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The study was conducted to investigate the effects of community involvement and participation in 
quick win projects executed in Ondo State of Nigeria on sustainability of the projects. Nine local 
government areas (LGAs) were randomly selected from eighteen LGAs on the basis of three LGAs from 
each of the three senatorial districts that administratively constitute the state. Ten communities were 
purposively selected from each of the selected LGAs based on the presence of fully completed projects 
and ten respondents were randomly selected for interview in each of the communities, making a total 
sample size of nine hundred respondents. Results of the study showed that more than fifty per cent of 
the respondents were fully involved and actively participated in project planning and implementation in 
their respective communities. Respondents generally had a favourable perception of sustainability of 
the project. Test of relationship showed that level of community mobilization and level of 
involvement/participation in planning and implementation of projects were found to be significantly 
related (r =0.317; P=0.00). The projects were generally perceived to be the most needed infrastructure 
by the benefiting communities as at the time of delivery. Projects were perceived to have been delivered 
within a very short period of time and they are of very high quality. Level of community mobilization and 
their participation in project planning and implementation were found to have positively affected their 
perception of project sustainability and the likelihood of project enhancing cohesiveness in the 
communities. Based on the findings from the study, it is recommended that government at all levels 
should endeavour to engage, sensitize and mobilize prospective benefiting communities to ensure 
active participation in the whole process of project delivery. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Nigeria as a nation is richly endowed in natural resources 
including agricultural land, water resources, oil, solid 
minerals and even large population which are rurally 
originated. Over 70 per cent of the Nigerian nearly 160 
million populations are rural dwellers. The polarization of 
the Nigeria society like other developing nations into a 
large rural sector and small urban component is an 
obvious phenomenon. The neglect of the rural area in 
virtually every parts of the country due to ranging degree 
of geographical, social and political isolation with the 
resultant great poverty, poor health conditions, ignorance 
and dearth of infrastructures are also well known  (Oyugi,  

2000).  
Infrastructures are those underlying or basic physical, 

social and institutional forms of capital which enhance 
rural dwellers’ production, distribution and consumption 
activities and ultimately, the quality of their life. Often, 
these include structures which cannot be privately 
provided and so call for large capital outlay on the part of 
government. There are three categories of infrastructure 
as far as the rural areas are concerned (Tatag, 2002). 
 
i. Social Infrastructure: These include educational 
facilities, health facilities, water supply,  electricity  supply  
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and communication facilities. 
ii. Physical Infrastructure: These include transportation 
facilities, storage facilities, processing facilities, irrigation, 
flood control and water resources development facilities 
and soil conservation facilities. 
iii. Institutional infrastructures: Many institutions serve the 
rural areas and directly contribute to rural development. 
These include rural credit and financial institutions, 
cooperative societies and farmers’ unions, agricultural 
extension services, self help agencies and marketing 
services etc. 
 
All these infrastructures are in one way or the other very 
important to the quality and quantity of goods and 
services actually consumed by an individual or his family 
(Srinivasan, 1993). Nearly all studies indicated that most 
of these infrastructures are either not available or where 
available, they are in deteriorating or dilapidating 
conditions in the rural communities (Ghai, 1988). 

Even when successive government at all levels in 
Nigeria have articulated various policies aimed at rural 
development, the rural areas have not yet experienced 
significant improvement in terms of infrastructures in their 
communities. Infrastructures were mostly sited either in 
the state capitals or local government headquarters, and 
where few rural communities benefited, it was more often 
because such communities had people in government or 
positions of influence. Projects were mostly initiated and 
implemented by government only to discover that such 
benefiting communities would have preferred some other 
projects which were their critical needs to the ones 
delivered to them. The resultant effect is that the 
benefiting communities would often not identify 
themselves with such projects (World Bank, 2002). 
 
 
Concept of participation 
 
The issue of citizen participation is deeply inherent in the 
very concept of community development which 
emphasizes that whatever is done to improve the welfare 
of a people must elicit the enthusiasm and wholehearted 
participation of such people (ADRC, 2004). 

Participatory approach to rural development is a 
system of interaction among people, i.e. stakeholders 
involved in developmental activities. The process facili-
tates the active involvement of beneficiaries and ensures 
that their specific needs are addressed. Participation is 
also a process of empowerment and active involvement 
of beneficiaries in decision making that affect them 
(Narayan, 1993) The process improves rapport between 
government and civil society, it establishes transparency 
and institutes accountability for stakeholders, assists in 
fair distribution of resources and improves organized and 
developmental capabilities of the communities (Curtis, 
1995). The concept implies that success in sustainable 
rural development  is  assured  when  the  effort  of   local   

 
 
 
 
community is supplemented by the direction of 
government authorities (Taiwo, 1998). 
 
 
Concept of quick wins 
 
In all organizations, including governmental authorities, 
the challenge is to achieve results that further the goals 
of the organization or agency. In today’s world, results 
must be accomplished in shorter and shorter time frames, 
using fewer and fewer resources (Katzembach and 
Smith, 2002). Under quick win approach, cross-functional 
teams focus first on the result that must be achieved 
within thirty to ninety days and then how to accomplish 
them without jeopardizing quality. The approach differs 
from traditional activity-oriented project work because the 
team does not lose time and energy talking about how to 
do the work, but instead the team learns quickly what 
approaches work faster (Schaffer and Thomson, 2004). 

Quick win approach to rural development is result 
driven and has short-term frame for project completion. 
They are achievable with existing resources, institution 
and organization and they are based on community 
interest. The approach adds high value to the rural 
dwellers but is relatively easy and less expensive to 
implement. 

The Ondo State government through the Ministry of 
Community Development and Cooperative Services 
combines both ‘participatory’ and ‘quick win’ approaches 
in project delivery for rapid rural transformation of the 
state. 
 
 
Problem statement  
 
The relatively low involvement and participation of 
beneficiaries in decision making during development 
activities have been attributed to various reasons. These 
range form economics, political, professionalism, nature 
of the project and even to the fact that centralization of 
power still remains dominant orientation of most regimes 
in the developing countries, particularly in Nigeria (Oyugi, 
2000). It is obvious that meaningful popular participation 
can rarely occur under this condition that will engender 
sustainable development. 

There is therefore, the need for major institutional 
reforms that will ensure people centered development 
and more participatory and responsible engagement by 
all stakeholders in the developmental efforts to ensure 
sustainability and community cohesiveness. It is on this 
basis that this study set out at assessing the recent rural 
development efforts of the Ondo State government. To 
redress the existing anomaly and fill the gaps created by 
the lack of consultation between government agencies 
and rural communities before developmental projects are 
initiated and implemented, the Ondo State government in 
2009   launched  a  programme  it  tagged  “3is  Initiative”  



 

 
 
 
 
which literally means: infrastructure, industry and insti-
tution, to achieve rapid and sustainable transformation of 
the rural communities and as well open wealth creation 
windows for the rural dwellers using both participatory 
and quick win approaches. 

These projects popularly referred to as ‘quick win’ 
projects are sited in more than six hundred rural 
communities within the last four years. Such projects 
include: basic health centres, town halls, modern 
markets, schools, roads, bridges, rural electrification and 
cottage industries among others. Specifically, the com-
munity people decide on the project to be implemented, 
actively involved in project monitoring and fully take 
charge after delivery to guarantee sustainability. These 
projects are life changing and community centered. 

Since desirability often affects sustainability, and since 
sustainability of developmental projects is very crucial to 
every development effort, it is considered pertinent to 
assess the extent to which the resources invested on the 
‘quick win’ projects can be said to be worthwhile through 
their perceived sustainability and likelihood of such 
projects enhancing cohesiveness in the communities. It is 
against this back drop that the study was set to address 
the following objectives: 

 
i. To what extent were the people sensitized and 
mobilized before the commencement of project delivery? 
ii. To what extent were the people involved and 
participated in the planning and implementation of the 
projects? 
iii. What is the people’s perception of the sustainability of 
the projects? 
iv. What is the perception of the people on the likelihood 
of the projects enhancing cohesiveness in the 
communities? 
v. What factors influenced their perception? 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 

The study was carried out in Ondo State, South West 
Nigeria. Ondo State is the only state in the South-western 
part of Nigeria that situates within the Niger Delta region. 
The state has the longest coastline in Nigeria with 
considerable territorial water offshore, rich in aquatic and 
mineral resources of significant importance. The state 
has a surface area of approximately 15,317km

2
 and 

population of about 4.6 million. 
Ondo State is administratively in the place of politically 

divided into three Senatorial districts, viz: Ondo North, 
Ondo Central and Ondo South. Administratively, Ondo 
State is divided into eighteen local government areas 
namely: Akoko North-East, Akoko North-West, Akoko 
South-East, Akoko-South- West, Akure North, Akure 
South, Ese-Odo, Idanre, Ifedore, Ilaje, Ile-Oluji/Oke-Igbo 
Irele, Odigbo, Okitipupa, Ondo-East, Ondo West and 
Owo LGAs. 

Data for the study were collected with the aid of a  well- 

Iwala          091 
 
 
 
structured interview schedule. The population of the 
study includes ninety (90) communities, which were 
purposively selected on the basis of fully completed 
projects from nine (9) LGAs earlier selected from the 
eighteen LGAs through random sampling technique on 
the basis of three (3) LGAs per senatorial district. Ten 
(10) respondents were systematically selected for 
interview from each selected community. This gave a 
total sample size of nine hundred (900) respondents. The 
interview schedule was subjected to face validity by 
experts and also pre-tested in three (3) different LGAs 
from the three senatorial districts. A reliability, coefficient 
of r=0.95 showed that the instrument is reliable. The 
variables for the study were measured as follows: 

 
i. Respondents’ involvement/participation in project 
planning and implementation. This was measured 
through a 10-item/4-point scale of level of involvement/ 
participation tool. 
ii. Respondents’ perception of likelihood of project 
enhancing community cohesiveness. A perception score 
was obtained for each of the respondents through a 5-
item/5-point Likert-like perception tool. 
iii. Respondents’ perception of project sustainability. This 
was measured through a 5-item / 5-point Likert-like 
perception scale. 

 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 
Respondents’ personal characteristics: Table 1 shows 
that majority of the respondents (62.67%) were male. 
This indicates that population in the rural area of Ondo 
State is skewed towards male. Majority of the 
respondents (61.0%) were within the ages of 40 and 49 
years. This shows that most of the communities are 
populated more with older people. This might be as a 
result of rural-urban migration of the younger ones partly 
due to the dearth of higher institution of learning, job 
opportunities and rural infrastructures in the rural 
communities. Marital status of the respondents reveals 
that majority of them (69.3%) were married which 
confirms the believe that the institution of marriage is still 
valued in the rural communities than in the urban areas. 
Majority (60.9%) of the respondents had formal 
education, at least up to the primary school level. This 
shows that rural people in the study area actually valued 
education and it further shows that the respondents were 
sufficiently enlightened so as to appreciate the 
importance of involvement and participation in community 
project delivery provided they were mobilized. Majority of 
the respondents (55.8%) involved in one farming 
enterprise or the other as occupation while the rest 
(44.2%) involved in other occupation such as trading, 
artisanship or working in the government agencies. This 
shows that the main occupation in the study area is 
agriculture which provides not only food  requirements  of  
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Table 1. Respondents’ personal characteristics. 

 

Characteristics Frequency Percentage 

Gender    

Male 564 62.67 

Female 336 37.33 

 

Age range (yrs) 

  

Less than 30 82 9.1 

30-39 253 28.1 

40 – 49 275 30.6 

50 – 59 185 20.5 

60 – 69 54 6.0 

70 and above 51 5.7 

 

Marital status 

  

Single 206 22.9 

Married 624 69.3 

Divorced /widowed 70 7.8 

 

Level of education 

  

No formal education 352 39.1 

Primary education 288 32.0 

Secondary education 149 16.6 

Post secondary education 95 10.6 

Others 16 1.7 

 

Occupation 

  

Farming 502 55.8 

Trading  197 21.9 

Civil servants  30 3.3 

Artisan 120 13.3 

Others  51 5.7 

 
 
 
any nation but also creates job opportunities for many 
people which can only be enhanced with availability of 
basic infrastructure. 
 
 
Level of respondents’ involvement / participation in 
quick win project planning and implementation: This 
describes the extent to which respondents were involved 
and indeed participated in the planning and execution of 
the projects. Table 2 shows that majority (84.4%) of the 
respondents considered the projects as the most critical 
needs of the communities. Majority of the respondents 
(70%) had earlier either formally or informally shared the 
view on how critical the projects were with members of 
their communities prior to the delivery of the projects. The 
table further shows that about 56.7% of the respondents 
were actually involved in the decision to rank the projects 
highest for execution. This shows that the quick win 
projects implemented in each of the communities actually  

reflected the felt needs of the communities. As shown in 
Table 2, only about 36.4% of the respondents were 
involved in identifying the most strategic sites for the 
projects and only 10.8% of the respondents were actually 
involved in donating either personal or family land for the 
projects. This is in agreement with the earlier finding that, 
ordinary members of the community rarely possess 
strong claim on land ownership and as such do not have 
much say on project site selection (Chambers, 1983). 
Few of the respondents (36.10% and 37.8%) were 
involved in contributing money and labour respectively to 
the execution of the projects. This contributions were 
however voluntary in the form of housing, transportation, 
feeding and entertainment of the community change 
agents who were sent to sensitize and mobilize the 
people as well as for keeping construction materials. The 
relatively low financial and labour/material contributions 
of respondents to project delivery was found to be in 
agreement with the policy of the state government  not  to  
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Table 2. Respondents’ level of involvement and participation in quick win projects planning and Implementation 

 

Variable NI RI OI  AI X 

Considering the project the most critical need of the community  32 (3.6) 109 (12.1) 358 (39.8) 401 (44.6) 3.58 

Previously sharing opinion on the need for the project with 
community members   

179 (19.9) 87 (9.7) 279 (31) 355 (39.4) 3.36 

Involved in final ranking of the project for execution 185 (20.6) 204 (22.7) 275 (30.5) 236 (26.2) 4.22 

Identifying the most strategic project site 309 (34.3) 264 (29.3) 204 (22.7) 123 (13.7) 3.78 

Donating personal or family land for the project 753 (83.7) 50 95.5) 42 (4.7) 55 (6.1) 3.42 

Contributing money for the project delivery 369 (41.0) 206 (22.9) 195 (21.7) 130 (14.4) 2.98 

Contributing labour/material for the project 260 (28.9) 300 (33.3) 125 (13.9) 215 (23.9) 3.56 

Monitoring of the project 141 (15.7) 159 917.7) 230 (25.5) 370 (41.1) 3.72 

Present at the project commissioning  50 (5.5) 101 (11.2) 99 (11) 650 (72.2) 3.93 

Benefiting from the project so far 72 (8.0) 208 (23.1) 200 (22.2) 420 (46.7)     2.84 
 

* Percentage in parenthesis                    
NI – Never involved; RI = Rarely involved; OI = Often involved; AI = Always involved; x = mean value    
Source: Field survey, 2013  

 
 
 
further encumber the poor masses while transforming 
their communities. Majority of the respondents (66.6%) 
were involved in project monitoring at all stages of 
execution. This could be in furtherance to the clause con-
tained in the tripartite agreement between the community, 
government and service providers which guaranteed the 
rights of benefiting communities to ensure full compliance 
of service providers to projects specifications. Table 2 
also shows that 83.2% of the respondents were present 
at the project commissioning. This large turn out clearly 
shows that, majority of the community members 
wholeheartedly accepted the projects as their own and 
this could also be an indication to the likelihood of project 
sustainability. Majority of the respondents (68.9%) agreed 
to the fact that they had in one way or the other benefited 
from the projects. This further reinforces the likelihood of 
project sustainability.  
 
Respondents’ perception of likelihood of quick win 
projects enhancing community cohesiveness: This 
deals with the respondents’ perception of the likelihood of 
the quick win project enhancing cohesiveness among 
members of the benefiting communities. Table 3 reveals 
that respondents showed favourable response to item 1, 
which states that age differential of respondents will not 
negatively affect the communal utilization of the project 
(mean = 3.88). This shows that every age group in the 
communities perceived the projects as their felt needs 
and will invariably continue to use and harmoniously 
interact in the course of using the projects. This har-
monious interaction is expected to continue to engender 
and enhance cohesiveness among different age groups. 
Response to item 2 (mean = 3.75) which states that 
projects location will discourage some families who might 
have issues with each other from using the projects was 
not favourable. The implication of this is that, even when 
there might have been  contending  issues  among  some 

family members which could have previously brewed 
hatred among them, such issues could be easily resolved 
in the course of regular interaction while using the 
project, thereby engendering cohesiveness among such 
families in the communities. The mean score for item 3 
(2.46) which states that, the political affiliations of 
respondents will adversely affect the acceptability and 
communal usage of the projects was also not favourable. 
This shows that as contentious and divisive as political 
consideration is in socio-economic investigation, the 
variable surprisingly shows a significant influence on 
community cohesiveness. Finding have shown shown 
that any project executed by any government in power 
will generally be acceptable to the beneficiaries provided 
such projects were critical to them and are products of 
adequate involvement and participation of the community 
members. However, item 4, which state that the delivery 
of the quick win projects might engender envy or hatred 
from the neighbouring communities received an 
unfavourable response (mean = 2.82). This implies that 
rather for the neighbouring communities to be envious of 
the benefiting communities they would rather possibly 
develop good rapport with the view to understudying what 
it entails to bring government attention and patronage to 
their communities. Such rapport will further enhance 
cohesiveness among the communities. The mean score 
for item 5, (3.28) which state that the relatively short 
period of execution vis-à-vis the high standards of the 
projects will further encourage regular meetings of the 
communities to continue to explore ways of partnering 
government on the issues of community development 
received favourable response. This means that the quick 
win projects have actually convinced people that with 
their cooperation and active participation, needful pro-
jects could be executed to transform their communities 
within a short period of time. Regular meetings and 
interactions would invariably further  enhance  community  
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Table 3. Respondents’ Perception of likelihood of projects enhancing community cohesiveness.  
 

Item SA A U D SD X 

1 460 (51.1) 330 (36.7) 49 (5.4) 37 (4.1) 24 (2.7) 3.88 

2. 8 (0.9) 20 (2.2) 53 (5.9) 452 (50.2) 367 (40.8) 3.75 

3. 107 (11.9) 120 (13.3) 204 (22.7) 211 (23.4) 258 (28.7) 2.46 

4. 97 (10.8) 112 (12.4) - 391 (43.5) 300 (33.3) 2.82 

5. 250 (27.8) 280 (31.1) 119 (13.2) 251 927.9) - 3.28 
  

* Percentage in parenthesis 
SA = Strongly agreed; A = Agreed; U = Undecided; D = Disagreed; SD = Strongly disagreed; X = mean value 
Source: Field survey, 2013 

 
 
cohesiveness. From the above discussion, it can be 
observed that respondents are generally well disposed to 
the fact that the quick win projects can further enhance 
harmony and cohesiveness in the communities since the 
projects are critical to everybody and were products of full 
involvement and active participation of community 
members. 
 
Respondents’ perception of sustainability of quick 
win projects: This deals with peoples’ perception of the 
sustainability of the quick win projects in their commu-
nities. Table 4 shows that respondents were favourably 
disposed to the location of the projects (mean = 3.68). 
This shows that the projects were conveniently located in 
the communities and as such, people would not complain 
of long distance from home or awkwardness of location. 
This is   expected   to   engender   continuous patronage 
and sustainability of the projects. The mean score for 
item 2 (3.88), which states that, the communities had 
never witnessed projects of such high standards like the 
quick win projects before, showed favourable response. 
This indicates that rural people appreciate good and 
qualitative infrastructure in their domain and will likely 
ensure their sustainability. However, the response for 
item 3, which states that only the members or sympa-
thizers of the ruling party that executed the projects have 
the responsibility of ensuring the security and 
maintenance of the projects was unfavourable (mean = 
2.15). This shows that the projects were generally 
accepted by the entire community members. This might 
not be unconnected with the high level of sensitization, 
mobilization and participation of the people which is 
expected to make the projects sustain-able. Item 4 which 
states that if the quick win projects in the communities 
were well secured and maintained, it could serve as 
encouragement for government to execute another 
needful projects in such communities very soon, attracted 
favourable response (mean = 3.69). This shows that the 
people appreciate the need to secure and maintain 
developmental projects in their communities in order to 
attract more projects in the nearest future. This will 
invariably ensure sustainability of the projects. 

Item 5, which state that since the government refused 
to release the fund  for  project  execution  directly  to  the 

communities or community development associations 
(CDAs), the government must also provide security for 
the projects and the funds for their regular maintenance 
received an unfavourable response (mean=2.22). From 
the this finding, it is quite clear that the rural people will 
always appreciate timeous and qualitative projects 
executed by any government even without any pecuniary 
gains by the community leaders once they were involved 
and allowed to participate in the planning and imple-
mentation of such projects and they will do all possible to 
make sure that the projects are sustainable. 
 
Testing of hypothesis: This presents the relationship 
between variables in the study. Pearson Product Moment 
Correlation (PPMC) was used as an inferential statistics 
for data analysis. 

Table 5 reveals that there is significant relationship 
between involvement/participation of the people in the 
planning and implementation of the projects and their 
perception of sustainability of the projects as well as the 
likelihood of the projects enhancing cohesiveness among 
members of the communities. This could be attributed to 
the fact that the projects were the felt needs of the people 
and they actively participated in the planning and 
implementation of the projects. This probably conferred 
the sense of personal ownership of the projects on the 
people and as such must ensure their sustainability. This 
finding is in consonance with the belief that participatory 
methods of project delivery promote innovation, 
ownership, acceptability linkages and cohesiveness 
(Chambers, 1983). The test revealed that there is no 
significant relationship between level of mobilization of 
community members and their perception of the 
sustainability of the quick win projects. The implication of 
this is that even when people are not heavily mobilized to 
support social participation, they can still cooperate and 
indeed work with the government or any development 
agency for the successful project delivery and ensure 
sustainability of the projects, provided such projects 
address their critical or felt needs. The text however 
revealed that there is a positive and significant 
relationship between level of community mobilization and 
their participation in project delivery. This is in conformity 
with the reports that organizing and  mobilizing  people  in  
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Table 4. Respondents’ Perception of Sustainability of quick win projects 
 

Item SA A U D SD X 

1 380 (42.2) 350 (38.9) 53 (5.9) 94 (10.4) 23 (2.6) 3.68 

2. 420 (46.7) 367 (40.8) 72 (8.0) 41 (4.5) - 3.88 

3. - - 105 (11.7) 407 (45.2) 388 (43.1) 2.15 

4. 120 (13.3) 104 (11.6) - 306 (34.0) 370 (41.1) 2.22 

5. 360 (40.0) 411 (45.7) 97 (10.8) 20 (2.2) 12 (1.3) 3.69 
 

* Percentage in parenthesis 
SA = Strongly agreed; A = Agreed; U = Undecided; D = Disagreed; SD = Strongly disagreed; X = mean value 
Source: Field survey, 2013  

 
 
 

Table 5. Relationship between involvement/participation, level of community mobilization and perception. 

 

Variable λ P Remarks 

Level of involvement/participation versus perception  0.316 0.001 S 

Level of community mobilization versus perception 0.083 0.062 NS 

Level of community mobilization versus involvement/participation 0.317 0.000 S 
 

λ = Correlation coefficient; P = Probability level 
Source: Field Survey, 2013 

 
 
 
the rural communities enhance their active participation in 
development programmes (Tatag, 2002). While the level 
of peoples’ mobilization does not affect their perception of 
projects’ sustainability and likelihood of projects 
enhancing community cohesiveness, it certainly affects 
their participation in project planning and implementation. 
The more people are mobilized, the more they actively 
participate in the whole process of project delivery and 
the more they accept such projects as their own. 
 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
Based on the findings of this study, it can be concluded 
that the ‘quick win’ projects delivered in all the eighteen 
local government areas of Ondo State are sustainable 
and capable of enhancing cohesiveness in the benefiting 
communities. It was revealed in the study that majority of 
the people actively participated in the projects delivery 
not only because they were heavily mobilized, but 
because they perceived the projects as their felt needs. 
Most of the people were involved and participated in 
sharing opinion on the critical nature of the projects with 
community members, ranking the projects highest for 
execution, monitoring of construction works to ensure 
conformity with the agreed standard and savouring the 
joy of project commissioning. The study further revealed 
that very few people participated in the areas of 
identifying project’s site, contributing funds, labour and 
materials towards projects’ execution. This is in tandem 
with the observation that most rural dwellers are 
resource-poor   people   who   rarely contribute  freely  in  

tangible forms towards infrastructural development of 
their communities. The people however contributed 
tangibly in the other areas of their strength. 

In the area of projects engendering or enhancing 
community cohesiveness, neither the age differential nor 
project location or even political affiliations could 
negatively affect the cohesiveness of the communities. 
This could be due to the intensive mobilization that 
preceded project execution as well as the very critical 
nature of the projects to the communities. 

On the sustainability of the quick win projects, people 
generally perceived the projects as sustainable. This 
perception could be attributed to the fact that the projects 
derived their legitimacy from extensive sensitization and 
mobilization of community members and they fully 
accepted ownership of the projects. 

The level of people’s mobilization neither affects the 
levels of the likelihood of projects enhancing community 
cohesiveness nor the project sustainability. However, 
there is a positive relationship between level of commu-
nity mobilization and the level of their participation in the 
planning and implementation of the quick win projects. 
The more the people are sensitized and mobilized as a 
community, the more they actively participate in the 
development of their communities. 

It is therefore recommended that community people 
should be adequately sensitized and effectively mobilized 
to discuss and ascertain their critical needs (felt needs). 
This will enhance their involvement and active partici-
pation in the whole circle of project delivery. This will also 
engender cohesiveness in the communities and enhance 
sustainability of the  projects  as  the  people  will   accept  
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such projects as their own, and strive hard to secure and 
maintain them in order for the community members to 
derive maximum benefits from the projects. 
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