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Abstract

There have been various approaches to evaluating and comparing the performance of land administration and land titling projects in

developing countries. Many of these consider the efficiency of land administration processes and the capacity of institutions. This paper

presents the results of research undertaken by the authors and considers the most common approaches taken to date, and the strengths

and limitations of these approaches. The authors argue that improvements are needed to project design and make recommendations for

more effective use of socio-economic analyses.

r 2007 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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Introduction

For several decades the importance of land reform in
fostering economic growth and reducing poverty has been
recognised. The World Bank’s Land Reform Policy Paper

in 1975 recommended that systems of communal tenure be
replaced with freehold titles and subdivision of the
commons (Deininger and Binswanger, 1999). More recent
initiatives involve land administration projects in which
various tenure arrangements are developed and the
primary focus is facilitating a land market.

A conceptual framework for the economics of land
registration was first developed based on a study of rural
Thailand (Feder et al., 1988). Feder and Nishio (1999)
developed this theoretical framework further and provided
empirical evidence from Asia, Latin America and Africa of
the economic benefits of land registration. They concluded
that there can be substantial net economic benefits
resulting from land registration, derived from higher
incomes, improved services per unit of land, and increased
land transactions allowing higher-value land use (Feder
and Nishio, 1999). However, they also noted that there are
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various prerequisites for the economic viability of land
registration systems, and various potential social impacts
resulting from land registration projects, and posed two
questions: (i) what are the key prerequisites for economic
viability and (ii) what are the key factors in ensuring that
land registration programs are conducive to achieving
equitable social outcomes (p. 36)?
They concluded that the major factors that may lead to

social impact were:
1.
 Land registration processes that adversely impact on
women, leading to a reduced access to land. For
example, land titles registration may be detrimental to
women if the existing regulations discourage their
participation.
2.
 Land grabbing, where people who are better informed,
or more familiar with, the formal processes for
adjudication of ownership claiming rights to land that
was hitherto state, communal or privately owned land.
3.
 The acquisition of land at relatively low cost, prior to
the introduction of a land-titling scheme, by people
with knowledge that the process will commence.
4.
 Changes in ownership where the poor may sell their
land to larger landholders or wealthier persons (Feder
and Nishio, 1999).
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There are two major factors that may lead to adverse social
impacts—the level of corruption within the land registra-
tion process, and the degree to which the landholders
understand the processes and benefits of land titling. Feder
and Nishio (1999, p. 38) stated ‘‘The potential for such
undesirable outcomes is larger when registration and titling
are sporadic (i.e. performed upon demand by individual
landholders), and when the cost charged to the individual
for registration is high’’. They conclude by identifying
areas for further research that included:
1.
 The social and equitable impact of land registration
formalisation.
2.
 The impact of land registration projects on land
market transactions.
3.
 The extent to which land registration affects the
security of customary land tenure.
4.
 The costs and benefits of land registration systems.
There is limited literature suggesting that this research
agenda has been realised. Reducing corruption and
increasing landholder awareness remain as central chal-
lenges to the successful and equitable introduction of land
administration projects. However, it is not clear that the
current approaches to monitoring and evaluation (M&E)
adequately assess the success of land administration
against appropriate social and economic indicators. A
World Bank policy research report argued that there is a
need to ‘‘carefully assess the requirements and scope’’ of
land reform, and that the costs and impacts be evaluated
carefully, ‘‘in a transparent and participatory way’’ (World
Bank, 2003a, p. xiv).

The international land administration community is
very concerned with learning from the lessons revealed in
earlier projects with Jacobs and Haskins (2001) and
Barnes (2003) providing comments on the lessons learned
globally, and in Latin America, respectively. There have
been various approaches to evaluating and comparing
the performance of land administration projects in devel-
oping countries. Each land administration project includes
processes for evaluating the effectiveness and impact of
the implementation. However, many of these focus on
the efficiency of land administration processes and the
capacity of institutions. Barnes (2003, pp. 373–374) called
for ‘‘more and better impact studiesynot just to facilitate
subsequent phases of a project, but to better gauge how
well we are meeting the equity, efficiency and sustainability
goals that are fundamental to all land administration
projects’’.

Land administration projects are international develop-
ment projects and there is extensive literature on appro-
priate approaches for monitoring and evaluating such
projects (Cusworth and Franks, 1993; Chambers, 1983;
Stiglitz, 1999; Diallo and Thuillier, 2005; Davies and Dart,
2005; Zivets, 2003) In essence, community participation is
central to effective M&E of international development
projects. Actively involving key stakeholders in a partici-
patory way is difficult and requires a substantial commit-
ment (in terms of time, money and control over the
process), especially in complex projects involving land
reform. However, such participation increases the depth of
analysis and understanding of the true impact of an
intervention on the lives of the poor (Chambers, 2005).
Participatory evaluations are appropriate to all community
development interventions, including large national or
regional land administration projects.
This paper considers the objectives of land administra-

tion projects, the manner in which they are evaluated, and
explores whether the existing approaches to M&E are
effective in assessing the success of land projects. Particular
attention is paid to the Lao PDR first and second Land
Titling Projects to illustrate points made. The authors
consider that, in general, project design could be improved
to provide more effective measures of the socio-economic
success of a land administration project. Community
participation in all phases of the project will lead to more
effective and sustainable outcomes and more reflective
consideration of the lessons learned in undertaking such a
project. The authors argue that land administration
projects fail to take full advantage of current community
development practices and make recommendations for
improvements in project design and evaluation.

Objectives of land administration projects

The objectives of many land administration projects
around the world have been to improve tenure security and
access to land, potentially resulting in increased agricultur-
al production and improved livelihoods, improved govern-
ance and equity. Early land titling initiatives were often
included as part of a larger development project. In June,
2003 the World Bank Land Policy and Administration

division produced a policy research report, Land Policies

for Growth and Poverty Reduction (World Bank, 2003a)
that provided quantitative evidence that inappropriate
policies and institutional arrangements undermine tenure
security, and lead to reduced access to land for women and
minority groups. The recommendations in this report are
based on four principles: (i) the role of government in
establishing secure property rights, (ii) the importance of
establishing effectively functioning land markets to provide
equitable access to land, (iii) the potential for social and
economic cost if the land distribution is inequitable, and
(iv) the need to concentrate regulation on situations where
it is clear that externalities exist (Bell, 2006). This report
helped to generate broad consensus among governments,
donors and other stakeholders of the principles of
intervention, and led to a dramatic increase in the
World Bank’s lending in relation to land administration
with a rise from $172 million before FY1975, to $760
million in the period FY1995-FY2000, and to $1037
million between FY2001-FY2006 (Bell, 2006). Other
donors, such as the United States, British and Australian
international development agencies (USAID, DFID and
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AusAID), are now placing a high priority on land issues in
their aid programs.

It has been recognised that the design and implementa-
tion of the institutional, legal and technical components are
critical to the benefits of land titling being realised (Barnes,
2003). The complexity involved in developing these frame-
works has meant that more recent initiatives have involved
stand-alone land administration projects where compo-
nents of the projects consider the institutional, policy, and
technical aspects of land administration.

The primary objective of current land administration
projects is to facilitate a land market, although other
secondary equity and environmental goals exist (Dale, 2000;
Barnes, 2003). Each of the international agencies and donors
with an interest in land administration has slightly different
aims. The focus of the World Bank is to improve the security
of tenure and the efficiency of land markets. They seek to
achieve this through ‘‘the development of an efficient system
of land titling and administration that is based on clear and
consistent policies and laws, is gender-responsive and
supported by an appropriate institutional structure’’ (Bell,
2006). The UN-HABITAT Global Campaign for Secure

Tenure aims to significantly improve the lives of slum dwellers
by 2020, and secure tenure is seen as important element of a
sustainable housing strategy (UN-HABITAT, 2003). These
aims are consistent with Millennium Development Goal 7 on
slums (Tebbal and Augustinus, 2003). The United Nations
Food and Agriculture Organization aims to improve food
security and promote sustainable rural development. A
priority of the Organization is ‘‘encouraging sustainable
agriculture and rural development, a long-term strategy for
increasing food production and food security while conser-
ving and managing natural resources’’ (Munro-Faure, 2002,
p. 2). They provide policy support and tools for improved
tenure security to facilitate access to land, improved property
rights and land markets.

Many developed countries have aid agencies that
provide financial and technical support to land projects.
The objectives of these aid agencies often reflect the
political goals of the country in a region. For example,
the Australian Agency for International Development
(AusAID) published good practice guidelines for under-
taking land administration projects (Lyons and Chandra,
2001). The authors of this report argued that secure land
tenure is a foundation for social stability and economic
development. The release of the Whitepaper on Aid by
AusAID (2006) has further cemented the primacy of
securing regional security within the Australian aid
program. The focus of Australia’s aid program will
therefore continue to be improving governance and
achieving economic growth.

The discussion above provides an overview of the stated
objectives of international agencies and donors. These
objectives are reasonably similar and may be summarised as:
�
 A reduction in poverty.

�
 An increase in the security of tenure.
�
 Improved governance.

�
 Economic growth (including the establishment of a

land market).

�
 Sustainable land management.
However, it is important to establish if these objectives are
translated into the objectives and performance indicators
of land administration projects. A perusal of land
administration projects in Laos, Indonesia and Ghana
showed that the objectives are similar (World Bank,
2003b, c, 2004). The performance indicators listed in
Table 1 have been drawn from the Project Appraisal
Documents of the Ghana, Indonesia and Lao PDR land
administration projects. Each of these projects were
commenced in the 2003–2004 period with the Lao PDR
and Indonesian projects following on from earlier initial
land titling or land administration projects. These con-
sistently include tenure security, poverty reduction, eco-
nomic growth, improved governance or capacity building,
and increased revenue to the government (see Table 1).
Some land administration projects also specifically state
improved land management (e.g. Ghana) or improved
social and economic services to landholders (e.g. Lao PDR)
as objectives. Table 1 lists the more common Outcome or
Performance indicators.
The objectives listed in Table 1 are similar to the broad

objectives of the donor community. The particular focus
depends on the political agenda of the government and the
regional development issues. In the Second Land Titling
Project in Laos, for instance, the project contributes to the
government and AusAID focus on the National Poverty
Education Program, and the IDA Country Assistance
Strategy focus is on poverty reduction and accelerated
GDP growth (World Bank, 2003b). Accordingly, the
second Lao PDR Land Titling Project includes perfor-
mance indicators of improvements to GDP growth, such as
‘‘Increase in investment in the property sector’’ and
‘‘increase in government revenues from land and property
taxes and fees’’ (World Bank, 2003b, p. 37).
The Output Indicators or Performance Indicators are

important as they are the measures against which project
success is evaluated. The following section describes the
normal evaluation approaches on World Bank sponsored
land administration projects, and considers the extent to
which these adequately address the project objectives.

Existing evaluation approaches

It is quite common in many project designs to utilise a
logical framework (logframe) to precisely articulate the
project’s goals and outputs and activities (see AusAID,
2006). The logframe also sets out (at the design stage) what
the ‘measurable verifiable indicators’ of success will be for
the project and how these indicators will be collected or
found (Coleman, 1987). The benefits of stating at the
project’s inception what the measures of success will be are
that all involved are aware of how the project is to be
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Table 1

A list of objectives and performance indicators used in land administration

projects in Ghana, Indonesia and Laos

Objectives Outcome/performance indicators

Improve the security

of tenure

Reduction in land disputes

Increased number of land titles registered by

women

Equal access to land office services and land

titling activities by women and minority

groups

Increased land values

Increased access to formal credit

Poverty reduction Increased household income in project areas

Economic growth Increased growth in agricultural productivity

Increased formal lending (often by a specified

%)

Increased size of loans

Reduction in interest rate

Increased investment in the property sector

Increased formal land market activities

(often by a specified %)

Increased investment in agricultural land

Governance and

effective institutions

General satisfaction in land office services

Decreased number of complaints about land

registration

Strengthened perception of land tenure

security

Reduced corruption in land administration

Improved transparency checks and

participatory procedures adopted by

institutions

Increased percentage of subsequent

transaction registered in a land office

Decrease in informal payments in the land

registration process

Efficient institutions Increased formal land transaction

registration

Improved performance standards in land

offices

Improved turnaround times

Reduced transaction costs

Broader government

revenue base to

support improvement

to social and

economic services

Increased revenue from land and property

taxes and fees (often by a specified %)

Environmental

improvements

Improved provision of basic infrastructure

and services

Fostering prudent

land management

Sustainable land use planning and

management practices developed

Full utilisation of land resources in a

sustainable manner

Source: Derived from World Bank (2003b, c, 2004).

D. Mitchell et al. / Land Use Policy 25 (2008) 464–473 467
evaluated and eventually judged. This early focus forces
project planners to make explicit their expectations and
goals for the project. Stating these indicators at this stage
also provides opportunity for the community to provide
input into their development. Finally, if the project does
move substantially from its original intentions over the
course of its implementation, this shift becomes stark due
to the previously stated indicators of success. Even though
the logframe can be considered prescriptive (Nichols,
2004), the logframe approach does not exclude participa-
tory evaluative techniques.

Donor reviews and reports

Most World Bank sponsored land administration
projects involve supervision and reporting process that
often include Supervision Missions and Implementation

Completion Reports, supported by independent reviews by
consultants. Supervision Missions evaluate the perfor-
mance of the project against the project objectives and
performance indicators. Supervision missions are impor-
tant as they allow for changes to the project design or
structure prior to completion of the project, or for the
project to be suspended or funding cancelled if the project
implementation is unsatisfactory. The result of a Super-
vision Mission is an Aide Memoire, signed by all donors
and the government, in which each component of the
project is provided with a grading from highly unsatisfac-
tory to highly satisfactory. On satisfactory projects, where
project performance indicators have not been achieved,
suggestions are made for changes to the project design or
new short-term targets are developed.
The results of a final evaluation of the effectiveness of

the implementation of a project are published in an
Implementation Completion Report. This review is prepared
some time after completion of the project and reports on an
assessment of the development objectives, the achievement
of the objectives, major factors affecting the outcomes, and
sustainability issues (for example see World Bank, 2006).
Effective evaluation requires evaluation against the per-
formance indicators and in many cases these are too
qualitative to assess. The result is that a judgement must be
made as to the degree to which the objectives were
achieved.
Other donors undertake project reviews against the

project objectives and the MVIs in the logframe. For
example, AusAID produced a Project Completion Report

(PCR) of the first Lao PDR Land Titling Project (AusAID,
2003). However, timing of the AusAID is different to the
World Bank final evaluation in that they require the
managing contractor to finalise the PCR approximately 2
months prior to the completion of the contract with
AusAID.

Project monitoring and evaluation

More recent land administration projects involve a
‘M&E’ sub-component that involves establishing a M&E
system. However, the extent of socio-economic impact
assessment varies considerably. In Ghana, the land
administration project has a M&E sub-component with a
requirement for the project to design a system for M&E
and impact assessment based on participatory approaches.
Overall project performance and impact, against the key
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indicators in the project’s logframe, is to be established
through qualitative and quantitative data collection, review
of work plans, and an assessment of financial performance
(World Bank, 2003c). By contrast, the second Lao PDR
land titling project M&E sub-component involves two
elements: a socio-economic impact study, and the devel-
opment of a M&E system within the Department of Lands
to ‘‘track technical and financial project performance and
progress towards the achievement of the intended devel-
opment objectives’’ (World Bank 2003b, p. 51). The
effectiveness of M&E systems is dependent on the ability
and motivation of the project lead institution to undertake
the task.

Consideration of the use of socioeconomic studies in
land administration projects is instructive. The Lao PDR
Land Titling Project’s provide a good example of how
socioeconomic surveys are used in the evaluation process.
A Socio-Economic Baseline Study (SEBS) was undertaken
of the first Lao PDR Land Titling Project (Lahmeyer
International and Lao Consulting Group, 2003). This
report presented principal baseline findings of the socio-
economic survey carried out over 4 months, made some
preliminary observations on the findings, and recom-
mended changes to the M&E process. It should be noted
that most of the land titling activity in the first Land Titling
Project (LTP-1) occurred in the last 2 years leaving a short
time-frame for socio-economic impact assessment. A
follow-up socio-economic study is planned for Year 4 of
LTP-2. In addition the LTP-1 commissioned a Social

Assessment Study that was completed in 2003 (Burapha
Development Consultants, 2003). Preliminary results of
both these studies would have been available for use in the
design of LTP-2, although the Project Appraisal Document
does not acknowledge this. However, the results were too
late for the AusAID project completion review (AusAID,
2003). The SEBS should have been undertaken earlier in
the project to provide a baseline against which to measure
future project activities.

Comparative studies

In 2001 AusAID funded a study of a number of land
administration projects in which Australia had an interest
(Lyons and Chandra, 2001). This study involved ‘‘gather-
ing information from files, project design documents
(PDD), project implementation documents (PID), mid-
term reviews, and project completion reports (PCR)’’ (p.
2). This work was supplemented by discussions with
managing contractors of land administration projects and
visits to projects in Thailand, Laos and Vanuatu. The study
examined each with respect to structural completeness

(design of the project) and the operational efficiency. The
study team developed a rating scale for the five projects
ranging from ‘Weak’ to ‘Good Practice’ that allowed some
limited comparison of the projects. The result of this study
was a report entitled Undertaking Land Administration

Projects: Sustainability, Affordability, Operational Effi-
ciency and Good Practice Guidelines (Lyons and Chandra,
2001) that provided recommendations for the design of
future land administration projects. This report was limited
geographically, only involving five countries in the Asia-
Pacific, and placed a lot of reliance on the lessons learned
from the Thailand project.
In 2003 the World Bank commissioned a comparative

study (Land Equity International, 2003, pp. 1–2) that
aimed to ‘‘provide a basis for informed assessment of land
administration initiatives by systematically reviewing the
characteristics, accessibility, costs, and sustainability of
different land titling and registration options’’. It sought to
achieve this through identifying parameters of critical
relevance for policy. The study involved the preparation of
detailed country case studies, the synthesis of these case
studies into four regional papers, and a synthesis of the
critical global issues. It did not involve visits to the country
but relied on input from people with expertise in land
projects in each region.
The strength of this comparative study is the detail

provided about the structural elements of key land
administration projects in Latin America and the Car-
ibbean, Africa, Asia, and Europe and Central Asia. The
report and associated country case studies involve a large
amount of data, and assessment across all the aspects
considered is challenging. However, it has enhanced the
existing literature on land administration systems and
provides an important resource for anyone undertaking
evaluation of land administration projects. The limitations
in this study are that it has a greater focus on efficiency
aspects of land administration projects rather than the
social, economic or environmental aspects.
There have been various other comparisons and evalua-

tions of single land administration projects and regions.
For example, Boydell (2001) undertook a review of land
tenure and land conflict in the South Pacific. In this review
the author provided an overview of land tenure issues, and
investigated land tenure conflict in the region. This report
provides some more literature that allows a comparison of
land administration projects.

Limitations in the evaluation of land administration projects

In the previous sections we concluded that the perfor-
mance (or output) indicators used in land administration
projects are broadly consistent with the objectives of
governments and the donor organisations. However, the
focus and wording of the performance indicators is also
important.
It is clear from an inspection of the performance

indicators listed in Table 1 (from Ghana, Indonesia and
Lao PDR) that there is a strong focus on evaluating
improvements to economic growth (seven performance
indicators), governance (six performance indicators), and
efficiency (five performance indicators). It is also clear that
the evaluation measures are often too vague to provide a
clear picture of the effectiveness of the project across a
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range of aspects of the project. Many of these involve
indicators that are difficult to measure (e.g. ‘‘Reduced
corruption in land administration’’), and some provide
quantifiable indicators that seem to have an arbitrarily
derived number. For example, in the Lao PDR Second
Land Titling Project five Outcome Indicators require a
30% increase—‘‘increase by 30% in the number of formal
land transactions’’, ‘‘increase formal lending by 30%,
‘‘increase in government revenues by 30% from land and
property taxes and fees’’, ‘‘at least 30% of staff in DOL are
women by the end of the project’’, and ‘‘at least 30% of
students of the high level diploma are women’’ (Interna-
tional Development Association, 2003).

The performance indicators listed in Table 1 also exclude
much wider social consideration. Performance indicators
related to socio-economic objectives such as poverty
reduction rely on data such as household income in the
project area, and this may be difficult to track during the
life of the project. Many of the performance indicators are
based on increases in a particular area. Does this increase
correlate with an acceptable level of performance? For
example, an increase in access to formal credit does not tell
us if the level of access to formal credit is still too low, or if
there is a consistent trend of increasing access to formal
credit. Also, access to formal credit is not achievable
without an effectively functioning banking sector.

Performance indicators without an adequate focus on
the socioeconomic impact of a land administration project
do not allow evaluation of whether the project goals have
been fully met. This is explicitly acknowledged in a World
Bank policy research report on land policy that states:

‘‘dealing with efficiency will not automatically also
resolve equity issues. Stronger rights for women, as well
as improving access to land by herders, indigenous
populations, and other groups that were historically
disadvantaged, can be justified on the basis of basic
human rights considerations, even if they do not imply
an immediate increase in economic efficiency’’ (World
Bank, 2003a, p. xlv).

The degree to which socioeconomic baseline and impact
studies inform project design and implementation is
uncertain. In the example from Lao PDR presented earlier
it is clear that the designers of LTP-2 did not have access to
the SEBS, but did have the results of the earlier social
assessment study by Burapha Development Consultants.
However, the Lao PDR LTP-2 Project Appraisal Document

(World Bank, 2003b) has a section entitled ‘‘Lessons
learned and reflected in the project design’’ in which the
social assessment study was not listed, and the survey
recommendations were not included. Also, AusAID
undertook its project completion review without access to
the Socio-Economic Baseline Study, relying on the results
of the Social Assessment Study—a more rapid assessment.
This limited the ability of AusAID (one of the major
donors) to fully evaluate the socio-economic impact of
LTP-1.
Discussion

As with other community development interventions,
land administration projects seek to improve the circum-
stances of the poor and thus increase their well-being.
Therefore, understanding the impact of land administra-
tion projects on the well-being of communities is an
important, but difficult task. This is largely because well-
being is an ambiguous concept. It lacks a universally
acceptable definition, and has numerous, and often
competing interpretations. As well-being cannot be directly
observed, it cannot be directly measured.
The concept of well-being has evolved over time. While

its multidimensional nature is now commonplace in
discussion, in recent times well-being was considered
analogous primarily with income and consumption levels.
Much of this shift reflects Sen’s work on capabilities and
functioning’s (Sen, 1985, 1987a, b), and other work such as
Nussbaum’s central human capabilities (Nussbaum, 1988,
1992, 2000), Doyal and Gough (1991)’s intermediate
human needs, and Narayan et al. (2000) axiological needs,
among many others. Subsequently, approaches to well-
being have also widened to incorporate these social
analysis of well-being. Understanding how land adminis-
tration projects impact on the social circumstances of the
poor is thus important.
Yet given this evolution, it is perhaps incongruous that

the most common measure of well-being remains econom-
ic, and particularly income. This is evident in the Outcome

or Performance Indicators associated with the aforemen-
tioned land administration projects in Ghana, Indonesia
and Laos that are heavily economic and income biased.
However, little agreement exists within the literature on
how income or consumption might represent well-being
(McKenzie, 1983; Slesnick, 1998; Hueting, 1980; Islam,
1998, 2000; Johnson, 1996; Nordhaus, 1998). Yet the
limitation of income- (or consumption-) based measures of
well-being are well-known, including limitations around
equity, environment and its own construction (see Clarke
and Islam 2004, for a summary). Despite these weaknesses
though, income ‘continues to be regarded as the ‘‘quintes-
sential’’ well-being indicator’ (Dasgupta, 2001, p. 53).
Numerous evaluation methods exist to determine the

success of project interventions (see Dale, 2004; Chambers,
2005, for examples). Existing approaches to the evaluation
of land administration projects against the development
goals include evaluation by the donors, project M&E, and
consultant’s reviews. The question however that should be
considered is how effective is the evaluation approach in
assessing if the project objectives have been met?
Land administration projects are essentially top-down

projects and are therefore suited to the logframe approach.
Although the logframe is typically part of the project
appraisal document, there is no indication that the
logframe is referred to during supervision missions.
Limited consideration of the logframe in project imple-
mentation severely limits the quality of the M&E of the
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success of the project. The strength of the logframe is that
it forces project planners to state at the project’s inception
how it ought to be judged during the project and upon its
completion. However, land reform is a complex process
and the design of the ‘measurable verifiable indicators’ is
critical. Also, measurement of many of the indicators is
difficult. Therefore, it would be quite appropriate to utilise
some of the established techniques in these complex
projects. For example, a ‘most significant change’ exercise,
could be employed to further discuss the social impact of
the introduction of land titling (Davies and Dart, 2005).

The outcome performance indicators (in Table 1) fail to
state the size or magnitude of any associated change. For
example, the performance indicator of ‘reduction in land
disputes’ is of little value if no specified targets are set.
Should the project be judged a success if there is just a
single less land dispute as a result of the project? Also, the
indicators related to the number of parcels registered do
not take into account the capacity and sustainability of the
institution to continue to register land parcels after the end
of the project. Indeed, if the logframe technique was
utilised in the land administration projects described in
Table 1, each and every one of these performance
indicators would have a target set against it. These targets
may be absolute numbers (reduction by 10, 20, or 30, etc.)
or relative numbers (reduction by 10%, 20%, 30%, etc.).
What would be clear, at the project’s inception is that the
indicator will verify whether the intervention can be judged
successful.

If we consider the performance indicator of ‘‘Increased
household income’’ (see Table 1), we can consider the
limitations of a general indicator in more detail.
Whilst household income is important, consideration
should also be given to household consumption patterns.
A land administration project may result in higher house-
hold income, but if this increase is in monetary form, it
may be that expenditure on food, education, and health is
given less priority than consumption of status goods
purchased by the male head of the household (Chambers,
2005). It is also difficult to establish how much of the
increase in household income, if any, is due to land
registration.

The performance indicator of ‘‘Increased formal land
market activities’’ in Table 1 also needs further considera-
tion. It is important to consider cultural differences
between countries when assessing the effectiveness of these
performance indicators. Prosterman and Hanstad (2003, p.
5) argue that there is evidence that broadening access to
land and strengthening cultivators’ land rights can generate
increases in overall economic activity. Much of the
literature surrounding investment, land markets, and
property rights follows similar views: that protection of
property rights, improved tenure security through land
titling, and consequent access to credit are important.
Bloch et al., however, found that large landholders
continued to benefit disproportionately, and that there
was little evidence to be found on benefits to disadvantaged
groups, ‘‘either through increased farm incomes or the
operation of land markets’’ (Bloch et al., 2003, p. 14).
At the outset of this paper Feder and Nishio’s (1999)

work was considered. Without specific care, the dilemmas
spelled out in that work can become reality. The existence
of a land market infers property transfer; increases in
property values are measured by repeat transactions. In
such cases ‘‘transactions’’ may be understood as disposses-
sion of the original custodians. Specific difficulties could
arise when an extended family relies on land for its
existence. Similarly, whilst mortgages over land can allow
for much-needed cash to effect improvements to the land,
they also require repayments to be made. Increased debt
could negate the economic benefits of such improvements.
In such cases conflict can arise, and may well be more
widespread unless cultural sensitivity is engaged in the
assignment of evaluation parameters.
Social analysis of the impact of land administration

interventions must begin within the project design docu-
ments. Full consideration of the primary purpose of the
land administration projects needs to be wider than simply
process outcomes such as improved mechanisms of tenure
and governance. The purpose of land administration
projects should be conceived as means to improved well-
being defined in a multidimensional manner. If this is
embedded into the original project design document, it is
possible to utilise a number of measures to assess
improvements in social well-being. These measures may
include: improvements in literacy, health outcomes, school
enrolments and retention rates, calorie in-take and reduc-
tions in morbidity and mortality rates. The difficulty is in
establishing the relationship of land titling to the changes
in social well-being.
Aggregate data for these outcomes are now widely

available. The UNDP, in its Human Development Report

2004, publishes data on life expectancy, adult literacy, and
school enrolment ratios for 177 countries, the World

Development Indicators (World Bank, 2005), contains
around 800 indicators for over 150 countries, and the
World Happiness Database (Veenhoven, 2004) contains
2300 surveys in 112 nations, dating from 1946 to the
present. Concerns remain however of the reliability and
comparability of many of these indicators (McGillivray
and Clarke, 2006). Most of the widely used social
indicators are based on information obtained from
national censuses. Yet many countries, especially the
poorest, do not have the resources to conduct accurate
censuses. No country conducts a yearly national census
and some countries conduct them at irregular intervals.
Data for the intervening years have to be estimated. Given
these and a number of methodological problems the data
tend to be incomparable both between countries at a given
point in time and within given countries over time.
However, as land administration projects are implemen-

ted at the sub-national level, it is more appropriate to
conduct specific social surveys rather than rely on these
(unreliable) national aggregates. Data collection techniques
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for this purpose are now well developed (Laws et al., 2003).
Baseline and endline surveys collected by random sampling
are able to provide accurate data on many health and other
social outcomes. The Lao PDR socio-economic baseline
survey completed in 2003 is an example. Socio-economic
surveys should be undertaken early in a project, the results
should be disseminated widely, used to assess project
implementation during the project, and the results incor-
porated into future project design. Although the SEBS was
not available for the project design of the Lao PDR LTP
II, it has been used by the managing contractor to modify
some implementation approaches, and in developing
responses to questions from government.

It is also important that other data collection techniques
be used that have been developed out of community
development practices. Key to these data collection
techniques is community participation (see Chambers,
1983, 2005; Dale, 2004). Depending on the size of the land
administration project various participatory learning and
action techniques (PLA) can be utilised to ascertain the
impact on social outcomes on local communities. In
addition to these PLA exercises, data can be collected
using key informant interviews with key project stake-
holders (which may include local health officials, teachers,
etc.), focus group discussions with community groups
(perhaps split into gender, age or occupation groupings),
and most significant change exercises (again split into
different cohorts).

As with the social analysis, economic data should be
collected at the community level, as it will not be feasible to
attribute changes in national income to a single land
administration project (even if that project covers large
sections of the country). Household surveys are adequate
to capture change in household incomes (Laws et al., 2003).
However, the purpose of a land administration project
should not simply be to increase income, but increase
household income as a means to improve the social
outcomes experienced by all members of that house-
hold—to increase health, education, access to water and
sanitation, etc. Other data collection techniques that can be
utilised to collected data on these outcomes include focus
group discussions, key informant interviews and most
significant change exercises. All these tools provide detailed
data on both the intended and unintended impacts of
project interventions.
Conclusions

Following his participation in a forum on the lesson
learned from past land administration projects, Barnes
(2003) stated ‘‘there is a growing realisation that there has
been sufficient experience to carry out a more comprehen-
sive evaluation of land administration initiatives worldwide
and to compile lessons learned to date’’. Evaluation can
occur during the implementation of an individual project,
and there would also be benefits to evaluating the factors
that influenced the success or otherwise of many projects
across the world.
In this paper we have considered the existing approaches

to evaluation of land administration projects in developing
countries. Land reform is a complex undertaking and
effective evaluation of the success of the implementation is
difficult to achieve. This evaluation often relies on the
judgement of people with considerable experience in these
types of international development projects. This may lead
to variable results in M&E, and inadequate transparency in
the process.
However, there are opportunities to improve the

approach taken by donors, and developing country
governments. In the land administration projects consid-
ered in this research there is considerable focus in the
performance indicators on economic growth, governance
and efficiency. Whilst these are important indicators, more
focus could be placed on the socio-economic impact of the
land reform process. A major issue is that the government
of the country in question controls the allocation of
funding for project implementation. If the implementing
ministry does not see the value in undertaking a socio-
economic survey they are likely to delay the survey process
to a stage where they may become irrelevant. Surveys
should be required to be completed at an early stage in the
project to provide a baseline against which to measure the
success of future project activities.
Improving the wording of performance indicators in the

project design to allow for more effective measurement and
assessment will allow decision makers to more easily assess
the full extent of the success of the project in meeting its
objectives. However, in many land administration projects
the implementing agency often requires considerable
capacity building during the implementation of the project.
The degree to which the government staff fully understand
and use the performance indicators is questionable. The
projects considered in the research (in Ghana, Indonesia,
and Laos) have several performance indicators that are too
non-specific to allow effective assessment as to whether
they have been achieved. The result is a reduced ability of
the government and donors to suggest changes to the
design of the project or changes to the method of
implementation. With vague or unspecific performance
indicators the likelihood is that they will not be adequately
referred to during the implementation of the project. More
carefully considered performance indicators, along with a
greater focus on these indicators during the project
implementation is needed.
The lessons learned in tenure reform, and set out by

authors such as Jacobs and Haskins (2001) and Barnes
(2003) are applicable. Tenure reform is country- and
region-dependent; it requires transparency and participa-
tion; success requires an openness to utilising a variety of
tenure forms, and that there needs to be wariness of
unintended consequences of policy design and reform. In
that sense, the international aid agency investments in land
markets and property rights (such as the new directions for
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USAID investments outlined in Bloch et al. (2003, pp.
15–18)) must consider the regional sensitivities when
determining the indicators for success. It may be that
increased transactions, or increased values, for example are
not appropriate in some cases, and that other indicators
relating to increased productivity, increases in household
incomes, health issues, or how disadvantaged people or
women have been able to participate within a market
would be preferable.

Improvements are also needed in the use of the results of
socioeconomic analyses, and the incorporation of recom-
mendations into the project design and M&E process. The
timing of socioeconomic research can be problematic.
Baseline surveys should be implemented in a land admin-
istration programme as soon as meaningful conclusions
can be drawn. Future stages of the programme require
feedback on the impact of the earlier stages. There are also
difficulties in socioeconomic measurement that result from
changes to the project design from one stage to another
(for example, there were changes from LTP-1 and LTP-2 in
the Lao PDR Land Titling Project). If the socioeconomic
surveys are the most effective means of assessing the impact
of the land administration project, then the results must
influence the future design and implementation of the
project.

The findings of this research provide information to
move forward the discussion on appropriate methods of
designing performance indicators and evaluating projects.
More research is needed into the development of effective
and measurable socioeconomic indicators.
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