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 This study aims to evaluate the perception of major stakeholders on factors causing International 
Development Project (IDP) failure in the context of Afghanistan. The study adopts a quantitative 
cross-sectional survey research design. Thirty significant IDP failure factors included in the ques-
tionnaire were identified and shortlisted through literature reviews and validated by experts and 
IDP management practitioners. The survey was conducted using a structured questionnaire to in-
vestigate the most significant IDP failure factors, and various statistical tools were employed to 
evaluate the perception of the survey respondents. RII was used to examine the relative importance 
index of each failure factor. The failure factors were then grouped into five categories: Financial 
constraints, Ineffective recruitment, External forces, Project leadership, and Project management 
practices using EFA. The findings of the study will help the international development community 
and their IDP implementing partners, INGOs and project management practitioners manage IDPs 
proactively and mitigate the risks of project failure. It will also contribute to the IDP management 
body of knowledge. The research is the first of its kind to examine the critical factors causing IDP 
failure in Afghanistan. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 

 

International development projects (IDPs) are sponsored and implemented with the sole purpose of poverty alleviation, im-
proving people's living conditions, and fostering economic growth in developing nations. They have become an effective 
means by which development aid is used to facilitate and achieve national growth. The lack of socio-economic development 
in developing countries, especially those that have experienced decades of civil war, armed conflicts, and political instability, 
calls for focused and deliberate aid from the international community. The deteriorating living conditions and the existence 
of a considerable gap in the managerial, technological, and political environments of developing countries compared to those 
of developed countries have convinced most of the world's governments and multilateral institutions to place a high priority 
on development initiatives and interventions in these nations. Thus, international financial institutions, intergovernmental 
organizations and agencies, and the United Nations Organization allocate a significant number of resources to support devel-
opment activities in developing countries. With the overthrow of the Taliban regime and the formation of the new government 
in 2001, Afghanistan gained the attention of the international community in providing development aids. Since then, hundreds 
of billions of dollars have been poured into development activities, and a significant number of IDPs have been undertaken 
all over the country. While the total number of all IDPs implemented in the country is unknown, more than 14,000 construction 
and development projects were already underway in 2007 alone. It is estimated that the vast majority of the provided devel-
opment aids (approximately 82 percent) was spent off the budget (Bizhan, 2018), mostly through IDPs, which were managed 
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and implemented by the donors themselves. Five major bilateral and multilateral funding agencies, namely World Bank, Asian 
Development Bank, USAID, DFID, and GIZ alone, have funded and implemented 971 medium and large projects in sectors, 
viz., Agriculture, Education and Health, Energy and Infrastructure, Water and Sanitation, Democracy and Governance, Eco-
nomic Growth, Trade and Industry, and other multi-sectoral measures between the years 2002 to 2019. As a result of these 
interventions, some improvements, particularly in GDP growth, poverty reduction, education, life expectancy, child and ma-
ternal health, and infrastructure, have been made; however, these improvements are relatively modest as compared to the 
sums of dollars spent in the country (Samim, 2016).  

Over two decades have passed since the international community declared that it was providing aid to Afghanistan, but it still 
seems that things have not improved significantly. The recent Transparency International report ranks Afghanistan as the 
seventh most corrupt nation in the world (Corruption Perceptions Index, 2019). The literacy rate in Afghanistan is reported to 
be 43 percent in 2018, a drastic increase from 31.7 percent in 2000 (World Bank, 2019). However, still, the quality of educa-
tion does not meet world standards (Samim, 2016). Health indicators remain below the average for low-income countries with 
the lowest life expectancy rate and the second-highest maternal mortality rate in the world. 

Moreover, the Ministry of Economy of Afghanistan reports that almost 90 percent of the total population lives below the 
poverty line (Omid, 2020).  While less than 67 percent of the population has access to clean drinking water, approximately 
43 percent of the people are provided access to safely managed and basic service sanitation (WHS/UNICEF JMP, 2019). 
About 70 percent of the population has no access to electricity, most of whom live in rural regions (Amin & Bernell, 2018). 
These reveal that hundreds of billions of development aids for Afghanistan have failed to keep poverty levels from increasing, 
provide adequate civilian employment, create major licit exports, and develop sufficient levels of economic growth and re-
forms (Cordesman, 2019). 

The statistics indicate that thousands of projects have been implemented across different sectors all over the country, but they 
were unable to deliver the desired change throughout the years. Some studies and reports reveal that most of these projects 
could not achieve their goals and could not produce the required outcomes. A recent report by SIGAR (Special Inspector 
General for Afghanistan Reconstruction) to the US Congress reveals that reconstruction projects funded by the US in Afghan-
istan are failing and costing millions of dollars (SIGAR, 2015). Another SIGAR report suggests that a significant amount of 
$104 billion in Afghanistan's relief works is spent on dubious projects (Pager, 2015). Moreover, a review of all SIGAR in-
spection reports on USAID reconstruction projects in Afghanistan between 2009 and 2017 indicates that projects have not 
always been completed according to the requirements and technical specifications (Laber, 2018). Similarly, a study on 53 
development projects administered by the World Bank in Afghanistan reports huge cost and schedule variations (Shafiei & 
Puttanna, 2018). The above statistics divulge that most of the IDPs implemented in Afghanistan were unable to produce the 
intended outcomes and positively change people's lives. Therefore, it's worthwhile to investigate the potential factors that 
might influence the failure of these projects in Afghanistan.   
 
2. Literature Review  
 
2.1 International Development Projects (IDPs) 
 

Projects that are principally designed for socio-economic development, typically financed by external donors, and imple-
mented in all sectors of developing countries are referred to as IDPs (Youker, 2003; Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010). Tekinel 
(20013) defines IDPs like standard projects as 

 “a temporary endeavor with a definite beginning and end to produce a unique product, service, or result which receive their 
funding through multilateral international development agencies, non-governmental organizations, and or government agen-
cies in developing countries”.  

IDPs, unlike corporate or IT projects, are undertaken without profit motives. They are executed in developing countries for 
development purposes. The main aim behind funding and implementing IDPs is to bring the desired change in the target 
population and communities' lives. To better understand the nature of IDPs and distinguish them from other corporate projects, 
it is worthy to look into these projects' characteristics and peculiarities. Youker (2003) describes the characteristics of IDPs 
in terms of their definition, aims, funding, lifecycle, different stakeholders involved, the role of sponsors, and the environment 
of the host country. IDPs typically include a wide range of interested parties known as stakeholders. These stakeholders can 
directly or indirectly affect the process of project management to greater extents. Therefore, the involvement of a vast array 
of stakeholders is considered as an essential characteristic of IDPs (Saad, Cicmil & Greenwood, 2002; Youker, 1999; Diallo 
& Thuillier, 2005; Steinfort, 2010). Moreover, IDPs are characterized by a complex and risky environment (Youker, 1999; 
Diallo & Thuillier, 2004; Khang & Moe, 2008). IDPs' environment is far more complex and riskier than domestic projects in 
industrialized countries (Kwak, 2002). IDPs are also characterized by the shortage of supplies and scarcity of resources 
(Youker 1999; Quartey Jnr 1996; Muriithi & Crawford 2003).  Developing countries are known for resource scarcity, and 
there is often a shortage of resources, particularly human resources, and a lack of infrastructure (Youker, 1999). Besides, 
cultural differences in IDPs is another essential characteristic. The cultural differences make it challenging to adopt proper 
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project management techniques in managing and implementing these projects (Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010; Muriithi & Craw-
ford, 2003; Crawford & Bryce, 2003). Culture mostly determines how people and organizations operate on a day-to-day basis. 
The different problems that companies face are often due to conflicts that arise from other cultures (Lima & Patah, 2016). 
Finally, IDPs are characterized by the intangibility of project outputs and the difficulty in defining and measuring them (Khang 
& Moe, 2008; Steinfort, 2010; Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010).  

2.2 Project Failure Defined  
 

Generally, the term “project failure” refers to projects that are terminated before completion (Pinto & Mantel, 1990). The 
traditional definition, which is centered on the baseline given by Atkinson (1999), famously known as the 'Iron Triangle,' does 
not consider the success or failure of projects beyond the budget, duration, and scope. Supporting this definition, many authors 
(Kappelman et al., 2006; El Emama & Koru, 2008) concluded that projects' success and or failure should be solely judged on 
the fulfillment of costs, schedule, and quality requirements. However, opposing the conventional definition of project success 
and recent developments in IDP management practices, more emphasis is now given to the post-delivery and impact phases. 
This trend has been due to scholars' and practitioners' recognition of various stakeholders involved in IDPs. According to 
Daniel and Ibrahim (2019), a project, regardless of its budget and schedule fitting, is considered a failed project if it does not 
fulfill its intent. Moreover, a project's success means more than just meeting deadlines, budget allocations, and performance 
requirements (Baker et al., 2008). Hence, IDPs' success/failure should not only be assessed on the basis of cost, schedule, and 
scope but also on the post-delivery stage. IDPs are undertaken with the sole purpose of bringing about the desired change in 
the concerned community. Therefore, the success and or failure of these projects should go beyond the 'triple constraints' and 
should be evaluated based on their outcome and impact, the tangible change they bring about to the target communities, and 
most importantly, their sustainability. The increasing rate of project failure, predominantly in developing economies, has 
attracted the attention of researchers (Damoah & Kumi, 2018).  Studies indicate that the rate of aid project failure is so high, 
even in organizations with years of experience in the implementation and evaluation of development projects. Bulman, 
Kolkma, and Kraay (2015) assessed 3821 World Bank administered projects and 1324 projects implemented by Asian Devel-
opment Bank and concluded that almost half of these projects have been unable to produce the desired project outcomes. 
Similarly, an Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) independent rating of World Bank development projects reports 39 percent 
project failure (Chauvet et al., 2010).  

2.3 Causes of IDP failure    
 

The extant literature reveals numerous factors causing IDP failure. Some of these factors that can adversely affect the success 
of IDPs may be economic, political, geographical, socio-cultural, historical, demographic, and environmental (Collier, 2007; 
Gow & Morss, 1988; Kwak, 2002; Moyo, 2009). Other significant IDP failure factors are; inappropriate project design and 
ineffective project planning (Rotner, 1970; Rondinelli, 1979; Sahibzada et al., 1992; Agheneza, 2009; Hekala, 2012; Arifud-
din, 2016; Eja & Ramegowda, 2019), and inadequate project implementation procedures (Rondinelli, 1979). Besides, low 
capacity and the lack of skilled human resources are a human related factor contributing to IDPs' failure (Rondinelli, 1979; 
Hekala, 2012; Palmer, 1986; Arifuddin, 2016). Political decisions and political interference (Rotner, 1970; Shahibzada et al., 
1992; Eja & Ramegowda, 2019; Damoah & Kumi, 2018), and low administrative capacity and inadequate monitoring and 
supervision (Rondinelli, 1970; Damoah & Kumi, 2018) are also considered as critical project failure factors.  

Ika (2012) writes about three problem areas and four traps that influence the failure of IDPs in developing countries. According 
to him, the three problem areas are; structural/contextual, institutional/sustainability, and managerial/organizational. On the 
other hand, a one-size-fits-all trap, accountability-for-results trap, lack-of-project management-capacity trap, and cultural 
traps are the four traps leading IDPs to fail (Ika, 2012). Corruption, poor project planning, partisan politics, political interfer-
ence, incompetent leadership and lack of supervision, and frequent project scope changes are reported to be important factors 
causing government and development project failure in Africa (Eja & Ramegowda, 2019; Damoah & Kumi, 2018).  

Generally, IDPs encounter several inevitable and severe problems because of their complex nature and the broader context 
they are operating in. The extant literature exploring and examining factors causing IDP failure in developing countries vary 
in their scope and purpose. They are, in nature, monotonous and conflicting. And it is not easy to come up with an agreement 
on a specific set of factors as the only factors responsible for IDPs' failure. Therefore, this study aims to explore, identify, and 
evaluate the causes/factors leading to IDPs' failure in the context of Afghanistan. A country characterized by the prevalence 
of armed conflicts and insurgency, slow economic growth, unstable political systems, and rigid social and cultural settings.  
 
3. Objectives of the Study 
 
The primary objective of the study is to identify, evaluate and rank the potential factors that cause IDP failure in the context 
of Afghanistan. The specific objectives are: 
 

1. To evaluate the relative importance of each failure factor as perceived and ranked by sample respondents, 
2. To examine the extent of agreement among the three categories of respondents on the ranking of IDP failure factors, 

and  
3. To perform an Exploratory Factor Analysis to find out the key IDP failure factors  
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4. Research Methodology  
 
4.1 Research Design 
 

The study aims to examine the perception of major stakeholders on the IDP failure factors in the context of Afghanistan. The 
study adopts a quantitative cross-sectional survey design to study a phenomenon at a given point in time. A structured ques-
tionnaire was designed and administered to collect data from the respondents. A questionnaire is a popular instrument for 
collecting data where the respondents can quickly answer the questions (Saunders et al., 2016). It also facilitates collecting 
information on the participants' perceptions including, their beliefs, attitudes, and opinions (Yamin & Sim, 2016).    

4.2  Research Instrument 
 

The questionnaire was designed into two parts. The first part of the questionnaire included questions on respondents' demo-
graphic characteristics, and the second part comprised thirty variables, each describing a potential factor causing IDP failure 
in developing countries. The factors/causes included in the questionnaire were identified through the review of literature, 
mainly studies conducted in similar contexts in developing countries.  To further enrich its content and to include the real 
failure factors, unstructured interviews were also conducted with project management practitioners in the field. A five-point 
Likert scale measured each item – "1" Strongly Disagree to "5" Strongly Agree.  

4.3 Validity and Reliability  
 

Validity addresses the issue of whether a research tool, such as a questionnaire, actually measures what ought to be measured 
or whether its scores are relevant to the respondent (Saunders et al., 2016). Saunders et al. (2012) points out that one way to 
provide excellent coverage of questions and enhance the validity of the research instrument is to undertake a literature review. 
In order to ensure the validity of the questionnaire and, consequently, the results of the study, the researchers used the literature 
review as a guide. The research instrument for this study was adapted from earlier studies with certain modifications to satisfy 
the requirements of the present study. Also, the questionnaire was reviewed by experts in the field whose valuable recom-
mendations were also incorporated.   

The reliability of a research instrument, on the other hand, refers to its consistency over time. In other words, the reliability 
of the instrument refers to the degree to which it provides reliable results when it has not changed the characteristics being 
measured. We used Cronbach's alpha to assess the reliability of the research tool. Prior to the complete administration of the 
questionnaire, it was pilot tested and the result showed a Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.924, suggesting high reliability. As 
the general rule, a Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.7 or higher is a fair and sound indication of constructs reliability. (Nunnally, 
1978). 

4.4 Target Population and Sample 
 
We designed the questionnaire as such to include different categories of project stakeholders in the study. The target popula-
tion for the study was IDP teams (PMs/team leaders/coordinators and team members) working for five major bilateral and 
multilateral funding agencies (World Bank, ADB, USAID, DFID, and EC) and the civil servants (government employees 
associated with IDPs). The sample included IDPs senior management, IDPs team members, and the general public (govern-
ment employees and university faculties who possessed a sound knowledge of the subject matter under investigation) working 
and residing in Kabul, the capital of Afghanistan. Based on purposive together with convenience non-probability sampling 
method, a total of 500 hundred questionnaires (online and printed) were distributed to the three groups of respondents, and a 
usable sample of 217; 38 from senior managers, 55 from the team members, and 124 from the general public were considered 
for the analysis.  
 
5. Analysis and Results 
 

5.1  Descriptive Analysis 
 
Table 1 shows the personal profile of the respondents. It is observed that the vast majority of participants fall into the age 
group of 25 to 40 years. More than 78.3 percent of respondents are men, while only 21.7 are women. Table 1 further indicates 
that most respondents have a tertiary education (99 Bachelors, 107 Masters, and 11 PhDs). It is also seen that 47.1 percent of 
the surveyed sample are those working in public organizations, and about 52.9 percent are IDP teams. Finally, Table 1 reveals 
that the majority (57.6 percent) of the respondents have more than six years of experience. The respondents are qualified and 
experienced enough to provide reliable information on the subject matter under investigation.   

5.2 RII Analysis 
 

The RII technique was conducted to assess the perceived importance of IDP failure factors in terms of their criticality as 
ranked by the different groups of respondents.  RII is used to determine the relative importance and ranking of various factors 
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as perceived by the different categories of respondents (Odeh & Battaineh 2002; Gunduz et al., 2013; Damoah & Kumi, 2018). 
Therefore, to determine the ranking of failure factors from the viewpoint of senior management, team members, and the 
general public, the RII method was considered appropriate.  RII is calculated using the following equation: RII = (∑w)/(A x N) 

Where, 
W = the weight ranging from 1 to 5 (in this study Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) given to each factor 
A = the highest weight (i.e., "5" in this case), and  
N = the total number of respondents in each category of respondents (38 for senior management, 55 for team members, and 
124 for the general public). 

Table 1 
Personal Profile of Respondents 

Profile  Categories Frequency Percentage 
Age group (in years) Up - 25  22 10.1 

 26 - 30  69 31.8 
 31 - 40  105 48.4 
 41 - 50 18 8.3 
 50 and above 3 1.4 
 Total 217 100 

Gender  Male 170 78.3 
 Female 47 21.7 
 Total  217 100 

Educational Qualification Bachelor 99 45.6 
 Masters 107 49.3 
 PhD 11 5.1 
 Total  217 100 

Occupation/Employment Senior management 38 17.5 
 Team members 55 25.3 

Government employees 102 47.1 
Others 22 10.1 
Total 217 100 

Work Experience (in years) 1 - 3  48 22.1 
 3 - 6  44 20.3 
 6 - 10  71 32.7 
 10 years and above  54 24.9 

  Total 217 100 
 Source: Survey data  

RII was calculated for all thirty factors. They were subsequently ranked based on the calculated RII (see Table 3). Top five 
overall-ranked factors causing IDP failure were considered for discussion. These five factors with the highest RII (RII > 0.75) 
are; Insecurity, Corruption, Political Interference, Ineffective Monitoring, and Inappropriate Selection of PM. Table 2 illus-
trates the top five overall-ranked failure factors and their given ranks by each group of respondents.  

Table 2 
Five Top Overall-ranked IDP Failure Factors  

 
Factors causing IDP failure 

Senior Management Team Members General Public  
Overall  

Rank RII Rank RII Rank RII Rank 
Security issues and conflicts 2 0.876 1 0.878 3 0.872 1 
Corruption  3 0.848 2 0.871 1 0.910 2 
Political interference  1 0.881 9 0.812 2 0.879 3 
Ineffective monitoring  5 0.837 3 0.869 4 0.856 4 
Inappropriate selection of PM  11 0.798 4 0.860 5 0.828 5 

 Source: Survey data  
 

5.3 Correlation Analysis 
 

Three different groups of respondents gave the rankings on failure factors. Therefore, it is significant to establish that the 
rankings reflect the real factors and causes of IDP failure in Afghanistan. It is also significant to see that they were not given 
by chance and are free from bias. To do so, Spearman's Rank-order correlation is used.  

The correlation analysis result revealed a significant positive correlation coefficient of 0.862, 0.779, and 0.732 for senior 
management and team members, senior management and the general public, and team members and the general public. All 
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three coefficients are strong and positive, indicating a high degree of agreement among the groups of participants on the 
ranking of factors. 
 
Table 3 
Relative Importance Index and Rankings of Failure Factors  

Factors causing ID project failure 
  

Seniors  Teams   Overall 
RII Rank RII Rank RII Rank  Rank  

Inadequate project planning 0.82 8 0.82 8 0.77 10 8 
Ineffective and poor monitoring  0.83 5 0.86 3 0.85 4 4 
Frequent changes in leadership 0.70 24 0.70 22 0.74 19 23 
Inappropriate selection of PM 0.79 11 0.86 3 0.82 5 5 
Poor project team formation 0.82 7 0.83 6 0.81 6 6 
Improper task definition 0.76 13 0.74 18 0.74 17 17 
Lack of active stakeholders  involvement 0.78 12 0.77 15 0.71 24 15 
Inappropriate project management technique 0.73 18 0.68 25 0.75 12 20 
Lack of commitment to project 0.75 16 0.80 12 0.75 15 13 
Poor recruitment 0.84 4 0.77 16 0.79 8 9 
Scope change amidst project implementation 0.75 17 0.68 27 0.73 21 22 
Procurement processes 0.73 18 0.78 14 0.75 14 16 
Weak feasibility studies 0.82 8 0.85 5 0.77 11 7 
Delayed release of funds 0.69 25 0.67 29 0.75 15 25 
Inadequate project funding 0.63 28 0.68 25 0.65 29 29 
labor (skilled and availability) 0.73 21 0.71 21 0.68 27 26 
Lack of good communication 0.76 13 0.79 13 0.72 23 14 
Management practices 0.72 23 0.69 24 0.75 13 21 
Weak supervision 0.76 15 0.80 10 0.81 7 12 
Bureaucracy 0.79 10 0.80 11 0.78 9 11 
Lack of continuity 0.73 21 0.72 20 0.73 20 19 
Political interference 0.88 1 0.81 9 0.87 2 3 
Corruption 0.84 3 0.87 2 0.91 1 2 
Regulations 0.69 25 0.73 19 0.69 25 24 
Pressure groups 0.73 18 0.75 17 0.74 18 18 
Natural disaster 0.61 30 0.59 30 0.56 30 30 
Culture and belief systems 0.63 28 0.67 28 0.67 28 28 
Low capacity 0.83 5 0.82 7 0.73 21 10 
Delays in payments 0.69 27 0.70 22 0.68 26 27 
Insecurity  0.88 2 0.87 1 0.87 3 1 

 Source: Survey data 

Table 4 
Spearman's Rank Correlation on the ranking of Failure Factors  

   Spearman's rho Senior Management Team Members General Public  
Senior  
Management  

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 
  

Sig. (2-tailed) 
   

N 30 
  

Team  
Members 

Correlation Coefficient .862** 1.000 
 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 
  

N 30 30 
 

General  
Public 

Correlation Coefficient .779** .732** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 

 

N 30 30 30 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Source: Survey data  

5.4 Kruskal Wallis H test 
 

It is also important to assess, by a single coefficient, whether the magnitude of the agreement/disagreement between the three 
groups of respondents is statistically significant or otherwise. The Kruskal-Wallis H test was considered appropriate to do so. 
The hypothesis is set out as follows: 

H0 = There is consensus amongst the three groups of respondents on the IDP failure factor ranking in Afghanistan 

H1 = There is no consensus amongst them 
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The Kruskal Wallis H test result did not show any substantial differences in the rankings given by three groups of respondents 
(p > 0.05) for the failure factors of IDPs. We may therefore conclude that the rankings across three groups of stakeholders are 
the same and that there is no substantial evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 

5.5 EFA Analysis  
 

The data were further analyzed using exploratory factor analysis with IBM Statistics SPSS v.25 to identify the potential key 
factors causing ID project failure in Afghanistan. Principal component analysis with varimax rotation was selected as the 
factor extraction method. The appropriateness of using factor analysis was confirmed by several tests, including Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy, Bartlett's test of Sphericity, and the presence of mild correlation among varia-
bles. The correlation matrix inspection showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient higher than the spec-
ified threshold of 0.3.  

Table 5 
KMO and Bartlett's tests for Failure Factors 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .745 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1185.439 

df 231 
Sig. .000 

Source: Survey data  

Table 5 demonstrates that the overall KMO measure is .745, which falls into the 'middling' classification of sampling adequacy 
as outlined by Kaiser (1974). Subsequently, Bartlett's test of Sphericity is statistically significant (p <.000), indicating that the 
data fulfills the underlying assumptions of sampling adequacy and linearity. Hence it is appropriate to employ EFA.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
  

Fig. 1. Scree Plot for Failure Factors 
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Five factors were extracted using orthogonal varimax rotation method. The factors were retained considering the eigenvalue 
and the proportion of variance explained criteria (Kaiser,1960), factor meaningfulness criteria (Pituch& Stevens, 2016), and 
the scree plot method (Cattell,1966). The retained factors have eigenvalues of greater than 1 and the proportion of variance 
explained by each individual factor is higher than 5% of the total variance. Subsequently, the visual observation of the scree 
plot reveals that five factors precede the inflection point on factor number six (see Table 6 and Figure1). Thus the retention 
of factors is meaningful and based on accepted widely used criteria. 

The five-component solution explained as much as 51.5% of the total variance. This amount of extracted total variance was 
considered sufficient because it gives a more meaningful number of constructs. There are applications in an EFA, where the 
actual amount of variance accounted for by meaningful factors, maybe 50% or even lower (Pituch & Stevens, 2016). 
 

Table 6 
Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Failure Factors (N = 217) 
Factors  Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 
Financial  Constraints Delays in payments .698     

Delayed release of funds .694     
Inadequate Project funding .661     
Culture and belief systems .637     

Ineffective  
Recruitment 

Low Capacity  .704    
Poor Recruitment  .674    
Inappropriate selection of PMs  .612    
Poor project team formation  .585    
Weak Feasibility studies  .579    

External Forces Insecurity    .531   
Corruption   .765   
Political interference   .633   
Pressure groups   .565   

Project 
Leadership  

Changes in project leadership    .646  
Improper Task definition    .620  
Regulations    .578  
Scope change amidst project implementation    .518  

Project  
Management Practices 

Ineffective monitoring procedures     .617 
Lack of commitment to project     .593 
Weak Supervision     .517 
Management practices     .492 

% of Variance Explained 20.502 11.579 7.494 6.579 5.306 
Eigen value 4.51 2.547 1.649 1.447 1.167 
Cronbach's Alpha .728 .730 .710 .702 .700 
KMO = .745, Bartlett's χ2 = 1185.439, p < .000, Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

Source: Survey data  
 
6. Discussion 
 
6.1 Top Five overall-ranked Failure Factors 

 
6.1.1  Insecurity  
 

Insecurity and the prevalence of armed conflicts were found to be the top overall-ranked factor influencing the failure of IDPs 
in the country. Insecurity was ranked by senior management, team members, and the general public as numbers 2, 1, and 3 
with RI index of 0.88, 0.87, and 0.86. Security issues and armed conflicts negatively impacted the implementation of IDPs in 
most parts of the country. Throughout the years, hundreds of aid workers have been killed and wounded by insurgents, making 
Afghanistan one of the most dangerous countries for international aid (Hammink, 2018). The Afghan government had control 
only over 53.8 percent of districts, while 12.3 percent of the districts were controlled or influenced by insurgents, and about 
33.9 percent of districts were contested (SIGAR, 2019; Williams, 2013). Therefore, this factor is perceived to be the most 
critical factor impacting the success of IDPs in Afghanistan.   

6.1.2 Corruption 
 

According to Sopko (2019) “Corruption is a more serious threat to Afghanistan than the insurgency”. Corruption was ranked 
as the second most significant factor for IDPs' failure in Afghanistan. It was ranked as number 3, 2, and 1 by senior manage-
ment, team members, and the general public with RI index of 0.84, 0.87, and 0.91 respectively. Corruption in Afghanistan 
has been the most debated topic in recent years. Transparency International reports that widespread corruption levels are 
disrupting the Afghan state-building projects, and it has become a driver of conflicts in the country (Bak, 2019). A survey by 
the Asia Foundation in 2017 reveals that 83.7 percent of respondents believed that corruption is a significant problem in 
Afghanistan. 
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Moreover, as per a national survey, 72 percent of survey participants believed that corruption had become a considerable 
problem in Afghanistan in recent years (Integrity Watch, 2018). Corruption in Afghanistan is prevalent, and it happens at all 
levels. It is so dominant that it has infiltrated almost all parts of the Afghan state, adversely affecting Afghanistan's ability to 
maintain security for its people and provide essential public services (McDevitt, 2019). The majority of aid agencies acknowl-
edged that corruption had been a challenge underpinning humanitarian aid delivery in Afghanistan (SAFE, 2016). The result, 
therefore, confirms the phenomenon that corruption is another crucial factor adversely affecting the success of IDPs.  

6.1.3 Political interference 
 

Political interference as the cause of IDP failure was ranked as number 1, 9, and 2 by senior managers, team members, and 
the general public with RI index of 0.88, 0.81, and 0.87 respectively. Senior management and the general public perceive 
political interference in the management of IDPs in Afghanistan as a substantial factor affecting these projects' success. Hence, 
they ranked it as number 1 and 2; however, it is unknown why the team members ranked it number 9. Political interference 
in IDPs occurs when political decisions influence these projects' management and administration, including planning, organ-
izing, staffing, and fund allocation. Studies reveal that politics plays a crucial role in constructing roads, schools, and hospitals 
in most developing countries (Dixit & Pindyck, as cited in Mfuru et al., 2018, p. 21). It is evident that most development 
project leaders and most of the so-called technocrats managing and implementing these projects are political appointees. So 
political interference can be observed in different phases of IDP cycles, particularly in the recruitment of project leadership. 

Moreover, NGOs and companies implementing development projects are set up and owned by political leaders and their allies. 
As a result, executives in charge of managing development projects may not have the expertise, skills and experience needed 
to effectively carry out project activities. This confirms that projects awarded and the recruitment and appointments made due 
to political meddling will often adversely affect the success of projects.  

6.1.4 Ineffective monitoring procedures 
 

Ineffective monitoring procedures is overall-ranked as the fourth influential factor causing project failure in Afghanistan. 
Senior management, team members, and the general public ranked ineffective and inadequate monitoring as 5, 3, and 4 with 
RI index of 0.83, 0.86, and 0.85. While most international donors insist on strict monitoring of development projects, there 
are still development activities with little or no oversight and control. According to a recent SIGAR report, "millions of dollars 
in emergency food assistance are at risk of waste, fraud, and abuse because USAID cannot monitor the distribution of food 
directly." The report also stated that USAID is not sure whether their funding projects are producing the desired outcomes. 
Ineffective monitoring and poor supervision procedures can adversely affect the success of IDPs (Rondinelli, 1970; Damoah 
& Kumi, 2018).  

6.1.5 Inappropriate selection of PM  
 

Senior management, team members, and the general public ranked 'Improper selection of PMs' as number 11, 4, and 5 with 
RI index of 0.79, 0.86, and 0.82, respectively. It is overall ranked as the fifth potential factor causing IDP failure. Since he/she 
is responsible for the overall implementation of the project, utmost care should be taken when recruiting a PM. Lack of 
qualified project managers and low administrative capacity is considered a human factor related causes of IDP failure (Palmer 
1986, Rondinelli 1970; Discenza & Forman, 2007). Most of the IDPs in Afghanistan have been managed by expatriates. The 
studies reveal that project leadership across the border can also contribute to the failure of IDPs (Freedman & Katz, 2007). 
The international project manager, besides adaptation problems, has to deal with distinctive legal and political settings, secu-
rity constraints, language barriers, and cross-cultural gaps as well (Freedman & Katz, 2007).  Therefore, considering the 
critical role of IDPs leadership, it is significant to follow appropriate and strict measures to select Project Managers.   

6.2 Results of EFA 
 

6.2.1 Financial Constraints 
 

Factor 1 included four items; Delays in payments, Delayed release of funds, Inadequate project funding, and Cultural and 
belief systems with factor loadings of 0.63 to 0.69, the total variance of 20.502, and Cronbach's alpha of 0.728. Delays in 
payment is defined as the failure of a paymaster to pay within the period of honoring of certificates as provided in the contract 
(Harris & McCaffer, 2003). Delays in payment to contractors and suppliers can adversely affect the project cost and comple-
tion time. It is observed that delays in the payment of construction contractors had negatively impacted contractors' perfor-
mance and the project completion schedule (Akinsiku & Ajayi, 2016). Failure to pay contractors for their works and services 
can also result in the contractors being insolvent (Akinsiku & Ajayi, 2016). Bureaucratic procedures and prolonged adminis-
trative processes that usually require hefty paper works in the Afghan public departments contributed to delays in bill pay-
ments. On the other hand, on-time disbursement of funds contributes to the success of development projects, and on the 
contrary, any delays in the release of funds will have a negative impact on projects.  Recent studies have cited many reasons 
why development aid has not effectively alleviated poverty and promoted economic growth in most developing countries and 
Africa in particular (Ayoki, 2008). Among several factors responsible for this trend are delays in the release of funds and slow 
disbursements (Ayoki, 2008). Payments that are delayed or split into multiple tranches tend to negatively affect organizations 
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that do not have sufficient funds at their disposal to cover the expenditures, thereby resulting in implementation delays 
(IASC,2016). In Afghanistan, the average disbursement to commitment ratio for ten major bilateral and multilateral funding 
agencies between 2008 – 2016 is 66.95% only (Shafiei & Puttanna, 2018).  

Insufficient project funding happens when the project fails to receive the required project budget to complete the planned 
activities. Although international donors are committed to allocating sufficient funds for the management and implementation 
of development projects in developing countries, some projects are still downsized in scope and budget due to cost escalation 
or unavailability of adequate funds.  Therefore, the delayed release of funds and inadequate project funding are perceived to 
be a crucial cause of IDP failure in Afghanistan. 

6.2.2 Ineffective Recruitment 
 

Factor 2 included five items. They are - Low capacity, Poor recruitment, Inappropriate selection of PMs, Poor project team 
formation, and Weak feasibility studies with factor loadings of 0.57 to 0.7 accounting for 11.56% of total variance with 
Cronbach's alpha of 0.730 (see Table 6). Organizations need a sufficient number of qualified people in the right place to 
achieve their goals and objectives at the right time. Lack of capacity and or low capacity may directly impact an organization's 
ability to deliver programs and services and successfully perform specific tasks. In Afghanistan, local and domestic organi-
zations suffer from a lack of capacity, causing development projects to face management issues and schedule delays. However, 
local contractors benefit from the international donor's emphasis on hiring Afghan domestic contractors to implement devel-
opment projects. Still, in many cases, they are unable to deliver as per the contract requirements due to their inability and 
incapacity to find skilled workers and managers (Hosaini & Singla, 2019). Adequate capacity to effectively implement policy 
plans and programs is the key to the success of nations (El-Taliawi & Van Der Wal, 2019).  

Moreover, hiring the right people for the right jobs will ensure the quality of delivery and success of organizations. But in 
developing countries, especially in international development projects where the salaries and benefits are much higher as 
compared to local government pay-scales, most of the recruitments are done on a nepotism basis. Unfortunately, in Afghani-
stan, most vacancies are filled with friends, colleagues, relatives, and or persons belonging to the same ethnic groups as 
employers, regardless of their knowledge, skills, and experiences. In some cases, even high-paid positions, including mana-
gerial positions, are filled against receiving a hefty amount of money. 

Proper project team formation is also crucial to project success. Team building is the process of putting together people with 
diverse interests, experiences, and skills and transforming them through various methods into an integrated, effective work 
unit (Wilemon & Thamhain, 1983). Due to their complex nature, development projects require a diverse mix of individuals 
who must be integrated into effective project teams. Project teams comprised of educated, skilled, and experienced members 
can effectively carry out all project activities and lead the projects to success. Therefore, effective and proper recruitment is 
critical for the success of IDPs.  

6.2.3 External Forces  
 

Factor 3 in the construct included four items: Insecurity, Corruption, Pressure groups, and Political interference and shares 
7.5% of total variance with factor loadings of 0.56 to 0.76, and a Cronbach's alpha of 0.710. Insecurity, Corruption, and 
Political interference as critical factors influencing the failure of IDPs in Afghanistan are discussed earlier in subsection 6.1.  
Pressure groups such as religious groups, tribal leaders, ethnically based groups, and the Taliban often influence the manage-
ment and implementation of development projects in Afghanistan. Interests or pressure groups are forms of organizations 
created for attaining specific purposes (Balyer & Tabancali, 2019). They are formally organized for some mutual concerns to 
try to influence public policy in their favor (Givarian, 2016).  

6.2.4  Project Leadership 
 

Factor 4, Project Leadership, includes four items: Frequent changes in project leadership, Improper task definition, Regula-
tions, and Scope changes amidst project implementation with a share of 6.56% variance, factor loadings of 0.51 to 0.64, and 
0.702 Cronbach's alpha score. The role of leadership in project management is growing in importance and relevance in the 
modern business world (Westland, 2016). This is because projects and IDPs, in particular, are being delivered in riskier, 
complex, and more challenging environments. Many factors contribute to the success of a project, and among them, the most 
significant is the effectiveness of the project leader (Krahn & Hartment, 2006). Afghanistan has been suffering from political 
instability in the last two decades. There have been numerous changes in the leadership of sectoral ministries and public 
departments in the Afghan government, and most of the ministries were managed and controlled by acting heads. This frequent 
change of leadership can undermine the success of development projects. Moreover, proper task description is crucial in the 
process of project execution and control. Tasks or activities are essential parts of projects; therefore, clearly defining each 
task and work is necessary to plan and estimate the project and understand its completion time. One of the most significant 
challenges in projects is the need to comply with rules and regulations both internally and externally and to the donors and 
implementing organizations (Rincon, 2010). Most of the time, the inability to comply with such rules and regulations or, in 
most cases, ignoring them will lead to project failure. Frequent changes in the scope of IDP midway implementation will also 
act as a cause of project failure. Poorly managed and uncontrolled scope changes may harm the project, leading to missed 
deadlines, budget overruns, and even project failure.  Change in projects is common, but the lack of proper change control is 
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one of the biggest challenges to project success (Millhollan, 2008; Wysocki, 2000). Managing scope change is a challenging 
task for even the most experienced and skillful project managers.  

6.2.5 Project Management Practices  
 

The last factor in the construct is Project Management Practices, which comprises four variables: Ineffective and inadequate 
monitoring procedures, Lack of commitment to the project, Weak supervision, and Management practices with a share of 
5.3% of the total variance, factor loadings of 0.49 to 0.61, and Cronbach's alpha of 0.700.  

In developing countries, several IDPs fail to complete due to many reasons, and among them is a lack of understanding of the 
need for proper monitoring and evaluation. Project monitoring and evaluation are crucial elements in improving project per-
formance (Callistus & Clinton, 2016). In the absence of an effective monitoring procedure, a 9 $million contract work was at 
stake in Afghanistan when the contractors defrauded the US Department of Defense by use of fake photographs to misrepre-
sent the progress of warehouse construction and supplied the materials against the contractual agreement (Glass Jr, 2019).  

Moreover, to ensure the success of any project, commitment from the team is crucial. When the team holds the project in high 
regard and gives the project adequate time and effort, they are committed to the success of the project. However, the success 
of projects not only depends on the project team's commitment but also other stakeholders' commitment to the project, mainly 
in IDPs where a large number of stakeholders is involved. On the other hand, weak supervision in development project gives 
way to disputes, lower performance rates, stress, and bad working relationships.  

Finally, effective project management practices, including the tools, techniques, and methodologies adopted in the manage-
ment and implementation of IDPs, will contribute to their success, particularly in developing countries. IDP administering 
agencies, including implementing partners, utilize different project management practices due to their demonstrated effec-
tiveness in project implementation and flexibility in achieving the projects' goals and objectives. Most international develop-
ment communities use project cycle management and its core tool, Logical Framework, to design, implement, monitor, and 
evaluate IDPs. Therefore, applying effective project management practices will lead to the success of projects. 
 
7. Conclusion and Implications  
 

The study explored and evaluated the factors/causes that influence the failure of IDPs in the context of Afghanistan, as per-
ceived by the three groups of respondents. The deteriorating security situations, increasing levels of corruption, political in-
terference in the management of IDPs, and inappropriate selection of project management leaders are the top five overall-
ranked crucial factors leading to IDPs' failure. The other factors also impact IDPs' failure in Afghanistan; however, these five 
factors are perceived to have the highest impact. Moreover, the result of EFA revealed five key IDP failure factors, namely: 
Financial constraints, Ineffective Recruitment, External forces, Project Leadership, and Project management practices. The 
finding of the study will help the international community, donors and their implementing partners, and project management 
practitioners to engage in better management of IDPs proactively and to prevent or mitigate the risk of potential project failure 
in developing countries. The finding will also contribute to the IDP management body of knowledge. The implication of the 
study offers recommendations for international donors, IDP management practitioners, implementing partners, and the host 
government. 

The Afghan security forces and their allies should provide reliable and consistent security for INGOs, NGOs, implementing 
partners, and other public organizations executing development projects throughout the country. Besides, the host government 
and the international development community are required to adopt appropriate and strict measures to counter corruption and 
nepotism in IDP management. Moreover, political interference in managing these projects, mainly in the designing and im-
plementation, and monitoring phases, should be reduced and minimized. The technocrats and project management profes-
sionals are to be allowed to perform their tasks independently. Finally, proper and effective measures are to be followed in 
the recruitment processes, especially while selecting PMs. Appropriate monitoring procedures are to be adopted to control the 
implementation of IDPs. 
  
8. Limitation  
 

The study principally focused on identifying and evaluating factors that cause IDP failure in the same one country context - 
Afghanistan. The findings of this study, therefore, might be applicable to IDPs within other developing countries. In addition, 
the primary data for this research was collected with the help of a structured questionnaire. Therefore, there was no control 
over completing the questionnaire, as the survey was conducted mostly online. However, efforts were made to ensure that the 
questionnaire was to be sent to the right respondents. This can result in biased responses that would, in turn, lead to bias in 
the findings; however, such minimal bias does not affect the overall research findings of the study. Furthermore, the sample 
size considered for the study was minimal due to some obvious reasons (the unwillingness of IDP teams to participate in the 
survey, resource constraints, and low response rate). Therefore, the data collected for the study was minimum.   

.   
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9. Scope for future research 
 

The researchers believe that this study is merely a starting point for undertaking future researches on IDPs in the context of 
Afghanistan. Despite the fact that the country has been hosting thousands of IDPs in the past nearly two decades. The review 
of literature revealed that there have been no related previous studies reported on IDPs in Afghanistan so far. Therefore, this 
research has contributed to the literature on project management by exploring and evaluating failure factors for IDPs in a 
developing country and addressed many gaps.  

Future studies might, however, possibly concentrate on extending this study by investigating the IDP failure factors in a 
specific sector and or particular bilateral and multilateral funding agencies. Besides, this study is principally relying on quan-
titative data collected through the survey method. However, future studies can explore and examine the failure factors through 
qualitative approaches. This study used the RII method, Spearman's correlation, Kruskal Wallis, and EFA as the statistical 
tools, though for future studies with different scopes, the researchers might wish to conduct data analysis using other statistical 
tools and techniques such as CFA, Regression and SEM.  
   
References  
 
Agheneza, Z. (2009). Why development projects fail in Cameroon. International Journal of Rural Management, 5(1), 73–90. 
Ahsan, K., & Gunawan, I. (2010) Analysis of cost and schedule performance of international development projects. Interna-

tional Journal of Project Management, 28, 68-78.  
Amin, M., & Bernell, D. (2018). Power sector reform in Afghanistan: Barriers to achieving universal access to electricity. En-

ergy Policy, 123, 72-82.  
Arifuddin (2016). Evaluation of project failure causes in a community-based organization (CBO): A case study of Pakistan. 

PM World Journal, 5(4), 1-9. 
Association for project management. (2019). Association for project management. Retrieved 10 June 2020 from APM: 

https://www.apm.org.uk/resources/what-is-project-management/ 
Atkinson, R. (1999). Project management: cost, time and quality, two best guesses and a phenomenon, it's time to accept other 

success criteria. International Journal of Project Management, 17(6), 337–342. 
Bak, M. (2019). Corruption in Afghanistan and the role of development assistance. Retrieved 22 March 2020, from 

https://www.u4.no/publications/corruption-in-afghanistan-and-the-role-of-development-assistance 
Baker, B. N., Murphy, D. C., & Fisher, D. (2008). Factors affecting project success. Project Management Handbook, Van 

Nostrand Reinhold, New York, NY 902–919.  
Bizhan, N. (2018). Aid and state-building, Part II; Afghanistan and Iraq, Third World Quarterly, 1-18.  
Boakye, L. (2015). The Underlying Reasons Why International Development Projects (IDPs) Fail: The Case of African De-

velopment Bank (AfDB)Funded Projects. M.Phil. thesis. 
Bulman, D., Kolkma,W. &  Kraay, A. (2015) Good Countries or Good Projects? Comparing Macro and Micro Correlates of 

World Bank and Asian Development Bank Project Performance. Policy Research Working Paper 7245. World Bank De-
velopment Research Group. 1-27.  

Chauvet, L., Collier, P., & Duponchel, M. (2010). Are post-conflict aid projects more successful than others? | VOX, CEPR 
Policy Portal. Retrieved 30 January 2020, from https://voxeu.org/article/are-post-conflict-aid-projects-more-successful-
others 

Collier, P. (2007). The bottom billion: Why the poorest countries are failing and what can be done about it. Oxford, England: 
Oxford University Press 

Cordesman, A. (2019). Afghanistan: A War in Crisis. Retrieved 28 March 2020, from https://www.csis.org/analysis/afghan-
istan-war-crisis 

Corruptions Perceptions Index 2019 for Afghanistan. (2020). Retrieved 19 September 2020, from https://www.transpar-
ency.org/en/cpi/2019/results/afg 

Crawford, P., & Bryce, P. (2003). Project monitoring and evaluation: a method for enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness 
of aid project implementation. International Journal of Project Management, 21(5), 363–373. 

Damoah, I. (2015). An investigation into the causes and effects of project failure in government projects in developing coun-
tries: Ghana as a case study.  Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool. PhD thesis 

Damoah, I., & Kumi, D. (2018), Causes of government construction projects failure in an emerging economy, International 
Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 11(3), 558-582.  

Daniel, C., & Ibrahim, A. (2019). Project failure and its influence on the performance of construction firms in Nigeria. Inter-
national Journal of Research in Business, Economics and Management, 3(2), 86-95. 

Diallo, A., & Thuillier, D. (2004). The success dimensions of international development projects: the perceptions of African 
project coordinators. International Journal of Project Management, 22(1), 19–31. 

Diallo, A., & Thuillier, D. (2005). The success of international projects, trust, and communication: An African perspective. 
International Journal of Project Management, 23(3), 237–252. 

Discenza, R. & Forman, J. B. (2007). Seven causes of project failure: how to recognize them and how to initiate project 
recovery. Paper presented at PMI® Global Congress 2007—North America, Atlanta, GA. Newtown Square, PA: Project 
Management Institute 



N. A. Shafiei and K. Puttanna / Journal of Project Management 6 (2021) 169

Eja, K. M., & Ramegowda, M. (2019). Government project failure in developing countries: a review with particular reference 
to Nigeria. Global Journal of Social Sciences, 19, 35-47.  

El Emam, K. & Koru, A. G. (2008) A replicated survey of IT software project failures. 
IEEE Software, 25(5), 84-90. 

Freedman, S., & L. Katz. (2007) Critical success factors for international projects. PM World Today, 9(10),1-8. 
Gow, D. D., & Morss, E. R. (1988). The notorious nine: Critical problems in project implementation. World Development, 

16(12), 1399-1418. 
Gunduz, M., Nielsen, Y. & Ozdemir, M. (2013). Quantification of delay factors using the Relative Importance Index Method 

for construction projects in Turkey. Journal of Management in Engineering, 29, 133-139.  
Hammink, W. (2018). USAID in Afghanistan challenges and success. Special Report. United States Institute for Peace. Wash-

ington. DC 
Hekala, W. (2012). Why donors should care more about project management. Retrieved 30 January 2020, from 

https://www.devex.com/news/why-donors-should-care-more-about-project-management-77595 
Ika, L. A. (2012). Project management for development in Africa: Why projects are failing and what can be done about it. 

Project Management Journal, 43(4), 27–41.  
Integrity Watch Afghanistan (2018) National corruption survey 2018, Afghans perception and experience of corruption. Re-

trieved 22 May 2020, from https://iwaweb.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/NCS__English__for-web.pdf 
Kappelman, L., McKeeman, R. & Zhang, L. (2006). Early warning signs of IT project failure: The Dominant Dozen. IT 

Project Management, 23(1), 31-37. 
Khang, D.B. & Moe, T.L. (2008), Success criteria and factors for international development projects: a life-cycle-based frame-

work. Project Management Journal, 39(1), 72-84. 
Kwak, Y. (2001). Retrieved 6 February 2020, from https://www.pm4dev.com/resources/documents-and-articles/100-risk-

management-in-international-development-projects-gwu/file.html 
Kwak, Y. H. (2002). Critical success factors in international development project management. Paper presented at the CIB 

10th International Symposium Construction Innovation & Global Competitiveness, Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Laber, J. (2018). Can we admit now that Afghanistan reconstruction failed? | The American Conservative. Retrieved 19 De-

cember 2019, from https://www.theamericanconservative.com/articles/can-we-admit-now-that-afghanistan-reconstruc-
tion-failed/ 

Lima, N., & Patah, L. A. (2016). Cultural issue and its influence in the management of global project teams. Future Studies 
Research Journal, 8(1), 90- 112. 

McDevitt, A. (2019). Afghanistan: Overview of corruption and anti-corruption with a focus on development assistance. Re-
trieved 28 July 2020, from https://www.u4.no/publications/afghanistan-overview-of-corruption-and-anti-corruption-with-
a-focus-on-development-assistance? 

McManus, J., & Wood-Harper, T. (2008). A study in project failure. Retrieved 19 December 2019, from 
https://www.bcs.org/content-hub/a-study-in-project-failure/ 

Mfuru, A.W.E, Sarwatt, A.C, & Kanire, G. (2018). The impact of political interference in public administration in Kibaha 
town council. Global Journal of Political Science and Administration, 6(4), 32-31.  

Moyo, D. (2009). Dead aid: Why aid is not working and how there is a better way for Africa. Vancouver, BC, Canada: D & 
M Publishers. 

Muriithi, N., & Crawford, L. (2003). Approaches to project management in Africa: implications for international development 
projects. International Journal of Project Management, 21(5), 309–319. 

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Assessment of Reliability in Psychometric Theory (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill 
Odeh, A. M., & Battaineh, H. T. (2002). Causes of construction delay: traditional contracts. International Journal of Project 

Management, 20(1), 67–73.   
Omid, H. (2020). Ministry Confirms 90% of Afghans Live Below Poverty Line | TOLO news. Retrieved 22 July 2020, from 

https://tolonews.com/business/ministry-confirms-90-afghans-live-below-poverty-line 
Pager, T. (2015). Debate over success of Afghanistan projects. Retrieved 19 December 2019, from https://www.mili-

tarytimes.com/2015/01/28/debate-over-success-of-afghanistan-projects/ 
Palmer, F. C. (1986). Introduction of special public works projects to Sudan. International Journal of Project Management, 

4(4), 223–229.  
Pinto, J. K., & Mantel, S. J. (1990). The causes of project failure. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, 37(4), 

269–276.  
Pituch, K., & Stevens, J. (2016). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences (6th ed.). New York, NY: Routledge. 

PMI. (2017). A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (6th Ed.). Newton Square, PA, Project Management 
Institute. 

Quartey Jnr, E. (1996). Development projects through build-operate schemes: Their role and place in developing countries. 
International Journal of Project Management, 14(1), 47–52. 

Rondinelli, D. A. (1979). Planning development projects: Lessons from developing countries. Long Range Planning, 12(3), 
48–56.  

Rotner, E.R. (1970) Review: Development projects observed by A. O. Hirschman. The Pakistan Development Review, 10(1), 
112-115. 



 170 

Saad, M., Cicmil, S., & Greenwood, M. (2002). Technology transfer projects in developing countries—furthering the Project 
Management perspectives. International Journal of Project Management, 20(8), 617–625. 

Sahibzada, S., Mahmood, M., & Qureshi, S. (1992). Why most development projects fail in Pakistan? a plausible explanation 
[with Comments]. The Pakistan Development Review, 31(4), 1111-1122.  

Samim, M. (2016). The Diplomat. Retrieved from The Diplomat: https://thediplomat.com/2016/05/afghanistans-addiction-
to-foreign-aid/ 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2016). Research Methods for Business Students. (7th ed.).  Harlow: Pearson Educa-
tion Limited. 

Secure Access in Volatile Environments (SAFE). (2016). Enabling Access and Quality Aid in Insecure Environments: Af-
ghanistan Background Brief 

Shafiei, N. A. &  Puttanna, K. (2018),  Cost and schedule performance analysis of World Bank international development 
projects in Afghanistan. International Journal for Research in Engineering Application and Management, 4(11), 462-467. 

Sopko, J.F. (2015). Quarterly report to the United States Congress, SIGAR. Accessed 12 June 2019 from; https://www.glob-
alsecurity.org/military/library/report/sigar/sigar-report-2015-01-30.pdf 

Sopko, J.F. (2019). Quarterly report to the United States Congress, SIGAR. Accessed 10 May 2019 from; https://www.si-
gar.mil/quarterlyreports/index.aspx?SSR=6 

Steinfort, P. (2010). Understanding the antecedents of project management best practice-lessons to be learned from aid relief 
projects. PhD, School of Property, Construction and Project Management, RMIT University, Melbourne. 

Tekinel, E. A. (2013). International development projects—challenges and opportunities. Paper presented at PMI® Global 
Congress 2013—EMEA, Istanbul, Turkey. Newtown Square, PA: Project Management Institute. 

Turner, J. R. (1996) Editorial: International Project Management Association global qualification, certification and accredita-
tion. International Journal of Project Management,14, (1),1-6. 

WHS/UNICEF JMP (2019). Progress on household drinking water, sanitation and hygiene. Retrieved 23 April 2020, from 
https://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/publications/jmp-2019-full-report.pdf 

Williams, R. T. (2013). Project Management. New Delhi: Random Exports. 
World Bank. (2019). Literacy rate, Afghanistan. Retrieved 20 December 2019, from https://data.worldbank.org/indica-

tor/SE.ADT.LITR.ZS?locations=AF  
Wysocki, R. K. (2000). Effective Project Management (2nd ed.). New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
Yamin, M., & Sim, A. K. S. (2016). Critical success factors for international development projects in Maldives. International 

Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 9(3), 481–504. doi:10.1108/ijmpb-08-2015-0082  
Youker, R. (1999). Managing international development projects—lessons learned. Project Management Journal, 30(2), 6–

7. 
Youker, R. (2003). The nature of international development projects. Paper presented at PMI® Global Congress 2003—North 

America, Baltimore, MD. Newtown Square, PA: Project Management Institute. 
  
 
 

                                     

 

 
© 2020 by the authors; licensee Growing Science, Canada. This is an open access article distrib-
uted under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC-BY) license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 

 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


