illustrates the various Teams that comprised the project 

and reported directly to the Project Director. The Program Team offices, listed on the left, 

consisted of a separate Academy Team, which liaisoned with the AAA departments, a 

Credit Team, which dispensed credit in the form of grants and loans, and a Marketing 

Team, which provided farm-to-fork marketing assistance. The Finance Team, listed on 

the right, oversaw the inflow of USDA-donor funds and the outflow of project expenses.  

This chart condenses these Teams by not showing their subordinate links to highlight the 

Support Team. The Support Team consisted of staff whose sole purpose was to provide 

the rest of the organization the equipment or help necessary to successfully complete 

their assignments. The General Service Office (GSO) acted like a GSO within an 

American Embassy.  It had an IT expert, Procurement and Inventory Officers to import 

and maintain equipment/materials, and a Transportation Officer, who oversaw a group of 

permanent and temporary drivers. The Human Resources Office provided translators or 

interpreters to assist on projects, an Information and Public Relations Specialist to 
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document project progress, and a Logistical Support Specialist, who worked with 

Armenian Customs and with Immigration on travel visas.   

 

With such a resource-rich workplace, when USDA and MAP/CARD staff were asked if 

MAP built is own organizational capacity, their collective affirmative answers were no 

surprise.  All agreed, save for one USDA representative who did not know the extent of 

the project’s self-improvement.  He came to work on Armenia after MAP closed. See 

Table 6.4. 

  

Table 6.4 MAP’s local organizational capacity built 

 
Research 
Group (n=15)  Yes Do Not Know Total/Percent 
USDA (6)  5 1 6 
  35.7% 100.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD 
 staff (9) 9 0 9 

  64.3% 0.0% 60.0% 
Total 14 1 15 
  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Question: Was MAP’s local organizational capacity built? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

The investment MAP made to procure resources provided the project not only first-rate 

equipment to complete work, but a foundation upon which to build a sustainable 

organization thereafter.  When the project closed in March 2005, the USDA transferred 

ownership of all MAP property to the CARD (USDA, 2005).  CARD, in turn, donated 

some of its vehicles to the AAA and the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture.  But the 

balance of the MAP property stayed with the newly established organization.  This 

allowed CARD from its first day of operation to provide assistance to Armenian clients.  

In so doing, this proved to be a key factor in the MAP-CARD phase-over.  The lesson 

here is that as part of an exit strategy, an aid project should invest in the highest-quality 

durable goods its budget will allow and upon closure transfer these assets to its successor 

organization. 

 

In addition to building organizational capacity, MAP also built human capacity.  Again, 

MAP did not consider its local staff would develop their own organization post-project, 
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but it nonetheless followed Levinger and McLeod’s phase-over tactic. MAP recognized, 

as one project manager who Levinger and McLeod interviewed put it: 

 
There is tremendous potential capacity within each community, and tapping into 
that human capacity is the strongest possible tool for sustainability (Levinger & 
McLeod, 2002:11, Levinger & McLeod’s emphasis). 

 

For the USDA, the concept of community began with the Armenians who worked at 

MAP and the project itself--as part of the larger community working to improve local 

agriculture.  As the USDA/Washington Project Manager expressed it, ‘People were the 

focus.  They were going to be the change agents.  You invest in people; you promote 

people’ (Participant no. 89, 2008).  MAP/CARD employees explained why MAP took it 

upon itself to develop its staff this way: 

 
• ‘To make MAP a better organization’ (Participant no. 25, 2008). 
• ‘For the future of the project, to be more effective’ (Participant no. 24, 2008). 
• ‘To contribute to a core value of MAP…People needed to be educated to 

implement projects more effectively’ (Participant No. 57, 2008). 
 
Education complemented not only the MAP project but Armenian intellectual culture.  Of 

all the Soviet republics, Armenia was the most literate—with a 99% literacy rate (FfP, 

2009).  This high rate was due to the availability of universal education throughout the 

country and mandatory schooling requirements (FfP, 2009).  As one historian noted: 

 
Armenians [were] well educated, [took] pride in a rich cultural and intellectual 
legacy, and rank[ed] high in scientific, technical, and other intellectual 
achievements….(Heitman, 1989:130). 
 

This tradition of learning, as well as fluency in several languages—Armenian, Russian, 

and English, gave the MAP local staff a strong foundation upon which to build (Curtis, 

1995). When the USDA and MAP/CARD personnel were asked if the project contributed 

to this legacy and developed the talent of its workforce, all unconditionally concurred that 

it did.  See Table 6.5. 
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Table 6.5 MAP’s local human capacity built 
 

Research Group 
(n=15) Yes Total/Percent 
USDA (6) 6 6 
 40.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD 
 staff (9) 9 9 

 60.0% 60.0% 
Total 15 15 

 100.0% 100.0% 
 
Question: Was MAP’s local human capacity built? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

The responsibility for increasing the staff’s professional skills predominately rested with 

each Project Director. Depending on the nature of activities undertaken during the 

Director’s tenure, MAP staff participated in vocational programs that covered 

administration, accounting, human resources, management, marketing, language, and 

computer skills. A member of the Marketing Team made clear, however, that selecting 

educational programs did not entirely rest with the Director:  ‘Each specialist could ask 

for training and suggest a training program.  [MAP’s approach] was not just top-down 

decision making and we were told to go’ (Participant no. 20, 2008).  Instead, employees 

researched programs themselves that would help them be more effective in their jobs.   

 

Each staff member received some form of training during the project (Participant no. 27, 

2008).  Such an inclusive approach caused one USDA representative to proclaim:  ‘All 

MAP employees received massive training’ (Participant no. 23, 2008).  A MAP/CARD 

employee described it as ‘[all] project management development’ (Participant no. 21, 

2008).   

 

Trainings took place in Armenia and abroad.  In Yerevan, American project consultants 

worked on increasing their counterparts’ skills through one-on-one coaching and group 

learning.  Overseas, Land-grant universities devised short courses on their campuses.  

Staff attended conferences and seminars in the States and the European Union. A variety 

of programs were available from which Armenians could choose. One such program was 

the Cochran Fellowship Program.  
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The Cochran Fellowship Program 

The Cochran Fellowship Program began in 1984 (USDA-FAS, 2008).  It is administered 

by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Foreign Agricultural Service Food Industries 

Division and funded through Section 1543 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 

Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 3293).  The Cochran Fellowship Program provides short-

term, non-academic training programs for senior and mid-level agricultural specialists 

and administrators.  Public and private sector participants concerned with issues 

involving agricultural trade, development, management, and policy making receive 

training that involves technical instruction, practical field observations, and hands-on 

experience.  Training is always held in the United States and country criteria eligibility is 

determined by classification, if a country is an emerging democracy and/or an emerging 

market.  From the inception of the Cochran Program, Armenia qualified.  Starting with 

the first year of MAP, local project staff received Fellowships. 

 

Between 1995 and 2005, forty-nine Cochran training programs were developed for 

Armenians to increase their technical expertise. Some of these training programs 

addressed issues beyond MAP’s mission—such as rural development legislation training 

for members of the Armenian Parliament, soil conservation and irrigation technology for 

Regional Water Board members, or technical training for food processing specialists.  

But those involving agricultural management and marketing and rural development—

MAP’s core assistance package—built the local human capacity of not only those within 

the sector but those within the project.  Of those 49 training programs, 16 programs 

included USDA-MAP staff. See Table 6.6.  Save for 2005—when MAP was undergoing 

transition—twenty-one project members participated in Cochran Programs that provided 

them opportunities to liaison with advanced American universities and companies to 

learn the best traditions of agricultural management and project administration.  These 

vocational training programs exposed Armenians to international travel and international 

development good practices, and increased their knowledge, confidence, and leadership 

abilities. 
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Table 6.6 Cochran Training Programs for USDA-MAP staff 

 
Cochran Training Programs for USDA-MAP staff 
Name Sponsor/Host No. of Participants Year 
Agricultural 
Extension Education 

Purdue University 1 1995 

Small Business 
Development 

USDA 1 1996 

Wholesale 
Marketing  

USDA 1 1996 

Network Systems 
Management 

USDA Extension 1 1996 

Agricultural Finance 
& Banking 

Iowa State 1 1997 

Agricultural 
Journalism 

USDA 1 1998 

Supermarket 
Management 

USDA 1 1999 

Rural Credit & 
Microfinance 

USDA 1 1999 

Processed Food 
Marketing 

USDA Extension, 
Pennsylvania 

2 1999 

Agricultural 
Banking 

USDA 1 1999 

Rural Credit 
Cooperatives 

Iowa State Univ. 1 2000 

Youth Programs 
(4-H) 

N.C. State, Univ. of 
Nebraska 

3 2001 

Market Survey 
Research 

Lincoln University 2 2001 

Ethnic Food 
Program 

University of 
California, Davis 

2 2001 

Agribusiness 
Student 
Development 

Texas A&M 1 2002 

Agricultural Youth 
Programs 

Ohio State 1 2003 

        
Source:  Cochran Report (2008) 

 

In addition to the Cochran Fellowship Program, MAP staff participated in other 

professional education programs: 

 

• The project’s Senior Accountant attended the USDA’s Graduate School for a 

Certificate in Financial Management.  The USDA Graduate School is a 
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continuing education institution headquartered in Washington, D.C., and offers a 

variety of courses on economics, accounting, and auditing (GS USDA, 2008).  

The Certificate in Financial Management teaches the essentials of internationally 

accepted General Accounting Procedures (GAP), performance measurement 

techniques, and demonstrates the linkage between management and budgeting. 

Through the certification program, MAP’s Senior Accountant was able to master 

critical concepts, procedures, and policies of sound financial management. 

 

• A MAP Credit Club Loan Officer completed a Rural Microfinance program at 

Wageningen University.  Wageningen University is a leading European education 

and research organization offering undergraduate and graduate degrees. Within 

the University is based the International Agriculture Centre (IAC), which builds 

capacity for rural development practitioners (IAC, 2008).  IAC’s Rural 

Microfinance program is targeted to project officers already engaged in 

microfinance.  With this course, the Credit Club Loan Officer was able to increase 

her understanding of microfinance as a tool for sustainable development,  learn 

about rural financial markets and needs, and develop her capacity to analyze 

microfinance tools and techniques to better service MAP’s clients. 

 

• Within the project’s Marketing Team, a MAP Marketing Specialist was sponsored 

for her initial units toward a Master of Sustainable Management at the University 

of Sydney, Australia. At the USYD satellite campus in Orange, New South 

Wales, lies the Orange Agricultural College, a teaching and research facility that 

offers online postgraduate degrees.  Through Sustainable Management studies, 

the Marketing Specialist studied management practices for sustainable businesses, 

real life problem-solving, and received leadership training.  The USYD 

curriculum—combined with other training programs and work experience in 

Armenia—allowed this Marketing Specialist to take her career to a higher level 

and be promoted to a managerial position within CARD. 

 

These capacity-building programs put into practice what a number of development 

theorists have advocated.  For Michael Cernea and Robert Chambers, ‘putting people 

first’—stressing the human component in development, leads to sustainable development. 
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Cernea’s notion of making people central in an aid project denoted those external to 

projects.  In Armenia, that meant increasing the abilities of MAP partners and farmer-

agribusinesses, which the project did.  But MAP went further.  MAP expanded this 

thinking by including its own employees, those literally at the center of the project.  With 

continual project-wide vocation-technical training, some in Armenia, some abroad, the 

USDA made extensive social investments at every level of the organization. The agency 

increased executive capacity at the managerial level, which Chambers saw so lacking in 

developing countries, yet so seminal to avert dysfunctional aid.  MAP also increased the 

skills of day-to-day implementers in the field and those in the back office in Yerevan who 

supported them. This gave the Armenian staff, whatever level their job, an opportunity to 

grow. 

 

With American consultants’ one-on-one mentoring, social learning was put into practice. 

MAP staff witnessed, up-close, Western technical and management practices they could 

adopt to improve their daily work. This led them to be more invested in the project and 

feel responsible for its accomplishments. Involvement in this way meant they felt free to 

contribute personal opinions and expertise in project planning and execution, hence 

taking part in what Paul Friere referred to as participatory development. By collaborating 

with their American counterparts, Armenians were able to combine foreign expertise with 

local socio-cultural grounding for more efficient and effective development.  The USDA, 

by not imposing a top-down development model, improved its project’s content by 

incorporating useful Armenian approaches to agriculture. This contributed to the success 

of MAP as a project and the success of MAP staff as development practitioners. With 

their enhanced confidence in their own abilities, the local staff created CARD and 

continued aid after project closure.  Even MAP staff that did not work for CARD after 

phase-over were able to transfer their development skills and knowledge to work with 

other organizations.  Those who worked in the Academy Team within MAP continued 

their work through Extension, the ATC, FARA, and the SFWMRC at the Armenian 

Agricultural Academy. The Credit Team used their financial expertise to create Armenian 

Farm Credit, discussed in Chapter 8.  A few MAP staff worked for USDA-FAS/Armenia.  

Others accepted positions with other development organizations, such as the Eurasia 

Foundation or the Millennium Challenge Account. Out of 30 USDA-MAP permanent 
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employees, 18 made the transition to CARD and 12 worked elsewhere.(USDA-MAP 

PSC List, 2005). 

 

Levinger & McLeod stress building local organizational and human capacity, but they 

focus on institutions and individuals outside aid projects.  If building local organizational 

capacity occurs inside a project and building human capacity is directed to local staff, the 

local staff can create and manage a phase-over organization.  By building the professional 

capacity of the local staff, the USDA supplied crucial tools for sustainable development. 

The USDA left firmly in place not only the physical infrastructure necessary to continue 

aid work but the technical and intellectual infrastructure as well. This is an invaluable 

lesson for development planners.  It is imperative that within the range of an aid project’s 

activities, the abilities of local staff be developed. The more educated project nationals 

can become during the life of a project, the better equipped they will be to take over the 

hard and long-term task of their own country’s development. 

 

6.5 Summary 

 

MAP followed the standard aid project cycle for a decade. With the duration of its 

mission open-ended, and its funding either continued or increased each year, MAP did 

not consider an exit strategy until six years into its operation.  Even then, only the credit 

component of the project was to phase-over.  Ultimately, though, the Project Director 

thought it unready for independence.  Exit planning was not discussed again for another 

two years.   

 

Notwithstanding the absence of an exit plan, MAP unknowingly adhered to Levinger & 

McLeod’s exit strategy tactics.  The project developed partnerships and local linkages 

through its close collaboration with the Armenian Agricultural Academy, Agro-leasing, 

and the ARID Goat Center. MAP’s other partners included U.S. Land-grant universities 

that supplied technical consultants and local NGOs. Save for the U.S. Mission, however, 

none of these partners supported MAP’s exit.  Each was concerned about how the 

project’s closure would adversely affect their work. 
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While early exit planning and exit support from project partners was not crucial for a 

phase-over, building local organizational and human capacity was essential. MAP built 

local organizational and human capacity—not just outside the project but more 

importantly within it.  The Project remodeled a portion of an Academy building and filled 

it with premium office equipment and supplies.  The General Service Office (GSO) 

procured and maintained these materials, as well as a sizeable motor pool.  Upon phase-

over to CARD, these high quality resources allowed the new organization to continue 

development work and invest its funds in programs instead of equipment. 

 

More vital still, MAP built human capacity through broad, deep, and continual 

professional training of all project nationals, regardless of their level. Vocational training 

took place in Armenia and abroad.  This strengthened the effectiveness of MAP while it 

operated, and built the skills, confidence, and leadership of the Armenians to eventually 

create their own development organization.  Human capacity was key to the MAP phase-

over and establishment of CARD. 

 

The next chapter will continue the discussion of Levinger & McLeod’s exit strategy 

tactics and apply the next tactic to the MAP-CARD phase-over to determine if it was 

followed and necessary for transition. 
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7 

 

The Origins of Phase-Over 
 

The goal of all sector reform technical cooperation projects is to see reforms 

through to such an extent that the outside advice and assistance is no longer 

needed.  Seldom are projects extended to that point.  The question then becomes, 

how can the project establish a local capacity that can take over its role in 

continuing to promote reform?  This is a crucial task. 
 
--Raymond J. Struyk, Making Aid Work: Lessons from Successful Technical 
Cooperation in the Former Soviet Bloc, Lanham, M.D.: The Urban Institute Press, 
1997, p. 115. 

 
 
The previous chapter identified that the United States Department of Agriculture’s 

Marketing Assistance Project (USDA-MAP)’s project cycle lacked any plans for project 

closure or sustainability. Notwithstanding this, MAP did phase-over its staff and 

activities to a local organization and development work continued under the Center for 

Agribusiness & Rural Development (CARD). To examine the conditions under which 

this phase-over occurred, the MAP-CARD transition was analyzed within the framework 

of Levinger & McLeod’s (2002) six exit strategy tactics. Considering the first three 

tactics, the USDA did not comply with the first tactic—planning for exit from the earliest 

stages of the program design, but it did comply with the second tactic—developing 

partnerships and local linkages, and the third tactic—building local and organizational 

capacity.  This chapter now examines Levinger & McLeod’s fourth tactic, mobilizing 

local and external resources for exit after discussing the events that led to the creation of 

the Center for Agribusiness & Rural Development. 

 

Section 7.1 recounts how MAP local staff proposed an exit strategy during a strategic 

planning retreat that coincided with similar thinking by USDA/Washington during the 

project’s eighth year.  What followed was a combination of events that took forward the 
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idea of a post-project organization owned and managed by local staff and made it a 

reality. Section 7.2 relates how the local staff’s efforts, coupled with simultaneous 

changes in Washington, resulted in the founding of CARD and an entire restructuring of 

USDA aid delivered to Armenia. To examine how these activities were funded, section 

7.3 explores to what extent Levinger & McLeod’s fourth exit strategy tactic was followed 

to mobilize local and external resources. Section 7.4 is a summary of this chapter, which 

provides the historical backdrop to discuss Levinger & McLeod’s last two exit strategy 

tactics, staggering the phase-out of program activities and resources, and allowing roles 

and relationships to evolve post-project. 

 

7.1 Getting started 

 

The year 2003 was decisive in the history of USDA-MAP.  In a New Year’s greeting to 

all USDA-MAP personnel, the USDA-CSREES/Washington Project Manager wrote: 

 
It is no accident that one feature of our project is and always has been that the 

‘field’ determines the needs of the project and its plan of action.  While this is a 

very powerful way to operate a project, it means that there is no master plan of 

where we are going in the future…No one will come from Washington and tell 

you what to do and how to do it.  So what does it all mean?  It means that ‘we’ 

will have to figure it out. We will have to step out from behind our desks and 

engage in a creative process to ‘cause’ the future to happen (Grosser, T. 2003, 
pers. comm., 6 January). 

 

The process of causing the future to happen started a few weeks later, when a strategic 

planning specialist was dispatched to Armenia to facilitate a staff-wide retreat for 

organizational change. The staff was divided into three working groups— the Marketing 

Group, the Credit Group, and Academy Group, which thereafter became strategic 

planning subcommittees that continued to meet throughout the year. The Marketing 

Group was composed of Marketing Team members, food safety specialists, and rural 

development advisors; the Credit Group was composed of Credit Team and 

Administration members; and the Academy Group was composed of agricultural 

research, education, and extension staff. Each group considered its specific program areas 

and how these would continue in the foreseeable future (Prichard, D. 2003, pers. comm., 

22 January).  The retreat culminated in each group presenting its ideas to the staff at 

large, and thereafter refining its thoughts in a report submitted to a Steering Committee 
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that in turn prepared it for submission to MAP senior management. This was the first 

time the local project staff was asked to consider an exit strategy themselves (USDA-

MAP Strategic Plan, 2003). 

 

After the retreat, in a report to the MAP Project Director and USDA-

CSREES/Washington, the strategic planning specialist recommended: 

 
I believe it is time for the next MAP Director to be an Armenian…I understand 

there have been discussions about creating an Assistant Director position for 

MAP to be responsible for administering staff and overseeing daily operations of 

MAP...This position should be filled with an Armenian…Implementing the above 

two suggestions now will facilitate prepar[ing] the appropriate Armenians for the 

transfer of all program and project leadership positions in MAP to them by the 

time the contracts of the current Director and [American consultants] are 

completed in 1-2 years.  It is time for USDA to transfer all leadership positions in 

MAP to capable Armenians.  After this transfer, future [American consultants] 

should be brought in for technical and program support, and not as managers of 

MAP or its various programs (Prichard, 2003a:2). 
 

At the same time as these observations in Armenia, similar thinking was taking place in 

Washington. The USDA International Programs Director in Washington asked the MAP 

Marketing Manager in Armenia: 

 
 How do we slowly but surely move the project toward the critical day when we 

are no longer there [?]  How do we make sure that what we do today positions us 

for that endpoint down the road [?]…how can we actively involve Armenians in 

leading various aspects of the project?  The project’s long term impact rests with 

them, not us…I don’t believe it is in the project’s best interest to let it grow and 

grow.  But I do believe that the project should evolve in a very deliberate manner 

so that there is an endpoint in view (Larew, H. 2003, pers. comm., 27 February). 
 

As discussed in section 6.2, MAP did not have a built-in exit strategy, but these 

correspondences show that change was imminent and transitioning was important to 

USDA-CSREES leadership. Starting from these early 2003 documents, USDA-

CSREES/Washington began to think about exit and, moreover, considered Armenians in 

leadership roles to lead the transition. 

 

In Armenia—with strategic planning working groups headed by Armenians at the 

retreat—the power of decision-making began to shift downward, from American 

directors and managers to Armenian managers and staff. These strategic planning 
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working groups acted as employee involvement teams, as characterized by Employee 

Involvement (EI) theory (Gew et al., 1995; Wood, Wallace, & Zeffane, 2001).  EI theory, 

sometimes referred to as ‘participative management’ or ‘industrial democracy’, manifests 

itself when employee involvement teams of workers are formed to control their own 

work strategies and future (Waddell, Cummings, & Worley, 2000; Lawler, 1986).  EI 

theory characteristics manifest themselves in four ways:  (1) power; (2) information; (3) 

knowledge and skills; and (4) rewards (Lawler, 1986). 

 

By forming and empowering working groups, the USDA created an environment in 

which Armenians were given the power to make decisions that would shape the future of 

the project and take actions that would affect their own jobs.  Armenians themselves 

decided on what needed to be done and how best to plan for it by setting specific goals.  

In so doing, important information was exchanged between the committees. Each 

committee was better informed about its colleagues’ specific program areas, different 

perspectives of the internal and external working environment in which MAP operated, 

and what obstacles lay ahead for transition.  Employees drew on their combined 

knowledge and skills to craft a strategic planning document for a common ‘vision of 

activities into and beyond the next five years’ (USDA-MAP Strategic Planning Initiative, 

2004:2). Benefiting from the capacity-building programs in which  Armenians had taken 

part, discussed in section 6.4, these working groups were able to critically analyze their 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats to draft ‘a list of strategic issues’ for 

phase-over (USDA-MAP Strategic Plan, 2003).  The MAP staff understood their efforts 

would yield forthcoming rewards that would benefit them, their programs, and improve 

MAP ‘in order to ensure [a] smooth and effective transition to CARD’ (USDA-MAP 

Strategic Planning Initiative, 2004:4). 

 

7.2 The MAP staff exit plan 

 

Between the strategic planning retreat in January 2003 and a meeting with all MAP staff 

six months later, the Marketing, Credit, and Academy Working Groups met regularly to 

discuss the strategic direction the project should take.  They discussed the advantages and 

disadvantages of breaking with the USDA, what kind of beyond-MAP structure would be 

created, if all programs should be phased-over, future funding possibilities, and the next 
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steps to take. All these ideas were submitted to the Strategic Planning Steering 

Committee, comprised of two Americans and five Armenians, to condense for 

presentation to the local staff (Sardaryan, G. 2003, pers. comm., 3 November).  The 

consensus was to create a new organization that would form the basis ‘to make a smooth 

transition to building a local sustainable entity’ (Steering Committee Report, 2003:5).  

Recognizing the importance of MAP’s work in rebuilding Armenian agribusinesses and 

working in remote rural regions, the name for this new organization was to be the Center 

for Agribusiness & Rural Development or CARD (Steering Committee Report, 2003).  

Figure 7.1 illustrates the original proposed organizational structure of CARD. 

 

Figure 7.1 Proposed organizational structure of CARD 

 

 
 

Source:  Adapted from USDA-MAP Strategic Plan (2003) 

 

Armenian staff members initially envisioned the concurrent existence of MAP and 

CARD for an indefinite period.  USDA-MAP would continue to operate at an 
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administrative, support, and funding level.  The USDA-MAP office would be staffed by 

Americans who would liaison with USDA-Washington and U.S. Mission personnel.  

USDA-MAP would help CARD establish an administrative structure, recruit and supply 

agricultural consultants, and be a conduit for FSA funding.  CARD would be staffed by 

Armenians and Americans.  Americans would act as advisors and offer their expertise on 

agricultural development issues, but Armenians would be responsible for management 

decisions.  CARD would be in charge of all development programs and implement them 

itself through three divisions—Agribusiness, Financial Services, and Rural Development.  

Each division’s activities would mirror work MAP was presently undertaking.  The 

Agribusiness Division would work at the agribusiness level to increase production and 

marketing and build agricultural linkages from the farm gate to the consumer.  The 

Financial Services Division would finance CARD’s activities through grants, loans, and a 

rural credit program.  It would also offer direct agricultural equipment leasing services 

instead of referring clients to the MAP-created entity, Agro-leasing, since the staff felt 

they could serve the community better. The Rural Development Division, working in 

close collaboration with the Agribusiness Division, would focus on sustainable 

agricultural production to meet the needs of local agribusinesses. CARD’s client base 

would be MAP’s client base, but also include the Armenian government (Steering 

Committee Report, 2003). 

 

The MAP staff exit plan was composed of two parts: the creation of CARD as a 

foundation, still affiliated with the USDA, and later establishment of CARD’s 

independence from the USDA, which according to the Steering Committee Report was to 

take place ‘at the end of [a] 3-year period’ (2003:11).  For the Armenians: 

 
The transition process [was to go] through a series of phases that usually require 

a considerable length of time.  Leaving out steps will create only the illusion of 

speed and will never produce a satisfying result…We should have a goal to 

become the most powerful, most serviceable, the most far-reaching Armenian 

agribusiness and farm development institution in the country.  We should 

announce this ambitious goal and keep to it.  To achieve the higher level of 

achievement it is important to set goals that may seem unattainable, motivate 

people to reach those goals, and give them the resources to do so (Sardaryan, 
2003a:1, Sardaryan’s emphasis). 
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What the MAP staff did not know then was that the phases of their exit plan would occur 

concurrently, not sequentially, and there would not be a three-year period for transition.  

Instead, events in 2004 accelerated the creation of CARD, the closure of MAP, and by 

April 2005 MAP staff were managing a new organization that was structurally different 

from what they originally conceived (MAP Press Release, 2005). 

 

During the second half of 2003 a number of key events took place.  In October, the 

current MAP Project Director (mentioned in section 6.2, who opposed exit of the credit 

component from MAP in 2002) accepted another assignment outside of Armenia.  He 

said his decision to leave was “an outgrowth of the strategic planning process MAP has 

been going through [the] past year.  He acknowledged the ‘tight’ management 

style…[that] he adopted was incompatible with what the local staff wanted today” 

(Engels, J. 2003,  pers. comm., 25 October). With his departure, Armenians were given 

more responsibilities and decision-making opportunities, and with the appointment of a 

new Director their choices were fully supported (Engels, 2003a). 

 

In November, a Transition Management Team (TMT) traveled to discuss a range of 

issues with USDA-CSREES/Washington.  The TMT was formed to work on the 

transition to CARD after the strategic planning retreat. The TMT discussed with the 

USDA the legal arrangements necessary to create the CARD foundation, the program 

activities CARD would assume, and its focus on the agricultural supply chain (USDA-

MAP Strategic Planning Initiative, 2004).  These ideas were enthusiastically received by 

USDA-CSREES.  In addition, the U.S. Mission in Armenia fully backed the TMT’s 

transition plans and was monitoring their progress closely, since:  

 
‘the State Department…might very well be interested [to use this exit model] for 

future USAID projects which can be turned over to local staff and continue the 

legacy Americans started’ (Engels, 2003b:1). 
 

The U.S. Mission encouraged MAP to ‘set some firm benchmarks and quickly get things 

implemented…try new things, and show early success,’ since there was a concern 

‘assistance funding [might be] reallocated from good projects to Iraq and Afghanistan’ 

(Engels, 2003b:1).  With strong support from the MAP Director, USDA-
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CSREES/Washington, and the U.S. Mission, the MAP staff received a clear signal to 

double their transition efforts going into 2004. 

 

A complication to transition arose during the first quarter of 2004, when the USDA-

CSREES office that administered MAP was contacted by the U.S. Department of State’s 

Office of Inspector General (OIG) in regard to several operational practices. The OIG 

investigates departments for government non-compliance and regularly audits programs 

for irregularities (U.S. Department of State, 2009:2).  The OIG expressed concern over 

lack of compliance to procurement and hiring guidelines by CSREES (Grosser, T. 2004, 

pers. comm., 23 March).  A resulting investigation, that lasted several months, claimed 

CSREES’ time and resources and left USDA-MAP to proceed with the transition on its 

own (Larew, H. 2004, pers. comm., 29 April). 

 

In July, 2004 an American foundation and fund development specialist visited MAP to 

work with the staff to create the CARD foundation ‘which can carry on all the activities 

that the USDA MAP has historically performed’ (Krenek, 2004). CARD bylaws were 

drafted for legal registration and efforts began to select a Board of Trustees, establish a 

CARD bank account, and discuss the transfer of assets from MAP to CARD.  Thereafter, 

however, things slowed down.  The OIG investigation in Washington caused delays to 

questions regarding the transition that required USDA input (Engels, 2004d).  The 

investigation also halted the recruitment of American technical specialists who were 

anxiously needed to work with Armenian agribusinesses during the processing season. 

 
…[D]uring this…period the local MAP staff…struggled to explain changes in 

operations to clients and manage gaps in what [had] historically been a 

consistent, timely working relationship between American [consultants] and 

Armenian farmers and producers (Engels, 2004d:3). 
 

Concerned over the interruption of MAP’s highly valued services, both the U.S. Mission 

in Armenia and the Government of Armenia came forward to express their concern about 

the impact on MAP’s programs (Engels, 2004d).  At first, a solution was proposed to 

bring CSREES into compliance with U.S. government regulations by having it step back 

from direct management of the project and turn this over to a land-grant university 

through a cooperative agreement with USDA-CSREES (Richter, L. 2004, pers. comm., 

30 August).  This initial proposal was replaced with one that involved inter-agency 
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collaboration between CSREES and the Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS), which has 

historically held the primary responsibility for USDA’s overseas programs.  CSREES 

was to continue daily project guidance and define program goals/objectives, and FAS 

was to ensure adequate financial accounting and reporting and hire a FAS employee to 

manage the project.  A land-grant university was to also be a partner, and it would 

manage and supply technical assistance to the project.  This was called the Third Party 

Contractor Model (Engels, 2004d; Engels, 2004e). 

 

As months went by, the Armenian staff became frustrated over the time it was taking to 

settle these issues so they could continue normal work. They became increasingly 

worried that the longer USDA vacillated and the more people that were involved—

potentially bringing their own agendas to MAP—the more precarious their exit plan 

became (Grosser, T. 2004a, pers. comm., 22 September). They were fearful that further 

delays might result in funds assigned to Armenia to be reallocated elsewhere. 

 

To shift attention away from Washington’s bureaucratic wrangling and back on to the 

transition, Armenian senior management held several meetings with MAP’s Director in 

September 2004.  By doing so, they sought to redirect attention back to their exit plan and 

assure the inevitability of CARD (Engels, 2004f). These meetings and a short retreat by 

MAP’s senior management to Lake Sevan, which lent its name to the outcome, produced 

the Sevan Accords (Engels, Sardaryan, & Sommers, 2004).  The Sevan Accords was a 

comprehensive document that synthesized staff thinking on organizational issues before 

CARD, covering matters of structure, operations, human resources, financing, strategic 

partner management and institutional assistance, public relations, and programs (Engels, 

Sardaryan, & Sommers, 2004). 

 

The Sevan Accords, and the meetings leading up to their writing, demonstrate voice and 

loyalty among the MAP staff as theorized by A. O. Hirschman in this essay Exit, Voice, 

and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, Organizations, and States (1970).  In this 

work, Hirschman puts forth three forms of expression open to members of organizations 

in ‘deteriorating conditions’, such as those MAP staff found themselves in during 2004. 

Upset over how the impending changes in Washington would affect the project, the MAP 

staff could have chosen exit. They were concerned that an altered project, with fractured 
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administration and management, posed a risk to the creation of CARD, or if not its 

creation, then the CARD they envisioned.  They could have left MAP behind, taken their 

project-acquired skills and found employment elsewhere.  They could have chosen not to 

found CARD. Instead, they chose the alternative option of exercising voice. Project staff 

met with the American Director and senior Armenian management to express their 

concerns and to continue the transition process regardless of uncertain and ever-changing 

news from Washington.  The Seven Accords were the product of a persistent focus on a 

future the Armenians wanted.  This was led by Armenians and it assured the transition 

process moved forward according to the local exit strategy. 

 

Loyalty, Hirschman believed, was the interplay between the forces of exit and voice 

(Hirschman, 1970).  Loyalty prevented organizational members from simply exiting and 

instead instilled a commitment to stay and influence the organization’s actions for 

alignment with their own thinking. For project staff, a sense of loyalty applied not only to 

MAP as an organization and what they had built/accomplished via the project, but loyalty 

to the idea of CARD itself, to the very notion that they could be a part of ‘the most 

powerful, most serviceable, the most far-reaching Armenian agribusiness and farm 

development institution in the country’ (Sardaryan, 2003a:1). Pursuing this lofty goal 

would allow them the opportunity to continue development post-project and work with 

clients with whom they had built strong relationships over the years. Restructuring 

USDA’s efforts in Armenia provided the catalyst for the MAP staff to vocally reassert 

their thoughts in the decision-making process to create their future and advance the 

phase-over to CARD. 

 

By December 2004, after several trips to Washington by MAP staff and trips to Armenia 

by USDA staff, the final model of how USDA would restructure its efforts in Armenia 

was complete (Engels & Sardaryan, 2004).  It included CARD as the local staff proposed 

it, attesting to their successful lobbying efforts to keep the phase-over center stage 

(Engels & Sardaryan, 2004).  The MAP staff, working in close conjunction with USDA-

CSREES and USDA-FAS, had successfully negotiated details regarding the closure of 

MAP and phase-over to CARD. As the final restructuring plan began to take shape, 

CSREES’ role diminished, and CSREES decided to turn over MAP to the Foreign 

Agricultural Service (Grosser, T. 2004b, pers. comm., 20 September).  With no 
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experience in Armenia, little knowledge of MAP prior to the previous few months, and 

having never implemented a project phase-over before, the Foreign Agricultural Service 

left transition specifics to the MAP Director and local staff (Barbieri, L. 2006, pers. 

comm., 17 October). At the same time, FAS offered its full support for the transition 

(USDA-FAS, 2004). These two actions were of immense benefit to the staff.  It allowed 

the transition to be managed in the field and built confidence in the project staff by 

providing an express endorsement of their efforts. 

 

While MAP proceeded with creating CARD, USDA-FAS/Washington worked to set up 

an office in Armenia to represent the USDA once the project was phased-over. This 

office would later support CARD and its programs (Priddy, 2005).  Figure 7.2 shows the 

role of the Foreign Agricultural Services’ office in Washington and how it acted as 

liaison with its field office and CARD in Armenia. 

 

Figure 7.2 Restructuring USDA in Armenia: USDA-FAS/Washington, D.C. 

 

Restructuring USDA in Armenia:
USDA-FAS/Washington, D.C.

USDA-FAS/Washington, D.C.

•Provides leadership and guidance for overall  

scope/vision of USDA in Armenia and for CARD 

and its activities

•Transfers Freedom Support Act Funds to CARD

• Reviews fiscal, programmatic, and impact of 

CARD’s development activities, and provides 

feedback

•Recruits foreign technical assistance for CARD 

as needed 

•Liaisons within USDA-D.C. and with other U.S. 

government agencies & international 

organizations (Department of State, USAID, 

EUR/ACE, World Bank, UNDP, ACDI/VOCA, etc.) 

on behalf of CARD

USDA-FAS/ 

Armenia

Center For 

Agribusiness & Rural 

Development

(Subcontractor-NGO)

USDA-FAS/D.C.

 
 

Source: Adapted from Engels & Sardaryan (2004)  

 

The USDA-FAS/Washington office provided leadership and overall guidance for 

USDA’s activities in Armenia beginning in 2005.  Those activities were carried out by 
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the USDA contracting CARD to implement development programs (USDA Federal 

Assistance Program, 2005). The Washington office was responsible for transferring FSA 

funds to CARD for its operational and programmatic expenses, the role which USDA-

CSREES/Washington had performed for MAP. Also from Washington, technical 

assistance was recruited to help CARD implement USDA-sponsored programs (USDA-

FAS, 2004). Finally, the Washington office promoted CARD within the agency, between 

the agency and other government departments (i.e. State Department) and to other 

development partners (Priddy, 2005). With the USDA-FAS/Washington office 

established in this way, CARD enjoyed (1) ongoing political support from Washington 

and a strong enduring working relationship with its donor; (2) a continued flow of FSA 

funds to Armenian staff for administrative, management, and development use; (3) a 

channel through which technical assistance could be supplied, as the local staff had 

grown accustomed to via MAP; and (4) the benefits derived from the promotion of their 

work to other development organizations. 

 

Figure 7.3 demonstrates the functions undertaken by the USDA-FAS office in Yerevan.  

USDA-FAS/Armenia was the official U.S. Department of Agriculture’s office in the 

country, making formal the unofficial role that MAP had assumed, and it worked with 

CARD on a day-to-day basis regarding USDA-sponsored activities. 
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Figure 7.3 Restructuring USDA in Armenia: USDA-FAS/Armenia 

 

Restructuring USDA in Armenia: 
USDA-FAS/Armenia

USDA-FAS/Armenia
(Officially represents USDA in Armenia and liaisons with its 

subcontractor/CARD

• Leadership: Director, USDA government employee

•Represents USDA w/Ministry of Agriculture, other 

government officials, at U.S.-Armenia Task Force (USATF) 

meetings, etc. 

•Oversees CARD’s Mission, activities, and provides foreign 

assistance as needed. Ensures CARD projects are 

consistent with/complimentary to U.S. government 

philosophy, policy, and direction to achieve goals and 

objectives.  

•Collaborates with development organizations in Armenia   

( World Bank, UNDP, ACDI/VOCA, UMCOR, IFAD, FAO, etc.) 

to assist CARD with development activities

USDA-FAS/ 
Armenia

Center For 

Agribusiness & Rural 

Development 

(Subcontractor-NGO)

USDA-FAS/D.C.

 
 

Source: Adapted from Engels & Sardaryan (2004) 

 

The USDA-FAS/Armenia office was staffed by a government official from USDA-FAS, 

whereas all previous USDA-MAP Directors had been from land-grant universities or the 

private sector (USDA-FAS, 2004).  The Armenia office represented the agency on a 

political level with the Ministry of Agriculture, which had previously been the job of the 

MAP Director (Priddy, 2005).  This office oversaw the work that CARD carried out on 

behalf of USDA-FAS, although implementation details were left to CARD (USDA 

Federal Assistance Program, 2005). As stated in the USDA Transition Plan (USDA 

Transition Team, 2004), ‘USDA/FAS and its primary implementing partner CARD will 

continue the same flexible, effective, and market-driven program for which MAP was 

known” (USDA Transition Team, 2004:3).  USDA-FAS/Armenia assured that this work 

was consistent with American development goals in the country and that CARD strictly 

complied with government regulations by helping it update its accounting system for 

submitting financial statements to Washington (USDA-FAS, 2004; Participant no. 84, 

2008).  The USDA-FAS/Armenia office also promoted CARD to other organizations 

within the development community in Armenia.  Through this USDA-FAS/Armenia 

office, CARD was able to maintain day-to-day contact with its donor. 
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Setting up this USDA-FAS/Armenia office relieved the CARD Director of duties the 

MAP Director was responsible for, namely weekly meetings at the U.S. Embassy and 

representing the USDA on non-program issues, allowing the CARD Director to focus 

solely on CARD business (Priddy, 2005). The local USDA-FAS office—while it oversaw 

CARD’s work in general—trusted CARD’s staff to make prudent development decisions 

and permitted them freedom from donor micromanagement (USDA Federal Assistance 

Program, 2005). USDA-FAS/Armenia also helped build CARD’s organizational capacity 

as a new foundation by providing training in accounting skills useful when working with 

other organizations which might contract their services (USDA, 2006). And finally, the 

endorsement that USDA-FAS/Armenia extended to CARD vis-à-vis other development 

partners helped establish a firm reputation for the new organization, discussed in further 

detail in section 7.5. The relationship between USDA-FAS and CARD and how CARD 

operated post-MAP is shown in Figure 7.4. CARD did not have a direct relationship with 

USDA-Washington as MAP did, but instead worked through the USDA-FAS/Armenia 

office. 

 

Figure 7.4 Restructuring USDA in Armenia: CARD 

 

Restructuring USDA in Armenia:
CARD

Center for Agribusiness and Rural 

Development)
(Subcontractor-NGO)

•Leadership: Director appointed by Board of 

Directors

•Implementer of USDA programs

•Receives Freedom Support Act Funds and 

maintains a local bank account 

•Provides a full package of assistance (present day 

USDA-MAP services)—technical, marketing, and 

financial aid

•All CARD Employees contracted by CARD for 1 

year renewable term

USDA-FAS/
Armenia

Center For 

Agribusiness & Rural 

Development 

(Subcontractor-NGO)

USDA-FAS/D.C.

 
 
Source: Adapted from Engels & Sardaryan (2004) 
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During the last quarter of 2004, CARD was legally registered as an Armenian foundation 

(NGO), which had a Board of Trustees that appointed the organization’s Director 

(USDA-FAS, 2004).  The first CARD Director was the last MAP Director, which 

provided management continuity during the phase-over process.  This CARD Director 

was the only American working within an otherwise entirely Armenian organization 

(CARD, 2005). While his employment contract was for three years, he left after a year 

and a half believing it time for complete Armenian leadership (CARD, 2004). The Board 

of Trustees, initially, was composed of three Americans and two Armenians (Martin, 

2004).  The Americans were MAP consultants who it was thought would bring the same 

continuity to the new organization as the American Director, but the American Board 

members instead sought to (1) run CARD from the Board level, which disrupted 

Armenian management, and (2) use CARD to extend their own employment in Armenia 

once their USDA contracts ended (Engels, J. 2005a, pers. comm., 11 March). Between 

September 2004 and March 2005, the American Board members exerted heavy influence 

on CARD and it took the CARD Director and pressure from USDA-FAS/Washington for 

them to step down and be replaced by Armenians (Barbieri, L. 2005, pers. comm., 11 

March). These events point out how important it is to maintain local ownership of the 

phase-over agenda and retain local empowerment once it has been extended. 

 

CARD was contracted by USDA-FAS to implement agricultural development programs 

designed by CARD and the USDA-FAS (USDA Federal Assistance Program, 2005). 

These were paid for with FSA funds that were not routed through the USDA-

FAS/Armenia office but directly deposited in CARD’s bank account (CARD, 2004).  

CARD, like MAP, initially offered a package of services that included technical, 

marketing, and financial assistance, although by mid-2005 the financial component was 

separated from CARD.  This is discussed further in section 8.1.  At the closure of MAP, 

all 51 project employees received a severance package that covered retirement, unused 

vacation, and a prorated bonus (USDA Transition Team, 2004).  Up front, USDA 

expected to pay this, with the amount totaling USD$348,056 (Alanakyan, N. 2005, pers. 

comm., 8 March).  What the USDA did not expect to pay, however, was an additional 3-

month severance salary to every employee as required by Armenian law, which cost the 

agency an additional USD$100,907 (Engels, J. 2005c, pers. comm., 8 March). The lesson 

here is that donors engaging in a phase-over need to conduct thorough research on local 
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laws that apply at project close out and budget funds for unexpected transition expenses.  

While MAP staff received a generous severance package, they were not, however, 

guaranteed a job with CARD.  All employees had to apply for positions, even top 

management (USDA Transition Team, 2004).  Most jobs were filled by previous MAP 

staff, being the most qualified, but some new candidates filled out the CARD staff and 

contributed fresh thinking (USDA Transition Team, 2004). Employment contracts were 

offered for one year with the option for CARD to renew their contracts thereafter.  This 

allowed a period of assessment to determine how well MAP staff adapted to their new 

CARD roles and the environment of CARD after phase-over. This is discussed further in 

Chapter 8. 

 

7.3 Mobilizing local and external resources 

 

The MAP-to-CARD phase-over required adequate financing from start to follow-through.  

Levinger & McLeod’s fourth exit strategy tactic addresses incorporating the need to 

mobilize local and external resources for funding the phase-over process. That would 

include the phase-over itself and post-phase-over.  Realizing that exit inevitably would 

result in the end of funds, Levinger & McLeod emphasize that: 

 
…actors should plan from the start to mobilize adequate resources to maintain 

the necessary scope and high quality of services until such time as activities are 

no longer needed to sustain benefit flows (Levenger & McLeod, 2002:12). 
 
Levinger & McLeod suggest a variety of options, from using local funds—from the 

public or private sector—to drawing on external/international funds from donors.  Local 

funds can also include local donor funds, as well as organizations that pay fees for 

services.  Levinger and McLeod stress that future fund planning should be integrated into 

a program design, for example building fundraising capacity within the organization, or 

‘market based approaches’, by which they mean employing a buyer-seller business model 

whereby the organization sells its services. 

 

For funding the phase-over itself, USDA and local staff were asked if local financial 

resources were used in the process. All respondents save two answered that local 

financing was not used. See Table 7.1. One USDA representative did not know if local 

financial resources were used or not and another USDA representative mentioned a 
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source of funding that none of the other respondents thought of—loan reflows 

(Participant no. 91, 2008).  MAP’s loans brought in monthly principal and interest 

payments from agribusinesses which had been extended credit through the project’s 

Credit Team (USDA, 2000-2004). 

 

Table 7.1 Local financial resources 

 
Research 
Group (n=15) No Yes 

Do Not 
Know Total/Percent 

USDA (6) 4 1 1 6 
 30.8% 100.0% 100.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD 
staff (9) 

9 0 0 9 

 69.2% 0.0% 0.0% 60.0% 

Total 13 1 1 15 
 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

Question:  Were local (financial) resources mobilized?  

Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

When respondents were asked why local financial resources were not sought to pay for 

MAP’s transition, the general sentiment was ‘no one offered; no money [was] out there’ 

(Participant no. 25, 2008).  To this, one respondent added, ‘[there was] no local money in 

Armenia for the transition, certainly not from the Ministry of Agriculture and local 

NGOs’ (Participant no. 20, 2008).  Others took a different view, seeing the use of local 

resources for the transition as beyond consideration: 

 

• MAP [was always] known for supporting [others] with money; [the project was] 
never in the position of accepting money.  [The] local government always had 

scarce resources (Participant no. 57, 2008). 
 

• …it would have been unbelievable to use local resources.  No local organization 

[was] interested.  They came [to MAP] for money, why should they give money to 

[a] USDA project? (Participant no. 27, 2008). 
 

And the USDA’s response?  ‘There really was not a need.  USDA had sufficient funds 

for the transition. Money was never an issue’ (Participant no. 90, 2008).  This answer was 

supported by other USDA and MAP/CARD respondents when asked if the transition was 

funded by external/international financial resources. 
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Table 7.2 shows that 14 out of 15 respondents answered affirmatively to the question 

whether external financial resources were used for MAP’s exit.  Only one respondent 

from USDA said he did not know since he did not work on Armenia until after the 

transition. 

 

Table 7.2 External financial resources 

 
Research Group 
(n=15) Yes Do Not Know Total/Percent 

USDA (6) 5 1 6 
 35.7% 100.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD 
staff (9) 

9 0 9 

 64.3% 0.0% 60.0% 

Total 14 1 15 
 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Question: Were external (financial) resources mobilized? 

Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

All respondents agreed that the phase-over was financed by the USDA. As one MAP 

staff member put it, ‘USDA provided all transition funding.  There was no need to look 

elsewhere’ (Participant no. 22, 2008).  Others answered: 

 

• USDA had enough money for the transition. We never thought of it [seeking funds 
elsewhere] (Participant no. 21, 2008). 

 

• Because CARD was another USDA undertaking.  It was natural for [USDA] to 

support CARD (Participant no. 20, 2008). 
 

• We [CARD] continued USDA activities for USDA (Participant no. 25, 2008). 
 

One MAP staff member thought outside financing was not used so as to prevent another 

donor from meddling in the transition in some way: 

 
[The] USDA gave funds so no other donor interfered with [the] exit process.  

Maybe it was the idea of [the] local staff not to seek outside funds so they would 

remain independent (Participant no. 57, 2008). 
 

When USDA-Washington was asked why other funders were not brought in to finance 

the transition, it confirmed that remaining independent was an issue (Participant no. 89, 
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2008). However, the agency’s answer also revealed that its actions had to do with a 

concern over the certainty of success regarding what it was doing. 

 
Partly [because] we were not sure where we were going.  USDA had a lot of 

money.  [The] Embassy [was] very protective of the project.  We did not want to 

spend other people’s money on an uncertain outcome.  USDA had enough money; 

funding was never an issue (Participant no. 89, 2008). 
 

The MAP staff was fortunate to be backed by a single donor, limiting need or desire to 

identify alternative funding. This, however, might not necessarily be the case for another 

project phase-over at another time and place.  In a like scenario with local project staff 

making a transition to a recipient organization, staff should try to secure supplementary 

funding steams.  Perhaps, like MAP in Armenia, there might not be local financial 

channels through which to appeal. Perhaps, like the USDA, a donor would feel it is their 

responsibility to pay all expenses to assure continuity for the transition and avert financial 

loss to an investor if the phase-over was unsuccessful. All the same, considering 

fundraising for a phase-over would prepare the local staff to begin to think about 

fundraising post-project. 

 

Fundraising post-project lies at the heart of Levinger and McLeod’s fourth exit strategy 

of mobilizing local and external resources.  They stress the need for a ‘future funding 

plan’ that extends beyond the phase-over (2002:13).  They understand that unlike in 

Armenia, ‘Governments simply do not have the financial resources to sustain…programs 

after donor support is withdrawn’ and that ‘sustainability means that you can’t depend on 

the donor indefinitely’ (2002:13).  Formulating a future funding plan and not depending 

on USDA indefinitely was precisely what the CARD staff worked on when they met for a 

Strategic Planning Workshop in July 2005, four months after CARD was officially 

opened (Peterson, 2005).  During an all-staff three-day workshop, CARD staff considered 

‘the future for CARD and…an approach by which to proceed’ (Peterson, 2005:1). The 

following is an excerpt from the Workshop’s Final Facilitation Report: 

 
When asked about ideas or areas where their unit or work could earn non-donor 

funding, many people mentioned cost-sharing ideas and most gave examples.  

A&M [Agribusiness & Marketing] mentioned incrementally charging 

agribusinesses to provide inputs, and suggested that people attending the Cheese 

School [that CARD organized for dairy processors] could begin to cover some of 

their costs.  Credit believed that they (the Credit Unit) could become sustainable 
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(financially) in a mater of a year…A&M was the only division that explored the 

option of learning how to market [CARD to attract] other donors [beyond] 
USDA-FAS (Peterson, 2005:7). 

 

Expanding on these ideas, the CARD Director created a funding plan for CARD on the 

final day of the Workshop that presented CARD as a two-fold organization’, as (1) a 

development organization and as (2) a for-fee service provider (Engels, 2005d:3). He 

recommended that CARD have a Business Development Department, and build fund-

raising capacity as Levinger & McLeod suggested, to bring in future funding, and he 

enumerated potential sources of income (Engels, 2005d:7).  See Figure 7.5. 

 

Figure 7.5 Potential sources of income for CARD 

 

Sources of Income (aka Clients)
� 321,000 Armenian farmers

� Armenian agri-businesses

� Governments:

� Armenian (MOA)
� American (USDA, USAID, MCC, other)

� British (Department for International Development—DFID)

� EU (i.e. German Ministry of Nature Protection)…

� International development organizations

� World Bank

� FAO

� ACDI/VOCA
� UMCOR

� Action Against Hunger…

� Land-Grant Universities/Research Centers

� Input suppliers (Manufacturer’s Representative)

� Individuals

 
 
Source:  Engels (2005d:4) 

 

This future funding plan encompassed a wide range of prospective sources of income 

from the public and private sectors.  Income was potentially available from any Armenian 

farmer or agribusiness; governments—the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture, the U.S. 

government—USDA, USAID, the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC); the British 

government, which operated projects in Armenia via DFID; or the German Government, 

which was involved in an organic program via the German Ministry of Nature Protection.  
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International development organizations were also considered potential clients of 

CARD—the World Bank, FAO, et al.   Land-grant universities were listed, since MAP 

had a long history with working with many of them.  Input suppliers were mentioned due 

to MAP’s previous contacts with several input suppliers with whom the project worked to 

develop the dairy industry.  And individuals were also seen as prospective sources of 

income, philanthropic individuals who wanted to help Armenians and needed an NGO 

through which to work.  Collaborations with these entities are discussed further in section 

8.2 and chapter 9. 

 

As a development organization, the funding plan proposed that CARD continue to work 

with those who had the least in Armenia—farmers and agribusinesses. See Figure 7.6. 

USDA-FAS and/or other donor(s) in combination would supply all program funding, but 

farmers and agribusinesses each year could contribute their own resources to an 

intervention.  This cost-sharing was seen as stretching development dollars so more work 

could be undertaken.  If CARD supplied 80% funding, the client would supply 20%; if 

CARD supplied 70% funding, the client would supply 30%, and so forth.  

 

Figure 7.6 CARD as a development organization 

 

I. Classic Development Organization

Focus on those who have the least---farmers and agribusinesses

100% (USDA/other)  donor funding:  CARD

Cost-Sharing: CARD & farmers/agribusinesses

-80-20%; 70-30%; 60-40%; 50-50%--stretch development dollars

Cost-Substitution:  CARD & Partner (MOA; MCC; ACDI/VOCA; LGUs; 
international organizations; individuals…)

Examples: MCC (milk collection stations)

ACDI/VOCA Volunteers (TA in many sectors)

LGU Research (e.g. goat parasites, pasture 
management)

Soros Foundation (organic farming project)

German Min. of Nature Protection
(i.e. agro forestry, NTFP, organic agriculture)

 
 

Source:  Engels (2005d:5) 
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Cost substitution was another way CARD could share development costs.  By partnering 

with the Ministry of Agriculture or the Millennium Challenge Corporation or 

ACDI/VOCA, et al., CARD could defray its costs by sharing expenses with other 

organizations.  CARD could combine its program activities with other organizations and 

establish milk collection stations for dairy farmers, incorporate a land-grant university 

interested in soil science projects in Eurasia with CARD’s pasture management program, 

or join efforts with the Soros Foundation to mutually launch an organic farming project.   

 

Figure 7.7 CARD as a for fee service provider 

 

II.  For Fee Service Provider
Focus on those who have the most---Sliding Fee Scale contingent on client 

resources

A)  Farmers

-interest on loans/leases; trainings; consultations; organic certification

B)   Agribusinesses

-interest on loans/leases; consultations; trainings (i.e. HACCP); 

input supply/distribution (i.e. Christian Hansen cheese cultures; World Wide 
Sires, et al.); marketing and promotion services (advertising/trade shows); 
market research; industry conferences (dairy, wine); export management 
services: logistics, transportation, distribution in/to foreign markets (cheese, 
wine, processed fruits & vegetables)

C)  Public Sector

-MCC (i.e. Due Diligence Team)

D)  Investors 

-investment linkages (see: U.S.  Dept. of Commerce Gold Key Service)

E)  International Clients 

-USDA/Georgia (Georgia dairy sector assessment, other…)

-Iowa State/Romania (i.e. Introducing Marketing Co-ops to Romania)

 
 
Source:  Engels (2005d:6) 

 

As a development organization but also as a for-fee service provider, the funding plan 

proposed CARD also work with those who had the most—those clients who could, on a 

sliding scale, pay for CARD’s services. This reflected Levinger & McLeod’s thinking 

when they suggested ‘market-based approaches’ with an organization selling its services 

for a fee (Levinger & McLeod, 2002:13). See Figure 7.7. Large farms could be charged 

higher interest on loans or equipment leases and pay fees for extension-type trainings and 

consultations or to become organically certified.  Agribusinesses could also pay interest 
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on loans/leases and for consultations, but equally they could pay for materials and 

services that MAP once provided to them for free.  This would include input supplies like 

Christian Hansen cheese cultures, World Wide Sires’ bull semen for artificial 

insemination, marketing services to promote agricultural products domestically or 

internationally, and export management services.  CARD could offer its expertise to the 

Millennium Challenge Corporation or U.S. businessmen who visit Armenia through a 

U.S. Department of Commerce foreign investment program when they require 

information about and expertise in Armenian agriculture.  And CARD could dispatch 

teams of rural development specialists to travel internationally to train others in 

development countries about successful approaches learned in Armenia. 

 

To assure CARD’s revenue-raising efforts remained focused on sustainability, an 

arbitrary timetable was proposed to supplant all of USDA-FAS’ funding within five 

years.  See Figure 7.8. 

 

Figure 7.8 CARD success metrics 

 

Success Metrics

� Arbitrary Timetable

-- Supplant 20% of present USDA funding

every year for the next five years

� Requirements for Success

-- Develop a sliding-fee schedule for services

-- Fund-raising capability: technical (grant and proposal) writing

-- Develop CARD promotion/marketing and outreach/Public Relations 
capability

-- Departments design economical projects with maximum benefits 
and continually review opportunities to cost-share, cost-
substitute, and charge for fee for services

-- Donor/client-orient (Customer Satisfaction Is Paramount)

 
 
Source:  Engels (2005d:8)  
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It was proposed that each year CARD could supplant 20% of what USDA provided with 

income it raised itself through its funding plan.  If at the end of the five years, CARD 

continued to receive USDA funding, then CARD could conduct additional development 

work with this money; if not, CARD could still continue development work without 

USDA. 

 

These ideas were well received by the Armenian staff and they were included in CARD’s 

Strategic Plan 2005-2006 (CARD, 2005a).  With the objective of making CARD 

sustainable, the staff committed to a range of revenue strategies, one of which was 

founding an ‘affiliate and fully registered commercial entity capable of revenue-raising 

business transactions’ (CARD, 2005a:29).  Since legally an Armenian foundation was 

restricted regarding entrepreneurial activities, a commercial entity needed to be set up to 

sell products and services (CARD, 2004).  This entity, established in 2006, was called 

CARD AgroService, whose mission it was to link: 

 
…farmers and agribusinesses with world leading farm input and equipment 

producers by importing technologically advanced farm equipment, tools, and 

supplies, as well as agricultural inputs including seeds and bovine semen, and 

distribute them throughout Armenia and Georgia.  CARD Agroservice also 

provides consultancy and training on its products before and after purchase (U.S. 
Embassy, 2009:1). 
 

CARD AgroService is discussed in more detail in chapter 9 when program sustainability 

is examined in relation to Gardner et al.’s (2005) exit strategy success indicators, but its 

founding provides evidence of mobilizing local resources concurrent to external donor 

funding. While the MAP-CARD transition was confined to using only U.S. government 

funds, the Armenian staff understood these would not be available forever (Peterson, 

2005).  As Levinger & McLeod point out, a market-based approach, such as CARD 

AgroService, is a way ‘to make local organizations more financially self-sustaining’ 

(2002:13).  Commercializing project activities through a local organization provides an 

innovative mechanism for post-phase-over projects to raise revenue and pay for future 

development work. 
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7.4 Summary 

 

In 2003, during USDA-MAP’s eighth year of operation, USDA/Washington realized it 

needed to consider an ‘endpoint’ to MAP’s activities in Armenia, and it asked the local 

MAP staff their vision of how the project should develop.  During a strategic planning 

retreat, the staff proposed an exit plan that would create the Center for Agribusiness & 

Rural Development, an NGO they would own and manage to carry on MAP’s 

development activities. Due to administrative changes in Washington and through the 

efforts of a local Transition Management Team, the USDA restructured its aid delivery to 

Armenia and established CARD within sixteen months. 

 

Evaluating this process in accordance with Levinger & McLeod’s fourth exit strategy 

tactic of mobilizing local and external resources, the MAP-CARD experience showed 

that only donor funding was used to accomplish a phase-over. For post-project 

development work, however, CARD sought external and internal resources. This 

included a cooperative agreement with the USDA to pay for CARD-designed core 

activities and USDA-FAS special projects, as well as working with international 

development organizations operating in Armenia.  Further, CARD reached out to local 

farmers and agribusinesses with for-fee services and products as a representative of 

several agricultural input suppliers.  This brought it income that contributed to its 

sustainability. 

 

With CARD launched, the local staff assumed all core MAP programs would be absorbed 

by the new organization, but this was not the case.  Also, MAP partners assumed CARD 

could continue the same relationships with them as MAP had, but this also was not the 

case.  The next chapter discusses these matters within the framework of Levinger & 

McLeod’s last two exit tactics, staggering the phase-out of program activities and 

resources, and allowing roles and relationships to evolve. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
8 
 

Phase-over 
 

Development projects are a form of cross-cultural drama; a play in which many 
of the actors do not really know their lines very well at first.  Although there is a 
script, there are also departures from that script, and success requires the actors 
to come to terms with each other, to make necessary and appropriate adjustments 
to the script, and to eventually produce a coherent and satisfying show. 
 
--Riall W. Nolan, Development Anthropology, Boulder, Colorado: Westview 
Press, 2002, p. 105. 

 
 
In 2003, during its eighth year of operation in Armenia, the USDA asked the Marketing 

Assistance Project (MAP)’s local staff to plan for a future beyond the project. As was 

discussed in the previous chapter, the staff proposed to establish and manage a new 

organization to carry on MAP’s work. The USDA approved of this idea, and due to 

changes within USDA/Washington and the local staff’s steadfast efforts, the delivery of 

U.S. aid to Armenia was restructured and the Center for Agribusiness & Rural 

Development (CARD) was founded. This transition was funded entirely by the USDA.  

Only after CARD’s establishment did the new organization reach out to alternative 

external and internal resources to finance its aid work. That work included carrying on 

some, though not all, of MAP’s programs, and developing a role for itself in the 

development community. 

 

This chapter discusses the MAP-CARD phase-over in terms of Levinger & McLeod’s 

last two exit strategy tactics. Section 8.1 applies Levinger & McLeod’s fifth exit tactic of 

staggering the phase-out of program activities and resources to analyze the extent to 

which MAP programs and assets carried over to CARD.  Section 8.2 discusses Levinger 

& McLeod’s sixth and final exit strategy for allowing roles and relationships to evolve to 
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evaluate how these shaped CARD’s role in the Armenian development community and 

established new relationships with previous MAP partners. This section highlights the 

importance of a donor’s continual involvement post-project that can contribute to a 

straightforward transition. Section 8.3 provides a summary of this chapter and lays the 

ground work for chapter 9, which applies Gardner et al.’s exit strategy success 

measurements to the MAP-CARD narrative. 

 

8.1 Staggering the phase-out of program activities and resources 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s fifth exit tactic advocates a staggered phase-out of aid project 

activities and resources (2002).  This involves ‘identify[ing], prioritiz[ing], and 

schedul[ing] the staggered phase out of key elements of a program, planning how and 

when local actors will take on new roles and responsibilities’ (2002:13).   Levinger & 

McLeod believe that turning over development programs in sequential fashion will give 

local actors time to build their skills and experience and procure alternative forms of 

funding if necessary.  Instituting a phase-over in this way better prepares local staff for 

full control over resources and program decision-making, culminating in complete 

ownership.  By staggering the phase-over of activities, the recipient organization will 

have time to adjust to its new responsibilities and additional training can be provided to 

staff if needed.  Also, the donor will be able to see how local actors adjust to their new 

roles. 

 

When the USDA and local staff were asked if MAP programs were gradually staggered 

over to local ownership and CARD, all but two interviewees answered affirmatively. The 

one MAP/CARD staff member who answered no misunderstood the question to mean 

that staggering MAP programs meant altering them in some way:  ‘No, [MAP’s] 

programs [were] kept the same—intact—without change during [the] transition’ 

(Participant no. 20, 2008).  The one USDA representative who said he did not know if 

MAP’s programs were staggered or not did not work on Armenia at the time.  See Table 

8.1. 
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Table 8.1 Programs staggered during transition 
 

Research 
Group (n=15) No Yes 

Do Not 
Know Total/Percent 

USDA (6) 0 5 1 6 
  0.0% 38.5% 100.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD 
staff (9) 1 8 0 9 

  100.0% 61.5% 0.0% 60.0% 
Total 1 13 1 15 
  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Question: Were various programs staggered during the MAP-CARD transition? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

When the USDA and local staff were then asked who was responsible for staggering the 

project programs, the response was the USDA staff and the Country Director, working in 

conjunction with CARD team leaders (Participant no. 23, 2008; Participant no. 24, 2008).  

The programs that were staggered included the entire MAP portfolio, covering technical, 

financial and marketing assistance (Participant no. 57, 2008).  Still, as one MAP/CARD 

staff member commented, ‘Different activities had different fates’ (Participant no. 57, 

2008).  The staggering out of project programs was explained by one USDA 

representative as ‘a filter[ing] process…some things [were] kept [for CARD], others 

dropped’ (Participant no. 89, 2008).  CARD took on the responsibility for ‘those 

activities that would be sustainable’, those which CARD had the internal capacity to 

manage (Participant no. 92, 2008).  Other programs—such as the Agricultural Teaching 

Center (ATC), Extension, the Foundation for Applied Research & Agribusiness (FARA), 

and the Small Farm Water Management Research Center (SFWMRC)—were turned over 

to the Armenian Agricultural Academy, where they were based. Originally, USDA-

CSREES created these academic departments to build organizational capacity within the 

AAA, and when MAP closed down it was natural for the AAA to assume responsibility 

for their management. Agro-leasing and the ARID Goat Center also carried on their 

activities outside the CARD structure. Since both were already separate Armenian 

organizations, their local Directors took charge when the USDA withdrew. Further 

details about the transition of Agro-leasing are discussed in section 8.2. 
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Throughout the transition process, MAP staff expected CARD to carry on all the main 

activities of MAP (USDA-MAP, 2003). In CARD’s first Strategic Plan, three separate 

departments were envisioned to continue MAP’s core services: 

 
Agribusiness and Marketing: Provides a comprehensive set of integrated 
technical and marketing services to clients, including but not limited to business 
development, market development, market intelligence projects, commodity 
sectors analysis, and sales assistance in domestic and export markets. 
 
Rural Development: Implements advisory, educational, research and technical 
assistance activities for farm enterprises, agribusinesses, and related 
companies…all aimed at…value-added agricultural production volumes and 
development of food products that are competitive in the local marketplace. 
 
Credit:  Issues credit and provides leasing services to individual farmers, farmer 
groups, agribusinesses, credit clubs, and credit unions (CARD, 2005a:5). 

 

Of these three, the Agribusiness & Marketing and Rural Development departments 

evolved as planned, but the Credit department did not. MAP’s credit component phased-

over to CARD, but only briefly.  As explained by one staff member, ‘most of the [MAP] 

activities transitioned [over to CARD] slowly, gently…[but there were] a few hard abrupt 

changes in direction’, such as the credit component (Participant no. 57, 2008). Financial 

assistance had always been a part of the development work undertaken by project staff 

when MAP was managed by USDA-CSREES and the staff wanted it to continue under 

CARD.  However, when USDA-FAS assumed management of the  phase-over to CARD, 

it had  different ideas and wanted grants, loans and the project’s Credit Clubs handled in 

a new way (Johnston, F. 2005, pers. comm., 10 January).  CARD was able to continue to 

issue grants.  CARD was also able to collect principal and interest on outstanding MAP 

agribusiness and Credit Club member loans, but it was not able to issue loans itself. 

 

A. Grants 

 

In the 1990s, MAP offered grants and loans and created Credit Clubs during a time when: 

 
Armenia’s transition to a market economy was more difficult and more prolonged 
than originally anticipated.  In contrast to some of the transition economies in 
Central Europe, Armenia [had] yet to see large-scale entry to new private 
enterprises or investment.  This [was] the root cause of Armenia’s failure to 
reduce poverty.  Overall, most growth [took] place outside the manufacturing 
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sector—the very sector where Armenia [had] the strongest comparative 
advantage…Agriculture [was one of] the main contributors to GDP 
growth…(World Bank, 2001:5). 

 

To take advantage of Armenia’s strong comparative advantage and foster agricultural 

growth, USDA-CSREES understood that farmers and agribusinesses needed capital.  To 

provide this, MAP gave farmers and agribusinesses grants, micro-enterprise and strategic 

loans, and facilitated equity investments through project-created Credit Clubs (MAP, 

2002). In addition, MAP also founded Agro-leasing (discussed in Section 6.3), an 

independent organization that allowed food processors to acquire modern equipment at a 

low cost with an option to purchase at the end of the lease period (MAP, 1999). 

 

MAP grants—provided from the first year of its operation—varied from several hundred 

to several thousand dollars.  These grants were targeted at Armenian food processors with 

whom the project’s technical and marketing consultants were working to develop specific 

agricultural products.  Figure 8.1 shows the amount of USDA-MAP grants provided to 

major industry sectors between 1996 and 2002. 

 

Figure 8.1 USDA-MAP grants to major industry sectors, 1996-2002 
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During this period grants grew in amount and across sub-sectors, with the majority of 

funding given to the most promising industries—wine, fruit and vegetable processing, 

and dairy processing. The year with the lowest number of grants issued and in the 

smallest amounts was 1998, when grants of only up to USD$500 were dispersed.  This 

was the same year MAP began its loan program and concentrated on supplying loans 

over grants. The year with the largest number of grants issued and in the largest amounts 

was 2001, when grants reached a peak of USD$108,159.  This was when the project was 

expanding to encompass new clients and sub-sectors. In the following year, 2002, it is 

evident from Figure 8.2 that MAP worked across 9 subsectors and delivered USD$96,168 

in grants. 

 

Figure 8.2 USDA-MAP grants by industry sector, 2002 
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Source:  Adapted from USDA-MAP (2002) 
 

By the close of MAP in 2005, grant-giving had become an integral development tool that 

the local staff was accustomed to using.  They expected that when other programs were 

turned over to CARD the grant process would remain the same under USDA-FAS 

sponsorship as it had under USDA-CSREES (CARD, 2005a). Under USDA-CSREES, 

when a MAP client had a development need, a staff member would submit a one page 
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grant request to the MAP Director who possessed the sole authority to approve funding 

(Smith, J. 2004, pers. comm., 11 April). The process was simple, quick, and flexible, but 

it was also subjective and top-down. 

 

USDA-FAS, which was not used to issuing individual agribusiness grants so freely as 

MAP, urged MAP staff to decentralize and localize the grant approval process, and they 

complied (Engels, J. 2006, pers. comm., 16 September). CARD set up grant committees 

to review all grant requests that were submitted by staff members through Department 

Managers.  These committees met regularly and consisted of CARD staff unaffiliated 

with the development project for which funding was sought, as well as outside, 

independent advisors from the agricultural community.  The committees reviewed and 

approved applications, issued grants, and monitored spending (Engels, J. 2006, pers. 

comm., 16 September). This change decentralized the dispersal of development capital, 

empowered the local grant committee with the responsibility for and control over 

spending, and let Armenians be the final authority to set funding priorities for subsector 

spending. This type of local control over resources and decision-making—culminating in 

complete local ownership—is exactly what Levinger & McLeod advocate when 

discussing staggering program activities and resources (2002). 

 

B. Loans 

 

In 1997, after MAP gained some experience in issuing grants, it became clear that some 

of its clients and other prospective firms would need more funding and they could afford 

to pay for it. The MAP Loan Program began by identifying enterprises that would need 

raw material from farmers, add value to it, and send it up the marketing chain.  Micro-

loans (up to USD$5000) and strategic loans (up to USD$50,000) were extended to 

businesses engaged in the most promising agricultural sub-sectors—fruit and vegetable 

processing, dairying, and wine (Erysian, 2005).  Figure 8.3 shows the percentage of loans 

each subsector received between 1997 and 2002.  Preferential interest rates were offered, 

collateral pledged, and MAP trained borrowers in regularly monitored financial record- 

keeping (USDA-MAP, 2004). With combined technical and marketing assistance from 

MAP, this put borrowers in an advantageous position to succeed in business and meet 
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their loan obligation.  By the closure of the project, the MAP loan program had issued 

328 loans totaling nearly USD$11 million (Erysian, 2005). 

 
Figure 8.3 USDA-MAP extended loans by industry sector 1997-2002 
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Source: Adapted from USDA (2003) Client Audit Review (1 Jan. 30, 2003-Dec. 31, 2003) 
 

With the consent of the USDA, the entire MAP loan portfolio was turned over to CARD.  

For several months prior to CARD opening its doors on 1 April 2005, MAP Credit Team 

staff worked with banks and borrowers to transfer title to the loans from MAP to CARD.  

The last loan was not officially assigned to CARD until November, but CARD eventually 

inherited a loan portfolio worth more than USD$1.2 million (See Table 8.2). This gave 

CARD a valuable asset to finance its development work. 
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Table 8.2 MAP loan portfolio turned over to CARD 

 
Current loan portfolio as of 1 April 2005 (USD) 
Interest received to date $4,911.00 
Interest past due to date $720.00 
Loans past due to date $12, 389.00 
Outstanding loans $1,121,760.00 

 
Source:  Gabrielyan, A. & Petrosyan, K. 2005, pers. comm., 30 November 
 

With this portfolio as a base, the CARD staff wanted to continue the loan program that  

MAP had begun, but USDA-FAS thought differently: 

 
Ultimately [after servicing and collecting all outstanding MAP loans]…CARD 
needs to get out of lending…CARD should not be an actual lender…Armenian 
banks were not happy that USDA was in the business of lending money.  Ever the 
optimist, I see this as a sign that, hopefully, local banks are ready to start serving 
the ag sector (Johnston, F. 2005, pers. comm., 10 January). 

 

However, neither domestic nor international banks were engaging in agricultural lending 

in Armenia.  Furthermore, with the closure of MAP, the USDA was getting out of the 

lending business.  So CARD argued: 

 
The kind of credit program that CARD will establish…will fill a much needed gap 
in lending to farmers and agribusinesses, as well as prove an invaluable 
development tool for CARD to provide a complementary package of services that 
include technical and marketing assistance (Engels, J. 2005e, pers. comm., 28 
January). 

 

In addition to a credit component complementing its technical and marketing assistance, 

CARD saw the income from loans as a viable source of revenue to become sustainable 

and wanted to service loans through a separate affiliate organization called Armenian 

Farm Credit (AFC) (CARD, 2005a).  The AFC organization would ‘establish credit 

unions from existing Credit Clubs…develop new medium-term loan and leasing 

products…[and] provide AFC loans and establish [an] AFC branch system in the regions’  

(CARD, 2005a:12). The AFC organization was to be based on the model of the Farm 

Credit Administration in the United States, which was founded in 1933 as part of 

President Roosevelt’s New Deal to provide farmers credit.  The Farm Credit 

Administration established a Farm Credit System in which farmer-borrowers and lending 
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organizations are members of a cooperative structure that provides capital for agricultural 

development (Moore, 2005). 

 

In June 2005, the USDA sponsored a trip for CARD managers to meet with the Farm 

Credit Administration at its headquarters in McLean, Virginia and in January, 2006 for 

Farm Credit Administration management to meet CARD management in Yerevan, 

Armenia (Sardaryan et al., 2005; Engels, J. 2006a, pers. comm., 12 June). USDA 

supported the establishment of an Armenian Farm Credit lending organization and 

between June 2005 and January 2006, the CARD staff prepared to make this happen.  

CARD gained support  within the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture for this lending 

organization, reviewed recent Armenian legislation regarding new lending rules, and 

prepared a five-year implementation plan with a detailed budget for each year (Sardaryan 

et al., 2005). CARD saw itself at the center of creating and managing Armenian Farm 

Credit and set this as a goal in its Strategic Plan in 2005 (CARD, 2005a). When the Farm 

Credit Administration came to Armenia in 2006, however, it recommended to the USDA 

that CARD’s role be peripheral.  It stressed that any lending organization should be 

entirely separate to CARD, that as in the United States where CARD-type technical and 

marketing services are offered through a local Extension office, this is detached from any 

lending services (Engels, 2006b). CARD argued otherwise, but the USDA eventually 

supported the Farm Credit Administration’s approach and contracted Farm Credit to 

establish a separate lending organization in Armenia (Barbieri, L. 2006a, per. comm., 30 

May). 

 

Without sufficient capital of its own, or an alternative funding source to USDA, this left 

CARD unable to establish its own credit organization.  This meant: 

 

• CARD was not able to offer its clients the same assistance package as MAP. For 

the first time local staff were not able to provide technical, marketing, and 

financial services, which they believed in combination was a key to MAP’s 

success. 

 

• CARD could continue to service MAP’s outstanding loans and retain all incoming 

principal and interest, but it could not issue new loans.  Instead, CARD would 
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need to refer clients elsewhere for financing, which if denied could slow the pace 

of CARD’s own development work with these agribusinesses. 

 

• CARD could not rely on income from an affiliated lending organization to fund 

any of its activities and contribute to its sustainability.  This meant continued 

dependence on USDA as its sole funder until alternative revenue streams could be 

developed (Engels, 2006b). 

 

When Levinger & McLeod suggest turning over the key elements of an aid program to 

local staff they stress ‘planning how and when local actors will take on new roles and 

responsibilities’ (2002:13).  This planning needs to be clear, unequivocal, and understood 

by all stakeholders.  From the outset USDA informed the CARD staff they were in 

charge of collecting MAP loans and could retain these funds. The CARD staff understood 

how and when they were to take on these new responsibilities. From the outset USDA 

told CARD it ‘should not be an actual lender’ (Johnston, F. 2005, pers. comm., 10 

January).  The CARD staff also understood this.  CARD later thought, however, that it  

had found a way around this principle that was acceptable to and endorsed by the 

USDA—establish an affiliate local lending organization based on the Farm Credit model 

which would ‘create a sustainable credit program for [CARD] and [its] clients’ (Engels, 

J. 2006c, pers. comm., 30 May). What CARD did not count on was the Farm Credit 

advisors recommending to USDA that CARD be excluded from managing the new credit 

organization. A USDA-FAS representative explained, ‘I have stated several times that we 

[USDA] will only work in credit based on recommendations of the Farm Credit advisors’ 

(Barbieri, L. 2006a, pers. comm., 30 May). This abrupt change points out the importance 

of continual communication throughout the phase-over process and how periodic 

reassessments by all stakeholders can lead to a smooth program transfer without mistaken 

expectations regarding new roles and responsibilities. In addition, despite agreed upon 

arrangements, it must be remembered that donors retain central control over exit plans 

unless diverse funding sources allow greater autonomy. 
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C. Credit Clubs 

 

The final credit program to phase-over from MAP to CARD in April 2005 was the Credit 

Club program.  MAP launched the Credit Club program in 1998 when banks were 

offering high interest rates compounded by unreasonable collateral requirements 

(Erysian, 2005). Responding to farmers’ needs for capital for input supplies, MAP 

offered easily accessible funding with saving systems based on the principles of group 

lending (Miller, 2000).  The project helped farmers form associations, wholly owned and 

controlled by their members.  MAP helped each Club establish a bank account into which 

the project made an initial capital deposit.  Each Club member withdrew a needed sum 

and repaid the principal to MAP and the interest to its own Credit Club account, thereby 

building equity in their own fund. Relying on a group liability principle, if one member 

did not pay, other members of the Club were responsible.   All Credit Clubs were 

organized around MAP-supported agribusinesses or processing plants so farmers had a 

ready-make market for their goods.  When MAP closed down there were 50 Credit Clubs 

operating in every region of the country with 949 farmer-members.  Their repayment rate 

was 95.55% and the total value of the Credit Club portfolio totaled more than USD$1.3 

million (Galstyan, 2004; Abrahamyan, 2006).  See Table 8.3.  

 

Table 8.3 MAP Credit Club program 
 

Credit Club portfolio (USD) as of 1 April 2005 
USDA MAP Program investment USD$956,113 
Credit Club equity account USD$466,281 
Total portfolio  USD$1,358,249 

 
Source:  Galstyan, 2004 

 

The CARD staff intended to continue supporting Credit Clubs via the Armenian Farm 

Credit organization and to establish credit unions from existing Clubs (CARD, 2005a).  

CARD would help the Clubs develop by-laws and the necessary documentation to 

register as credit unions and organize the registration process. 

 

Through the AFC, MAP loans would continue to be serviced and the credit unions would 

have access to capital (CARD, 2005a).  As the Credit Club Coordinator explained: 
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This program is not just about money, it is about rural development and it is 
about changing lives…prompting fiscal responsibility and a sense of ownership 
(Erysian, 2005:23). 

 

When the Armenian Farm Credit organization proceeded independent of CARD in May  

2006, the AFC management decided not to work with MAP’s Credit Club farmer-

borrowers, but instead ‘provide credits solely [for medium and large] agriculture and 

farm-related production and services’ (FCA, 2007:1). Without USDA support for CARD 

credit activities, CARD had no access to capital to provide loans. This meant the sudden 

termination of the Credit Club program. 

 

In August 2006, the CARD Director met with the Credit Club Presidents and advised 

them once their loans were settled, CARD would help them shut down, or help them 

legally register to operate on their own—provided they had enough equity in their Club 

account.  Thereafter, Credit Clubs would need to find funds elsewhere (Abrahamyan, 

2006; Abrahamyan, L. 2006a pers. comm., 8 August; Abrahamyan, L. 2006b, pers.  

comm., 23 August).  The time and resources to close the Credit Clubs and terminate bank 

accounts, or legally register Credit Clubs, transfer bank accounts, and provide additional 

financial training to Club officers was entirely at CARD’s expense.  The local staff had 

not budgeted for this activity, and this program closure came at an inopportune time for 

CARD when it was looking for ways itself to be sustainable (Sardaryan, G. 2009a  pers. 

comm., 17 May). 

 

The Credit Club program, like the loan program, was a MAP development activity that 

did not undergo a smooth transition during the phase-over. The Credit Clubs were 

suddenly left without funding from USDA or the USDA-sponsored newly-created 

Armenian Farm Credit. The farmers were unprepared for the sudden withdrawal of 

capital they previously relied upon to finance their farms.  CARD staff, previously MAP 

staff, had worked diligently with farmers to form Credit Clubs and now they had to shut 

down the less established Clubs.   Further, the local staff was in the difficult position of 

being unable to assist clients who had come to depend on them.  The history of the MAP 

Credit Club program further attests to what Levinger & McLeod advocate—prioritize key 
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aspects of a program, well plan a staggered phase-over, and work closely with local staff 

to avoid abrupt shifts in aid delivery. 

 

The second feature of Levinger & McLeod’s fifth exit tactic is to stagger the phase-out of 

program resources.  When the USDA and local staff were asked if MAP resources were 

gradually staggered over to local ownership and CARD, all save two agreed that the 

resources had been staggered. The MAP/CARD staff member who did not think the 

resources were staggered was the same staff member who thought did not think the 

program activities were staggered, and took the concept of staggering to mean some 

change in the resources:  ‘We had a lot of resources available as MAP…They continued 

the same’ (Participant no. 20, 2008). The one USDA representative who said he did not 

know if MAPs resources were staggered or not was the same one who did not know if the 

program activities were staggered, since he did not work on Armenia at the time. See 

Table 8.4. 

 

Table 8.4 Resources staggered during transition 

 
Research 
Group (n=15) No Yes Do Not Know Total/Percent 
USDA (6) 0 5 1 6 
  0.0% 38.5% 100.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD 
staff (9) 1 8 0 9 

  100.0% 61.5% 0.0% 60.0% 
Total 1 13 1 15 
  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Question: Were various resources staggered during the MAP-CARD transition? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

In response to who was responsible for staggering the resources during the MAP-CARD 

transition, a USDA representative identified the ‘Country Director, [who] had to deal 

with all [U.S.] government property and the transition of it from MAP to CARD’ 

(Participant no. 89, 2008).  Another USDA representative added to this by saying ‘the 

Director in conjunction with USDA-Washington’ (Participant no. 90, 2008). A 

MAP/CARD staff member went further still and included ‘the U.S. Embassy’ 

(Participant no. 25, 2008).  The resources that were handed over comprised ‘office 

equipment, vehicles, furniture, computers’ or as two MAP/CARD staff members summed 
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it up—‘everything’ (Participant no. 22, 2008; Participant no. 25, 2008). But it was not 

quite everything, since some assets went to those outside CARD, such as the Ministry of 

Agriculture which received a MAP vehicle (Participant no. 27, 2008).  The resource 

transferring process was one the USDA described as proceeding ‘in stages, methodically, 

gradually’ (Participant no. 23. 2008). 

 

When asked when the transferring process commenced, there was some confusion within 

USDA and among the local staff, demonstrating that it was not clear precisely when 

CARD took title of MAP assets. One USDA representative said that MAP resources were 

passed off to CARD ‘throughout [the] transition—from [the] beginning [and]…as 

quickly as they could be moved from public sector project status to private sector NGO 

ownership, they were’ (Participant no. 89, 2008).  But another USDA representative 

replied that CARD did not possess MAP resources until ‘[the] end of the transition’ 

(Participant no. 92, 2008).  The MAP/CARD staff was equally confused on exactly when 

CARD inherited MAP assets: 

 
• [At the] beginning of transition, at the start (Participant no. 25, 2008).   

 
• [The] middle of [the] transition (Participant no. 80, 2008). 

 
• Throughout [the] transition…it was endless! (Participant no. 24, 2008). 

 
• [The process was] ongoing…they [the resources] never left the office as MAP 

became CARD [and stayed in the same office space] (Participant no. 57, 2008). 
 

This last answer provides an explanation of why there was confusion over when CARD 

possessed MAP property, since the project’s resources literally never left the building.   

 

On the question of why the projects assets were turned over in the way they were, there 

was more agreement: 

 
• For [a] smooth transition, for uninterrupted work (Participant no. 26, 2008).  

 
• [Because this was an] efficient way of doing things as CARD was to continue 

USDA-type of assistance (Participant no. 25, 2008). 
 

• [This was the] most convenient way to pass assets to seamlessly continue the 
programs (Participant no. 80, 2008). 
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• This was the most effective way to do the exit so as to keep CARD continuing with 

the projects.  This was the most logical way to go, that resources stayed with 
CARD  (Participant no. 57, 2008). 

 
• [CARD] needed to operate.  [The resources were] a stone CARD was to be built 

on (Participant no. 21, 2008). 
 

Resource allocation is important for a successful phase-over.  On the donor side, there is 

a need to assure that all project assets have been properly inventoried, accounted for, and 

transferred to a local organization at project closure.  A transfer that is smooth and 

efficient will avoid any gap in aid delivery and reveal if there is a need to supplement 

project materials with additional goods to ensure that the local organization has all the 

necessary tools post-project.  In a resource-rich workplace like MAP, CARD received an 

abundance of assets (USDA, 2005). As discussed in section 6.4, MAP always procured 

first-rate equipment for project use and upon transfer this helped build the local 

organizational capacity of CARD. On the side of a local organization, it too will need to 

assess what the donor provides and what other resources might be needed.  If a donor can 

not provide these other resources upon exit, an alternative supply for materials will need 

to be identified.  This could lead to delayed or altered programs.  If the local organization 

is receiving resources it is unfamiliar with, such as equipment, it will need to learn to 

operate this, and assign someone to be in charge of its maintenance.  And beyond 

maintenance, within the resource transfer process is a responsibility transfer, and local 

management will need to identify staff to be entrusted with the care of new assets. 

 

8.2 Allowing roles and relationships to evolve 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s sixth and final exit tactic addresses the continuation of project 

roles and relationships (2002).  Levinger & McLeod point out that when a project hands 

over service delivery to a local organization, its relationship with the local organization 

does not have to end.  They suggest that the donor ‘adopt a useful advisory role to ensure 

that the program continues to run smoothly under its new leadership’ (2002:15). With this 

advisory role come ‘significant benefits attached to maintaining relationships with local 

actors’, such as acting as a colleague or mentor (2002:15).  Further, in addition to helping 

a recipient organization gradually become accustom to its new role and responsibilities, 
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should a donor continue work in the same geographic region then complementary 

services might be offered.  In this way the donor might adopt a partnership role with the 

local organization. 

 

The advisory role that Levinger & McLeod propose was one USDA-FAS offered from 

the beginning and CARD accepted.  MAP closed down on 31 March 2005 and CARD 

opened its doors on 1 April 2005.  The last USDA-MAP Director was the first CARD 

Director.  The USDA-MAP staff became the CARD staff (MAP Press Release, 2005).  

CARD was ‘continuing USDA work’, so it was only natural there was a strong 

relationship between the USDA and CARD (Participant no. 24, 2008).  With continual 

links to and ongoing support from USDA-FAS, CARD as a new organization had instant 

status within the sector. As one MAP/CARD staff member explained, ‘it [USDA’s 

prolonged relationship] was good for CARD to have solid standing in the community’ 

(Participant no. 25, 2008).  But beyond lending credibility to CARD’s reputation, USDA-

FAS helped build CARD’s human and organizational capacity via an advisory role.  

Between April 2005 and January 2006, when the new USDA-FAS Armenia Coordinator 

arrived in Yerevan, USDA officials made 14 trips to Armenia to work with CARD to 

assure its smooth establishment. USDA-FAS representatives offered advice on how best 

to comply with U.S. government procedures, budget constraints, technical assistance 

recruiting, establishing an endowment fund, and organizational marketing (CARD 

Management Group Meeting Notes, 2005-2006). When the USDA-FAS/Armenia 

Coordinator arrived in Armenia the first quarter of 2006, he introduced CARD to new 

improved accounting practices and accounting software that tracked expenses per project 

and prepared CARD for a year end financial audit by an internationally recognized 

accounting firm. USDA-FAS’ continued commitment to these efforts strengthened 

CARD’s ability to operate.  As the USDA-FAS/Armenia Coordinator expressed it, this 

guidance ‘help[ed] CARD integrate into the [NGO] environment, leverage [internal] 

resources’ (Participant no. 23, 2008). 

 

In addition to the visiting USDA-FAS officials who worked with CARD on a day-to-day 

basis, USDA-FAS dispatched government and private sector technical experts to 

Armenia to assist CARD on a range of issues.  See Table 8.5. 
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Table 8.5 Technical advisors visiting CARD, 2005-2006 
 

Technical Advisors 2005-2006 
Strategic Planning Facilitator July 2005 

Agricultural Statistics Specialist August 2005 
Monitoring & Evaluation Expert   September 2005 

Computer/IT Specialists October 2005 
Farm Credit Advisors October 2005 

Impact Assessment Specialist December 2005 
Farm Credit Advisors January 2005 

USDA Germplasm Lab Scientists February 2006 
Avian Flu Expert March 2006 

Food Safety Specialists March 2006 
Strategic Planning Facilitator April 2006 

USDA Animal Health Advisor May 2006 
Computer/IT Specialist May 2006 

Strategic H.R. Mgt. Consultant June 2006 
Farm Credit Advisors June 2006 

USDA Germplasm Lab Scientists August 2006 
Rural Youth Program Advisor September 2006 

Dairy Specialist October 2006 
 
Source:  CARD Management Group Meeting Notes, 2005-2006 
 

The USDA sent advisors to help with strategic planning, monitoring and evaluation, and 

impact assessment to improve CARD’s aid management procedures.  Computer/IT 

specialists upgraded CARD’s computer technology; a strategic human resource 

management consultant helped CARD write a human resource policy manual; Farm 

Credit Advisors, working on creating a local lending organization, offered CARD advice 

on its loan portfolio collection; and a range of technical specialists assisted CARD 

counterparts with gathering agricultural statistics, Avian Influenza prevention, animal 

health, food safety, and dairy projects. 

 

USDA’s post-project relationship with CARD went further still.  In addition to funding 

CARD-designed development projects, USDA-FAS contracted CARD to administer and 

manage several new projects of its own. In doing so, the USDA adopted a partnership 

role as suggested by Levinger & McLeod, whereby a donor collaborates with a recipient 

organization to offer complementary development services. Through a cooperative 

agreement, the USDA worked with CARD to implement several significant development 
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projects in its ‘priority assistance areas’ of animal health, food safety, and farm credit 

(U.S. Department of State, 2009a: 8). 

 

• The USDA National Animal Health Project (NAHP) in Armenia was a 

cooperative venture between the USDA, Colorado State University, and CARD. It 

was implemented in response to the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture’s concern 

over veterinary services in the country.  The NAHP introduced to local Extension 

offices Augius Animal Health Reporting Software, which consisted of an 

electronic record-book to track data to create herd disease management plans; 

conducted tests for brucellosis, tuberculosis, and foot and mouth disease for cattle, 

sheep, goats, and swine; and constructed rural Vet Units to serve as permanent 

workplaces for community veterinarians (Davtyan, 2007, Davtyan, 2008). 

 

• The USDA Armenian Food Safety System Project began in 2006 as a four-year 

collaborative effort between the USDA, Louisiana State University, Southern 

University, the International Institute for Food Safety and Quality in Ukraine, and 

CARD.  As a four-year technical assistance effort, the Food Safety System Project 

introduced international Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) agribusiness practices 

to supply a safe and reliable food supply by providing food safety industry 

training, improving regulatory compliance, and disseminating science-based food 

safety information to the food processing sector (CARD Monthly Newsletter, 

2007; CARD, 2009). 

 

• The USDA Farm Credit Armenia Project was the result of background work 

CARD conducted in 2005, discussed in the previous section.   While the USDA 

did not want CARD to establish and manage a new credit organization, the USDA 

nonetheless contracted CARD to work with the Farm Credit Administration to 

provide administration and business management services for the project.  CARD 

leased office space and conference facilities for the Farm Credit staff, managed 

their human resources, and provided security, transportation, translation, 

interpreting, marketing, and advertising services (Johnston, F. 2006, pers. comm., 

19 September). 
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In 2007, CARD received USD$297,454 to assist on these projects, which comprised 

11.5% of USDA’s overall funding (CARD, 2007).  In addition, CARD received a 10% 

overhead/administrative fee as a project subcontractor.  The post-MAP relationship the 

local staff had with USDA allowed CARD:  

 

• To establish a good reputation in the agricultural community 

• Guidance to establish itself as a new, independent development organization 

• Access to enduring technical assistance advisors/mentors 

• Ongoing organizational and human capacity-building 

• Continual links with American land-grant universities as aid partners 

• A source of development funding as a project subcontractor 

 

Levinger & McLeod suggest that roles and relationships continue after project exit, but 

confine themselves to the roles and relationship between the donor and the phase-over 

organization (2002). Since they do not consider a phase-over to a local organization 

created by project staff, they do not address the evolving roles and relationships between 

the new phase-over organization and previous project partners and clients. These 

affiliations are also altered with transition. In the MAP-CARD case, while much at 

CARD appeared the same as at MAP, much was changed. As discussed in section 8.1, 

CARD continued to occupy the same office space as MAP, had access to the same 

development resources, was sponsored by the same donor, and its staff was the project’s 

staff. Without more overt differences, CARD looked a lot like MAP.  As a USDA 

representative noted, it was ‘confusing at times’ (Participant no. 89, 2008).  To announce 

CARD’s arrival to the agricultural community and to distinguish between the public 

sector project and private sector NGO, it was necessary for ‘CARD [to] explain its new 

position, new role in the community’ (Participant no. 25, 2008).  This amounted to a 

public outreach campaign to previous MAP partners with whom local staff had long 

standing relationships (Participant no. 21, 2008). 

 

When USDA-FAS and MAP/CARD staff were asked if MAP’s role in the community 

and its relationships with MAP stakeholders continued with CARD, all replied 

affirmatively.  See Table 8.6. 
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Table 8.6 MAP’s external role and relationships continued 
 

Research Group 
(n=15)  Yes Total/Percent 
USDA (6)  6 6 
  40.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD 
staff (9) 9 9 

  60.0% 60.0% 
Total 15 15 
  100.0% 100.0% 

 
Question: Did MAP’s external role and relationships evolve and continue under 
CARD? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

When a USDA official was asked who was disseminating information about CARD’s 

new role, which built on MAP’s legacy and relationships, the CARD Director and 

MAP/CARD staff were identified. The USDA referred to them as ‘communicators to the 

field’ (Participant no. 90, 2008).  This statement matched others made by the 

MAP/CARD staff who claimed ‘[we] all represented [our] own work [to the community 

at-large]’ (Participant no. 24. 2008).  ‘Everyone who had an outside contact [worked to 

explain CARD’s role].  We all helped in whatever way we could to spread the word 

about CARD’ (Participant no. 21, 2008). This was accomplished with ‘good 

communications to clients and the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture’ but also through 

press releases to a wider public and CARD’s participation in conferences and seminars 

(Participant no. 57, 2008).  Some MAP/CARD staff saw this as an opportunity not only 

to define CARD’s new role, but establish its reputation: 

 
• MAP had a good reputation that CARD could build on for standing in the 

ag[ricultural] community (Participant no. 26, 2008). 
 

• MAP had an excellent history, reputation in the community.  Assets like this 
should not be lost.  CARD [was] privileged to have had this start (Participant no. 
21, 2008). 

 
• It was good for CARD to have solid standing in [the]community (Participant no. 

25, 2008).   
 

• CARD’s [reputation] is a core value/main strength [of our] organization 
(Participant no. 57, 2008).  
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The USDA saw the value of this itself, confirming that ‘the MAP brand was a good 

legacy to carry forward since the project was so well liked’ (Participant no. 90, 2008).  

And drawing on the MAP brand allowed CARD to distinguish itself from other NGOs, in 

a country where more than 5,000 are registered (Hakobyan, 2008). 

 

The concept of CARD being like MAP but different, of continuing MAP’s legacy but 

being its own organization, allowed CARD to build on MAP’s close relations with the 

U.S. government, Armenian Ministry of Agriculture, development partners, and clients 

for mutual and personal benefit, as noted below (Participant no. 89, 2008; Participant no. 

26, 2008).  These key stakeholders are each discussed in turn. 

 

U.S. Mission 

 

Since CARD continued MAP’s aid programs consistent with American interests to ‘build 

a stable market democracy’ in Armenia, the U.S. State Department’s Bureau of European 

and Eurasian Affairs singled out ‘the NGO CARD’ on its website (U.S. Department of 

State, 2009a:8). Within its ‘Background Note’ for Armenia, the State Department named 

CARD as an organization with which the American government worked to strengthen the 

Armenian private sector (2009a:8). As the only such local organization publicly 

acknowledged in this way, CARD gained credibility, political recognition, and high-level 

visibility (USG, 2004).  Further, in an open letter to the Armenian government in 2005, 

the U.S. Mission issued a statement that CARD ‘is a United States Government 

implementing partner’, and that as such ‘in accordance with Article 2.2 of the 

Memorandum of Understanding Between the Government of the United States of America 

and the Government of Armenia’, CARD’s status makes it exempt from ‘tariffs, dues, 

customs duties, import taxes and other similar taxes or charges imposed by Armenia’ 

(Sherinian, 2005). This allowed CARD unprecedented ease to import equipment, 

supplies, agricultural inputs, and avert unnecessary customs clearance delays or requests 

for bribes from tax and customs officials, a widely acknowledged problem (US-Armenia 

Task Force, 2005). 

 

 

 

 - 206 -



Armenian Ministry of Agriculture 

 

‘CARD built [a] good relationship with [the] Ministry of Agriculture’ based on the 

foundation that MAP established (Participant no. 26, 2008).  Given the strong 

relationship that the last MAP/first CARD Director had with the Minister of Agriculture, 

CARD was able to continue collaborative ventures from its first year.  These spanned the 

length of the supply chain. At the higher end of the supply chain, CARD sponsored 

Armenian food products from twenty agribusinesses to be exhibited in Paris as part of the 

Armenian Prime Minister’s trip to France to attend ‘Armenia’s Year in France’, 

dedicated to the 15th anniversary of Armenia’s independence (Participant no. 76, 2008). 

Ongoing cooperation between CARD and the Ministry of Agriculture brought diplomatic 

support from the Armenian government for CARD’s work in the field and provided the 

Ministry with a trustworthy local partner with whom to share development activities. At 

the lower end of the supply chain, CARD collaborated with the Armenian Ministry of 

Agriculture on installing a pipeline and rehabilitating a pump station to supply irrigation 

water to several villages as a continuation of MAP’s Village Well & Pipeline 

Rehabilitation Program (Engels, J. 2006d, pers. comm., 1 September). 

 

Armenian Agricultural Academy 

 

As discussed in section 6.3, MAP worked closely with the Armenian Agricultural 

Academy and helped it develop, manage, and fund four university departments—the 

Agricultural Teaching Center (ATC), Extension, the Foundation for Applied Research & 

Agribusiness (FARA), and the Small Farm Water Management Research Center 

(SFWMRC).  CARD continued its relationship with the Academy and these departments 

but its role with each was different than MAP’s (CARD, 2005b). CARD continued to 

occupy MAP’s office space within the Academy and offset its rent like MAP by 

including Academy departments in development projects, but over four years CARD 

phased-out funding to host a national scientific conference, teach English language 

courses, and publish a journal on agricultural research (Engels, 2005f; CARD, 2005b). 

 

Upon the dissolution of MAP, CARD did not fund the ATC’s teaching program.  Instead, 

the ATC worked directly with USDA-FAS on land-grant university cooperative 
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agreements and funding.  CARD did, however, provide internships and introductions to 

Armenian agribusinesses for ATC students, and CARD contracted work from the ATC 

Research Group, a group of marketing and agribusiness specialists who conducted 

applied research on development, marketing, and trade issues (Engels, J. 2005g, pers. 

comm., 8 February). 

 

As discussed in section 5.5, the USDA helped establish an Armenian extension service in 

1993.  In 1999, this extension service was fully integrated into the AAA as a separate 

university department with 11 local staff members linked with 115 provincial extension 

specialists and village agents operating nationwide (AAA, 2002). Extension focused on 

field crops, horticulture, and animal production and marketing; water management, youth 

and family issues (AAA, 2002).  USDA-MAP worked with extension to implement 

programs both extension and MAP designed, and after 2000 the World Bank contracted 

extension for some of its own projects (Engels, 2003). At the end of 2003, after a USDA 

financial audit of extension programs, problems surfaced regarding extension’s 

management of USDA funds (Prescott, 2003; Engels, 2003c).  From 2004, the last MAP 

Director personally monitored extension’s operating budget and all new work underwent 

a committee screening process (Gyulkhasyan, 2004). In 2005 when MAP shut down, so 

too did USDA’s funding for extension.  Extension had a number of successes during its 

12 years of operation, but it proved unsustainable.  As the USDA-MAP Coordinator in 

Washington explained, ‘[the] extension service thrived as long as there were…funds.  

When these ran out, no one wanted to invest in the ext[ension] structure’, and that 

included the Armenian Agricultural Academy itself. (Grosser, T. 2005, per. comm., 9 

February). When CARD was established, it leveraged extension specialists for its own 

rural development initiatives for two years but as the department dissolved, CARD 

simply contracted these specialists individually to work with it as needed (Engels, 

2006e). 

 

Under MAP, the USDA funded extension services and the extension budget ran through 

the project.  With CARD, the USDA did not provide extension any funds for activities, 

but CARD did selectively choose particular extension agents to work with if they added 

value to CARD’s projects (Engels, 2006e). MAP worked to create a sustainable extension 

service (Erysian, 2005).  CARD had no so such goal and only drew on extension’s 
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expertise when needed (CARD, 2005a).  MAP’s role was one of funder. CARD’s role 

was one of contractor.  MAP’s responsibilities included the establishment and 

organizational capacity-building of extension.  CARD’s responsibilities included only 

working with extension agents if they could immediately contribute to present 

development work. 

 

The Foundation for Applied Research & Agribusiness (FARA), discussed in section 6.3, 

was founded by the USDA in October 1998 to direct funds to specific AAA departments, 

conduct agricultural research for MAP, and implement the Village Well and Pipeline 

Rehabilitation Project (Engels, J. 2005h, pers. comm., 26 January).  Like extension, when 

MAP shut down in 2005 no further USDA funds were dispensed to FARA. Since CARD 

did not fund AAA departments, it did not need FARA’s services.  Since from 2004 

FARA’s agricultural research had become less applied and relevant to CARD clients, 

CARD decided to conduct its own in-house research or contract the ATC Research 

Group for this (CARD, 2006; Engels, J. 2005i, pers. comm., 2 March).  When the USDA 

let CARD decide itself how best to implement the Village Well Project, CARD took this 

project in-house and did not contract FARA (Engels, J. 2005i, pers. comm., 2 March). 

The sudden cessation of funds to and projects managed by FARA brought a strong appeal 

by the FARA Director to USDA-FAS/Washington, the AAA Rector, and CARD (Engels, 

J. 2005j, pers. comm., 22 July). FARA did not like losing this business, and when the 

USDA supported CARD’s decision not to work with FARA, FARA’s relationship with 

CARD staff deteriorated (Engels, J. 2005k, pers. comm., 16 July).  While MAP’s role 

with FARA had been one of support and partnership, CARD chose to discontinue this 

MAP relationship since it did not find it valuable. 

 

After MAP, like Extension and FARA, the USDA discontinued funding to the Small 

Farm Water Management Research Center.  CARD’s relationship with the SFWMRC 

continued after MAP, although in a more limited way.  CARD did not have funds to 

support the entire department, but it did set aside rural development money from its own 

budget to continue the popular MAP-created Village Well & Pipeline Rehabilitation 

Project (CARD, 2005-2007). Increasing access to water and improving water 

management by users was listed as an objective within CARD’s overall strategic goal of 

contributing to better livelihoods in rural Armenia (CARD, 2006). As an indicator of exit 
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strategy success, CARD’s continuation of the Village Well project where MAP left off 

will be discussed further in Chapter 9. With MAP/CARD staff so used to working with 

the SFWMRC, their ongoing relationship and cooperation with the SFWMRC was 

uninterrupted and beneficial to both organizations (Bentley, 2006). 

 

Another organization that MAP created beyond the AAA departments was Agro-leasing, 

introduced in section 6.3.  The relationship between MAP/CARD staff and Agro-leasing 

changed upon the closure of MAP.  Agro-leasing was established in 1999 ‘to provide 

leasing services only to United States Department of Agriculture-Marketing Assistance 

Program (USDA-MAP) clients in the framework of the United States Government 

assistance programs’ (Gudie, 2004:1; MAP, 1999).  When MAP closed down, since 

Agro-leasing was an independent limited liability company, Agro-leasing continued to 

operate and offer equipment to agribusinesses. The loans that MAP extended to Agro-

leasing to import equipment—like the MAP Credit Department and Credit Club loans—

were transferred by USDA-FAS to CARD for collection, but this did not prove easy.  

Between 1999 and 2005, Agro-leasing borrowed USD$2,557,603 from MAP and the 

outstanding balance due to CARD was USD$774,410 (Mkhitaryan, S. 2005, pers. comm., 

April 25). For most of 2005, Agro-leasing would not pay CARD, refusing to recognize 

CARD’s status as the holder of its loan obligations.  Agro-leasing claimed it borrowed 

money from MAP and would only repay MAP; when MAP closed down, Agro-leasing 

said it no longer owed any money.  The CARD-Agro-leasing relationship was strained, 

with Agro-leasing agreeing to loan repayment only after CARD hired lawyers to press its 

claim (Mkhitaryan, S. 2005a, pers. comm., 30 December).  When Agro-leasing refused to 

recognize CARD’s new role as MAP’s loan assignee, USDA could have applied pressure 

to Agro-leasing but it did not.  Support to CARD on this issue, or acting as a neutral 

broker between CARD and Agro-leasing might have averted the legal challenge, and 

eased the collection of funds the USDA-FAS intended for CARD.  Hence, when a donor 

phases-over its program activities to a new organization, when possible that organization 

would benefit from a donor’s public support for its status, and if necessary, act as an 

impartial negotiator on its behalf with previous partners to solve any outstanding project 

business. 
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The MAP-CARD case study points out the importance of a donor’s continual 

involvement with a phase-over organization after project close-out.  A donor can help 

shape the organization’s role in the community by ongoing guidance and mentoring, and 

through its affiliation lend status and credibility.  As Levinger & McLeod (2002) observe, 

as a phase-over organization adjusts to its new role and responsibilities, further capacity-

building might be needed.  So, too, might facilitation with previous project partners. For 

when a recipient organization takes on a donor’s activities, it will have to negotiate a new  

role for itself with project partners.  This can prove challenging, offering benefits as well 

as drawbacks.  As one USDA representative said of CARD: 

 
CARD [could be] more selective [than MAP]; they could pick and choose which 
relationships [would be most] beneficial to them…[it was sometimes] naturally 
painful, since so many people were used to MAP’s presences and way of doing 
things.  People had [a] hard time with change (Participant no. 27, 2008). 

 

When problems arise regarding the differences between the project and the local 

organization, the donor can play an important part in brokering a solution and in so doing 

reinforce a smooth transition. 

 

8.3 Summary 

 

When USDA-MAP closed down in 2005 and CARD continued its development work, the 

various MAP activities had two different fates. Staggering the phase-out of program 

activities and resources, as Levinger & McLeod suggest as their fifth exit strategy tactic, 

was undertaken but not always as CARD staff preferred.  USDA-FAS supported CARD 

in carrying on all of MAP’s technical and marketing assistance but not all its financial 

assistance.  USDA-FAS helped CARD strengthen its grant program and sanctioned its 

collection and retention of outstanding MAP-issued loans, but USDA-FAS opposed 

CARD lending funds.  Instead, USDA-FAS supported the establishment of a separate 

organization for lending, which prevented CARD from an anticipated source of revenue 

and left many previous MAP borrowers without capital. In doing this the MAP activities 

were all staggered, but the lending component of MAP’s financial assistance was 

transferred to Armenia Farm Credit, not CARD. 
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In addition to USDA-FAS supporting CARD with its technical and marketing assistance 

programs, USDA-FAS acted as an advisor and mentor to the NGO, following Levinger & 

McLeod’s sixth and final exit strategy tactic of allowing roles and relationships to evolve 

post-project.  Levinger & McLeod suggest that when a donor hands over a project to a 

local organization, its relationship with that organization does not have to end.  USDA-

FAS’ continued relationship with CARD helped CARD strengthen its organizational 

capacity, shape its role in the development community, and provide it income as a partner 

in USDA-FAS special projects. In addition, this exit strategy tactic has significance for 

the relationship between a local organization and the community, although Levinger & 

McLeod do not advocate or promote this.  CARD also continued MAP relationships, 

albeit in a more limited way than MAP, if these were beneficial to its activities. 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s six exit strategy tactics address the phase-over process, but not 

what occurs thereafter. After a shift from a project to a local organization, there needs to 

be an evaluation of the phase-over to determine its level of success.  Gardner et al. (2005) 

provide indicators for such an evaluation in the form of measurements based on program 

impact, program activities, and effectively functioning systems. The next chapter will use 

Gardner et al.’s success indicators to analyze the MAP-CARD case two years after phase-

over. 
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9 
 

Beyond-Phase-Over: Institution Building 
 

Looking at sustainability demonstrates a concern for what happens after a project 
terminates…The end of a project is logically seen as a termination, but is actually 
just a beginning.  What begins, if anything, at project end is ultimately more 
important than the project itself; what continues represents the real contribution 
of the project. 
 
--George Honadle and Jerry Van Sant, Implementation for Sustainability: Lessons 
from Integrated Rural Development, West Hartford, Conn: Kumarian Press, 1985, 
p. 75. 

 
 
The previous chapter discussed Levinger & McLeod’s (2002) fifth and sixth exit strategy 

tactics. The MAP-CARD case was analyzed in terms of how project program activities 

and assets were carried over to CARD. Technical and marketing assistance continued 

with CARD—as it had under MAP—but not financial assistance.  The USDA did not 

support a CARD loan program, but it did transfer to CARD the project’s substantial loan 

portfolio and all its assets.  The MAP-CARD case was also analyzed to determine how 

MAP’s roles and relationships were carried forward and changed by CARD. The USDA 

proved a valuable mentor and CARD forged new relationships with MAP partners. 

 

The aim of this chapter is twofold.  First, it examines to what extent the MAP-CARD exit 

strategy was a success within the context of the Gardner et al. indicators of sustainability.  

Second, it discusses if CARD has achieved the ‘end state’ of institutionality, Esman’s 

goal for all institution-builders. Section 9.1 outlines Gardner, Greenblot, and Joubert’s 

(2005) three exit strategy success indicators and Esman’s (1972) five criteria for 

institutionality.  Section 9.2 discusses Gardner et al.’s first indicator and compares CARD 

program impacts against those of MAP.  Section 9.3 discusses Gardner et al.’s second 

indicator and to what extent and how CARD continued MAP’s core assistance activities. 
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The effectiveness of CARD’s policies, procedures, and regulations are discussed in 

section 9.4, applying the third indicator.  Section 9.5 discusses institution-building and 

applies Esman’s criteria for institutionality to CARD. These criteria benchmark if or how 

CARD provides technical assistance, demonstrates normative commitments, exhibits 

innovative thrust, has a positive image within the community, and has influenced other 

organizations to duplicate its activities through a spread effect.  Section 9.6 summarizes 

the chapter. 

 

9.1 Exit strategy success indicators 

 

In 2005, Gardner, Greenblot, and Joubert drew on what limited information was available 

from a variety of sources and built on Levinger & McLeod’s exit strategy thinking.  In 

What We Know About Exit Strategies: Practical Guidance For Developing Exit 

Strategies in the Field, Gardner et al. emphasize sustainable outcomes. Garder et al. 

extend Levinger & McLeod’s exit framework to include monitoring and evaluation that 

incorporates ‘result indicators’ to determine the success of an exit strategy (Gardner et 

al., 2005:12, Gardner et al.’s emphasis). They suggest evaluation ‘should be conducted 

after a period of time has elapsed following program exit’ (2005:12, Gardner et al.’s 

emphasis). While they do not specify the duration, fieldwork for this research began in 

July 2008, three years and three months after the Marketing Assistance Project (MAP) 

closed down.  The three measures Gardner et al. specify to gauge the successes of an exit 

strategy are: 

 
1. If the program impact has been sustained, expanded or improved after program 

end; 
2. If the relevant activities are continued in the same or modified format; 
3. If the systems developed continue to function effectively (2005:12). 

 

Applying these indicators to CARD, we find the programmatic impact of MAP was 

sustained by CARD, and in some instances surpassed. CARD helped clients increase 

their production, marketing skills, income, and employment needs. CARD continued the 

primary activities begun by the project and even improved the assistance it offered.  In so 

doing, CARD created two affiliate organizations—CARD AgroCredit and CARD 

AgroService—that contributed to CARD’s sustainability. Finally, the USDA, 
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MAP/CARD staff, MAP/CARD clients, and MAP/CARD partners thought the policies, 

procedures, and regulations that CARD developed were effective. 

 

As a final measurement of exit strategy success, we turn to Esman, an institution-building 

theorist.  Esman argues that while an organization might have achieved sustainability 

with its programs, activities, and procedures, this does not mean it has achieved 

institutionality, or what he calls the ‘end state’ of all institution-builders.  To attain this, 

an organization must have technical capacity, normative commitments, innovative thrust, 

environmental image, and spread effect (Esman, 1972). 

 

How CARD demonstrates technical capacity with the assistance it provides through 

various departments will be examined later in this chapter. CARD’s staff adheres to 

normative commitments by being mission driven, collaborating and working in teams, 

being productive and efficient, remaining dedicated to continuous improvement, and 

conducting business in an open manner with integrity. At the core of CARD activities is 

the introduction of innovative technologies and modes of thinking.  The organization’s 

image in the community is a positive one and it is held in high esteem by a range of 

stakeholders. CARD’s work has a spread effect and has influenced other development 

organizations, which have duplicated the same activities that CARD pioneered. 

 

This chapter provides the evidence with which to sustain these claims. Taking the first of 

Garder et al.’s sustainability indicators, CARD is analyzed to determine if MAP’s 

programmatic impacts were sustained, expanded, or improved. 

 

9.2 Program impact being sustained, expanded, or improved 

 

As discussed in section 5.8, when twenty-five MAP/CARD clients working across six 

subsectors were asked if MAP’s programs had a positive impact on their agribusinesses, 

100% of them agreed that they had (see Table 5.7).  When those same clients were asked 

if CARD’s programs had a positive impact on their agribusinesses, 92% of them said 

that they had also.  See Table 9.1. Across agricultural sectors, MAP/CARD clients 

recognized that the impact of MAP’s programs were sustained beyond its transition to 

CARD. 
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Table 9.1 CARD programs evaluated by MAP/CARD clients 
 

Research Group (n=25) 
Strongly Disagree 

 or Disagree Neutral 
Strongly Agree 

or Agree 
Had A Positive Impact 2 

8.0% 
0 

0%  
23 

92.0% 
Had The Same Positive 
Impact As MAP 

8 
32.0% 

5 
20.0% 

12 
48.0% 

Had a Greater Positive 
Impact Than MAP 

13 
52.0% 

9 
36.0% 

3 
12.0% 

 
Questions: Has CARD’s assistance to your business had a positive impact? 
Has CARD’s assistance to your business had the same positive impact as MAP?  
Has CARD’s assistance to your business had a greater positive impact than MAP? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 
 

Only two MAP/CARD clients disagreed, explaining that CARD’s impact did not 

compare with USDA’s since they did not collaborate with the NGO to the extent they had 

with MAP (Participant no. 49, 2008; Participant no. 51, 2008).  Other clients viewed 

CARD as merely an extension of USDA-MAP, using almost identical language: 

 
• [CARD’s work with us is] a logical continuation of what was supported by MAP 

(Participant no. 79, 2008). 
 

• CARD continued the job started by USDA (Participant no. 19, 2008). 
 

• CARD continued the job of USDA (Participant no. 16, 2008).  
 

• A continuation of USDA-MAP really—same way of working.  CARD’s work has 
been MAP’s work (Participant no. 83, 2008). 

 
One Director of a meat and fish processing factory stated, ‘whatever I needed…they 

[CARD] helped me’ (Participant no. 15, 2008). A cheese maker explained ‘CARD 

provides new ideas’ (Participant no. 4, 2008). Other clients who were interviewed were 

more exacting and cited specific examples of CARD’s sustained assistance: 

 
• [CARD] provides marketing, technological assistance, gives chances to be 

present in [food] expos, exhibitions (Participant no. 50, 2008). 
 

• CARD mainly helped…improve…sanitary conditions and also packaging—the 
design and print (Participant no. 41, 2008). 

 
• New market development was reached by the assistance of CARD (Participant no. 

11, 2008). 
 

 - 216 -



• CARD had a positive impact on [our company] by giving the company [an] 
opportunity to present in the Armenian Food Product catalogue.  Also CARD 
assisted in creating the web site for the company…[and] provided consulting 
services, concerning…quality improvement; also, trainings for specialists [were] 
provided (Participant no. 65, 2008). 

 

Notwithstanding the noted positive effect of CARD’s programs across several 

agricultural sub-sectors, six out of twenty-five MAP/CARD clients commented on 

CARD not being able to provide the same financial services as MAP. When the USDA 

created a separate, unaffiliated credit organization to CARD, as discussed in section 8.1, 

CARD could not offer micro- and agribusiness loans to clients, only grants: 

 
CARD continues to provide cheese [inputs]…and…CARD continues the job of 
USDA, but with less financing support.  Because during USDA many projects 
were supported by financial assistance, [this] was especially useful for new[ly] 
established companies (Participant no. 17, 2008). 
 

When MAP/CARD clients were asked if CARD’s programs had the same positive 

impact as MAP’s programs, just under half of them—forty-eight percent—agreed that 

they had. One even admitted, ‘to say the truth, [I] can not feel the difference between 

CARD and USDA [-MAP]’ (Participant no. 15, 2008).  Another client who did feel the 

difference proclaimed ‘marketing assistance was improved during CARD time’ 

(Participant no. 38, 2008).  The 32% who believed CARD did not have the same positive 

impact on their businesses mostly cited two reasons—the cancellation of MAP’s loan 

program and the quantity of overall assistance: 

 
• CARD continues what USDA started, but now it is not financing projects…[Under 

MAP] many projects were supported by financial assistances, which [were] 
especially useful for new[ly] established companies…CARD only 
provides…technical [and]…marketing assistances (Participant no. 17, 2008). 
 

• It is not the same positive impact, [since MAP] helped at the beginning and the 
assistance was in huge amounts and now [we do not work] with CARD much 
(Participant no. 51, 2008). 

 
• When USDA cooperated with [our company, we] just started, but in CARD time 

the company has already its place.  USDA helped to establish and develop the 
company, its activities and future plans (Participant no. 19, 2008). 
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When questioned if CARD programs had an even greater impact than those of MAP, 

12% of MAP/CARD clients said that they did, 52% said they did not, and 36% claimed 

they could not say one way or the other. Interestingly, two clients used the same 

explanation to describe their opposing views.  A wine maker in the Ararat valley who 

thought CARD had made a greater impact on this business said: 

 
During MAP time, we were just building our business.  Once CARD came on the 
business was established and CARD is helping us refine our business (Participant 
no. 83, 2008, client’s emphasis). 

 

The Director of a well-established dairy plant who thought CARD did not have a greater 

impact on his business said: 

 
USDA assisted the company during its first years of operation—in the beginning.  
At that time the need of the help from USDA was much more and USDA helped 
the company to begin and continue its operations.  Now that the company is 
already established, CARD’s assistance can’t be considered as much as [MAP’s] 
(Participant no. 50, 2008). 

 

A couple of agribusiness managers who could not determine if CARD’s impact was 

greater than MAP’s were not critical of CARD.  They simply explained they had trouble 

differentiating between the two: 

 
• It is difficult to make comparison as [our company] did not notice the 

change of USDA to CARD (Participant no. 65, 2008). 
 

• It is not possible to compare as the assistances provided by USDA and 
CARD occurred during different time periods in the company.  It is 
possible that in future CARD will assist the company much more than 
USDA, concerning with more cooperation duration with CARD 
(Participant no. 68, 2008). 

 

Within the 52% of MAP/CARD clients who did not think CARD’s programs made a 

greater impact than MAP, not one faulted CARD. One cheese maker understood the 

NGO had fewer resources than the USDA—‘the assistance of USDA-MAP was much 

more than…CARD, but [I] think…this is mainly because of limited funds and resources’ 

(Participant no. 66, 2008). A boutique winemaker, who received considerable USDA 

assistance for many years, understood that CARD did not work with him as much since it 

shifted aid from the wine sector to the dairy sector (Participant no. 42, 2008). Similarly, 
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five clients who worked closely with MAP when they began their businesses no longer 

needed that level of assistance from CARD as their operations matured. As a member of 

the initial group of USDA clients, one fruit and vegetable processor said: 

 
USDA was the first with whom the company started to cooperate; therefore, 
assistance from USDA had a greater positive impact than CARD.  USDA helped 
[my] company to grow and start work itself (Participant no. 38, 2008). 

 

While CARD offered its clients—start-ups or established enterprises—the same level of 

assistance as MAP, there was a difference of opinion over CARD’s assistance being 

greater than MAP’s.  A clear majority of clients agreed the phase-over organization 

sustained and in come cases rivaled MAP’s impacts. Using Gardner et al.’s first ‘result 

indicator’ of sustainability indicates the exit strategy the USDA used was successful. 

What this first indicator does not reveal, however, is the nature of CARD’s impact on its 

clients.  What exactly did these programs accomplish?  In what way where CARD 

clients’ development needs met?  To examine this, a more in depth analysis is necessary 

to measure CARD’s contributions in direct consideration of its mission statement. 

 

Drawing on the MAP mission statement set out in section 5.6 (USDA-MAP, 2002), 

CARD developed a more concise version for itself: 

 
To assist farmers and agribusinesses in the production and marketing of food and 
related products to increase incomes and create jobs leading to sustainable 
livelihoods for rural populations (CARD, 2006). 

 

When MAP/CARD clients were questioned if these MAP/CARD development goals 

were achieved, sixty-eight percent strongly agreed that income increased, while seventy-

two percent agreed that CARD had increased production, their marketing skills, and 

created jobs.  See Table 9.2. 
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Table 9.2 CARD’s assistance to agribusiness clients 
 

Research Group (n=25) 
Strongly Disagree or 

Disagree Neutral 
Strongly Agree 

or Agree 
Has Increased Production 7 

28.0%  18 
72.0% 

Has Increased Marketing Skills 6 
24.0% 

1 
4.0% 

18 
72.0% 

Has Increased Income 8 
32.0%  17 

68.0% 
Has Created Jobs  7 

28.0%  18 
72.0% 

 
Questions:  Has working with CARD increased your production? 
Has working with CARD increased your marketing skills? 
Has working with CARD increased your income? 
Has working with CARD created new jobs? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008)  
 

Seventy-two percent of clients acknowledged CARD’s assistance to their businesses had 

increased production and they reported substantial gains:  

 
• CARD helped to increase business volume by 20% (Participant no. 15, 2008). 

 
• With the assistance of CARD [our] company purchased new equipment which 

helped increase the quality of production…[resulting] in the increase of 
production volume by 30-40% (Participant no. 50, 2008). 

 
• By 40% (Participant no. 12, 2008). 

 
• 50% increase in production (Participant no. 4, 2008). 

 

Seventy-two percent of clients also declared that CARD helped increase marketing 

skills of their staff. This manifested itself by increased abilities to develop new products 

and packaging (Participant no. 14, 2008); organize retail store food tasting and product 

promotions (Participant no. 67, 2008); develop agro-tourism opportunities in the wine 

and tea sector (Participant no. 83, 2008; Participant no. 79, 2008); identify new wholesale 

customers (Participant no. 19, 2008); and export dairy products to foreign markets 

(Participant no. 4, 2008). 

 

Of all increases, the most frequently cited example of increased marketing abilities was 

participation in trade shows.  Thirteen out of eighteen CARD clients reported that CARD 
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helped them promote their products in trade shows in Armenia, Georgia, Russia, the 

U.K., and Canada.  As one dried fruit producer stated: 

 
The product expos give [us] an opportunity to cooperate with different people in 
Armenia and abroad; and due to this new marketing opportunities [arise] 
(Participant no. 12, 2008). 
 

Sixty-eight percent of clients said that working with CARD had increased income to 

their agribusinesses. When asked to quantify this, a sausage maker admitted ‘it’s hard to 

calculate the amount’ (Participant no. 41, 2008), but the manager of a dried fruit 

company did not hesitate and proclaimed ‘[My] income doubled during the cooperation 

period [with CARD]’ (Participant no. 38, 2008).  Other clients offered different, some 

specific, percentages, but none less than ten percent: 

 
• [A] 10-15% increase in income was achieved (Participant no. 67, 2008). 

 
• [A] 20-25% increase [in my income] was achieved by the help from CARD 

(Participant no. 50, 2008). 
 

• Almost 50% increase was achieved (Participant no. 68, 2008). 
 

• 60% increase in [my] income (Participant no. 10, 2008). 
 

MAP/CARD clients were asked about increased employment.  Since poverty alleviation 

projects such as MAP use this to determine economic growth within the sector, 

MAP/CARD clients were asked if CARD’s assistance contributed to an increased 

workforce (Carlson, 2006).  Seventy-two percent of clients said that due to working with 

CARD they had created jobs.  Because of CARD’s interventions, 18 of 25 clients 

employed a range of workers, from seasonal field hands to permanent full-time 

production engineers (Participant no. 12, 2008; Participant no. 50, 2008).  Some 

processing firms added more production line workers (Participant no. 14, 2008; 

Participant no. 19, 2008), some added food quality controllers trained by CARD’s Food 

Safety Team (Participant no. 3, 2008; Participant no. 67, 2008); and still others hired 

packaging workers (Participant no. 15, 2008) or delivery men (Participant no. 38, 2008).  

Numerating these new hires, CARD clients confirmed they added: 

 
• 8 simply factory workers concerned with the production volume increase 

(Participant no. 68, 2008). 
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• 10 more workers…one cheese maker and 9 workers in the factory (Participant no. 

14, 2008). 
 

• 15 more jobs…almost all the workers doubled…almost [one] in each department 
one more worker…laboratory workers, distributors, drivers (Participant no. 4, 
2008). 

 

Continuing the same strategic objectives as MAP, CARD was able to sustain MAP’s 

development goals of increasing production, marketing skills, income, and jobs for 

Armenians.   CARD clients indicate that the phase-over organization made a positive 

impact, and in some cases left a greater impact than the USDA. 

 

9.3 Relevant activities continued in the same or modified format 

 

Whether the project’s activities are carried forward by the local organization is another 

measure of an exit strategy’s success. Gardner et al.’s second indicator for a successful 

transition specifies that a phase-over organization continues the project’s relevant 

activities in the same way or a modified way due to altered circumstances (2005). 

 

As discussed in section 5.7, MAP provided Armenians a comprehensive three-fold 

package of assistance comprised of technical, marketing, and financial assistance to 

rebuild agricultural market chains.  From the time when MAP staff first envisioned 

CARD, discussed in section 7.2, they did so with the intention of maintaining these MAP 

services.  When both the USDA and MAP/CARD staff were asked if CARD really did 

continue MAP’s assistance, all agreed that MAP’s technical assistance was continued 

under CARD. Eighty percent of USDA respondents and all of MAP/CARD staff replied 

that CARD continued MAP’s marketing assistance.  And sixty percent of USDA 

respondents and 92% of MAP/CARD respondents replied that CARD continued MAP’s 

financial assistance.  See Table 9.3. 
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Table 9.3 Proportion of respondents asserting that 
 USDA-MAP’s assistance continued under CARD 

 

Research Group 
(n=19) 

MAP’s Technical 
Assistance Has 

Continued Under 
CARD 

MAP's Marketing 
Assistance Has 

Continued Under 
CARD 

MAP's Financial 
Assistance Has 

Continued 
Under CARD 

USDA (5) 5 4 3 
  100.0% 80.0% 60.0% 
MAP/CARD 
staff (14) 

14 14 13 

  100.0% 100.0% 92.9% 
Total 19 18 16 
  100.0% 94.7% 84.2% 

          
Questions: Has MAP’s technical assistance continued under CARD? 
Has MAP’s marketing assistance continued under CARD? 
Has MAP’s financial assistance continued under CARD? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

One USDA representative, commenting on the continuation of MAP’s technical 

assistance, thought the phase-over organization worked more strategically than MAP. He 

observed that CARD worked within the same sub-sectors as MAP, but unlike MAP, 

CARD had ‘no stand alone technical consultants [come] out [to Armenia]….[Instead] 

technical assistance was integrated in a larger [programmatic] strategy’ (Participant no. 

39, 2008).  Another USDA representative pointed out ‘some types of technical assistance 

were refocused, especially in the areas of animal health, food safety, and to a lesser 

extent, rural development’ (Participant no. 87, 2008).  Overall, the MAP/CARD staff 

confirmed ‘CARD offers the same kinds of TA [technical assistance] that MAP did, in 

the same areas, in the same sectors, with many of the same clients’ (Participant no. 34, 

2008).  However, several MAP/CARD staff corroborated USDA observations about 

refocusing interventions and specifically mentioned the food safety program to introduce 

new technologies (Participant no. 35, 2008), increasing livestock management and 

veterinary services (Participant no. 44, 2008), and launching an abattoir project to 

improve the availability and quality of fresh meat for local markets (Participant no. 43, 

2008). Offering an explanation of CARD’s strategy and an insight into the organization’s 

thinking regarding its own sustainability, one MAP/CARD staff member revealed: 

 
[MAP’s technical assistance] has expanded, not in quantity but in quality.  TA 
[technical assistance] under CARD is more targeted, more selected. With scarcer 
funds we are careful not to have failure; we select projects [for] the biggest 
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impact on beneficiaries, on communities.  Under MAP, we had lots of chances to 
sow seeds and see what happen[ed]; today we have that historical experience so 
we have a greater chance of sustainability.  Our criteria [are] stricter for 
selecting clients: today we choose clients that have established businesses.  We do 
not experiment as much as we did under MAP (Participant no. 70, 2008). 

 

Considering more targeted assistance, a USDA official agreed that CARD’s marketing 

assistance was also ‘more economic, more focused, more strategic’ (Participant no. 39, 

2008).  His Washington colleague attributed this to the fact ‘CARD became fully owned 

by Armenians’ and Armenians knew the working environment best (Participant no. 86, 

2008).  Neither agreeing nor disagreeing with this point, a MAP/CARD staff member 

simply pointed out that CARD staff spent more time with clients (Participant no. 84, 

2008). To explain why, an Agribusiness & Marketing department member said: ‘Clients 

today face a rising [Armenian] dram, international competition, unstable export channels, 

closed borders with Russia, and changing international food safety standards’ (Participant 

no. 70, 2008). 

 

Sixty percent of USDA officials and ninety-two percent of the USDA/MAP staff thought 

CARD continued MAP’s financial assistance.  Those who did not think CARD was 

involved with financial assistance considered only MAP’s ability to issue loans, which 

halted after the phase-over when the USDA supported Farm Credit Armenia (Participant 

no. 34, 2008). 

 

USDA and CARD staff agreed the MAP grant program continued under CARD:   ‘Grants 

only, not loans…grants more focused’ as a USDA/Armenia official expressed it 

(Participant no. 39, 2008). USDA/Washington concurred:  ‘Grants, more targeted’ 

(Participant no. 86, 2008).  Using identical language, MAP/CARD staff described issuing 

grants in this way: 

 
• CARD still gives grants, but not loans. Grants are targeted, smaller than before 

(Participant no. 36, 2008). 
 

• CARD is choosy…can be more selective (Participant no. 35, 2008). 
 

When discussing the continuation of technical, marketing, or financial aid, both the 

USDA and MAP/CARD staff described CARD’s activities as targeted or more focused. 
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But in continuing to deliver MAP-type assistance in a CARD-modified manner, did the 

USDA and CARD think the quality of aid better? 

 

When the USDA and MAP/CARD staff was asked if MAP’s assistance improved under 

CARD, all USDA interviewees believed MAP’s technical and marketing assistance was 

improved, and 40% thought MAP’s financial assistance was improved. Seventy-eight 

percent of MAP/CARD staff thought technical assistance had improved, 85% thought 

marketing assistance improved, and 92% thought financial assistance improved.  See 

Table 9.4. 

 

Table 9.4 Proportion of respondents asserting that 
USDA-MAP’s assistance improved under CARD 

 

Research Group 
(n=19) 

MAP’s Technical 
Assistance Has 
Improved Under 

CARD 

MAP's Marketing 
Assistance Has 
Improved Under 

CARD 

MAP's Financial 
Assistance Has 
Improved Under 

CARD 
USDA (5) 5  5 2 
  100.0% 100.0% 40.0% 
MAP/CARD 
staff (14) 11 12 13 

  78.6% 85.7% 92.9% 
Total 16 17 15 
  84.2% 89.5% 78.9% 

    
Questions: Has MAP’s technical assistance improved under CARD? 
Has MAP’s marketing assistance improved under CARD? 
Has MAP’s financial assistance improved under CARD? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008)   
 

Commenting on CARD’s technical assistance, the USDA explained: 

 
I’d say that the quality of [technical] assistance delivered has improved, overall, 
due to better management techniques within CARD, better targeting of clients, 
and a more strategic approach to the type of assistance offered (Participant no. 
87, 2008). 

 

MAP/CARD staff focused on different aspects of technical assistance.  Many credited the  

capacity-building that had taken place under MAP: 

 
• CARD does not have American experts today, but Armenian experts learned 

[much] during MAP days so they can continue to provide assistance (Participant 
no. 33, 2008). 
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• Local capacity is good enough to do many tasks.  International consultants 

introduce new products, but local experts can maintain [and] follow up with 
current quality and quality improvement (Participant no. 34, 2008). 

 

In distinct contrast to development thinking on the amount of development funding being 

key to on-the-ground success, other MAP/CARD members acknowledged the benefit of 

actually not having the large budget of USDA-MAP: 

 
• Yes, [our technical assistance] quality [has] improved.  When you have restricted 

funding, you can reach the same goals with less funds.  You should improve your 
quality with fewer funds—be more creative (Participant no. 30, 2008). 

 
• [We conduct] better planning now.  Funds used more efficiently due to their 

limited supply—a better application of funds than when MAP handled and had so 
much (Participant no. 35, 2008). 

 
• Under USDA-MAP, [there was] no problem with a budget, but with CARD we 

have less money.  We have smaller projects but more technical assistance 
(Participant no. 28, 2008). 

 

MAP/CARD staff believed CARD’s marketing assistance was improved over MAP 

because the staff needed to be more strategic with less funding: 

 
• Under USDA we had much money; we were spoiled:  now we are wiser, more 

thoughtful, more economical, and hence more targeted (Participant no. 34, 2008). 
 

• [Our marketing assistance includes] more efficient planning/strategies due to 
limited funding.  CARD needs to be more efficient/creative than MAP without so 
much money (Participant no. 35, 2008). 

 

Addressing the subject of improved financial assistance under CARD, the USDA 

attributed this to more stringent accounting practices: ‘We helped [CARD’s] financial 

system be more accountable with GAAP [General Accepted Accounting Principles, an 

international standard framework of financial accounting procedures]’ (Participant no. 

86, 2008).  The MAP/CARD staff agreed, saying ‘[due to this] we now have appropriate 

strict financial control…we have stronger policies’ (Participant no. 30, 2008); ‘more 

careful financial analysis and risk management analysis’ (Participant no. 81, 2008); and 

‘CARD itself does cross-departmental audits which help improve/correct [our financial] 
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process, so we can learn from mistakes’ (Participant no. 29, 2008). These are only a few 

of the changes made from MAP to CARD in financial aid delivery. 

 

As discussed in section 7.3, from the outset CARD wanted to achieve sustainability 

through its future funding plan, which included implementing cost-sharing measures to 

defray development costs.  When CARD issued grants for production equipment 

purchases, it did so with this in mind.  As a CARD department manager explained: 

 
Grants are [issued] on a cost-share basis, targeted [to clients who] participate 
more with their own funds…we provide equipment [and] they pay 50-80% of the 
cost…in 1-1/2 years.  No interest…We introduce new technologies this way 
through the most dedicated, serious clients. When funds come back, they are used 
again to work with others (Participant no. 70, 2008). 
 

CARD’s financial assistance to clients has gone further still.  During the summer of 2008, 

after many of the interviews for this research were conducted in which MAP/CARD staff 

and clients lamented the loss of the MAP loan program, CARD opened its own affiliated 

credit organization.  An excited ex-MAP/Credit Club Program Loan Coordinator 

announced: 

 
CARD has just established is own credit organization—CARD AgroCredit, 
financed out of incoming revenue from [the] outstanding USDA-MAP portfolio 
and paid off loans.  CARD AgroCredit will offer strategic loans [and]…leasing 
(Participant no. 34, 2008). 
 

The ability of CARD to issue loans restored to the MAP/CARD staff the full financial 

assistance package developed under MAP. While the USDA did not originally support 

this, as discussed in section 8.1, almost a year after Farm Credit Armenia was still 

struggling to raise investment funds for its loans, the USDA conceded that CARD 

establishing CARD AgroCredit ‘created a new credit mechanism that [was] integrated 

with their technical assistance’ (Participant no. 88, 2008). 

 

CARD AgroCredit provides loan and agricultural equipment leasing services to the 

agricultural community. CARD owns 100% of CARD AgroCredit and draws on equity 

derived from USDA-MAP loans and Credit Club payments to finance its activities.  

CARD AgroCredit works with farmers growing grapes, cultivating fruits and vegetables, 

and raising livestock, as well as small-medium enterprises (SMEs) involved with food 
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processing (Manukyan, 2008).   See Table 9.5.  Between its founding in June 2008 and 

May 2009, CARD AgroCredit issued 21 loans across seven agricultural sectors totaling 

USD$885, 537 (CARD AgroCredit, 2009:2). 

 

Table 9.5 CARD AgroCredit loans by agricultural sector 
 

# Agricultural Sector Number 
of loans Amount in USD 

Share in 
portfolio 

/%/ 
1 Milk processing/diary 7 $396,480.00 45% 
2 Milk production 2 $65,728.72 7% 
3 Meat production 4 $116,170.63 13% 
4 Wine and Brandy production 3 $220,926.79 25% 
5 Greenhouse 1 $30,303.03 3% 
6 Fruit and vegetable production 3 $49,867.88 6% 
7 Trade & Commerce 1 $6,060.60 1% 
     
 Total 21 $885,537.66 100% 

 
Source: Adapted from CARD AgroCredit (2009:4)  
 

CARD AgroCredit extends loans in the amount of USD$3,000-$100,000 to individual 

farmers and loans in the amount of USD$10,000-$100,000 to processors. The average 

loan is issued for 3 years at an interest rate of 15-17%.  As the CARD Director explained, 

all service fees and interest earned by AgroCredit ‘will help contribute to cover expenses 

of CARD and AgroCredit’ in the first year operating expenses, and thereafter program 

expenses as funds allow (Sardaryan, 2008).  CARD AgroCredit continues MAP’s 

tradition of providing financial services but in an entirely modified way designed to make 

CARD and itself sustainable. 

 

Another activity that CARD continued after the closure of MAP was providing input 

supplies to the agricultural community. As discussed in section 5.8, in the course of 

rebuilding Armenia’s agricultural chains MAP developed forward and backward linkages 

supplying agricultural inputs to certain sub-sectors of the dairy industry. The project 

imported World Wide Sires (WWS) livestock semen from the world’s leading cattle 

genetics marketing organization (WWS, 2009); cheese starter cultures from Chr. Hansen, 
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a global producer of foods ingredients (Chr. Hansen, 2009); and milk collection and 

cooling tanks from DeLaval, a Swedish supplier of dairy equipment (DeLaval, 2009) and 

Frigomilk, an Italian manufacturer of food refrigeration products (FIC, 2009). 

 

In 1994 several of these companies approached MAP to be their manufacturer’s 

representative in Armenia due to the project’s extensive contacts and the volume of 

business it brought them on behalf of its development clients (Sardaryan, 2008). As a 

World Wide Sires Manager commented, ‘our collaboration allowed WWS to enter a new 

market’ which they had not considered before (Participant no. 52, 2008).  As a 

government project, MAP was precluded from entering into a commercial relationship 

with inputs suppliers, but CARD embraced the opportunity to import inputs for farmers 

and processors and create a revenue stream to contribute to its sustainability (Manukyan, 

2008). 

 

In CARD’s Strategic Plan 2006-2009, the MAP/CARD staff set out a goal ‘to have a 

financially sound and administratively efficient organization’, and this plan included the 

establishment of CARD AgroService (CARD, 2006:8).  CARD AgroService was to be 

separate from but affiliated to CARD, continue to distribute products MAP supplied 

clients, reach out to other input producers to secure exclusive representation, and 

eventually have its own retail outlet (CARD, 2006). Between 2006 and 2008, CARD 

AgroService earned an income of USD$101,039 distributing input supplies from 

American and European companies. See Table 9.6. 
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Table 9.6 Revenue generated by CARD AgroService 
 

CARD AgroService income 2006-2008 
Input supplycompany Years Profit in USD 
Chr. Hansen.  2006-2008 $58,116 
Cryovac Packaging 2006-2008 $10,312 
Weber Scientific  2006-2008 $1,360 
Alliance Pastorale 2006-2008 $2,048 
World Wide Sires 2007-2008 $5,462 
Nasco Farm Supplies 2007-2008 $4,425 
DeLaval 2007-2008 $2,899 
FIC (aka Frigomilk) 2007-2008 $16,417 
Total  $101,039 

 
Source:  Adapted from Petrosyan (2008) 
 

Contrasting the nature of the partnerships between World Wide Sires and MAP, and later 

CARD, a WWS representative noted: 

 
The USDA-MAP partnership was the starting point, but CARD was when the 
growth happened.  We have had a seamless transition...[working with] CARD is 
more of a business relationship than USDA-MAP (Participant no. 52, 2008). 

 

Agreeing with this, the Global Sales Manager of Chr. Hansen food ingredients reported: 

 
CARD is more pure business oriented and more matured for already experienced 
partners….[by working with CARD] Chr. Hansen sale of dairy ingredients [in 
Armenia] has grown by nearly 50%! (Participant no. 78, 2008, respondent’s 
emphasis). 

 

In March 2009, CARD AgroService increased its profile in the Armenian agricultural 

community when it signed an agreement to be the official distributor of John Deere, the 

world’s leading manufacturer of farm equipment (CARD AgroService, 2009).  At the 

signing ceremony, Deputy Minister of Agriculture Armen Gevorgyan stated that ‘there 

are 14,000 agricultural tractors available in Armenia, and about 50% of them [are] 

outdated and need replacement’ (CARD AgroService, 2009:1). By providing tractors to 

Armenia, CARD AgroService in 2009 recommences the work the American Committee 

for Relief in the Near East (ACRNE) conducted in 1919, as discussed in section 5.1. 

 

AgroService, like AgroCredit, will contribute its for-profit revenue to non-profit CARD 

to support development work.  As CARD’s Director explained: 
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We do not want to be [solely] dependent on development money…It will take 3-5 
years for AgroCredit and AgroService to cover CARD’s costs.  CARD will stay a 
development organization and act as a holding company [for AgroCredit and 
AgroService], and maybe someday there will be CARD Insurance and CARD 
Tourism & Hospitality (Sardaryan, 2008). 
 

In 2009 18% of CARD’s program expenses came from the U.S. Department of Defense, 

UMCOR, and CARE International, which contracted CARD for rural development 

projects (CARD Monthly Newsletters, 2009; CARD, 2010).  The balance of CARD’s 

program expenses, 82%, was supplied by the USDA for core agricultural development 

activities—services to agribusinesses and rural development, and to manage the Food 

Safety Project and the Animal Health and Safety Project (CARD, 2010).  CARD was 

awarded this program funding as the most capable implementer for USDA initiatives in 

Armenia in competition against other local development organizations.  This level of 

dependence on the USDA was more than what CARD originally forecast at its founding 

in 2005.  As discussed in Chapter 7, CARD proposed supplanting USDA program 

funding by 20% each year.  It did not reach that goal.  However, 2009 saw from the 

combined efforts of the CARD Group—comprised of CARD, CARD AgroServices, and 

CARD AgroCredit—a profit of USD$335,000.  This amount covered 61% of their 

collective administrative (non-program) expenses.  This profit came from built-in 

overhead on programs, profit from the sales of agricultural equipment/supplies, and 

interest from loans (CARD, 2010).  While CARD was not administratively self-sufficient 

after four years of operation, CARD and its affiliate organizations seemed to be on its 

way to becoming so. 

 

CARD has adapted to the changing development context of Armenia while continuing 

MAP’s innovative technical, marketing, and financial assistance.  This meets Gardner et 

al.’s second indicator to determine the success of an exit strategy. In doing this, the scope 

and quality of CARD’s services have improved over its predecessor. CARD is more 

strategic, more focused, and more selective to achieve the greatest impact on its clients.  

CARD works with fewer clients who already have established enterprises instead of 

MAP which worked with many start-ups.  This allows CARD to offer assistance to more 

experienced clients who already understand the basics of business and need help to grow 

their organizations.  The CARD staff benefited from the extensive capacity-building 
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MAP offered, discussed in section 6.4, and can now offer high quality assistance without 

reliance on foreign advisors.  With less money than MAP, CARD makes better use of its 

funds and its clients agree across sub-sectors that the NGO has increased their 

production, marketing, income, and boosted employment. CARD’s spin-off affiliate 

organizations, AgroCredit and AgroService, not only continue MAP’s financial services 

and distribution of input supplies, but help contribute income towards CARD’s 

sustainability which was not possible under a government project. 

 

9.4 Efficiently functioning systems  

 

Gardner et al.’s third and last measurement of an exit strategy’s success applies to a 

phase-over organization’s internal operating procedures (2005).  As an indicator of 

sustainability, Gardner et al. believe it is vital for the systems developed by the project 

and the organization ‘and individuals trained or empowered by the program continue to 

function effectively’ (Rogers & Macias, 2004:11). To use this ‘result indicator’ is to 

assume that the systems within the aid project operated effectively before transition and 

should be continued. There is an inherent assumption in this indicator that once transition 

occurs, merely continuing these systems within a phase-over organization is sufficient, 

and that it is not necessary to adapt or enhance them in any way.   

 

To determine if MAP’s systems operated successfully before moving on to CARD, the 

USDA, MAP/CARD staff, clients, and partners were asked if they agree or disagreed 

with the statement that USDA-MAP’s policies, procedures, and regulations were 

effective.  It is noteworthy that the majority of MAP/CARD staff, clients, and partners all 

agreed that MAP’s policies, procedures, and regulations were effective; however, four 

out of five USDA officials who were questioned disagreed.  See Table 9.7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 - 232 -



 

Table 9.7 Proportion of respondents who agree/disagree MAP’s policies, 
procedures, & regulations were effective 

 
Research 
Group (n=64) 

Strongly Disagree 
 or Disagree Neutral 

Strongly Agree 
 or Agree Total 

USDA 4 0 1 5 
  80% 0.0% 20% 100% 
MAP/CARD 
staff 2 0 12 14 

  14.3% 0.0% 85.7% 100.0% 
MAP/CARD 
clients 1 1 23 25 

  4% 4% 92% 100.0% 
MAP/CARD 
Partners 1 1 18 20 

  5% 5% 90% 100.0% 
Total 8 2 54 64 
  12.5% 3.12% 84.3% 100.0% 

  
Question: Would you agree or disagree that USDA-MAP’s policies, procedures, and 
regulations were effective? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008) 

 

Referring to procurement non-compliance issues, discussed in section 7.2, one USDA 

official did not agree, but the other four did not mention this.  Instead, they focused on 

USDA-MAP/Armenia. One USDA representative thought MAP’s policies were 

‘inconsistent’ between one MAP Director and another (Participant no. 86, 2008). Another 

USDA official said MAP ‘appeared to have limited financial controls in place, and lacked 

strategic guiding documents’ and a sufficient monitoring and evaluation program 

(Participant no. 87, 2008).  A final USDA representative agreed there was ‘not adequate 

planning’, but focused his criticism on the project not phasing-over sooner: 

 
The nature of how [MAP] was structured with one [new American] Director 
every few years cut against Armenian ownership.  I think [MAP] should have 
transitioned earlier (Participant no. 88, 2008). 

 

The MAP/CARD staff acknowledged some of these criticisms and agreed ‘there was 

insufficient financial control under MAP: [the project] did not properly follow up on 

grants and loans’ (Participant no. 84, 2008), and MAP was ‘not good at record-keeping 

and M&E’ (Participant no. 70, 2008). Turning this around, however, one MAP/CARD 

staff member who did think MAP’s systems operated efficiently stated ‘[there was] less 

paperwork, less reporting, less monitoring and evaluation, [which was not good for our] 
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funder, but it freed up time to do more development’ (Participant no. 29, 2008).  Eight-

four percent or 12 out of 14 MAP/CARD staff members that thought MAP’s systems 

operated efficiently often used the same words to describe why: ‘flexible’ (Participant 

nos. 29, 43, 70, 81, 2008), ‘not bureaucratic’ (Participant nos. 36, 81, 2008), and it 

operated with ‘little paperwork’ (Participant nos. 29, 36, 70, 2008).  One MAP/CARD 

member explained: 

 
[MAP] was flexible, fast.  Little bureaucracy with[in] the system.  Under those 
conditions with little paperwork and the ability to experiment, the system was 
quite effective.  If we had been very bureaucratic at the start we would not have 
been able to do the work we did (Participant no. 70, 2008). 

 

Outside of MAP, 92% of MAP/CARD clients and 90% MAP/CARD partners thought 

MAP’s systems worked well.  MAP/CARD clients praised the project for being ‘very 

practical, easy, very tangible’ (Participant no. 79, 2008), and one effusively stated ‘in all 

sphere[s], USDA was working very well, in communications, consulting, marketing, and 

financing’ (Participant no. 16, 2008). For MAP/CARD partners, they agreed with 

MAP/CARD clients that the project was easy to work with (Participants nos. 53, 54, 

2008) and they agreed with MAP/CARD staff that the project was flexible (Participant 

no. 72) and not bureaucratic (Participant nos. 56, 82, 2008). 

 

When the USDA, MAP/CARD staff, MAP/CARD clients, and MAP/CARD Partners 

were asked about CARD’s policies, procedures, and regulations, the majority in each 

group agreed that the systems that CARD had in place were effective. All USDA 

officials, 93% of the MAP/CARD staff, 84% of the MAP/CARD clients, and 85% of the 

MAP/CARD Partners thought CARD’s operational procedures worked well (see Table 

9.8). 
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Table 9.8 Proportion of respondents who agree/disagree CARD’s policies, 
procedures, & regulations were effective 

 
Research 
Group (n=64) 

Strongly Disagree 
 or Disagree Neutral 

Strongly Agree 
 or Agree Total 

USDA 0 0 5 5 
  0.0% 0.0% 100% 100.0% 
MAP/CARD 
staff 0 1 13 14 

  0.0% 7% 93% 100.0% 
MAP/CARD 
clients 0 4 21 25 

  0.0% 16% 84% 100.0% 
MAP/CARD 
Partners 1 2 17 20 

  5% 10% 85% 100% 
Total 1 7 56 64 
  1.5% 11% 87.5% 100.0% 

 
Question: Would you agree or disagree that CARD’s policies, procedures, and 
regulations are effective? 
Source: Author’s survey (2008)  
 

A USDA official admitted: 

 
FAS is very proud of CARD’s Armenian staff.  They have complied with [U.S. 
government] regulations, have installed new accounting software, produce 
detailed monthly expense reports, frequent monitoring and evaluation documents, 
and write impact reports (Participant no. 39, 2008). 

 

Another USDA official commented: 

 
Evidence exists [that CARD’s systems are effective] since [CARD] has 
successfully passed an international audit by Grant Thornton [an international 
accounting firm].  That’s dynamite.  Passing an audit like that makes [CARD] 
more attractive to other donors (Participant no. 88, 2008). 

 

Several MAP/CARD staff members credited USDA-FAS with helping CARD develop 

the procedures they have in place (Participant nos. 32, 84, 2008) and one staff member 

said that ‘CARD looked at other organizations, [Armenian] government legislation, and 

MAP procedures, and took the best of everything’ (Participant no. 28, 2008).  Seven out 

of the fourteen MAP/CARD staff interviewed mentioned that CARD’s procedures are 

effective because they have to be, that CARD must comply with Armenian laws from 

which MAP was exempt, and that means adhering to the ‘tax authority, social security 

and labor laws’, and operating ‘more uniformly, openly’ (Participant no. 29, 35, 2008). 
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Complying with Armenian laws did not go unnoticed by MAP/CARD clients.  As one 

client stated, ‘CARD is working more in [a] different, Armenian way than USDA’ 

(Participant no. 18, 2008). 

 

Out of 64 interviews with USDA officials, MAP/CARD staff, MAP/CARD clients, and 

MAP/CARD partners, only one respondent thought CARD’s procedures did not work 

effectively.   This MAP/CARD partner complained that CARD does not have a ‘clear and 

defined work style’ (Participant no. 73, 2008).  Other MAP/CARD partners disagreed, 

noting CARD’s procedures are ‘similar to MAP’s’ (Participant no. 77, 2008) or that  

‘[there is] no difference between CARD’s and the USDA-MAP’s regulations and 

procedures.  CARD’s staff works as professional as USDA-MAP’s did’ (Participant no. 

62, 2008). Taking this one step further, the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture claimed: 

 
CARD is better than any other Armenian organization involved in agriculture.  
They are all Western trained (Participant no. 76, 2008). 

 

Different perspectives from different stakeholders arrive at the same conclusion: the 

policies, procedures, and regulations developed by MAP and CARD continue to function 

efficiently.  Gardner et al.’s third indicator to determine the success of an exit strategy 

has been met.  

 

Moreover, not only do CARD’s procedures work well, but they do so internally with a 

positive effect externally, as CARD operates in full compliance with U.S. government 

regulations, which MAP’s procedures did not.  This is critical for continued American 

funding.  Further, CARD is in compliance with Armenian laws, to fulfill local legal 

requirements, and with international accounting standards to attract international donors.  

Receiving praise from the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture acknowledges this and 

strengthens high-level political support. 

 

While the Gardner et al. three indicators for sustainability are met by CARD, the CARD 

staff established an alternative set of specific benchmarks for sustainability for their 

organization.  As discussed in section 9.3, CARD’s Strategic Plan 2006-2009 established 

a goal to make the organization ‘financially sound and administratively efficient’ 

(CARD, 2006:8). To achieve this goal, objectives included strengthening CARD’s 
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administration by drafting a new Administrative Manual and Communication Plan, 

conducting ‘a Management Review’, [and] ‘researching professional training 

opportunities’ (CARD, 2006:27). CARD adopted new financial/accounting software for 

financial planning and tax accounting, and invested in new technology and upgraded its 

computer hardware and software programs (CARD, 2006).  These activities contributed 

to CARD’s sustainability by contributing to the strengthening of the phase-over 

organization’s operational capabilities, but first and foremost was the investment in 

people that continued from MAP to CARD. 

 

During the duration of the USDA project, as a MAP/CARD staff member noted, 

‘everyone got some form of training at MAP’ (Participant no. 27, 2008).  In the words of 

another MAP/CARD staff member, this was because ‘people needed to be educated to 

implement projects more efficiently’ (Participant no. 57, 2008).  As a Credit Club loan 

Coordinator explained “[the] whole approach was ‘let’s educate ourselves’” (Participant 

no. 21, 2008). Carrying on this notion of self-education and improvement, CARD’s 

senior management built on MAP’s capacity-building efforts through the Cochran 

Fellowship Program, the USDA Graduate School, sponsored studies at universities 

outside Armenia, and approved a wide range of education programs for CARD staff to 

develop their skills.  Between 2005 and 2009, twenty-one out of twenty-eight CARD 

staff members participated in professional development trainings lasting 2-3 weeks 

(Cochran Report, 2008; CARD Monthly Newsletters, 2007-2009).  See Table 9.9. 
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Table 9.9 Professional development of CARD staff 

 
Program Sponsor/Host Location No. of 

Participants 
Year 

Meat Processing UoM USA 1 2005 
Food Regulations IVP USA 1 2006 
Animal Health Lincoln  U. USA 1 2007 
Dairy Cultures  Chr. Hansen Denmark 2 2007 
Dairy Equipment DeLaval Russia 1 2007 
Fundraising EU Advisors Armenia 2 2007 
Enology UC/Davis USA 1 2007 
Organic Marketing Agrolink Bulgaria 1 2007 
Int’l Packaging  Israel EIICI Israel 1 2008 
Cattle Insemination WWS Italy 2 2008 
Leadership & Mgt.  SETYM Canada 2 2008 
Food Safety LSU USA 3 2008 
Data Archiving CRRC Georgia 1 2008 
Ag Machinery John Deere EU 1 2008 
Public Relations School of PR UK 1 2009 

 
Source:  Cochran Report (2008); CARD Monthly Newsletters (2007-2009) 

 

In 2005, a member of CARD’s Rural Development department attended a course on meat 

processing at the University of Missouri.  In 2006, CARD’s Food Safety Technical 

Specialist studied Food Marketing Regulations in the U.S. as part of the International 

Visitor Leadership Program (IVLP).  From 2007 onwards the CARD staff has been 

participating in professional educational programs in and outside of Armenia, hosted by 

universities, manufacturing companies, and professional training schools. 

 

Other objectives that CARD set for itself  in its Strategic Plan 2006-2009 to contribute to 

its sustainability included developing a:  

 

• Strategic Human Resource & Management Plan 

• Performance Measurement Plan 

• CARD Information Resource Center/Library 

• Donor Reporting System to manage development bids 

• Program Development and M&E Department (CARD, 2006). 
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9.5 Institution-building 

 

While use of the Gardner et al. indicators demonstrate CARD’s sustainability in 

programs, activities, and procedures, this does not mean the phase-over organization has 

achieved institutionality. Institutionality, according to institution-building theorist M.J. 

Esman, is the ‘end state’ or ultimate goal of all institution-building efforts (Esman, 

1972:35). The fact that an organization is sustainable is insufficient as sustainability may 

come at a cost that compromises an organization’s objectives or its ability to provide 

innovative development solutions.  Institutionality is only attained when an institution’s 

‘innovations are accepted and supported by the external environment’ (Esman, 1972:35).  

For this to occur, the following five criteria must be met: (1) technical capacity; (2) 

normative commitments; (3) innovative thrust; (4) environmental image; and (5) spread 

effect (Esman, 1972).  The institutionality of CARD was assessed in consideration of 

Esman’s criteria. 

 

Technical capacity 

 

Esman defined technical capacity as ‘the ability to deliver technical services which are 

innovations to the society at an increasing level of competence, whether they be teaching 

agricultural sciences…[etc.]’ (Esman, 1972:36).  Central to all of CARD’s development 

work is the provision of innovative technical assistance. Technical assistance is offered 

by itself, or more commonly in conjunction with marketing and financial assistance to 

achieve CARD’s main goals of creating ‘better livelihoods in rural Armenia’ and making 

Armenian food products competitive in domestic and international markets (CARD, 

2006:7). Technical assistance is provided mainly through CARD’s Rural Development 

and Agribusiness & Marketing Departments, but also through special projects it 

implements on behalf of the USDA, such as the USDA National Animal Health Project 

and the USDA Armenian Food Safety System Project (Davtyan, 2007; CARD, 2009). 

The innovative technical assistance these departments and special projects offer is ‘at an 

increasing level of competence’ as specified by Esman (Esman, 1972:36).  CARD 

introduces new approaches and high technology that advance their clients’ capacity at 

every stage of their development (CARD, 2009).  Further, as discussed in section 8.2, 

CARD continues MAP’s tradition of hosting international technical consultants to work 
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on issues as diverse as Avian Flu, agricultural statistics, and rural youth programs, who 

through capacity building also train a well-qualified in-house staff.  As one wine-maker 

noted, ‘CARD’s technical assistance has been great.  We now work just with an 

Armenian CARD staff’ (Participant no. 83, 2008). Another client, being more specific 

about the technical assistance his enterprise received, said:  ‘CARD helped to improve 

food safety and sanitation issues, food quality, [and] trainings were organized in order to 

teach people how to do everything in the proper way’ (Participant no. 67, 2008). 

 

Normative commitments 

 

Normative commitments, for Esman, refer to the ways in which innovative ideas, 

relationships, and practices of an organization are internalized by its staff (Esman, 1972). 

For the CARD staff, this means simply adhering to their own self-established standards, 

since they created CARD. In 2006, during a strategic planning retreat, the CARD staff 

established a list of values by which all their activities were to be guided:  their work was 

to be mission driven, involve collaboration and teamwork, be productive and efficient, 

involve a commitment to continuous improvement, and be open and undertaken with 

integrity (CARD, 2006). 

 

Mission driven:  CARD’s mission was defined as one that would enhance rural 

livelihoods and its activities promulgated to all its staff, stakeholders, and customers. The 

CARD staff abides by this with its daily work to improve farm level production yields, 

quality, and diversity, and by increasing the number and capacity of Armenian 

agricultural processing facilities, and introducing new technologies to its rural clients 

through CARD and CARD AgroService (CARD, 2006; CARD AgroService, 2009).  

News of CARD’s work is shared with its staff, donors, partners, and clients through 

regular staff meetings (Engels, 2008), press releases (CARD Press Release, 2007), 

CARD Monthly Newsletters (CARD Monthly Newsletters, 2007-2009), and CARD’s 

website which covers ‘Stories from the Field’, ‘News & Events’, and ‘Announcements’ 

(CARD, 2009a), increasing transparency and accountability to the organization’s 

mission. 
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Collaboration and teamwork:  CARD’s staff works in teams naturally designated by their 

program departments, but also in ad hoc teams to address specific issues.  A 

manifestation of their teamwork and collaboration is the Grant Approval Committee, 

comprised of six people from different departments who regularly vet loan proposals. In 

the words of a CARD Manager, the Committee ‘collectively determine [the] worthiness 

of grant applications’ (Participant no. 35, 2008).  As another CARD staff member stated, 

working jointly together across departments like this ‘help[s] improve/correct processes 

so we can learn from mistakes’ (Participant no. 29, 2008). Working jointly together 

provides CARD staff members with a diversity of opinions through different viewpoints 

that strengthen the organization, and which was not present among MAP staff who 

worked separately (CARD, 2006). 

 

Productivity and Efficiency:  As discussed in section 9.4, the majority of interviewed 

USDA officials, MAP/CARD staff, MAP/CARD clients, and MAP/CARD partners 

agreed that CARD’s policies, procedures, and regulations were effective.  As a Director 

of a cheese factory attested, ‘CARD provides high quality assistance, consulting.  They 

[CARD] work [at] a professional level; everything is done in high quality’ (Participant 

no. 50, 2008). This standard of excellence, and the working conditions on the job—begun 

by MAP and continued with CARD—was also citied by the local project staff as the 

reason why they chose to work with the project and then continue to work with CARD 

instead of any other organization (Participant no. 30, 2008; Participant no. 33, 2008; 

Participant no. 34, 2008).  CARD staff also stated that since CARD was established they 

had become more efficient and strategic in their work (Participant no. 35, 2008). 

 

Commitment to continuous improvement: By the CARD’s staff admission, ‘CARD 

thrives on new initiatives.  Being the best requires never being satisfied with today’s 

accomplishments’ (CARD, 2006:6). CARD’s Director explained CARD is always 

seeking out new programs, approaches, and services (Participant no. 81, 2008).  

Examples of this can be seen in a CARD-sponsored Cheese Master’s Training School for 

dairy processors, providing cross-sectoral Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points 

(HACCP) food safety training, and with the introduction of CARD AgroService’s input 

supplies to clients (CARD Brochure, 2009). Commenting on CARD’s dedication to 

excellence, a wine maker stated, ‘They [CARD] are trying to do their best in order to help 
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the companies to achieve their goals…to gain new customers by effective way’ 

(Participant no. 65, 2008). 

 

Openness and Integrity: The final value that CARD staff members set for themselves was 

to operate in an open/transparent way and always with integrity.  To do this, CARD’s 

senior management meets weekly to discuss their activities and any obstacles impeding 

success, and the outcome of those meetings are discussed with junior staff members 

(Engels, 2008).  CARD has implemented office-wide project management software 

whereby all employees may monitor the progress of work with any client (CARD, 2006). 

And as discussed above in the Mission driven section, CARD disseminates news of its 

activities through an outreach program that includes an updated website and newsletters.  

As for clients, CARD’s transparent approach to development caused one to remark, 

‘CARD…has a professional, high level communication style’ (Participant no. 42, 2008). 

 

Innovative thrust 

 

Esman includes innovative thrust as a necessary component to achieve institutionality.  

By this he means ‘the ability of an institution to continue to innovate…with new 

technologies and behavior patterns…[so the institution may] continually learn and adapt 

to new technological and political opportunities’ (Esman, 1972:36).  CARD’s regular 

innovations are diverse. 

 

CARD staff continued to adopt new information technology to design, monitor, and 

evaluate projects.  By establishing a Program Development and Monitoring & Evaluation 

Department, CARD has been able to deploy computer software to track assistance across 

departments for a multifaceted understanding of impact assessment. This, coupled with 

new financial/accounting software mentioned in section 9.4, gave CARD the ability to 

quantify expenses per intervention to analyze budgeted inputs against project outcomes, 

allowing for better external donor reporting and internal decision-making for future 

interventions. Further, CARD staff continued their professional development through 

educational trainings, as also discussed in section 9.4.  This has provided CARD staff  

skills to help farmer-clients with better farm resource management, to assist producer-

clients develop new products or improve existing ones, and launch new initiatives, such 
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as the organic agricultural initiative to improve rural incomes through diversified 

production and specialty marketing (CARD Brochure, 2009; Participant no. 34, 2008). 

Finally, CARD’s adoption of innovative ways to share expenses and collaborate with 

development partners has allowed it to take advantage of political opportunities to work 

with Action Against Hunger, UMCOR, the World Bank, the Peace Corps, and 

ACDI/VOCA.  When asked to assess CARD’s collaboration, a World Bank 

representative said, ‘CARD’s [assistance] is good…[CARD introduced] improved 

technologies, training, brochures—all top quality’, which contribute to how the 

organization is perceived as an institution (Participant no. 72, 2008). 

 

Environmental image 

 

Environmental image is the image an organization has within society at large. If an 

organization is highly valued, it can acquire resources without major changes to its 

objectives, operate in non-traditional ways, defend itself from critics, wield influence 

within its field, and expand its activities (Esman, 1972).  CARD is highly regarded within 

the Armenian agricultural community and abroad.  As discussed in section 9.3, the 

majority of USDA officials and MAP/CARD clients interviewed agreed that MAP’s 

technical, marketing, and financial assistance improved under CARD, and that that 

assistance increased CARD clients’ production, marketing skills, income, and 

employment needs. CARD’s partners also have high esteem for the organization. One 

said it is ‘a pleasure to work with [CARD’s] people…working with CARD allows us to 

gain more experience’ (Participant no. 37, 2008), while another commented, ‘CARD [is] 

more Western than Armenian.  CARD is a good standard for a local organization in its 

style of work’ (Participant no. 77, 2008), which is fundamental to how CARD influences 

the broader field of agricultural development in Armenia. 

 

Spread effect 

 

Spread effect is the final criteria for institutionality, and this refers to the degree 

innovative technologies, norms, or behaviors are integrated into other organizations’ 

activities (Esman, 1972).  Examples of CARD’s spread effect are evident in the activities 

of CARD’s partners: 
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• Beginning with MAP initiatives to improve the genetic traits of cattle and goat 

herds, CARD staff continued a program of artificial insemination (AI) and AI 

training for veterinarians (USDA-MAP, 2002).  By April 2008, CARD had 

imported 15,050 doses of dairy and beef breed semen and had distributed 10,000 

doses.  That same year, the Strategic Development Agency, a local Armenian 

NGO, began a cattle artificial insemination project that included training 

veterinarians and farmers in artificial insemination techniques (CARD Monthly 

Newsletters, 2007-2009). 

 

• CARD continued MAP’s work with establishing milk cooperatives and milk 

collection centers throughout the country (USDA-MAP, 2002).  In 2007, The 

Children of Armenia Fund (COAF) supported the formation of a milk cooperative 

and building a Milk Collection Center in Lernagog Village in Armavir marz 

(CARD Monthly Newsletters, 2007-2009). 

 

• CARD’s Organic Initiative involves a range of activities to support organic 

agriculture and products.  CARD’s involvement in organics dates back to USDA-

MAP, when the project sponsored its first workshop in 2002 to develop a National 

Action Plan for organics in Armenia, and disseminated information on organic 

techniques and regulations (USDA-MAP, 2002).  Since then, CARD has 

supported organic marketing research projects, organic food production and 

processing, and organic conferences.  Now EcoGlobe, a local NGO and 

Armenia’s only organic certifier, provides training on organic food regulations, 

production, and processing (CARD Monthly Newsletters, 2007-2009).  

Acknowledging CARD’s work in the organic sector, the EcoGlobe Director said 

‘we developed a new dimension in agriculture leaning toward the promotion of 

organics…EcoGlobe [has] a strong opportunity to develop [the] organic sector in 

Armenia’ (Participant no. 77, 2008). 

 

Others duplicating CARD’s work include the World Bank’s Business Advisory Services 

Program conducting wine appreciation courses for the hospitality and retail sector and the 

National Agricultural Support Center distributing extension information through its 
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monthly newspaper  (CARD Monthly Newsletters, 2007-2009; Participant no. 73, 2008).  

CARD’s impact, like that of MAP, has contributed to a more responsive and dynamic 

Armenian development community. 

 

9.6 Summary 

 

Having analyzed the MAP/CARD phase-over in terms of Levinger & McLeod’s tactics in 

Chapter 8, this chapter resumed the discussion of CARD in terms of the Garner et al. 

measures of sustainability and Esman’s criteria for institutionality. 

 

Following the Gardner et al. three result indicators of exit strategy success through 

program sustainability, research findings favorably evaluated the MAP-CARD phase-

over: the local organization continued to sustain the project’s impacts. Satisfying the 

Gardner et al. first indicator of sustainability, CARD continued to have positive 

programmatic impact, and in a few instances, its assistance had a greater impact than the 

USDA project. CARD agribusiness clients explained how CARD’s assistance helped 

their enterprises increase their production, marketing skills, and income, resulting in job 

growth. The Gardner et al. second indicator of sustainability was met when CARD 

continued MAP’s technical and marketing assistance, and later its financial assistance 

with the establishment of CARD AgroCredit.  USDA and MAP/CARD staff admitted 

CARD’s technical and marketing assistance was improved since MAP and that its overall 

assistance was more targeted, focused, and economical. With the creation of CARD 

AgroCredit and CARD AgroService, CARD continued to supply financial services and 

industry inputs to the agriculture sector, but also provided itself two new sources of 

revenue.  Applying the Gardner et al. third indicator regarding operating procedures, the 

primary key donor, clients, partners, and MAP/CARD staff support the efficiency of 

CARD’s policies, procedures, and regulations.  USDA officials confirmed that CARD’s 

policies were in compliance with U.S. donor requirements, international accounting 

practices, and local Armenian law.  For its work, CARD received recognition from the 

Armenian Ministry of Agriculture. 

 

Applying Esman’s criteria for institutionality—the goal of institution-building, evidence 

indicates that CARD achieved this ‘end state’ by meeting the five conditions: (1) 
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technical capacity; (2) normative commitments; (3) innovative thrust; (4) environmental 

image, and (5) spread effect. CARD provided technical assistance to farmers and 

agribusinesses. CARD demonstrated normative commitments, or how innovative ideas 

and practices are internalized by its staff, by adhering to its own self-established values of 

being mission driven, working in collaboration and teams, stressing productivity and 

efficiency, remaining committed to continuous improvement, and operating with 

openness and integrity. CARD exhibited innovative thrust by continuing to introduce new 

technologies to its client farmers and producers; new agricultural initiatives to diversify 

production and marketing; and through collaboration with new development partners. 

CARD’s standing in the Armenian agricultural community was found to be well-

established and its environmental image is a positive one.  CARD was highly regarded by 

clients and international and local organizations. The spread effect of CARD’s innovative 

approaches was evident by the adoption of its activities by other development 

organizations, and the recognition of its contributions by the Armenian Ministry of 

Agriculture. 

 

As research has shown, the MAP-CARD phase-over represents a definitive transition 

from a long-term, effective public sector aid project to a sustainable, highly-regarded 

private sector NGO created and managed by local project staff. 
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10 
 

Elements for a New Paradigm 
 

The goal of an exit strategy is not only to maintain benefits achieved, but also to 
enable further progress toward the program’s development goals.  Ideally, an exit 
strategy sets in place a system whereby the benefits expand beyond the original 
beneficiaries and their communities. 
 
--Rogers, B. & Macias, K., Program graduation and exit strategies: a focus on 
Title II food aid development programs, Washington, D.C: Food and Nutrition 
Technical Assistance Project (FANTA), 2004, p. 5. 

 
 
For the past sixty years the United States has led international foreign assistance as a key 

player in establishing international institutions to address development.  In 2008 alone the 

U.S. government allocated USD$26 billion for foreign assistance funding to promote 

economic and social advancement in developing countries (OECD, 2009a).  The primary 

tool for aid assistance has been the development project, and within the project cycle, the 

topic of exit strategies—how best to close out an international aid project with 

sustainable benefits—has bewildered and evaded many (Gardner et. al., 2005). Since all 

foreign aid projects must eventually end upon completion of their goals or within 

prescribed financial and time constraints, the right exit strategy can contribute to 

increased aid effectiveness.  The right exit strategy can promote aid independence, cost-

effectiveness, capacity-building, shift aid activities to the local community, and continue 

aid services post-project. 

 

This thesis examined how the concept of an exit strategy was operationalized within the 

case of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) in Armenia and the phase-

over approach it used. The Marketing Assistance Project-Center for Agribusiness & 

Rural Development (MAP-CARD) phase-over was the transition of a long-term public 
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sector project to a sustainable private sector NGO. This thesis indicates that actions taken 

by the USDA well illustrate the evolution of an emphasis on local project staff over 

technical interventions to continue development. This case has broad implications for 

development theory and practice which inform project cycle implementation. 

 

The aim of this thesis is to provide a greater understanding of exit strategies and offer a 

suitable exit strategy model for aid project planners and implementers by analyzing the 

MAP-CARD transition.  Two principal and one subsidiary research questions were 

asked:   

 

1. What are the conditions necessary to complete a foreign aid project phase-over to a 

local institution successfully? 

 

1.1. Specifically, how can in-country local project staff contribute to institution-

building before, during, and after a phase-over? 

 

2. What are appropriate ways to measure the success of a phase-over? 

 

To answer the question regarding the conditions necessary for a phase-over, this thesis 

applied the exit strategy tactics of Levinger & McLeod (2002) in the context of the 

USDA transition to an Armenian NGO.  To analyze how the in-country local project staff 

can contribute to institution-building before, during, and after a phase-over, Esman’s 

institutionality criteria (1972) were applied to the MAP-CARD case.  And to analyze the 

appropriate ways to measure the success of a phase-over, Gardner et al. sustainability 

indicators (2005) were applied to the MAP-CARD case. Choosing the case of the MAP 

phase-over to CARD allowed for an in-depth analysis of a single distinctive exit strategy 

used in Armenia.  Research methods included a review of documents, archival research, 

structured and semi-structured interviews, and participant observation.  Combining 

qualitative and quantitative research methods allowed for triangulation of different 

viewpoints across the diverse stakeholders—the donor, the local staff before and after 

phase-over, and their clients. 

 



 - 249 -

This concluding chapter is divided into four parts. Section 10.1 provides a brief review of 

key literature utilized to analyze the MAP-CARD phase-over and the research methods 

used in this study.  Section 10.2 gives an overview of the main findings of this thesis and 

provides answers to each research question. Section 10.3 provides comments on those 

findings and recommendations to development thinkers and practitioners.  Section 10.4 

concludes the chapter with a short summary. 

 

10.1 Review of critical exit strategy knowledge  

 

In Chapter one the topic of exit strategies was introduced along with the rationale for this 

thesis.  Chapter two reviewed post-war development thinking and noted that foreign aid 

exit strategies were absent from the discourse.  Within the project cycle, a historically 

popular tool, there has been no accommodation for an exit strategy that perpetuates 

development when a project closes down.  While development theorists have advocated 

building social and human capital and including participation and empowerment in 

development projects, they often do not consider extending these concepts to local 

project staff who could manage a local development organization to prolong aid benefits. 

 

Exit strategy theory and practice were discussed in Chapter three. The exit strategy 

concept suffers from imprecise and diverse interpretations, and broad applications in a 

range of fields. It arises from commercial and political-military writings, and thereafter 

has been adopted by development organizations. Most exit strategy writing can be found 

in multilateral and bilateral aid documents. Among development practitioners, an analysis 

of exit strategies by Levinger and McLeod (2002) has become a key reference. When an 

aid project closes down and a sponsor builds local institutional capacity and transfers all 

project activities to that local institution, Levinger & McLeod refer to this as phase-over.  

To achieve a phase-over, six tactics are proposed:  (1) Plan for exit from the earliest 

stages of program design; (2) Develop partnerships and local linkages; (3) Build local 

organizational and human capacity; (4) Mobilize local and external resources; (5) Stagger 

the phase out of various program activities and resources; and (6) Allow roles and 

relationships to evolve and continue after exit. 
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Once phase-over is complete, Gardner et al. (2005) built on Levinger & McLeod’s 

research and set forth three indicators to determine the success of an exit strategy: (1) If 

the program impact has been sustained, expanded or improved after program end; (2) If 

the relevant activities are continued in the same or modified format; and (3) If the 

systems developed continue to function effectively. 

 

Part of the phase-over process is the recipient organization receiving phase-over project 

resources—capital and human, responsibilities, and services. The establishment of a 

recipient organization is contingent on institution-building.  M.J Esman’s institution 

building model (1972) emphasizes social engineering and purposeful social innovation. If 

this can be accomplished, institutionality—‘the end state’ will have been achieved. 

Institutionality occurs ‘when innovative norms and action patterns are valued within the 

organization and by the larger society and are incorporated into the behavior of linked 

organizations and institutions’ (Esman, 1972).  For institutionality, five criteria must be 

met:  (1) technical capacity; (2) normative commitments; (3) innovative thrust; (4) 

environmental image; and (5) spread effect. 

 

Chapter four described the research design for this thesis and the methods used.  The 

MAP-CARD case was analyzed because it represented a phase-over of a U.S. 

government project to local project staff who established their own foundation to 

continue aid.  Importantly, the USDA transition was not to an exiting national 

government agency or a preexisting NGO.  Further, I was the last Director of MAP and 

the first Director of CARD. Exceptional access to project records and the stakeholders 

strengthened the documentation process to focus on this single case, allowing for a deep 

understanding of the distinctive phase-over in Armenia. 

 

Building on historical analysis of U.S.-Soviet political economy and the resulting U.S.-

Armenia relationship, qualitative data was gathered from U.S. government documents, 

archival papers, participant observation, and semi-structured and unstructured interviews.  

Research participants interviewed included 11 officials from USDA-Cooperative State 

Research, Education, and Extension Services (CSREES) and the USDA-Foreign 

Agricultural Service (FAS) based in Washington, D.C. and Yerevan, Armenia, and 23 

MAP/CARD staff, 20 MAP/CARD partners, and 25 MAP/CARD clients in Armenia, 
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who worked in six main agricultural sectors across 10 different regions.  Quantitative 

data was gathered from semi-structured and unstructured interviews to compare donor, 

staff, and client perspectives of the phase-over to triangulate how each stakeholder group 

responded to the research questions. 

 

10.2 Overview of main findings 

 

Chapter 5 began with the history of U.S. intervention in Armenia, dating back to early 

large scale humanitarian aid extended after World War I, foreshadowing the work the 

USDA undertook sixty years later.  Between then and the 1990s, Armenia was a Republic 

within the Soviet Union.  At the breakup of the USSR in 1991, Armenia’s economy 

collapsed due to an inherited, centrally-planned and uncompetitive economy, a trade and 

transit blockade as a result of a war with neighboring Azerbaijan, and the aftermath of a 

devastating earthquake in 1989 (World Bank, 2001).  In 1992 U.S. Congress passed the 

Freedom Support Act (FSA) which provided generous amounts of foreign aid that funded 

MAP (1995-2005), its phase-over to CARD, and CARD itself.  MAP was a complex, 

field-driven poverty alleviation project that offered a comprehensive package of 

technical, marketing, and financial assistance, and helped rebuild the Armenian 

agricultural marketing chain.  Without its significant accomplishments, the USDA would 

not have invested the resources necessary for a project phase-over. 

 

Chapter 6 discussed the MAP project cycle.  Examining the MAP project cycle revealed 

that after the project reached the activities evaluation stage, it continued to provide 

assistance by repeating each sequential stage for a decade.  With an open-ended mission 

and ample funding, MAP did not consider an exit strategy until its sixth year.  Levinger 

& McLeod’s first three exit strategy tactics were then applied to analyze the MAP-CARD 

case—plan for exit from the earliest stages of program design, develop partnerships and 

local linkages to support phase-over, and build local organizational and human capacity. 

 

Planning an exit 

 

Embedding an exit strategy into a project design runs contrary to the commonly used 

project cycle framework, which makes no accommodation for exit strategies. While 
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intuitively it is prudent to plan for an exit when planning for entry, if an aid program is 

flexible and is not restricted by diminishing funding or pressure from the donor to leave, 

an exit strategy may be devised in medias res. This research documented these 

circumstances with MAP.  MAP did not have a built-in exit strategy when it began in 

1995, but in 2003 the project successfully phased-over its activities and resources to a 

new organization created and managed by local project staff within two years. Contrary 

to Levinger & McLeod’s argument for early planning, one staff member advised: ‘Start 

with a small project, then grow the program. Do not worry about exit at the start.  It will 

work itself out’ (Participant no. 25, 2008).  Of course, when the exit is eventually 

planned, there must be sufficient time to train staff, secure development funding, and 

smoothly phase-over all activities and resources to a successor institution if local 

development needs remain and merit further intervention. 

 

When MAP staff originally began to plan for the creation of CARD in 2003, with the 

USDA’s support, they envisioned that CARD would evolve through a series of gradual 

steps and for a time the project and NGO were to operate simultaneously until CARD 

achieved independence after a three year period. However, due to project management 

changes in Washington, the process of phase-over was accelerated and CARD needed to 

be operational within 28 months.  While the phase-over did occur during this period, this 

shorter timeline was not ideal. An exit strategy should have a malleable timeline whereby 

the donor, local staff, and clients can adjust and respond to the phase-over changes. 

 

The legal identity the local staff chose for MAP’s phase-over was a non-governmental 

organization (NGO). As a non-profit organization, this status allowed CARD to operate 

outside institutional government and political structures and retain its service-oriented 

development agenda.  As an NGO, CARD had a Director and Board of Trustees.  The 

first CARD Director was the last MAP Director, which proved beneficial for 

management continuity during the phase-over process.  The Board of Trustees, however, 

was originally composed of foreign consultants who exerted heavy influence over the 

local staff before pressure from the donor forced them to be replaced by Armenian Board 

members. 
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Notwithstanding the fact that MAP prepared a close-out budget for the project, 

unexpected costs arose.  All MAP employees were due a legally mandated 3-month 

severance salary required by Armenian law.  Donors engaging in a phase-over need to 

conduct thorough research on local laws that apply at close-out to consider all costs and 

should have a reserve fund should any additional funds be required for other 

unanticipated expenses. 

 

Partnerships and local linkages 

 

Even without an exit plan, MAP developed partnerships and local linkages in the course 

of implementing activities over the ten years of the project.  Such connections allowed 

for input from a range of stakeholders, offered a support structure, helped mitigate risks, 

and built a network to exchange information. 

 

The most important alliance the project built was with the Armenian Agricultural 

Academy (AAA), with which it shared office space.  MAP worked closely with the AAA 

to strengthen its organizational capacity by creating new departments within the 

Academy—the Agribusiness Teaching Center, Extension, the Foundation for Applied 

Research & Agribusiness, and the Small Farm Water Management Research Center. 

These AAA departments were a part of but also separate from MAP, attesting to the 

complexity and diversity of the project.  MAP provided these departments full financial 

and technical support, and as development partners MAP was able to leverage their 

capabilities, incorporate local social and cultural preferences, and draw on the talent of 

local specialists.  In creating new local entities, MAP built ‘social scaffolding’  that 

contributed to the project’s mission, which helped change old practices, introduce 

innovations, and motivated individuals to jointly work with project staff. Beyond these 

partners, MAP enjoyed linkages with other organizations. MAP provided technical, 

marketing, and financial assistance to development partners to share costs, leverage 

technical capabilities, and supply services these partners did not possess themselves. 

 

Given the mutual history of successful collaboration between MAP and its partners, it 

could be assumed they were supportive of the phase-over.  Certainly the majority 

(61.5%) of MAP/CARD staff remembered that their partners were supportive, but this 
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can be explained by the collegial and collaborative work with CARD since its founding, 

not necessarily the environment at the time MAP announced it was shutting down. 

Project documents show a different story as MAP partners had become financially and 

technically reliant on the project and opposed change.  Without MAP’s assistance, new 

funding needed to be found, foreign specialists no longer visited, jobs were in jeopardy, 

and some partners felt abandoned. Fearful over individual futures, some MAP core 

partners did not support the MAP exit strategy. Developing partnerships and local 

linkages with public and private sector entities that support a project exit is desirable, but 

it is not easy, and as was evident from this research, it was not as critical to phase-over as 

was anticipated. With support from the U.S. government and the Armenian government, 

support from program implementing partners became less important. 

 

Building local organizational and human capacity 

 

MAP built its internal organizational and human capacity during the course of its project 

operations.  Building the local organizational capacity proved important to the phase-

over, but building human capacity proved essential. From the outset in 1995, MAP began 

to build organizational capacity by remodeling its physical surroundings.  Considerable 

funding was spent on improving the property provided to the project, which included 

generators, a water system, HVAC equipment, and a complex internet/computer network.  

Within this upgraded environment, MAP management spared no expense in outfitting its 

offices with all the necessary equipment to conduct its work, from desktops and laptops 

to cell phones.  In addition, four-wheel drive utility vehicles were available so staff could 

reach the most remote Armenian villages and MAP maintained a comprehensive 

agricultural library.  When MAP closed down, all these assets were transferred to CARD, 

which contributed to uninterrupted assistance to its clients. 

 

It is important for aid projects to have the right tools to carry out their mission. These 

tools include technical equipment specific to the sector in which they work, but also 

proper ‘office infrastructure’—workable computers, printers, copy machines, and phones.  

These tools also extend to ordinary tables, desks, and chairs, and certainly to vehicles to 

reach beneficiaries in remote rural areas.  While MAP resources would be considered 
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standard in modern Western offices, no such assumption can be made in developing 

countries. 

 

All MAP local staff participated in some form of vocational training, initially to increase 

the effectiveness of the project’s work, but when phase-over occurred these social 

investments translated into good development practices and knowledge, confidence, and 

leadership skills. MAP provided educational opportunities that ranged from short-courses 

at U.S. and EU universities to one-on-one mentoring with foreign consultants.  Capacity-

building programs enhanced skills in economics, accounting, auditing, small business 

development, agricultural extension, rural development, and international food and safety 

regulations.  This ongoing professional development assured the local staff was engaged, 

challenged, and provided them opportunities they would not have elsewhere. Ultimately, 

the accumulated skills of MAP staff allowed them to create CARD. 

 

Increasing the capabilities of local people contributes to their ability to continue 

development once a project has closed. The definition of local people, however, should 

not be confined in development to project partners and client-beneficiaries—as it has 

been in the past.  Instead, a project’s local staff must be included when undertaking 

capacity building, since those who implement aid projects are in the best position to 

sustain development gains.  With broad and continuous vocational-technical training for 

project staff, be it in-country or abroad, a project can make a valuable social investment 

for immediate impact while a project is operating, but most significantly, prepare locals  

to thereafter create and manage a development organization of their own. 

 

Mobilizing local and external resources 

 

In Chapter 7, the economic and political conditions under which MAP staff developed 

CARD in 2003 were analyzed. Concurrent with significant donor administrative changes 

at USDA-Washington, the MAP local staff participated in a strategic planning retreat 

which resulted in the proposal to create the Center for Agribusiness and Rural 

Development. With the restructuring of USDA’s work in the Caucasus, the USDA 

adopted the staff’s proposal as part of an exit strategy for Armenia.  In doing so the 

USDA did not plan for nor need any local resources to complete the MAP phase-over.  
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Instead, this was accomplished entirely with external USDA funds.  Once CARD was 

established, however, the phase-over organization reached out to local and foreign 

sources of income from the public and private sector.  When MAP staff were questioned 

why MAP did not consider alternative funding options for its phase-over beyond the U.S. 

government, some pointed out that obtaining local funds in a developing country like 

Armenia was not possible.  The local government had few resources and NGOs fewer 

still.  Organizations came to MAP for money, not the other way around. Others thought 

the USDA never considered it or if considered, this was ruled out to prevent outside 

inference in the exit process. When a USDA representative was asked about phasing-

over, he replied ‘How do you give someone sustainability?  You give them resources’ 

(Participant no. 86, 2008). And that is what USDA did, financing the entire phase-over 

itself because it had the resources to do so, and since the agency had completely funded 

MAP, a phase-over was considered a natural extension of USDA’s commitment by 

USDA management. 

 

CARD’s own funding plan extended beyond working for the USDA and included farmers 

and agribusinesses as clients, and governments and international clients, with whom it 

could offer valuable information and expertise about Armenian agriculture.  CARD 

welcomed conventional donor-NGO relationships and funding, such as when USDA-FAS 

provided capital to local staff to manage CARD and implement programs, or when 

CARD offered itself as a contractor to implement an organic farming project on behalf of 

the Soros Foundation. CARD also stretched its development funding by seeking out cost-

sharing opportunities with its clients and cost-substitution opportunities with its 

development partners. CARD sought out farmers and agribusinesses that could contribute 

their own resources to an intervention and partnered with the Armenian Ministry of 

Agriculture and international development organizations to defray costs through 

collaborative projects. But CARD went further still with the establishment of CARD 

AgroService. 

 

The establishment of CARD AgroService is an example of what Levinger & McLeod 

suggest when they propose using a market-based approach as a way ‘to make local 

organizations more financially self-sustaining’ (2002:13). CARD staff founded a wholly 

owned for-profit subsidiary of the non-profit CARD.  CARD AgroService provides 
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CARD a mechanism through which products and services can be sold and revenue flow 

back to CARD to finance its present and future aid work.  CARD AgroServices offers 

for-fee extension-type training and consultations, agricultural marketing services, and 

input supplies to farmers and agribusiness via connections CARD staff made while 

working at MAP. By far the most successful aspect of CARD AgroService has been its 

role as being a manufacturer’s representative. CARD AgroService represents Christian 

Hansen, World Wide Sires, John Deere, and a range of imported organic products that 

supplement local organic offerings on grocery store shelves. By doing so, CARD 

AgroService has become a leading input supplier within the Armenian agricultural sector. 

With the ongoing support of capital it generates, CARD AgroService has the potential to 

generate enough income for CARD to become independent of donor funding.  This 

innovative enterprise model can be emulated by phase-over organizations when 

considering how to commercialize their knowledge, abilities, and linkages to become 

sustainable.  It should be noted, however, such a model is contingent on affiliate 

businesses being profitable and their commercial activities not distracting staff from 

development objectives. This did not happen in the CARD case, nor was there any 

indication it would in the future given the local staff’s commitment to development work, 

but under different circumstances development practitioners should be mindful of this 

possibility. 

 

Staggering the phase-out of program activities and resources 

 

In Chapter 8, the MAP-CARD transition was analyzed using Levinger & McLeod’s fifth 

exit strategy tactic of staggered phase-out of program activities and resources. Due to the 

complex and detailed nature of development projects, Levinger & McLeod hold that an 

effective phase-over will gradually turn over project activities and resources to a local 

organization to allow for adjustments for smooth continuity of operations. MAP did this 

during its transition to CARD.  This was accomplished by the USDA and MAP Country 

Director working in close cooperation with CARD senior management. The core MAP 

portfolio was transferred—technical, marketing, and financial assistance, although the 

loan component of the latter was subsequently moved to another organization, Armenian 

Farm Credit. The USDA transferred project activities that it thought would be sustainable 

and those that CARD was best equipped to handle.  In so doing, USDA extracted some 
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MAP programs from its large assortment and turned these over for other organizations to 

handle.  For example, the Agricultural Teaching Center (ATC), Extension, the 

Foundation for Applied Research & Agribusiness (FARA), and the Small Farm Water 

Management Research Center (SFWMRC) all went to the Armenian Agricultural 

Academy.  USDA created these as departments within the Armenian Agricultural 

Academy to build organizational capacity and when MAP closed, the USDA thought it 

was time the AAA assumed control of these departments themselves.  Agro-leasing and 

the ARID Goat Center, two other ventures within MAP, were also separated from 

programs the USDA passed on to CARD.  Since Agro-leasing and the ARID Goat Center 

were already independent Armenian organizations, they were left in the hands of their 

local Directors. 

 

Within the portfolio of core MAP programs that continued with CARD, the USDA made 

alterations to how financial assistance would be managed.  Financial assistance had 

always been an important component of the Marketing Assistance Program. MAP offered 

financial assistance in the form of grants and loans to farmers and agribusinesses and to 

farmer-members of MAP-created Credit Clubs. Credit to develop the agriculture sector 

was seen as an essential element to shift Armenia from a collapsed, command economy 

to a free market one. When the grants program was turned over to CARD, USDA 

suggested that MAP’s subjective and top-down grants issuance process be decentralized 

under CARD.  This resulted in the establishment of CARD grant committees comprised 

of numerous local stakeholders who reviewed, approved, and monitored grants for a more 

democratic approach, one in which local control over resources and decision-making 

culminated in local ownership. The USDA also turned over its entire loan portfolio to 

CARD to collect and keep, providing the new organization a valuable asset upon which 

to finance its development work.  At a time when CARD needed cash to operate, like any 

start-up organization, this put CARD in an advantageous position.  Phasing-over a credit 

program with a strong loan portfolio can yield continuous income, contributing to 

organizational sustainability. 

 

While the USDA provided CARD this financial boost, at the same time the USDA did 

not support CARD to conduct further lending activities. Since CARD had planned to 

retain MAP’s financial assistance program which would provide interest revenue to 
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CARD, the local staff looked for an alternative approach.  CARD developed an affiliated 

credit program based on the Farm Credit Administration (FCA) in the United States, and 

with USDA sponsorship CARD learned about this organization with the goal of 

establishing a similar Armenian version. After FCA consultants visited Armenia, though, 

they recommended an Armenian FCA be separate to CARD, and the USDA agreed.  This 

meant financial assistance would not continue under CARD. As CARD referred clients 

elsewhere, this slowed the pace of CARD’s development work with these agribusinesses.  

CARD paid for the withdrawal from the Credit Club program from its own funds, and 

CARD’s goal to retain an affiliated lending organization was delayed. This experience 

showed that in planning an exit strategy clear and frequent review of phase-over 

assumptions and progress is important to avert the donor and organization working in 

opposition. 

 

Staggering the phase-out of resources is just as important as properly staggering the 

phase-out of programs.  With sufficient resources, a local organization can retain the 

most skilled of the project’s staff, and such employee retention will lead to a smooth 

continuation of operations and avoid a gap in aid delivery.  With the efforts of the USDA, 

MAP Country Director, and local U.S. Embassy CARD staff received resources they 

were all familiar with.  Office equipment, furniture, computers, vehicles, and other 

equipment changed title from MAP to CARD without the local staff even being able to 

identify precisely when the transfer occurred.  Assets never left the MAP, then CARD, 

premises and the local staff continued to operate uninterrupted.  The USDA was 

confident in turning over valuable project items since it already had experience 

overseeing local staff handling and caring for these materials.  On CARD’s side, 

distributing resources gave local staff the chance to evaluate what other resources might 

be needed when the donor exited, if the donor would supply them before withdrawal, or 

if they needed to seek these elsewhere.  For without the proper materials, programs might 

be delayed or need to be altered in some way.  Finally, staggering out resources allows 

the local staff to not just take possession of project goods but take responsibility for their 

maintenance, and if necessary receive training to care for these assets in the future. 
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Allow roles and relationships to evolve post-exit  

 

The second half of Chapter 8 discussed Levinger & McLeod’s final exit tactic, to 

continue project roles and relationships after phase-over.  Levinger & McLeod advocate 

that the donor assume a continuing advisory role with the phase-over organization to help 

the new leadership become accustomed to new responsibilities. Should the donor 

continue development in the same geographic proximity as the phase-over organization, 

Levinger & McLeod further suggest the donor join in a partnership and offer 

complementary aid services to the community (2005). After the close-out of MAP, the 

USDA did act as an advisor to CARD, which lent credibility to CARD’s reputation and 

further helped it build its organizational and human capacity.  Additionally, collaborating 

with the USDA and select MAP partners benefited CARD as it shaped its new role in the 

Armenian development community. 

 

Evidence from the MAP-CARD case indicates that a donor’s advisory role can benefit a 

fledgling organization with developing organizational policies, procedures, managing 

budget limitations, and by making technical experts available to help with internal 

capacity-building and external programs. As discussed in section 8.2, the USDA’s 

continued engagement with CARD post-project helped CARD manage its resources and 

integrate into the agricultural sector. If a project is well-known and long-running like 

MAP was at its conclusion, the local staff will need to distinguish itself from its 

predecessor, but they can also take advantage of a project’s good reputation. By the 

active promotion of its similar features, a local organization can co-opt and build on a 

project’s good standing in the community. 

 

Since the USDA was still active within the region, a partnership was formed with CARD 

that served both institutions well. The USDA contracted CARD for administrative, 

technical, and marketing assistance for its National Animal Health Project, Armenian 

Food Safety System Project, and Farm Credit Armenia Project.  For CARD, this 

partnership provided ongoing organizational and human capacity-building, continued 

links with American Land-Grant universities as aid partners, and aid funding as a project 

subcontractor. 
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When considering the post-project evolution of roles and relationships of development 

actors, Levinger & McLeod restrict themselves to discussing the donor and phase-over 

organization.  Should, however, the project’s staff be the same as the phase-over  

organization, relations between the staff and the project’s development partners can 

continue and result in mutual benefit.  By CARD continuing aid programs consistent with 

U.S. Mission goals, the American government enjoyed a partnership with CARD to 

strengthen the Armenian private sector. In the process, the Mission singled out CARD 

amongst several thousand NGOs in the country for recognition and extended it status that 

exempted it from Armenian government tariffs, charges, customs duties, and import 

taxes. In so doing, CARD was granted unprecedented ease to import development 

supplies without customs clearance impediments and requests for bribes by local tax and 

customs officials.  Within the Armenian government, CARD built on the project’s strong 

relationship with the Ministry of Agriculture to partner on a rural irrigation project, as 

well as participate in a high-level Armenian food marketing campaign that garnered 

international exposure within the European Union.   Based on MAP’s previous rental 

agreement for office space within the Armenian Agricultural Academy, CARD was 

extended the same beneficial terms and continued to work with some, though not all, of 

the AAA’s MAP-created departments. 

 

When the USDA no longer funded the AAA’s Agricultural Teaching Center, Extension, 

Foundation for Applied Research & Agribusiness (FARA), or Small Farm Water 

Management Research Center (SFWMRC), CARD staff created new relationships with 

each of these former partners. While CARD could not financially support them, it did 

provide ATC students internships and contracted the ATC Research Group for applied 

research on development, marketing, and trade issues relevant to CARD’s activities. 

CARD also contracted Extension.  Since FARA’s activities could be accomplished by 

CARD staff more effectively and at a cost savings, CARD chose not to work with this 

MAP partner.  The SFWMRC, however, was different, and CARD collaborated with the 

Center on implementing the Village Well Project. The last MAP partner, Agro-leasing, 

itself chose not to work with CARD. When MAP closed down the project legally 

transferred the title of Agro-leasing’s loans to CARD.  MAP was Agro-leasing’s lender, 

but Agro-leasing refused to recognize CARD as MAP’s financial assignee. This forced 

CARD to take legal action to collect outstanding loans that USDA intended it to retrieve 
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and retain. USDA could have assisted with CARD’s loan collection, or acted as an 

impartial negotiator. Doing so would have helped CARD conclude lingering project 

business and eased it into its new role with an ex-project partner. The value of a donor’s 

continual involvement with a phase-over organization after project close-out can be of 

critical importance. 

 

Evaluating exit strategy sustainability  

 

Chapter 9 opened with a review of the measurements for evaluating exit strategy 

sustainability as proposed by Gardner et al. (2005).  For Gardner et al., after phase-over 

the test for exit strategy success lies not only in graduating people and resources from one 

organization to another, but those people utilizing those resources to sustain or surpass 

development work already carried out. To determine sustainability, they suggest 

examining program impacts, development activities, and the operating systems of the 

phase-over organization after a period of time has elapsed after project closure.  As part 

of this research, each of these was analyzed in the MAP-CARD case. 

 

All MAP/CARD clients stated that MAP programs made a positive impact to their 

businesses.  When CARD carried on those programs, ninety-two percent of them reported 

that CARD also had a positive impact to their businesses. In accordance with the Gardner 

et al. indicator, CARD was able to sustain the project’s impacts, as discussed in section 

9.2.  Some clients could not distinguish between the aid delivery of MAP and CARD, 

seeing development assistance as seamless. The relationship between MAP/CARD 

clients and MAP staff and CARD staff continued, since the new phase-over staff was 

predominately the old project staff. Clients who noticed a difference between MAP and 

CARD interventions explained this in terms of their agribusinesses needing different 

types of services at different times.  With MAP, clients required start up assistance. By 

the time CARD was established, many of these clients operated mature enterprises and 

their needs had changed. They now looked to CARD to help them refine their business 

practices. Just under two-thirds (72%) of CARD clients stated that CARD helped them 

increase their production volume, enhance their marketing stills, and create new jobs 

within their companies. CARD was credited with increasing production between 20-50%.  

By working with CARD, clients developed their marketing abilities which allowed them 
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to create new products, develop new packaging, identify new markets and customers, and 

promote their food products domestically and abroad. Further, due to CARD’s 

interventions, an increased workforce was needed for a range of tasks, and seasonal 

workers as well as full-time production engineers were hired.  Some processing firms 

added additional food quality controllers or extra packaging workers. Sixty-eight percent 

of clients reported substantial gains in increased income.  None reported gains less than 

10%. Out of twenty-five clients, five stated their income increased 20-30% and four 

reported their incomes to have increased 50-60%. CARD was able to sustain MAP’s 

impacts, and with several clients (12%) CARD made an even greater impact than MAP, 

all the while working with fewer funds, fewer foreign technical consultants, and within a 

more restrictive administrative environment. 

 

CARD also continued all of MAP’s core activities—technical, marketing, and financial 

assistance; although in doing so each was changed in some way.  CARD’s technical and 

marketing assistance programs included fewer foreign consultants than MAP, and with a 

more targeted approach. Since CARD has access to fewer funds than MAP, the local staff 

carefully chose projects which offered the greatest impact to the largest number of 

beneficiaries.  CARD staff better planned their interventions and they thought that less 

money compelled them to be more strategic, efficient, and creative with development 

implementations.  This caused all USDA officials to state that MAP’s technical and 

marketing assistance improved under CARD.  CARD staff added that the many MAP 

training programs contributed to their improved assistance. 

 

MAP’s financial assistance continued under CARD but with a difference. Grants were 

extended to clients to purchase equipment provided that they also had funds of their own 

to contribute, which MAP never required.  After a period of time, all grant money was 

returned to CARD for re-granting to other clients. By a phase-over organization 

providing financial assistance in this way, it can keep grant funds circulating and in 

continuous use without the need for additional money. A no-interest returnable grant 

provided clients with much needed short-term capital for enterprise development and 

taught them fiscal responsibility. 
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CARD continued issuing loans.  After phase-over, the USDA did not support CARD’s 

plan to continue MAP’s loan program and instead the agency created a separate financing 

entity, Farm Credit Armenia. Three years after phase-over, however, CARD collected 

sufficient outstanding principal and interest from the MAP loan portfolio it managed that 

CARD established its own credit organization—CARD AgroCredit. This restored to 

CARD the ability to continue the full package of assistance MAP offered—technical, 

marketing, and financial aid—and CARD AgroCredit was able to supply financing to 

clients who were not served by Farm Credit Armenia.  Most important, like CARD 

AgroService, CARD AgroCredit contributed to CARD’s financial sustainability. CARD 

AgroCredit’s fees and interest earned was revenue contributed to cover CARD’s 

development expenses. CARD AgroCredit, like CARD AgroService, provide an example 

of how a phase-over organization can privatize some development services which 

become a source of non-donor income to perpetuate development practices. 

 

Gardner et al.’s final measure of an exit strategy’s success is the effective functioning of 

the phase-over organization.  CARD’s systems were found to have surpassed MAP in 

effectiveness, as discussed in section 9.4. While MAP’s clients and partners stated that 

MAP’s policies, procedures, and regulations were flexible, unbureaucratic, easy to 

access, and operated with minimal paperwork in Armenia, some of these perceived 

strengths were found to be non-compliant with U.S. government procurement 

regulations.  For this reason, when CARD staff set about creating effective administrative 

and management systems they did so with great attention to accountability and 

transparency. 

 

CARD developed a comprehensive Strategic Human Resource and Management Plan, 

Performance Measurement Plan, Donor Reporting System, and regular expense and 

impact reports.  CARD installed new accounting software for financial planning and tax 

accounting, and made sure its practices complied with not only international accounting 

practices but local Armenian tax codes and social security and labor laws.  While CARD 

clients acknowledged that CARD worked in a more ‘Armenian way than USDA’ 

(Participant no. 18, 2008), the majority of CARD clients (84%) and CARD partners 

(85%) agreed CARD’s policies, procedures, and regulations were all effective. 
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The Armenian Ministry of Agriculture took this one step further and claimed that CARD, 

with its Western-trained staff, was superior to any other Armenian organization working 

in agriculture (Participant no. 76, 2008). By complying with U.S. government regulations 

and Armenian legal requirements, putting in place strong monitoring and evaluation and 

donor reporting systems, and adhering to internationally recognized accounting best 

practices, CARD’s internal controls proved more comprehensive and stronger than 

MAP’s. As one USDA representative commented, ‘True NGOs have dynamic leaders’, 

and CARD believed the same (Participant no. 86, 2008).  CARD carried on MAP’s 

tradition of vocational training and sponsored its staff to participate in a wide range of 

professional education programs to further develop their skills in and outside the country, 

hosted by universities, manufacturing companies, and professional training schools. A 

phase-over organization that recognizes the importance of and continues to sponsor the 

improvement of its staff will be rewarded with a knowledgeable and professional team of 

experts most prepared to manage that organization and solve development problems. 

 

Institutionality—the End State  

 

After discussing how the case study findings indicate that CARD met the sustainability 

indicators of Gardner et al., Chapter 9 concluded that the phase-over organization also 

achieved the definitive aim of all institution-building endeavors, what institution-building 

theorist M.J. Esman called the ‘end state’ (Esman, 1972:35). This institution-building 

was undertaken by the in-country local project staff before, during, and after the MAP-

CARD phase-over. Esman held that an organization might be sustainable but in so 

becoming might have to compromise its objectives or its ability to provide innovative 

development solutions. CARD staff did neither and interviews with stakeholders reveal 

that CARD easily met Esman’s conditions for institutionality—technical capacity, 

normative commitments, innovative thrust, environmental image, and spread effect. 

 

CARD’s staff provided technical capacity through its technical services to and 

innovations in the agricultural sector.  Whether through CARD’s Rural Development or 

Agribusiness & Marketing Departments, special projects contracted by the USDA or in-

house developed interventions, CARD assisted its clients with the latest science-based 

solutions.   
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CARD’s staff adhered to normative commitments, internalizing innovative ideas, 

relationships, and practices. The organization internally promoted values the staff 

steadfastly adhered to—remaining mission driven, working in close collaboration, 

continually striving for increased productivity and enhanced efficiency, being committed 

to on-going improvements, and creating an environment of honesty and openness. 

 

CARD’s staff displayed innovative thrust, adopting new information technology to 

design, monitor, and evaluate projects, resulting in tracking assistance and intervention 

expenses across departments for a multifaceted understanding of impact assessment, 

better external donor reporting, and improved internal decision-making for future 

assistance.  CARD also continued professional development for its staff to enhance 

services for its clients and reached out to aid partners to collaboratively solve 

development problems. 

 

CARD’s standing in the Armenian development community was well established and its 

environmental image is one held in high regard.  CARD clients agreed that the technical, 

marketing, and financial services it provided were superior to MAP’s and that CARD 

helped their businesses grow by increasing production, marketing skills, income, and 

jobs.  CARD partners spoke highly of CARD’s delivery of development work, 

commenting that its Western-style of business was a good standard for other local 

organizations (Participant no. 77, 2008). 

 

Finally, the spread effect of the work of CARD’s staff was evident by the adoption of 

their activities by their partners.  Other development organizations in Armenia undertook 

the same activities CARD traditionally carried out, such as training veterinarians and 

farmers in artificial insemination techniques, establishing dairy cooperatives and milk 

collection centers, or farm-to-fork organic agriculture marketing.  These and other 

activities of CARD did not go unnoticed and the Armenian Ministry of Agriculture 

singled out CARD for praise over other Armenian organizations involved in 

development. 
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With this background, the specific answers to the research questions can now be 

provided. 

 

10.2.1 What are the conditions necessary to complete a foreign aid project phase-

over to a local institution successfully? 

 

The first research question of this thesis examined the conditions required for a project 

phase-over to a local institution. Six phase-over tactics proposed by Levinger & McLeod 

(2002) were applied to the MAP-CARD case. Levinger & McLeold hold that each phase-

over tactic should be used by exit practitioners, but not all tactics were used by the 

USDA. Levinger & McLeod hold that each tactic is interdependent on all other tactics 

and each supports the other. The MAP-CARD case indicates the tactics are not 

interdependent.  Despite Levinger & McLeod’s argument that without each tactic firmly 

in place the effectiveness of an exit strategy is undermined, the MAP-CARD exit strategy 

and transition proceeded successfully without all of Levinger & McLeod’s tactics.  Each 

of these is discussed in the following section. 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s first tactic, plan for exit from the earliest stages of program design, 

is not necessary for a phase-over.  When projects are designed there should be in place a 

plan to close-out a project, but that does not mean there should be in place a plan to 

phase-over a project.  First, a phase-over might not be appropriate in all circumstances. 

Projects of short duration and finite goals do not lend themselves to phase-over. Aid 

projects that increase infrastructure and build tertiary roads or construct schools or 

medical clinics have fixed objectives that once achieved do not necessitate more of the 

same, though they do need ongoing maintenance.  Aid projects that increase a specific 

type of public sector effectiveness—such as reforming tax administration, decentralizing 

land registration, or harmonizing food safety regulations to international standards have 

limited aims that do not call for phase-over. However, a broad, long-term project that can 

continue development goals under a local organization is optimal for phase-over. Second, 

planning a phase-over at the project design stage presupposes a project’s interventions 

will be successful and worthy of continuation.  To phase-over resources to carry on 

mediocre results simply to adhere to a project plan is not good development. Instead, a 

project should be designed with a project cycle that allows for a mid-term results-based 
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evaluation.  If the evaluation determines the project’s interventions have been effective, 

and continue to be needed, planning can commence for a phase-over. Third, exit planning 

should be field-driven and incorporate local project staff. An in-country project office 

will be most knowledgeable about its own internal managerial and administrative 

strengths and weaknesses that can promote or hinder a transition, the local environment 

and laws that might affect establishing a phase-over organization, and the budget 

necessary to sustain development outcomes with a local institution. The local staff 

themselves will be ideally positioned to work with the project’s donor to create and 

manage a local institution to perpetuate development activities. The local staff will 

understand and already have a commitment to the project’s goals. The local staff will be 

accustomed to the project’s development approaches, have a vested interest in continuing 

project activities, and be able to build on their already established client relationships. A 

donor that supports a phase-over will discourage talented local staff from leaving the 

project to work somewhere else or starting an organization themselves with insufficient 

resources. With their participation in phase-over planning, local staff can ground the new 

organization with local knowledge and legitimacy to contribute to its sustainability. 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s second tactic, develop partnerships and local linkages, is not 

necessary for phase-over. Partnerships and local linkages are useful for program 

collaboration, leveraging resources, and building capacity within a community, but a 

phase-over can succeed without them. When Levinger & McLeod suggest partnering 

with local actors for phase-over it is to identify a local organization that can be a recipient 

of the project’s programs to continue them post-project. In doing this, Levinger & 

McLeod confine the scope of their selection to external actors within local government 

agencies or already existing private sector institutions. They fail to consider internal local 

actors who themselves already worked for the aid project. When Levinger & McLeod 

advise seeking out partners who understand and can commit to the project’s goals, they 

do not take in to account the pre-existing knowledge and dedication of the local staff to 

project programs.  When Levinger & McLeod propose that the objective of a partnership 

is to link ‘northern’ and ‘southern’ organizations and local actors to one another, they 

disregard the already established links between the donor and the local project and 

amongst the local staff themselves who daily collaborate on project work. For Levinger 

& McLeod, the development of partnerships and linkages exists only outside the project.  
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However, an aid project has within itself an untapped source of partnerships already built 

between foreign aid practitioners and their local colleagues and amongst local staff 

members themselves. 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s third tactic, build local organizational and human capacity, is 

critical for phase-over.  Levinger & McLeod hold capacity-building as necessary so that 

‘organizations develop the capacity to deliver high-quality services’ (2002:10, Levinger 

& McLeod’s italics). For Levinger & McLeod, this positions local actors: 

 
….to ensure that benefit streams continue to positively impact individual 
beneficiaries…There is tremendous potential capacity within each community, 
and tapping into that human capacity is the strongest possible tool for 
sustainability (2002:11, Levinger & McLeod’s emphasis). 

 

Critically, Levinger & McLeod look outside an aid project for a local organization and its 

staff for transition.  This is not necessary or efficient.  When organizational capacity is 

built within a project, this improves its programming during the life of the project. Once a 

project closes, this expanded organizational capacity can transition to a phase-over 

organization, continuing to maximize efficiency and effectiveness. At phase-over, a 

donor can support a transition by transferring this expanded organizational capacity to the 

phase-over organization.  This will prevent a gap in aid delivery and assure phase-over 

staff who are already familiar and comfortable with the development resources at hand. 

Equally, human capacity must be built within the project for a smooth transition and the 

continuation of high-quality services. 

 

Levinger & McLeod recognize the potential capacity within local communities, but that 

potential exists within the project itself.  In fact, of all the assets that projects have at 

hand, people are the most valuable. Enhancing the skills of local project staff—like 

improving organizational assets—contributes to improved programs during the life of the 

project, and increases a sense of ownership.  This occurs whether a project phases-over or 

not.  When a project does phase-over, enhanced skills prepare local staff to manage a 

phase-over organization. A phase-over organization might have ample funding, abundant 

physical resources, support at all levels of the community for its mission, but without a 

skilled and dedicated workforce to successfully execute development programs the 

organization will be unable to sustain  project work. Thus, it is essential that local staff 
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engage in technical, administrative, and managerial training programs to increase their 

expertise, experience, and confidence to prepare them for continuing development within 

a phase-over organization. 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s fourth tactic, mobilize local and external resources, is only 

partially necessary for phase-over but is essential for post-phase-over. The phase-over 

process can be undertaken with external funding but once the phase-over organization has 

been established, local and external sources should be cultivated. This research has 

shown that an external well-funded donor can cover the costs of a phase-over without 

seeking collaborative funding. In the MAP-CARD case, as is common in developing 

countries, local funding from the public or private sector was not available.  Local 

governments have limited resources to operate and they partner with foreign aid 

organizations precisely because they do not posses the resources to accomplish what aid 

projects undertake. Funding from the private sector was also not available as local 

organizations sought funding from aid projects, rather than offer funding.  With sufficient 

financial resources a donor can complete a phase-over without seeking financing 

elsewhere, but the phase-over organization will need to develop an income strategy to 

become sustainable. 

 

Levinger & McLeod suggest various options be considered to continue development 

funding.  They advocate building fundraising capacity, integrating a future funding plan 

into the new organization’s design, and utilizing ‘market-based approaches’ to raise 

revenue (2002:13).  These are sound approaches that can yield funding for immediate 

operations as well as growth income.  Building the capacity to raise funds contributes to 

financial stability, development continuity, and organizational sustainability.  A future 

funding plan should be part of a phase-over design and always at the forefront of 

management’s thinking.  A funding plan should consider local and external resources.  

Sources of income can include aid clients themselves, who might be able to afford to 

purchase development services on a sliding-scale, local or foreign governments that can 

contract phase-over organizations to implement development programs on their behalf, or 

universities looking to partner with a local provider for logistics, transportation, 

accommodation, and project management services.  Phase-over organizations can also 

commercialize their development activities. For example, an organization that offers a 
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credit program that provides easily accessible loans to a community can use repaid 

principal and interest to cover operational costs in addition to expanding its development 

programs. Also, a phase-over organization can create an affiliate for-profit business to 

sell technical services and be a manufacturer’s representative for products used within the 

sector in which it works.  Income derived from commercial transactions through a 

business can be used to cover its expenses but also be redirected back to the not-for-profit 

phase-over organization to continue aid work. 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s fifth tactic, staggering the phase-out of various program activities 

and resources, is essential to the phase-over process.  Levinger & McLeod suggest this to 

allow time for local actors to adjust to handling new responsibilities and assets.  They 

believe that handing over development programs in sequential fashion let phase-over 

staff settle into their role as project decision-makers and owners. This research indicates 

this is indeed important, but Levinger & McLeod do not propose a timeframe for this 

process.  Understandably, each project phase-over is different and the staggering out 

process will vary by case, but gradually turning over activities and resources to a phase-

over staff that was the project staff can shorten the hand-over.  When a phase-over 

organization is managed by the local project staff, they will already be familiar with the 

project programs, protocols, goals, and clients. A project that provides capacity-building 

to local staff during its duration will naturally increase their ability to take on more 

responsibility.  As local staff take on more responsibility, and resulting program 

ownership, they will be the primary drivers of development within a project, and the time 

to adjust to solely administering program activities and resources will be short. 

 

The staggered hand-over of programs is a filtering process whereby unsustainable 

programs can be dropped or programs that have met their objectives can be closed-out.  

Collaborative programs that predominately preside with partner organizations can remain 

with those partners. The handing-over of programs and resources is a cooperative 

venture, with the donor shifting what has been theirs to recipients. The Project Director, 

working on behalf of the donor, will be the primary actor to pass on the project’s core 

activities to the local staff.  This can occur at any time of the phase-over and the process 

will be most successful if development work proceeds uninterrupted. 
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Resources allocation must closely follow program hand-over. Project assets need to be 

inventoried and transferred at the same time as project activities to avoid gaps in service 

delivery.  If additional goods need to supplement already existing project materials, this 

is the time they should be procured.  If the donor cannot provide these materials, an 

alternative source of supply will need to be identified.  This might lead to delayed or 

altered programs. Should the local staff receive new equipment, they will need time to 

become familiar with its workings, care, and maintenance to ensure long-term 

sustainability. 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s sixth tactic, allow roles and relationships to evolve and continue 

after exit, is also important for a phase-over. Levinger & McLeod suggest that a donor 

can help a phase-over organization establish itself in the community, become accustomed  

to its new role as an aid provider, and form new relationships to benefit its development. 

Findings from this research concur that this tactic is beneficial to the donor and the 

phase-over organization. 

 

When a donor serves as an advisor or mentor to local project staff working with a phase-

over organization, the donor can extend its capacity-building efforts initiated during the 

project.  Advisors can help phase-over staff further their technical knowledge and assist 

phase-over management with strategic planning, monitoring, evaluation, and impact 

assessment to improve its internal procedures. Further, by a prolonged affiliation with the 

phase-over organization, a donor can initially contribute to the smooth running of the 

organization and thus its sustainability. If a large and long-running project is successful in 

a sector, a donor’s continued work with a phase-over organization can lend it credibility.  

This will benefit the phase-over organization to secure a strong, positive reputation.  With 

such a reputation, a phase-over organization can attract funding, collaborative partners, 

and clients willing to participate in projects.  When a donor continues work with a phase-

over organization, this also benefits the donor. Should a donor want to implement 

additional projects in the region, the donor will have a familiar and reliable partner which 

it can contract for development work.  This contracted work, in turn, will generate 

income for the phase-over organization and present it with opportunities to broaden its 

scope of activities by involving it in aid work it might not normally engage in. 
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When Levinger & McLeod suggest that roles and relationships evolve post-project, they 

restrict their discussion to the roles and relationships between the donor and phase-over 

organization.  Since Levinger & McLeod do not consider a phase-over organization 

managed by local project staff, they do not address the roles and relationships between 

the new phase-over organization and prior project partners and clients. These affiliations 

also change with a transition. When local project staff transfer to a phase-over 

organization and carry on the same work in the same sector in the same region, it can be 

hard to distinguish their activities in a new organization from those during the project. 

This can cause confusion and misunderstandings amongst project partners and clients, 

particularly if local staff are seen collaborating with the project donor on donor-

contracted work. The phase-over organization will need to differentiate itself from the 

project as an independent entity.  This can be done through a public outreach campaign to 

clearly communicate the phase-over organization is separate to and independent of the 

project. This puts the phase-over organization on new ground to establish relationships 

with previous project partners.  Relationships can be pursued that continue as before or in 

an expanded or limited way to benefit the phase-over organization’s development work.  

In some circumstances the phase-over organization might find the project’s previous 

partnerships not as beneficial as relationships with new partners.  In other circumstances 

the phase-over organization might wish to work more closely with a partner than the 

project ever did.  Either way, the donor can help the phase-over organization by 

supporting its decisions and act as impartial negotiator with previous partners to solve 

any outstanding project business or encourage new alliances. 

 

Levinger & McLeod’s six phase-over tactics provide a useful basis for discussion about 

exit strategies.  They stimulate thinking about a much neglected topic which confronts all 

development projects. With exit strategies absent from development discourse, omitted in 

project cycles, and elusive to aid practitioners, these tactics serve as a point of reference, 

but also as a point of departure.  These tactics are a starting point when implementing a 

project phase-over but they are not the definitive guide. When Levinger & McLeod 

advocate phasing-over a project to local actors they do so considering only local 

government agencies or existing organizations, overlooking that the most likely actors to 

carry on project activities are those already in the project and closest to the activities. 

Local project staff is ideally positioned to mange a phase-over organization to continue 
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development work, which is an advantage over Levinger & McLeod’s suggestion to turn 

over project activities and resources to a local ministry or already existing NGO. 

 

Levinger & McLeod maintain each tactic should be used for a phase-over but the MAP-

CARD case indicates that not all tactics are necessary as Levinger & McLeod propose 

them.  At different points in the project cycle there are critical opportunities to implement 

Levinger & McLcod’s tactics. Table 10. 1 shows where Levinger & McLeod phase-over 

tactics occur within the project cycle in contrast to when this research proposes these 

tactics should be implemented. 

 

Table 10.1 Tactics for phase-over within the project cycle 
(  is according to Levinger & McLeod; as proposed by this research) 

 
L & M 
tactics 
             Project 
             phases   

Exit 
strategy 
planning 

Developing 
partnerships 

& local 
linkages 

Building local 
organizational 

& human 
capacity 

Mobilizing 
local and/or 

external 
resources 

Staggering 
phase-out 

of programs 
& resources 

Allowing 
roles & 

relationship 
to evolve 

 
Project design 
 

      

Preparation  
      

Implementation  
      

Mid-term 
assessment       

Implementation  
      

Pre-phase-over           

Phase-over   
            

Project closure         
 

     
Post-phase-
over               

 
Source:  Author   
 

• Planning for exit from the earliest stages of program design is not necessary. An 

exit strategy can be designed when the project is already underway and has 

proven its activities are worthy of phasing-over. Project planning should include a 

mid-term assessment of project activities with the option of phasing-over. Only if 

project activities have been successful should a phase-over be planned. 
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• Developing partnerships and local linkages is not necessary for phase-over.  

Developing partnerships and local linkages is a natural part of collaborative aid 

work, but support for a phase-over from local partners, while desirable, is not 

vital. Developing partnerships and local linkages once the phase-over 

organization has been established, though, will help the phase-over organization 

share development resources and expand its efforts through collaboration. 

 

• Building local organizational and human capacity is essential for a phase-over.  

This is the most important tactic. Building organizational and human capacity 

should be an ongoing part of a project—not just for phase-over—and this should 

be directed internally within the project to make it more efficient and effective.  

Building local organizational and human capacity should be part of a project’s 

design and preparation. Increasing the organizational capacity of a project will 

give it the best tools to implement interventions. Once the project begins and 

implementation is underway, capacity-building should commence. Increasing the 

human capacity of a project’s local staff will develop the next generation of 

professional development practitioners and leaders. When phase-over occurs, the 

transition of project assets and local staff to a new organization will result in that 

organization being well-equipped to carry on project goals with highly skilled 

experts. After transition, a phase-over organization should continue to increase its 

internal capacity to remain current with aid trends and provide the latest and most 

innovative solutions to development problems. 

 

• Mobilizing local and external resources is not necessary for a phase-over. For 

Levinger & McLeod, who advocate exit planning during the project’s design, 

procuring phase-over funds needs to start just as early.  However, procuring local 

resources in a developing country for a phase-over is difficult if not unattainable. 

External funding from a single foreign donor can finance all phase-over activities. 

Donor financing can be secured at the outset of phase-over and be sufficient for 

the entire process.  Ideally, some funds should still be available after the phase-

over to help the phase-over organization continue capacity-building.  Once a 

phase-over is complete, though, a phase-over organization should partner with 
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numerous organizations to broaden and diversity sponsorship and increase 

opportunities for income generation. 

 

• Staggering the phase-out of various program activities and resources is also 

necessary for phase-over.  This allows for an uninterrupted continuation of 

operations, but when the local project staff is the recipient of these activities and 

resources the timeline for this can be compressed.  When a project builds the 

capacity of, and successively promotes, its local staff for greater levels of 

responsibility throughout the duration of the project, they will be prepared to 

independently carry on development.  If capacity-building is successful, local 

staff will already be managing program activities and resources well in advance of 

phase-over. 

 

• Allowing roles and relationships to evolve and continue after exit is also 

important for phase-over.  Throughout and beyond project closure the donor 

should continue to support the new phase-over organization. This support can 

manifest itself by post-project mentoring or program collaboration. As continuing 

relationships with project partners, it will be up to the local staff to determine if 

this is beneficial to the phase-over organization or not. 

 

Levinger & McLeod state that these phase-over tactics are ‘interdependent…the absence 

of one element can undermine the effectiveness of an exit strategy even when other 

elements are in place’ (2002:15).  This research indicates otherwise.  Each tactic is not 

interdependent with all others.  Some tactics are not necessary and their absence does not 

undermine the exit strategy. Some tactics are necessary but in an altered way than 

Levinger & McLeod propose. Also, these tactics do not build upon one other sequentially 

in the order Levinger & McLeod list them. An exit can be planned after partnerships have 

been developed and organizational and human capacity has been built, or an exit can be 

planned simultaneous to the development of partnerships and capacity-building. Local 

resources might not be available until after a phase-over has been completed, after project 

programs have been staggered out and new roles and relationships developed.  And those 

roles and relationships might have nothing to do with the partnerships and linkages the 
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project developed. These tactics provide a useful framework to contemplate a phase-over 

but a successful exit strategy can be implemented without their strict application. 

 

10.2.2 How can in-country local project staff contribute to institution-building 

before, during, and after a phase-over? 

 

Expanding on the previous question regarding the conditions necessary for a phase-over, 

a more specific question follows:  how can in-country local project staff contribute to 

institution-building before, during, and after a phase-over? The MAP-CARD case 

indicates that the role of the local staff in institution-building is indispensable.  At each 

stage—up to, through, and after a phase-over—the local staff can play a leading role.  

The MAP-CARD case highlights a local staff that not only instigated and implemented a 

phase-over to a local institution, but thereafter managed and strengthened an innovative 

institution. 

 

Local staff in aid projects comprises a workforce that provides clerical, administrative, 

technical, and fiscal support to foreign aid workers. Along with this support local staff 

brings a familiarity of local language, culture, and social norms.  Local staff grounds 

projects with local knowledge and can assist with the facilitation of partnerships and 

linkages.  Involving local staff within the broader context of building local capacity and 

participation reveals local staff has much to contribute. When a donor extends local 

capacity-building efforts to include local staff, the project is rewarded with better 

educated and skilled workers. Equally, when a project engages in employee participation 

in project decision-making, this empowers local staff and draws on their vocational and 

technical talents to develop project strategies that can create new institutions. 

 

When given the responsibility to determine the fate of a project’s future, local staff can 

design a comprehensive strategic plan to transfer programs and leadership to a local 

institution. This is what occurred when the Armenian staff proposed an exit plan for the 

USDA in the Caucasus. Drawing on the accumulated benefits derived from capacity-

building programs, personal development experience, and their collective knowledge and 

skills, the local MAP staff drafted plans for a post-project organization which they 

successfully managed. The organization that the local staff designed was inclusive.  It 
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detailed administrative, management, and operations functions. It subdivided 

development programs into new divisions that built upon and complemented each other.  

And it retained the project’s development goals. 

 

Working in conjunction with the donor and a project’s senior management, local staff can 

assist in directing financial resources to cover phase-over expenses. They can provide 

input into future funding plans for a new organization and make commitments to a range 

of revenue strategies to assure continuing income.  They can also take the lead on 

carrying over programs from the project to the new institution.  In fact, when the phase-

over organization is managed by local staff, it is essential they do so.  As recipients of a 

project’s portfolio, the local staff will need to transfer programs to themselves operating 

within a new organization with minimum interruption to development services.  To do 

this they must draw on their program management experience to gauge when and how 

best to transfer programs. While the project donor oversees the phase-over, it is up to the 

local staff to implement the activities necessary to establish the new institution. 

 

Once a project’s programs and resources have phased-over to a new organization, the 

management and sustainability of that organization lies entirely with the local staff. The 

local staff will be responsible for establishing a good reputation for the organization in 

the community, one that is separate to and distinguishable from the project, but also 

builds on the work and legacy of the project.  Through a strong ongoing relationship with 

the donor, the local staff can benefit from the donor acting as a mentor and advisor and 

from the donor providing capability-building training.  The local staff can also cultivate a 

relationship with the donor for their mutual benefit.  The new organization can be 

contracted for development work the donor still wants to accomplish in the sector after 

the project closes. This aid partnership will bring in funds to contribute to the 

organization’s sustainability. The local staff will also be in charge of establishing 

relationships with other development actors to assist the organization. Some previous 

project relationships might continue on in the same way, vary in some aspect, or be 

discontinued depending on their utility to the organization.  The local staff will also need 

to reach out to aid partners to keep abreast with the changing development landscape. 
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For the organization to be sustainable, the local staff must assure its programs have a 

positive impact on aid beneficiaries.  In the MAP-CARD case, CARD’s work with its 

agribusiness clients increased their production, marketing skills, income, and created jobs 

within their businesses.  This was accomplished by CARD staff continuing the project’s  

package of development services—technical, marketing, and financial assistance—and 

the local staff improving the way in which this assistance was offered. Development costs 

can be reduced when the local staff relies on local instead of foreign experts.  Careful and 

strategic planning can yield greater impacts to selected clients. And with less 

development funding, instead of reduced development programs, this can result in greater 

economic and creative intervention approaches. 

 

Within the framework of a private sector development organization, the local staff can 

also align itself with income-generating enterprises to contribute to its income, something 

under a public sector aid project they could not have done. CARD created two affiliated 

businesses—CARD AgroService and AgroCredit, building on the project’s input supply 

and loan programs. These enterprises allowed the local staff to furnish important goods 

and services to the community while creating new revenue streams to cover development 

expenses. 

 

The local staff will need to manage this and its other monies well with efficient policies, 

procedures, and regulations.  This will require new operational approaches to be taken up 

by the new organization, different from those of the project and compliant to local laws.  

Systems that function smoothly, efficiently, and meet beneficiary needs will be highly 

regarded. Financial policies that are transparent, procedures that are accountable, and 

recordkeeping that is accurate demonstrate best practices to international auditors and 

attract development funders. 

 

Beyond these approaches to sustainability, local staff should incorporate specific actions 

that are innovative to thrive in a dynamic environment with conflicting interests and 

competitive forces. This goes beyond an organization simply surviving but being a 

leading institution within its environment.  Esman described this state as institutionality 

and it is a more exacting standard of sustainability for a phase-over organization than 

what Gardner et al. propose.  Of the five conditions for institutionality—technical 
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capacity, normative commitments, innovative thrust, environmental image, and spread 

effect—the local staff in the MAP-CARD case met each. 

 

Institutionality requires high-level technical capacity and the ability to deliver innovative 

services and products to a community. To accomplish this, local staff must be willing to 

continually engage in professional development to assure their interventions incorporate 

best practices and the most appropriate context-specific technology.  A local staff that 

consistently provides novel solutions to old problems will appeal to donors and clients 

alike. CARD staff did this by keeping current with aid trends and tools through local and 

overseas development trainings. 

 

Another criterion for institutionality involves normative commitments.  Here local staff 

need to internalize innovative ideas and actions.  This can be accomplished through a 

strict commitment to continuous improvement—always seeking out new programs, 

approaches, and services.  For CARD this meant sharing ideas, collaborating in teams, 

and collective decision-making. The CARD staff regularly discussed problems at weekly 

management meetings and cross-monitored clients’ progress to assure the best 

development practices were always employed. The CARD staff also adopted new 

software technology as it became available and consistently hired agricultural students 

fresh from the university as interns. 

 

Innovative thrust is also a criterion of institutionality.  Innovative thrust is an ongoing 

practice whereby an institution consistently integrates innovative technologies and 

behavior patterns.  Local staff should make this a hallmark of their organization, infusing 

their interventions with fresh thinking and different ways of approaching development.  

CARD’s local staff adopted new information technology to design, implement, and 

evaluate their development projects.  They improved their external donor reporting and 

their internal decision-making processes.  They continually developed new marketing 

projects to introduce to their clients.  A local staff that is consistently learning and 

adapting will be able to take advantage of new opportunities as they arise. 

 

The environmental image of an institution is contingent upon how valued that 

organization is in the community.  Local staff creates an organization’s environmental 
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image by the work they do.  Each staff member is an ambassador for the organization and 

through their individual actions staff members collectively build the organization’s 

reputation. When a project with a strong status in a community phases-over, the local 

staff can carry forward this status as a foundation for the new organization, but they will 

need to also show themselves as independent of the project and create their own 

reputation.  This can be done by delivering high-quality services.  For CARD staff, they 

not only continued project programs but they improved upon them for their clients.  In so 

doing, CARD’s development partners noted that CARD’s Western-influenced business 

practices were a standard for other Armenian development organizations. 

 

An institution causes a spread effect when its innovative technologies and approaches are 

taken up by other organizations.  This is the consequence of actions the local staff takes, 

but it is not something they can directly affect.  The local staff can create a pioneering 

organization and present it as a role model to other development organizations, but it will 

be up to those other organizations to change their behavior and become more like the 

phase-over organization.  Still, local staff can lead by example and with their success 

encourage other organizations to follow their actions.  In the MAP-CARD case, CARD’s 

introduction of new breeding technology, organic agricultural practices, and training in 

the wine sector were all activities incorporated into the development portfolios of other 

organizations. A local staff, through pilot projects and ground-breaking approaches to 

aid, can inspire others to duplicate their successes and can positively affect those beyond 

their client base. 

 

The local project staff can contribute to institution-building before, during, and after 

phase-over in a seminal way, one that starts during the project and perpetually continues 

throughout the life of the phase-over organization. From the exit plan design phase up to 

consistently being a leader with new plans and initiatives, the local staff can develop an 

institution that is successful, highly-regarded, and sets a standard for other organizations. 

With a phase-over exit strategy that fully incorporates the talents of local staff, 

development goals can continue to be met long after a project has closed down. In this 

way aid will be effective, efficient, and development lie in the hands of empowered 

country nationals. 
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10.2.3 What are appropriate ways to measure the success of a phase-over? 

 

The last research question examined the appropriate ways to measure the success of a 

phase-over. Three indicators for evaluating exit strategy success and sustainability 

proposed by Gardner et al. (2005) were applied to the MAP-CARD case. Gardner et al. 

suggest using these indicators to compare the phase-over organization against the project 

in regard to program impacts, continued development activities, and operating systems. 

In doing this, however, a weakness in this approach was revealed. For Gardner et al., the 

primary measure of an exit strategy’s success is the sustained, expanded, or improved 

impact of the phase-over local organization. In proposing three categories as sufficient to 

claim exit strategy success—sustained, expanded, or improved—Gardner et al.’s 

theoretical framework does not draw any distinctions between them, nor classify these 

categories within a hierarchy for assessment. If a program’s impact is sustained, that is 

enough to claim exit strategy success. Yet if a program impact is sustained and can also 

be expanded to other regions or sectors or clients, this quantitative difference should 

result in an increased impact.  Equally, if a program impact is sustained and can also be 

improved by local ownership or with local knowledge, this qualitative difference should 

result in an increased impact. By Gardner et al. simultaneously recommending that 

sustained, expanded, or improved impacts are of equal importance, a donor or phase-over 

organization might find it difficult to ascertain which category is a benchmark for 

ultimate success. To track and measure sustainability, a more rigorous theoretical tool is 

needed than that which Gardner et al. have provided in the aftermath of an exit strategy. 

While the Gardner et al. indicators are useful for a general assessment after a phase-over, 

a more exacting measure would be Esman’s criteria for institutionality. Esman 

emphasizes not just sustainability but the use of innovation within an organization. As 

discussed in the previous section, Esman focuses on an organization’s technical capacity, 

normative commitments, innovative thrust, environmental image, and spread effect. 

Although the stakeholders were asked to evaluate the phase-over in terms of Gardner et 

al.’s indicators, Esman’s criteria go beyond mere sustainability to provide measurements 

for an institution’s present and continuing leadership with a community. 

 

Applying Gardner et al.’s first sustainability indicator to the MAP-CARD case—if a 

program’s impact has been sustained, expanded, or improved—MAP/CARD clients 
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reported that CARD sustained, and in some instances improved, project impacts. A 

phase-over organization that continues programs with the same objectives in the same 

sector can appear to clients as a mere extension of the project.  Clients can experience the 

same positive impacts they did under the project when a phase-over organization 

provides identical high-quality services. In the MAP-CARD case, the phase-over 

organization continued to provide project clients with first-rate technical, marketing, and 

financial services.  As with the project, these services increased clients’ production, 

marketing skills, income, and expanded their agribusinesses which created more jobs.  In 

a few instances, CARD clients revealed these services yielded them substantial gains.  

CARD clients acknowledged while the project helped them establish their companies, the 

phase-over organization helped them refine their business practices to be more 

competitive in the marketplace. 

 

Applying Gardner et al.’s second sustainability indicator to the MAP-CARD case—if 

relevant program activities were continued in the same or a modified format—the donor 

and local staff agreed the project’s core programs continued, but those programs 

continued in a different manner under CARD. This can prove beneficial for all 

stakeholders.  For the donor, altering programs demonstrates local ownership and the 

inclusion of local knowledge and approaches in development.   For the local staff, 

altering programs allowed the staff to use local experts in programs instead of contracting 

foreign advisors, spend more time with clients, and be more strategic by refocusing 

programs to achieve maximum benefit.  For partners, altering programs provided partners 

with new opportunities to collaborate with the phase-over organization.  And for clients, 

sustaining programs, altered or otherwise, meant continued aid assistance. 

 

A phase-over organization’s adoption of program activities can also foster better financial 

management. In the MAP/CARD case, without guaranteed project funding year after 

year, the local staff reported their assistance planning became more effective and funds 

were more carefully spent to achieve the greatest impact.  Further, local staff took 

advantage of the opportunity to commercialize programs in a way an aid project did not 

allow them.  As part of a sustainability plan, local staff can create affiliate organizations 

that charge fees to paying customers for project services.  Incoming revenue from these 

affiliate organizations can then be used for future development work and to contribute to 
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the sustainability of the phase-over organization.  With this in mind, the local staff 

created CARD AgroCredit, which provided affluent farmers and agribusinesses financial 

services.  CARD also created CARD AgroService, which sold agribusiness input 

supplies. With these for-profit businesses, the local staff was able to provide services to a 

wider segment of the sector. CARD continued to provide gratis development services to 

needy clients, but CARD AgroCredit and CARD AgroService provided services to 

agribusinesses that could afford to pay for them.  Income from these businesses helped 

CARD to not be exclusively dependent on donor funding. 

 

Applying Gardner et al.’s third sustainability indicator to the MAP-CARD case—if the 

internal operating systems of a project continue to function effectively within the phase-

over organization—indicated that CARD’s operating systems were more effective than 

the project. MAP was required to comply with U.S. government policies, procedures, and 

regulations, but CARD exceeded those standards with the systems it implemented. 

CARD complied with U.S. government requirements to be eligible for development 

funding, but the USDA confirmed CARD did not stop there. By adhering to strict 

financial controls and using new financial software that generated detailed monthly 

financial reports, the USDA reported CARD was able to pass an international audit which 

would help it procure funding from other donors. For the local staff, the creation of 

CARD’s Strategic Human Resource & Management Plan, Performance Measurement 

Plan, Donor Reporting System, and Communication Plan all contributed to CARD’s 

sustainability. The local staff believed these strategic documents represented the best 

policies from many organizations which they reviewed.  They also noted that CARD was 

compliant with Armenian tax, social security, and labor laws, which in many instances 

MAP was exempt as a project that operated under the U.S.-Armenia Bilaterial 

Agreement. Even though CARD’s operating procedures were more thorough than 

MAP’s, MAP/CARD clients evaluated these regulations as both professional and easy to 

comply with.  MAP/CARD partners agreed the phase-over organization’s systems 

functioned well.  The Ministry of Agriculture even noted CARD’s operations were 

superior to other organizations working in the sector. 

 

CARD developed smoothly functioning management systems, continued project 

activities, and sustained or improved project program impacts.  As a phase-over 
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organization, it meets and exceeds Gardner et al.’s measurements of sustainability. This 

case indicates that a phase-over can be deemed successful and a phase-over organization 

sustainable even without fulfilling all of Levinger & McLeod’s exit strategy tactics. 

Further, while CARD satisfied Gardner et al.’s sustainability measures, more exacting 

indicators for success are Esman’s (1972) five criteria for institutionality, discussed in 

section 10.2.2 and applied to the CARD case to manifest the local project staff’s role in 

institution-building. When an organization demonstrates technical capacity, normative 

commitments, innovative thrust, environmental image, and spread effect—all which 

CARD did—a vibrant, resilient, innovative organization will result from a successful 

phase-over, well-prepared to carry on challenging development work. 

 

10.3 Reflections and recommendations 

 

In response to the main research findings in section 10.2, the following are a series of key 

recommendations regarding exit strategies and institution-building. These 

recommendations are directed to policy makers, project designers, and development 

practitioners to promote human and social assets over technical solutions and to 

formulate a new paradigm for the successful phase-over of an aid project to a local 

organization managed by project staff. 

 

10.3.1 Development planning and exit activities 

 

When aid planners are designing a development project it is essential they consider a 

project exit strategy. If at the end of a project program outcomes will be met and there is 

no follow-on work to accomplish, exit planning should focus on operations and 

administrative closure, collecting and archiving project records, project evaluation and 

documenting lessons learned. If at the end of a project perpetuating programs can 

contribute to further development, exit planning should focus on project phase-over to a 

local institution, which involves organizational and human capacity-building, program 

and resources transfer, future funding, and ongoing donor support. Phase-over exit 

planning should be triggered after a positive project mid-term assessment. Waiting to 

formulate a phase-over until after a mid-term assessment provides the donor with a 

history of the project, which will verify if its interventions are successful and worthy of 
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continuation.  Perpetuating program outcomes will then become the final outcome of the 

project.  The traditional project cycle can be revised.  The implementation phase can be 

either expanded to include a phase-over or a phase-over can become an additional project 

stage—after implementation and before evaluation.  However described, phase-over 

activity will include the capacity-building and institution-building necessary to sustain 

the project’s goals. 

 

For a phase-over exit, a project must be flexible and field-driven to shift tasks and 

objectives within its operational environment in medias res.  By a project phasing-over to 

an organization created and managed by local project staff, there will be a level of 

comfortable continuity for and accumulated social capital available from the community. 

Clients will have a level of confidence with the risks they take with innovative 

approaches and technologies introduced by a new organization since they will be based 

on development gains they have achieved by working along side capable aid practitioners 

with whom they have a pre-existing relationship. The project staff, beyond being able to 

draw on clients’ accumulated trust, will already be aware of what challenges lie ahead 

and the limitations that constrict a client from advancing. 

 

To undertake a phase-over exit strategy a flexible timeline, comprehensive budget, and 

monitoring program must be in place. 

 

• A detailed timeline is a necessary component of exit planning.  A timeline should 

provide specific and clear demarcations from project planning through transition 

completion. These demarcations establish a chronological commitment from all 

stakeholders. Agreeing on a time line provides stakeholders with a schedule of 

what is expected of them and when.  This allows the donor and the field office to 

prepare for and execute activities on task lists for which they are responsible.  The 

completion deadline for these activities should be realistic and flexible.  It should 

be recognized a phase-over can take more than a year depending on the size and 

complexity of the project and that there might be unforeseen delays that occur.  

Still, benchmarks need to be established for monitoring to assure sufficient 

progress toward transition. 
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• A comprehensive budget must be included in an exit plan.  Adequate funding is 

vital for a phase-over.  Drawing up a budget at the planning stage allows the 

donor to assess available resources to determine if they are sufficient to complete 

a phase-over.  If the donor has insufficient funds, an exit plan will need to include 

efforts to secure alternative forms of investment before activities can fully 

proceed.  All exit activities need not come to a halt until full funding is 

committed, but the diversification of income streams should be a priority for all 

stakeholders.  Further, if securing additional resources is necessary this will take 

time, so the overall planning horizon should be adjusted. 

 

• Monitoring needs to be an integral part of an exit plan. Monitoring from the outset 

will provide a baseline against which the transition can be measured.  Regular 

measurements will provide stakeholders with assessments of the phase-over in 

relation to what has been planned.  Systematic tracking of transition activities will 

identify problems so corrective action can be taken. Corrective action might 

include additional emphasis on Levinger & McLeod’s other exit tactics—building 

local organizational and human capacity, mobilizing resources, and staggering out 

program activities and resources. Monitoring also contributes to accountability 

and transparency, explaining how funds are being spent, resources utilized, and 

the justification for how funds are used during different stages of the transition. 

 

10.3.2 Capacity-building 

 

Building organizational and human capacity is critical for a phase-over. Professional 

training should take place at every level of the organization and give each employee an 

equal opportunity to improve his/her skills. When a project phase-over includes sufficient 

capacity-building, the local staff will themselves become experts able to improve the 

quality of services the project delivers and be prepared to carry on the project’s activities. 

Through professional development programs, local staff can participate more fully in 

development with new and enhanced skills. Their thinking and approaches will add 

different perspectives for development decision-making and implementation strategies 

and ground aid work with local knowledge. Not only will this provide well-trained 

specialists for a community, but it will reduce the aid costs for donors if communities are 
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independent of expensive international advisors. Aid costs will be reduced further still if 

programs can be managed by local staff, often more skillful at identifying and adopting 

economical approaches than their foreign counterparts. This will be important at phase-

over, since a recipient organization will most likely operate with fewer funds than the 

original project and assistance will need to continue in resourceful and inventive ways 

that were not considered when financing was plentiful. 

 

Since all jobs carried out within a development project will most likely be necessary 

during the operation of a successor organization, capacity-building will increase a talent 

pool of workers from which to draw for sustainable development. Training efforts should 

include increasing technical skills, but also education in research and data analysis, 

critical thinking, and leadership skills. Training should educate as well as motivate.  The 

most promising trainees should be groomed to carry on in top management roles. 

Monitoring the progress of local staff undergoing professional training will allow a donor 

the opportunity to see which staff members grow and can carry on the project’s goals, are 

viewed as inspiring and motivating leaders amongst the group, and can best adapt to 

internal pressures and external changes. A phase-over organization leader must instill 

trust within his/her staff and community, forcefully represent the organization among 

stakeholders, take responsibility for continuing quality services to clients, and have a 

strategic plan of how the organization should develop.  Capacity-building programs can 

help prospective leaders achieve that. 

 

It is also important that once a phase-over organization is established, the organization 

have a training policy which allows for the regular sponsorship of its staff to participate 

in professional development to assure personnel are the most knowledgeable and 

experienced to manage the organization and provide solutions to development issues. By 

embracing institutionalized learning, educated phase-over staff will be open to adopting 

innovative ideas, incorporate new technologies, and be better equipped to adapt to a 

challenging and changing environment. 
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10.3.3 Cooperating with partners 

 

Develop strong partnerships and local linkages to leverage human and financial resources 

for more effective programs. This will benefit aid practitioners and beneficiaries alike. If, 

however, project partners do not support a project phase-over, this will not prevent a 

successful exit. At the time of project close-out or phase-over, a partner might understand 

when and why this is coming but this does not assure the partner will find this knowledge 

welcome.  It must be remembered that partners have their own agendas, which can be 

threatened if a project they have come to work with and rely upon is gone or altered in 

some way. Local partners might not feel they are ready to assume full responsibility for 

and carry on activities they once shared with a project, even if their project partner thinks 

so. And should local partners feel confident to operate independent of a project, they 

might not have the funding themselves to do so, nor be able to conveniently link with 

another donor after closure. Further, a new phase-over organization might not wish to 

form a partnership with them but instead take on the work the partner performed 

themselves. For this reason a partner might not support a transition if doing so will 

adversely affect their work. While all partners might not gain from a phase-over, at least 

they can be alerted to phase-over progress as soon as it is available.  An overall 

communication strategy should accompany a phase-over to minimize unpleasant news 

and alert partners well in advance so they can prepare for upcoming changes. 

 

10.3.4 Exit strategy financing 

 

All development activities depend on sufficient resources.  By their nature, international 

aid projects are funded by an external project sponsor. It is a natural assumption that a 

project phase-over to a local organization will involve external project sponsor funds, but 

it does not exclusively have to do so. If the project sponsor has sufficient funds, as in the 

case of the USDA in Armenia, then alternative resources might not have to be sought.  

The project sponsor can operate independently and can singularly control the transition.  

However, even with a resource-rich donor, a project sponsor might benefit from bringing 

in a funding partner. A funding partner can supply not only capital but also bring 

knowledge and expertise to the phase-over the project sponsor might lack.  If the funding 

partner is local, perhaps social and cultural knowledge and expertise can be contributed.  
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If the funding partner is foreign, perhaps knowledge and expertise derived from other 

international projects can be contributed. 

 

Donors engaging in a phase-over should conduct a needs assessment and prepare a 

detailed budget that includes all the necessary costs attributable to the phase over.  This 

prepares the project sponsor for upcoming phase-over expenditures. If the donor does not 

have the sufficient resources, this could prevent the transition or put the transition at risk 

with insufficient funds. In such a case, finding a funding partner should be part of an exit 

plan to assure uninterrupted financing and complete a smooth transition.  When planning 

a phase-over budget, the following should be considered: 

 

• a final project evaluation, inclusive of a financial audit and performance reports, 
which will serve as a report to the donor and as a baseline against which the local 
organization can evaluate its future activities 

 
• settlement of all outstanding project invoices at the time of phase-over 

 
• pay-out required to personnel, whether they are moving to the phase-over  

organization or finding employment elsewhere.  This should include payment for 
unused and accrued holidays, severance (including laws of the host country), 
bonuses, etc. 

 
• an inventory list of all assets and the expenses incurred with transferring project 

resources to the local organization and closing down the project office 
 

• the costs to legally establish a phase-over organization, procure office space, 
furnishings, open a bank account, and have start-up supplies as needed 

 
• fees for training programs that might be required for staff development. 

 

10.3.5 Phase-over management 

 

At phase-over, qualified management must be in place to manage project activities within 

a new organization.  As mentioned in section 10.3.2, capacity-building will prepare local 

project management to assume new roles as phase-over management and donors can 

identify local leaders for top positions as they emerge. By cultivating project staff for 

executive roles, leaders can carry over the project’s objectives and goals, provide a level 

of constancy for local staff that also transition to the phase-over organization, and project 

an image of reliability and responsibility to the external environment.  However, should 
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the phase-over organization take the legal form of an NGO, care must be taken when 

forming the NGO’s Board of Trustees.  No Trustee should seek personal gain from 

his/her Board membership and should serve to support the management and help the 

organization succeed and grow. 

 

10.3.6 Program and resource transfer  

 

When staggering out program activities and resources, the donor and local organization 

must agree through mutual planning what course of action should be taken. Clear and 

continual communication must be maintained throughout the staggering out process to 

assure no misunderstandings or mistaken expectations arise regarding new roles and 

responsibilities. With confusion over specifics regarding the hand-over of program 

activities, this can disappoint the local staff, put client relations at risk, and incur 

unexpected financial costs to the local organization at a time when it should be focused 

on sustainability. 

 

Staggering program activities and resources at the end of a project necessitates the donor 

conduct an assessment of those programs and the tools used to carry them out.  If there is 

part of an aid program or aspect of a program that has not worked, the donor will not 

want to pass this on to a local organization in the hopes previous approaches can be 

rectified.  Equally, if the resources used to implement a program were inadequate, exit is 

the time for the donor to make alterations to assure a local organization is well-equipped 

to succeed with further development work.  The donor will have learned from experience 

what interventions have been most effective and culturally appropriate to the local 

setting. Also, apportioning aid work and resources allows the donor to gauge how well- 

or ill-prepared local actors are to carry on development tasks. Establishing a timeline that 

both donors and local actors agree upon will clarify what each can expect of the other and 

when. This commits the donor to a firm date for program hand-over, one that local actors 

can rely upon.  This commits local actors to be prepared to accept program activities and 

resources at project close-out.  A sequential, gradual transition will let the donor see how 

quickly and thoroughly local staff assumes ownership.  And it will give local staff time to 

adjust to new decision-making and assume full ownership.  If needed, local staff can 

participate in additional training to increase their skills and ready them for new roles.  
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With unreserved support by the donor—from representatives at headquarters to the field 

office—collaboration can take place with local staff to create a series of realistic 

incremental steps toward handing the project over when the time is appropriate. Donor 

management needs to believe in the exit plan, trust and have faith in the capabilities and 

leadership skills of local actors, and approve of and empower them for a phase-over. 

Turning over project responsibilities, management decision making, and finances to local 

actors operating within a local organization will contribute to the organization’s 

sustainability. 

 

Aid projects should invest in the highest-quality durable equipment their budgets will 

allow. This will assure minimum maintenance and repair during project operations and be 

value assets to contribute to a new phase-over organization. Project assets should be 

transferred to a phase-over organization to help it become established and prepared for 

work from its first day of operation.  With these materials the ex-project staff will be well 

prepared to continue development work (1) with equipment they are familiar with, (2) 

have confidence in, and (3) will not have to purchase themselves.  Funds necessary for 

essential supplies can be then spent on development programs. 

 

10.3.7 Future funding and commercial opportunities 

 

A future funding plan must be designed to assure a phase-over organization can continue 

to provide uninterrupted quality programming once the project is closed-out.  The earlier 

this is done, the better—to orient the phase-over staff to consider avenues for revenue-

raising, and think beyond their traditional donor for alternative financing. Should a donor 

continue to provide a source of income to the phase-over organization for a period of 

time, or contract it to perform certain services, this is an advantage for the organization  

but not a long-term solution for sustainability. Exploring income options should begin 

during the strategic planning of the phase-over organization. A funding plan should seek 

out as many funding sources as possible—be they public or private—since from even a 

long list perhaps only a few will be viable, and those that are will require time to develop 

and procure capital.   For CARD this meant thinking about how it could provide valuable 

services to and derive income from Armenian farmers and agribusinesses, the Armenian 

government and foreign governments operating development projects in the country, 
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multilateral organizations conducting work in the agricultural sector, university research 

centers interested in launching pilot projects in arid environments, input suppliers 

wishing to gain market share for their products, and individuals who wished to invest in 

Armenia. Phase-over staff should critically assess their skills and resources and think 

broadly and creatively about income generation to contribute to their sustainability. 

 

CARD AgroService and CARD AgroCredit provide examples of how a phase-over 

organization can generate income through the sale of products and services and build 

upon its expertise within a sector. Phase-over staff are well positioned to use their 

knowledge and experience to identify gaps for product and service delivery. Using a 

blended value business model, one that combines a for-profit venture with a not-for-profit 

development organization, a socially oriented business can generate income from clients 

who can afford to pay for much needed materials and services.  The profits that are 

derived can be allocated to conduct further development work. This allows a phase-over 

organization to diversify its funding and not rely solely on donors or development 

partners for financing. In shifting development activities from a public sector project to a 

private sector organization, numerous opportunities might arise for commercializing 

certain services, offered to client-consumers on a sliding scale or at full cost. 

 

10.3.8 Ongoing donor support and collaboration 

 

Donors who phase-over projects should have an ongoing relationship with the phase-over 

organization. A donor can play a valuable role to help shape a phase-over organization’s 

standing in the community by ongoing guidance and mentoring, through its affiliation 

lend it status and credibility, and can help it negotiate a new role for itself with old 

project partners. As a new entity, a local organization can either develop or discontinue 

preexisting project relationships to its own advantage.  If beneficial, the local 

organization can carry on collaborative activity with development partners where the 

project left off. If detrimental, the local organization can discontinue the project 

connection.  When problems arise between the roles of the project and local organization, 

the donor can play an important part in brokering a solution to conclude lingering project 

business and in doing so reinforce a smooth transition. 
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10.3.9 Continuing research  

 

This research has presented a single, in-depth exit strategy case study that explored the 

conditions necessary for a public sector aid project phase-over to a private sector NGO.  

In doing so the challenges that face development organizations in their quest to provide 

ongoing services to populations in poor and transition economies have been analyzed.  

Other institutional experiences in other contexts should be gathered to broaden and 

improve the knowledge gleaned from the MAP-CARD experience. Exit strategy tactics 

might require alternative emphasis or different deployment in diverse contexts. Further 

researchers should compare multiple case studies of exit strategy implementation to 

increase scientific rigor and identify global trends across sectors and geographies to 

formulate a generalized toolkit to guide development practitioners. 

 

Commercializing aid services post-project should also be further studied.  The MAP-

CARD phase-over emphasized the need for an aid organization to have a future funding 

plan and think broadly about income generating activities.  CARD AgroServices, 

providing input supplies and technical consulting services, and CARD AgroCredit, 

offering farmers and agribusiness affordable credit, serve as examples of 

commercializing development activities. Whether a social enterprise charges for its 

services in full or on a sliding scale, its earnings can contribute to its own and an 

affiliated development organization’s sustainability. A social business will also create 

jobs, build the capacity of its local employees, and can contribute much needed high 

quality services in a community. 

 

Finally, as the development industry grows, and with it development studies programs 

within academia, the subject of exit strategies should be incorporated in curriculum.  

Whether taught as a module in a project design or management course that incorporates 

the project cycle, or as an independent subject, learning how to design exit strategies 

should be compulsory for the next generation of development practitioners. 

 

 

 

 



 - 295 -

10.4 Summary 

 

Aid project exit strategies mean different things to different stakeholders, and they are 

more written about than written into development projects.  As exit strategies are donor-

derived, exclusive of local thinking, most exit strategy planning involves closing down an 

aid project without turning it over to another organization to continue implementation. 

 

This means that aid benefits end with whatever impact the project made, leaving ill-

equipped local ministries or under-resourced NGOs to meet local development needs and 

fill the gap of terminated services. The project cycle—a historically popular development 

tool used by bilateral and multinational organizations alike—provides a framework to 

induce development, but makes no accommodation for an exit strategy that perpetuates 

development.  This is a missed opportunity that reveals a flaw in the project cycle. This 

flaw can be corrected by revising the project cycle implementation stage to include 

building the capacity of people to perform the functions the project was designed for, as 

well as a local implementing entity through which they can work. Once accomplished, a 

sponsor can transfer project activities and resources to the local implementing entity 

though a phase-over process to continue development post-project for sustainable impact. 

 

This research examined the concept of exit strategy within the context of a case study of 

USDA-MAP in Armenia (1995-2005) and the innovative phase-over approach it used.  

The actions taken by the USDA illustrate how an emphasis on internal social variables, in 

regard to local project staff, over technical interventions, perpetuates development. 

Recognizing local project management, in addition to beneficiaries, as stakeholders in 

development, the USDA built the social and human capital of their local project staff and 

empowered them to establish and manage a local development organization to continue 

aid assistance.  This new organization is evidence of a successful phase-over and a 

sustainable institution. 

 

Of the six exit tactics proposed by Levinger and McLeod, not all were followed by the 

USDA, yet the phase-over of its project to a local organization managed by project staff 

was successful. Planning for an exit was not done at the earliest stage of the program 

design, but well into the project.  Developing partnerships and local linkages was useful 
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to facilitate project work but was not necessary for phase-over.  Building local 

organizational and human capacity was essential, but began inside the project and 

included local staff.  Mobilizing external resources to fund the transition was not 

necessary beyond using donor funds and local resources were not sought out until after 

phase-over as part of a funding plan for the new organization.  Staggering the phase-out 

of the program activities and resources was important, but so too was the clear 

communication of how this should occur. Allowing roles and relationships to evolve and 

continue after exit was also important, especially in regard to a continuing relationship 

with the donor, but not all relationships with previous project partners were helpful. 

Hence, these tactics are a starting point when implementing a project phase-over but not 

the definitive guide. 

 

Gardner et al.’s measurements of sustainability are also only a starting point for 

measuring exit strategy success.  Examining if a program’s impacts have been sustained, 

expanded, or improved causes confusion as to which of these needs to be achieved to 

claim success.  When project activities are not just continued but changed in some way 

by the phase-over organization, this demonstrates local ownership and the use of local 

knowledge, produces more strategic interventions with less funding, and provides more 

opportunities for partners to collaborate.  Beyond these general indicators for 

sustainability, a more exacting tool is Esman’s criteria for institutionality, which not only 

examines if an organization is sustainable but if it incorporates innovative practices to 

continue to thrive in a competitive environment. 

 

When institution-building, local staff can play a key role that starts during the project and 

proceeds through phase-over and continues throughout the life of the phase-over 

organization.  From the exit plan design phase through leading a phase-over, local staff 

can develop a successful, highly regarded institution that sets a standard for other 

organizations. 

 

The USDA’s exit strategy embraced collective participation, empowered local 

stakeholders, promoted development ownership through localization, and built individual 

and institutional capacity.  This phase-over exit strategy model offers a paradigm that 

embraces and promotes social/human assets within aid projects for sustainable 
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development, and in so doing has ramifications for policy makers, project designers, and 

development practitioners to rethink conventional development practices. 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 Positions of interview participants 
 (names have been omitted) 

 
1 Director, USDA-CSREES I.P., Washington D.C., 16/9/2008 
2 Project Manager, USDA-CSREES I.P., Washington D.C., 15 & 22/9/2008 
3 Specialist, USDA-FAS ICDR, Washington D.C., 15/9/2008 
4 Specialist, USDA-FAS ICDR, Washington, D.C. 23/9/2008 
5 Specialist, USDA-FAS International Programs, Washington D.C. ,28/10/2008 
6 Agricultural Project Coordinator, USDA-FAS, Yerevan, Armenia, 24/7/2008 
7 Executive Assistant to USDA-MAP Director, Yerevan, Armenia, 30/7/2008 
8 Director, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 13/8/2008 
9 Deputy-Director, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 11/8/2008 
10 Manager, Administration, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 30/7/2008 
11 Assistance, Administration, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 30/7/2008 
12 Manager, Finance Department, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 21/8/2008 
13 Senior Accountant, CARD, Yerevan, 28/7/2008 
14 Manager, Human Resources, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 30/7/2008 
15 Manager, Food Safety, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 28/07/2008 
16 Manager, Agribusiness & Marketing, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 9/8/2008 
17 Coordinator, Credit Program, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 1/8/2008 
18 Advisor, Rural Development, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 28/7/2008 
19 Specialist, Rural Development, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 7/8/2008 
20 Specialist, Beef & Dairy, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 7/8/2008 
21 Specialist, Food Quality Management, CARD,  Yerevan, Armenia, 4/8/2009 
22 Consultant, Marketing, CARD, Yerevan, Armenia, 31/7/2008 
23 Director, Wine agribusiness, Ararat, Armenia, 19/8/2008 
24 Director, Wine agribusiness, Vayots Dzor, Armenia, 5/8/2008 
25 Director, Wine agribusiness, Vayots Dzor, Armenia, 11/8/2008 
26 Director, Wine agribusiness, Vayots Dzor, Armenia, 8/8/2008 
27 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Ararat, Armenia, 25/7/2008 
28 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Vayots Dzor, Armenia, 25/7/2008 
29 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Gegharkunik, Armenia, 25/7/2008 
30 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Ararat, Armenia, 24/7/2008 
31 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Lori, Armenia, 5/8/2008 
32 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Kotayk, Armenia, 29/7/2008 
33 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Shirak, Armenia, 4/8/2008 
34 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Vayots Dzor, Armenia, 29/7/2008 
35 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Aragatsotn, Armenia, 30/7/2008 
36 Director, Dairy agribusiness, Shirak, Armenia, 4/8/2009 
37 Director, Fruit/vegetable agribusiness, Yerevan, Armenia, 30/7/2008 
38 Director, Fruit/vegetable agribusiness, Syunik, Armenia, 4/8/2008 
39 Director, Fruit/vegetable agribusiness, Yerevan, Armenia, 28/7/2008 
40 Director, Fruit/vegetable agribusiness, Syunik, Armenia, 1/8/2008 
41 Director, Fruit/vegetable agribusiness, Armavir, Armenia, 31/7/2008 
42 Director, Fruit/vegetable agribusiness, Lori, Armenia, 14/8/2008 
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43 Deputy-Director, Meat/fish agribusiness, Yerevan, Armenia, 23/7/2008 
44 Director, Meat/fish agribusiness, Yerevan, Armenia, 30/7/2008 
45 Director, Meat/fish agribusiness, Yerevan, Armenia, 25/7/2008 
46 Director, Meat/fish agribusiness, Shirak, Armenia, 8/8/2008 
47 Director, Food packaging, Yerevan, Armenia, 30/7/2008 
48 Director, EcoGlobe, Yerevan, Armenia, 12/7/2008 
49 Director, Agricultural Teaching Center, Yerevan, Armenia, 1/8/2008 
50 Deputy-Director, ICARE, Yerevan, Armenia, 1/8/2008 
51 Director, Children of Armenia Fund, Yerevan, Armenia, 11/8/2008 
52 Director, Rural Women’s Project, Yerevan, Armenia, 10/8/2008 
53 Coordinator, UMCOR, Yerevan, Armenia, 8/8/2008 
54 Manager, Action Against Hunger, Shirak, Armenia, 11/8/2008 
55 Director [Environmental Division], Peace Corps, Yerevan, Armenia, 8/8/2008 
56 Coordinator, ASAU-Extension, Yerevan, Armenia, 11/8/2008 
57 Director, Shen International, Yerevan, Armenia, 11/8/2008 
58 Director, ARID Goat Center, Vayots Dzor, Armenia, 4/8/2008 
59 Rector, Armenian State Agrarian University, Yerevan, Armenia, 8/8/2008 
60 Specialist, Youth Development Program, Yerevan, Armenia, 6/8/2008 
61 Operations Officer, World Bank, Yerevan, Armenia, 14/8/2008 
62 Director, ACDI/VOCA, Yerevan, Armenia, 20/8/2008 
63 Director, National Ag Support Center, Yerevan, Armenia, 15/8/2008 
64 Director, Armenian Ministry of Agriculture, Yerevan, Armenia, 13/8/2008 
65 Specialist, Extension Irrigation, Utah State, Logan Utah, 5/11/2008 
66 Manager, World Wide Sires, Visalia, California, 6/8/2008 
67 Global Sales Manager, Chr. Hansen, Denmark, Europe, 13/8/2008 
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Appendix 2 USDA interview guide 
 

 
 

University of Melbourne Thesis Research Project  
(USDA interview guide) 

 
 

 
Date: 
Name of Interviewer(s): 
Participant number: 
USDA Division (CSREES or FAS):  
Name of person interviewed:   
Title of person interviewed: 
Location (Washington or Yerevan):  
 
Program Impact 
 
(1)  Has USDA-MAP’s technical assistance continued under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(2)  If yes, how? Continue to (3).  
(2a)  If no, why not?  What assistance has been dropped?   
 
(3)  Has USDA-MAP’s technical assistance expanded under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(4)  If yes, how?  What assistance has expanded?  Continue to (5).  
(4a)  If no, why not? 
 
(5)  Has USDA-MAP’s technical assistance improved under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(6)  If yes, how?  What assistance has improved?  Continue to (7) 
(6a)  If no, why not? 
(7)  Has USDA-MAP’s marketing assistance continued under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(8)  If yes, how?  Continue to (9).   
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(8a)  If no, why not?  What assistance has been dropped? 
(9)  Has USDA-MAP’s marketing assistance expanded under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(10)  If yes, how?  What assistance has expanded?  Continue to (11).  
(10a)  If no, why not?   
 
(11)  Has USDA-MAP’s marketing assistance improved under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(12)  If yes, how?  What assistance has improved?  Continue to (13). 
(12a)  If no, why not?  
 
(13)  Has USDA-MAP’s financial assistance continued under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(14)  If yes, how?  Continue to (15). 
(14a)  If no, why not? What assistance has been dropped?  
 
(15)  Has USDA-MAP’s financial assistance expanded under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(16)  If yes, how?  What assistance has expanded?  Continue to (17).   
(16a)  If no, why not?   
 
(17)  Has USDA-MAP’s financial assistance improved under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(18)  If yes, how?  What assistance has improved?   Continue to (19). 
(18a)  If no, why not?   
 
**Below are a series of statements.  Please select one of the five choices provided 
that most closely corresponds to your opinion. 
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Relevant Activities 
 
(19)  CARD provides more of the same type of assistance that USDA-MAP did. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(20)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s).  Continue to (22).  
(21)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why? Please provide example(s).   
 
(22)  CARD provides a different type of assistance than USDA-MAP did. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
 
(23)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s). Continue to (25).  
(24)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  Please provide example(s). 
 
(25)  CARD provides better assistance than USDA-MAP did. 
 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(26)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s).  Continue to (28). 
(27)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  Please provide example(s).    
 
(28)  Working with CARD has helped businesses increase production. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

(29)  If you agree or strongly agree, by what percentage?  Please provide example(s).  
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(30)  Working with CARD has helped businesses increase their marketing abilities. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(31)  If you agree or strongly agree,  how?  Please provide example(s).  
(31a)  If you agree or strongly agree, by what percentage?  Continue to (32).  
(31b)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  Please provide example(s).  
 
(32)  Working with CARD has allowed businesses to increase their incomes. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(33)  If you agree or strongly agree, what percent have their incomes increased?  
 
(34)  Working with CARD has created more jobs within its clients’ businesses.   
   

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(35)  If you agree or strongly agree, how many more jobs have been created per business?  
(35a)  What work do these employees do? 
 
Systems Functioning Effectively 
 
(36)  USDA-MAP’s  policies, procedures, and regulations were effective.   
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(37)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s).  Continue to (38).   
(37a)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why? Please provide example(s).     
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(38)  CARD’s  policies, procedure, and regulations are effective. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(39a)  If you agree, strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s).  
(39b)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  Please provide example(s).  
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research. 
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Appendix 3 USDA & MAP/CARD staff interview guide 
 

 
 

University of Melbourne Thesis Research Project  
(USDA & MAP/CARD interview guide) 

 
 

 
Date: 
Name of Interviewer(s): 
Participant number: 
Name of organization & Department:  
Name of person interviewed:   
Title of person interviewed: 
 
(1)  Was there an exit strategy plan for MAP from the earliest stage of the project’s 
design? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 2 
If no, proceed to questions 7 
 
(2)  Who was responsible for planning the exit? 
(3)  What type of exit was planned for? 
(4)  When was an exit planned for? 
(5)  Why was the exit planned? 
(6)  How was the exit planned? 
Proceed to question 12 
 
(7) Why wasn’t there an exit strategy plan for MAP from the earliest stage of the 
project’s design? 
(8)  When was an exit planned? 
(9)  Who planned the exit? 
(10)  Why was the exit planned? 
(11)  How was the exit planned? 
 
 
 
(12)  Did MAP develop partnerships and relationships with local/foreign organizations in 
the public and private sector to support the exit plan?  
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 13 
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If no, proceed to questions 19 
 
(13)  Who was responsible for developing these partnerships and relationships? 
(14) What public/private organizations did MAP develop partnerships/relationships with? 
(15)  What kinds of partnerships/relationships were developed? 
(16)  When during the transition from MAP to CARD were these partnerships/relations 
developed? 
(17)  Why were these particular partnerships/relationships developed and not others? 
(18)  How were these partnerships/relationships developed?   
Proceed to question 22 
 
(19)  Who was responsible for developing partnerships and relationships? 
(20)  Why were partnerships and relationships not developed? 
(21)  Were there alternatives to developing partnerships/relationships? 
 
(22) Was MAP’s local organizational capacity built? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 23                
If no, proceed to questions 28 
 
(23)  Who was responsible for building local organizational capacity? 
(24)  What local organizational capacity was built? 
(25)  Why was this local organizational capacity built? 
(26)  When was this local organizational capacity built—before/during the transition to 
CARD? 
(27)  How, specifically, was local organizational capacity built? 
Proceed to question 31 
 
(28)  Who was responsible for building local organizational capacity? 
(29)  Why was local organizational capacity not built? 
(30)  What alternatives existed if local organizational capacity was not built? 
 
 
(31)  Was MAP’s local human capacity built? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 32 
If no, proceed to questions 39 
 
(32)  Who was responsible for building local human capacity? 
(33)  Whose local human capacity was built? 
(34)  Why were these individuals chosen to have their local capacity built? 
(35)  What local human capacity was built? 
(36)  Why was this local human capacity built? 
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(37)  When was this local human capacity built—before/during the transition to CARD? 
(38)  How, specifically, was local human capacity built?   
Proceed to question 42 
 
(39)  Who was responsible for building local human capacity? 
(40)  Why was local human capacity not built? 
(41)  What alternatives existed if local human capacity was not built?  
 
(42)  Were local (financial) resources mobilized? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 43    
If no, proceed to questions 49 
 
If yes, then: 
(43)  Who was responsible for mobilizing local (financial) resources? 
(44)  What local (financial) resources were mobilized? 
(45)  When were local (financial) resources mobilized—before/during transition to 
CARD? 
(46)  Where were local (financial) resources mobilized—in-country/internationally? 
(47)  Why were these particular local (financial) resources mobilized? 
(48)  How were local (financial) resources mobilized? 
Proceed to question 53 
 
If no, then: 
(49)  Who was responsible for mobilizing local resources? 
(50)  Why were local resources not mobilized? 
(51)  What alternatives existed since local resources were not mobilized? 
(52)  When were local (financial) resources not mobilized? 
 
(53)  Were external (financial) resources mobilized? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 54  
If no, proceed to questions 60 
 
(54)  Who was responsible for mobilizing external (financial) resources? 
(55)  What external (financial) resources were mobilized? 
(56)  When were external (financial) resources mobilized---before/during transition? 
(57)  Where were external (financial) resources mobilized—in country/internationally? 
(58)  Why were these particular external (financial) resources mobilized? 
(59)  How were external (financial) resources mobilized?  
Proceed to question 63 
 
(60)  Who was responsible for mobilizing external (financial) resources? 
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(61)  Why were external (financial) resources not mobilized? 
(62) What alternatives existed since external (financial) resources were not mobilized?  
 
(63)  Were various program activities staggered during the MAP-CARD transition? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 64 
If no, proceed to questions 69 
 
(64)  Who was responsible for staggering program activities during the transition? 
(65)  What program activities were staggered during the transition? 
(66)  When, during the transition, were program activities staggered? 
(67)  Why were program activities staggered the way they were during the transition? 
(68)  How were program activities staggered during the transition? 
Proceed to question 72 
 
(69)  Who was responsible for staggering program activities during the transition? 
(70)  Why were program activities not staggered during the transition? 
(71) What alternatives existed since program activities were not staggered during the 
transition? 
 
 
(72)  Were various resources staggered during the MAP-CARD transition? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 73 
If no, proceed to questions 78 
 
(73) Who was responsible for staggering resources during the MAP-CARD transition? 
(74)  What resources were staggered during the transition? 
(75)  When, during the transition, were resources staggered? 
(76)  Why were resources staggered the way they were during the transition? 
(77)  How were resources staggered during the transition?  
Proceed to question 81 
 
(78)  Who was responsible for staggering resources during the transition? 
(79)  Why were resources not staggered during the transition? 
(80)  What alternatives existed since resources were not staggered during the transition?  
 
(81)  Did MAP’s external role and relationships evolve and continue under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
If yes, proceed to questions 82 
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If no, proceed to questions 87 
 
(82)  Who was responsible for allowing MAP’s external role and relationships to evolve 
and continue after MAP?  
(83)  What external role and relationships were allowed to evolve and continue after 
MAP? 
(84)  When were MAP’s external role and relationships allowed to evolve and continue 
after MAP? 
(85)  Why were MAP’s role and relationships allowed to evolve and continue after MAP? 
(86)  How were MAP’s role and relationships allowed to evolve and continue after MAP? 
STOP 
 
(87)  Who was responsible for allowing MAP’s external role and relationships to evolve 
and continue after MAP? 
(88)  What external role and relationships were not allowed to evolve and continue after 
MAP? 
(89)  When were MAP’s external role and relationships not allowed to evolve and 
continue after MAP? 
(90)  Why were MAP’s external role and relationships not allowed to evolve and 
continue after MAP?  
(91)  What alternatives existed to allowing roles and relationships to evolve and continue 
after MAP? 
   
STOP 
 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research. 
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Appendix 4 MAP/CARD staff interview guide 
 

 
 

University of Melbourne Thesis Research Project  
(MAP/CARD staff interview guide) 

 
 

 
Date: 
Name of Interviewer(s): 
Participant number: 
CARD Department: 
Name of person interviewed:   
Title of person interviewed: 
 
Program Impact 
 
(1)  Has USDA-MAP’s technical assistance continued under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(2)  If yes, how? Continue to (3).  
(3)  If no, why not? 
 
(3)  Has USDA-MAP’s technical assistance expanded under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(4)  If yes, how?  Continue to (6).  
(5)  If no, why not? 
 
(6)  Has USDA-MAP’s technical assistance improved under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(7)  If yes, how?  Continue to (9) 
(8)  If no, why not? 
 
(9)  Has USDA-MAP’s marketing assistance continued under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(10)  If yes, how?  Continue to (12).   
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(11)  If no, why not?   
 
(12)  Has USDA-MAP’s marketing assistance expanded under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(13)  If yes, how? Continue to (15).  
(14)  If no, why not?   
 
(15)  Has USDA-MAP’s marketing assistance improved under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(16)  If yes, how?  Continue to (18). 
(17)  If no, why not?  
 
(18)  Has USDA-MAP’s financial assistance continued under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(19)  If yes, how?  Continue to (21). 
(20)  If no, why not?   
 
(21)  Has USDA-MAP’s financial assistance expanded under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(22)  If yes, how?  Continue to (24).   
(23)  If no, why not?   
 
 
 
(24)  Has USDA-MAP’s financial assistance improved under CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(25)  If yes, how?  Continue to (27). 
(26)  If no, why not?   
 
**Below are a series of statements.  Please select one of the five choices provided 
that most closely corresponds to your opinion, and answer why.   
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Relevant Activities 
 
(27)  CARD provides more of the same type of assistance that USDA-MAP did. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(28)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?  Continue to (30).  
(29)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
(30)  CARD provides a different type of assistance than USDA-MAP did. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(31)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?  Continue to (33).  
(32)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
(33)  CARD provides better assistance than USDA-MAP did. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(34)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?  Continue to (36). 
(35)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
 
(36)  Working with CARD has helped businesses increase production. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(37)  If you agree or strongly agree, by what percentage? 
 
(38)  Working with CARD has helped businesses increase their marketing abilities. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(39)  If you agree or strongly agree,  how?   
(40)  If you agree or strongly agree, by what percentage?  Continue to (42).  
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(41)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
(42)  Working with CARD has allowed businesses to increase their incomes. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(43)  If you agree or strongly agree, what percent have their incomes increased?  
 
(44)  Working with CARD has created more jobs within its clients’ businesses.   
   

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(45)  If you agree or strongly agree, how many more jobs have been created per business?  
(46)  What work do these employees do? 
 
Systems Functioning Effectively 
 
(47)  USDA-MAP’s  policies, procedures, and regulations were effective.   
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(48)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?  Continue to (50).   
(49)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
(50)  CARD’s  policies, procedure, and regulations are effective. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(51)  If you agree, strongly agree, why? 
(52)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why? 
 
(53)  CARD is a better place to work than USDA-MAP 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(54)  If you agree, strongly agree, why? 
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(55)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why? 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research. 
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Appendix 5 MAP/CARD partners interview guide 
 

 
 

University of Melbourne Thesis Research Project  
(MAP/CARD partners interview guide) 

 
 

 
Date: 
Name of Interviewer(s): 
Participant number: 
Type of organization (Ministry/ASAU/NGO/development contractor): 
Name of organization: 
Name of person interviewed:  
Title of person interviewed: 
Location where organization works (Town/Village, Marz): 
 
(1)  Did your organization collaborate/partner with USDA-MAP? 
 

Yes No 
  
 
(2)  If yes, which of the following did USDA-MAP contribute? 
 

Type of assistance Yes/No 
(A)  Technical assistance  
(B)  Marketing assistance  
(C)  Financial assistance  
 
(3)  If yes, which of the following did your organization contribute? 
 

Type of assistance Yes/No 
(A)  Technical assistance  
(B)  Marketing assistance  
(C)  Financial assistance  
 
(4)  Does your organization collaborate/partner with CARD? 
 

Yes No 
  
(5)  If yes, which of the following does CARD contribute?  
 

Type of assistance Yes/No 
(A)  Technical assistance  
(B)  Marketing assistance  
(C)  Financial assistance  
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(6) If yes, which of the following does your organization contribute? 
 

Type of assistance Yes/No 
(A)  Technical assistance  
(B)  Marketing assistance  
(C)  Financial assistance  
 
**Below are a series of statements.  Please select one of the five choices provided 
that most closely corresponds to your opinion, and answer why.   
 
(7)  USDA-MAP collaboration with my organization had a positive impact. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(8)  If you agree or strongly agree, why? 
 
Please provide example(s).  Continue to (10).  
 
(9)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s).   
 
(10)  CARD collaboration with my organization has a positive impact. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(11)  If you agree or strongly agree, why? 
 
Please provide example(s).  Continue to (13).  
 
(12)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s). 
(13)  CARD collaboration/partnership with my organization has had the same positive 
impact than USDA-MAP collaboration/partnership had. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 
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(14)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?   
Please provide example(s). Continue to (16). 
 
(15)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s). 
 
(16)  CARD collaboration/partnership with my organization has had a greater positive 
impact than USDA-MAP collaboration/partnership had. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(17)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s).  Continue to (19). 
 
(18)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s). 
 
(19)  CARD provides more of the same type of collaboration/partnership than USDA-
MAP did. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(20)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s). Continue to (22). 
 
(21)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s).  
(22)  CARD provides a different type of collaboration/partnership than USDA-MAP did. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(23)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?   
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Please provide example(s).  Continue to (25). 
 
(24)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s).  
 
(25)  CARD provides better collaboration/partnership than USDA-MAP did. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(26)  If you agree or strongly agree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s).  Continue to (28) 
 
(27)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?   
 
Please provide example(s).   
 
(28)  Working with CARD has helped our joint client’s business increase production. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(29)  If you agree or strongly agree, by what percentage?   
 
 
 
 
(30)  Working with CARD has helped our joint client’s business increase its marketing 
abilities. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(31)  If you agree or strongly agree, how?  Please provide example(s).   
(32)  If you agree or strongly agree, by what percentage? Continue to (34).  
(33)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why? 
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(34)  Working with CARD has helped our joint clients increase their income. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(35)  If you agree or strongly agree, what percent has their income increased?   
 
(36)  Working with CARD has helped our joint clients create new jobs. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(37)  If you agree or strongly agree, how many more jobs have been created ? 
(38)  If you agree or strongly agree, what work do these employees do? 
 
(39)  When your organization worked with USDA-MAP, its policies, procedures, and 
regulations were effective.   
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(40)  If you agree or strongly agree, why? Continue to (42).   
(41)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  
 
(42)  When your organization works with CARD, its policies, procedure, and regulations 
are effective. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

     

 
(43)  If you agree, strongly agree, why? 
(44)  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why? 
 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research. 
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Appendix 6 MAP/CARD agribusiness interview guide 
 

University of Melbourne Thesis Research Project 
 (MAP/CARD agribusiness clients interview guide) 

Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ Ñ³Ù³Éë³ñ³Ý 
Ð»ï³½áï³Ï³Ý / Ã»ÏÝ³Íáõ³Ï³Ý ³ßË³ï³Ýù 

 
(MAP/CARD-Ç  Ñ»ï  Ñ³Ù³·áñÍ³ÏóáÕ 

³·ñáμÇ½Ý»ëÝ»ñÇ í»ñ³μ»ñÛ³É ) 
 

 
²Ùë³ÃÇí`/Date: 
Ð³ñó³½ñáõÛó í³ñáÕÇ(Ý»ñÇ) ³ÝáõÝÁ`/Name of Interviewer(s):   
Ø³ëÝ³ÏóÇ Ñ³Ù³ñÁ`/Participant Number:  
²ñ¹ÛáõÝ³μ»ñáõÃÛ³Ý  ë»ÏïáñÁ`/Industry Sector:  
Î³½Ù³Ï»ñåáõÃÛ³Ý ³Ýí³ÝáõÙÁ`/Name of Organization:  
Ð³ñó³½ñáõÛóÇÝ Ù³ëÝ³ÏóáÕÇ ³ÝáõÝÁ`/ Name of person interviewed:   
Ð³ñó³½ñáõÛóÇÝ Ù³ëÝ³ÏóáÕ ³ÝÓÇ å³ßïáÝÁ`/ Title of person interviewed:  
ì³ÛñÁ (ø³Õ³ù/¶ÛáõÕ, Ø³ñ½)`/ Location (Town/Village, Marz):   
 
(1)  Æ±Ýã ï»ë³ÏÇ ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ »ù ëï³ó»É USDA-MAP-Çó./ What type of 
assistance did you receive from USDA-MAP? 
 

²ç³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ý ï»ë³ÏÁ 
Type of assistance 

²Ûá 
Yes 

Àã 
No 

(³)  Ù³ëÝ³·Çï³Ï³Ý/ËáñÑñ¹³ïí³Ï³Ý 
³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ (A) Technical assistance 

  

(μ)  ÞáõÏ³Û³Ñ³ÝÙ³Ý ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ 
(B) Marketing assistance 

  

(·)  üÇÝ³Ýë³Ï³Ý ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ   
(C)  Financial assistance 

  

 
ÊÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ)./ Please provide example(s). 
 
(2)  Æ±Ýã ï»ë³ÏÇ ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ »ù ëï³ó»É CARD-Çó. 
What type of assistance have you received from CARD? 
 

²ç³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ý ï»ë³ÏÁ 
Type of assistance 

²Ûá 
Yes 

Àã 
No 

(³)  Ù³ëÝ³·Çï³Ï³Ý/ËáñÑñ¹³ïí³Ï³Ý 
³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ (A) Technical assistance 

  

(μ)  ÞáõÏ³Û³Ñ³ÝÙ³Ý ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ 
(B) Marketing assistance 

  

(·)  üÇÝ³Ýë³Ï³Ý ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ   
(C)  Financial assistance 

  

 
ÊÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ)./ Please provide example(s). 
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**êïáñ¨ Ýßí³Í »Ý ÙÇ ù³ÝÇ Ï³ñÍÇùÝ»ñ: ÊÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù ÁÝïñ»É ³ÛÝ 
ï³ñμ»ñ³ÏÁ, áñÝ ³Ù»Ý³ß³ïÝ ¿ Ñ³Ù³å³ï³ëË³ÝáõÙ ¿ Ò»ñ Ï³ñÍÇùÇÝ, ¨ 
å³ï³ëË³Ý»ù, Ã» ÇÝãáõ:    
 **Below are a series of statements.  Please select one of the five choices provided 
that most closely corresponds to your opinion, and answer why.   
 
(3)  USDA-MAP-Ç ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÁ ¹ñ³Ï³Ý ³½¹»óáõÃÛáõÝ ¿ áõÝ»ó»É ÇÙ μÇ½Ý»ëÇ 
íñ³. USDA-MAP assistance to my business had a positive impact. 
. 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
(4)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù  ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù,  ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (6). If you agree or 
strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s). Continue to (6).  
 
(5)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù  μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ). If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  
Please provide example(s).   
 
(6) CARD-Ç ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÁ ¹ñ³Ï³Ý ³½¹»óáõÃÛáõÝ ¿ áõÝ»ó»É ÇÙ μÇ½Ý»ëÇ íñ³.   
CARD assistance to my business has a positive impact. 

 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
(7)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù,  ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (9). )  If you agree 
or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s). Continue to (9). 
 
(8)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù  μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ). If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  
Please provide example(s).  
 
(9)  CARD-Ç ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÁ ÝáõÛÝ ¹ñ³Ï³Ý ³½¹»óáõÃÛáõÝÝ ¿ áõÝ»ó»É ÇÙ 
ÁÝÏ»ñáõÃÛ³Ý íñ³, ÇÝã USDA-MAP-ÇÝÁ.  CARD assistance to my business has had 
the same positive impact that USDA-MAP assistance had to my business. 
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μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
(10)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù,  ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (12).  If you agree 
or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s). Continue to (12). 
 
(11)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ). If you disagree or strongly disagree, why? 
Please provide example(s).   
 
(12)  CARD-Ç ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÁ ÇÙ ÁÝÏ»ñáõÃÛ³Ý íñ³ áõÝ»ó»É ¿ ³í»ÉÇ Ù»Í 
³½¹»óáõÃÛáõÝ, ù³Ý USDA-MAP-ÇÝÁ. CARD assistance to my business has had a 
greater positive impact than USDA-MAP assistance had to my business.  
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
(13)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù,  ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (15).  If you agree 
or strongly agree, why? Please provide example(s). Continue to (15). 
 
(14)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ). If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  
Please provide example(s).  
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(15)  CARD-Á Ù³ïáõóáõÙ ¿ ÝÙ³Ý³ïÇå  ³í»ÉÇ Ù»Í ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝ, ù³Ý USDA-
MAP-Á. 
CARD provides more of the same type of assistance than USDA-MAP did. 
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
(16) ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù  ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (18).  If you agree 
or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s). Continue to (18). 
 
(17)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ). If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  
Please provide example(s).    
  
(18)  CARD-Á Ù³ïáõóáõÙ ¿ ³í»ÉÇ μ³½Ù³½³Ý ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ý ï»ë³ÏÝ»ñ , ù³Ý 
USDA-MAP-Á. 
CARD provides a different type of assistance than USDA-MAP did. 
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
(19)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù  ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (21). If you agree 
or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s). Continue to (21).  
 
(20)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù  μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ). If you disagree or strongly disagree, why? 
Please provide example(s).    
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(21)  CARD-Ç ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÁ  ³í»ÉÇ ³ñ¹ÛáõÝ³í»ï ¿  ù³Ý USDA-MAP-ÇÝ. 
CARD provides better assistance than USDA-MAP did. 
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
 (22)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù  ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù,  ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (24).  If you agree 
or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s).  Continue to (24).   
 
(23)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).   If you disagree or strongly disagree, 
why?  Please provide example(s).  
 
(24) CARD-Ç Ñ»ï ³ßË³ï³ÝùÁ Ýå³ëï»É ¿ ÇÙ ÁÝÏ»ñáõÃÛ³Ý ³ñï³¹ñáõÃÛ³Ý 
Í³í³ÉÝ»ñÇ ³í»É³óÙ³ÝÁ.  Working with CARD has helped my business increase 
production. 
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

  
 
(25)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝã ïáÏáëáí/ ã³÷áí ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  If you agree or strongly 
agree, by what percentage?  Please provide example(s).   
 
(26) CARD-Ç Ñ»ï ³ßË³ï³ÝùÁ ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛáõÝ ïí»ó Ù»Í³óÝ»É ÇÙ μÇ½Ý»ëÇ  
ßáõÏ³Û³Ñ³ÝÙ³Ý ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ.  Working with CARD has helped my 
business increase its marketing abilities. 
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 
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 (27)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãå»ë ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).   If you agree or strongly agree,  how?  
Please provide example(s).  
 
(28)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝã ïáÏáëáí/ ã³÷áí. Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (30).  If you agree or strongly 
agree, by what percentage?  Continue to (30).   
 
(29)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù ËÇëï Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù Ýß»É` 
ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  
Please provide example(s). 
 
(30)  CARD-Ç Ñ»ï ³ßË³ï³ÝùÁ  ÇÝÓ û·Ý»É ¿ ³í»É³óÝ»É ÇÙ »Ï³ÙáõïÁ. 
Working with CARD has allowed me to increase my income. 
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
 (31)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝã ïáÏáëáí ¿ ³í»É³ó»É Ó»ñ »Ï³ÙáõïÁ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  If 
you agree or strongly agree, what percent has your income increased? Please provide 
example(s).  
 
(32)  CARD-Ç Ñ»ï ³ßË³ï»Éáõ ßÝáñÑÇí ³í»É³ó»É »Ý ÇÙ ÁÝÏ»ñáõÃÛ³Ý 
³ßË³ï³ï»Õ»ñÁ.  
Working with CARD has created more jobs within my business. 
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
 (33)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ù³ÝÇ  Ýáñ ³ßË³ï³ï»Õ»ñ »Ý ëï»ÕÍí»É Ò»ñ ÁÝÏ»ñáõÃÛáõÝáõÙ. If you 
agree or strongly agree, how many more jobs have been created within your business?  
  
(34)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝã ³ßË³ï³Ýù »Ý Ï³ï³ñáõÙ ïíÛ³É ³ßË³ïáÕÝ»ñÁ.  If you agree or 
strongly agree, what work do these employees do?  
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(35)  ºñμ »ë ³ßË³ïáõÙ ¿Ç USDA-MAP -Ç Ñ»ï, Çñ»Ýó Ï³ÝáÝÝ»ñÁ ¨ 
·áñÍ»É³Ï»ñåÁ ³ñ¹ÛáõÝ³í»ï ¿ÇÝ. When I worked with USDA-MAP, its policies, 
procedures, and regulations were effective.   
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
 (36)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù  ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨  Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ). Þ³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÃÛáõÝÁ (38).  If you agree 
or strongly agree, why?  Please provide example(s). Continue to (38).   
 
(37)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).  If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  
Please provide example(s).  
(38)  ºñμ »ë ³ßË³ïáõÙ ¿Ç CARD -Ç Ñ»ï, Çñ»Ýó Ï³ÝáÝÝ»ñÁ, 
ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ  ¨ ·áñÍ»É³Ï»ñåÁ ³ñ¹ÛáõÝ³í»ï ¿ÇÝ.  When I work with 
CARD, its policies, procedure, and regulations are effective. 
 
μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù  
Strongly 
Disagree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Disagree 

à'ã Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ 
»Ù, á'ã 

Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»Ù
Neither disagree 

nor agree 

Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Agree 

ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Strongly agree 

     

 
(39)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù Ï³Ù  ÙÇ³Ý·³Ù³ÛÝ Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ).   If you agree, strongly agree, why?  
Please provide example(s).   
 
(40)  ºÃ» Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù Ï³Ù  μ³ó³ñÓ³Ï  Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ ã»ù, ³å³ ËÝ¹ñáõÙ »Ýù 
Ýß»É` ÇÝãáõ ¨ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»É ûñÇÝ³Ï(Ý»ñ). If you disagree or strongly disagree, why?  
Please provide example(s). 
 
Is there any type of assistance you would like CARD to provide you that you have not 
received before?  Do you have any recommendations on how CARD can improve its 
assistance? 
 
ÞÝáñÑ³Ï³ÉáõÃÛáõÝ Ù»ñ Ñ³ñóÙ³ÝÁ Ù³ëÝ³Ïó»Éáõ Ñ³Ù³ñ.  Thank you for your 
participation in this research. 
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Appendix 7 Plain Language Statement in English 
 

 
 

The University of Melbourne 
School of Philosophy, Anthropology, and Social Inquiry (PASI) 

 
PLAIN LANGUAGE STATEMENT 

 
 

Research Project Title: 
Aid Project Exit Strategies:  Building strong sustainable institutions 

 
 
My name is Jeffrey Engels and I am a PhD candidate at the University of Melbourne in 
the School of Philosophy, Anthropology, and Social Inquiry (SPASI).  My research is 
being supervised by Dr. Michael Webber and I have received funding for this fieldwork 
through the University of Melbourne.   
 
My research examines international aid project exit strategies.  It will explore the 
conditions necessary to successfully complete an aid project hand over to a local 
institution created and managed by local Armenian project staff.  For this reason I would 
like to interview people involved with or affected by the USDA Marketing Assistance 
Project (MAP) hand over to the Center for Agribusiness & Rural Development (CARD).  
The data that I will collect will form the basis of my PhD thesis. If you agree to 
participate, you will be requested to spare about 45 minutes, during which time we will 
discuss these issues.  With your permission, I will take notes during the interview so that 
I can refer back to these later.  Participation in this research is completely VOLUNTARY 
and CONFIDENTIAL.  Please be advised that should you wish to withdraw at any stage 
you are free to do so without prejudice.   
 
This research project has received approval from the University of Melbourne’s Human 
Ethics Committee. Only the researchers involved in this project (myself and my 
supervisors) will know what information you provide.  We intend to protect your 
anonymity and the confidentiality of your responses to the fullest possible extent, within 
the limits of the law.  Your name and contact details will be kept in a separate, pass-word 
protected computer file from any data that you supply. In the final thesis, you will be 
referred to by a pseudonym.  Any references to personal information that might allow 
someone to guess your identity will be removed; however, you should note that as the 
number of people being interviewed is very small, it is possible that someone may still be 
able to identify you.  
 
The information you provide will be stored securely at PASI for at least five years 
following the publication of my results, before being safely destroyed.   
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Once the thesis arising from this research has been completed, a brief summary of the 
findings will be available upon direct request to me.  Also, a copy of the thesis once 
completed will be available in the University of Melbourne Bailleau Library.  The results 
will also be presented at academic conferences. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact either myself or my 
supervisor at the University of Melbourne (details below). If you have any concerns 
about the conduct of this research project, you are welcome to contact the Executive 
Officer, Human Research Ethics, the University of Melbourne 
(www.research.unimelb.edu.au, tel: 61.3.8344.2073; fax: 61.3.9347.6739).   
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
Jeffrey E. Engels 
PhD Candidate 
School of Philosophy, Anthropology, & Social Inquiry 
The University of Melbourne 
Carlton, Victoria, AUSTRALIA 
Tel:  61.3.8888.7506 
j.engels@pgrad.unimelb.edu.au 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dr. Michael Webber 
Supervisor 
School of Resource Management & Geography 
221 Bouverie Sreet 
The University of Melbourne 
Carlton, Victoria, AUSTRALIA 
Tel:  61.3.8344.3171 
michaeljwebber@gmail.com  
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Appendix 8 Plain Language Statement in Armenian 

 
 

 
Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ Ð³Ù³Éë³ñ³Ý 

öÇÉÇëá÷³ÛáõÃÛ³Ý, Ø³ñ¹³μ³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ êáóÇáÉá·Ç³Ï³Ý 
Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ¹åñáó 

 
Ð³ÏÇñ× ÝÏ³ñ³·Çñ  

(Plain Language Statement) 
 

Ð»ï³½áïáõÃÛ³Ý Ý³Ë³·ÍÇ ³Ýí³ÝáõÙÁ: 
ºÉùÇ é³½Ù³í³ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ: Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ¹»åùÁ Ñ»ïëáí»ï³Ï³Ý ßñç³ÝáõÙ 

 
ÆÙ ³ÝáõÝÁ æ»ýñÇ ¾Ý·»Éë ¿, »ë ·ÇïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ã»ÏÝ³Íáõ »Ù Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ 

Ð³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÇ öÇÉÇëá÷³ÛáõÃÛ³Ý, Ø³ñ¹³μ³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ êáóÇ³É³Ï³Ý 
Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ý³ÏáõÉï»ïáõÙ: ÆÙ Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÁ Õ»Ï³í³ñáõÙ ¿ 
åñáý»ëáñ ØÇù³Û»É ì»μ»ñÁ, ¨ ³Ûë Ý³Ë³·ÍÇ Ñ³Ù³ñ ÇÝÓ Ñáí³Ý³íáñáõÙ ¿ Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ 
Ð³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÁ:      
 

ÆÙ Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÁ í»ñ³μ»ñáõÙ ¿ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ û·ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ý³Ë³·Í»ñÇ »ÉùÇ 
é³½Ù³í³ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇÝ: ²ÛÝ å»ïù ¿ μ³ó³Ñ³ÛïÇ û·ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Íñ³·ñ»ñÁ μ³ñ»Ñ³çáÕ 
Ï»ñåáí ³í³ñï»Éáõ Ñ³Ù³ñ ³ÝÑñ³Å»ßï å³ÛÙ³ÝÝ»ñÁ, áñáÝù Çñ³Ï³Ý³óíáõÙ »Ý 
Ñ³ÛÏ³Ï³Ý ³ÝÓÝ³Ï³½ÙÇ ßÝáñÑÇí Ï³é³í³ñíáÕ ÙÇ Ï³½Ù³Ï»ñåáõÃÛ³Ý ÏáÕÙÇó: ²Û¹ 
ÇëÏ å³ï×³éáí »ë Ïó³ÝÏ³Ý³ÛÇ Ñ³ñó³½ñáõÛó ³ÝóÏ³óÝ»É ³ÛÝ Ù³ñ¹Ï³Ýó Ñ»ï, 
áíù»ñ ³éÝãáõÃÛáõÝ »Ý áõÝ»ó»É ²ØÜ ·ÛáõÕ¹»å³ñï³Ù»ÝïÇ Ù³ñù»ÃÇÝ·Ç 
³ç³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ý Íñ³·ñÇ (MAP) Ñ»ï, áñÝ ³ÛÅÙ í»ñ³Ó¨³íáñí»É ¿  ¨ ³Ýí³Ý³Ïáãí»É 
²·ñáμÇ½Ý»ëÇ ¨  ·ÛáõÕÇ  ½³ñ·³óÙ³Ý Ï»ÝïñáÝ: îíÛ³ÉÝ»ñÁ, áñáÝù »ë å»ïù ¿ 
Ñ³í³ù»Ù, ÑÇÙù »Ý ¹³éÝ³Éáõ ÇÙ ·Çï³Ï³Ý Ã»½Ç Ñ³Ù³ñ: ºÃ» ¸áõù Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »ù 
Ù³ëÝ³Ïó»É, ³å³ å»ïù ¿ Ñ³ïÏ³óÝ»ù Ùáï 45 ñáå»: Ò»ñ ÃáõÛÉïíáõÃÛ³Ùμ, »ë å»ïù 
¿ ÝßáõÙÝ»ñ Ï³ï³ñ»Ù Ñ³ñó³½ñáõÛóÇ Å³Ù³Ý³Ï, áñå»ë½Ç Ñ»ï³·³ÛáõÙ Ï³ñáÕ³Ý³Ù 
³Ý¹ñ³¹³éÝ³É ¹ñ³Ýó: Ø³ëÝ³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÁ ³Ûë Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛ³ÝÁ ÉÇáíÇÝ Ï³Ù³íáñ ¿ ¨ 
Ò»ñ ³ÝáõÝÁ »ñμ»ù ãÇ ÝßíÇ ï»Õ»Ï³ïíáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ»ï Ï³åí³Í: Ð³í³ï³ó³Í »Õ»ù, áñ 
¹áõù Ï³ñáÕ »Ý Ññ³Å³ñí»É Ù³ëÝ³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÇó , »ñμ áñ Ï³Ù»Ý³ù:   
 

²Ûë Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛ³Ý Íñ³·ÇñÁ Ñ³í³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý ¿ ³ñÅ³Ý³ó»É Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ 
Ñ³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÇ Ø³ñ¹Ï³ÛÇÝ ¿ÃÇÏ³ÛÇ ÎáÙÇï»Ç ÏáÕÙÇó: ØÇ³ÛÝ ³Ûë Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛ³Ý 
Ù»ç ÁÝ¹·ñÏí³ÍÝ»ñÁ (»ë áõ ÇÙ Õ»Ï³í³ñÝ»ñÁ) ÏÇÙ³Ý³Ý Ò»ñ ÏáÕÙÇó ïñí³Í 
ï»Õ»ÏáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ù³ëÇÝ: Ò»ñ å³ï³ëË³ÝÝ»ñÇ  ·³ÕïÝÇáõÃÛáõÝÁ Ïå³Ñå³ÝíÇ 
ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛ³Ý ¨  ûñ»ÝùÇ ë³ÑÙ³ÝÝ»ñáõÙ: Ò»ñ ³ÝáõÝÁ  ¨ Ó»ñ Ï³½Ù³Ï»ñåáõÃÛ³Ý 
Ù³Ýñ³Ù³ëÝ»ñÁ å³Ñí»Éáõ »Ý ³é³ÝÓÇÝ Ñ³ïáõÏ ·³ÕïÝÇ Ïá¹áí å³ßå³Ýí³Í 
Ñ³Ù³Ï³ñ·ã³ÛÇÝ ÷³ëï³ÃÕÃáõÙ` Ò»ñ ÏáÕÙÇó ïñ³Ù³¹ñ³Í ïíÛ³ÉÝ»ñÇó ½³ï: 
ì»ñçÝ³Ï³Ý ¹ñáõÛÃáõÙ Ó»½ ÏïñíÇ Ï»ÕÍ³ÝáõÝ: ²ÝÓÝ³Ï³Ý ï»Õ»ÏáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ù³ëÇÝ 
μáÉáñ ³ÛÝ ïíÛ³ÉÝ»ñÁ, áñáÝù ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛáõÝ Ïï³Ý ·áõß³Ï»É Ò»ñ ÇÝùÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ, 
Ïí»ñ³óí»Ý:  

²ÛÝáõ³Ù»Ý³ÛÝÇí, ¸áõù å»ïù ¿ ÇÙ³Ý³ù, áñ Ñ³ñó³½ñáõÛóÇÝ Ù³ëÝ³ÏóáÕÝ»ñÇ 
÷áùñ ÃíÇ å³ï×³éáí ÑÝ³ñ³íáñ ¿, áñ áñ¨¿ Ù»ÏÁ ×³Ý³ãÇ Ò»ñ ÇÝùÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ:  
 

Ò»ñ ÏáÕÙÇó ïñí³Í ï»Õ»ÏáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ å³Ñí»Éáõ »Ý öÇÉÇëá÷³ÛáõÃÛ³Ý, 
Ø³ñ¹³μ³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ êáóÇ³É³Ï³Ý Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ý³ÏáõÉï»ïáõÙ ÇÙ Ã»½Ç 
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ïå³·ñáõÃÛ³ÝÁ Ñ³çáñ¹áÕ Ýí³½³·áõÛÝÁ ÑÇÝ· ï³ñí³ ÁÝÃ³óùáõÙÙ áñÇó Ñ»ïá 
¹ñ³Ýù ÏáãÝã³óí»Ý:   
  

²Ûë Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ íñ³ ÑÇÙÝí³Í Ã»½Ç ³í³ñïÇó Ñ»ïá Ï³ñáÕ »ù 
ÇÝÓ³ÝÇó ëï³Ý³É ÝÛáõÃÇ Ñ³Ù³éáï ³Ù÷á÷Á, »Ã» áõÕÇÕ ¹ÇÙ»ù ÇÝÓ ³Û¹ 
Ï³å³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ùμ: Â»½Ç ÏñÏÝûñÇÝ³ÏÁ ÑÝ³ñ³íáñ ÏÉÇÝÇ Ó»éù μ»ñ»É Ý³¨ Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ 
´³ÛÉ³áõ Ð³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÇ ·ñ³¹³ñ³ÝÇó: îíÛ³ÉÝ»ñÁ Ý³¨ ÏÝ»ñÏ³Û³óí»Ý Ý³¨ 
ÏáÝý»ñ³ÝëÝ»ñÇ Å³Ù³Ý³Ï: 
 

ºÃ» ¸áõù áõÝ»ù Ñ³ñó»ñ Ï³Ù ³ÝÑ³Ý·ëïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ, Ï³ñáÕ »ù ³½³ï Ï³å 
Ñ³ëï³ï»É ÇÙ Ï³Ù ÇÙ Õ»Ï³í³ñÝ»ñÇ Ñ»ï Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ Ð³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝáõÙ 
(Ù³Ýñ³Ù³ëÝ»ñÁ` ëïáñ¨): ºÃ» ¸áõù áõÝ»ù ³ÝÑ³Ý·ëïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ` Ï³åí³Í ³Ûë 
áõëáõÙÝ³ëÇñáõÃÛ³Ý Íñ³·ñÇ Õ»Ï³í³ñÙ³Ý Ñ»ï, Ï³ñáÕ »ù Ï³å Ñ³ëï³ï»É 
Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ Ð³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÇ Ø³ñ¹³μ³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý àõëáõÙÝ³ëÇñáõÃÛ³Ý Ð»ï³½áïáõÃÛ³Ý 
·áñÍ³¹Çñ ³ßË³ïáÕÇ Ñ»ï` (www.research.unimelb.edu.au, tel: 61.3.8344.2073; fax: 
61.3.9347.6739): 
 
ÞÝáñÑ³Ï³ÉáõÃÛáõÝ 
 
æ»ýñÇ ¾Ý·»Éë 
¹áÏïáñ³Ï³Ý Ã»½Ç Ã»ÏÝ³Íáõ 
öÇÉÇëá÷³ÛáõÃÛ³Ý, Ø³ñ¹³μ³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ êáóÇ³É³Ï³Ý ·ÇïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ý³ÏáõÉï»ï 
Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ Ñ³Ù³Éë³ñ³Ý 
Î³ñÉïáÝ, ìÇÏïáñÇ³, ²íëïñ³ÉÇ³ 
Ñ»é:  61.3.8888.7506 
j.engels@pgrad.unimelb.edu.au 
 
 
 
Dr. Michael Webber, Supervisor 
School of Resource Management & Geography 
221 Bouverie Sreet 
The University of Melbourne 
Carlton, Victoria, AUSTRALIA 
Tel:  61.3.8344.3171 
michaeljwebber@gmail.com  
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Appendix 9 Consent Form in English and Armenian 
 

Ø»ÉμáõñÝÇ Ð³Ù³Éë³ñ³Ý 
öÇÉÇëá÷³ÛáõÃÛ³Ý, Ø³ñ¹³μ³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ êáóÇáÉá·Ç³Ï³Ý 

Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ý³ÏáõÉï»ï 
 

             Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ³·Çñ (Consent Form)
Ð»ï³½áïáõÃÛ³Ý Ý³Ë³·ÍÇ ³Ýí³ÝáõÙÁ: ºÉùÇ é³½Ù³í³ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ: 

Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ¹»åùÁ Ñ»ïëáí»ï³Ï³Ý  ßñç³ÝáõÙ 
 

Ø³ëÝ³ÏóÇ ³ÝáõÝÁ` (Name of Participant): 
Ð»ï³½áïáÕÇ ³ÝáõÝÁ` (Researchers):   æ»ýñÇ ¾Ý·»Éë  (Ã»ÏÝ³Íáõ ) (Engels) , 

¸áÏïáñ ØÇù³Û»É ì»μ»ñ (Õ»Ï³í³ñ) (Webber) 
 
• ÆÝÓ μ³ó³ïñ»É »Ý í»ñáÝßÛ³É Íñ³·ñÇ 
Ù³Ýñ³Ù³ëÝ»ñÁ, ¨ »ë Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù 
Ù³ëÝ³Ïó»É ¹ñ³Ý: ºë ëï³ó»É »Ù  
Íñ³·ñÇ Ñ³ÏÇñ× ÝÏ³ñ³·ÇñÁ, áñï»Õ  
Ý»ñÏ³Û³óí³Í »Ý  Íñ³·ñÇ Ã»Ù³Ý»ñÁ 
• Ð³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ »Ù, áñ Ñ»ï³½áïáÕÁ 
Ñ³ñó³½ñáõÛóÇ ¨ ùÝÝ³ñÏáõÙÝ»ñÇ 
Å³Ù³Ý³Ï ·ñ³éáõÙÝ»ñ Ï³ï³ñÇ: 
• î»Õ»Ï³óí³Í »Ù, áñ ÇÙ ïñ³Ù³¹ñ³Í 
ï»Õ»ÏáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ  Ñ»ï³½áï³Ï³Ý 
³ßË³ï³ÝùÇ Ñ³Ù³ñ »Ý: 
• î»Õ»Ï³óí³Í »Ù, áñ ÇÙ ÏáÕÙÇó 
ïñ³Ù³¹ñí³Í ï»Õ»ÏáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ 
·³ÕïÝÇáõÃÛáõÝÁ »ñ³ßË³íáñíáõÙ ¿ 
ûñ»ÝùÇ ë³ÑÙ³ÝÝ»ñáõÙ: î»Õ»Ï³óí³Í 
»Ù Ý³¨, áñ ó³ÝÏ³ó³Í ïå³·ñáõÃÛ³Ý 
Å³Ù³Ý³Ï ÇÙ ³Ýí³Ý ÷áË³ñ»Ý 
Ïû·ï³·áñÍíÇ Ï»ÕÍ³ÝáõÝ, ë³Ï³ÛÝ 
Ñ³ñóíáÕÝ»ñÇ ÷áùñ ÃíÇ å³ï×³éáí 
ÑÝ³ñ³íáñ ¿, áñ áñ¨¿ Ù»ÏÁ ×³Ý³ãÇ ÇÝÓ 
Áëï ïñ³Ù³¹ñí³Í ï»Õ»Ï³ïíáõÃÛ³Ý: 
• Ð³ëÏ³ÝáõÙ »Ù, áñ ³Ûë 
Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛ³ÝÁ Ù³ëÝ³Ïó»ÉÁ 
Ï³Ù³íáñ ¿, ¨ »ë Ï³ñáÕ »Ù ÁÝ¹Ñ³ï»É 
ÇÙ Ù³ëÝ³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÁ ó³ÝÏ³ó³Í å³ÑÇ:
• î»Õ»Ï³óí³Í »Ù, áñ ëïáñ³·ñ»Éáõó ¨ 
í»ñ³¹³ñÓÝ»Éáõó Ñ»ïá ³Ûë 
Ñ³Ù³Ó³ÛÝ³·ÇñÁ Ïû·ï³·áñÍíÇ 
Ñ»ï³½áïáÕÇ ÏáÕÙÇó: 

 
• I consent to participate in the project 

named above, the details of which have 
been explained to me.  

• I have received a Plan Language Statement 
outlining the themes of the research 
project. 

• I consent to the researcher taking notes 
during interviews and discussions. I 
understand that the information I disclose 
is for the purposes of academic research. I 
have been informed that the confidentiality 
of the information I provide will be 
safeguarded subject to any legal 
requirements. 

• I understand a pseudonym will be used as a 
replacement for my name in any 
publication. I also understand that due to 
the small number of people being 
interviewed, it is possible that someone 
might be able to identify me. 

• I understand that participation in this 
research is completely voluntary and that I 
am free to withdraw at any stage.  

• I am aware that once this consent form is 
signed and returned, it will be retained by 
the researcher.  

 

Ø³ëÝ³ÏóÇ ëïáñ³·ñáõÃÛáõÝÁ`/²Ùë³ÃÇíÁ`, (Signature of the Participant/Date)  
Ð»ï³½áïáÕÇ ëïáñ³·ñáõÃÛáõÝÁ`/²Ùë³ÃÇíÁ` (Signature of the Researcher/Date) 
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