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ABSTRACT 

 

Critique on SMU-Inspired Approach to Community Development: 

Comparative Study of SMU in light of MVP 

 

Name: Jun Hee Doh 

Department, Major: International Studies, International Cooperation 

Graduate School of International Studies 

Seoul National University 

 

Increasing global attention on Korea’s Saemaul Undong (SMU) experience as a 

promising approach to rural and community development for developing countries 

in the 21st century necessitates a comprehensive critique on such an approach. 

There exist limited evaluations on the development assistance effectiveness of 

SMU Official Development Assistance (SMU ODA) from the past two decades 

and few analyses conducted in comparison with other notable rural development 

programs. This qualitative study aims to contribute to the ongoing discussion on 

inquiring the extent to which SMU ODA could be a viable approach to community 

development and engages in an in-depth examination of SMU ODA projects, 

program modularization, and relevant implementation agencies. The critique on 

SMU ODA takes place in two stages: analysis and comparative evaluation. Firstly, 

analysis of SMU ODA projects from the past two decades is carried out based on 

two frameworks of analysis: the substantive framework of central mechanisms of 

SMU in the 1970s, and the theoretical framework based on New Institutionalism 

examined through Korea’s aid architecture. Secondly, Millennium Villages Project 

(MVP) is introduced as a case study for comparative program evaluation and 
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evaluated alongside SMU ODA based on the Program Evaluation Criteria selected 

for this study (ownership, alignment, program institution efficiency, managing for 

results, impact, and sustainability) to infer implications for future SMU ODA 

modularization and implementation. This study concludes with a focus on SMU 

ODA’s program modularization and implementation shortcomings in light of MVP. 

 

Keywords: Saemaul Undong, Saemaul ODA, Community Development, 

Millennium Village Project, Korea’s Development, Rural Development 

Student ID: 2014-24221  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Research Background  

 

Adopted in 2000, Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) addressed threats to 

poverty, education, gender equality, health, and environmental sustainability and 

called for global partnerships in an integrated approach to development. Holistic 

development referred to both its multi-sectoral nature and range of actors involved, 

ranging from United Nations (UN) agencies, multilateral financial institutions, 

international nongovernmental organizations, to private donors. Within this 

framework, rural development was highlighted as 75% of the 1.2 billion people in 

extreme poverty were found to reside in rural areas (UN ECOSOC, 2003). Global 

poverty remained a predominantly rural phenomenon with the largest segment of 

the world’s poorest being rural women, children and men working as subsistence 

farmers, herders, fishers, artisans, and migrant workers (IFAD, 2011). However, 

the context is changing to poverty in cities due to rapid urbanization: by 2025, 54% 

of the developing world will be urban (IFAD, 2016). Nevertheless, rural 

development will persist as a critical issue in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia 

– regions of the highest levels of poverty – which will be increasingly rural in 2025, 

with 57% and 60% of populations in rural areas (IFAD, 2016). Rural development 

will be highlighted in strategic international frameworks, such as the 2030 Agenda 

for Sustainable Development, Addis Ababa Action Agenda, and Paris Agreement 

under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).  

 

A key lesson of MDGs implementation was the need to involve national and local 

communities to localize the process for high-level impact (UNDP, 2015). To build 
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on commitments made by MDGs, the international community adopted the 2030 

Agenda for Sustainable Development in 2015 with 17 Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs) and 169 targets (General Assembly Resolution 70/1, 2015). Goal 

2.3 – 2.5 refer to agricultural productivity and small-scale food producers. Goal 

2.a refers to increased investment in rural infrastructure, agricultural research and 

extension services and technology. Goal 17.9 and 17.16 focus on national capacity-

building to support SDG implementation, including South-South and triangular 

cooperation via sharing of knowledge, technology, and financial resources. It is in 

this context that the Development Centre of Organization of Economic 

Cooperation and Development (OECD), Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) of 

the Republic of Korea, and United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 

hosted a discussion on the ‘New Rural Development Paradigm’ with introduction 

of the Saemaul Initiative Towards Inclusive and Sustainable New Communities 

(ISNC) to address rural development (Dutt and Leri, 2015). Referencing Korea’s 

Saemaul Undong (SMU) in the 1970s, UNDP stressed the importance of local 

development in the governance processes of ‘how’ and ‘by whom’ local 

development is fostered and promoted. The role of rural institutions and local 

authorities were emphasized in SDGs implementation (Poole, 2016). 

 

1.2 Significance of Study: SMU in Development Cooperation 

 

Korea’s rapid economic growth in the 1970s and decline in absolute rural poverty 

from 27.9% to 10.8% between 1970 and 1978 is frequently associated with 

Saemaul Undong (hereafter SMU; translated as New Village Movement) (Park, 

2009). Until the 1960s, 70% of the Korean population resided in rural areas, and 

80% lived in thatched roof houses with meager infrastructure, limited electricity, 

and low productivity. In 1965, GDP per capita was around USD 100 (Hahm, n.d.). 
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However, from 1971 to 1979, SMU was carried out nationwide with extensive 

government support and competitive community participation in rural villages. 

During this time, Korea achieved extensive rehabilitation of rural infrastructure, 

significant increase in rural household incomes, improvement in rural living 

conditions, and food security (UNDP, 2016). Many scholars researched on the 

central mechanisms underlying SMU’s contribution to Korea’s growth and SMU 

has been increasingly promoted as the root of Korea’s economic development 

(Ministry of the Interior, 2016). However, it is important to note the stark 

controversies in the evaluation of SMU. In the 1970s, SMU in Korea was 

implemented in a socio-political and global context that differs considerably from 

the overall context that developing countries face today.  

 

Despite the controversy, requests from developing countries on knowledge sharing 

of SMU grew markedly over the past two decades. SMU was incorporated into 

projects of varied size and applications in more than 30 countries, including 

Ethiopia, Uganda, Rwanda, Tanzania, Afghanistan, Myanmar, Laos and Cambodia 

(UNDP, 2015). In 2001, the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for 

Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP) initiated SMU pilot villages in Vietnam, Laos 

and Cambodia. In 2008, KOICA (Korea International Cooperation Agency), 

United Nations World Tourism Organization for Sustainable Tourism for 

Eliminating Poverty (UNTWO ST-EP) Foundation, and North Gyeongsang 

Province (NGP) incorporated elements of SMU into Korean Millennium Villages 

Project (MVP) in Tanzania and Uganda. In 2011, World Food Program (WFP) 

signed an MOU to carry out the Food for New Villages initiative integrating SMU 

in Rwanda and Nepal. In 2013, SMU archives were inscribed into the Memory of 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 

World Register. As of October 2016, there were 396 SMU pilot villages in 26 

countries, and 7,400 SMU leaders from 99 countries have received SMU training 
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(GSLF, 2016). Along bilateral and multilateral channels, SMU in the 1970s has 

transformed into SMU Official Development Assistance (hereafter, SMU ODA) 

for developing countries in the 21st century.  

 

1.3 Research Questions 

 

Increasing international attention on Saemaul Undong (SMU) necessitates a 

comprehensive critique on the SMU-inspired approach to community development, 

carried out as SMU ODA in the past two decades: To what extent is SMU ODA a 

viable approach to community development? The research questions are as follows: 

 RQ1: How has SMU ODA been modularized and pursued as official 

development assistance? 

 RQ2: How does SMU ODA fare in modularization and implementation, 

when compared with the Millennium Villages Project, a comparable rural 

development program? 

In the context of SMU globalization, this study inquires the extent to which SMU 

ODA modularization and implementation present a viable development model for 

community development. RQ1 examines SMU ODA modularization based on the 

following sub-questions: Which agency has pursued SMU ODA? Is there a 

centralized SMU ODA implementation guideline? How has SMU ODA been in 

practice? To what extent does SMU ODA reflect the central mechanisms of SMU 

in the 1970s? How has the aid architecture in Korea affected the definition, 

modularization, and implementation of SMU ODA? RQ2 evaluates SMU ODA in 

comparison with the Millennium Villages Project (MVP). Examination of the two 

research questions presents a comprehensive critique on the SMU ODA approach.  
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Controversial Evaluation of SMU 

 

It is important to note the pronounced controversy on the evaluation of SMU, 

which affects SMU ODA modularization. According to Kim and Kang (2015), 

SMU ODA modularization brought about much contestation in Korea. Disputes 

ranged from the evaluation of SMU (whether it indeed was the critical factor that 

led to the Miracle of the Han River) to its definition (on which components 

constitute SMU). Park and Goh (2013) discuss the sharp divide in literature on 

SMU; polarized narratives present either economic triumph or dictatorship 

denunciation. Han (2011) discusses that such contentious perspectives reflect 

irreconcilable ideological differences. On the one hand, scholars point to the 

astounding social transformation of rural communities as a result of SMU. The 

positive role of the state (particularly, leadership of President Park) is highlighted 

in the reorientation of the government to promote integrated rural development and 

drastic poverty alleviation (Park, 1998; Whang, 1997). Improved rural 

infrastructure, increased income generation, and intangible “spiritual 

enlightenment” are mentioned as key components of its success. Per So et al (2011), 

academic literature discussed SMU’s accomplishments, mechanisms and methods 

for improvement, or SMU Spirit. For scholars in favor of SMU, feasibility studies 

for its ODA model have been conducted.  

 

Knowledge Sharing Program (KSP) papers by Ministry of Strategy and Finance 

(Han, 2012; Kim and Kim, 2013) and publications by Asian Development Bank 

(2012) and UNDP (2015) highlight institutional capacity-building, sustainable 
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village financing, and community empowerment as key components of SMU’s 

positive impact on poverty alleviation. However, others argue that the 

globalization of knowledge on SMU built on government narratives “deserves 

greater scrutiny” and that its value-oriented narrative of “spiritual rejuvenation” 

requires serious questioning (Doucette and Muller, 2016). Mulyadi (2002) 

questions SMU’s actual impact on rural incomes and regards the dual price policy 

as the reason for agricultural vitalization. Kihl (1979) points to the resentment and 

cynicism of villagers during SMU. In this perspective, scholars view SMU as 

heavily top-down and coercive, with executive decision-making by the President 

to gain support from rural areas and legitimize other policies of control. The state 

conducted mass campaigns of indoctrination and enforced participation that 

resulted in resentment (Lie, 1998; Burmeister, 1988; Wade, 1982). Repression 

experienced by civil society is accentuated over measures of economic success and 

it is strongly questioned whether such an approach should be promoted in 

development cooperation.  

 

2.2 Defining SMU Approach in Rural Development Context 

 

Acknowledging the controversial evaluation of SMU by scholars, this study 

attempts to clarify the SMU approach in the broader context of rural development 

strategies pursued globally throughout the past decades. For Reed (2010), SMU 

was a government-initiated, nationwide, community-based (CBD), integrated rural 

development (IRD) program. For Park (1998) and Whang (1997), SMU was a 

Korean version of an integrated rural development (IRD) project. For Kim and 

Jang (2015), SMU was a government-led rural modernization project, although 

recently transformed and presented as a participatory rural development (CDD) 

model. For UNDP (2015), SMU was an integrated local community development 
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(CD) programme that flourished between 1971-1979. For Asia Development Bank 

(ADB), SMU was a community-driven development (CDD) program pursued in 

the 1970s with specific institutional principles and community participation (ADB, 

2012). Per KOICA (2014), SMU was a community development (CD) movement 

carried out under government support and initiative. For Dr. Kyeyune from Uganda 

(GSLF, 2016), SMU is not a project or programme, but campaign. As such, SMU 

has been defined and understood through various concepts without clear definition 

on the characteristics of the concept in use. This section outlines the literature on 

rural development strategies from 1950s to 2000s. Concepts such as Community 

Development (CD), Integrated Rural Development (IRD), and Community-Based 

and Driven Development (CBD/CDD) used to describe SMU are clarified and 

differentiated, alongside criticisms of each approach. 

 

2.2.1 Rural Development from 1950s to 2000s: Characteristics and Criticisms 

 

According to the World Bank (1975; 1997), rural development is defined as a 

strategy to improve the socio-economic lives of the rural poor and extends beyond 

one sector towards concerted action on multiple sectors to remove constraints to 

development. Reflecting the development discourse at the time, policies moved 

from community development, intensive agricultural development, integrated 

rural development, livelihood approaches, towards participatory paradigms 

(Ashley and Maxwell, 2001). Narratives through the decades emphasized 

modernization (1960s), state intervention (1970s), market liberalization (1980s), 

participation and empowerment (1990s) with concepts fading and reoccurring 

(Ellis and Biggs, 2001). Multi-sectoral approaches appeared in structural 

adjustment, market liberalization, state-market relations, and good governance 

(1990s and 2000s). Basic needs and redistribution with growth, including 
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integrated rural development, were economy and society-wide (World Bank, 1975). 

Table 1 reflects the prevailing rural development strategies from 1950s to 2000s. 

Although scholars refer to SMU as CD, IRD, and/or CDD, the concepts are not 

identical. The following section clarifies characteristics and criticisms of each 

concept to clarify the definition of SMU approach. 

 

Table 1. Rural Development from 1950s to 2000s 

 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 

Dominant 

Rural 

Development 

Strategy 

Community 

Development 

(CD) 

Small-Farm 

Growth; 

 

State-Led 

Rural 

Development 

Integrated 

Rural 

Development 

(IRD) 

Market 

Liberalization; 

 

Process, 

Participation, 

Empowerment, 

and Actor 

Approaches 

Sustainable 

Livelihoods 

as an 

Integrating 

Framework  

Community-

Based and 

Driven 

Development 

(CBD, CDD); 

 

Poverty 

Reduction 

Strategy 

Papers 

(PRSP) 

Note: While various rural development approaches/strategies coexisted, this table highlights the most representative strategy of 

each period. The bolded terms refer to concepts used frequently and interchangeably to refer to SMU by scholars.  

Source: Adapted from Ellis and Biggs (2001) 

 

1950s: Community Development (CD) and Criticisms 

The dual-economy theory of development was presented in the 1950s (Lewis, 

1954). The subsistence rural sector was perceived to have minimal prospects for 

productivity or growth, and a transitory phase to be absorbed into the modern 

sector. Alongside the manufacturing industry, the modern sector would consist of 

large-scale agriculture enjoying economies of scale (e.g. commercial farms, 

plantations). In this context, CD consisted of bottom-up initiatives involving direct 

participation of rural communities with emphasis on self-help, building grassroots 
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institutions and processes, and transferring technology for effective solutions in 

agricultural production and rural infrastructure (Rutten, 1984). India’s Etawah 

project in 1948 served as a model for CD. However, scaling up such village-level 

successes failed due to inability to develop a government-wide administration with 

participatory bureaucratic capacity.  

 

1960s: Small-Farm Paradigm and Move Towards State-led Rural Development 

However, by the mid-1960s, CD projects were criticized for their inability to 

reform community power structures and program capture by elites. Following 

global food crises, CD shifted towards a narrower focus on agricultural research, 

extension, and credit systems to enhance agricultural productivity. Ellis and Biggs 

(2001) argues that the first paradigm shift in rural development was in the 1960s, 

when small-farm agriculture became the engine of growth, providing resources for 

the industrial sector. Small farmers were rational economic agents making efficient 

farm decisions (Schultz, 1964; Berry and Cline, 1979), spurring ‘rural growth 

linkages’ of labor-intensive non-farm activities in rural areas (Johnston and Kilby, 

1975). The small-farm paradigm was only recently challenged as the rural poor 

increasingly depended on non-farm sources to sustain livelihoods (Ellis, 1998). 

Focus on poor small farmers touched upon both equity and growth. Following, 

1960s to 1970s consisted of extensive state investments into rural infrastructure, 

research, and technology such as Green Revolution (Ashley and Maxwell, 2001).  

 

1970s: Integrated Rural Development (IRD) and Criticisms 

IRD was a popular method in the 1970s and early 1980s. Inclusive of social 

investments and focus on agricultural productivity, IRD necessitated a holistic 

view towards rural development that embraced complementary interactions 
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between actors of agriculture and non-farm development (Kostov and Lingard, 

2004). Policy emphasis shifted towards sustainable rural economies and 

diversification in non-agricultural income generation, and policy support was 

given to broader environmental development. However, disillusionment with 

bureaucratic approaches led to re-emphasis on local participation and community 

mobilization. The Comilla IRD project in Bangladesh focused on capacity building 

of local governments through strengthening of public agency cooperation. This led 

to improvements in skills transfer, increased productivity, and improvement of 

infrastructure (e.g. roads, irrigation, and drainage). However, the project failed to 

scale up as it was perceived as imposition of centrally mandated programs rather 

than an enabling instrument to mobilize resources (Rutten, 1984).  

 

Overall Criticisms of CD and IRD Approaches 

IRD failed as an excessively top-down approach, with project design and 

implementation by central officials and communities rarely involved (World Bank, 

1997). Failure to scale up IRD projects was attributed to government inability to 

provide sustained human resources at the intensity shown in local management of 

pilot projects. Projects required the administrative freedom to tailor programs 

based on local endowments and priority issues. Concerns included the set up of 

project management units that bypassed weak local institutions in project 

implementation. This parallel setup challenged sustainability and capacity-

building after project completion, as communities failed to develop local 

institutions in the process. Heavy reliance on external assistance, investment 

beyond local availability, and short-term project-specific institutions resulted in 

inability to sustain projects by communities. IRD necessitated attention to socio-

economic and cultural particularities of local contexts in implementation. However, 

insufficient analysis of local power structures and institutional mechanisms led to 
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complexities (USAID Armenia). CD and IRD projects led to realization that 

bureaucratic services from the central government need to interact with local 

governments and institutions at the community level (Rutten, 1984). State-society 

synergies need to be developed via processes of establishing priorities, 

performance feedback, community resource mobilization, and incentives-setting 

for bureaucratic performance (Korten, 1982). CD or IRD eventually failed as one 

without the other was unsustainable. If rural areas do not mobilize to integrate into 

political processes, they will not receive necessary resources for project 

maintenance. The political dimension needs to be recognized for effective program 

design and implementation. 

 

1980s and 1990s: Empowerment 

The 1980s came from the failure of large-scale government management and 

NGOs arose as the agents of development. According to Ellis and Biggs (2001), 

the second paradigm shift was in 1980s and 1990s when the bottom-up approach 

of empowerment and participation was emphasized. Indigenous technical 

knowledge, problem-solving capacity of the poor, and actor-oriented perspective 

embraced uniqueness of local experiences (Richards, 1985; Long and Long, 1992; 

Booth, 1994). Market liberalization pursued by financial institutions led to retreat 

of the state, followed by emphasis on poverty reduction in the 1990s (World Bank, 

1997; Narayan et al., 2000). The New Poverty Agenda emphasized balanced 

development to address the multi-dimensional nature of rural poverty (World Bank, 

2000). Concepts centered on opportunity (institutional support), empowerment 

(building social capital, participatory processes, and redistribution), and security 

(risk management and resilience) (Maxwell, 2001). Rural development moved 

towards public-private partnerships (Maxwell and Heber-Percy, 2001) and state 

support by co-financing and external alliances (Johnson and Start, 2001). 
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2000s: Community-Based and Driven Development (CBD/CDD) 

CBD actively involve beneficiaries in project design and management, and CDD 

refers to CBD in which communities have direct control over key decisions and 

management of investment funds (Mansuri and Rao, 2004). This approach came 

after viewing top-down approaches as disempowering and ineffective (Escobar, 

1995; Scott, 1998) and embracing the capability approach (Sen, 2001). CDD aimed 

to enhance sustainability, improve effectiveness, make development inclusive, 

strengthen governance, and build social capital (Chambers, 1983; Narayan, 2002). 

CDD would reduce information problems as communities establish priorities, 

engage in project selection and implementation, and strengthen civic capacities by 

nurturing local organizations (Mansuri and Rao, 2004). This participatory 

approach aimed to insert local knowledge into decision-making, reverse 

entrenched relations of power, and improve government responsiveness, delivery, 

and poverty-targeting. The Self-Employed Women’s Association in India, Orangi 

slum improvement project in Pakistan, and Iringa Nutrition Project in Tanzania are 

examples of successful CDD projects (Krishna, Uphoff and Esman, 1997).  

 

Criticisms on CDD Approach to Rural Development  

Skeptics of CDD discuss practical challenges of implementation in diverse local 

contexts. Participation, community, and social capital are endogenous constructs, 

embedded into socio-economic relations of power (Mansuri and Rao, 2004). When 

attempting to give beneficiaries a voice, CDD projects need to strive for 

contextualized project design and implementation as they engage in local socio-

political contexts. Critics argued that CDD was not as effective in targeting the 

poor. Requirement of community contributions may discriminate against the 
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poorest, unwilling or unable to contribute (Chase, 2002). Table 2 outlines 

criticisms of CDD. As SMU is increasingly referred to as CDD, identification of 

its criticisms reveals limitations for SMU ODA when implemented without 

complementary government support (IRD) as SMU had in the 1970s. 

 

Table 2. Criticisms of CDD 

 Critique on Participation for Development 

Olson (1973),  

Hardin (1992) 

Without coercion, self-interested individuals will not act to achieve common interests 

(problem of free-riders, tragedy of the commons). 

Mansuri and Rao (2004) For the socio-economically disadvantaged, participation may entail real or imputed financial 

losses due to time constraints and psychological or physical duress. Participation may involve 

positions against interests of existing powerholder and voice can be costly. 

Bowen (1986),  

Ribot (1995) 

Mainstreaming participation has shifted costs of service delivery to beneficiaries, resulting in 

forms of forced labor with the poorest pressured to make contributions far more than the rich.  

Summers (2001) Local institutions can undermine elected governments. 

Harriss (2001),  

Mosse (2001),  

Cooke and Kothari (2001) 

Project implementers whose incentives are not aligned may gloss over local power structures 

to forgo difficult institution-building for easily deliverable outcomes. 

Mosse (2001) “Local knowledge” can conceal underlying politics of knowledge production and use. 

Participatory exercises can be shaped by local relations of power, authority, gender, and reflect 

political process of public events. Project facilitators can shape needs by perceptions of what 

projects can deliver. Participation can legitimize established priorities and needs of donors.  

Gujit and Shah (1998), 

Cooke and Kothari (2001), 

Mosse (2001) 

“Community” defined as cohesive, culturally and politically homogenous is problematic. 

Factional, ethnic, or religious identities complicate the picture. Local structures of socio-

economic power that may strongly influence project outcomes can be obscured. 

Fine (2001), Portes (1998), 

Durlauf (2001), Harriss 

(2001), Bourdieu (1984; 

1990; 1998) 

Investing in social capital may not be as straightforward as investing in physical capital. Social 

capital is embedded in existing structures of power. As the poor have less powerful networks, 

social capital based programs could perpetuate inequality. 

Conning and Kevane 

(2002) 

Only communities with relatively egalitarian preferences, transparent systems of decision-

making, and clear rules for poor-targeting tend to be more effective than outside agencies.   

Galasso and Ravallion Isolated and highly unequal villages have poorer targeting performance. Programs can be 

constrained by local inequality. 

Harragin (2004) Local notions of how food should be distributed may differ from those of aid workers, 

resulting in poorly designed projects. 

Schady (2002) CDD projects are no less immune to political manipulation than top-down programs. In Peru, 

levels of community support for President Fujimori affected allocation of projects. 

Khwaja (2001) CDD project maintenance did not fare well when community participation was involved in 

technical decision-making.  



19 

 

Bardhan and Dayton-

Johnson (2001) 

Social heterogeneity had negative impact on community cooperation and commons 

management, weakened social norms, and was associated with lower levels of maintenance. 

Source: Adapted from Mansuri and Rao, 2004 

 

2.2.2 Clarification of SMU Approach: Implications of CD, IRD and CDD 

 

Regarding SMU as an approach, scholars initially viewed SMU as state-centric 

IRD whereby the central government played the most essential role. Measures 

spearheaded by the President and implemented by Ministries facilitated effective 

political mobilization of communities regardless of their willingness to participate 

(Moore, 1984; Koh, 2006). Others analyzed SMU as society-centric CD and 

emphasized the endogenous process of participation from villagers and decision-

making mechanisms that utilized social capital at the village level (So, 2007; Park, 

2009). Active village participation corresponded with consensus generated in town 

meetings and village development committees (Park and Lee, 1997; So, 2007). 

With time, scholars discussed the presence of both state-centric (IRD) and society-

centric (CD) processes, and mechanisms that mediated the processes. For Reed 

(2010), SMU was built on the ironic combination of mobilization at the village 

level with policy direction of an authoritarian government. For Eom (2011), state-

society synergy was crucial as leadership expanded to collective governance. 

Emphasis was placed on all actors and processes of government, society, and 

myriad of interactions circulating across institutional levels to achieve rural 

development at the village level. This study argues that the terms (CD, IRD, CDD) 

used on their own do not accurately reflect the SMU approach. In the 1970s, SMU 

entailed CD/CDD and IRD complementing one another, alongside empowerment 

of another third layer of village leadership that assisted with the interaction of 

bottom-up and top-down approaches. SMU ODA modularization and 

implementation inconsiderate of such interactive dynamics and pursued as CDD 
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alone may result in consequences as addressed in the criticisms of CDD.  

 

Implications: Need for the Role of State in CDD 

A well-functioning state apparatus is needed alongside active community 

participation (Mosse, 1997). The state facilitating CDD brings to question which 

type of state can provide an enabling environment. In Indonesia, government 

appropriation of concepts, such as “mutual assistance” and “self-reliance”, resulted 

in forms of forced labor in the name of participation (Bowen, 1986). Mobilization 

of local funds required mandatory contribution with social, economic, political and 

physical sanctions (Sullivan, 1992). A similar criticism exists for SMU, a 

perspective that Korean Government enforced participation. This challenges the 

voluntary and proactive communities painted by SMU advocates. Participation can 

devolve into a form of central control when leaders are more accountable upward 

instead of downward (Ribot, 1999). On the other hand, case studies reveal that 

downward accountability without links to higher levels fail to receive government 

support critical for project sustainability. Per Mansuri and Rao (2004), state-

society synergy repeatedly surface as crucial to ensure accountability.   

 

Implications: Regarding Scale-up and Replication of CDD  

Literature notes that rural development projects experience various complications 

in rapid scale-up and replication when adapted as external interventions. Mansuri 

and Rao (2004) argues that CDD successes resulting from charismatic individuals 

cannot easily be replicated by salaried professionals. When large bureaucracies 

implement projects, processes become routinized and no longer reflects 

community participation (Scott, 1998). Bureaucratic specialists and consultants 

with incentives to create favorable impressions may lead to scale-up and 
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replication without learning of processes and local adaptation (Pritchett, 2002). 

Training of core facilitators are fundamental for successful CDD projects (Katz 

and Sara, 1997). Moreover, CDD projects need adaptation to historical, political 

and social environments. Mechanical replications of “best practices” without 

consideration of contextual nuances is problematic (Binswanger and Aiyer, 2003). 

Effective monitoring and evaluation with phases of scaling up and local adaptation 

are necessary. Mix of pilot projects followed by phased scale up is ideal (Mansuri 

and Rao, 2004). It is questionable whether SMU ODA has been considerate of the 

varied contexts of developing countries, particularly in areas that have not 

experienced much local participation before. 
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III. METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Proposed Analytical Framework 

 

As a qualitative paper, this study examines primary and secondary sources of 

academic literature, policy papers, project reports, research publications, 

government meeting notes, Presidential speeches, media articles, and 

forum/workshop/conference materials from government ministries, regional 

governments, project implementation agencies, research institutions, and 

international organizations. With the SMU approach clarified in Literature Review, 

this study is carried out in two stages as outlined in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1. Overarching Analytical Framework for SMU ODA Analysis in light of MVP 

 

Note: In Figure 1, SMU 1970s refers to the central mechanisms of SMU in the 1970s as identified in existing research; Korea’s 

Development Assistance Architecture refers to the current aid structure of the Korean Government; SMU ODA refers to SMU 

ODA projects implemented in the past two decades; the number of blocks marked as KOICA inside SMU ODA refer to the 

multitude of SMU ODA projects implemented by numerous agencies including KOICA; MVP refers to examination of the 

Millennium Villages Project as a comparative Case Study; Program Evaluation Criteria refers to the selected criteria by which 

SMU ODA and MVP are evaluated; and Implications for SMU ODA Modularization and Implementation refers to implications 
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as a result of the analysis of all previous components. 

Source: Author’s Own. 

 

Based on the research questions, SMU ODA is comprehensively critiqued in two 

stages. The study proceeds in the following order: Chapter IV presents an in-depth 

examination of SMU ODA in the past two decades based on the research sub-

questions: Which agency has pursued SMU ODA? How has SMU ODA been in 

practice? Is there a centralized SMU ODA implementation guideline? The first 

stage of critique is conducted based on two frameworks of analysis: substantive 

framework of SMU in the 1970s and theoretical framework based on New 

Institutionalism in the form of Korea’s Development Assistance Architecture. 

Following, the chapter closes with a discussion on implications for SMU ODA 

modularization and implementation based on the two frameworks. Chapter V 

presents the second stage of critique on SMU ODA through a detailed comparative 

evaluation with MVP as a case study, based on the Program Evaluation Criteria. 

The chapter closes with a discussion on implications for SMU ODA 

modularization and implementation in comparison to MVP as an approach to 

community development. Chapter VI concludes the critique on SMU ODA 

modularization and implementation.  

 

3.2 Two-Stage Critique on SMU ODA 

 

Critique Stage I: Frameworks of Analysis 

In the first stage of critique, an in-depth examination of SMU ODA addresses RQ1: 

How has SMU ODA been modularized and pursued as official development 

assistance? Following, the critique proceeds based on two frameworks of analysis. 

First, analysis of the central components of SMU in the 1970s provides the 
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substantive framework to examine the research sub-question: To what extent does 

SMU ODA reflect the central mechanisms of SMU in the 1970s? Second, Korea’s 

aid architecture is examined to analyze the process of SMU ODA modularization 

and addresses: How has the aid architecture in Korea affected the definition, 

modularization, and implementation of SMU ODA? Secondly, the theoretical 

framework of analysis is based on New Institutionalism, which highlights the role 

of institutions in affecting social and political outcomes (Hall and Taylor, 1996). 

In examining SMU ODA, this study recognizes the embeddedness of organizations 

in social and political environments, and the institutional environment’s influence 

on organizational practices and structures (Powell and Colyvas, 2007). New 

Institutionalism views the state as a complex of institutions, through which some 

groups gain disproportionate access to decision-making processes influencing 

outcome (Hall and Taylor, 1996). In this context, Korea’s aid architecture is 

examined to highlight the impact that lack of harmonization within the 

development cooperation institution has on SMU ODA modularization and 

implementation. 

 

Critique Stage II: Comparative Case Study Evaluation 

The second stage of critique on SMU ODA addresses RQ2: How does SMU ODA 

fare in modularization and implementation, when compared with the Millennium 

Villages Project? In this study, the Millennium Villages Project (MVP), another 

program aimed at eradicating poverty and improving rural livelihoods, is selected 

as a comparative case study. MVP and SMU have been similarly referred to as 

integrated and community-based development strategies to tackle rural poverty. 

While MVP has been designed to meet the MDGs, SMU has received increasing 

attention from international organizations as a potential approach for localizing 

and achieving the SDGs. In this case study, MVP is not presented as the ideal 
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development module for replication, but rather as a point of comparison for 

critiquing SMU ODA modularization and implementation. The comparative 

evaluation of both programs, SMU ODA and MVP, based on the Program 

Evaluation Criteria attempts to provide another dimension of analysis.  

 

3.3 Case Study Selection Data 

 

Due to the fragmentation of implementation agencies and diversity of projects, 

evaluation of SMU ODA was challenging. A multitude of agencies implemented 

different phases and elements of SMU ODA in the past two decades, and isolated 

projects made generalization for SMU ODA difficult. Thus, in this study, the 

Project Evaluation Criteria aimed to evaluate the overall modularization and 

implementation of SMU ODA as a program, instead of selecting individual 

projects to evaluate on its own. Considering the number of agencies and projects 

involved, data and documents came from diverse sources. Project documents were 

mostly from the KOICA ODA Information Portal alongside academic journal 

articles. Examples include the Vietnam Rural Development SMU Pilot Project Exit 

Report (2001-2002) (KOICA, 2006), Rural Integrated Development ODA Model’s 

Effective Promotion Research: Case of Vietnam Pilot Project (Ji, 2013), Global 

SMU ODA Project Standard Model Building and Contents Development (Chung, 

2014), Ex-post Evaluation Report on the Hlegu Township Rural Development 

Project in Myanmar (KOICA, 2014), and the Case Study workshop publications 

from Ministry of Interior and Korea Saemaul Undong Council (GSLF, 2014; 2016).  

 

For MVP, research revealed that despite differences in progress along Millennium 

Village (MV) clusters, the program design and implementation remained mostly 
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the same for all clusters. Thus, in this study, MV clusters in Mbola, Tanzania 

(Isenga and Msimba villages) and in Ruhiira, Uganda (Kanywamaizi and Kabugu 

villages) were mainly examined. The two MV clusters reflect components of MVP 

at large, but are identified as Korean MVP clusters due to funding from KOICA, 

UNTWO ST-EP Foundation, and North Gyeongsang Province (NGP). Relevant 

policy documents and publications on MVP and the Mid-Review of the Korean 

Millennium Villages Project (KMVP) (Kim et al., 2012) by the Institute of 

International Affairs at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul 

National University (GSIS, SNU) were largely utilized. The Mid-Review was an 

extensive field-research report on MVP in Tanzania and Uganda, based on annual 

project reports, mid-reports, and expense results from 2009 to 2011. The evaluation 

committee conducted field interviews of local staff, villagers, partner government 

officials (central and regional), alongside staff from Millennium Promise (MP) and 

Earth Institute (EI).  

 

3.4 Program Evaluation Criteria 

 

In this study, the Program Evaluation Criteria for evaluation of MVP and SMU 

ODA is composed of the following 6 components: Ownership, Alignment (with 

inclusion of cross-cutting issues), Program Institution Efficiency, Managing for 

Results, Impact, and Sustainability. Table 3 outlines the criteria selected for this 

study, based on various evaluation frameworks for aid effectiveness, such as the 

Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (OECD Development Assistance 

Committee, 2005) and Busan Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation 

(OECD Development Assistance Committee, 2011). Other evaluation mechanisms 

examined include Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance (DAC, 

1991) and the Quality of Official Development Assistance (QuODA) assessment 
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by Global Economy and Development at Brookings Institute and Center for Global 

Development (Birdsall et al., 2012).  

 

Table 3. Program Evaluation Criteria 

 Criteria Detail 

1 Ownership 

 

Extent to which partner government is involved in project implementation. 

 Participation of partner country government, local officials, local 

villagers, localization of projects implemented. 

2 Alignment (with inclusion 

of cross-cutting issues) 

Extent to which objectives align with partner country and global development goals  

 Alignment with partner country development goals, MDGs/SDGs, 

inclusion of cross-cutting issues on gender and environment, 

utilization of local systems, degree of tied/untied aid 

3 Program Institution 

Efficiency 

 

Extent to which program implementation institution is efficient. 

 Program implementation system (e.g. organization, human resources, 

reporting mechanisms) 

4 Managing for Results 

 

Extent to which results are monitored and evaluated. 

 Systematic collection of data for monitoring and evaluation. 

5 Impact Measure of positive and negative changes produced by program. 

 Main impacts/effects on local social, economic and difference made 

to beneficiaries/number of people affected 

6 Sustainability Measure of whether benefits are likely to continue after donor funding is withdrawn.  

 Program sustainability (e.g. financial, institutional), existence of exit 

strategy and continue after ceased donor funding 

Source: Author’s Own. 

 

3.5 Limitations of Study 

 

To note, this study is limited in scope of analysis as it is unable to evaluate the vast 

number and variety of projects labeled as SMU ODA in detail by implementing 

agency and implementation period. Due to limitations in access to project data 

across the two decades of implementation, Program Evaluation Criteria are limited 

to components selected above: Ownership, Alignment, Program Institution 

Efficiency, Managing for Results, Impact and Sustainability. Numerous SMU 
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ODA projects are referred to in the comparative evaluation section, but this study 

is not able to cover comprehensively all the SMU ODA projects to date by the 

more than 10 agencies involved in project implementation. Overall, the aim of the 

study is to present a more comprehensive critique on SMU ODA as a viable 

approach to community development utilizing 2 frameworks of analysis 

(substantive and theoretical) and objective evaluation criteria (on development 

assistance effectiveness) for evaluation and implications.  
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IV. ANALYSIS OF SMU ODA BASED ON TWO FRAMEWORKS 

 

4.1 Overview of SMU ODA in the Past Two Decades 

 

Contrary to the author’s initial perception of SMU ODA as a centralized program 

pursued by KOICA, research revealed diverse actors and projects under the banner 

of SMU ODA. Although projects labeled as SMU ODA started as part of KOICA’s 

community development programs in the 1990s, knowledge sharing requests from 

mid-2000s involved numerous actors. Various agencies autonomously invited 

foreign officials for training, provided policy consultations, and sent 

volunteers/specialists to implement pilot villages. Mainly, four government 

ministries (Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA), Ministry of the Interior (MOI), 

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (MAFRA), and Ministry of 

Strategy and Finance (MOSF)), one provincial government (North Gyeongsang 

Province), and their implementation agencies (e.g. KOICA, EDCF, Korea Saemaul 

Undong Center, Saemaul Globalization Foundation) were active in SMU ODA. 

Others (e.g. Saemaul Academy, Yeongnam University, Park Chung Hee School of 

Policy and Saemaul (PSPS), Korea Development Institute (KDI) School of Public 

Policy and Management) were also involved in invitational trainings and 

conducted academic programs on SMU. Increasing interest on Korea’s 

development from developing countries also attracted international agencies, such 

as ADB, OECD and UNDP, to engage in SMU-related research and projects. 

Figure 2 presents actors involved in SMU ODA.  
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Figure 2. Range of Actors Involved in SMU ODA 

 

Source: Author’s own, adapting and adding to figure from Nam, 2014 (in Kim and Kang, 2015). 

 

Without clearly defined criteria of what constitutes SMU ODA, the number of 

projects has been difficult to measure and various rural development projects have 

been included in the count. Since 2005, North Gyeongsang Province (hereafter, 

NGP) engaged in SMU training and projects abroad (Yeo, 2013). In 2007, the 

Saemaul Institute at Kyungwoon University was transformed into Saemaul 

Academy. In 2008, Association for Saemaul Studies and Global Saemaul Forum 

was launched. From 2009 to 2013, Korea Saemaul Undong Center (hereafter, 

KSUC) invited officials from 39 developing countries and developed pilot villages 

(Chung, 2014). In 2010, Yeongnam University established the Global SMU 

Studies Master’s Program, and NGP partnered with KOICA to implement pilot 
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villages in Asia and Africa. In 2011, Park Chung Hee School of Policy and Saemaul 

(PSPS) was created and trained foreign officials; Korean Government reported at 

least 70 countries had adopted the SMU approach (Douglass, 2013). In 2012 and 

2013, MOSF with KDI School of Public Policy and Management published 2 

Knowledge Sharing Program (KSP) documents on SMU. In 2013, Saemaul 

Globalization Foundation (hereafter, SGF) was launched with NGP funding, and 

the archives of SMU was included in UNESCO’s Memory of the World Register. 

By 2013, per KSUC, 56,314 individuals from 143 countries received SMU training 

(GSLF, 2014). By 2015, SGF carried out 27 pilot villages in 9 countries; KOICA 

carried out 18 projects in 14 countries. Between 2013 to 2016, knowledge sharing 

on SMU increased from 13 to 52 countries, expanding beyond Asia and Africa to 

include Central and South America. Overall, as of October 2016, it was reported 

that there were 396 SMU pilot villages in 26 countries, and 7,400 SMU leaders 

from 99 countries received SMU training (GSLF, 2016). This comprehensive 

figure was not readily available until the 2016 Global Saemaul Leaders Forum 

(GSLF). Figure 3 presents the global presence of SMU ODA in partner countries 

through various agencies. 

 

Figure 3. Partner Countries involved in Korea’s Saemaul ODA Projects 
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Note: The highlighted areas include a variety of initiatives under SMU ODA. Knowledge Sharing Program (KSP) partners include 

consultations with OECD, GGGI, EBRD, AfDB, ADB, WB, IDB, and Development Bank of Latin America. Saemaul ODA 

initiatives are projects by KOICA, EDCF, Good Neighbors, NGP, MAFRA, Rural Development Administration, KSUC, and SGF. 

SMU-branded programs with UNDP, WFP, Millennium Promise Foundation, and UN WTO are also included.  

Source: Doucette and Muller, 2016. 

 

4.2 SMU ODA Modularization and Implementation by Implementation 

Agency 

 

The process of SMU ODA modularization and pursuit as ODA has been extremely 

uncoordinated and perplexing in practice. Upon research, it appears that there is 

still no centralized SMU ODA guideline that is utilized by all agencies involved. 

There are few detailed reports presented as guidelines but these remain specific to 

the implementation agency from which it was published and are not coordinated 

with the rest of the agencies. The lack of harmonization becomes apparent in closer 

examination. Projects have remained uncoordinated with agencies promoting 

SMU ODA based on their independent analyses of central mechanisms (e.g. 

prioritization of SMU Spirit for KSUC). Agencies continuously engage in similar 

infrastructure development, environment improvement, and income generation 

projects, without specialization based on strengths of organizations or clear 

separation of roles by agency for overarching coordination. Numerous 

questionable traits arise in observation of projects by agency. In many cases, so-

called SMU components appear to be added to existing rural projects and are 

simply referred to as SMU ODA. Projects reveal numerous one-time or short-term 

invitational trainings of foreign officials without consistent follow-up and review 

on impact. Dispatch of youth and older SMU leader volunteer groups continue 

with members lacking knowledge on ODA, SMU in the 1970s, or appropriate 

language skills for field work. Small-scale infrastructure projects occur in basic 

pilot phases with small budgets and unable to scale-up due to lack of involvement 

from partner governments. This section provides an examination of SMU ODA by 



33 

 

four major categories of most heavily involved agencies. 

 

(1) Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and Korea International Cooperation 

Agency (KOICA) 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) oversees the Korea International Cooperation 

Agency (KOICA). KOICA’s first SMU-related project was carried out in 7 

villages in Vietnam (2001-2002/USD 300,000). Despite its small budget, the 

project was positively evaluated and replicated in nearby regions. In 2004, the 

Vietnamese Government evaluated SMU as an appropriate model and decided to 

scale-up the project from 2006-2010. KOICA greatly contributed to globalization 

of SMU ODA: financial support was provided to Millennium Village Projects in 

Tanzania and Uganda (2009-2015/USD 8 million), Korea-World Food Programme 

(WFP) Saemaul Zero Hunger Communities in Nepal, Rwanda, and Bangladesh 

(2011-2017/USD 27 million), Korea-UNDP SMU Global Initiative (2014-

2017/USD 5.1 million), and a study to develop a framework for global 

applicability (2014-2015/USD 1 million). Following SMU’s designation as ODA 

in 2011, KOICA defined SMU ODA as Smart SMU. This entailed “holistic 

community development” projects with partner government willingness and 

community participation. KOICA emphasized localization of infrastructure 

projects and income generation activities, with a push for utilizing technology, 

value-chains, and public private partnerships (PPP). In 2015, KOICA carried out 

18 SMU projects in 14 countries, and joined the Global Donor Platform for Rural 

Development to promote SMU ODA globally (KOICA, 2015a). 

 

In KOICA’s SMU ODA Implementation Guide, 8 countries were clarified as pilot 

countries: Myanmar, Lao PDR, Vietnam, Cambodia, Rwanda, Uganda, 
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Mozambique, and Ethiopia (KOICA, 2014a). Projects focused on living conditions 

improvement (e.g. bathroom, kitchen, sewage, water treatment facilities), 

infrastructure development (e.g. irrigation, road pavement), income generation, 

and “mindset reform”. Emphasizing partner governments’ involvement, a 

differentiated Two-Phase approach was outlined: Phase I countries focused on 

rural infrastructure and agricultural productivity, while Phase II countries focused 

on agricultural productivity and increased market access. The SMU ODA 

organizing body in the field would consist of 1 Korean lead project manager, 1-3 

Korean specialists, 1-2 local specialists, and 1-2 Korean volunteers (KOICA, 

2014a). With KOICA’s support, projects would be designed and carried out by 

village development committees (VDCs). Financing was jointly provided by 

KOICA and the partner government, in addition to utilizing village funds. 

Successful villages would become model sites for visitations. Policy consulting 

through the DEEP program was provided for countries not able to receive the 

comprehensive SMU ODA package. Figure 4 presents KOICA’s implementation 

plan devised in 2014, with 3 components of policy consulting, project 

implementation, and capacity-building. Project implementation would take place 

in phases, with construction of SMU center followed by other infrastructure 

projects and income generation activities. For capacity building, academies were 

to be established in partner countries to train officials. A Master's Degree Program 

was also mentioned to nurture domestic human capital for project implementation 

and localize SMU ODA. 
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Figure 4. KOICA’s SMU ODA Project Implementation Plan (2014) 

 

Source: KOICA, 2014a 

 

From 2014, the need to adapt new technologies in project design, such as 

renewable energy (e.g. solar pumping, drip irrigation) and waste-to-energy (e.g. 

compost), were emphasized. The KOICA platform for SMU specialists pushed for 

cooperation with NGOs/IOs and PPP. In Ethiopia (2010-2012/ USD 2 million), 

project in Arsi zone, Bulchana village focused on income generation (livestock 

pilot farm with facilities built by villagers), cultivating SMU Spirit (4km road 

pavement by villagers), technology (electricity from biogas with livestock excreta, 

solar power-generated radio), MDG in gender, education, and maternal health 

(primary school, communal well), and partnerships (family planning/maternal 

health education with USAID). In Mozambique, SMU ODA was carried out with 

POSCO (a private sector company) and Food for the Hungry International 

(NGO/CSO). Villagers received technical skills training in rice farming and tomato 

cultivation, and market access and sales system was emphasized for sustainability. 

In Vietnam (2014-2017/ 2.1million), KOICA with CJ Cheiljedang (a private sector 

company) in Ninh Thuan Province implemented the SMU Project for Developing 

Agricultural Value-Chain. R&D farm was set up to analyze suitable high value-
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added crops. Trainings in farming skills with CJ's distribution and sales networks 

provided market access for the village's agricultural products (KOICA, 2015a).  

 

The policy consulting component of KOICA on SMU ODA is questionable in 

whether these programs reflect the central components of SMU in the 1970s and 

whether they should be placed under the SMU ODA banner. Examples include: 

policy consulting on economic development plan for Ethiopia (2011-2012/ USD 

1,500,000), technical skills consulting on geological mapping for East Timor 

(2010-2012/ USD 1,700,000), assistance for Nepal's medical care system (2010-

2012/ USD 1,000,000), and Cambodia's high school (2013-2014/ USD 2,000,000). 

Regarding World Friends Advisors (WFA), volunteers for SMU ODA were 

recruited from 5 sectors: education, healthcare, public administration, industry, and 

agriculture (KOICA, 2014a). Once again, it is difficult to distinguish the projects 

from any other rural development projects carried out by other donors, and 

highlights the difficulty of clarification in SMU ODA modularization. It is difficult 

to observe extensive institutional support of levels of Saemaul promotion councils 

in partner governments, nor focus on cultivating village level organizations that 

actively pursue and design projects of their own. A balanced collection of central 

components from 1970s were difficult to observe in most projects. 

 

(2) Ministry of Interior (MOI) and Korea Saemaul Undong Center (KSUC)  

From 2009-2013, KSUC held invitational trainings for 996 individuals from 39 

countries. From 2012, KSUC received support from MOI and actively engaged in 

SMU ODA. With the aim of global poverty eradication and sustainable 

development based on the model of SMU in the 1970s, KSUC emphasized the 

importance of leadership training for pilot village implementation in partner 
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countries. Although the curriculum for SMU training was allegedly differentiated 

as basic and advanced, it was found that most trainings occurred in uniform manner. 

The 10-day training program consisted of learning the SMU song, Korean 

language, case studies, role of local and national governments in SMU, and site 

visits to SMU villages and tourist sites in Korea (Chung, 2014). It is questionable 

why the Korean language is taught and whether this short-term training would be 

effective in practical implementation. KSUC dispatched project officers in 

coordination with KOICA as KOICA volunteers/specialists or utilized Korean 

immigrants or missionaries in the partner countries. It is questionable the extent to 

which such project volunteers understand ODA or central mechanisms of SMU in 

the 1970s as analyzed by research institutes. Korean residents in partner countries 

without extensive background in SMU ODA could lead to pilot projects with their 

personal understanding of SMU which challenges SMU ODA modularization. 

 

Focus on infrastructure, income generation, and emphasis on SMU Spirit have 

been an integral part of KSUC’s SMU ODA. From 2009-2013, 82 small-scale pilot 

villages in 13 countries were carried out, with around 2 villages per country. 

Projects ranged from road pavement, construction of community halls, fixing of 

roofs, communal well, creation of livestock farms, vegetable farms, watermelon 

farms, and/or village fund banks. A select few and different combination of 

projects took place, with seemingly lack of mid to long term plans. Projects 

remained isolated and incredibly small-scale, consisting of basic facility 

construction or rural projects no different from those of other NGOs. Support 

stopped for several countries (Philippines, Cote d'Ivoire, DR Congo, and Senegal) 

after a few construction projects (Chung, 2014). Within countries, such as 

Kyrgyzstan, villages consisted of diverse projects without consistency, no 

emphasis on capacity-building, nor linked with national and local policies (GSLF, 

2016). Funding remained mainly from KSUC, and partner governments were not 
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as involved, even though government support was an integral mechanism of SMU 

in the 1970s. At the 2016 Global Saemaul Leaders Forum organized by MOI and 

KSUC, SMU village fund/credit cooperative and PPP were highlighted as crucial 

components. However, such factors were not visible in most pilot villages. 

 

(3) North Gyeongsang Province (NGP) and Saemaul Globalization 

Foundation (SGF) 

NGP has been engaged in SMU ODA since 2005 (Yeo, 2013). From 2010, NGP 

focused mostly on volunteer dispatch and pilot villages (Chung, 2014). Launched 

with NGP funding, SGF focused on pilot villages, volunteer groups to assist with 

implementation, and invitational trainings. Without mid to long-term plans, 

Korean volunteers mostly spearheaded pilot projects in place of local villagers. 

SMU volunteers were composed of 5 to 6 individuals and dispatched for around 

14 months. NGP received support from KOICA in selection and dispatch of 

volunteers, mostly over 20 years of age or a few seniors over 50 years of age. 

Volunteers received a 3-week training at Saemaul Academy, followed by a 3-week 

training at KOICA training center for further education on SMU before leaving for 

KOICA offices in partner countries. Several volunteer programs have been carried 

out by SGF. SMU College Students Volunteers program involved 2-week summer 

trips to partner countries, with college students, medical professionals, and 

previous SMU leaders. SMU Global Youth Volunteers involved high school 

students, college students, and specialists from various sectors to assist with pilot 

village implementation. Regarding invitational trainings, SGF provided 2 tracks: 

(1) training in Korea and (2) visitations of Korean specialists to partner countries. 

More than 2,400 officials from 62 countries were invited to Korea and trainings 

were supported by: Saemaul Academy for SMU theory and practical training on 

living environment projects (building houses, improving kitchens, paving roads); 
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NGP Agricultural Research and Extension Services for agricultural technology 

(crop cultivation and machineries); Korean Rural Community Corporation for 

construction of reservoirs and cannels; Geumosan Medical Office for health and 

hygiene matters (prevention of epidemics, birth control education); and Geumo 

nursery for childhood education and building nurseries.  

 

Pilot villages were carried out with budgets around USD 2 million for 3 to 5 years. 

In 2015, 27 villages in 9 countries carried out mind-set education, environment 

improvement, and income generation projects (SGF, 2015). Pilot villages involved 

construction of community halls, schools, clinics, water tanks, farms, and/or road 

improvements. Mills, rainwater storage pipes and ground water works were built. 

For income generation, wetlands were transformed into rice paddies, waterways 

and river barrages were built, and double-cropping took place with local villagers. 

Rice, pineapple, tomato, vegetable, mango, green tea, pig, chicken, and beekeeping 

farms were implemented variant on local context. Health clinics provided lessons 

on sanitation and hygiene with United Nations videos. In Rwanda (2010-

2015/USD 1.6 million), 4 pilot villages were established; in Tanzania (2010-

2015/USD 1.6 million), 4 pilot villages; in Ethiopia (2010-2015/USD 2.2 million), 

5 pilot villages; in Senegal (2013-2017/USD 282,000), 2 pilot villages; and in 

Vietnam (2005-2007), Philippines (2012-2016), and India (2012-2016), pilot 

villages were carried out with even smaller budgets. Each village revealed different 

projects. Senegal’s pilot village did not have health clinics or schools, but only 1 

community hall. Projects revealed movie-showings, handing out of T-shirt and 

pamphlets, and planting of fruit trees. In Ethiopia, SMU center had solar panels to 

allow for mobile phone charging and TV. English classes and vocational training 

also took place (Yeo, 2013). In Rwanda, projects involved construction of primary 

school, mushroom farm, animal farm, and vocational training. 1 village received 

Korean culture awareness session alongside a nutrition project.  
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At times, Taekwondo Classes and Korean language classes were introduced as a 

part of SMU ODA; villagers of partner countries were to sing Korean songs, chant 

Korean slogans, learn Korean dances and activities, and/or plant Korean flags by 

the constructed facilities (Yeo, 2013). Not only were these not a critical mechanism 

of SMU, but it is questionable whether emphasis on such projects is of any benefit 

to the partner country beyond cultural exchange. While this may be utilized in 

marketing material of the agency, it is questionable whether any of these activities 

benefit partner villages. Such activities reflect SMU as a program that disregards 

local context, imposes donor culture, and does not cultivate localization of projects. 

There is clear lack of a centralized modularization that can act as a guideline for 

SMU ODA. Smaller SMU-related activities were carried out by SGF in China, 

Cambodia, Russia, Congo, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan. There is no integrated 

effort for rural development in these countries but rather singular construction of a 

primary school, clinic, well, or purchase of a truck, or community event for Korean 

diaspora under the banner of SMU ODA. For SGF, SMU ODA was implemented 

with involvement of and even for Korean residents in partner countries, and 

revealed an even more questionable model of SMU ODA modularization. Various 

rural projects in foreign countries appear to be collectively labeled as SMU ODA.  

 

(4) United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 

In 2013, MOFA signed an MOU with UNDP to launch the global project, Saemaul 

Initiative Towards Inclusive and Sustainable New Communities (ISNC). In 2015, 

UNDP, MOFA and OECD co-hosted a high-level event on New Rural 

Development Paradigm and presented the ISNC Model inspired by SMU. 

Alongside Head of States from 6 implementation countries and Korea, high level 

delegates from UNDP, OECD, WB, MOFA and KOICA attended. The ISNC 



41 

 

Implementation Guidance was launched focused on inclusiveness and 

sustainability in community-based development. ISNC aimed to cultivate a policy 

option for integrated local development for South-South and triangular 

cooperation. In selection of pilot countries, the following were evaluated: partner 

country demand and linkages to national policy (willingness to cost-share, 

enabling policies), previous experience with SMU implementation, UNDP country 

office capacity (existing rural projects), and other measures on Korea’s priority 

countries. ISNC aimed to avoid isolated projects by mapping current national 

policies, and emphasizing sustainability through development of monitoring and 

evaluation mechanisms. 

 

Community ownership, project co-financing (20% ISNC, 30% partner government, 

50% community contributions), and performance-based incentives were key 

mechanisms outlined in ISNC (UNDP, 2015). Distinct from SMU ODA of Korean 

agencies, there were two parallel tracks for ISNC. Track A (Bolivia, Lao PDR and 

Uganda) involved local level implementation of field activities with linkages to 

national policies and programs. In theory, UNDP identifies points of entry for 

ISNC into national plans, ongoing programs, budgets, and existing channels of 

fund transfer for integration into the partner government for ownership and 

sustainability. Unlike Korean agencies that have engaged in similar infrastructure 

and income generation projects, ISNC targeted different sectors per partner 

country: small enterprises support in Bolivia, food security and nutrition for Lao 

PDR, and capacity-building of local governments in Uganda. Track B (Myanmar, 

Rwanda and Vietnam) involved policy, advocacy, and knowledge management. 

These countries already have numerous rural initiatives; thus, ISNC’s limited 

funding was utilized in identifying scalable elements and knowledge-sharing 

(UNDP, 2015). It is interesting to note the greater emphasis on monitoring and 

evaluation, as well as efforts for transferring project results to policy tools. Instead 
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of attempting to cater to a greater number of partner countries, very few countries 

were selected and placed on different tracks for either project implementation 

(limited to one area per country) or policy advice and knowledge generation.  

 

The UNDP South-South Cooperation team in the Development Impact Group, 

Bureau for Policy and Programme Support (BPPS) convened the Global Project 

Board Meeting for ISNC in 2015 and 2016 to review progress and challenges in 

implementation (UNDP, 2016). Track I countries aimed to implement both top-

down and grassroots components of SMU, by working closely with partner 

governments for increased ownership, while also focusing on capacity-building of 

community-driven projects. Bolivia achieved involvement of central and local 

governments and PPP in implementation: multilevel coordination mechanism to 

align ISNC with local and national policies, 50% matching co-financing 

commitment, agreement on 27 pilot projects, and working group with NGOs, 

private sector, academia. Uganda developed community groups for a participatory 

approach: 200 SMU groups consisting of 50% women, and development 

committees for project support. In comparison, Lao PDR achieved limited results 

(development of baseline data and workshops/trainings for identifying community 

needs) reportedly due to change in leadership of partner agency (Lao Women’s 

Union). For Track II countries, project outcomes were not directly linked to pilot 

villages as by Korean agencies. Myanmar engaged in inter-ministerial studies and 

research on local and community development regarding conflict sensitivity. 

Rwanda conducted workshops on the SMU approach in comparison with local 

solutions. Vietnam developed training materials for government officials on 

capacity-building based on SMU principles.  

 



43 

 

UNDP’s involvement in SMU ODA presents an alternative localized model of 

implementation. There is continued emphasis on ownership by partner country 

governments, and efforts to link national and local programs through use of UNDP 

networks and regional hubs. All 6 countries developed 2016-2017 work plans 

endorsed by national and local governments. UNDP country offices could be 

helpful with networks from previous projects to guide implementation. However, 

it remains to be seen to what extent ISNC develops local village-level VDCs in 

practice to lead project design and implementation, instead of UNDP country 

office personnel to lead projects as a parallel set up of institution. ISNC seems 

promising in how the central mechanisms of SMU have been thoroughly analyzed, 

and attempts for government involvement exist at all levels starting from project 

design. However, it does not provide a centralized SMU ODA modularization 

applicable for all other Korean implementation agencies, nor does it align with the 

Committee for International Development Cooperation (CIDC) implementation 

module in Korea in 2016. ISNC provides yet another Two-Track method to SMU 

ODA implementation. 

 

4.3 Efforts for Centralized SMU ODA Modularization 

 

An examination of SMU ODA reveals lack of centralized and coordinated SMU 

ODA modularization among agencies involved. Nevertheless, there have been 3 

main meeting documents by the Committee for International Development 

Cooperation (CIDC) that reveal government-level attempts to coordinate 

modularization of SMU ODA from 2010 to 2016. These include: 3-Phase 

Implementation Model (2010), 2-Track Method (2014), and 3-Track Strategy 

(2016). However, not only have these “models” changed during the short time, but 

implementation agencies have seemingly failed to conform to the rigorously 
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developed modules. The following section presents the progression of 

government-wide attempts to address repeated criticisms towards SMU ODA. 

 

(1) 3-Phase Implementation Model (2010) 

In 2010, SMU ODA became one of 3 core programs in the Strategic Plan for 

International Development Cooperation. In 2011, 10 agencies: MOFA, MOSF, 

MOI, MAFRA, Office of Government Policy Coordination Prime Minister’s 

Secretariat (PMO), Rural Development Administration (hereafter, RDA), KOICA, 

EDCF, NGP, and KSUC, formed the SMU ODA Taskforce, a temporary consulting 

group, to improve interagency communication and coordination. A 3-phase 

implementation model (invitational training; small-scale projects and dispatch of 

specialists/volunteers; and integrated projects) was agreed on in the SMU ODA 

Basic Plan. 3 countries were selected for piloting: Myanmar, Lao PDR and Rwanda. 

In Rwanda (2011-2013), MOI and NGP organized invitational trainings of foreign 

officials through Saemaul Academy and SGF. Phase Two involved dispatching 

specialists and volunteers from KOICA with NGP to 2 pilot villages. MOI and 

NGP with Saemaul Academy carried out small-scale projects (e.g. community hall, 

drinking water, rice farming, pilot farms, and kitchen improvement). Phase Three 

entailed feasibility studies conducted by KOICA (CIDC, 2014b). In Lao PDR 

(2012-2014), invitational trainings were organized by KOICA, MOSF, and MOI 

through KSUC. Phase Two consisted of small-scale projects (e.g. village road 

pavement, community halls) in 2 pilot villages by MOI with KSUC. In Myanmar 

(2012-2014), MOI and MOSF through KSUC held invitational trainings. Phase 

Two involved small-scale projects (e.g. community halls, road pavement, housing 

improvements, communal storage, and pig banks) in 2 pilot villages by MOI with 

KSUC. For Phase Three, KOICA and MAFRA conducted feasibility studies 

(CIDC, 2014b). Although agencies jointly implemented projects in 3 pilot 
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countries, there weren’t specialization based on agency strengths and similar 

projects were carried out together.  

 

(2) 2-Track Method (2014) 

Four years later in 2014, recognizing the lack of harmonization and project overlap 

between agencies, CIDC designated MOI and MOFA as the joint organizing bodies 

and brought to attention the need to establish a consolidated direction and module 

for SMU ODA. CIDC called for a monitoring system, consortium of specialists in 

agricultural and rural development, and partnership system to utilize Korean 

embassies for project support on the ground (CIDC, 2014b). The Global SMU 

Comprehensive Plan formulated a Two-Track method. Track 1 involves a 

comprehensive package based on SMU for partner countries with strong central 

government interest, priority states of the Korean Government, countries with prior 

projects that can act as basis for SMU ODA, and those with rural development as 

a priority agenda. Partner governments are requested to be actively engaged at 

central, regional and village levels for successful pilot villages. Track 2 involves 

countries that have not been selected for Track 1. Based on resources available, 

individual small-scale projects are to be carried out (e.g. road pavement, wells, 

livestock breeding), alongside existing KOICA projects on the ground. High-level 

officials can receive trainings in Korea, alongside training in partner countries. 

 

In the same year, Chung (2014) published an in-depth publication on SMU ODA 

modularization and suggested a 3-Step Framework, similar to CIDC’s suggested 

3-Phrase Model in 2010. Step 1 involves high-level invitational symposium for 

policy-makers from developing countries to gain exposure to SMU, followed by 

Step 2 of village-based pilot projects and attempts for scale up. Step 3 strategically 



46 

 

integrates pilot projects to central governments for nationwide implementation. 

Despite Dr. Chung’s close involvement with KOICA and having designed the more 

successful Vietnamese version of SMU ODA in 2001-2002, it appears that 

documents from CIDC are not as effectively disseminated and shared with scholars 

in the field of SMU ODA. This brings to question whether the implementation 

modules designed by CIDC are observed in practice by the numerous agencies 

involved. The number of agencies appear to consistently divert from centralized 

SMU ODA modularization, approaching SMU ODA with different priorities of 

goals/targets and project implementation methods.  

 

(3) 3-Track Strategy (2016) 

In 2016, at the 25th Interagency Meeting, the definition of SMU ODA was clarified 

at the government level as an incentive-based, VDC-based, village-level leadership 

capacity-building rural development program. Promotion of public-private 

partnerships (PPP), adoption of technological advances (e.g. solar panels), and 

global value-chains to achieve SDGs was included in SMU ODA (CIDC, 2016). 

To better evaluate demand and utilize limited SMU ODA resources, it was 

recommended that the 2-Track method from 2014 transition towards a 3-Track 

strategy in 2017 (CIDC, 2016). This would distinguish partner countries into 3 

groups based on: partner government’s willingness to engage in nationwide scale-

up, development demand (rural poverty level, ratio of rural population), and 

Korea’s preparedness to work with the partner country (based on evaluations from 

embassies). Group A receives the comprehensive package with goal of nationwide 

scale-up (10 countries: Rwanda, Vietnam, Ethiopia, Ghana, Senegal, Nepal, 

Uganda, Lao PDR, Myanmar, and Cambodia). Group B receives small-scale pilot 

projects, and Group C receives invitational trainings. With KOICA’s 

implementation guideline being most detailed, it was to be shared with all 
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implementation agencies. Moreover, a special committee would be formed under 

CIDC to consolidate and monitor overall SMU ODA. It appears that efforts for 

coordinated SMU ODA modularization has been ongoing from 2010 despite 

apparent difficulties which persist in practice. 

 

Despite the annual 21% increase in SMU ODA during the past 5 years, it was noted 

that there has not been much follow-up since the initial 2010 review. MOFA, MOI, 

MAFRA and RDA, with provincial-level NGP led 361 pilot villages in 2015. 

Around 50% of SMU ODA budget went to pilot villages with emphasis on 

agricultural infrastructure; remainder was allocated towards triangular cooperation 

with UNDP, OCED and WFP (25%), invitational trainings (10.5%), volunteer 

dispatches (8%) and PPP (7.3%) (CIDC, 2016). Similar trainings were carried out 

by MOFA, MOI and NGP, and although short-term tangible improvements existed 

in pilot villages (e.g. increased production through mechanization), in practice 

projects were generally not accompanied with communal decision-making and 

village-level leadership empowerment. Despite creation of VDCs, Korean 

specialists led project design. Pilot villages relied on Korea’s ODA budget rather 

than generating community funds. Apart from Vietnam and China, partner 

governments did not actively provide financial and institutional support. In 

practice, SMU ODA remained generally infrastructure projects led by Korean 

volunteers and specialists. 
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4.4 Substantive and Theoretical Frameworks of Analysis 

 

4.4.1 Substantive Framework: Central Mechanisms of SMU in the 1970s 

 

To analyze SMU ODA, understanding central mechanisms of SMU in the 1970s 

is crucial. This sections addresses the research sub-question: To what extent does 

SMU ODA reflect the central mechanisms of SMU in the 1970s? Scholars refer to 

leadership of President Park in the 1970s, efficient bureaucracy, and Saemaul Spirit 

to have laid the foundation for SMU’s nationwide success. Although such factors 

were present, this study highlights other integral mechanisms of the SMU approach 

as clarified in Literature Review: SMU was a combination of both IRD and CDD 

processes with inclusion of a third layer of capacity-building of village-level 

leadership. Following a basic overview, this section underlines the most central 

components analyzed to reflect SMU in the 1970s.  

 

 Background/Design of SMU in the 1970s 

SMU was initiated in a response to Korea’s pervasive rural poverty and growing 

rural-urban wage gap accompanying rapid urbanization and export-oriented 

industrialization (ADB, 2012). SMU was not based on an elaborate development 

theory (Hahm, n.d.). Its design and implementation were carried out in learning by 

doing, without extensive targets across sectors nor an evaluation framework such 

as the MDGs. Rural development was to prevent massive rural to urban migration, 

and started as a process of improving the spatial environment of rural villages. The 

government supplied 335 bags of cement and 0.5 tons of iron rods to 33,267 

villages. Only villages that effectively utilized provisions for community 

development were allocated additional financial support or priority access to 
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electrification. The incentive-based process led to competitive participation and 

effective use of limited government resources. Villages were ranked by Ministry 

of Home Affairs and categorized into 3 types: basic, self-help, and self-reliant 

(CIDC, 2014b). Promoted as a campaign that “placed farmers at the center” 

(UNDP, 2015), diligence, self-help, and cooperation were declared as the SMU 

spirit in 1971. The SMU song was popularized in 1972; SMU medals, flag, and 

convention occurred in 1973. Environment modernization progressed into 

community-wide income generation activities (Han, 2012). Investments were 

made into agricultural infrastructure, greenhouses, fertilizers and mechanized 

farming, and the Tong-il rice was distributed. In 1976, rice production self-

sufficiency was achieved. In 1977, forestation was completed (ADB, 2012). From 

1970 to 1980, GNI per capita increased from 254 USD to 1,645 USD (Yeo, 2013).  

 

 Phased Implementation: Infrastructure and Income Generation 

SMU progressed in three stages: Stage I (1971–1973) focused on provision and 

upgrading of basic rural infrastructure (e.g. establishment of village roads and 

expansion of paths, upgrading small stream beds for irrigation, community 

facilities); Stage II (1974–1976) moved towards agricultural productivity and 

socio-economic development (e.g. agricultural output, mechanization, 

construction of farm roads and alignment of farm land); and Stage III (1977–1979) 

involved expansion and dissemination. Table 4 outlines the 3 stages. Per Chung 

(2014), SMU led to increase in agricultural productivity, infrastructure 

development, improvement in sanitation/health, educational facilities, and 

capacity-building. The government defined 4 objectives: modernization of rural 

infrastructure, increase in incomes with agricultural productivity, reforestation 

(erosion control, fuel replacement), and overall improvement in rural environment.  
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Table 4. Village Level Projects by SMU Stages 

 Focus Village Level Projects 

Stage I Rehabilitation of Basic 

Infrastructure & Rural 

Income Generation 

 Upgrading housing facilities: Replacement of thatched roofs with tin, tile and slate 

coverings (allowing for significant amounts of straw to be used in agribusinesses or 

recycling into compost) 

 Upgrading rural environment: Village forestation; Broadening of village entrance 

roads for automobile transport and mechanization of farming; Upgrading stream 

beds and overpasses (for controlling floods); Building communal warehouses, 

workshops, barns, and compost storage facilities; Dredging ditches for drainage and 

other; Repairing pumps for drawing water from wells; Repairing sewerage 

facilities; Establishing communal laundry facilities; Controlling for pests; 

Introduction of electrification and residential telephone systems 

 Rural Income generation: Introduction of high-yielding rice varieties; Greenhouse 

farming; 

 

Stage II Increased Rural Income 

Generation 

 Income Generation: Agribusinesses (specialty agricultural items);  

 Standardization of agriculture production infrastructure: Farm road construction; 

Farmland alignment; More Complex Mechanized farming; 

 Large scale government projects connected to SMU intervillage projects: 

Construction of reservoirs and water pumping facilities; 

 

Stage 

III 

Expansion of Self-

Reliant Villages and 

Increased Rural Income 

Generation 

 

 

Source: Organized by author; adapted from text of ADB (2012) 

 

 Community Empowerment and Capacity-Building 

Although infrastructure development was a visible and crucial part of SMU, it is 

important to recognize that SMU wasn’t solely an infrastructure construction 

program. SMU mobilized and built social capital through community 

empowerment. With over 37,000 community halls built nationwide in 1972-1980, 

semi-governmental village development committees (VDCs) and non-

governmental village general meetings (VGMs) became platforms to facilitate 

community discussions and collective agenda setting and decision-making (ADB, 
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2012). Project selection, planning, monitoring and evaluation took place in village 

meetings through majority vote: 1 vote per household (ADB, 2012). Rural 

associations, such as Youth Club, Mothers’ Club, and Agricultural Progress Club, 

were incorporated into SMU to revitalize participation on behalf of all villagers, 

including women. Women empowerment is repeatedly emphasized as a crucial 

component of SMU (UNDP, 2015; GSLF, 2016). Women engaged in savings 

campaigns, fundraising, and small-scale income generating projects and took on 

leadership roles.  

 

Leadership training on the significance of SMU and consensus-building from the 

village level to every level of government was key to its nationwide acceptance 

and execution. Local and central government provided centers for civic and 

organizational skills building. Counties, townships, and agricultural cooperatives 

were responsible for leader recruitment. SMU leaders (men and women) who 

understood the social dynamics and characteristics of their villages were directly 

elected by villagers (Han, 2012), led project design and implementation, and 

adapted the SMU blueprint for their village (ADB, 2012). SMU leaders, younger 

than traditional village chiefs, were more willing to adopt mechanized farming and 

technological advances. Training camps at the Training Institute for Saemaul 

Leaders involved SMU leaders, local administration officers, alongside high-level 

government officials. Training consisted of case studies, whereby leaders of the 

‘basic villages’ would travel to more than 20 ‘self-reliant villages’ to learn first-

hand through field-training. Per Han (2012) and GSLF (2014), SMU leaders were 

incredibly invested in other SMU leaders, sacrificing family and material resources; 

‘self-reliant village’ leaders followed up to visit villages of their trainee leaders to 

motivate communities.  

 



52 

 

 Extensive and Integrated Institutional Governance Framework 

Partnership and cooperative governance between central and local governments 

with village leadership was vital. Village leaders were invited to the Monthly 

Economic Trend Reports with the President, and government responsiveness to 

SMU leaders’ concerns ensured fluid communication between all levels of 

government. Han (2012) asserts SMU changed the relationship between state and 

society. Governors were no longer seen with anxiety, but as a means for 

cooperation and resources; farmers were no longer subjects of regulation, but 

“agents of change” in the countryside. Social incentives, such as Presidential 

Awards and Grants, motivated village leaders, taking into consideration the 

importance placed on honor and social recognition in Korean society; edification 

empowered those from the most underdeveloped rural areas to be highly regarded 

by the elites of society. Participation in the National Saemaul Leaders' Convention 

with discussions and rallies created comradery between leaders of all villages. 

SMU leaders formed a community with ceremonies, uniforms, flags, songs, and 

mass communication (Han, 2012). The government provided technical and 

administrative guidance and financial consulting. Proactive village-level 

leadership joined with central government support arguably pushed SMU into a 

catalytic nationwide movement (Han, 2012). 

 

An extensive institutional governance framework was established in coordination, 

management, and communication of SMU implementation. Linkages along 

ministries, local governments, and villages through Saemaul promotional councils 

and sub-councils is noteworthy. SMU administrative units were created in 

ministries, Saemaul guidance sections in local government, and Saemaul staff were 

included at all levels. With Ministry of Home Affairs (current MOI) leading 

national SMU promotion, SMU divisions expanded across ministries in 1973. 
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SMU Management Office was placed under MOI through Presidential Decree, and 

oversaw the leading, management, planning and analysis divisions for SMU. 

Government officials in SMU divisions were from an elite corps of civil servants, 

received favor in promotions, and were allowed flexibility in budgetary allocations 

(ADB, 2012). Figure 5 presents the extensive presence of SMU in government:  

 

Figure 5. Government Organizations Related to SMU in the 1970s 

  

Source: ADB, 2012 

 

State-society synergy was cultivated through a grand architecture of Saemaul 

promotional councils in the 5 layers of government: central government, 

city/province, small city/county, town level, and village level (ADB, 2012). At the 

village level, project implementation took place through ri/dong development 

committees. At town level, up/myon councils addressed implementation 

challenges with SMU leaders, local officials, and others including police chief and 

principals. At county level, councils coordinated SMU at regional level with major 

and officials; half of the members had an agricultural background. At the 

city/province level, plans for SMU were discussed with the governor, province-

level administration officials, and leaders in education and media for educational 

campaigns. At the central level, overarching SMU policy and implementation was 
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coordinated with Ministry of Home Affairs and cabinet-level ministers. This 

framework allowed for challenges to be effectively addressed (ADB, 2012).  

 

 State-Society Co-Financing for Sustainability 

State-society co-financing was crucial for sustainability. The government was 

active in material rewards and incentives. SMU leaders were trained as agricultural 

entrepreneurs to develop and manage projects. Villagers in VDCs designed 

innovative projects and introduced planting methods for income generation. Local 

governments worked with VDCs to provide legal business contracts for public 

works (small-scale construction works below KRW 3,000,000). A notable feature 

was Compound Projects, which differed from the initial SMU Method. Compound 

projects emphasized income generation, material benefit for labor of villagers, and 

used labor income for savings (50%) and village fund (50%) deposited at village 

credit unions. As profits from projects were directly given to villagers (with a 

portion towards village savings for investment into future projects), cooperation 

and participation was sustained. Compound projects increased income and village 

funds eventually exceed funds given by the government. Villages as business units 

took on “welfare finance” projects (Han, 2012).  

 

Communities utilized village funds and loans from public financial institutions. 

Alongside local and central governments, National Agricultural Cooperative 

Federation (Nong Hyop) and National Fisheries Cooperative Federation (Su Hyop) 

provided access to funding (Chung, 2009). In the 1970s, Saemaul Village Banks 

provided long-term low-interest loans in place of rural loan sharks (Han, 2012). In 

GSLF (2014; 2016), community credit cooperatives were presented as crucial. 

Loans from community funds were given at low interest for income generation 
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projects (e.g. livestock breeding of pig, chicken, silkworm, cow, trees, ginseng, 

licorice, and vinyl greenhouses). This led to increased savings and financed SMU 

projects (e.g. improvement for roof, wall, kitchen, washroom reparations, and 

electric installation). During 1971-1979, from the total investment for SMU, KRW 

772.5 billion (28%) was from the government and KRW 1,979.6 billion (72%) 

from local communities. Community financing built on self-help was important 

for sustainability. The changes in government support and community financing is 

shown in Table 5.  

 

Table 5. SMU Investment by Year and Funding Source (Billions of Won) 

 

Note: NA/FCF stand for National Agricultural/Fishery Cooperative Federation 

Source: Ministry of Home Affairs, 1980. Ten Year History of Saemaul Undong Movement. Seoul; ADB, 2012 

 

 Nationwide Campaigns for Self-Help, Diligence, and Cooperation 

The SMU Spirit of diligence, self-help, and cooperation is repeatedly mentioned 

as one of the most fundamental components of SMU. For many, SMU reformed 

rural people’s mentality. The ideals were built on Korea’s traditional forms of 

cooperation such as kye (community funding club), ture (labor cooperation 

organization), and pumassi (mutual exchange of labor) (UNDP, 2015). Many 

proponents argue that the ‘can-do spirit’ and ‘mindset reform’ provide the basis for 

all SMU activities. However, this study argues that persistence of the SMU Spirit 
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as a panacea for community development remains weak. Training for mindset 

reform without emphasis on governance framework and inclusion of other central 

mechanisms in implementation is not an accurate presentation of SMU.  

 

 Overarching Policy Context in the 1970s 

In addition to the above-mentioned mechanisms, this study emphasizes the 

domestic context of Korea in the 1970s. SMU was not a stand-alone isolated 

agrarian policy, but complemented export-oriented industrialization. Douglass 

(2013) argues that without understanding the developmental state of Korea, 

assertions that SMU is transferrable to other contexts with different forms of state-

business-civil society relationships is questionable. Jang Heo (Director of Centre 

for International Agricultural Partnership, Korea Rural Economic Institute) argues 

SMU was not an isolated policy, but collection of projects under the title of SMU 

(Summary Report, 2014). Vincent Ruiz (Policy Analyst, OECD Development 

Centre) asserts that parallel rural development policies influenced SMU: (1) 

agricultural subsidies for fertilizers and machineries, (2) Green Revolution for 

increased yields, and (3) investment in infrastructure for irrigation, storage, and 

transport infrastructure. Per Chung (2014), rice self-sufficiency was possible due 

to the price-support policy and purchase of Tong-il Rice at high levels despite 

increased production. The government provided policies for R&D, mechanization, 

and agricultural skills training. Edward Reed highlights rural policy instruments in 

1950s-1960s that laid the foundation for SMU: land reform and land ownership 

ceiling, sustained rapid industrialization including non-agricultural employment, 

establishment of rural development institutions (e.g. Office of Rural Development, 

National Agricultural Cooperative Federation), social policies on education and 

family planning, investments in overall infrastructure, rice subsidies, urban 

remittances, and Green Revolution (Summary Report, 2014). Jeong et al. (2015) 
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argues that policies for achieving increased agricultural productivity were 

particularly important for Korea's economic development: land 

reform, development and provision of agricultural technology, farm land 

development and readjustment of arable land, development of agricultural 

water, seeds improvement, reforestation, provision of electricity, expansion of 

village entrance roads, change in types of crops from staple grains toward animal 

husbandry, orchards, and vegetable farming. Most components in this list were a 

central part of SMU in the 1970s. 

 

4.4.2 Theoretical Framework: Korea’s ODA Architecture 

 

Following an examination of SMU in the 1970s, Korea’s aid architecture is 

examined to further analyze SMU ODA modularization specifically within the 

Korean context of ODA policy development. Korea’s aid architecture is complex 

beyond the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) (overseeing Korea International 

Cooperation Agency (KOICA) for bilateral grants) and Ministry of Strategy and 

Finance (MOSF) (overseeing Economic Development Cooperation Fund (EDCF) 

for concessional loans). Kim and Kang (2015) argues that more than 30 

governmental and non-governmental actors are involved in ODA implementation, 

including municipal governments, NGOS, private sector, and think-tanks. Figure 

6 presents Korea’s aid architecture and roles by MOFA and MOSF in managing 

ODA and OOF. Per Lim (2014), rivalry between ministries, particularly between 

MOFA and MOSF, is at the heart of Korea’s increasingly fragmented aid system.  
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Figure 6. Korea’s Official Development Assistance (ODA) and Other Official Flows 

(OOF) Architecture 

 

Source: Kim and Kang, 2015 (adapted from OECD-DAC, 2008 and Korea EximBank, 2013) 

 

27 government agencies were engaged in ODA in 2013, alongside provincial 

governments that independently participated in projects in developing countries 

(Cho and Kim, 2014; Son, 2013). 17 ministries and 11 other government bodies 

had been allocated ODA budgets in 2014 (CIDC, 2014a). Although MOFA and 

MOSF dominate the budget composition, Ministry of Education, Ministry of 

Health and Welfare, Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, Ministry of 

Science, ICT and Future Planning, Ministry of Environment, and Ministry of 

Culture, Sports and Tourism are also significant actors. Rural Development 

Administration (RDA) and Korea Forest Service (KFS) also had notable budgets. 

It is important to note the number of government bodies involved in ODA 

implementation in Korea, as SMU ODA has taken place under this ODA 

architecture. Diverse channels of ODA implementation exist for a multitude of 

governmental and non-governmental actors without effective coordination, and 

accountability. This fragmentation was addressed through legal and policy 

measures by creation of the Committee for International Development 

Cooperation (hereafter, CIDC) as the decision-making body overseeing ODA. This 
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architecture is presented in Figure 7. However, challenges persist as the Prime 

Minister Office (PMO) placed as chair revealed inability to coordinate MOFA and 

MOSF’s dominance in decision-making in practice (Kim and Kang, 2015).  

 

Figure 7. Korea’s Aid Management Architecture via Committee for International 

Development Cooperation (CIDC) 

 

Source: Kim and Kang, 2015 (from OECD-DAC, 2012) 

 

Challenges to ODA policy agenda setting, decision-making, and implementation 

is outlined in Figure 8. Per Kim and Kang (2015), MOFA and MOSF have 

competed for “hegemony and legitimacy” in leading the direction for ODA in 

Korea and globalization of its agenda. More concerning about Korea’s aid 

architecture is assertion of the President’s agenda and influence on policy direction 

and appointment every 5 years. Korea’s aid architecture works through 

hierarchical agenda-setting from the top followed by efforts to implement the 

President’s agenda at all levels of ODA development and implementation (Lee and 

Rhyu, 2008; Hahm et al., 2013; Kang et al., 2014a; Kang et al., 2014b; Kim, 2011; 

Seok, 2014). Lack of agency harmonization implies critical challenges for SMU 

ODA modularization and implementation, as it becomes evident that ODA is not 



60 

 

led by a centralized and coordinated body, but fragmented agencies engaging in 

multiple similar projects without efficient communication.  

 

Figure 8. Vertical and Horizontal Fragmentation within Korea’s Aid Structure 

 

Source: Kim and Kang, 2015 
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4.5 Discussion Based on the Two Frameworks 

 

(1) Discussion in Relation to the Substantive Framework: SMU in the 1970s 

Upon examination of the substantive framework, it becomes apparent that SMU 

ODA as it is presently implemented is not accurately reflective of central 

mechanisms of SMU in the 1970s.  

 

 SMU ODA modularization and implementation appears to be challenging 

as SMU in the 1970s was neither a systematically developed module 

based on development theories nor based on extensive framework of 

indicators such as the MDGs and SDGs. SMU was ‘trial and error’ 

attempts to bring about rural development in context of rapid urbanization 

and export-oriented industrialization. SMU ODA modularization has 

been an act of re-packaging, re-organization and post-analysis of Korea’s 

experience looked back from the 21st century, without resolving the 

political controversy surrounding the event and without a research-

backed government-wide understanding and agreement on its core 

mechanisms.  

 In the 1970s, incentive-based resource provision from the government 

was effectively utilized at the village level, and village funds through 

community cooperatives promoted sustainable project financing. In 

general, the incentive-based process that characterized SMU in the 1970s 

is difficult to observe in SMU ODA as pilot villages exist as 1 or 2 villages 

in most countries. Competition between villages through rewards is 

difficult when the partner government is not as involved nor are there a 

greater number of villages to enter this incentive-based system. An 
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exception appears to be the recent SMU ODA led by KSUC in Burundi, 

whereby the President initiated a special office for community 

development and Ministry of Development had evaluation teams 

rewarding top 10 districts that performed well in 2015 (GSLF, 2016). 

 SMU involved phases of implementation, from rural household and 

village improvements to agricultural infrastructure construction for 

agricultural productivity. This is to a certain extent visible in pilot villages. 

However, partial components of the stages are implemented in varying 

degrees depending on implementation agency and partner country. 

Kyrgyzstan’s pilot villages have constructed a school gym, clinic, 

pedestrian tunnel, and park in 2013, community hall in 2014, water tank 

and pipelines in 2015, and kindergarten in 2016 (GSLF, 2016). Tanzania 

received roads, drip irrigation, fish farming, pineapple farms, and poultry 

farming across its pilot villages (GSLF, 2016). There appears to be no 

uniform index or standardized measure as an evaluation mechanism for 

all pilot villages regardless of implementation agency. Overall, it was 

shown that villages obtained construction of a few communal facilities. 

SMU ODA remained mostly infrastructure development projects under 

CDD approach. This study argues that construction of physical 

infrastructure through widened roads, irrigation system or a health clinic 

on its own cannot represent SMU as it is no different from other rural 

projects pursued by multilateral organizations or bilateral donors. 

 SMU in the 1970s mobilized social capital of villages for the cause of 

development, through vitalization of VDCs, leadership training, rural 

associations, and women empowerment. Elected from their own villages, 

SMU village leaders were not only skill transferrers, but those that 

engaged participation of their entire communities. In Vietnam’s SMU 

ODA project, rural associations and VDCs were developed from the top 
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to encourage participation (KOICA, 2014a). However, villager 

participation in such associations was low in practice and commune 

officials led projects more than local villagers themselves. Associations 

were centered on the Community Party and were political in nature. 

Village leaders elected represented the Party and government, rather than 

the villagers. Although Vietnam has shown the most active central 

government involvement in SMU ODA, it has been more IRD top down 

approach without complementation of bottom up CDD participation. In 

Myanmar (Kim, 2015), SMU village leaders who received training from 

Korea became an elite clique in the village and took on project 

implementation without consultations with local villagers. Project profits 

from pig and poultry farming were shared primarily among themselves, 

who were generally more educated and economically better off from the 

beginning, and other villagers were unable to share in the proceeds and 

projects failed to target the poorest. VDCs failed to represent villagers 

and took on a parallel leadership body. 

 In the 1970s, state-society synergy was vital to nationwide SMU 

implementation. Reed (2010) commented on the need for proactive 

ownership by partner governments for SMU ODA to achieve more than 

short-term local improvements. However, in the Democratic Republic of 

Congo, it was shown that despite shown interest from the government, 

there were lack of funds and absence of active government involvement 

to allow for project sustainability (Heo et al., 2009). Similar with the ex-

post evaluation of Myanmar (KOICA, 2014b), it was noted that there are 

limits to scalability without government support dedicated to agricultural 

development. Except for Vietnam, China, and Uganda which have taken 

measures to adapt SMU into national rural development plans, other 

countries have not engaged as actively in streamlining SMU ODA into 
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national and local government plans. Vietnam (which developed the 

National Target Program on Building New Countryside) is a notable 

exception with active central government involvement (KOICA, 2006). 

Government partners and roles were agreed upon from before SMU ODA 

implementation: Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (for 

overall management, funding support), National Institute for Agricultural 

Planning and Projection (for overall project design, implementation and 

management, needs assessment, evaluation), People’s Committees in 

Thai Nguyen and Quang Tri (for project development, funding 

development, support for implementation), and Commune Village 

Leaders (for project implementation at the ground).  

 Village fund financing is repeatedly highlighted in KSP documents and 

by MOI for SMU’s success in the 1970s (GSLF, 2016). However, due to 

the diversity of projects implemented by various agencies without 

harmonization, village funds have been promoted in certain villages 

while completely absent in others. 4 village savings and loans 

associations were formed in Uganda (GSLF, 2016). However, it is not 

visible in uniform manner across pilot villages. 

 SMU Spirit has been presented as a panacea for development by KSUC 

and SGF in brochures and marketing material on SMU ODA. Trainings 

on mental reform and spiritual rejuvenation are included as the basis for 

many projects. However, there is no standardized and centralized module 

of training on such an intangible concept of diligence, self-help, and 

cooperation for all implementation agencies. It is questionable whether 

SMU leaders trained in the SMU Spirit can develop and implement this 

so-called Spirit through simply listening to lectures. Achievement of the 

SMU Spirit as a successful outcome in evaluations remains questionable 

as such terms are difficult to quantify and measure through an index.  
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Due to the range of implementation agencies that lack harmonization and 

coordination in projects, comprehensive evaluation of SMU ODA remains 

extremely difficult. Nevertheless, overview of SMU ODA in the past two decades 

appear to be poorly reflective of the central mechanisms of SMU in the 1970s. 

SMU was not an isolated policy but implemented nationwide in scale and entailed 

an extensive and integrated institutional governance framework with promotional 

councils and administrative units in ministries. In contrast, SMU ODA has been 

promoted as largely infrastructure-based CDD projects without considerable 

partner government support for scale-up. SMU ODA modularization and 

implementation by agencies without consideration of the interactive dynamics in 

the 1970s does not accurately reflect SMU.  

 

(2) Discussion in Relation to the Theoretical Framework: Korea’s ODA 

Architecture 

Through examination of the theoretical framework on Korea’s ODA architecture, 

further challenges to SMU modularization and implementation are highlighted. 

Upon research, this study notes that Korea’s aid architecture is complex beyond 

the fragmented 2 main ministries in charge of ODA. In practice, more than 30 

actors are involved in ODA implementation, and diverse channels of ODA 

implementation exist for a multitude of governmental and non-governmental 

actors without effective coordination. The President’s influence on policy agenda-

setting is also concerning, as projects based on the agenda of the one-term 

President (in this case, SMU ODA) can be promoted intensively for a 5-year period 

with vast range of rural projects included under the banner without consensus on 

both government-wide or society-wide levels nor based on extensive research of 

its central mechanisms. This could explain the haphazard promotion of SMU ODA 
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without clear consensus and coordination between agencies in the past two decades. 

In this study, it was made clear that in addition to the central ministries and 

provincial government, there are numerous implementing bodies, research 

institutions and IOs engaged in SMU ODA. This is challenging for SMU ODA 

modularization and implementation as lack of consensus on the definition and 

mechanisms of SMU enters this complex ODA architecture in Korea. Lack of 

agency and project harmonization implies critical challenges for SMU ODA to 

develop into a viable approach for community development. This is more so when 

it becomes evident that ODA involves numerous agencies competing and in 

multiple similar projects without efficient communication.  
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V. EVALUATION OF SMU ODA BASED ON CASE STUDY 

 

5.1 Overview of MVP and Core Mechanisms 

 

This case study addresses RQ2 to add another dimension to the analysis of SMU 

ODA: How does SMU ODA fare in modularization and implementation, when 

compared with the Millennium Villages Project, a comparable rural development 

program? To note, the Millennium Villages Project is not without its criticisms and 

this study recognizes the criticisms MVP has received in its evaluation 

methodology and misinterpretation of results (Demombynes and Clemens, 2010), 

lack of transparency in delivery of results with external researchers (Munk, 2013), 

questions on fungibility (Hinchberger, 2011), and inquiries to whether it involved 

the bottom-up approach in practice instead of a top-down approach of IRD (Carr, 

2008). As addressed previously, MVP is not presented as the ideal development 

module for replication, but rather as point of reference and comparison for 

critiquing SMU ODA. The following case study evaluation clarifies key points of 

divergence between MVP and SMU ODA in development assistance effectiveness 

and presents insightful implications for the direction of SMU ODA. 

 

Launched in 2004, the Millennium Villages Project (hereafter, MVP) was a high-

profile, large-scale experimental intervention across 14 sites in 10 countries in sub-

Saharan Africa to achieve the MDGs by 2015. Based on extensive research from 

Earth Institute (hereafter, EI), pre-packaged science-based and technical solutions 

(e.g. high-yield seeds, fertilizers, insecticide treated bed nets) were simultaneously 

or strategically-phased in a multi-sectoral manner to break “poverty traps” 

(Clemens and Demombynes, 2013). Led by the policy leadership of EI and 
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operational leadership of Millennium Promise (hereafter, MP), MVP was 

presented to possess “rigorous proof of concept” for integrated, community-based, 

and low-cost interventions that could be scaled up (Konecky and Palm, 2008; Carr, 

2008). Concentrating resources at the community level, MVP was a 10-year 

initiative focused on 5 sectors: agriculture, health, education, infrastructure 

(particularly, water and sanitation), and business development. Gender equality 

and environmental sustainability were cross-cutting concepts integrated into all 

activities. To note, Millennium Villages (hereafter, MV) were not individual 

villages but clusters of several villages, ranging from 5,000 to 70,000 people in 

scale (MV, 2010). MVs were selected with local and national governments, and 

covered regions of hunger spots that revealed extreme poverty. Figure 9 presents 

the MVP sites, selected from diverse agro-ecological zones.  

 

Figure 9. MVP Sites in Sub-Saharan Africa 

 

Source: Millenniumvillages.org/the-villages/  

 

MVP was implemented in two five-year phases: Phase I (2006-2011) aimed to 

place key “systems” (e.g. classrooms, clinics, roads, wireless internet, off-grid 
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power) and focused on achieving quick wins (e.g. crop production, disease control). 

The first year reported reduction of hunger and malaria prevalence, access to safe 

drinking water, basic healthcare, and increased primary education (MV, 2010). 

Phase II (2011-2015) consisted of commercializing gains in agriculture and 

improving local service delivery systems. Community health workers (CHWs) 

were mobilized to expand their impact until 2015. Emphasis was placed on systems 

improvement and careful documentation in each sector for replication and scale-

up. Continued efforts to engage communities were made from identifying local 

challenges by establishing community-based farmer cooperatives. More than 85 

businesses and cooperatives were created across 10 MVs by 2010. Partnerships 

with IOs, NGOs and donors played a key role in MVP: World Food Programme 

(WFP) purchased large-scale amounts of agricultural products from clusters, JM 

Eagle donated more than 330 miles of water pipe, and Ericsson assisted with 

developing mobile data tools, such as ChildCount+ used by CHWs to collect and 

monitor health data via mobile phones services (MV, 2010). Investments into 

technological innovations (e.g. solar lamps/panels) were pursued. Within the MDG 

framework, strong emphasis was placed on social development with prioritization 

on health and education (e.g. child mortality, deworming, malnutrition), followed 

by agriculture, infrastructure, and business development. Figure 10 presents the 

budget allocations by sector. 
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Figure 10. MVP Budget Allocations by Sector (2006-2010) 

 

Source: MV, 2010. 

  

5.2 Comparative Case Study Evaluation Based on Program Evaluation 

Criteria 

 

This section provides an evaluation of MVP and SMU ODA based on the Program 

Evaluation Criteria outlined in Chapter III. Table 3 is presented again for reference.  

 

Table 3. Program Evaluation Criteria 

 Criteria Detail 

1 Ownership 

 

Extent to which partner government is involved in project implementation. 

 Participation of partner country government, local officials, local 

villagers, localization of projects implemented. 

2 Alignment (with inclusion 

of cross-cutting issues) 

Extent to which objectives align with partner country and global development goals  

 Alignment with partner country development goals, MDGs/SDGs, 

inclusion of cross-cutting issues on gender and environment, 

utilization of local systems, degree of tied/untied aid 

3 Program Institution 

Efficiency 

 

Extent to which program implementation institution is efficient. 

 Program implementation system (e.g. organization, human resources, 

reporting mechanisms) 
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4 Managing for Results 

 

Extent to which results are monitored and evaluated. 

 Systematic collection of data for monitoring and evaluation. 

5 Impact Measure of positive and negative changes produced by program. 

 Main impacts/effects on local social, economic and difference made 

to beneficiaries/number of people affected 

6 Sustainability Measure of whether benefits are likely to continue after donor funding is withdrawn.  

 Program sustainability (e.g. financial, institutional), existence of exit 

strategy and continue after ceased donor funding 

 

Source: Author’s Own. 

 

Criteria 1: Ownership. With respect to ownership, the extent to which the partner 

country government was involved in project implementation was analyzed. 

Largely, extent of participation of partner country government, local officials, and 

villagers, and localization of projects implemented. 

 

 MVP. The partner country government was involved in the decision-

making process starting from the selection of village cluster sites. Local 

governments formed a “cluster” and applied for the MVP program, and 

central governments selected the sites for MVs. Local governments were 

involved by signing an MOU at the beginning of implementation. This 

engagement with the government allowed for less replication of similar 

projects and created opportunities for gradual transfer of projects into the 

government’s national and local projects and policies. For example, a 

primary school built with MVP funds was filled with teachers whose 

salaries were paid for by local governments (Kim et al, 2012). MVP teams 

also worked closely with communities and regional governments. Project 

plans took into consideration phases of project transfer to residents. For 

example, while initial construction of health clinics and program fees 

were paid by MVP teams, payment for health workers were transitioned 
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into regional government budgets. For example, agricultural cooperatives 

started by MVP teams for purchasing fertilizers and selling produce were 

gradually given to local villagers for management. Community opinions 

were reflected into project plans and management. Each cluster had over 

100 committees so that villagers were a part of at least one committee and 

had various avenues for participation. Researchers and scientists provided 

research to localize project solutions appropriate for MV clusters, and 

external partner provided additional resources in need. As MV regions 

presented diverse agro-ecological and climatic characteristics, the Earth 

Institute (EI) researched on drinking water supply methods appropriate 

for each area. For the Ruhiira MV cluster in Uganda, research concluded 

on pumps and small-scale systems using gravity. This system collected 

water from streams and utilized electric pumps to store the purified water 

in high mountain altitudes to be later distributed using gravity. Diesel 

generators were developed for electricity. Regarding technical skills 

transfer, EI adapted necessary technical skills to local demand before 

transfer to maximize utilization. Such skills were spread to the field 

through educational programs and trainings. Moreover, MVP team 

members (e.g. Team Leaders, Sector Coordinators) consisted of local 

talent recruitment. Not only was this beneficial for capacity-building and 

local job creation, but also allowed for cost-efficiency when compared to 

hiring foreign specialists. Local staff were better adapted to local 

government systems, culture, climate and other details for effective 

project design and implementation. Nevertheless, as the partner 

government was not the central project implementer, there is need for 

consistently increasing their involvement. 

 

 SMU ODA. In general, partner governments have not been as actively 

involved in SMU ODA implementation. Although MOUs were 
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increasingly signed in recent years, few countries have adapted and 

scaled-up pilot SMU villages to nearby regions with their government 

budget. Most SMU ODA projects have remained individual small-scale 

pilot villages, mainly focused on rural infrastructure construction, village 

leadership training, and income generation projects depending on the 

implementation agency. In the Democratic of Congo, lack of government 

funds and inactive involvement of the government to scale-up SMU ODA 

limited project continuity, replication and scale-up beyond the pilot 

villages (Heo et al., 2009). In Cambodia’s SMU ODA (2006-2008), 

Ministry of Rural Development was involved but revealed no evidence 

of dissemination at the provincial levels upon independent evaluation 

(UNDP, 2015). In Myanmar’s SMU ODA (2008-2010), Ministry of 

Agriculture and Irrigation was involved yet there were limits to scalability 

without streamlined government support dedicated to agricultural 

development (KOICA, 2014b). In most cases, SMU pilot villages were 

perceived as CDD projects led by Korean donor agencies despite the 

emphasis on local participation. Participation of villages also varied 

greatly in practice depending on village heads. However, several 

countries, such as Vietnam, China, and Uganda, stood out as exceptions 

with greater government involvement than other partner countries. In 

Uganda (2015-2018), 7 additional SMU pilot villages are in development 

and the government agreed to support co-financing and provision of legal, 

institutional and administrative support as necessary (KOICA, 2015b). 

KOICA’s SMU ODA in Vietnam (2001-2002) revealed close cooperation 

with the government starting from project design, with designation of 

roles from the central government, regional governments, to commune 

committees and pilot SMU village leaders. The National Target Program 

(NTP) on New Rural Development (NRD) reflected the government’s 

incorporation of SMU ODA into its nationwide rural development agenda. 
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However, it was noted that despite the level of government ownership, 

local villagers at the commune level did not participate as actively as 

expected. Commune leaders more often reflected party interests and 

villagers understood project objectives as centralized commands rather 

than opportunities for tangible benefits and proactive participation 

(KOICA, 2014c). With SMU ODA taking on different forms depending 

on the implementation agency (e.g. KOICA, KSUC, SGF), projects 

involved varying levels of government engagement in project 

implementation. In Cambodia, it was noted that SMU ODA projects were 

understood more as another ODA donor project and neither central, 

regional nor local government officials appeared to understand the state-

society synergy dynamics central to SMU as it occurred in the 1970s 

(KOICA, 2014c). Overall, despite their expressions of interest in SMU 

ODA, the majority of partner governments have not streamlined and 

incorporated SMU ODA projects into national and local government 

plans, nor have they provided extensive financial and institutional support 

in the process. Regarding localization of projects, there appears to be 

more of a uniform approach without consideration of local contexts. For 

example, in the case of Myanmar (2008-2010), identically designed 

community halls were built in pilot villages, alongside the health clinics 

and daycare centers, which remained mostly unused by local villagers. 

Villagers were unable to afford the daycare center fees and maintenance 

costs of the centers became more of a burden for the community. 

Moreover, organic farming methods provided through skills training were 

not utilized, as the domestic market for organic products remained 

underdeveloped. Mechanized farming was also not readily adopted due 

to difficulty of reparations of equipment. Similarly, in the communal 

laundry project, the public space was not utilized as Myanmar lacked a 

culture of doing laundry together. There appears to be an overall lack of 
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prior research and understanding of local contexts, without extensive 

local staff leading SMU ODA design and implementation.  

 

Criteria 2: Alignment. With respect to alignment, the extent to which program 

objectives align with the partner country and global development goals was 

analyzed. Largely, extent of alignment with partner country development goals, 

MDGs/SDGs, cross-cutting issues on gender and environment, utilization of local 

systems and degree of tied/untied aid.  

 

 MVP. With the objective of achieving the MDGs by 2015, MVP was 

specifically designed in alignment with global development goals. 

Moreover, MVP aligned with partner country goals as most sub-Saharan 

countries focused on rural development with many of the poorest living 

in rural areas (Kim et al, 2012). MVP partner countries committed to 

achieving the MDGs as priority objectives. MVP was inclusive of cross-

cutting issues in projects on gender and environment, which continue to 

be prominent global development areas of focus. Gender related activities 

existed as a separate budgetary category to support activities and 

women’s entrepreneurship campaigns were central to MVP’s business 

development sector. Clusters initiated the Girls’ Empowerment Programs, 

and the Ruhiira MV in Uganda involved 21 girls’ empowerment clubs for 

education on health and life skills (MP, 2012). In primary schools, a group 

of 600 female students was created with invitation of women mentors. 

Moreover, environmental protection has been an integral part of MVP. 

Reforestation, tree nurseries, and soil fertility projects are examples (MP, 

2012). Environmental protection education and campaigns (e.g. planting 

seedlings, soil treatment methods) and improved stoves have been 
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provided to primary schools to reduce logging and emission of harmful 

gases. Although MVP has not directly utilized local public financial 

management systems, consistent efforts were made to engage local 

governments to avoid replication of similar projects. An MVP office was 

established per cluster to coordinate activities of MVP teams. Although 

this does pose as a potential parallel institution, staff were predominantly 

recruited locally and local government staff were invited to and included 

in MVP trainings for capacity-building. Regarding program funding, the 

pooled fund allowed for medium to long term planning for phased MDG 

achievement. MVP teams engaged to a large degree as untied aid, with 

local staff and necessary resources delivered locally.  

 

 SMU ODA. In general, SMU ODA aligned with rural development plans 

of partner countries which aimed for increased agricultural productivity, 

crop diversification, market access and sustainable rural development. 

The partner countries’ long-term national development plans (e.g. Vision 

2020 of Rwanda, National Development Strategic Development Plan 

2009-2012 of Cambodia) included emphasis on rural development, which 

was a primary objective of SMU ODA as well (KOICA, 2013). The 

modularization of SMU ODA aligned with global development goals 

such as MDGs/SDGs with emphasis on ownership by local communities, 

building of accountable local institutions, and achieving food security, in 

addition to inclusion of cross-cutting issues on gender and environment. 

In SMU pilot villages in Myanmar from 2012, women leaders led income 

generation activities, such as pig farming, and plumbing work twice a 

month alongside men. There were reportedly 45 SMU women members 

in East Phuanggyi village and 10 SMU women members in Tha Nat Pin 

village (GSLF, 2014). Regarding the environment, SMU ODA took the 
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form of reforestation projects in Mongolia. Building on the “One-Tree 

One-Person” campaign led by the Mongolian President in 2010, the 

training center for tree plantation was established and citizens were called 

to support greenhouse and forestation activities to fight against soil 

erosion (GSLF, 2014). Regarding utilization of local systems, most 

projects were implemented without institutional or financial support of 

partner governments. Limited government intervention resulted in 

limited utilization of local systems. VDCs were created to nurture SMU 

leaders for development, separate from existing villager leadership 

councils (Kim, 2015). Regarding the degree of tied/untied aid, projects 

revealed a combination of Korean equipment in addition to local and 

other imports. In the Vietnam SMU ODA project (2001-2002), Hyundai 

Galloper vehicle, Samsung computers, laser printers, copies, fax 

machines and folk guitars were bought from Korea and shipped to the 

project site. Other construction materials were purchased locally (KOICA, 

2006). In general, initial SMU ODA entailed Korean equipment, while 

more recent projects appear to be transitioning to purchase more local 

products.  

 

Criteria 3: Program Institution Efficiency. With respect to alignment, the extent 

to which the program implementation institution is efficient was analyzed. Largely, 

regarding the program implementation system such as its organization, human 

resources, and reporting mechanisms. 

 

 MVP. All MVP projects followed a guideline jointly developed by 

Millennium Promise (MP) and Earth Institute (EI): Guide to Key 

Principles and Interventions in the Millennium Villages Model. Extensive 
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research on multisector rural development programs took place at EI 

years before MVP was launched, with objectives of developing a 

systematic low-cost program for achieving MDGs in the designated time 

frame. With EI and MP based in New York, USA, project management 

took place through MDG Centres located in Africa (in closer proximity 

to MV clusters) with sector coordinators from EI and financial/operation 

managers from MP dispatched at the Centres. While MDG Regional 

Centres engaged in larger-scale support, such as negotiations with partner 

governments and design of exit strategies, MVP teams in the field 

planned and implemented activities to achieve strategies set by the 

Centres (Kim et al, 2012). Cost efficiency (such as economies of scale) 

were enjoyed for programs that could be jointly utilized across the 10 

MVP countries all located in sub-Saharan Africa. Each MVP country had 

its MVP team and program office. Differentiation and delegation of roles 

existed based on agency strengths. For example, EI took on scientific and 

strategic leadership, MP took on operational leadership and funding 

management, and MDG Regional Centres (Centre for East & Southern 

Africa in Nairobi, Kenya and Centre for West & Central Africa in Bamako, 

Mali) led financial administration, human resources, and project support 

for MVP teams in its region. Team Leaders played a central role in MVP 

teams for project coordination and management of sector coordinators 

and external partners. With facilitators placed under sector coordinators, 

around 130-150 people (predominantly local staff) composed a MVP 

team and worked closely with local communities. Sector coordinators 

suggested annual plans of activities and budgets during MVP meetings 

and uploaded monthly progress updates on the Mpango program. Data 

from all MV clusters were collected by data managers using the same 

methodology and programs. However, it was noted that there was lack of 

sufficient communication with donors on project progress divided 
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between the NY office (MP) and Regional MDG Centres. Nevertheless, 

clear delegation of roles per agency (EI, MP, Regional Centres, and MVP 

teams) allowed for a relatively smooth implementation with extensive 

monitoring on development indicators by sector and feedback based on 

utilization of the same reporting programs for all MV clusters.  

 

 SMU ODA. The SMU ODA program implementation institution appears 

to be disappointing on multiple levels. The lack of a centralized guideline 

and coordination among the number of implementation agencies has been 

repeatedly criticized. Thus, during the interagency meetings, CIDC 

developed 3 SMU ODA modularizations from 2010 to 2016 and clarified 

the definition of SMU ODA for project harmonization in 2016; these 

consist of the 3-Phase Implementation Model (2010), 2-Track Method 

(2014), and 3-Track Strategy (2016) at the government level. 

Modularizations emphasized the components of invitational trainings and 

dispatch of experts to raise awareness of the central mechanisms of SMU 

(e.g. Saemaul Spirit) in partner countries and established pilot villages 

focused on construction of rural and agricultural infrastructure. However, 

lack of harmonization of agencies persisted as various ministries, 

research institutes and implementation organizations engaged in SMU 

ODA projects without specialization based on agency strengths. Evident 

in the number of ministries and government actors (e.g. MOFA, MOI, 

MAFRA, MOSF, NGP), implementing agencies (e.g. KOICA, EDCF, 

KSUC, SGF, RDA), research institutions, universities (e.g. Yeongnam 

University, PSPS, Saemaul Academy) and international organizations 

(e.g. UNDP, OCED, ADB) involved in SMU ODA, various stakeholders 

with different interpretations on the central mechanisms of SMU in the 

1970s were involved in modularization and implementation. Projects 
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under the umbrella title of SMU ODA appear to differ depending on the 

implementation agency. Some pilot villages experienced an integrated 

and multifaceted approach with construction of rural infrastructure, living 

environment improvements and income generation projects, while others 

received a water well, primary school, and/or a SMU community center. 

The number of Korean agencies had all engaged separately in similar 

rural development projects. Most SMU ODA revealed construction of 

public facilities and trainings for leadership capacity-building, but it 

varied depending on the implementation agency. Various agricultural 

projects appeared to simply be placed under the SMU ODA banner. For 

example, the Project for Improving Agricultural Productivity on Rice and 

Onion (2014-2017) in Senegal was packaged as global SMU ODA. It 

entailed support of Korean equipment, dispatch of experts on agricultural 

cultivation, invitational trainings, and pilot farms – based on the Saemaul 

Spirit (KOICA, 2014d). This project mainly focused on agricultural 

productivity. Despite existing research on the central mechanisms of 

SMU in the 1970s, projects rarely reflected the complete dynamics, such 

as state-society governance. There lacked a centralized coordination and 

guideline followed by all agencies, leading to different components of 

SMU ODA implemented in practice. In project implementation, less than 

5 to 6 Korean volunteers were dispatched to partner countries with at 

times limited knowledge on ODA or SMU in the 1970s. At times, Korean 

immigrants in partner countries were engaged in SMU project leadership. 

In practice, it was note that projects were spearheaded by few Korean 

volunteers and experts in place of local villagers; extensive local 

recruitment of staff as seen in MVP did not occur in the case of SMU 

ODA. In the pilot village in Sumbermulyo, Indonesia implemented by 

SGF (2015-2020), 2 Korean volunteers were dispatched between 2015-

2016 (GSLF, 2016). Unlike MVP which had regional centres of support 
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in proximity to program sites and accessible technical expertise 

interacting closely with MVP teams on the field, SMU ODA lacked 

regional levels of support in partner countries hindering timely project 

support in pilot villages. Limited number of experts from Korea were 

expected to engage local communities without extensive prior research 

on partner countries and without extensive institutional and financial 

support from local governments and central government ministries. There 

were continued attempts to empower VDCs of local villagers to 

spearhead implementation instead of Korean experts and volunteers. 

However, results varied greatly between project sites. In the case of 

Myanmar (2008-2010), the VDCs (which consisted of local SMU leaders 

that had received invitational trainings in Korea) became an elite group 

of SMU leaders (with connection to the Korean donor agency) taking 

advantage of project benefits without consultations and discussions with 

the rest of the community (Kim, 2015). With SMU ODA largely led as 

CDD projects, challenges arose without accountability to local and 

central governments. Evaluations took place by individual agency, but 

without centralized indexes for monitoring all SMU pilot villages or 

evaluating the quality of invitational trainings for all agencies. 

 

Criteria 4: Managing for Results. With respect to managing for results, the extent 

to which program results are monitored and evaluated was analyzed. Largely, 

regarding the systematic collection of data for monitoring and evaluation. 

 

 MVP. Based on the MDG framework, MVP had an extensive set of targets 

and indicators laid out for its 5 main sectors: agriculture, health, education, 

infrastructure (particularly, water and sanitation), and business 
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development. The MV handbook (2008) provided a detailed outline of 

project timelines and lists of indicators by MDGs sector to achieve 

implementation by 2015. Careful documentation was made possible by 

use of specially designed software and real-time information systems 

based on MDGs indicators. For reporting, EI developed Mpango, their 

financial administration/management program, that synced with Quick 

Book, their financial accounting system for transparency and 

effectiveness, to be used at all MV clusters with sector coordinators 

directly uploading implementation progress per month (Kim et al, 2012). 

The Millennium Villages Information System (MVIS) facilitated detailed 

monitoring of project output and outcome by sector categories and 

indicators. Overall, MVIS, QuickBook and Mpango were all connected 

and allowed for wide-ranging measurement at all sites by the same 

criteria. MVIS could be accessed online and allowed for analysis in New 

York or elsewhere, regardless of location (MP, 2012). Data collection 

from the field via computers with wireless internet connection or mobile 

phones with text messaging, updated online databases on key measures 

through MVIS (e.g. child deliveries, immunization coverage, school 

attendance, child mortality). Technological advances, such as GPS 

mapping, were integrated into project design, allowing for primary 

schools, water points, and health facilities to be located through access to 

android phones provided for community health workers. Gaps in staff, 

services, supplies, or need for repairs could easily be notified by MVIS. 

Technology allowed for real time tracking and acted as an early-warning 

system for disease outbreaks (MV, 2010). Figure 11 shows samples of 

monitoring by Mpango regarding budget and progress of implementation. 
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Figure 11. MVP Monitoring of Indicator Progress and Budget using Mpango (2012) 

  

Source: MP, 2012 

 

 SMU ODA. Unlike MVP, SMU ODA was not designed with a framework 

such as the MDGs as its main objective. There has been a lack of a 

centralized and elaborate measure of indicators for all SMU pilot villages 

to be evaluated by. Although indicators do exist, they are specific to their 

implementation agency and mostly focused on the quantity of 

infrastructure construction projects achieved (e.g. facilities built) or 

number of trainings conducted/received by village leadership and partner 

country government officials. For example, for measuring the rural living 

environment improvement project outcomes, the number of kitchens, 

toilets, showers, and wells were quantified by target number, achieved 

number of facilities, and percentage of achievement. For measurement of 

overall pilot village progress measurement, the specific length of roads 

paved (meters), amount of village fund financing provided (USD), and 

number of facilities built (by number) were recorded, alongside achieved 

percentages (KOICA, 2006). Moreover, it remains difficult to measure 

the degree to which ‘Saemaul Spirit’ or so-called mental reform of 
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spiritual rejuvenation has taken place in pilot villages, which is repeatedly 

mentioned as one of the main objectives of SMU ODA. Most evaluations 

have mentioned that cooperation increased in pilot villages, without 

reference to specific measurement indicators. Proponents have asserted 

that SMU ODA projects aligned with SDGs, such as women’s 

empowerment for gender equality and environmental protection with 

focus on reforestation. However, there has yet to be developed a uniform 

measurement indicator list of project outcomes by sectors as shown in the 

program monitoring and evaluation of MVP.  

 

Criteria 5: Impact. With respect to impact, the measure of positive and negative 

changes produced by the program was analyzed. Largely, extent of main 

impacts/effects on local, economic, and difference made to beneficiaries/number 

of people affected by the program. 

 

 MVP. MVP consisted of integrated multi-sector projects in health, 

education, infrastructure, agriculture, and business development. 

Synergies were observed in simultaneous investments into multiple 

sectors (Kim et al, 2012). Projects in agriculture targeted food security, 

crop diversification, nutrition improvement, income generation, and 

agricultural productivity. Projects in education targeted providing quality 

primary education, basic infrastructure, study material, meals, and 

teachers training. Projects in health targeted access to health services (e.g. 

construction of basic clinics), vaccinations, maternal health services, and 

prevention/treatment of prevalent diseases (e.g. malaria, HIV/AIDS). 

Infrastructure projects mainly focused on water and sanitation. This 

included access to safe drinking water and cleaner sanitation facilities. 
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Other projects included road improvements for better access to clinics, 

ICT services, and provision of solar energy equipment. With extensive 

monitoring of targets in each sector, MVP achieved multi-sector progress 

in phases. Overall, malaria prevalence decreased, maize yields increased, 

bed net use increased, measles immunization rates increased, chronic 

malnutrition decreased, primary school attendance increased, more births 

were delivered by skilled health personnel, HIV testing increased, more 

households had mobile phones, and access to both improved drinking 

water and improved sanitation increased (MV, 2010). For the MV clusters 

in Tanzania and Uganda, progress was relatively on track during their 

Mid-Review evaluation. However, several challenges were noted. In 

Uganda, village health clinics became too saturated, sanitation 

infrastructure was incomplete, and other measurable deliverables were 

yet to be achieved. In Tanzania, there were low loan repayments, shortage 

of health-related resources, and insufficient improvements in child 

mortality rates. Nevertheless, consistent efforts to address such concerns 

by 2015 were shown on all indicators by sectors. Regarding the number 

of people affected by MVP, it is important to note the scale of MV clusters 

which ranges from 5,000 to 70,000 people with a combination of villages. 

MV cluster in Northern Ghana had around 27,000 people in 34 

communities. Benefits to this scale involves ability to implement projects 

with economies of scale, such as establishment of schools for 300-500 

students or technological training sites for groups. However, this scale 

also challenges program sustainability. As numerous villages were 

grouped into clusters and agricultural cooperatives were created beyond 

the town-level administration, it may be difficult to continue coordination 

of such wide-scale committees and cooperatives after 2015. Support (by 

government or regional level institution) for coordination of numerous 

villages need to take place for long-term sustainability of existing projects 
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that extend across various administrative regions.  

 

 SMU ODA. In general, SMU ODA mostly involved small-scale pilot 

villages and invitational trainings. Villages had less than 100 households 

and were much smaller in size when compared to the scale of MV clusters. 

Cambodia’s Kampong Thnal village entailed 73 households of 335 

residents (MOI, 2016). Initially, most partner countries had 1 or 2 SMU 

pilot villages and rural projects focused on road pavement, construction 

of community halls, and improvements in the physical condition of rural 

households. The budget was also small-scale in most cases without 

extensive partner government support, and the types of projects 

implemented ranged from construction of a community center and 

leadership training to inclusion of projects in pig farming, poultry farming, 

water wells, schools, greenhouses, village funds (credit cooperative) 

and/or other income generation activities. Led by SGF, SMU ODA in 

Senegal (2015-2016) attempted multi-sector projects, such as 

construction of a kindergarten, playgrounds, repair of classrooms, 

afterschool education, housing disinfection, vocational training for 

women on food processing, and rice processing facilities (GSLF, 2016). 

Kompong village and Sonnan Chai village in Cambodia received 

construction of roads, water pumps, housing improvements, water wells, 

rice cultivation improvements, and introduction of cow and pig farming 

(GSLF, 2014). In many cases, small-scale SMU ODA projects 

implemented were largely no different from any other rural project by 

other NGOs or IOs. While MVP focused on 5 different sectors, SMU 

ODA mainly focused on infrastructure and agriculture, with components 

of education and health facilities included at times. Overall project 

outcomes affected a smaller number of people when compared with MVP. 



87 

 

It is in recent years that the number of pilot villages have expanded per 

partner country, particularly in the priority countries selected by the 

Korean government (which can be observed in the CIDC modularization 

meeting notes). Moreover, benefits of SMU ODA were reportedly not felt 

by the entire community and in practice showed cases where it was 

limited to those closely affiliated with SMU leaders. In the case of SMU 

ODA in Myanmar (2008-2010), villagers that had received training in 

Korea returned to take on SMU leadership positions in pilot villages and 

kept project benefits amongst themselves without equal distribution to the 

greater village community (Kim, 2015). New initiatives were not 

extensively discussed with and communicated to other villagers. This 

eventually led to resentment against the elite group of SMU leaders who 

overlooked existing community leaders and used their connection with 

Korean donor representatives to gain local government support. There 

was evident lack of accountability both vertically and horizontally, 

leading to challenges in poverty targeting and equity in project 

distribution. Participation varied across projects. In Haksai pilot village 

in Laos, local committees established for community participation (e.g. 

elders group, women’s group, youth group) failed to hold regular 

meetings and seldom communicated amongst groups (So et al., 2011). 

 

Criteria 6: Sustainability. With respect to sustainability, the measure of whether 

benefits are likely to continue after donor funding is withdrawn was analyzed. 

Largely, extent of program sustainability (financial, institutional) and existence of 

exit strategy and continue after ceased donor funding. 

 

 MVP. Financial sustainability appears to be a challenging issue. Both 
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governments of Tanzania and Uganda did not have the budgetary 

resources to sustain MVP after 2016 (Kim et al, 2012). Many projects 

relied on external support and it appears that the entirely of the project 

may not be sustained. Project expenditure (USD 120 per villager per year) 

was composed of contributions from local governments, communities, 

external partners, and MVP. The composition of MVP expenditure by 

actor between 2006-2010 is shown in Figure 12. Although financing 

from local governments and communities increased when compared to 

before MVP inception, financing from MVP’s pooled fund and 

contributions from external donors composed a larger proportion of 

overall expenditures. MVP received considerable financial and in-kind 

contributions for schools, clinics and opportunities for market access 

from bilateral and multilateral agencies, NGOs, foundations, and private 

sector. Synergies in partnership with numerous other NGOs and IOs in 

the sub-Saharan African region were made. It is questionable whether 

partner governments can generate the budget required to sustain all 

projects as currently implemented. Providing the costs of re-occurring 

materials (e.g. medicine) and maintenance of infrastructure by partner 

governments may be difficult to match years of heavy donor investment. 
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Figure 12. MV Project Expenditure by Actor (2006-2010) 

 

Source: MV, 2010. 

 

Unlike other small-scale rural projects, MVP was designed with scaling-

up in mind from inception of program design. Regarding institutional and 

human resources sustainability, MV clusters engaged more than 100 

committees per cluster with villagers taking part in at least 1 committee 

to empower and encourage local participation. Although the MVP office 

poses as a parallel implementation institution, Team Leaders, Sector 

Coordinators and facilitators were all recruited locally to support local 

capacity-building in the long run. Moreover, MVP continuously 

attempted to hand over projects to regional governments and local 

villages for concerns over sustainability. Health clinics and primary 

schools built by MVP were recognized and managed by partner 

governments as public facilities. Roads built with MVP funding were 

taken over by partner governments for management. Teachers and 

community health workers transitioned to become public officials. 
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However, challenges existed with limited government budgets and delays 

on the part of the government. Management of cooperatives, village funds, 

small-scale drinking water systems, and other projects were gradually 

transitioned to villagers. Although committees were initiated by MVP 

sector coordinators, villagers were to take over management. For example, 

regarding community credit cooperatives, fund management was 

gradually passed to villagers upon trainings. However, low repayment 

rates persisted and it remained unclear whether local communities had the 

capacity to sustain all projects on their own beyond 2016. 

 

 SMU ODA. In general, sustainability appears to be a challenge for SMU 

ODA as projects remained predominantly small-scale and isolated 

without scale-up or replication by partner country governments. To date, 

there has been limited involvement by the central governments of partner 

countries which ultimately restricts project ownership and sustainability. 

Numerous small-scale projects in pilot villages implemented by Korean 

agencies have achieved short-term tangible outcomes and varying levels 

of villager participation depending on partner country contexts. There is 

difficulty in scaling up the project beyond the pilot sites. There is limited 

financial, institutional, and policy support from the partner government, 

although this was repeatedly noted as a critical component of the SMU 

approach in academic literature. In KOICA’s Myanmar SMU ODA 

project (2008-2010), deteriorated facilities such as paved roads, schools, 

and water tanks were not maintained or repaired by villagers. Pig farming 

was not pursued by villagers as pigs died from diseases, poultry farming 

was pursued by only one village. Community halls remained mostly 

unused, alongside the clinic and day care center as lack of expenses for 

nursing teachers did not allow for continued operation. Regarding the 
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village fund, villagers remained hesitant to invest, and due to difficult 

loan requirements, over one-third of villagers could not qualify for loans 

and did not benefit from the microfinance initiative. Moreover, there were 

no plans by nearby villages to adapt the SMU approach and SMU ODA 

was perceived as another donor-led rural project as implemented by other 

NGOs and IOs. The ministries involved were not coordinated. There is 

limit to scalability without dedicated government support (KOICA, 

2014b). In the report for SMU ODA in Uganda, it was evaluated that the 

SMU Spirit education remained mostly a one-time training and repeated 

or developed modules were required for sustainable training (KOICA, 

2015b). In the case of KSUC’s Timor Leste SMU ODA, 4 pilot villages 

centered on construction of a community center, pig farm, and Saemaul 

mindset training (KSUC, 2016). In the KSUC’s Myanmar project in July 

2016, daily necessities such as pain relief patches and medicine were 

donated and a survey took place for digging a well and installing public 

toilets at the primary school (KSUC, 2016). Most projects appeared to be 

very small-scale without extensive multisector projects simultaneously 

occurring to generate synergies. Most SMU ODA continued to focus on 

the quantity of construction and establishment of projects, leading to 

questions of financial sustainability. It is difficult to evaluate whether the 

planned projects can be sustained without continued funding from Korean 

agencies. Funding mostly came from the Korean agencies, financing for 

necessary construction equipment for paved roads and roofs for 

households. In KOICA’s Vietnam SMU ODA project (2001-2002), 

sustainability was relatively promising due to the delegation of roles and 

financing by KOICA, local governments, provinces, people’s committees, 

and SMU VDCs. Unless there is such proactive partner country 

ownership, SMU ODA program sustainability appears to be limited. 
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5.3 Discussion Based on Comparative Case Study Evaluation 

 

The comparative evaluation of MVP and SMU ODA reveals insightful 

implications. MVP as a program presented comparatively more effective 

implementation mechanisms when evaluated per the Program Evaluation Criteria 

in this study on ownership, alignment (inclusion of cross-cutting issues), program 

institution efficiency, managing for results, impact, and sustainability. Partner 

governments, local officials, and communities were more involved in MVP project 

design and implementation than in SMU ODA. Extensive recruitment of local staff 

and localization of projects for MV clusters were notable features for MVP. In 

contrast, SMU ODA revealed more varied experiences in practice. Except for 

several countries that involved partner governments from program inception, the 

majority of projects were small-scale CDD projects without extensive government 

support. For SMU ODA, localization has been hardly visible and prior research on 

local contexts appear to be lacking. Regarding alignment (with inclusion of cross-

cutting issues), both programs appeared to align with partner country development 

goals, global development goals, and addressed cross-cutting issues on gender and 

environment. MVP was specifically designed with the objective of achieving the 

MDGs and addressed global goals more extensively. SMU ODA revealed 

components relating to poverty eradication, agricultural productivity and food 

security, gender equality, and others which aligned with global development goals. 

However, both programs were not able to integrate as well into utilizing existing 

local systems, and posed as potential parallel implementation bodies. The MVP 

office attempted to address this concern with local recruitment, while SMU ODA’s 

VDCs aimed to involve local villagers to lead implementation. SMU ODA reveals 

comparatively more tied aid of Korean products; however, this appears to be 

changing in more recent projects. 
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A notable difference lies in the evaluation of program institution efficiency. While 

MVP presents a clear differentiation of roles amongst the agencies involved, SMU 

ODA has been implemented with lack of a centralized guideline and lack of 

harmonization and coordination among the diverse agencies involved. This has 

resulted in numerous similar small-scale projects that are not differentiated by 

agency strengths, and a confusing number of projects under the banner of SMU 

ODA that are no different from other rural projects of other NGOs and IOs. 

Another key difference is in the evaluation of managing for results. MVP revealed 

impressive monitoring mechanisms (e.g. MVIS, QuickBook, Mpango) that have 

allowed for extensive implementation progress monitoring on the field in a wide-

variety of sectors and indicators. Systematic collection of data has occurred with 

the same criteria and guideline used for all MV clusters. In contrast, SMU ODA 

fared poorly without centralized guidelines nor evaluation mechanisms that were 

utilized by all implementation agencies. Most project documents evaluated 

quantities of facilities built and trainings conducted, and evaluations failed to 

reveal multisector and comprehensive measures. Regarding impact, both programs 

moderately achieved their intended objectives and brought about improvements in 

communities. While MVP provided progress on 5 sectors, SMU ODA mainly 

centered on infrastructure, agriculture, and trainings on the SMU Spirit. With MV 

clusters larger in scale, more people benefited from MVP. SMU ODA projects were 

small-scale and isolated pilot villages in most partner countries. Regarding 

sustainability, both programs faced challenges on feasible exit strategies. Financial 

sustainability was a concern for both programs as they failed to achieve the degree 

of co-financing required from partner governments and communities to manage 

and scale-up planned and existing projects. Efforts were made in MVP to gradually 

transfer projects to the government. SMU ODA also attempted to implement more 
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leadership trainings for institutional sustainability. However, both programs face 

difficulties in sustaining the participation and funding necessary for the long run.  
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VI. CONCLUSION 

 

6.1 Critique on SMU ODA Modularization and Implementation 

 

In the context of SMU ODA globalization, this study aimed to analyze the current 

status of SMU ODA modularization and implementation in two stages. Firstly, 

based on two main frameworks of analysis: substantive framework of the central 

mechanisms of SMU in the 1970s, and theoretical framework of new 

institutionalism through examination of Korea’s current aid architecture. Secondly, 

based on a detailed program evaluation in comparison with the Millennium 

Villages Project (MVP). In both stages of the critique, various challenges arose to 

the viability of the SMU approach to community development as currently 

implemented in partner countries. Firstly, SMU ODA modularization and 

implementation as development assistance failed to reflect the central mechanisms 

of SMU observed in the Republic of Korea in the 1970s. The dynamic state-society 

synergy, asserted to be a key feature, was difficult to observe in SMU pilot villages, 

and the majority of current SMU ODA projects appeared to be CDD projects 

without the intricate levels of coordination in partner governments. It is difficult to 

ensure program sustainability without broader institutional and financial support 

from partner country governments. Clarified in the Literature Review, the SMU 

approach was to involve complementarity between CDD and IRD approaches for 

it to be reflective of the mechanisms in the 1970s. Secondly, the overarching SMU 

ODA program implementation institution evidently lacks harmonization and 

effective centralized coordination. This has resulted in a variety of rural 

development projects under the banner of SMU ODA that do not differ greatly 

from other rural projects of NGOs and IOs. The number of implementation 

agencies appear to have adopted select components of SMU from the 1970s in 
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various partner contexts without much localization nor extensive monitoring based 

on the same guidelines and measurement indicators shared between all agencies. 

The two frameworks (substantive and theoretical) highlight the lack of consensus 

and understanding of the mechanisms of the SMU approach for the complex 

variety of implementation agencies involved in SMU ODA in the past two decades. 

 

Despite repeated attempts from 2010 to 2016 in CIDC interagency meetings (e.g. 

3-Phase Implementation Model, 2-Track Method, and 3-Track Strategy), it appears 

that the Korean Government has not been able to develop a centralized 

modularization of SMU ODA that has been widely adopted by all program 

implementation agencies. It is important to note the pronounced controversy in the 

evaluation of SMU and even the definition of SMU’s central components in 

academic literature, which in turn affects SMU ODA modularization and 

implementation. After more than five years of use, the term SMU ODA was re-

defined and clarified at the CIDC interagency meeting in 2016 as an incentive-

based, village development committee based, village-level capacity-building rural 

development program. The lack of clarity and consensus on a government-wide 

level in the phenomenon that the Korean Government aims to “export” as 

development knowledge surfaces as concerning, particularly after implementation 

of 396 pilot villages in 26 countries and training of 7,400 SMU leaders from 99 

countries as of October, 2016 (GSLF, 2016). There appears to be failure in reaching 

consensus at a fundamental level on the framework and mechanisms of SMU as a 

community development approach. Overall, there is urgent need for improved 

coordination of program implementation agencies, delegation of roles based on 

agency strengths, and coordinated SMU ODA modularization and implementation 

with centralized development indicators for better monitoring, documentation, and 

evaluation of all pilot villages and small-scale projects. The MVP case study for 

comparative program evaluation – based on the criteria of ownership, alignment 
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(with inclusion of cross-cutting issues), program institution efficiency, managing 

for results, impact, and sustainability – provides insightful implications for SMU 

ODA. Localization of projects in the pilot areas and greater involvement of partner 

governments for sustainability arise as key issues. Major improvements in the 

organization and coordination of the SMU ODA program implementation 

institution (inclusive of both domestic and international implementation agencies) 

and development of centralized and streamlined mechanisms for monitoring and 

evaluation is required for the SMU-inspired approach to community development 

to be a more viable approach for development assistance. Overall, it appears that 

the increasing expansion and haphazard implementation of SMU ODA projects by 

numerous Korean and international agencies have failed to present a viable 

approach to community development for the long-term when measured against 

several key development assistance criteria. Although the study is limited in the 

number of project reports it has been able to integrate into the program analysis 

and evaluation, it is hoped that this comprehensive critique highlights key areas 

for improvement in moving forward with SMU ODA modularization and 

implementation were it to be pursued continuously into the next Presidential terms. 
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ABSTRACT (KOREAN) 

 

새마을운동 접근을 활용한 지역사회개발에 대한 평론: 

새마을운동과 밀레니엄 빌리지 프로젝트의 비교연구 

 

서울대학교 국제대학원 

국제학과 국제협력전공 

도 준 희 

 

대한민국의 새마을운동을 활용한 지역사회개발(community development)에 대한 

국제적 관심이 지속적으로 증가하는 이 시점, 본 연구는 새마을운동 접근을 

활용한 개발원조(development assistance)에 대한 포괄적인 분석 및 평론을 

다루고자 하였다. 지난 20 년간 점차 시행해 왔던 새마을 ODA(공적개발원조) 

프로젝트들의 효율성을 종합적으로 분석한 평가보고서들은 제한되어 있으며, 

새마을 ODA 와 유사한 여타 국제기구 및 공여국들의 농촌개발프로그램과의 

비교분석 연구 또한 찾아보기 어렵다. 본 연구는 이러한 점을 보완할 수 있는 

깊이 있는 두 단계의 새마을 ODA 분석을 통한 평론을 논하고자 하였다. 우선, 

현재까지 진행되어온 새마을 ODA 프로젝트들을 두 가지의 분석틀을 통하여 

살펴보았다. 첫번째 분석틀은 1970 년대 새마을운동 핵심원리 및 제도를 

연구한 실질적 분석틀(substantive framework)이며, 두번째 분석틀은 대한민국 

개발원조제도를 기반으로 한 신제도론 이론적 분석틀(theoretical framework)이다. 

이를 바탕으로, 본 연구는 새마을 ODA 를 유사한 지역사회개발 프로그램인 

밀레니엄 빌리지 프로젝트(Millennium Villages Project)와 비교 분석하였으며 

종합적으로 평가하였다. 활용된 프로그램 평가기준은 여섯 가지의 기준으로 



110 

 

주인의식(ownership), 원조일치(alignment), 프로그램 이행기관 효율성 (program 

institution efficiency), 성과관리(managing for results), 영향(impact) 및 

지속가능성(sustainability)을 집중적으로 다루었다. 본 질적 연구는 

새마을 ODA 로 지칭한 광범위한 해외 시범사업 및 초청연수 프로젝트들, 

새마을 ODA 관련 전반적인 범정부적 모듈화 과정 및 정책들, 그리고 연관된 

국내외 새마을 ODA 이행기관들을 폭넓게 분석 하였으며, 새마을운동을 활용한 

개발원조 접근법이 실행 가능한(viable) 방안인지 평론하고자 하였다.  

 

주제어: 새마을운동, 새마을 ODA, 지역개발, 밀레니엄 빌리지 프로젝트, 한국

개발, 농촌개발 

학번: 2014-24221 
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