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I. Executive Summary  
 
 
 

i. Project Data  
Between 1 November 2009 and 28 February 2011 (including a four-month extension), 
Freedom House coordinated a 12-month project called: Leadership for accountable 
governance



2 | P a g e  
 

In evaluating the relevance of the project, the evaluator also looked at the gender 
appropriateness of the training materials and any obvious political bias, as well as how these 
were checked by project management.  
 
In exploring the project’s effectiveness
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 After carefully reviewing the training content and programmes, the evaluator 
believes that insufficient attention was paid to the gender appropriateness of the training 
materials and there were no checks in place to rectify this. 

 
 The evaluator was particularly concerned that insufficient attention was paid 

to political and indeed racial tensions that might reasonably be expected to occur in 
groups that brought together people from 10 African nations. Some of the training materials 
exhibited poor judgement in relation to comments about political leaders, and some 
respondents said this was “uncomfortable”. 

 
 Despite these weaknesses, the training component was generally well 

received by participants and in some cases clearly had a positive impact. 
 
 It is clear that financial planning and management was weak, and that this 

had a serious negative impact on project activity and the likelihood of the project achieving its 
objectives. The evaluator was particularly concerned that consultants and participants were 
led to believe that there was a shortage of funds when, in fact, adequate funds had been 
provided but had not been appropriately allocated. The evaluator concluded that the 
allocation of funds between headquarters support costs and project-related staff and 
activities in-country was unbalanced.  
 

 Given weaknesses in project design and the fact that the budget was handled 
in such a way that funds for project activities had to be cut, it appears that no attempt was 
made during the life of the project to draw reliable lessons, positive and negative, and in 
particular at times when there were clearly challenges facing those implementing the project 
but still time to re-think plans (for example, relocating later training sessions and the alumni 
event to a venue where costs would be lower). 

 
 Mixed responses from participants suggest that there has been inadequate 

and inconsistent follow-up of the alumni network, which has potential but needs guidance 
and structure. Since there is currently no staff or budget allocation for maintaining and 
managing the network, it is entirely dependent on the enthusiasm of current members. 

 
 There seems to be a lack of clarity and vision for the future of the AIGI 

and of strategies for achieving sustainability, specifically as an independent African 
initiative. Although there are documents outlining the vision and conceptual basis of the 
initiative, there appear to be no concrete strategies for ensuring its future. 

 
 The project had a positive impact on some participants both professionally and 

personally, however overall it represents poor value for money for UNDEF taking into 
account the high cost, relatively small number of participants, lack of strategies for broader 
engagement and inadequate outcomes. 
 
 

iv. Recommendations 
 
For Freedom House 

 In light of the several and different areas of weakness in project design, there 
is clearly a need to review how projects are designed. Particular attention needs to be paid 
to a number of specific areas: strategic links between different components of the project 
and how these links lead to desired objectives; gender appropriateness of materials and 
outputs as well as actions; relationship between the budget and project activities; and 
monitoring and evaluation both during the project and when activities have been 
completed.  
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I. Introduction and development context  
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facilitators. Once responses were received, there was follow-up with selected respondents by 
various means. 
 
Freedom House provided the evaluator with the email addresses of 41 participants in the 
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The most recent USAID Afrobarometer survey exercise suggested that, although between 50 
and 69 per cent of citizens in the countries of southern Africa supported democracy, many 
did not know what it means. While the most common response to the question “What does 
democracy mean to you”, for example, was “civil liberties”, the second most frequent 



8 | P a g e  
 

II. Project strategy 
 
 
 

i. Project approach and strategy 
To achieve its primary objective, the strategy comprised four main components: 

 Training and mentoring of 44 women and men (aged 20 – 36) identified as potential 
future leaders; 

 Support to these 44 participants to implement modest “personal reform” projects in 
their home institutions or communities; 

 Integration of the 44 participants into an existing alumni network (a component of the 
AIGI); 

 Evaluation of the reform projects with a view to identifying good practice and 
replicable initiatives.  

 
The development objectives and the actions and outcomes leading to them are outlined in 
the logframe diagram that follows: 
 
 

ii. Logical framework 
 

  
  
 
Revision of 
the AIGI 
curriculum 
for 
participants 
in southern 
Africa. 

Young 
governmen
t and civil 
society 
profession
als exhibit 
traits of 
ethical 
leadership. 

Developme
nt of a 
network of 
emerging 
governme
nt, private 
sector and 
civil 
society 
leaders in 
Africa to 
bolster 
their 
shared 
commitme
nt to 
democratic 
governanc
e in the 
region and 
to 
reinforce 
each 
other’s 
efforts 
(constitute
d as the 
AIGI). 
 

A critical 
mass of 
young 
governme
nt and 
civil 
society 
leaders 
who will 
be 
equipped 
to forge 
progress 
in making 
state 
institution
s more 
competent
, 
transparen
t and 
accountab
le. 

Training of 
44 identified 
potential 
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Support to 
44 “personal 
reform” 
projects. 
(Not 
completed) 
 

Young 
leaders 
effect 
change in 
their 
immediate 
environment
s. 

Implemente
d reform 
projects in 
the young 
leaders’ 
institution 
or 
community 
that make 
public 
policies 
more 
responsive 
to citizens 
and 
strengthen 
the ability of 
citizens to 
hold their 
government
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Participation of two trainees from Zimbabwe funded from other source, 
and 
Shortfall in participation rate from 45 to 44  

USD 6,690 

Intended purchase of equipment and software not undertaken USD 7,000 

Reform project grants not given USD 15,000 

Lessons-learned exercise of reform projects not undertaken  USD 11,000 

TOTAL not spent from original budget allocation: USD 36,690 

 
Freedom House staff salaries and associated staff costs seem to have taken up a 
disproportionate amount of the budget. Some of these related to headquarters staff not 
directly involved in project activities: 
 
Washington HQ staff salaries USD 33,111 
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have a reform project”; “There has not been much change for me because I was already 
politically active”. 
 
This finding relates to Conclusions 1 and 7. 
 

 Activities 
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the active network members already use a Facebook site to keep in touch. The challenge, 
obviously, is maintaining the motivation of those who will not engage without ‘prompts’. The 
respondents were very aware of this. One noted that, “Freedom House and AIGI have been 
very quiet”, another suggested that, “If you plant a seed, you need to water it!”. 
 
The project design also included a two-day Alumni Event, however the respondents were not 
aware that such an event had taken place. In fact, it was designed to bring together only 
selected participants with alumni from earlier training courses (total 16 attendees) in order to 
take stock of progress and share ideas on next steps. This is in itself a relevant initiative, 
however it was also a missed opportunity since the 44 participants in the UNDEF-supported 
project never met (they had been divided into three groups for the three separate trainings), 
making bringing them together into a network more difficult. 
 
These observations contribute to Conclusions 8 and 9. 
 

 Negative impacts 
There were some negative outcomes of the project. In one case it is clear that participation in 
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V. Recommendations  
 
 
 

For Freedom House 
i.  (Based on Conclusions 1, 2 and 7): There is a need to review how projects 

are designed 
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ANNEXES 
 

Annex 1: Evaluation questions  
 
General evaluation question categories 

DAC 
criterion 

Evaluation Question Related sub-questions 

Relevance To what extent was the 
project, as designed and 
implemented, suited to 
context and needs at the 
beneficiary, local, and 
national levels? 

 Were the objectives of the project in line with the needs and 
priorities for democratic development, given the context?  

 Should another project strategy have been preferred rather 
than the one implemented to better reflect those needs, 
priorities, and context? Why?  

 Were risks appropriately identified by the projects? How 
appropriate are/were the strategies developed to deal with 
identified risks? Was the project overly risk-averse? 

Effectiveness To what extent was the 
project, as implemented, 
able to achieve 
objectives and goals?



http://www.freedomhouse.org/
http://www.fordfoundation.org/regions/southern-africa/
http://www.eisa.org.za/
http://www.panos.org.zm/
http://www.misa.org/
http://sa.usaid.gov/southern-africa
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Annex 3: People Interviewed  
 

 
Aleta Musvoto Programme Officer South Africa, Freedom 

House 
Johannesburg 

Jeff Smith Programme Coordinator, Freedom House Washington DC 

Mandla Hlatshwayo Consultant trainer,  
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Annex 4: Acronyms  
 
 


