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A RELIANCE ON SMART POWER—REFORMING
THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE BUREAUCRACY

THURSDAY, JULY 31, 2007

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT
MANAGEMENT, THE FEDERAL WORKFORCE,
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY
AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:05 p.m., in room
SD-342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel K. Akaka,
Chairman of the Subcommittee, presiding.

Present: Senators Akaka, Voinovich, and Coburn.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR AKAKA

Senator AKAKA. I call this hearing of the Subcommittee on Over-
sight of Government Management, the Federal Workforce, and the
District of Columbia to order. I want to welcome our guests and our
witnesses as well, and thank you for being here today.

This is the fourth in a series of hearings exploring the effective-
ness and efficiency of government management of our national se-
curity. The first hearing looked at reforms of the U.S. export con-
trol system. Subsequent hearings examined the management and
staffing of the arms control, counterproliferation, and nonprolifera-
tion bureaucracy at the Department of State. Today we focus on
our foreign assistance programs.

Foreign assistance includes economic development, security, hu-
manitarian, disaster response, health, and governance programs.
We have helped other nations through our foreign assistance pro-
grams for over 60 years. During the late 1940s and early 1950s,
countries in Western Europe benefited from the Marshall Plan as
they rebuilt themselves after World War II. President John F. Ken-
nedy signed the Foreign Assistance Act into law in 1961 in re-
sponse to the American desire to help others.

Foreign aid programs continue to be a vital part of our foreign
policy strategy. The devastation of September 11, 2001 was a dem-
onstration that what happens in failed states can bring terrible
tragedy to Americans. Al Qaeda was free to plot in one failed
state—Afghanistan. Our national security depends on how well we
help failed states recover.

In the words of Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, “organization
charts, institutions, statistics, structures, regulations, policies, com-
mittees, and all the rest—the bureaucracy, if you will—are the nec-
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essary pre-condition for effective government. But whether or not
it really works depends upon the people and their relationships.”
Policy is not enough. Organizations and people do matter. Good
policy depends on capable organizations.

Without objection, I will introduce the entirety of Secretary
Gates’ speech into the record.!

My primary goal in this hearing is to identify possible rec-
ommendations for improving the foreign assistance bureaucracy.
The key components I ask our witnesses to address in their re-
marks are the human capital, management, coordination, and
structural challenges that reduce the effectiveness and efficiency of
U.S. foreign assistance.

We need to ensure that we have an organization with the capac-
ity to support the foreign assistance policies of this Administration
and the next.

In 2006, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice announced a new
direction for U.S. foreign assistance in order to align U.S. foreign
assistance programs with the Administration’s foreign policy goals.
Secretary Rice announced the creation of a new Deputy Secretary
level position, the Director of Foreign Assistance, who would also
serve at the same time as USAID’s Administrator, although this
has not been established in statute.

This new foreign assistance bureaucracy confronts a number of
challenges. An overview of some of the core problems—and there
are three charts2—can be seen in these charts: The steep decrease
in USAID Foreign Service Officer staffing from 1967 until today;
the fragmentation of foreign assistance among many agencies and
programs; and the amount of development assistance not under the
direct control of the Director of Foreign Assistance.

The challenges are clear. We need to design a national strategy
for foreign assistance with a clear mission and the means to accom-
plish it; streamline aid programs to ensure effectiveness and effi-
ciency; simplify foreign assistance since there are too many pro-
grams, in too many departments, chasing too few dollars; reduce
the role of the Department of Defense in foreign assistance as their
involvement may come at a cost of supporting their own core mis-
sion; and finally, we need to improve USAID’s human capital be-
cause its current staffing and training levels do not support its
worldwide requirements adequately.

Clarifying the key foreign assistance organizational and human
capital issues will help the next Administration better focus its ef-
forts and further strengthen U.S. national security. I look forward
to hearing from our witnesses on these matters.

N May I now call on Senator Coburn for any statement he may
ave.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COBURN

Senator COBURN. I will not make an opening statement. I have
a history of being very interested in the subject on how we carry
out our USAID projects as well as the people involved with it, and

1The speech by Secretary Gates, entitled “U.S. Global Leadership Campaign,” July 15, 2008,
appears in the Appendix on page 113.
2 Charts referred to appear in the Appendix beginning on page 117.
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I look forward to hearing our witnesses testify, and I thank you for
the hearing.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you. So glad you are here.

Senator Voinovich.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR VOINOVICH

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you, Senator Akaka. We appreciate
your convening today’s hearing to examine our foreign assistance
structure.

As a senior member of the Foreign Relations Committee, I have
had the opportunity to meet regularly with international leaders to
advance our public diplomacy. As the United States seeks to ad-
vance its interests and promote global stability, the delivery of for-
eign assistance in a timely and consistent manner is crucial to our
efforts to support democracy abroad.

Our current framework limits the return on our investment.
Many would be surprised to learn that our foreign assistance struc-
ture spans 26 agencies and offices. The Department of State and
the U.S. Agency for International Development control just over
half of our development assistance and in 2008 will provide more
than $24 billion to 155 countries. Without an orchestra leader to
direct our development program and integrate existing agency
silos, we limit our collective ability to strengthen the third pillar
of our National Security Strategy.

Now, critics have described our current aid structure as frac-
tious, cumbersome, and rigid, a relic of the Cold War. While the
creation of the F Bureau was well intended, most agree further re-
form is necessary. It seems to me that our development goals could
be more easily accomplished if all partners involved sat down and
crafted a comprehensive foreign assistance strategy.

Compounding an inefficient structure is a lack of an adequate
number of trained personnel to administer our foreign aid struc-
ture. The forthcoming report by the American Academy of Diplo-
macy, which I am proud to be part of, will show that the USAID
currently has 2,200 personnel who administer more than $8 billion
annually in development and other assistance following cumulative
staff reductions of nearly 40 percent during the last two decades.
While the average Federal contracting officer oversees an esti-
mated $10 million in contracts, the average USAID contracting offi-
cer is responsible for approximately $57 million.

Our foreign aid is intended to ensure stability and prosperity
overseas. We also hope that our investment will help us to win the
hearts and minds of those we are trying to help. In 2007, the pro-
gram on internal policy attitudes reported that 20 of the 26 coun-
tries, including many who receive millions of dollars of U.S. foreign
assistance, felt the United States was having a negative influence
on the world.

Unfortunately, these numbers are the lowest ever recorded.
While Secretary Rice is to be commended for her transformational
diplomacy and initiative, it is clear that we have got to do more.
Secretary Gates also encouraged us earlier this month to strength-
en our civilian institutions of diplomacy and development.

I hope today’s hearing will result in a foreign assistance struc-
ture that is well managed, supported by highly skilled individuals
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committed to public service, and funded in a manner that allows
us to use our foreign policy tools more effectively to meet the chal-
lenges of our rapidly changing world.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Senator Voinovich.

I welcome our first witness to the Subcommittee today, Richard
greene, Deputy Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance, Department of

tate.

It is the custom of this Subcommittee to swear in all witnesses,
and I would ask you to please rise and raise your right hand. Do
you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give this
Subcommittee is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you, God?

Mr. GREENE. I do.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. Let it be noted in the
record that the witness responded in the affirmative.

Before we start, I want you to know that your full statement will
be made part of the record. I would also like to remind you to keep
your remarks brief given the number of people testifying this after-
noon.

So, Mr. Greene, will you please proceed with your statement?

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD L. GREENE,! DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF
U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. GREENE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Voinovich, and
Senator Coburn.

First, I would like to point out the irony of talking about reform-
ing the foreign assistance bureaucracy, and both the Chairman and
the Ranking Member included quotes by Secretary Gates in their
opening statements, and I have a quote by Secretary Gates in my
opening statement. I think it is a sign of the times.

The degree of turmoil and poverty in the world poses both chal-
lenges and opportunities for our foreign assistance programs. Our
goal of improving lives around the world is consistent with our na-
tional security goal of making the world a more secure place. By
addressing the long-term conditions that lead to despair and insta-
bility, development takes its place alongside diplomacy and defense
as key components of our National Security Strategy. Today we
must ensure that each of our major foreign policy tools works to-
gether to achieve results that promote our development, humani-
tarian, and national security goals all around the world.

Under Secretary Rice’s leadership, we have invested considerable
effort to begin to improve the coherence and effectiveness of our
foreign assistance architecture. Our overall approach has many fea-
tures. These include adequate funding levels; the creation of a new
structure to coordinate USG strategic and operational planning, in-
tegrated budget formulation and execution; a bigger and better
trained and supported workforce—we are trying to turn that trend
around; a focus on country needs in our planning and budgeting;
better expanded civilian-military coordination and delivery; ex-
panded public-private partnerships; and a new rapid response ca-
pacity through the Civilian Response Corps. These are all works in

1The prepared statement of Mr. Greene appears in the Appendix on page 43.
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progress, and in my opening testimony, I would like to focus on just
three components.

First, regarding funding levels, there are numerous recent exam-
ples where we, the Administration, you, the Congress, as well as
our stakeholders have worked closely together to provide the devel-
opment funding commensurate with the challenges and opportuni-
ties that exist around the world. Consequently, the U.S. Govern-
ment has nearly tripled Official Development Assistance since
2001. Of course, the signature program of that growth is PEPFAR,
and yesterday the President signed into law a bill reauthorizing a
second-year program with very strong support from the members
of this panel that we are most appreciative of.

We have also significantly increased our investments in other
key development areas, such as health, education, economic
growth, and governance. And I think both Congress and the Ad-
ministration can take pride in the significant resources and the
focus on results that we have provided to important programs that
are transforming lives and making our world more secure.

Second, we are reforming the foreign assistance planning and al-
location process. As you pointed out, Mr. Chairman, 2 years ago,
Secretary Rice reviewed our current structure and frankly, she did
not like what she saw. She saw fragmentation, duplication, no clear
lines of authority, inadequate data transparency, and she had a
hard time getting any answers to any basic management questions
about what we are spending, where we are spending it, and what
are the purposes.

Consequently, Secretary Rice established the position of Director
of U.S. Foreign Assistance, and you have talked about what that
position is all about.

To carry out its mission, the new organization has developed sev-
eral new, and I think important, tools. These include a Foreign As-
sistance Framework as an organizational tool to describe a broad
range of foreign assistance programs, a set of common definitions,
standard indicators, and country-level operational plans that de-
scribe how resources are being used and how results will be meas-
ured.

The office is also focused on integrating State and USAID foreign
assistance efforts and developing a country-specific focus, and for
the first time, the Administration has submitted an official foreign
assistance budget that fully integrates State and USAID requests
for individual countries and program areas.

We are also working to incorporate non-State and USAID foreign
assistance programs, a subject of your chart on the far right. For
example, we are piloting a strategic planning process where stake-
holders from across the U.S. Government are working in Wash-
ington and in the field to develop U.S. Government-wide country-
specific foreign assistance strategies.

Finally, I want to mention operational support. Successful for-
eign assistance reform depends on our ability to rebuild USAID’s
core development capacity. My Secretary of Defense quote is where
he said, I think about a month ago, “It has become clear that
America’s civilian institutions of diplomacy and development have
been chronically undermanned and underfunded for far too long—
relative to what we traditionally spend on the military, and more
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importantly, relative to the responsibilities and challenges our Na-
tion has around the world.” Simply put, we need more better
trained and supported people to work in new ways to support the
achievement of U.S. Government development objectives. Staffing
has not grown commensurate with the tremendous growth in pro-
grams and funding levels and challenges and degree of operational
complexity. USAID’s workforce and infrastructure must keep pace.

Consequently, Administrator Henrietta Fore launched a 3-year
plan to double USAID’s Foreign Service capacity and significantly
ramp up systems and training resources. Administrator Fore calls
this program the “Development Leadership Initiative.”

So where does this leave us? I think this is all clearly a work in
progress. It is fair to say that the initial implementation of the re-
form effort had some serious problems, but I think it is also fair
to say that we have seen significant improvements in many of the
key areas of concern.

I think we now have a greater development focus and sense of
U.S. Government unity about how, why, and what we are trying
to accomplish in our foreign policy and our foreign assistance goals.
And while we are still in the formative days of our reform effort,
we have made significant progress in bringing greater U.S. Govern-
ment coherence to what we are trying to accomplish in foreign as-
sistance. We have also taken the first steps to reinvigorate
USAID’s development corps. I think what is also important is to
talk about what we need to do next. We collectively need to do
more to realize our goal of significantly improving foreign assist-
ance cohesiveness. We need greater funding flexibility. We need
programs that are demand-driven and not ones that are dictated
by the type of funding available.

We need to do a better job of giving country experts the ability
to shape and implement development strategies. We need to recruit
and retain a robust workforce, with strong operational and tech-
nical skills. We need to further streamline our internal planning
and allocation processes. We need to fully implement a whole gov-
ernment approach that achieves better coordination of U.S. Govern-
ment foreign assistance programs. And to be successful, we need
the active engagement of Congress, public and private partners,
and the international community.

So, in closing, I think the one word that captures where we are
in our efforts to help achieve what we are talking about here is
“more.” In the assistance world, there are more issues to consider;
there is more complexity; there is more aggregate resources; there
is more security concerns; there is more information about what
works and what is important; there is more understanding of the
impact of not coordinating defense, development, and diplomacy;
there is more international focus on improving our collective for-
eign assistance performance. But most importantly, there is also
more promise and more potential for achieving long-term sustain-
able development goals around the world. Progress can only be
made if we have a sense of shared community goals and efforts.
And I think there are clear signs that we are heading in that direc-
tion, and I salute the members of today’s second panel for their
leadership role on that front. Modernizing foreign assistance is nec-
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essary, it is urgent, and it is essential to the achievement of essen-
tial foreign policy and national security objectives.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much for your testimony, Mr.
Greene. We will have 7 minutes of questions each here on the first
round.

Mr. Greene, you note that our foreign assistance was stovepiped
into numerous accounts overseen by a multitude of offices, each
with different standards of measurement and different ways of
judging success or failure, and that this fragmentation made it dif-
ficult to plan coherently and could lead to conflicting or redundant
efforts. I thank you for this honest assessment. You also state that
in the year 2006, Secretary Rice launched an effort to improve the
coherence and effectiveness of U.S. foreign assistance, and let me
call your attention again to these charts that we have here on my
right. It does not look like much progress has been made when you
look at the charts.!

Can you tell us what new steps the Administration is planning
to take to improve coherence and effectiveness?

Mr. GREENE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me be blunt. We
have not done anything to simplify, collectively, the Administration
and the Congress of the United States has not done anything to
simplify the account structure that exists. And what the Secretary’s
initiative focused on was what we could do administratively to
bring greater coherence.

So what we are trying to do is to bring together State and
USAID planning efforts. What we are trying to do is develop tools
that describe in much greater detail what we do, and how we do
it. What we are trying to do is to develop an attitude that gets
around the stovepipes, that has State and USAID employees work-
ing together to plan, to develop, to formulate, to execute programs.
And what we have also developed is a core set of improved tools
in terms of developing foreign assistance policy that will be signifi-
cant enhancements over what we have had. And you mentioned
some transition and legacy issues that I think will be a great aid
to whoever comes in and manages these programs in the next Ad-
ministration.

So our focus has been on what we can do without legislation, and
what we can do without legislation is bringing out stronger State/
USAID coherence.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Greene, Mr. Worthington of InterAction ar-
gues that the F Bureau has been measuring performance of foreign
assistance programs by outputs rather than impact or outcomes.
Do you agree with him?

Mr. GREENE. Mr. Worthington is a fine and astute individual. I
think it is a very—everything about foreign assistance is complex,
and arguably, foreign assistance programs present the most com-
plex public policy challenges there are. If you look at the number
of programs, you look at the number of implementing partners, you
look at the types of programs, you look at legislation, you look at
countries, you look at security objectives, and if you laid all that
out in a matrix, I would argue it would be probably the most com-

1The charts referred to appear in the Appendix beginning on page 117.
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plex matrix there is in any public policy arena. And I think it is
a combination of factors.

Of course, we look at outputs. We are output oriented. And, Sen-
ator Voinovich I think has worked hard in a lot of his other com-
mittees on this issue. One of the biggest challenges is to really usa-
ble performance measures that you would really use to manage
programs by, that you would really use to make funding and alloca-
tion and staffing decisions, and we are working on that. It is a
work in progress, and I would echo Mr. Worthington’s point that
it is very important to make continued progress on that.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Greene, right now there are over 20 U.S.
agencies and over 50 programs conducting foreign aid. In Afghani-
stan alone, there are eight different U.S. Government agencies and
many private contractors. Using Afghanistan as an example, what
is being done there to develop a coherent strategy?

Mr. GREENE. What we have in Afghanistan is, on the foreign as-
sistance side, what we call our Country Operating Plan for Afghan-
istan that takes all of the foreign assistance resources available—
to be clear here, I do not want to make this out to more than it
is—for State and USAID, arrays it and allocates it by program area
down to a pretty detailed level in terms of different types of pro-
grams, different types of delivery mechanisms, who the imple-
menting partners are and what the expected results are. So we
have a much greater degree of coherence in terms of allocating for-
eign assistance funds than I think we have had before.

Now, in Afghanistan and in other post-conflict states, of course,
there are huge overlaying security concerns, and there are huge
overlaying political concerns that drive that relationship as well.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Greene, do you believe it would make sense
to consolidate most of our foreign aid programs under State?

Mr. GREENE. I do. Full stop.

Senator AKAKA. If over 40 percent of all foreign aid is controlled
by agencies outside of the State Department, how does State en-
sure that other departments are not undermining its policies?

Mr. GREENE. It is a major challenge for us now, again, to be
blunt. And the way we do it is we rely heavily on the leadership
by our chiefs of mission in the field. We rely heavily on the leader-
ship of our USAID mission directors who are assistance leaders in
almost every mission where they are at around the world. And
what we are trying to do is to develop U.S. Government-wide as-
sistance strategies that incorporate the resources of agencies that
are not under the authority of the Secretary of State.

Now, we do not have the authority to make other agencies par-
ticipate, and we are piloting it in 10 countries around the world.
We will see how it works. We will see if we are able to achieve
greater coherence without additional authorities. It basically will
happen with the cooperation of others, recognizing what is at stake
here, or it will not happen at all, sir.

Senator AKAKA. Senator Voinovich.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Greene, our dependence on continuing resolutions impacts
the agencies charged with the delivering of foreign assistance, and
recipient nations rely on long-term guaranteed funding to sustain
economic growth. At my request, the Congressional Research Serv-
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ice prepared a soon-to-be-released report on the impacts of con-
tinuing resolutions on agency operations. We complain about what
various departments and agencies are doing, but the fact of the
matter is that we contribute to it with the continuing resolution,
omnibus bills that we pass. But the report highlights a 138-day
delay in increased funding for the President’s Malaria Initiative for
fiscal year 2007, and USAID noted, “Because of a shorter time
frame before the end of the fiscal year, planning and implementa-
tion were difficult and hurried in terms of the distribution of funds
and in developing contracts for implementing various approaches
in malaria control.”

Could you just spend a little time telling us how the way we do
things around here is impacting your ability to deliver what we
want you to deliver? And, second of all, in your opinion, does it add
to the cost because of the way we are operating in terms of our ap-
propriations?

Mr. GREENE. I appreciate the question, Senator. It clearly adds
to the cost of how we operate, and more importantly, adds to plan-
ning uncertainty about funding flows, about how to proceed.

What is important is sustaining commitment, and you do not get
results on the programs we are talking about here unless you are
engaged in a sustained way over a number of years. You do not
make development progress in a number of months. You make it
with sustained focus and attention over a number of years. And if
we go through this process each year where we are under long-
term CRs, we get the appropriations late in the year, the imple-
menting partners who we rely on, who do heroic work in the field
and every place around the world, cannot plan, they cannot judge,
they cannot hire people, they cannot put projects into place. There
is a huge operating tax associated with that, and we are certainly
worse off because of that, sir.

Senator VOINOVICH. Also, it is my understanding that so often
many of these projects that you undertake are earmarked. Would
you like to comment on that?

Mr. GREENE. Sir, I think we are not at a good place in terms of
implementing a balanced foreign assistance program in the United
States, carefully balanced between congressional priorities, Admin-
istration priorities, and the needs and views of people on the
ground that are actually implementing the programs. And in order
to get that into better balance, my opinion is that we need a lot
more flexibility in terms of funding categories, in terms of timing,
in terms of the duration of projects as well. And I think because
of what you are describing, sir, in many cases we end up with pro-
grams that do not adequately balance our key objectives and do not
really reflect what the experts on the ground think are necessary
to make development progress. Thank you.

Senator VOINOVICH. In two area, we are responsible for making
it more difficult for you to do the job we are asking you to do.

Mr. Greene, the Commission on Smart Power that was headed
up by Joe Nye and Dick Armitage describes how many of our tradi-
tional elements of soft power, such as public engagement and diplo-
macy, have been neglected and fallen into disrepair, and the report
urges the State Department to give greater attention to an inte-
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grated foreign assistance program driven by strategic consider-
ations.

I would like to know how is the Department meeting this goal.
And then the other question is, Does the Department’s current
framework support the goal? And I guess last, but not least, do you
believe there would be a benefit to appointing additional senior offi-
cials to oversee this whole structure that we have or appoint some-
one that would be kind of the orchestra leader that would tie all
of this together and make it happen and give them enough power
so that they could get people to do what they are supposed to do?
We keep running into situations where, even in the area of enforce-
ment of our intellectual property, you have about a dozen agencies,
and we have been trying to get them together. And the President
was able to go along with an orchestra leader, and a guy named
Christian Israel is putting it all together.

But it seems that you have to have somebody that has the clout
to try to make this happen, and I would like your response to that.

Mr. GREENE. The two whose responsibility it is to make it hap-
pen are Secretary Rice and USAID Administrator Henrietta Fore.
Now, clearly neither of them have authorities over foreign assist-
ance controlled by non-State/USAID agencies. That is a significant
chunk, and it shows in your chart up there. I think the foreign as-
sistance programs of the United States could be more effectively
developed, implemented, and monitored, if more of the foreign as-
sistance funding was under that leadership structure.

Your second question, sir, was on integration. I think the effort
that we have launched is a good first step. Again, this is a work
in progress, but I think it is a good first step, sir.

Senator VOINOVICH. In other words, you put a team together and
this is the recommendation about how to get it done? Or are you
just dealing with it because that is about the only way you can deal
with it? Has this been taken up, for example, to talk to OMB about
how that could be better?

Mr. GREENE. We made a conscious decision in terms of devel-
oping this reform effort that we could achieve the most progress
the fastest if we did what we could do administratively as opposed
to seeking new authorities. And so we did what we could do admin-
istratively, which is to basically try to get greater State/USAID co-
herence. And I think we have made pretty good progress on that.
But as all of you point out, and as the chart points out, there is
a whole other world out there of non-State, non-USAID foreign as-
sistance, and that coordination and improved coherence relies on
interagency cooperation.

Senator VOINOVICH. Interpersonal skills between the people in-
volved.

Mr. GREENE. Yes, sir. This is a very strong leadership-dependent
operation, sir.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. Senator Coburn.

Senator COBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I happen to think PEPFAR and Millennium Challenge Corpora-
tion grants, the work that is done there is probably by far some of
the most effective work we do. And my observation from that is
that because they have outcome requirements, they have metrics,
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they are measured. We know what we are trying to achieve. We
know how to measure it, and therefore, we can assess it. And I am
very glad to hear of some of the management changes.

Does every program in American foreign assistance have an out-
come goal?

Mr. GREENE. There are outcome goals, Senator, for every pro-
gram. Now, I think it is also fair to say that in many cases they
are not as effective, not as clear, not as easy to measure as
PEPFAR and malaria when you are talking about capacity building
in terms of a government ministry when you are talking about de-
mocracy programs, when you are talking about economic growth,
and when you are talking about governance. The challenge of com-
ing up with effective performance indicators is a bigger challenge,
sir.

Senator COBURN. It certainly is, but the management of all those
programs is made much more simple if, in fact, you spend the time
on the front end trying to get those performance indicators. And
one of the things that I want to make sure we do—and I think it
will help the State Department plus everybody else—is we ought
to have a metric on what we are doing. And we just really do not
in the State Department. In a large number of areas, not only do
we not have clear outcome goals, we do not have metrics to meas-
ure whether or not we are achieving those goals.

So one of the things that I am hopeful for is—it is really different
in Afghanistan and Iraq. Those are combat areas. And the judg-
ment that we should make on performance should be different in
those areas than it is in others. But to highlight, the funds have
been highly effective, whereas in many areas, USAID, because of
the limitations we place on our USAID folks, they do not have the
range of possibility that a local commander has in terms of spend-
ing money. I mean, we know—and part of that is security, and I
grant that we have to discount a lot of that. But I think one of the
important things—and I cannot stress to you enough, and I am
going to be around here a little while longer—is we have got to
have programs that are outcome driven not demand driven. And
they have got to have metrics, and that is going to be one of the
things. And I would have a little bit of disagreement with Senator
Voinovich on CRs. A CR, you know what is coming. You just do not
know what the increase is in what is coming because the CR is set
at the level of the year before. So we do not know what the in-
creases will be, but there should be no reason that a CR would
slow us down for anything because the CR is a continuing appro-
priation based on the levels that we have been running.

And so while we do handicap you—and I agree, we should be get-
ting our work done on time—the handicap is on increases. It is not
on the funds that are running because we are translating those
through on a month-by-month basis at the same level at which
they were before.

If we had metrics, let’s say we spent the extra time to really
work to try to get an outcome, whether it be crop production or
whatever it is, whether working with Agriculture or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife or the Corps of Engineers, if we could spend the time up
front on that, would it not make sense that we would probably be
more effective if we had common outcome goals with all those other
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agencies where you do not have direct command and control over?
And is there any way to set that up when we implement foreign
policy before we invite the Corps of Engineers in, before we invite
the U.S. Department of Agriculture in and saying here is our goal?
Now, here is the goal, here is what we want to see, and how do
we get there and how do we measure it? That is my first question.

The second thing is could we not help you more effectively if we
had more oversight hearings on what is happening so that we get
a better understanding in Congress of the tools that we need to
give you that you may not have, and also holding you accountable
to meet those outcome measures?

Mr. GREENE. I appreciate your comments, Senator, and more im-
portantly, many people that I work with are in total agreement
with you on metrics. Metrics are a greatly underappreciated facet
of any program management exercise, I think anywhere in the U.S.
Government. We have started down the path of assigning metrics
to various program areas and elements. Some of them work, some
of them do not. And we take your call very seriously to pay more
attention and invest more time to that up front.

I think our efforts at getting to coherency and improving effi-
ciency of our programs would be improved if we did what you are
talking about in terms of having common metrics and common in-
dicators for every foreign assistance program no matter where they
were in the government.

We are taking steps in that direction in terms of just initially
trying to capture data and trying to describe what they do with our
10 pilot programs on overall country assistance strategies and
there will be metrics components or performance components to
that. And so I am in strong agreement with you, sir.

Now, regarding oversight hearings, I have mixed emotions on
more oversight hearings, but certainly more substantive discus-
sions about what we do and how we do it and the challenges we
face are welcomed. We would love to do that.

Senator COBURN. Yes. We had all the hearings on a lot of the
waste associated at USAID in Afghanistan, and some of it could
not be helped. I understand that. But the fact is that even after
the hearings, we went back and hired the same contractors who did
not do a good job the first time. And sometimes that is the only
contractor we had. But we ought to be about trying to change those
things rather than to go in the manner that we have gone.

You have a tough job, especially in the conflict areas, and it is
hard to be too critical of you in that, especially when there is a se-
curity component to it. So I will save my criticisms for that. But
I am going to be watching for outcomes in all these programs, and
I am going to be looking for metrics. And I would just say one other
thing. We cannot ask our State Department to have metrics and
be accountable when we refuse as a Congress to hold the United
Nations accountable with $5.4 billion of our money. This Senate
passed 99-0 that the United Nations funding ought to be based on
the fact that they are transparent and accountable to us with our
money, and it was taken out in conference. We are going to get a
vote on that every year I am here, and there is no way we can hold
you accountable when we send money to another agency and turn
a blind eye about how whether they are accountable or not.
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With that, I would yield back.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Senator Coburn.

Mr. Greene, according to the charts again, as this middle chart
shows, there has been a marked decrease in USAID Foreign Serv-
ice officers from 1967 to 2008. In his testimony, Dr. Adams of the
Henry L. Stimson Center states that USAID has hired more than
1,200 personal services contractors. He states that USAID has be-
come largely a contract management agency with programs being
implemented by a growing number of outside contractors.!

Do you agree with this assessment?

Mr. GREENE. Mr. Chairman, I have a long tradition of never dis-
agreeing with someone who is sitting right behind me. You just
never know.

Dr. Adams is an expert in this area. Dr. Adams has been very
involved with these issues for a number of years, and I agree with
his assessment.

Now, I think what is important is to talk a little bit about what
we are doing. One, we—meaning under Administrator Henrietta
Fore’s leadership—recognize that this is a serious problem and that
we need to rebuild USAID’s core capacity.

Two, Administrator Henrietta Fore has launched the Develop-
ment Leadership Initiative where her objective is to double the size
of USAID’s Foreign Service Corps over 3 years, and fiscal year
2009 is year one. The Congress has been very supportive of that
objective and provided additional funding in the supplemental in
the FY 2007 bridge supplemental. And the initial marks of our ap-
propriation bills in the House and the Senate also provided addi-
tional funding. So I think we are, with your very strong support,
taking a good step to try to reverse that trend, and it is a worrying
trend.

I also think there is no interest in going back to the 1967 levels
when the aforementioned Richard Armitage was in Vietnam. But
we certainly need to significantly increase what we have now.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Greene, I was recently informed by an orga-
nization called Inside NGOs that USAID’s staff spends up to 75
percent of their time on pre-award contract work, such as defining
technical requirements, writing scopes of work, and evaluating pro-
posals. Less than 25 percent is spent monitoring performance and
administering the awards. Now, this suggests that accountability
may be more of an afterthought rather than a management pri-
ority.

Do you agree with Inside NGOs’ characterization of the situa-
tion? If not, what percentage of time is spent on pre-award work
versus performance monitoring?

[The information provided for the record follows:]

INFORMATION PROVIDED FOR THE RECORD FROM MR. GREENE

When looking at USAID staff across the board, warranted contracting and agree-
ment officers and contract specialists make up less than 10 percent of USAID’s
workforce. These professionals are far outnumbered by Cognizant Technical Officers
(CTOs) and other Project Specialists who are nearly fully devoted to program imple-
mentation, monitoring and evaluation.

1The chart referred to appears in the Appendix on page 119.
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If Inside NGO was referring only to USAID contracting and agreement officers
and contract specialists, no analysis has been done regarding the percentage of time
spent on pre-award actions and post-award performance monitoring and administra-
tion. It is our opinion, however, that the 75 to 25 percent ratio is fairly accurate
with regard to contracting officers and specialists. Following award, the CTOs—also
procurement professionals according to Office of Federal Procurement Policy’s defini-
tion, but not warranted—act as the contracting and agreement officers’ representa-
tive for the purposes of program implementation, performance monitoring and eval-
uation and spend a greater percentage of their time on administration and over-
sight. In addition, within the USAID Office of Acquisition and Assistance, there is
an Evaluation Division and a Contract Audit and Support Division which carry out
many contract administration duties such as financial reviews, claims, training, ad-
visory reports, the suspension/disbarment of contractors, and contract performance
reporting. Therefore, USAID is strongly committed to accountability as a priority.

Ideally, the warranted contracting and agreement officers would play a larger role
in post-award activities than they are currently able to. This remains a goal of
USAID. Unfortunately, there is a chronic shortage of contracting and agreement of-
ficers across the Federal Government and this is true at USAID as well. For exam-
ple, USAID currently has fewer staff in the 1102 (Contract Specialist) back-stop
than it did 10 years ago, yet obligations have tripled. Given more human and finan-
cial resources, USAID would be able to focus a greater percentage of contracting and
agreement officers’ time on post-award activities and provide for even greater ac-
countability on the part of implementing partners, improved tracking of contract
performance, improved transparency through better reporting data, and greater
stewardship over resources. We hope to be able to sustain the significant recruit-
ment effort we recently initiated to bring more Civil Service and Foreign Service
procurement officers into USAID.

Mr. GREENE. Mr. Chairman, I do not know what the specific
numbers are. If there are specific numbers, we will get back to you.
Just my instinct is that in terms of order of magnitude, it is prob-
ably not that far off. And, again, more importantly, taking the tone
of your remarks on every issue so far, it is what are we doing to
reverse that? And our main tool to reverse that is to ramp up
USAID hiring in both operational and technical issues. That is the
only way we are going to be able to reverse what is a troubling
trend, sir.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Greene, Dr. Adams in his testimony argues
that Foreign Service officers should be encouraged to hold a devel-
opment or foreign assistance post in their careers. Do you agree
with this and agree that this would be useful? And if so, is State
doing anything to encourage this?

Mr. GREENE. I think it would be very useful, sir, and I think you
are seeing a sea culture change in terms of the experiences that
Foreign Service officers have at the State Department. You look at
the number of people who have served in Iraq, who have served in
Afghanistan, who have served in Bosnia, and the large number of
our people who have been in post-conflict situations, and who have
been part of managing, and directing assistance programs. And so
the comfort level with assistance programs has increased. The link-
age and knowing the relationship between assistance programs and
achieving our overall goals has increased. And it is a trend that is
going to keep on keeping on, as we say, and we will do everything
possible to encourage it, sir.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Greene, GAO reported that Human Re-
sources Bureau officials did not attend meetings in which foreign
assistance budget decisions were made that could potentially im-
pact human capital requirements. Do you agree that this happened
in the past? And what has changed since this report was issued in
September 2007?
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Mr. GREENE. Sir, there is a State Department equivalent of
USAID’s Development Leadership Initiative. At this point it does
not have an eye-catching title like Development Leadership Initia-
tive, but Secretary Rice and the leader of this effort, Under Sec-
retary Kennedy, are also trying to significantly ramp up State’s
core technical operational staffing. And a part of this effort is to in-
crease the number of people and increase the competency of State
Department Foreign Service officers who have oversight, who man-
age, and who support foreign assistance programs.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Greene, over the last few years, there has
been a process underway to subordinate USAID to the State De-
partment. Meanwhile, some of our allies abroad have been under-
taking efforts to create separate agencies to direct their foreign as-
sistance agenda. The United Kingdom’s Department for Inter-
national Development stands out as one example.

In your opinion, is the British development department effective?

Mr. GREENE. I think our colleagues at the Department for Inter-
national Development (DfID) are effective. I would also note that
we just had a very long session with our colleagues at DfID who
wanted to know what we do in the Foreign Assistance Bureau of
the State Department and how we do it and what we are doing to
try to gain greater coherence. And so they were looking to learn
some of the tools from us to apply back to their own situation.

Senator AKAKA. Well, thank you very much for your responses.

Senator Voinovich.

Senator VOINOVICH. This is a difficult one to answer, and in my
opening statement, I said that the program on international policy
attitudes reported that 20 of the 26 countries, including many who
receive millions of dollars of foreign assistance, felt the United
States was having a negative influence on the world. Real low
numbers. Any explanation why you think that is the case? Has it
got to do with the Iraq War or Abu Ghraib?

Mr. GREENE. I think there are some pretty well-documented, and
discussed reasons why that could be true, sir. But I also think that
there have been some recent polling information that shows that
trend starting to turn around a little bit. And, again, I think what
is important is what are we doing to try to turn around that trend.
And, I think we are doing it, sir.

Senator VOINOVICH. If there was one or two things that you
would recommend to the next President that he do to kind of
change this as rapidly as possible, what would you suggest?

Mr. GREENE. Sir, are you talking about overall attitudes or are
you talking about——

Senator VOINOVICH. Yes, overall attitudes. I mean, this is all a
part of our public diplomacy. It is part of our national security. It
should be.

Mr. GREENE. I think we do extraordinary work around the world.
We do extraordinary work around the world that brings great daily
benefit to millions of people around the world. We do it in conjunc-
tion with countries, with partners, with organizations. And I do not
think we do the greatest job possible of talking about how we do
it, why we do it, and the results we achieve. And I just think we
need to significantly improve telling the story of what this country
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does and what this country helps accomplish around the world on
a daily basis, sir.

Senator VOINOVICH. Well, it is interesting. We are known for our
great public relations, the fabulous firms that represent corpora-
tions and so forth that are in that business. You think that we
need to figure out how to do this better, to communicate who we
are and what we want to do and what we have done, and that we
do care about other people?

Mr. GREENE. Yes, sir, and to do it in a sustained, engaged way
using communication styles and techniques that are more in tune
with the changing communication styles and techniques that are
out there today. Frankly, I think we are just starting to wake up
to that potential and that methodological change that is necessary.

Senator VOINOVICH. Do you have any people in your shop that
are working on that?

Mr. GREENE. Those are primarily in the Under Secretary for
Public Diplomacy’s shop, Mr. Glassman, and he is leading the
charge on that, sir. What we constantly get

Senator VOINOVICH. How much coordination is there between you
guys and Glassman’s operation?

Mr. GREENE. What Glassman is always looking for two things:
One are success stories, give us information, feed us all these suc-
cess stories that your people say you are doing so that we can get
them out to our communicators all over the world. Paint the pic-
ture, give us the information. So he is looking for success stories,
and he is looking for resources to get the core capacity to deliver
those success stories in an integrated way, looking for much more
forward presence in terms of public diplomacy strategy as well, sir.

Senator VOINOVICH. Shifting the questions to Senator Coburn, as
a mayor and governor, I used to say, if you cannot measure it, do
not do it. And one of the problems that we have—Senator Akaka
and I have—we try to get strategic plans on how people are going
to get off the high-risk list. You are setting up some kind of
metrics. When you do this, do you ever sit down with the General
Accounting Office to talk to them about it? Because so often what
ends up happening is they come in and look over your shoulder,
and then they come back with reports that program challenges re-
main. Is there any work that is being done in that area?

Mr. GREENE. Right now we are privileged to have a General Ac-
counting group looking at many different aspects of our operation,
and my understanding—I have not been in these conversations my-
self, but my understanding is that we have had discussions on per-
formance measures and monitoring. I will find out exactly
what——

[The information provided for the record follows:]

INFORMATION PROVIDED FOR THE RECORD FROM MR. GREENE

We have discussions with the GAO on a range of foreign assistance related issues,
including performance metrics. The current GAO study is however not specificallly
focused on metrics.

Senator VOINOVICH. It would really be good to do that because
we have had situations, haven’t we, Senator Akaka, where they
come before us and claim they are not being measured the same
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way or that we do not agree with the definition and we are still
trying to get some feedback on several of those areas.

The last thing I would like to mention to you is that you have
recently started this effort, and we are going to have a new Admin-
istration. I mentioned the American Academy of Diplomacy, you
have the Commission on Smart Power, and I think there is one
other group that is going to come back. There is a big coming to-
gether of thought on what we ought to do to go forward. And I
would really appreciate it if, as these reports come out—in fact, I
am going to have my staff look at them, and I am going to look
at them, to see what the common threads are. And you have been
there, and it would be interesting to know before you tip your hat
what you think about those reports and whether you think that
they are suggesting the right things. I would be very interested—
and I am sure Senator Akaka would—in terms of your thoughts
about that because we are going to have a new day in this area.

And we had the Aspen Institute breakfast this morning. We had
an adviser to the Secretary on terrorism, and his opinion was that
there are a whole lot of things that we ought to be doing differently
today. And then I think, Senator Akaka, you are on the Armed
Services Committee. There is only so much money to go around. I
think the State Department’s budget proposal is $36 billion.

Mr. GREENE. Yes, sir. That includes assistance and operations.

Senator VOINOVICH. Yes, $36 billion, and I think the defense
budget is $683 billion, something like that. And I know this is
probably not something good to suggest, but it seems to me that
we should be allocating our dollars differently than we are today,
that the enemy is different than it was before the Cold War. We
have a group that is out that does not fly under any flag, and we
need to be—as Joe Nye says, we need to have smart power and fig-
ure it out. And I am hoping that those of you that are close to this
really get out and start beating the drum for the fact that we need
to reallocate our resources and put them in the areas where we are
going to get a much better return on our investment.

Senator Akaka, one of the things that drives me crazy around
here is that—they call it the “military-industrial”—Eisenhower
talked about it, and it is also the congressional thing that we need
to be concerned about. And we just seem to be going down one
course, which is the past, and not looking to the future. And some-
how we have to break that mind-set and start looking out dif-
ferently than we are today, I think, if we are going to be successful,
understanding that we have limited resources. And if we keep
going the way we are, Senator Akaka, with the $10 trillion debt—
we have some serious problems that need to be addressed, and I
am hoping that we have a lot of new thinking. It is not to take any-
thing away from what you are trying to do and the next Adminis-
tration as to how we are going to handle this situation.

If I do not get a chance, thank you for your service.

Mr. GREENE. Thank you, sir. Could I just respond to one of your
points, if you do not mind, Senator Voinovich?

I think there is an extraordinary level of compatibility and coher-
ence between what we as an Administration are trying to do and
what the reports that you cited, the HELP Commission also, have
concluded. And so as much as the stars ever get lined up on this
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incredibly complex, important subject, I think they are about as
lined up as they are ever going to be in terms of what outside
groups are saying, what Members of Congress are saying, and what
we, the Administration, are saying. And I think it provides a really
good foundation to get to a much better place in terms of coherent
foreign assistance programming, planning, and implementation,
sir. And we greatly appreciate your comments.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you.

Senator AKAKA. I want to thank Senator Voinovich. Mr. Greene,
thank you so much for being here and for your testimony. I want
to commend you for being as candid as you have been with your
statements, and we look forward to continuing to work on this and
to improve the system. So thank you very much.

Mr. GREENE. Thank you, sir.

Senator AKAKA. I want to welcome the second panel of witnesses.
The second panel of witnesses includes Leo Hindery, Jr., Former
Vice Chairman, Commission on Helping to Enhance the Livelihood
of People Around the Globe (HELP); Dr. Gordon Adams, Distin-
guished Fellow, Henry L. Stimson Center; Anne C. Richard, Vice
President for Government Relations and Advocacy, International
Rescue Committee; Sam Worthington, President and CEO, Inter-
Action; and Dr. Gerald Hyman, Senior Adviser and President of the
Hills Program on Governance, Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies.

It is the custom of this Subcommittee to swear in all witnesses,
and I would ask all of you to please rise and raise your right hand.
Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give
this Subcommittee is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth, so help you, God?

Mr. HINDERY. I do.

Mr. Apawms. I do.

Ms. RICHARD. I do.

Mr. WORTHINGTON. I do.

Mr. HYymMAN. I do.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. Let the record note that
the witnesses responded in the affirmative.

Mr. Hindery, please proceed with your statement.

TESTIMONY OF LEO HINDERY, JR.,! FORMER VICE CHAIRMAN,
COMMISSION ON HELPING TO ENHANCE THE LIVELIHOOD
OF PEOPLE AROUND THE GLOBE (HELP)

Mr. HINDERY. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Ranking Member, I am Leo
Hindery, and I was the Vice Chair of the HELP Commission, which
was created by Congress in the year 2005 to reflect on how best
to reform the tools of development assistance. And it is an honor
for me to be here today to testify to your Subcommittee. I along
with two other HELP Commission Members—dJeffrey Sachs and
Gayle Smith—prepared a Minority Commission Report entitled
“Revamping U.S. Foreign Assistance,” and I ask that you place
that entire Minority Report into the record.2

1The prepared statement of Mr. Hindery appears in the Appendix on page 54.
2The Minority Commission Report entitled “Revamping U.S. Foreign Assistance,” appears in
the Appendix on page 159.
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In the few minutes I now have, I want to discuss in brief three
of the five most significant conclusions which we drew up in our
Minority Report, and I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that my fuller
testimony also be placed into the record.

Senator AKAKA. Without objection.

Mr. HINDERY. Even though the principle has been part of U.S.
foreign policy doctrine for 60 years, our first conclusion was that
the United States must continue to promote development assist-
ance as a core pillar of national security and American moral val-
ues since this principle is now no longer universally embraced. The
2006 National Security Strategy of the United States explained
well the rationale and the imperative of development assistance
when it said that, “Development reinforces diplomacy and defense,
reducing long-term threats to our national security by helping to
build stable, prosperous, and peaceful societies.”

Our second conclusion, and an extremely important one in light
of the testimony a moment ago, was that the United States should
immediately establish a new separate Cabinet-level “Department
for International Sustainable Development.” This new department
would house USAID, PEPFAR, the President’s Malaria Initiative,
and Millennium Challenge Corporation, plus all new emerging ini-
tiatives such as in climate change. The case for a separate Depart-
ment rests on five principles: The need, as I mentioned, to upgrade
U.S. development assistance as a pillar of U.S. national security;
the need to improve U.S. Government management and expertise
in public health, climate change, agronomy, demography, environ-
mental engineering, and economic development; the need to work
effectively with similar Cabinet-level departments and ministries
in partner donor countries; the need to de-politicize development
assistance so that it can be directed at the long-term investments
that are critical in the fight against poverty, hunger, disease, and
deprivation; and the need for coherence, which is apparent today,
of those U.S. policies which impact sustainable development.

The shift, Mr. Chairman, as you commented, in the United King-
dom in 1997 from having a sub-Cabinet development agency to
having a Cabinet-level department called DfID has dramatically in-
creased the standing, reputation, and experience of the United
Kingdom in the area of international development. Consequently,
it was our conclusion that DfID is now, in fact, far ahead of USAID
as a global thought-leader in development policy and thus, rel-
atively more successful.

Our third conclusion had to do with what works and with what
does not work with ODA, which is particularly germane to this
Subcommittee’s strong interest in organizational process. The dis-
cussion on aid effectiveness is often clouded by confusions, by prej-
udices, and by simple misunderstandings. Many studies, Mr.
Chairman, try to find correlations between overall aid and eco-
nomic growth, and when they find little positive correlation, they
declare aid to be a failure. Yet this low correlation does not prove
that aid is failing, since much of the aid is directed to countries in
violence, famine, or deep economic crisis. It is not a surprise, there-
fore, that aid is often correlated with economic failure, not because
aid has caused the failure but, rather, because aid has responded
to failure. We need, as you have commented, a much more sophisti-
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cated approach than standard simple correlations to judge the ef-
fectiveness of aid. And then we need to assess the objectives of spe-
cific aid programs and whether these objectives are fulfilled.

Did the food aid stop starvation? Did immunizations save lives
or eradicate disease? Did infrastructure spending on roads and
ports help to generate new employment in new industries? Did aid
for schooling raise enrollments, completion rates, and literacy? Did
farm aid increase the productivity of farms?

In short, I believe there are six keys to success in development.
First, interventions should be based on powerful, low-cost tech-
nologies. Second, interventions should be relatively easy to deliver
and based on expert systems and local ownership. Third, interven-
tions should be applied at the scale needed to solve the underlying
problems. Fourth, in a comment raised today, interventions should
be reliably funded. Fifth, interventions should be multilateral and
draw support from many governments and international agencies.
Sixth, and extremely important, interventions, as Senator Voino-
vich has commented, should have specific objectives and strategies
so that success rates can be assessed.

Development assistance programs should have clear objectives,
and they should not directly aim for excessively broad and over-
arching goals such as “democracy” or “the end of terror,” even
though broad goals such as these can appropriately be among the
direct and indirect motivations for the actual interventions. But
only, as the Senator has commented, with specific objectives can
there be measurements, auditing, evaluations, and re-assessments
as needed.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Ranking Member, for this op-
portunity, and I look forward to your questions.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Hindery. Dr. Adams,
will you please proceed?

TESTIMONY OF GORDON ADAMS,! DISTINGUISHED FELLOW,
HENRY L. STIMSON CENTER

Mr. ApaMmS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am delighted
to appear before this hearing this afternoon. I congratulate both of
you for holding the hearing because, as has already been said today
several times, this is a very propitious moment for thinking about
how we strengthen, improve, restructure and make more effective
the development assistance of the U.S. Government. So it is ex-
tremely timely.

I also wanted to thank you in particular, Senator Voinovich, for
your service on the Advisory Panel for the study that the American
Academy of Diplomacy is sponsoring, which we at the Stimson Cen-
ter are writing. We appreciate your service there as well and look
forward to giving you a useful and implementable result.

I will briefly make a few points today, and thank you for putting
my full statement in the record.

Precepts first, I focus on our foreign policy toolkit, and our for-
eign policy toolkit is out of balance. We have relied on the military
instrument of power and have neglected and understated our capa-
bilities in diplomacy, development, and foreign assistance. And it

1The prepared statement of Mr. Adams appears in the Appendix on page 60.
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is my judgment that the Congress and the next Administration are
going to have to address that priority.

I observe in my testimony that despite a growing State Depart-
ment operational budget in recent years, we still have a Depart-
ment that is inadequately staffed and funded to play a full part in
our foreign and national security policy.

And despite roughly doubling our foreign assistance over the past
8 years, our development and foreign assistance institutions still
suffer from what I call a “diaspora” of organizations and capabili-
ties. They need to better integrated and coordinated. They need
more strategic direction. They need more funding and staff. And
}hey need, in my judgment, a coordinated budget process to be ef-
ective.

So I want to mention four things that I recommend in the testi-
mony.

First off, with respect to the State Department, we need to invest
in additional staffing for the State Department and reshape the ca-
reer expectations of people going into America’s diplomacy. I think
both of those are important. We will recommend in the report that
Senator Voinovich is helping us with that there be a roughly 35-
percent increase in the overseas Foreign Service staffing of the
State Department over the next 5 years. But increasing the people
is not in itself enough. We need to have also different people or to
evolve the people we have. We have some fine diplomats, but the
State Department today—and this is very much at the core of my
testimony—is doing a great deal more than report, negotiate, and
?epresent, which is the classical function of a State Department of-
icer.

Through the State Department and through USAID, we have a
very strong and growing “gray area” of program activity at the
State Department: HIV programs in PEPFAR, the EUR assistance
programs in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, counter-
terrorism programs, and peacekeeping operations. For all of these,
we are getting a new generation and a new set of experiences for
our State Department diplomats.

We need to focus on that reality, in a very concentrated way, to
recruit, to train through their careers, to assign across cones, to as-
sign across departments, and to reward a much broader career
path in the State Department than what traditionally has been the
case.

We also think that it is very important to expand and reward the
work of the public diplomacy function at the State Department.
Senator Voinovich referred to this in his early questions. We think
that is a very important aspect, and we will be recommending in
the Stimson Academy Report an increase in staffing and in pro-
gramming for the public diplomacy functions at the State Depart-
ment.

I mention these issues because, in my judgment, they are all con-
nected. We are talking about the civilian capability of the U.S. Gov-
ernment; our foreign assistance and diplomacy and public diplo-
macy are connected in our effort to be effective.

Second, to come specifically to the area of foreign assistance,
when I was the Associate Director at the Office of Management
and Budget back in the early to mid-1990s, one of the things that
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struck me most strongly was that most of the accounts that are in
what we call the Function 150, the international affairs budget,
were integrated at my desk. I was an OMB official. It is not the
place that these accounts, programs, or strategies ought to be inte-
grated. Because the integration mechanisms at the State Depart-
ment were not effective, they were integrated at my desk. This re-
flects the diaspora I mentioned earlier. And the diaspora has got-
ten worse in this Administration. Congress and the Administration
have created programs that have the opportunity to be effective. I
am talking about PEPFAR and about the Millennium Challenge
Corporation, which make up the bulk of the growth in foreign as-
sistance funding over the last 6 or 7 years.

The consequence of the diaspora and your chart amply dem-
onstrates it—is the weakening of our core foreign assistance insti-
tution: USAID. Here there is not only a need to rebuild the core,
but to restructure that core so it can carry new responsibilities. It
needs to reform to being a technical and field agency as opposed
to a contracting agency, and forward to deal with the kinds of
issues it now works on with the Department of Defense and the
private sector. I want to note here that the flow of funding to the
developing countries right now from the private sector overwhelms
any bilateral official aid. The effective coordination with other do-
nors requires an adequate staff in the field.

So we have a very strong recommendation in the study about
doubling the field presence of USAID and making sure that it is
technical, programmatic, and on the ground, not just more con-
tracting officers. We see USAID as the central player in our foreign
assistance and development programs. I would urge appointing
someone to the position that exists in statute but has not been
filled, making the current Office of Director of Foreign Assistance
an actual Deputy Secretary of State. A Deputy Secretary of State
for Management and Resources position exists in law, in Title 22.
And we recommend appointing that person and dual-hatting them
as the Administrator of USAID. This will ensure a voice for foreign
assistance at the intergovernmental level, and it will assure re-
sponsiveness to the Congress because it is a confirmed official re-
sponsible for development assistance.

The third point is strategic planning. We have talked a little bit
about that, and Mr. Greene talked about that a good deal, too. This
comes to the core of the problem. There is a close tie between our
foreign policy goals and our foreign assistance and development
programs. Rather than separating them, I see over time the need
for a very close tie if the United States is going to have a powerful
and effective civilian foreign policy toolkit, and a more integrated
strategic planning and budgeting capability that meets the needs
of development as a central goal of U.S. international engagement.

This to me is not a question of development versus foreign assist-
ance. A very broad definition of development, one used by most of
the development community today, incorporates programs that we
call “foreign assistance” and programs that we call “development
assistance.” And it is not a question of “short term” versus “long
term.” The short and the long are increasingly interlocked in our
statecraft.
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There will always be some conflicts between short and long term
perspectives. That is just in the nature of things. But both are im-
portant. It is important to recognize that reality——

Senator AKAKA. Dr. Adams, would you please summarize?

Mr. Apams. Yes, I will. Thank you.

The State Department does both long and short term work.
USAID does both short and long term work. So we see Mr.
Greene’s office as flawed, flexible, fixable, and an important foun-
dation for building this long-term, transparent capacity for budg-
eting.

I will simply add one other point, and that is that in the testi-
mony I talk a bit about this question of militarization, and both
here and in the Stimson Center Report, we will try to be responsive
to Secretary Gates’ concern about militarization of foreign assist-
ance to bring back into the State Department and the USAID
world the authorities over many of those programs now being im-
plemented by the Defense Department under its own authorities.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Dr. Adams. Ms. Richard,
please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF ANNE C. RICHARD,! VICE PRESIDENT FOR
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS AND ADVOCACY, INTERNA-
TIONAL RESCUE COMMITTEE

Ms. RicHARD. Thank you, Senators. Thank you for holding this
hearing on Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy. Your
interest in this issue is very well timed. There is a consensus
emerging that change is needed.

This afternoon, I would like to outline three major weak points
in the foreign assistance bureaucracy—one, leadership; two, people;
and three, coordination—and propose steps that could help address
these weak points and strengthen the U.S. foreign aid program. My
remarks are informed by my position as the Vice President of the
International Rescue Committee, an internationally recognized re-
lief and development agency, and also my past experience at the
State Department. I was Madeleine Albright’s adviser on budgets
and planning.

I should also mention that I am the co-author of a forthcoming
paper from the Stanley Foundation and Center for New American
Security that describes how the next Administration might improve
U.S. foreign operations; and my co-author, Paul Clayman, was the
counsel for Senator Lugar on the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. I request that my remarks and the forthcoming paper be
put into the record.2

Senator AKAKA. Without objection, it will be made part of the
record.

Ms. RICHARD. Thank you.

Moving quickly to my first point, I think many of us here believe
that stronger development management, policy, and leadership is
needed from the U.S. Government. There is just a stronger need for

1The prepared statement of Ms. Richard appears in the Appendix on page 75.

2The working paper from the Stanley Foundation and Center for New American Security enti-
tled “Improving US National Security: Options for Strengthening US Foreign Operations,” ap-
pears in the Appendix on page 120.
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leadership of development assistance. The Bush Administration
has increased overall foreign aid but really opted out of using the
U.S. Agency for International Development for major new initia-
tives and instead developed “work-arounds,” such as creating the
Millennium Challenge Corporation as a separate agency and also
funneling HIV/USAIDS funding, the PEPFAR funds, through an of-
fice in the State Department. A logical move would be to fold these
initiatives into USAID and thus, bring most of the major aid
projects under one roof and ideally, reporting to one strong leader
within the Administration.

The Administrator of USAID is an important job that needs to
be filled by someone who can speak with authority. This person has
to go to conference tables at the White House and be included in
the discussions as decisions are being made and not told what hap-
pened later on. In international meetings and summits, the USAID
Administrator should be empowered to meet with development
ministers from other governments as a peer. Put simply, the Ad-
ministrator must be the point person for relief and development in
the Administration.

My written statement discusses militarization of foreign aid and
concerns about reconstruction after conflicts. These are very hot
topics right now, but they are parts of this overall foreign aid pic-
ture.

All of these various trends seemed to have boiled down lately to
a disagreement among experts about the best place to lead U.S. de-
velopment aid efforts. Some would say leadership should be at the
top of the State Department, as Mr. Greene did, or with a new
Cabinet-level development department, as both InterAction and
Mr. Hindery would maintain, or through a coordinator based in or
around the White House.

Paul Clayman and I developed what we call the “hybrid model,”
which we think combines the best of all these ideas: A new direc-
torate for foreign operations at the National Security Council with
staff who are knowledgeable and able to obtain input from key ac-
tors and help resolve disputes as they arise; a State Department
that can coordinate and influence the overall direction of the full
range of aid programs—which, as we know, is more than just de-
velopment aid—to address the President’s foreign policy needs—
and that could be built off of the current F process—and a strong
development agency, which I would propose be a revamped and em-
powered USAID—that includes all or most major development pro-
grams.

I would also propose that we continue the practice of having the
leaders from different agencies involved in foreign aid meet to dis-
cuss the trends and the policies that the Administration has, and
this could be modeled on the Millennium Challenge Corporation’s
board. Importantly, this hybrid model could be readily imple-
mented within a short period of time by a new Administration.

There is a need for more people in both the State Department
and USAID to carry out the important work of these agencies. It
will be important for the Department of State and USAID to ex-
plain the impact new personnel will have, how they will make a
difference, and what tasks they will undertake. Not just more peo-
ple are needed, but more training, too. The international affairs
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agencies need trained and skilled personnel to match modern de-
mands. This includes the ability to speak hard languages, apprecia-
tion for the use of technology, and a good understanding of pro-
gram management. In terms of skills, there is a clear need for per-
sonnel who can respond rapidly to crises and can play useful roles
in post-conflict situations.

Finally, both the State Department and USAID need contingency
funds to head off and respond to crises. I know proposals for contin-
gency funds almost never survive the budget process. I have first-
hand experience in that. But I would propose modeling a disaster
contingency fund on the highly successful Emergency Refugee and
Migration Account that the State Department manages for refugee
crises.

My recommendation, therefore, is that this Subcommittee speaks
out in support of greater investment in the international affairs
budget and the personnel of these agencies, but that you also seek
good answers to the questions of what the new hires will be doing
and how the workforce will be used to tackle global threats and the
full range of modern demands on Foreign Service officers.

My third point is that the very complexity that Rich Greene
talked about requires coordination. Many of those who criticize the
current way the U.S. Government organizes foreign aid complain
about the large number of agencies that run aid programs and the
long list of budget accounts that fund aid. And so I think a fresh
approach would probably consolidate this large number of govern-
ment actors into a smaller number of decisionmakers that work
more closely together. But there will always be multiple actors be-
cause of the complexity of U.S. interests overseas. A coherent strat-
egy does not necessarily mean that U.S. national security prior-
ities, goals, and objectives can be easily described or condensed into
a simple catchphrase. U.S. national interests are broad and varied.
The United States has relations with, and Americans have inter-
ests in—and I am sure nobody knows this better than U.S. Sen-
ators who hear from their constituents what their interests are—
nearly every country on the globe. U.S. Government engagement
with the rest of the world should be expected to be multi-faceted
and complex.

What is true is that the many U.S. foreign aid actors, organiza-
tions, and budget accounts make the entire enterprise harder to ex-
plain to senior officials, the media, the public, and to justify it to
you, the Congress. Government leaders should do a better job com-
municating the importance of this work. There is a need to coordi-
nate across various U.S. Government agencies in order to align
U.S. foreign aid programs with foreign policy goals, avoid duplica-
tion, and ensure a smart approach. The paper Paul Clayman and
I wrote on the hybrid model also proposes ways to do this.

Before concluding, I just want to say, Senator Voinovich, your
question earlier about the continuing resolution and really the reli-
ance, too, on supplementals to fund emergency funding and crises
in the world is having an impact on organizations like mine, the
International Rescue Committee. What happens is there is a great
deal of uncertainty at the start of the fiscal year, when managers,
good managers, should be sitting down deciding how many people
to hire, where they should be deployed, and how do you set about
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operating for the rest of the year. Without certainty, you cannot
know that, and, in fact, when you are told that your funding has
been cut but you might get more later in a supplemental, what
ends up happening is you have to let people go. You have to give
up the rent on your property. You have to not order the supplies
or send people for training. And it is very hard to do that later in
the ﬁscal year when half or three-quarters of the fiscal year has
gone by.

As bad as that is in terms of a management problem, it is really
more troubling in life-and-death situations such as the situations
some of my colleagues working in failed and fragile environments
see. You cannot go back in time and deliver healthy babies after
they have been born, you cannot go back and “back-feed” growing
children, and you cannot stop the spread of deadly diseases as they
are tearing through villages three-quarters of the way through the
year. So I would be very happy to talk to you more about that. We
have done a lot of thinking about that, both in my organization and
within InterAction, our coalition of relief and development agen-
cies.

Let me stop there. Thank you for holding this hearing, and I look
forward to your questions.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Ms. Richard.

Mr. Worthington, please proceed with your statement.

TESTIMONY OF SAMUEL A. WORTHINGTON,! PRESIDENT AND
CEO, INTERACTION

Mr. WORTHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure
to be here this afternoon. I am President and CEO of InterAction,
which is the largest coalition of U.S.-based international develop-
ment and relief organizations.2

Foreign assistance plays a critical role in advancing U.S. na-
tional interests overseas, and it represents, as we know, our hu-
manitarian values and puts the best face of America forward to the
world in many ways. InterAction’s 168 members receive $6 billion
a year from the American public directly, which is more than twice
what they receive in partnership with the U.S. Government. We
believe that the cornerstone of our foreign assistance portfolio is
development assistance, which at the heart of it should be poverty
alleviation. InterAction believes that the chief goal of U.S. develop-
ment assistance should be to reduce poverty and help countries and
people achieve their full potential, and that these reflect American
humanitarianism and equal opportunity for all.

The problem today is that we have too few development dollars
spread over too many agencies, as we see in these charts,? frag-
mented across 26 different departments, and our aid programs are
often poorly coordinated, at best, and at worst, working at cross
purposes.

It is for this reason that InterAction and its members believe
that the United States should develop a National Development

1The prepared statement of Mr. Worthington appears in the Appendix on page 81.

2The Policy Paper from InterAction, June 2008, entitled “Proposed Major Components and Or-
ganization of a Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human Development,” appears in the
Appendix on page 144.

3The charts referred to appear in the Appendix beginning on page 117.
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Strategy and that this National Development Strategy, among
other things, should prescribe how foreign assistance programs will
be coordinated and integrated with other foreign policy tools for
working with low-income countries, assert that poverty reduction is
a primary goal of foreign assistance, recognize the role of women
in reducing poverty, describe how U.S. development programs re-
late to the Departments of State and Defense, and lay out how our
assistance programs should coordinate with other bilateral and
multilateral and other funding, including funding from the U.S.
nonprofit community.

This last point about coordination raises another important issue
for us, which is the government’s capacity to be a good partner in
development. Right now USAID, which is our lead development
agency, lacks the capacity to coordinate effectively with other bilat-
eral and multilateral donors or of its own partners, including U.S.
civil society. The latter problem is caused by the agency’s human
capital limitations, which we were talking about earlier today, as
USAID just does not have the staff to effectively manage the grants
and cooperative agreements that are used and comprise its primary
funding relationship with the U.S. civil society and NGOs. This
problem was exacerbated when the agency’s Bureau for Policy and
Program Coordination, which handled many functions related to
donor coordination, was moved out of the agency into the Office of
the Director of Foreign Assistance.

I have made 11 key recommendations in my written testimony
that I believe will improve the government’s capacity to respond to
this coordination, and I would like to share a few of them with you
right now.

First, I would urge Congress to work closely with Director of U.S.
Foreign Assistance, Henrietta Fore, to implement her Development
Leadership Initiative, which is, in essence, turning back some of
the challenges that have plagued USAID for the last 15 years.

Second, I urge Congress and the Administration to work together
to replace USAID’s operating expense (OE) account with a funding
mechanism that allows Congress to maintain its oversight, but
gives the agency the resources and flexibility it needs to be effec-
tive.

Third, we need to prioritize monitoring and evaluation so that
USAID can know what works and what does not.

Fourth, to ensure that USAID staff know the difference between
acquisition contracts and assistance cooperative agreements. The
NGO community has always approached USAID a co-equal partner
rather than simply a contracting agency that pays for development
programs.

And, finally, we need to elevate development assistance within
our government to its rightful place alongside defense and diplo-
macy, a principle that is well established as part of our govern-
ment’s National Security Strategy.

It is InterAction’s position that the best way to elevate develop-
ment assistance is to create a Cabinet-level Department for Global
and Human Development. A Cabinet-level department would
streamline the various goals and objectives of U.S. foreign assist-
ance as well as the current proliferation of assistance programs, in-
cluding PEPFAR and the MCC, and creating a Cabinet-level de-
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partment would protect development from militarization by the De-
partment of Defense or subordinated to the tactical goals of the
State Department.

Those who suggest that USAID ought to be merged with the
State Department underestimate the differences in the culture and
the functions between the two agencies. The alignment of develop-
ment and diplomacy is important. So is the alignment of defense
and diplomacy. And yet no reasonable person would ever suggest
merging the State Department into DOD. Soldiers enlist in our
military to become warriors not aid workers. Similarly, State De-
partment officials aspire to be diplomats not development special-
ists. Humanitarian development policy experts choose to work at
USAID or the Cabinet-level department we propose because they
believe they can make a difference in the lives of the world’s poor,
particularly as it relates to our national interests. InterAction has
a paper that proposes how we might organize such a department,
which I submit for the record along with my written testimony.

Hundreds of CEOs and InterAction are not alone in seeking a
Cabinet-level department. It is an idea that is gaining momentum
here in Washington, also the position of the Modernizing Foreign
Assistance Network, a bipartisan group of experts from think
tanks, universities, and NGOs, of which I am a part.

It is clear that the 21st Century presents us with foreign policy
challenges that our current development infrastructure is ill-
equipped to handle. We are also at a point in our history when re-
spect for the United States abroad is at an all-time low. At the
same time, the next President will take over a country with a large
constituency that supports international development, as well as a
military that supports improvement in our non-military tools. It is
vitally important that he works with Congress to reach a grand
bargain that prioritizes these issues and gives the Executive
Branch the flexibility it needs to respond to a rapidly changing
world and ensures comprehensive legislative oversight.

The United States must elevate development within our govern-
ment and give it the space it needs to be effective vis-a-vis defense
and diplomacy, focus our foreign assistance and development pro-
grams on a streamlined set of objectives by creating a National De-
velopment Strategy, and improve the capacity of our government to
partner effectively with U.S. NGOs, with other donors, and with
aid recipients.

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Worthington. Mr.
Hyman, would you please proceed with your statement?

TESTIMONY OF GERALD F. HYMAN,' SENIOR ADVISOR AND
PRESIDENT OF THE HILLS PROGRAM ON GOVERNANCE,
CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

Mr. HYMAN. Thank you, Chairman Akaka and Ranking Member
Voinovich, for holding this hearing and for giving me the oppor-
tunity to appear before you. I ask that my full written testimony
be included in the record.

1The prepared statement of Mr. Hyman appears in the Appendix on page 94.
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Senator AKAKA. Yes. Other materials that are being requested by
our witnesses, without objection, will be included in the record.

Mr. HYMAN. Some of the points I wanted to make have already
been made by others, so I will be briefer than I might otherwise
have been. I am sure you will not object to that.

The first and most important, of course, is that the organization
of U.S. assistance is fractured, tangled, mismanaged, and mal-
aligned. That is a point that everyone at this table—and, in fact,
Mr. Greene pointed out himself when he said it was fragmented
across multiple bureaus and offices within State and USAID. And
your chart points that out even more forcefully. USAID was, and
remains to some extent, the primary assistance vehicle, although
it is deeply troubled, weak, and demoralized, and that needs to be
turned around, in my opinion. So the first of these three points is
the fractured nature of our assistance programs.

Within the State Department, we have a number of programs
that could easily have been managed by USAID and were pulled
out for reasons of bureaucratic turf wars, personality, and a whole
variety of other measures that had, I think, little to do with the
substance of what was going on. That includes PEPFAR, it includes
the Millennium Challenge Corporation, and it includes the Middle
East Partnership Initiative.

I was in the original group that worked on what became the Mil-
lennium Challenge Corporation, and initially that was—a separate
corporation was only one of several options available for how to do
a program like the MCC program. Pulling it out just was another
example of picking away at what could have been or should have
been and was a central development agency. That trend, it seems
to me, needs to be reversed.

The second major feature—and that is all within the 150 Ac-
count, all underneath the Secretary of State, underneath the Agen-
cy for International Development. The second point is the point
that is on your chart as well, and that is the other government de-
partments that are doing assistance, with the possible exception,
sir, of the Bureau for Indian Affairs. It is not obvious to me that
there is any department in the U.S. Government that does not
have a foreign assistance program of its own, and that creates a
huge problem of fracturing, fragmenting, and so on, particularly
when people from different agencies are engaged in similar or par-
allel programs in the same country at the same time and often giv-
ing contrary advice. So it seems to me that fracturing is the first
issue that needs to be dealt with.

Secretary Rice has tried to deal with that through the 150 Ac-
count and the development of the so-called F process and the Direc-
tor of Foreign Assistance. In my personal opinion, it is a defective
attempt. But as Mr. Greene pointed out, they are working on some
changes, which I hope will improve the situation dramatically.

My second point: I agree with Mr. Adams—and I am afraid I dis-
agree with some of my other colleagues on this panel—about the
advisability of separating the assistance—a coordinated assistance
effort into a different independent department separate from the
Department of State, for a variety of reasons. First, the new Na-
tional Security Strategy calls for development diplomacy and de-
fense into the same—into a unified national security policy. I do
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not think that separating development out of that is going to in-
crease the coherence of those three. It seems to me it is going to
elevate the problems of integration to a higher level, which may re-
quire, as Ms. Richard suggested, a NSC arbiter. But it seems to me
it is not a wise idea, again, to pull things apart and then move
them to the top for integration into the National Security Council,
which will wind up having to adjudicate a whole variety of turf and
theoretical and implementation issues that it seems to me would
be better handled within the Department.

Second, there are other kinds of programs than the pure develop-
ment account programs, and those are in the ESF accounts. We can
talk about and I think it would be useful to talk about joining those
two, but the fact is that we do a variety of “development programs”
in countries for reasons other than pure development. Haiti,
Sudan, the FATA regions of Pakistan, North Korea—the list goes
on and on. These are programs that look like development pro-
grams done for very different reasons. We are not putting $750 mil-
lion into the FATA because it is a great development partner. We
are doing it for other reasons. And those, in my opinion, are per-
fectly reasonable to do, perfectly legitimate, and the programs may
look like development programs—education, schools, roads,
health—but they are done for very different reasons. And that is
why you have, we have, separate accounts. It might be useful to
come back and relook at those accounts, but those are programs
that, again, require diplomacy and development to be linked to-
gether, in my personal view.

If you pull them apart, either two-thirds of the “development
budget” would not be funded, or it would be funded at levels justifi-
able only on purely development grounds, or they would be man-
aged by the Department of State while you had a separate develop-
ment level agency doing the so-called development program. I do
not see that the first two are advisable, and the third is neither
advisable nor realistic, it seems to me. So I would keep them with-
in the confines of one agency.

The third thing is strategy and tactics. I would be happy to talk
about that in the question period, but the fact is that the F process
that Mr. Greene talked about merges tax strategy and tactics,
hyper-centralizes the decisions in Washington, does not adequately,
in my opinion, look at the advantages of the field programs and
field expertise. It oversimplifies the character of recipient countries.
It undermines the value of our in-country expertise and has dam-
aged the attempt to measure impact, as you discussed earlier.

So I have nine recommendations. I think I am out of time. They
are in my testimony, and I will just leave it at that. Thank you so
much for the opportunity, and I look forward to your questions.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. Hyman.

I would like to ask my first question of Mr. Hindery. I know you
have limited time here. Mr. Hindery, in the four tasks you identi-
fied for starting up a new department for International Sustainable
Development, you did not include the need to ensure that human
capital needs, such as recruitment, retention, or training are ad-
dressed, even though you mention these needs as part of your case
for starting a separate department.
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Do you believe that a new department would already have most
of its human capital needs met?

Mr. HINDERY. Mr. Chairman, I think the question is a seminal
one, and you have raised it in other contexts this afternoon. This
is about quality of personnel. It is about quantity of personnel. But
it is also about morale. And in our longer testimony, my colleagues
and I on the HELP Commission concluded that all three of them
can only be met well in a separate department.

I take exception with some of the other panelists. I think it is
the status that would come from a separate department that would
address the morale question, and I think that as these three Secre-
taries sit as partners in this initiative of defense, diplomacy, and
development, that all of the management concerns that you and
Senator Voinovich have raised could be more easily addressed.

I have had the privilege of being a chief executive of large organi-
zations, and that is an unmanageable chart to your right, sir, ab-
sent consolidation and coordination and status—and I really would
emphasize, as somebody who has had the privilege of leading large
numbers of people, that status is critical. Status is critical to at-
tracting people. It is critical to retaining people. And absent it, I
think foreign assistance will not be the success that you and Sen-
ator Voinovich might like to see.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Hindery and Mr. Worthington, in your testi-
mony, you make a case for a new separate Cabinet-level depart-
ment focused on international development. Do you see any other
practical alternatives to this such as improving the F Bureau or
somehow keeping the foreign assistance responsibilities within the
State Department?

Mr. HINDERY. Mr. Chairman, over the 3 years that the HELP
Commission existed—and I was, as I mentioned, its Senate-ap-
pointed vice chair—with a lot of exhaustive review, all of the Com-
missioners concluded that there were only three choices available
to this Congress on this issue: A super State Department, that is,
the collapse of this activity into the State Department; a much
emboldened USAID; or the third alternative, which Mr. Wor-
thington and I and Ms. Richard, I think, are in consensus on,
which is the stand-alone department.

We did not find a fourth, Mr. Chairman. I do not think there is
one. And it was our conclusion that the negatives of a super State
Department belie the principles of three D’s as you would have just
killed off one of the D’s. And as for an emboldened USAID, it would
not confront the three charts which you have presented to us today.
Just emboldening USAID and managing it better would not fix its
structure problem.

I think as a final comment—and I would defer to Mr. Wor-
thington, who is so able on this subject, and to Ms. Richard—there
is such a good model in the DfID success that for you and the
Ranking Member, you do not have to speculate that this works. It
has been proven to work in the DfID model. And I think that would
give great comfort, should give great comfort to the next Adminis-
tration and to this Congress.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you. Mr. Worthington.

Mr. WORTHINGTON. The F process was a beginning of an attempt
to engage in coordination, and as such, it should be applauded as
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a first step. The challenge is for a community that engages directly
with the U.S. Government in the field, that coordination did not go
far enough and in many ways was too centralized in the way it re-
lated to the field. So one level, we applaud the coordination at-
tempt, but it simply did not go far enough.

The second is a recognition that any attempt to bring all these
actors together will only work in terms of how it is reflected in an
embassy overseas. You will always have an Ambassador as the pri-
mary representative of the United States overseas, but underneath
that, right now you do not have a clear actor who is responsible
for U.S. foreign assistance on the ground as it relates to different
parts of the various programs you have over there. At times, you
do not even know who is going to come and visit a country from
different agencies.

So our community—and this is a discussion among some 100 dif-
ferent CEOs over a long period of time. It slowly emerged that we
needed to have this broader degree of bringing together the dif-
ferent parts of U.S. foreign assistance to simply enable us to work
with. Some members of our community are working with 10, 15 dif-
ferent parts of the U.S. Government.

Our challenge was that when we saw the F process come into
being, the overall goals and direction of U.S. foreign assistance
shifted significantly at the local level and in budgeting to reflect in-
terests of the State Department and diplomatic interests, which are
purely—very much valid for U.S. foreign assistance, but we saw
that there was no longer the space for what we would view as de-
velopment was actually narrowing at the time when resources are
significantly increasing for development work within the Adminis-
tration. And that led us to conclude that it was only establishing
a more empowered USAID ultimately to a Cabinet-level depart-
ment under a broad strategy would be the best outcome.

Senator AKAKA. Ms. Richard, would you care to comment on that
question?

Ms. RICHARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Where I agree with Mr.
Worthington and Mr. Hindery is on the importance of having a
USAID that is functioning and that is strong. And I am really sur-
prised that the current Administration, which talked a lot about
taking a very businesslike approach to foreign aid, bypassed work-
ing to fix whatever is wrong with USAID and set up duplicative,
new, and other organizations.

I thought that if one wanted to be businesslike and be a good
caretaker of the taxpayers’ money, one would have looked at
USAID, examined how it was operating, and come up with pro-
posals to strengthen it. And so I would propose that the next Ad-
ministration do that.

Where I differ from them is that I do not think there is anything
magic about elevating an organization to a Cabinet level. To me,
that is no silver bullet. I think that what is really needed is that
the organization operate very well and have the support of the
President and of the Secretary of State, and that will enhance the
status, and that will enhance the morale of the personnel in the
organization.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much for that. I am going to ask
Senator Voinovich for his questions.
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Senator VOINOVICH. One of the things that I was really happy
about when Senator Akaka put this hearing together was that we
are kind of at a junction or watershed period where we have a
chance to really do something different. And I think one of the
things that needs to be underscored is the landscape of the world
has changed, and that is, we have a whole different variety of chal-
lenges that we must face. But the one thing I would like to ask,
Mr. Adams, in the report coming out from the American Diplo-
macy,?have all these people at the table had any input at all in the
report?

Mr. Apams. Yes, in a variety of ways, they have. Anne Richard
is a member of the Advisory Group helping us with that study.
That group has taken into consideration all three of the pieces of
work: The Modernizing the Foreign Assistance Network in Inter-
Action; the work Jerry Hyman did for the Carnegie Endowment;
and the HELP Commission report as well. All of those pieces of
work are taken into consideration in the work that we are doing.

Senator VOINOVICH. It seems to me that we have a gigantic pub-
lic-private partnership, and I think it is really important that you
take into consideration the contribution that many of these organi-
zations are making. I think you said, Mr. Worthington, they spend
more money than we do combined. And so that is something that
is very special, and we ought to be encouraging that, and there
ought to be as much coordination going on as possible.

I think the problems that are going to be confronting the next
President are enormous in so many areas. I would urge all of you
to really get together and get up early in the morning and go to
bed late at night trying to come back with some kind of consensus,
a recommendation to Congress and to the next President, about
how this thing should happen. As I say, the stars are in line. Two
years ago, I talked with General Jones about this, as well as the
head of Africa—and they all—everybody seems to understand we
have got to do something different. But I think that if we get into
the next year and we have got people going different directions, it
will make it difficult for us to be successful.

I am going to spend a lot of time trying to figure out this concept
of a new department because I have experienced—and so has Sen-
ator Akaka—this whole new Department of Homeland Security.
And it is a nightmare and probably should never have been put to-
gether the way it was. And I say shame on the Administration for
not coming up here and wrestling with us to say, look, we have got
the job to do and this is the way we think we need to do it, instead
of letting us kind of impose it; and now that it is not working and
things are not going the way they are supposed to, we just say,
Well, that is your baby, you take care of it.

I think that is really important to think about how does that get
done. You have a lot of different groups out there, and how much
more difficult or less difficult would it be than the Department of
Homeland Security? We did the Defense Department. There was
kind of a thread that ran through all of it, and it was a lot easier
to do. You have different cultures, all kinds of things that need to
be looked at.

So I would really like you to give some more thought to how to
handle that situation, and the other thing, of course, is the issue
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of the earmarks that are there. Again, that does not give you the
flexibility that you need to look at the programs and how do they
jibe together and how you can maximize the dollars that are avail-
able.

Mr. ADAMS. Senator, since you asked my view on the depart-
ment, let me be clear, I do not, in fact, favor creating a separate
Department of Development. My views really join Anne Richard’s
and Jerry Hyman’s. The reason I have that view is precisely be-
cause, as I said in my opening statement, the reality of our foreign
affairs agencies and programs is that there is a substantial degree
of integration, overlap, and even cooperation particularly between
the State Department and USAID with respect to both program
definition, program implementation, and the objectives served by
the programs. This is what I called the “gray area.” It is really the
connection between our foreign policy objectives, our national secu-
rity objectives, and the important role that development has in
those objectives.

USAID does a number of things, not just development programs.
It works closely with the Defense Department today in Afghani-
stan. In Iraq, as you know, it has transition initiatives programs,
conflict management, military affairs programs and disaster assist-
ance, all of which focus on the near term. And in the State Depart-
ment, you have a European Assistance Program that is budgeted
and planned by the EUR Bureau in the State Department and im-
plemented in part at USAID. They have to work with each other
hand in glove all the time.

In other words, we have a rapidly changing culture—here I do
disagree with Leo Hindery—in the State Department with respect
to its attention to program definition and implementation and to
long term objectives in the field. And we have a foreign assistance
organization which can do both long term and short term at the
same time.

In my judgment, this is best served—and here I join Anne Rich-
ard and Jerry Hyman—by strengthening the capacity of USAID in
relationship to the State Department. My recommendation is that
a Deputy Secretary of State position for resources and management
that exists in law be, in fact, the steering official for the foreign as-
sistance programs of the United States, these programs give both
accountability to Capitol Hill and a presence at the decision tables
in the White House.

That vision may not have quite all the details right, but it con-
forms to the reality of U.S. involvement overseas today. Trying to
separate out one very specific thing narrowly defined as poverty re-
duction and development is not an accurate description of what we
call “development” programs in the government and would artifi-
cially separate out these other policy-relevant programs. Then
where is their home? What do they do?

Senator VOINOVICH. Mr. Hindery wants to comment.

Mr. HINDERY. Senator, I think that your concern about the prob-
lems around the creation of the Department of Homeland Security
are well stated. We looked at that, and we all have to remember
that DHS was born out of the tragedy of September 11, 2001, and
many of its activities were new in their own right.
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Senator VOINOVICH. Pardon me. You said something about the
DfID model?

Mr. HINDERY. The DfID model, which is the euphemism for the
United Kingdom’s stand-alone department. It is called the Depart-
ment for International Development (DfID).

Senator VOINOVICH. That was the other thing I was thinking
about when you were talking. I wonder how other people handle it.
So you are referring to the way they

Mr. HINDERY. The United Kingdom, Senator, has a stand-alone
department.

I would go back to the comment about the Department of Home-
land Security. We need to remember that much of its problems
were because it was also trying to start new initiatives. U.S. for-
eign assistance already exists, and it has existed for 60 years. It
is a noble part of what we do as a Nation.

If you and your colleagues looked at it more as a reformation, a
rehabilitation of what we are doing now and not the entirety of a
new initiative, as DHS was, the Department of Homeland Security,
while it is not an unformidable task, it may be more comforting to
your and your colleagues as you try to draw the contrast.

Senator VOINOVICH. Ms. Richard.

Ms. RicHARD. The proposal that I put forward is less than ideal.
It was put forward because it is a compromise between people who
would like to see a Cabinet-level development agency and people
who think that the State Department should do more, should be
more in the leadership.

So as a practitioner, Paul Clayman and I were looking for a way
to bridge these two communities.

Senator VOINOVICH. How long were you with Secretary Albright?

Ms. RICHARD. I was at the State Department starting in May
1990, working actually for Deputy Secretary Eagleburger, and I
was there most of the 1990s. And for 2 years, I reported directly
to Secretary Albright on these activities.

Senator VOINOVICH. So you were there for a while.

Ms. RiCcHARD. Most of the decade of the 1990s I was working on
foreign aid and trying to figure out how to work across the agencies
that were—and try to bring more coherence. And what is hap-
pening today is a much more serious effort than we were able to
mount back then, although every Secretary of State has cared
about this, and usually the longer they are in the job, the more
they care about it because they realize that this is indeed the tool-
kit they have to make a difference in the world.

So our proposal is a compromise. It is not ideal, but one of the
benefits of it is it could be done relatively easily in the first 90 days
of a new Administration.

Now, could you do more and could you do something more to-
wards an ideal? Yes, you could, but in order to do that, you would
have to have the President personally interested, I think, with the
White House behind it, and some sort of understanding at the out-
set with Congress that there would be joint work to produce some-
thing useful.

We have seen how hard it is to get foreign assistance legislation
passed in the Congress, and that is why I do not have a great deal
of hope that a major restructuring could be carried out. But as you
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say, it is an interesting time. There is a lot more attention to this.
You may have a better sense up here on the appetite for under-
taking something large and sweeping.

I do think there is a consensus that is changing——

Senator VOINOVICH. I am taking too much time. I would like to
interrupt you. The thing that is really important here is that you
can have a new President, and new Presidents like to do new ini-
tiatives. And you are complaining about the Millennium challenge
corporation and other things that should have been there, and they
did not—they wanted to have something that they could point to.
And I think that if there is not a lot of good work done before that
and you can go to the next President and say, look, we worked this
thing out, we do not think we need to have a new department, here
is the way you can get it done and try and say that his initiative
will be that he is going to bring these other things together in a
special way. I think it is really important you do that because if
it does not happen, the new guy is going to come in and say, hey,
I am doing it this way, and off we go, and a year from now or 2
years from now, maybe we get something done. We do not have
time for that.

Ms. RicHARD. Well, where there is consensus is there is con-
sensus change is needed; there is agreement the United States
must be more effective on this. There is a general belief that for-
eign aid is indeed a useful tool to pursue U.S. national interests.
There is a recognition that the United States needs a better bal-
ance between military and civilian tools. There is a desire to con-
solidate the large number of actors. There is an emphasis on the
need for coordination, and there is a recognition that we need a
longer-term strategic vision for U.S. programs. So I believe every-
one here at this table would agree to that and that becomes then
the nucleus for pulling people together around those concepts.

In looking at what the candidates have said, they have not come
up with well-developed proposals along these lines, but they are
talking about change and trying to do more and investing in tools
of reaching out to foreign countries and foreign publics. So in order
for them to achieve what they would like to do in the concrete, spe-
cific proposals, they are going to have to have a better bureaucracy
to support that.

Finally, I would like to say that the International Rescue Com-
mittee benefits from private fundraising. We get grants from the
U.S. Government to carry out programs in the U.S. national inter-
est. We also, though, receive monies from the United Kingdom Gov-
ernment’s Department for International Development. And what is
interesting to me is that they are very good at funding some of the
forgotten and neglected crises. They provide a lot of funding for us
for the Democratic Republic of the Congo, which has really fallen
off the screen here in the United States, even though there has
been tremendous rates of mortality there. And they are also very
good at looking how climate change has the potential to really hurt
some of the world’s more poor and vulnerable people.

So I can only say very positive things about the U.K. example,
and I think it is worth looking more at that example and talking
more to them.

Senator VOINOVICH. All right. Mr. Worthington.
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Mr. WORTHINGTON. I think we have to take into account a fun-
damentally changed external environment. I mentioned earlier that
our community raises $6 billion from the American public. It
makes us a donor of the size roughly of France. When you look
around the world, many times in a given country, the United
States is just one of many development actors in a country. Those
actors are the NGO community, the private sector, other develop-
ment actors and so forth.

The challenge is, as the United States, we then have multiple ac-
tors of our own. So when it comes to leveraging things—leveraging
private resources, leveraging resources from the NGO community—
our government does not take advantage of it the way we could.
We could be matching you 2:1 in terms of resources in many types
of programs, and yet it is divided across many different actors.

The DfID group is very good at leveraging how the U.K. fits in
a given country compared to other development actors in a country,
and the United States, by not having a development strategy of
where is our specific value-added, where can we make a difference,
we do not take as much advantage of that as could other actors.

The other is InterAction did a study of many of our members in
terms of the implementation of the F process in the field, and un-
fortunately, we got some relatively negative feedback, both in
terms of morale—and this was feedback from partners of the U.S.
Government as well as within USAID. In a sense, at a time when
we need to be empowering development within the U.S. Govern-
ment, we should not be taking steps that disempower it. We need
to be able to elevate as much as we can.

Now, whether that leads to a Cabinet level, I do not know, but
there has been a lot of consensus, and it goes from the IRC’s CEO,
other actors within our broad community, to the Brookings Institu-
tion, the Center for Foreign Relations, other actors who have got-
ten together in this Modernizing Foreign Assistance. And whether
you go all the way to the Cabinet agency one can debate, but the
broad elements seem to run across many different groups, both
from the Republican and Democrat, of the need, one, for funda-
mental reform; two, that there is a need to elevate in some way de-
velopment to create a greater space for the voice, a capacity to bet-
ter leverage U.S. interests in development overseas; and to do that
under a strategy that is comprehensive and goes across multiple
actors within the U.S. Government if it is not just one department.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you.

Senator AKAKA. I thank Senator Voinovich for his questions. For
the second round, I have just two questions, and I will also call on
Senator Voinovich again. But this question is for the panel.

Like the military, the Foreign Service prefers to recruit most of
it officers at the entry level. Dr. Adams suggests recruiting FSOs
at the mid-career levels may be preferable since many, especially
those who have served in the military, NGOs, or the business
world, may bring programmatic, technical, or other critical skills.

Do you think that the Foreign Service culture, especially at
USAID, could find a greater role for mid-career-level employees
who desire to join the Foreign Service? Are there any obstacles that
would prevent this from happening on a large scale?
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Mr. Apams. Maybe I should start since I made that point in my
testimony.

The answer is yes and yes. What is crucial here is that the For-
eign Service is changing, and as everybody at the table has said,
the world is changing. And so how we engage as a Nation in
statecraft is, therefore, changing. And the old model and culture of
“report, represent, and negotiate” does not work even for the For-
eign Service officers at the State Department. And because of the
damage amply demonstrated in your chart, the new culture of
managing contracts does not work very well at USAID either.

The reality is that for both of these organizations and more
broadly, we need to recruit a new generation, people who are able
to walk and chew gum at the same time. Who are prepared to be
both managers and diplomats, both planners and implementers,
and be engaged in the field. And if you put all of those pieces to-
gether, it means both organizations need, and I think our report is
going to make this point very strongly—to recruit, train, promote,
incentivize, and cross-assign the personnel who promote our foreign
policy interests.

Can they do this at the mid-career level? Yes, they can. The For-
eign Service Act that was passed in 1980 is both simple and ex-
plicit on this question. It is completely possible and within the
range of the law to recruit people at the mid-career level and to re-
cruit them very broadly with respect to specialization. And that is
important. If you wait until junior officers come in with that skill
set, it is going to be a very long time before they get to the level
where they are defining and implementing programs, making a dif-
ference in the field. So you want to start fast, hit the ground run-
ning, and be bringing in people at the mid-career level.

The obstacles are in the personnel rules in the two departments.
But even USAID has moved beyond that. They are deliberately set-
ting out explicitly, as part of the expansion you heard described
earlier by Richard Greene, to recruit people at the mid-career level
with the technical and field specializations that they need. So it is
entirely possible. This is simply an act of will in the two depart-
ments to proceed down that road.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you. Ms. Richard.

Ms. RiCHARD. I agree with what Dr. Adams said. I also might
point out that the staff of the State Department and USAID are
made up of political appointees, Foreign Service officers, civil serv-
ants, Foreign Service nationals, some nationals of the countries in
which embassies are located who are the locals. And the U.S. Agen-
cy for International Development, it has a Foreign Service, has civil
servants, and, of course, there are consultants and occasionally peo-
ple on loan, such as people from the Pentagon.

What has happened is that when any kind of change is proposed,
because of the environment in which everyone is working, there are
always concerns that the change will be negative, that somebody
is going to lose something. There are going to be less benefits or
less pay or less opportunities. And this is not a good way to run
organizations. There has to be more working together to build an
esprit de corps and to take advantage of a very diverse workforce
and really pull out people’s best talents and have them move quick-
ly into new areas to confront new challenges. And because, in part,
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I think the personnel always feel under threat that something is
about to be lost, they are very defensive to any kind of reforms or
changes. And I think that there has to be a better look at what is
needed and modeling a staff that can then address what is needed.

Thank you.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Worthington.

Mr. WORTHINGTON. The U.S. nonprofit community has over
200,000 people working in development around the world, and we
bring in experts from the United Nations, from the private sector,
and other areas. The idea that you would bring in mid- to senior-
level people in the U.S. Government makes a lot of sense. The chal-
lenge is: Are these jobs that people want to take? Are these jobs
that are interesting?

We are looking at the type of people that are coming in this new
increase of Foreign Service officers. Now, many of them are coming
from a background of a significant interest in transitional States
and post-war conflict. So when we look at the world, it is not nec-
essarily through development, but it is looking at the world
through a lens of war.

Our challenge is we need to bring in people who are also looking
at the world through a lens of how do you improve the well-being
of people and do so at the mid-career level and, in essence, be com-
petitive with other types of jobs like our community where there
is much more flexibility with private resources.

Senator AKAKA. Dr. Hyman.

Mr. HyMmAN. Thank you, Senator. I was in USAID when we went
back and forth between the very two things you are talking about.
You can do it; definitely, you can do it. USAID did it. You get into
this list of alphabetical acronyms. They were called NEPs, new
entry professionals, to distinguish them from the earlier group,
which were called IDIs, international development interns, or
something like that.

So what happened, of course, was that the people who came in
at the bottom, so to speak, or earlier in their career got lower
ranks. The people who were brought in later for so-called more pro-
fessional got higher ranks. So the people that had been in the For-
eign Service had served overseas for X numbers of years were sud-
denly confronted with Mary or John who comes in at a higher rank
than they are in without having been in any of these countries.

That can be overcome, but there are problems of managing per-
sonnel with bringing in people at higher levels. Definitely it can be
managed. In my personal opinion, I think the best way to do this
would be to have an agreement between the Congress and the Ad-
ministration that we are going to go on a certain path and we are
going to stay on it, we are not going to go back and forth.

After the so-called NEP experience, now Administrator Fore is
going back to the earlier model, bringing people in at a lower level.
So the people coming in now are saying, “Well, why don’t I get a
GS-3 rank? Why do I get a GS—6 rank? I am not any worse than
so-and-so.”

It seems to me that this going back and forth and back and forth
is part of the morale problem in USAID and other agencies, and
that really gets, Senator Voinovich, to your point earlier about ini-
tiatives.
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One of the recommendations I made here is that the Congress re-
sist this continuous attempt to have new initiatives with the new
mark of whoever has come in at the top. Whether it is the Presi-
dent, the Secretary of State, or the USAID Administrator, there is
a flood of new initiatives in almost every Administration, and many
of them do not live long through the Administration, let alone en-
during through the next Administration.

The Foreign Service and the civil service bounce back and forth
between every new initiative, and it seems to me Congress could
do a great service by avoiding or trying to resist or asking for re-
sistance of constantly having new programs, new directions, new
personnel systems, new program initiatives, etc.

That said, going back to the point that was made earlier, one of
the reasons that USAID and the U.S. Government, I think, are
going to have a more complicated assistance structure than, let’s
say, the U.K. system, the U.K. system is devoted to poverty reduc-
tion. As Mr. Worthington said, he thinks that is the primary thing
for our assistance program. If it is, you may very well be able to
create a U.K.-type structure. But our structure has a multiplicity
of purposes and a multiplicity of functions. If we do not want to do
that, fine, then we should limit our assistance program to poverty
reduction. That is not where it is now. It has now got anti-ter-
rorism dimensions; it has state foreign policy dimensions. It has a
whole variety of things that are all engaged in the way in which
projects are put together. If you have that kind of complicated func-
tion, then you are going to get a complicated form as well. It is just
like regular architecture. Organizational architecture, form ought
to follow function. And we have a complicated series of functions
and, therefore, need to look at what forms will best achieve those
kind of functions. And I think that is where I think you were driv-
ing at, Senator Voinovich.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Hyman. As I said, I
had two questions. Now, the last one, you heard Mr. Greene give
his top three recommendations for improving the foreign assistance
bureaucracy, and I am going to ask the panel to submit—each of
you submit your three top recommendations in writing to the Sub-
committee.

Now I would like to ask Senator Voinovich for any questions or
final remarks.

Senator VOINOVICH. I just think this has been a great hearing,
and I really appreciate all the work that you all have done, and
your organizations. There is this tendency when you come in to try
and do new things and build on—it is hard to say we want to
have—I will just remember back when my predecessor was Gov-
ernor Celeste, and he put a lot of money in “Ohio is the heart of
it all.” And my people came in and said, “We have got to change
this.” I said, “What do you mean we have to change it?” “Well, we
have to have our own thing.” And I said, “This State spent prob-
ably millions of dollars in hustling this ‘Ohio is the heart of it all.’
Why would we want to change that?”

And then he put in place the Edison Centers. “Well, we have got
to have our own centers.” I said, “These things are working. Let’s
take what he has and let’s build on it and make it better.”
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That is why I think it is real important that you guys keep doing
what you are doing so that we get this information over to whoever
the next President is and they do not come in and try and reinvent
the wheel, and take the best of your thoughts and put it together
and also do a good job of coming up to the Hill and lobbying and
try to get some of our colleagues to understand that some of these
earmarks and so on really are not helping the situation and we are
not getting the best return on our investment because it does not
allow us to put our dollars where they are needed most. For exam-
ple, the international de-mining group. And it is amazing to me
how much money they are leveraging today. We put in, I think, $10
million, and they leverage another %10 million. And, frankly, they
could even leverage more than that if we did the match. So there
is this concept of how you can take your dollars and maximize
them and get a bigger return on your investment is extremely im-
portant. That is why this public-private partnership I think is so
important.

The last thing I would say is that Senator Akaka and I have
been trying for the last 10 years to deal with the issue of human
capital, and we are talking about bringing people in from the mid-
dle level. Do you all believe that we have enough flexibilities to
make that happen? Because I think the last time we looked, we
only bring in about 13 percent of the people who work for the Fed-
eral Government that come in at a middle-level area. One of the
things that we did was leave. If you work for the Federal Govern-
ment—maybe it is different in the State Department. You are here
for a year, you get 2 weeks. You are here for 3 years, you get 3
weeks. And then you are here for 15 years, and you can get a
month. And we have changed that situation. We have changed the
paying off of loans—well, that does not so much deal with people
coming in at mid-level. But do you think we have enough flexibili-
ties there to go after some of these folks?

Mr. ApamMms. My sense, Senator, is that you do. The issue that
Jerry Hyman put his finger on is real; that is, you are dealing with
an existing workforce and you have brought most of them in at a
non-mid-career level and created an expectation about how they
will move up through the career ranks. And, inevitably, the man-
agement challenge in doing what you are recommending—and I
think it is highly desirable—is managing the career expectations of
the people who are there.

One of the keys to this is on the budgetary side, ensuring that
we are expanding what we are expecting of the organizations. And
expanding their funding. We are going to recommend in the
Stimson Report, an expansion of the number of positions, which
will require more funding. More positions and more funding will
help alleviate some of the tension Jerry Hyman is talking about.
But it definitely is an HR management issue to ensure that as you
recompose the workforce and bring in the skill sets you need, you
are not creating resentment and ill will in the existing architec-
ture.

It is a management challenge, but my sense is in law there is
virtually no impediment. The challenge is going to be in managing
the regulations and structures in the HR processes in the organiza-
tions.
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Senator VOINOVICH. You are going to have to bring in somebody
who is really good in terms of HR or identify somebody already in
the shop that can really understand that.

Mr. ApAMS. There are two keys here. One is bringing in some-
body with the level of expertise and knowledge and credibility to
run the foreign assistance operation, someone who really knows
what they are doing. It is not just another political appointee.
Somebody with real skills and talents. In my judgment, 75 percent
of this is an HR issue, and that means bringing in somebody who
has the real skill to do this HR job.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thanks very much.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. I would like to thank all
of our witnesses for being here today. There are many challenges
that face our foreign assistance bureaucracy, not the least of which
is, as we have been talking about, human capital. I believe that it
is vitally important to establish a clear national strategy to not
only guide our foreign aid efforts, but also to facilitate the effective
management, coordination, and staffing so that our national inter-
ests can be attained.

This Subcommittee will continue to focus on reforms of critical
aspects of our national security. Our next hearing will explore the
evolution of challenges to the public diplomacy bureaucracy.

The hearing record will be open for 1 week for additional state-
ments or questions from other Members of the Subcommittee. This
hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:29 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Introduction

Chairman Akaka and Ranking Member Voinovich, thank you for calling
this timely hearing. The degree of turmoil and poverty in the world right now
poses both challenges and opportunities for our assistance programs. I
welcome this opportunity to discuss with you the ways in which we are working
to improve the delivery and effectiveness of the U.S. Government’s (USG)

foreign assistance programs.

In the United States today, old divisions between those who saw foreign
aid as a tool to influence strategic partners and those who viewed it as a means
of doing good in the world are giving way to a new unity of purpose. Our
altruistic goal of improving lives around the world is consistent with our
national security goal of making the world a more secure place for the United
States and its allies. Indeed, it is increasingly clear that development plays a
critical role in national security. By addressing the long-term conditions that
lead to despair and instability, development takes its place alongside diplomacy
and defense as a key component of national security. When our programs
address the problems of unresponsive governments, health crises, enduring

crime and poverty, they make the world a safer place.

(43)
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The President’s National Security Strategy makes clear the critical role
that the State Department and the U.S. Agency for Intemational Development
(USAID) have in achieving national security objectives. At any time, in many
places around the world, the U.S. Government is engaged in a wide range of
necessary and interconnected foreign assistance objectives — promoting long-
term economic growth and development; reducing poverty; fighting disease;
providing military assistance and training; promoting post-conflict
reconstruction and recovery; delivering humanitarian response; improving
governance, transparency, and accountability; strengthening democracy and
civil society; and the list goes on. Each of our major foreign policy tools —~
diplomacy, defense and development — can help achieve development progress.
But they can do so effectively only if we synchronize our efforts in all three
areas. Today, as never before, we must ensure that our foreign policy and
foreign assistance institutions — civilian and military — work together to achieve
development results that promote our humanitarian and national security goals

around the world.

We have recently seen several significant reports on the future of U.S.
foreign assistance and the ways in which the United States organizes, funds and
delivers aid programs. The consensus in these reports is encouraging; they
make a bipartisan case for increasing investments and for modernizing aid

structures to reflect the importance of meeting global development challenges.

We have invested considerable effort to improve the coherence and
effectiveness of our foreign assistance architecture. Our overall approach has
many features, including increased funding levels; the creation of a new

structure to coordinate USG strategic and operational planning, integrated
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budget formulation and execution, and performance management; a bigger,
better trained and supported workforce; a focus on country needs in our
planning and budgeting; enhanced civilian-military coordination and delivery;
expanded private-public partnerships; a new rapid response capacity through
the Civilian Response Corps; a renewed focus on monitoring and evaluation of
our programs; improved coordination and information sharing with other
donors, host countries, and partners through the Global Development Commons
and other mechanisms; and increased development planning and coordination
with other governments. In my remarks today, I’d like to focus on the first
three key components I mentioned: funding levels, new approaches to
managing foreign assistance, and the workforce needed for delivering our

assistance programs.

Funding Levels

There are numerous recent examples where the Administration and the
Congress have worked closely together to provide development funding
commensurate with the challenges and opportunities that exist around the
world. As a result, the USG has nearly tripled Official Development Assistance
since 2001. We are on track to double our assistance to sub-Saharan Africa
between 2004 and 2010. Perhaps the most significant example of sustained
funding focus is the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief where we
have already invested nearly $19 billion in programs designed to reduce the
transmission and impact of HIV/AIDS, with the goal of treating two million
people, preventing seven million infections, and caring for ten million people.
Yesterday (July 30), the President signed into law a bill reauthorizing a second

five-year program of $48 billion. A second major initiative launched in 2004
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with strong Congressional support is the Millennium Challenge Corporation.
The Corporation has now signed compacts with 16 nations based on the
principle that aid is most effective when it reinforces good governance,
economic freedom, and investments in people. In addition, the President’s
Malaria Initiative is investing $1.2 billion over five years to reduce deaths due
to malaria by 50 percent in 15 African countries. Also, we have increased our
investments in post-conflict countries and countries struggling to emerge from
conflict, such as Iraq, Afghanistan, Sudan and Liberia. Comprehensive reform
has many facets, but clearly one of the first is securing adequate overall
resource levels for foreign assistance. I think both Congress and the
Administration can take pride in the significant resources and the focus on
results that we have provided to important programs that are transforming lives

overseas and making our world more secure.

Reforming the Foreign Assistance Process

Two years ago, Secretary Rice reviewed the challenges of effectively
delivering and programming foreign assistance. What she identified was a
complex system in which responsibility for managing foreign assistance was
fragmented across more than a dozen USG agencies and among multiple
bureaus and offices within State and USAID. Our foreign assistance was stove-
piped into numerous accounts, overseen by a multitude of offices, each with
different standards of measurement and different ways of judging success or
failure. This fragmentation made it difficult to plan coherently and could lead
to conflicting or redundant efforts. Multiple lines of authority made
accountability more elusive and impeded efforts to integrate our foreign

assistance with our broader foreign policy objectives.
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Secretary Rice recognized that our assistance programs must become
better organized and integrated to meet the national security, development and
humanitarian challenges of the 21st century. The achievement of foreign
assistance goals is critically important for both the United States and our partner
countries. Therefore, in 2006, Secretary Rice launched an effort to improve the
coherence and effectiveness of U.S. foreign assistance. Secretary Rice
established the position of Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance with authority
over most assistance programs developed and delivered by the Department of
State and USAID. The Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance is simultaneously
the Administrator of USAID. This “dual-hatted” structure helps to ensure that
our overall foreign assistance programming has a strong development emphasis

and that it is also closely tied to our foreign policy objectives.

The Office of the Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance (DFA) is working
toward bringing a “whole of government” approach to our foreign assistance
programming. This approach is guided by an overarching goal — a goal
Secretary Rice has articulated as Transformational Diplomacy: to help build
and sustain democratic, well-governed states that respond to the needs of their
people, reduce widespread poverty, and conduct themselves responsibly in the

international system.

As an important first step to bringing about policy coherence, we have
started to implement and refine the basic management tools necessary to ensure
assistance programs across the U.S. Government are linked to our foreign
policy goals. We have developed a Foreign Assistance Framework as an

organizational tool to describe a broad swath of foreign assistance programs.
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The Framework creates a common language for categorizing and tracking our
foreign assistance activities. This set of common definitions allows us to
compare partner, program, and country performance in State and USAID
programs and across sources of funding. We are using this new tool to help
create detailed, country-level operational plans that describe how resources are
being used. Operational plans help us determine whether our foreign assistance
is aligned with our goals in a particular country; with whom are we working —
both inside and outside the USG; how much are we spending across the board,

and, finally, what results are we achieving.

We are also implementing a more integrated budget process in
Washington and at posts. We have brought a much stronger country focus to
both budget and implementation decisions. For the first time in Fiscal Year
(FY) 2008, and then again in FY 2009, we submitted a foreign assistance
budget that fully integrated the State and USAID requests for individual
countries, while taking into consideration the totality of USG resources,

including the Millennium Challenge Account.

In addition, we are working to integrate the foreign assistance efforts of
non-State and USAID entities. We are piloting a strategic planning process
whereby stakeholders from across the USG — not just State and USAID — are
working collaboratively in Washington and in the field to develop country-
specific foreign assistance strategies. This interagency-approved Country
Assistance Strategy (CAS) process is being tested in ten countries around the
world. A CAS will articulate the USG’s top four or five foreign assistance
priorities in a given country within a five-year period. The CAS process

provides a forum for USG departments and agencies to discuss their current and
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planned programs in a given country so that each agency’s programs can be
fully leveraged and maximized and brought into closer alignment with the host
country’s conditions and its own definition of development needs and priorities.
The CAS will be a public document to communicate the top USG foreign
assistance priorities to our host country government partners, other donors, key
stakeholders in civil society, including the private sector, and others. As the
pilot phase of the CAS wraps up this fall, we will be working with our

interagency colleagues to refine the concept.

We are also developing tools to help us measure the success of our
programs and compare results across countries and accounts. We are
implementing a set of standard performance indicators that allow us to
aggregate results and learn lessons about which programs work best in which
conditions. This effort to more robustly manage our performance is an
important step toward greater transparency and accountability in our assistance

programs.

We are two years into this major effort to reform foreign assistance. It is
fair to say that the initial implementation of the reform effort was met by some
serious criticism. However, I think it is also fair to say that over the past year,
we have seen significant improvements in many of the key areas of concern. So
while we have made many important strides, we also recognize that there is
much more to do. We approach the foreign assistance reform process
conscientiously and constantly strive to improve our systems so that they enable
us to manage aid more effectively while giving the necessary latitude to our
staff in the field, who must respond to local realities in the delivery of our

programs.
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Development Ieadership Initiative

Finally, successful foreign assistance reform depends upon our ability to
rebuild USAID’s core development capacity. Department of Defense Secretary
Robert Gates recently delivered an important speech at a U.S. Global
Leadership event. In it he stated, “It has become clear that America’s civilian
institutions of diplomacy and development have been chronically undermanned
and underfunded for far too long — relative to what we traditionally spend on
the military, and more importantly, relative to the responsibilities and
challenges our nation has around the world.” Simply put, we need many more
better trained and supported people to work in new ways to support the
achievement of USG development objectives. Staffing has not grown
commensurate with the tremendous growth in programs and funding levels;

USAID’s workforce and infrastructure must keep pace.

Consequently, Administrator Henrietta Fore launched a three-year plan to
significantly increase the size of our development corps. The Development
Leadership Initiative (DLI) aims to strengthen and invest in USAID’s critically
important permanent Foreign Service Officer corps. Not only do we need to
ensure the size of USAID’s workforce keeps pace with the significant increases
in USAID program management responsibilities, but we also need to make sure
the workforce has the necessary expertise and skills to tackle 21* century
problems. To launch the DLI, our FY 2009 budget request includes $92
million, which will allow USAID to hire an additional 300 Foreign Service

Officers, a 30 percent increase in the career Foreign Service workforce.



51

DLI will address critical staffing shortages in program management and
technical areas, which will provide increased accountability in U.S. foreign aid
programs. USAID needs more officers with technical skills in education,
agriculture and the environment, economic growth, democracy and governance,
and health. It needs more contracting officers, legal advisors, and financial
managers to strengthen host country institutions as well as stewardship of our
funds. USAID needs more talent on the ground, in more countries, with the
resources and skills to help build the capacity of people and institutions. We
are most appreciative of the strong Congressional support for these efforts
reflected in the recently passed supplemental and the initial FY 2009 House and

Senate appropriation marks.

The overall request for USAID administrative accounts also includes a
significant increase in the resources for training and information technology
from the FY 2008 enacted levels. Agency leadership recognizes the importance
of a well-trained workforce. Efforts are underway to expand technical and
leadership training, modernize delivery mechanisms, including broadening e-
learning opportunities, and greatly increasing the number of officers conversant
in Arabic, Chinese and the languages of South Asia, Southeast Asia, and East
and West Africa. USAID needs to modernize antiquated business systems to
improve procurement and financial management processes, continue e-

government initiatives, and improve the Agency’s ability to report results.

Conclusion

So where does that leave us? We now have a greater development focus

and sense of USG unity about how, why and what we are doing to accomplish
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our foreign policy and foreign assistance goals. Our foreign assistance reform
effort, while still in the formative days, has made significant progress in
bringing U.S. foreign policy objectives into closer alignment with resource
allocations and in creating coherency across country programs. We have taken

the first steps to reinvigorate USAID’s development corps.

However, reform and institutional change take time. We need more
flexibility in funding streams. We need programs that are demand-driven, not
ones that are dictated by the type of funding available. We need to recruit and
retain a robust work force, with strong operational and technical skills. We
need to further streamline our planning and allocation processes. We need to
fully implement a whole of government approach that achieves better

coordination of USG foreign assistance programs.

These steps are essential to develop, implement and sustain a coherent
USG foreign assistance program that can more effectively link with the efforts
of many countries and organizations to successfully impact the lives of millions

of people around the world.

And to be successful, we need the active engagement of Congress, public

and private partners, and the international community.

In closing, the one word that captures where we are in our efforts to help
better achieve development goals is “More.” There are more issues to consider,
more complexity, more aggregate resources, more information about what
works and what is important, more understanding of the impact of not

coordinating defense, development, and diplomacy goals and more international

10
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focus on improving our collective foreign assistance performance. But most
importantly, there is more promise and more potential for achieving long-term
sustainable development goals around the world. Progress can only be made if
we have a sense of shared community goals and efforts. There are clear signs
we are heading in that direction and I salute the members of today’s second
panel for their leadership role in this effort. Modernizing foreign assistance is

necessary. It's urgent. And, it’s essential to our national security.

Thank you very much. I would be pleased to respond to questions at this

time.
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TESTIMONY OF LEO HINDERY, JR., ON FOREIGN ASSISTANCE REFORM
BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT
MANAGEMENT, THE FEDERAL WORKFORCE AND THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA, JULY 31, 2008

Mister Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member, and other Subcommittee members, I am Leo
Hindery and I was the Vice Chair of the HELP Commission, which was created by
Congress in 2005 to reflect on how best to reform the tools of development
assistance. It is an honor for me to appear before you today to testify on foreign
assistance reform.

I along with two other HELP Commission Members - Jeffrey D. Sachs and Gayle D.
Smith - prepared a Minority Commission Report entitled “Revamping U.S. Foreign
Assistance”, and I ask that you place that entire Minority Report into the record.
Today, I want to discuss our five significant conclusions which are relevant to this
Hearing.

Even though the principle has been part of U.S. foreign policy doctrine for sixty
years, our first conclusion was that the United States must continue to promote
development assistance as a core pillar of national security and American morat
values, since this principle is no longer universally embraced. The 2006 National
Security Strategy of the United States explained well the rationale and imperative of
development assistance when it said that: “America’s national interests and moral
values drive us in the same direction: to assist the world’s poorest citizens and least
developed nations and help integrate them into the global economy...Development
reinforces diplomacy and defense, reducing long-term threats to our national
security by helping to build stable, prosperous, and peaceful societies.”*

Our second conclusion, and an extremely important one, was that the U.S. should
immediately establish a new separate Cabinet-level *Department for International
Sustainable Development”. This new Department would house USAID, PEPFAR, the
President’s Malaria Initiative, and Millennium Challenge Corporation, plus all new
emerging initiatives such as in climate change.

The case for a separate Department rests on the five principles:

s The need, as I mentioned, to upgrade U.S. development assistance as a
pillar of U.S. national security;

» The need to improve U.S. Government management and expertise in public
health, climate change, agronomy, demography, environmental
engineering, and economic development;

e The need to work effectively with similar cabinet-level departments and
ministries in partner countries;

* The need to de-politicize development assistance, so that it can be directed
at the long-term investments that are critical in the fight against poverty,
hunger, disease and deprivation; and

¢ The need for coherence of U.S. policies which impact international
sustainable development.

! The United States National Security Strategy 2006. pp. 32-33. Available online at:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss/2006/index . htmi.
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The current system in which USAID is a part of the Department of State is, simply
stated, failing. U.S. aid is excessively politicized by connecting aid with short-term
foreign policy exigencies and domestic policies, and until the status of sustainable
development within the Government is improved, the U.S. Government will also be
unable to attract the best experts in the development fields.

The shift in the United Kingdom in 1997 from having a sub-cabinet development
agency to having a cabinet-level department called DfID has dramatically increased
the standing, reputation and expertise of the United Kingdom in the area of
international development. Consequently, DfID is far ahead of USAID as a global
thought-leader in development policy, and relatively more successful.

The new Department which we propose would have four specific tasks in its start-up
years in addition to its development challenges:

e First, re-focus aid efforts. It would bring together countless aid programs
now strewn in a disconnected way across the U.S. Government. It would fix
the procurement and contracting systems, widely regarded to be broken. And
it would promote results-based aid delivery with monitoring, accountability
and audits.

« Second, leverage civil society and the private sector. It would promote
partnerships with civil society and the private sector. Businesses especially
would be encouraged to utilize their technologies (in sectors such as health,
agriculture, energy, logistics, and finance in partnerships with the U.S.
Government and multilateral agencies.

« Third, focus on fragile states. It would pay special attention to fragile states,
including the extreme poor, environmentally threatened regions, and post-
conflict environments where development aid can make the difference
between economic growth and stability, on the one hand, and state collapse
and violence, on the other.

« Fourth, integrate all development tools. It would be charged with
harmonizing the range of development instruments, including development
assistance, macroeconomic support (such as debt cancellation), trade policies
(such as the African Growth and Opportunity Act), transparency initiatives
(such as the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative), and other toois of
diplomacy and development.

The United States and the other developed countries have long recognized that the
development financing burden and support for economic development in the poorest
countries must be a shared global effort, based on mutually agreed targets. Thus
our third conclusion was that the U.S. should make concrete efforts to follow through
on the commitment which it and twenty-one other major donor countries made in
the Millennium Declaration of 2000 to having their respective Office Development
Assistance (ODA) be 0.70 percent of GNP, which would put the world on a pathway
to achieve the end of extreme poverty by the year 2025.2 However, despite our
nation’s public commitment to the 0.70 percent figure, which has been re-confirmed
by every nation at each G8 Summit since 2000, U.S. ODA in FY 2007 constituted just
0.16% of national income. As the European Union already has, the United States
should aim to reach 0.50 percent of GNP by the year 2010 and 0.70 percent by the
year 2015.

% Based on the work of the UN Millennium Project and WHO Commission on Macroeconomics and
Health, and consistent with the findings of the 2005 Africa Commission of the U.K. Government.
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It should be noted that while some Americans believe that the current low level of
U.S. ODA is offset by a uniquely high level of U.S, private aid as a share of GNP, this
is simply not the case, and this perception should not be used to obviate our
commitment. U.S. total giving as a share of GNP, even including private aid,
remains near the bottom of the donor rankings, with a combined share of still only
around 0.23 percent,’

Our fourth conclusion was that U.S. political leaders should explain to the American
people both the substantial overall progress in economic development and the
international development commitments that have been made, in order for the
American people to want to continue funding our fair share of foreign assistance.

In the broadest terms, the efforts to promote economic development around the
whole world during the past fifty years have actually been highly successful, and the
biggest development successes have come in Asia, but other successes are also part
of the recent history of Latin America, the Middle East and North Africa. The biggest
challenges are now concentrated only in a much smaller part of the world, especially
large parts of sub-Saharan Africa and some parts of Asia where there are the highest
disease burdens, the poorest infrastructure, the greatest vulnerability to droughts
and other hazards, and the least access to the sea.

It should be further noted that while Americans broadly support effective and large-
scale development assistance, they grossly overestimate the actual amount of aid
given by the U.S. overall and to Africa specifically. Americans consistently perceive
that U.S. foreign assistance spending is around 20 percent of the federal budget,
which they would like to be around 10 percent. However, since our actual assistance
figure is only around 1 percent of our budget, we are in the paradoxical situation
where the public would like to “cut” aid from an imagined 20 percent of the budget
to “only” 10 percent, even though the 10 percent figure would actually be a tenfold
increase over the real level of aid.

Our fifth conclusion had to with (1) what works and doesn’t work with ODA and (2)
modernizing U.S. development assistance in the 21st century, all of which is
particularly germane to this Subcommittee’s strong interest in organizational
process.

* In 2004-5, 0.23 percent of GNP (i.e., 0.17 official plus 0.06 private). The Hudson Institute identifies
much larger estimates of private giving in its Index of Global Philanthropy, specifically around $30 billion
per year, broken down as follows: Private Voluntary Organizations (PVOs), $13 .4 billion; faith-based
groups, $5.4 billion; universities and colleges, $4.6 billion, U.S. foundations, $2.2 billion, and American
corporations, $3.1 billion. However, there is strong reason to believe that these estimates do not reflect true
development assistance. With regard to the PVO estimate, for example, while it attempts to cover
international projects, it does not distinguish between development-oriented activities and other activities.
In turn, the estimate of development aid from faith-based groups is without explanation of the development
activities covered or of the services delivered by religious groups. The estimate for university giving is
based on purported values of scholarships to foreign students in the U.S. from developing countries
regardless of country of origin or personal means - yet notably, only 6 percent of the students are from the
poorest continent, Africa. Finally, the estimate of corporate giving is dominated by a non-credible estimate
of $4.2 billion of in-kind donations by U.S. pharmaceutical companies, with no verification that the stated
values of the donated products are not simply the patent-protected market prices in the U.S., even though,
through generics producers, they may be available to recipient countries at a small fraction of the patent
prices.
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The discussion on aid effectiveness is often clouded by confusions, prejudices and
simple misunderstandings. Many studies try to find a correlation between overall aid
and economic growth, and when they find little positive correlation, they declare aid
to be a failure. Yet the low correlation does not prove that aid is failing, since much
of the aid is directed to countries in violence, famine or deep economic crisis. It is
not a surprise, therefore, that aid is often correlated with “economic failure,” not
because aid has caused the failure but rather because aid has responded to failure.

We need a much more sophisticated approach than standard simple correlations to
judge the effectiveness of aid. We need to assess the objectives of specific aid
programs and whether these objectives are fulfiled. Did the food aid stop
starvation? Did immunizations save lives or eradicate diseases? Did infrastructure
spending on roads and ports help to generate new employment in new industries?
Did aid for schooling raise enrolments, completion rates, and literacy? Did farm aid
increase the productivity of farms?

Another massive confusion in the public debate is the sense that vast amounts have
been spent and that no development has resulted. This view is doubly incorrect. On
the one hand, aid has not been vast, at least in comparison with national incomes,
the population of recipient countries, and spending on other areas of concern (e.g.,
defense). This is especially the case regarding Africa, a region that is regularly
maligned for alleged mismanagement of aid yet regularly neglected in actual aid
flows. On the other hand, in most parts of the world there have been vast
development successes, with stunning increases in average incomes, life expectancy,
child survival, literacy, school completion rates, and other gains.

Yet another confusion results from the fact that we regularly overload our
development assistance by trying to accomplish too many things, especially things
not well suited for development aid. It is notable, for example, that one-third of US
development aid is currently directed to “strategic nations,” especially in the Middle
East, rather than to the world's poorest nations. We often use our aid to buy allies,
to directly or indirectly finance the war on terror, to create peace between Israel and
Palestine, to fight drug trafficking in the Andes and Afghanistan, and more.

There are six keys to success in development:

« First, interventions should be based on powerful, low-cost technologies. The
main underlying force of economic development is technological advance. It
is not surprising, therefore, that successful development assistance typically
involves the diffusion of a powerful technology, such as high-yield seeds,
immunizations, modern contraception, or Internet connectivity.

« Second, interventions should be relatively easy to deliver and based on
expert-systems and local ownership. Modern technologies are embodied in
systems. Vaccinations, for example, are delivered on specific timetables for
young children, while high-yielding seeds are deployed in specific packages of
farm inputs (e.g., combinations of seed, fertilizer, irrigation and agricultural
extension). The key to success is to deploy the technology in a system that is
evidence based, scientifically sound, administratively feasible, and tailored to
local conditions.

» Third, interventions should be applied at the scale needed to solve the
underlying problems. The key to success is not the demonstration of the
underlying technology, but rather the deployment of the technology at a scale
to make a difference. Typically, once the technology is known and the expert
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system has been identified, rapid scale up is possible, building on global
strategies and local adaptation and support.

Fourth, interventions should be reliably funded. Budget outiays should be
over a sufficient period of years so that participating countries can be
confident of sustained financing, and therefore can build institutional systems
and provide training and capacity buiiding.

Fifth, interventions should be multilateral and draw support from many
governments and international agencies. The greatest development
challenges — extreme poverty, hunger, disease and lack of infrastructure -
are beyond the financing capacity of any single donor country. Moreover, a
unified effort is more efficient than a congeries of small and disparate
projects.

Sixth, interventions should have specific objectives and strategies so that
success rates can be assessed. Development assistance programs should
have clear objectives (e.g., coverage rates of immunizations, hectares
planted with high-yield seeds, timely isolation of smallpox outbreaks, efc.),
and they should not directly aim for excessively broad and overarching goals
such as “democracy” or “the end of terror”, even though broad goals such as
these can appropriately be among the direct and indirect motivations for the
interventions. But only with specific objectives can there be measurements,
auditing, evaluations and re-assessments as needed.

Finally, the U.S. development assistance effort must be updated to the conditions of
the early years of the 21st century. This means that the development goals must be
made clear and appropriate, the technologies must be identified, and the systems for
delivery must be assessed:

Goals. The priorities for U.S. development assistance should be based mainly
on the development commitments that the U.S. and the rest of the world
have made in recent years after considerable diplomatic and scientific
discussions and negotiations. At the core of the effort should be the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). These goals are already the central
organizing tool for most development agencies and mulitilateral development
institutions around the world. The MDGs have the profound advantage not
only of specifying explicit and quantitative targets, but also of automatically
aligning U.S. efforts with those of partner countries, thereby massively
leveraging American resources and expertise,

The focus of the development challenge is in those regions still trapped in
extreme poverty, or those places suffering extremely high burdens of hunger,
disease, or lack of infrastructure. This means that U.S. efforts should be
mainly directed towards sub-Saharan Africa, Central Asia, the Andean region,
Haiti and the remaining pockets of extreme poverty in South Asia.
Development aid for middie-income countries should be scaled back
accordingly, since these regions can generally finance their own investment
needs,

Technologies. For each of the MDGs, there are a set of core interventions,
based on proven low-cost technologies, which can spur rapid advances toward
the MDGs. The UN Millennium Project among other studies has identified the
powerful tools at our disposal in each of the key areas. While much can be
said about each area, the following highlights can be noted.
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» Income poverty: microfinance; electricity generation (off-grid and on-
grid); all-weather roads; access to cell phones and the Internet; and
improved population health.

* Hunger: improved food production through the extension of "Green
Revolution” technologies (high-yield seeds, fertilizer, small-scale
irrigation, agricultural extension services); micronutrient supplementation
for Vitamin A, iodine, zinc, and iron; monitoring of low-weight children;
and school feeding programs with take-home rations for pre-school-aged
children.

s Universal school completion: construction of schools; training of teachers;
wireless Internet connectivity for (solar-charged) computers at schools;
separate hygienic facilities for girls and boys; and mid-day feeding
programs.

s Gender equality: time-saving infrastructure for rural women (water,
power, mills, and clinics, within reach of villages); micro-finance for
women'’s groups; and improved inheritance and property rights.

e Reduced maternal mortality: emergency obstetrical theatres in all sub-
district hospitals; training of assistant medical officers to perform
emergency procedures; and use of wireless phone systems to create
emergency-response units for ambulance services.

* Reduced child mortality: integrated management of childhood ilinesses
including diarrhea, malaria, acute lower respiratory infection (ALRI),
vaccine-preventable diseases, parasitic infections (worms), and
micronutrient deficiencies; expert systems for neonatal care; and
increased use of community health workers supported by mobile phone
and Internet connectivity.

e Control of AIDS, TB, and Malaria: packages of preventative and curative
health services {e.qg., access to medicines and universal protection by
insecticide-treated bed nets in the case of malaria).

» Universal access to family planning and contraceptive services: logistics
and supply chain management for contraceptive availability; community-
worker outreach to ensure access to family planning service; and
contraception on a voluntary basis.

e Safe drinking water and sanitation: application of modern hydrological
tools to identify sustainable water sources based on seascnal and annual
runoff; rainwater harvesting, sustainable use of groundwater, and
improved year-round water storage; investments in sanitation systems
including septic tanks and recycling of human and animal wastes in rural
areas; and piped wastewater treatment in urban areas.

+ Delivery Systems. Much is made of the difficulty of delivering technologies to
the poor, with perceived high risks of corruption, mismanagement and other
delivery failures. Yet such fears have been shown time and again to be
misplaced as long as the aid is practical, subject to monitoring, adapted to
local circumstances, endorsed by local communities, and embedded in a
sensible delivery system with audits and evaluation. In recent years,
enormous successes have been achieved in the mass distribution of anti-
malaria bed nets, the mass scale-up of new vaccines, the mass treatment of
children for worm infections, the mass increase in primary-school enrolments
and completion rates by eliminating school fees, and the mass access of
farmers to high-yield inputs through voucher systems. In all of these cases,
success has resuited from transparency, specificity, accountability and
auditing of delivery systems.

Thank you for this opportunity.
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Thank you Mr. Chairman for inviting me to testify today. The hearing you are
conducting on these issues is timely and important. We have a unique opportunity over
the next year to rebuild the civilian instruments of American statecraft to fit the
international challenges we face and your hearing will make an important contribution to
that effort.

The nature of the foreign policy and national security challenges we face as a nation have
changed substantially over the past twenty years. And our decades-old foreign policy and
national security institutions are not properly structured to meet these challenges.

The Challenges

While much of our attention will be focused in the next year on Iraq and Afghanistan, the
next Congress and the next administration face a number of critical, longer-term national
security and foreign policy challenges: Globalization and the international economy:
rising energy demand, rising prices, and declining supply; food prices and shortages;
financial instability and a weak dollar; and persistent poverty in a stretch of countries
from southern Africa to parts of Southeast Asia. Problems of governance: fragile,
weak, failing, and brittle states, incapable of securing their borders, ensuring internal
stability, supporting economic growth, providing social benefits. Political instability and
civil conflict are the result; effective, efficient, and responsive governance is the goal.
Conflicts of identity: persistent and inflamed conflicts of religion, ethnicity, and
nationality. Transnational challenges: terrorist tactics and organizations, infectious
diseases, environmental damage and global warming, international crime and narcotics
trafficking, all of which escape the boundaries of the nation state and normal policy
capabilities. Rising powers and a changing international balance of power: the
growing global role of China and India and regional power changes in the Middle East
(Iran), and Latin America (Brazil).

These challenges have two features in common: None of them can be addressed by one
department or agency of the U.S. government alone; they all require action across the
government through an integrated strategy. And none of them can be solved by the
United States acting unilaterally; they will all demand American leadership in a
multilateral context.

The Priority: Rebalance the Foreign Policy Toolkit by Strengthening Civilian Capacity
My testimony today will focus on the first feature: How do we ensure that our foreign
policy toolkit is properly balanced, strategically integrated, and adequately funded to be
effective in dealing with these challenges. The bottom line of my testimony is as
follows:

1. Our foreign policy toolkit is out of balance; we have relied excessively on the
military instrument of power, and neglected the critical capabilities of diplomacy
and development/foreign assistance. The next Congress and the next
administration need to address this imbalance as a high priority.

2. Despite a growing State Department budget over the past eight years, the
diplomatic instrument (both core diplomacy and public diplomacy) is
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inadequately staffed and funded to play a full part in our foreign and national
security policy.

3. Despite roughly doubling our foreign assistance over the past eight years, our
development and foreign assistance institutions suffer from a “diaspora.” There
are a large number of agencies and departments now involved in foreign
assistance, including many that are primarily domestic agencies. Their efforts
need to be better integrated and coordinated. They need a more strategic
direction. They need more funding and staff. And they need a coordinated
budget process to be effective.

4. There are some specific ways to act, and to act early, on these imbalances and
weaknesses:'

¢ Invest in additional staffing for State and reshape the career expectations,
training, and career path of the Foreign Service to reorient that culture to
fit with the challenges we face.

¢ Invest in and rebuild USAID, through additional staff, and the integration
of at least some of the “diaspora” of foreign assistance organizations into a
stronger organization.

+ Strengthen the capacity of both State and USAID to engage in joint
strategic and budgetary planning. Create a process for planning and
budgeting across all foreign policy agencies, as well as across domestic
federal agencies with international programs. Ensure that development
and foreign assistance perspectives have a voice at the table in foreign
policy and national security decision-making.

+ Restore the authority of the Secretary of State and USAID over U.S.
foreign and security assistance programs, while retaining DOD strengths
in implementing security assistance.

The State Department

Today our foreign policy tools are out of balance. Where once the nation relied on
strong diplomacy and foreign assistance programs, the consequence of weakened civilian
institutions, and the outcome of seven years of conflict in the Middle East and Central
Asia is an excessive reliance on the military instrument of national power. No less an
authority on this imbalance than Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has drawn our
attention to this problem in his recent speech to the U.S. Global Leadership Campaign::

! These recommendations draw on a number of studies, but particularly Cindy Williams and Gordon
Adams, Strengthening Statecraft and Security: Reforming U.S. Planning and Resource Allocation,
Occasional Paper, Cambridge, MA: MIT Security Studies Program, June 2008; and the study underway at
the Henry L. Stimson Center as part of the “Foreign Affairs Budget of the Future” project of the American
Academy of Diplomacy. They are the responsibility of the author, alone.
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Overall, even outside Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States military has become
more involved in a range of activities that in the past were perceived to be the
exclusive province of civilian agencies and organizations. This has led to concern
among many organizations — perhaps including many represented here tonight —
about what’s seen as a creeping “militarization” of some aspects of America’s
foreign policy. This is not an entirely unreasonable sentiment....[T]hat scenario
can be avoided if...there is the right leadership, adequate funding of civilian
agencies, effective coordination on the ground, and a clear understanding of the
authorities, roles, and understandings of military versus civilian efforts, and how
they fit, or in some cases don’t fit, together.

The place to start in rebuilding our civilian capacity is with the State Department.

Despite significant growth in personnel and funding for America’s diplomatic institutions
over the past eight years, the State Department still remains below the level of staffing
and funding it needs to conduct our nation’s diplomacy.® Secretary Powell and Deputy
Secretary Armitage deserve great credit for their success both in raising State Department
funding, and in adding personnel to the Foreign Service. The additional personnel made
up for the demands of opening new embassies in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union, which had drawn down staff largely from western Europe, the need to staff our
rapidly growing presence in Iraq and Afghanistan in a time of conflict, and significant
growth in the consular and diplomatic security sectors. But it did not expand our
capability to deal with the new demands of the 21% century.

This leaves a substantial need to continue to expand the Foreign Service, particularly to
fully staff overseas missions outside the two conflict areas and to deal with the new
agenda of multilateral coalition and organizational growth, economic diplomacy,
interagency programs and activities, and the expanding need to interact with non-
governmental actors and businesses overseas. Through the study we at the Stimson
Center are conducting for the American Academy of Diplomacy, we will be proposing
substantial personnel additions to the State Department both for core diplomacy and for
public diplomacy, potentially expanding that service by more than 30% over the next five
years.* The growth we propose will be driven by requirements for adequate mission
staffing and new missions.

Simply adding more foreign service officers to the rolls, however, will not be enough to
strengthen the State Department tool. In the 21 Century, the State Department is clearly
in the midst of an on-going, significant transition to new roles and expanded
responsibilities, especially in the area of program development and management. The
once dominant culture of “report, negotiate, and represent” that has been core to the

% Speech of Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to the U.S. Global Leadership Campaign, Washington, DC,
July 15, 2008

* State Department operations budgets, excluding contributions to UN organizations and peacekeeping,
have risen 70% between FY 2000 and FY 2008, from $6.2 b. to $10.5 b. Much of this increase has gone
toward increases for Diplomatic and Consular Programs, and Diplomatic Security.

* Combined with the staffing increases the Stimson/American Academy recommends for USAID and
public diplomacy, overall staffing for these three areas of diplomacy would grow 40% over the next five
years.
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Foreign Service is being overtaken, as the time for a wider and more agile engagement
arrives.

This means that a new breed of diplomat is beginning to appear and needs to be
encouraged, a diplomat with new skills and new career expectations. The transition at
State is already well under way through what can be called "mission creep,” which is
putting our diplomats in the business of doing more strategic planning, thinking about the
long term, and designing and implementing programs.

The “foreign-assistance” portfolio now planned and budgeted at State reflects this
emerging trend and has led to an expanded operating relationship between State and
USAID. A significant part of the assistance for eastern Europe and the Russian periphery
is planned and budgeted by the Office of the Special Coordinator for Assistance
Programs in the Eurasia Bureau at State. It focuses on long-term governance, the
creation of free markets, and the development of civil society. Economic Support Funds,
once largely budget support to friendly governments, are now in part planned and
budgeted jointly with USAID, which implements country programs with governance and
economic development objectives. In fiscal years 2007 and 2008, as well as in the 2009
proposed budget, more than 80 percent of ESF was allocated to long-term investments in
governance and economic development, including sizable monies for strategic countries
such as Egypt, Pakistan, and Jordan.

Some bureaus and offices at State are now involved in strategy, planning, and
implementation in such areas as HIV/AIDS (PEPFAR), counter-terrorism assistance
(ATA and the Coordinator for counter-terrorism), counter-proliferation (the international
security bureau), democracy support (the DHL Bureau), and peacekeeping training (PM
and the GPOI program). These key challenges of the new century required new focus
and new programs, at State, at USAID, and at other agencies.

This increasingly strategic, long-term, and programmatic activity at State demands a new
Foreign Service professional and a new culture. And they demand closer coordination
between State’s programs and those of other assistance agencies. I will note below that I
do not think we should set back this trend by separating development, foreign assistance,
and overall program activity from State. Instead, we should be encouraging a
coordinated, cooperative civilian capability that can meet our foreign policy and national
security goals.

Internally, for the State Department, this means serious attention to human resources
policy, much of which can be changed using existing authorities and regulations. It
means recruiting potential diplomats who have broad technical, economic, and
programmatic skills, as well as cultural and linguistic knowledge. It means recruiting
some of them at mid-career levels, where they can bring those skills to the policy process
right away. It means training them differently than we do today. Not only should new
diplomats be trained at the outset in their careers; they should have career-long training.
In addition to the current core curriculum for diplomats, this needs to include training
through a diplomat’s career, in strategic planning, technical subjects, budgeting,
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economics, management, and especially program development, implementation, and
evaluation.

It means rotating these managers of American foreign policy through assignments across
the State Department’s cones — political, economic, administrative, public diplomacy, and
consular — and across the foreign policy community. Foreign Service officers should be
incentivized and rewarded for holding a development/foreign assistance post in their
careers. And they should be rewarded for taking cross-agency assignments outside the
classic foreign policy arena — to Defense, to Treasury, to Commerce, Justice, or
Homeland Security. These are big cultural changes coming to State, but they are vitally
important if this element of the civilian toolkit is to play its appropriate role.

The same renewal is needed in public diplomacy. The absorption of USIA by State in
October 1999 was probably inevitable, but it need not have led to lower priority and
attention to America’s “soft power.” This is recognized today, including the endorsement
of a semi-autonomous public diplomacy capability by Secretary of State Rice’s Advisory
Commission on Transformational Diplomacy. Autonomous or not, staffing needs to
grow in the public diplomacy arena, and programs need to grow to match, particularly a
stronger overseas public diplomacy presence, significantly increased exchanges, which
have a major long-term positive impact on the U.S. image and our relations overseas, and
a new generation of public diplomacy officers in touch with the digital and internet age.

Restructuring Foreign Assistance

Let me turn to the second major focus for reform, which is of concern to this
subcommittee — the structure and role of foreign assistance. The two most striking
features of our foreign assistance architecture are the “diaspora” of organizations
involved and, until recently, the absence of strategic planning and budgeting for our
foreign assistance programs. In the five years I spent as Associate Director for National
Security and International Affairs at OMB, where I was responsible for budgeting and
planning with respect to all of the national security organizations, I was struck by the fact
that 90% of the resources for which I was responsible were spent by the Defense
Department, but 90% of my time was spent integrating planning and budgeting and
resolving internal controversies among the civilian foreign affairs agencies, much of it
involving foreign assistance.

The “diaspora” of foreign assistance organizations has, if anything, gotten worse. 5 Inthe
last five years we have created two new foreign assistance organizations — the
Millennium Challenge Corporation and the President’s Emergency Program for AIDS
Relief. MCC now competes with USAID for funding, while the PEPFAR Coordinator is
relatively autonomous from State and USAID, and is the fastest growing foreign

% As the CSIS Smart Power Commission put it: “Diplomacy and foreign assistance are often underfinded
and underused [and] foreign policy institutions are fractured and compartmentalized.” Center for Strategic
and International Studies, Commission on Smart Power, 4 Smarter, More Secure America, Washington,
DC: 2007, pp.8,9.
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assistance account in the 150 budget.® There are more than 15 agencies and departments
providing some kind of foreign assistance within the 150 account alone. Equally
significant, there are at least 20 other federal departments whose budgets are not part of
150, but which are actively engaged overseas, most of them on our embassy platforms.
There are at least six programs and budgetary “spigots” that support post-conflict
stabilization and reconstruction programs; at least ten that promote governance and
democracy; and four that provide humanitarian and disaster relief.

This diaspora alone is enough to weaken the strategic integrity of our foreign assistance
and the impact it could have overseas. But it has also weakened the core foreign
assistance institution — USAID — leading to sharp staffing reductions. Over the past thirty
years, USAID’s American workforce has shrunk from 4,300 to 2,200. At the same time,
the resources for which it is responsible — both its own development funds and the
programs it implements for the State Department - have more than doubled to $13.5b. in
FY 2007, according to the USAID Administrator. To cope with this disparity between
capacity and responsibilities, USAID changed character. First, through the hiring of
more than 1,200 personal services contractors it augmented its staff with non-direct hire
employees. Second, it has become largely a contract management agency, with programs
being implemented by a growing number of outside contractors.

It now suffers from a dramatic shortage of staff, especially staff with the technical
capabilities needed to oversee a growing portfolio of programs and significant changes in
its responsibilities in the new century. It must now work more closely with the
Department of Defense and other U.S. agencies in carrying out assistance programs that
directly support security interests in Iraq, Afghanistan and other areas. It needs the
capacity to mobilize the U.S. private sector to assist in promoting development,
especially in middle-income countries. It needs to be able to work with other donors to
assure coordination and burden-sharing that will optimize use of limited development
resources. And it needs to work more closely with government officials and other
decision-makers in recipient countries to assist in guiding them toward effective
development progress.

There is a crying staffing need at USAID, one that must be acted on in order to strengthen
its capacity and ensure it can effectively plan and implement a development and foreign
assistance program.” The study we arc carrying out for the American Academy of
Diplomacy will make the case for a requirements-driven expansion of USAID staff that

¢ See Carol Lancaster, George Bush’s Foreign Aid: Transformation or Chaos?, Washington, DC: Center
for Global Development, for an excellent discussion of the consequences for overall foreign assistance of
the PEPFAR program.

T1tis important, however, to put this argument for more staff in the context of the new realities of
development. U.S. bilateral development assistance, in fact, the development assistance of all of the
advanced countries in the world, is rapidly becoming a secondary player in the flow of resources to the
developing world. The Hudson Institute estimated that in 2003, U.S. official development assistance, as
measured by the OECD, was $16.3 b., while assistance from private sector organizations (non-profits,
religious organizations, foundations, universities) amounted to $22 b., remittances to more than $40 b., and
private capital flows to over $50 b. Carol Adelman, Jeremiah Norris, and Jean Weicher, “America’s Total
Economic Engagement With the Developing World: Rethinking the Uses and Nature of Foreign Aid,”
Washington, DC: Hudson Institute, June 28, 2005.
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could roughly double the size of its overseas direct-hire workforce over the next five
years.

Merely adding staff at USAID, however, will not be adequate to strengthen our foreign
assistance tools. The time is ripe to move quickly to address the diaspora of
organizations, putting USAID, and the State Department, front and center in planning,
budgeting, and coordinating the development and foreign assistance programs of the
federal government. I strongly recommend that these organizational and management
reforms happen quickly, within the framework of existing legislation. The goal should be
to bring greater coherence to U.S. development and foreign assistance activities, to
strengthen the organizations responsible for those activities, and to elevate development
and foreign assistance as elements of American statecraft.®

Organizationally, that means making USAID the central actor in development and
foreign assistance policy. If Congress is going to consider the reauthorization of the
Millennium Challenge Corporation this year, it might want to consider merging that
program into USAID, as a first step in consolidating our foreign assistance capabilities.

At the very least, as Congress examines the reauthorization of the Millennium Challenge
Corporation and the PEPFAR program, it should consider bringing both of these
programs into a larger foreign assistance agency - a reformed USAID.

The real challenge faces the next administration. The President needs to give high
priority in the first six months to ensuring there is organizational coherence and strong
leadership over foreign assistance programs. I strongly recommend that he instruct the
Secretary of State to name an experienced and knowledgeable official to the authorized
second Deputy Secretary of State position (which has never been filled). The
Undersecretary for Management at State should report to the Secretary through this
Deputy. The Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance would also report to this
Deputy, and would be responsible for operating the budget planning process at
State/USAID. This Deputy should be dual-hatted as USAID Administrator, and should be
responsible for overall budgeting and management of State/USAID, and in charge of the
coordination of budget planning for the foreign assistance agencies as a whole,

As a Deputy Secretary, s/he would be subject to Senate confirmation, accountable to the
Congress, and clearly in charge of both management and budgeting at State/USAID.
Forging a link between strategic planning, foreign assistance, and the management of
foreign policy operations has been needed for decades and is essential if State and
USAID are to be empowered to play a central role in our statecraft.

As Administrator of USAID, this official would be responsible for ensuring that foreign
assistance programs and development have a high priority throughout the State
Department. As Deputy, s’he would have a seat at the policy table at NSC; in any case,
as a matter of principle, the USAID administrator should be a regular member of the NSC

¥ 1t will be important to tackle the basic foreign assistance legislation — the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended. A complete rewrite of that legislation, however, will take some time, while the institutional
changes proposed here need to happen swifily.
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Principals Committee. This step alone would greatly enhance the voice of development
and foreign assistance in the making of U.S. foreign policy.

Strategic Planning and Budgeting for Foreign Assistance

One of the most crucial elements in this proposed reform in the foreign assistance
architecture is the need to build on the changes now underway with respect to strategic
planning and budgeting at State/USAID. For decades, strategic planning and budgeting
has been a core weakness of our diplomacy and foreign assistance programs. By
contrast, strategic planning and budgeting has been a core strength of the Department of
Defense.” Aligning this capability more closely between the two departments is an
urgent necessity.

And it is important that this capability be developed in a coordinated way between State
and USAID. Ifthe U.S. is going to have a powerful, effective civilian foreign policy
toolkit, a more integrated strategic planning and budgeting capability is urgently needed,
one that meets the needs of development as a goal of U.S. international engagement,
while it also connects our foreign assistance to our foreign policy and national security
purposes. Our development and foreign assistance strategies and our relations with the
developing world need to be better coordinated, not set off against each other. And
development needs to have an important place, in a coordinated mechanism, as a key
objective of U.S. statecraft.

1 think it very important not to separate out “development” from “other foreign
assistance.” In the face of the challenges of the 21" century and given the evolution of
U.S. foreign assistance institutions and programs that has already taken place, thisis a
false choice. For some, "development" seems to have a narrow focus, meaning programs
that target "poverty reduction.” over the “long term.” But if an expanded definition of
"development" means programs that focus on the long-term improvement of economic,
social, and governmental conditions in recipient countries, a significant share of U.S.
foreign-assistance programs already meet the test. Promoting "development” in this
broad sense is clearly in our national interest and should be part of our national strategy
and closely coordinated with our overall diplomatic objectives.

Nor is it a question of “long term” (development) versus “short term” (diplomacy). Both
perspectives need to coexist with equal priority. Moreover, neither State nor USAID is
exclusively focused on one or the other. The interlocked nature of our foreign assistance
programs can be seen in the operations of State and USAID today. In FY 2007, for
example, roughly 22% of U.S. foreign assistance could be said to have development (in a
broad sense) as its primary goal. At the same time, 44% of U.S. foreign assistance could
be said to have a foreign policy or strategic purpose, connected to U.S. foreign policy
goals such as support for democracy in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union,
counter-narcotics, counter-terrorism, peacekeeping training, foreign military training and

? For a discussion of the differences between the defense culture and the diplomatic/foreign assistance
cultures in the U.S, see Gordon Adams, “The Politics of National Security Budgets,” Policy Analysis Brief,
The Stanley Foundation, February 2007
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education.'® In truth, both goals are part of our statecraft and the development goal ought
to be considered an integral part of our overall foreign assistance investment.

Today, as I have noted, we already see “mission creep” inside State, where diplomats are
increasingly planning, budgeting, and managing a growing portfolio of programs in the
areas that pose the greatest challenge to our foreign policy and our national goals:
counternarcotics (State programs began in the 1970s), anti-terrorism, democracy support,
peacekeeping operations training, assistance to the periphery of Russia and eastern
Europe. Many of these programs have both short and long-term dimensions, and are
implemented both by State and USAID, and other U.S government agencies. Rather than
make an artificial distinction between these programs and “development,” it makes sense
to recognize this reality, staff it properly, and coordinate its strategy and budgeting with
the full range of assistance programs.

Nor is USAID an agency exclusively focused on the “long term” issue of development.

In fact, USAID was born very much in the context of the Cold War, and the development
objective was repeatedly justified as part of U.S. containment strategy vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union. Today, a larger part of the USAID portfolio comes from non-USAID funding
which it implements with both short and long-term objectives in mind, as part of broader
U.S. foreign policy. And today, USAID finds itself deeply engaged in programs to
strengthen governance, and contribute to post-conflict reconstruction and stabilization, a
very “short-term” objective indeed.!

Rather than an abstract debate over a theoretical separation, I think it is important to
recognize that U.S. foreign assistance programs fulfill multiple, important goals, and are
on a timing continuum, some paying off in the short term and some in the longer term.
Both are valuable; both need to be coordinated as part of a strategy. Having watched
State and USAID struggle with the issue of strategic planning and budgeting for 15 years,
1 welcomed the creation of the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance as an
important first step toward such a capability. While flawed in execution, the work of this
Office, discussed earlier today by Richard Greene, provides valuable knowledge and the
beginnings of a process that should not be lightly discarded.

In its first round, it was very top down, inadequately incorporating the views and
recommendations of embassies and field missions. It was not sufficiently transparent to
the Congress or interested parties outside the government. The “framework” with which
the F organization worked was more mechanical and less supple than it needed to be,

' The remainder is the substantial commitment we have made to the Millennium Challenge Corporation
and the President’s Emergency Program for Debt Relief.

' In fact, arguably, given its potential capabilities and the growing involvement and experience of the
USAID offices of Transition Initiatives, Foreign Disaster Assistance, Conflict Management and Mitigation,
and Military Affairs, USAID is increasingly integrated into near-term policies and activities of the U.S.
government. The Office of Military Affairs explicitly addresses “areas of common interests between
defense and development, with a focus on improving civilian-military field readiness, programs and
coordination. Program areas of common interest include, but may not be limited to humanitarian assistance,
the global war on terrorism, strategic communications, conflict prevention and mitigation,
counterinsurgency, post-conflict reconstruction and stabilization, and transformational development.”
USAID, ADS Chapter 101, Agency Programs and Functions, 10/17/2007 Revision, p.95
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though it had the merit of laying out clear, discrete strategic objectives. It did not have
adequate reach to the broader range of foreign assistance programs, especially at MCC,
PEPFAR, and Treasury, nor into the broader range of foreign assistance provided through
domestic agencies. And it did not succeed in meeting the goal of longer-term planning,
badly needed in our foreign assistance and diplomatic agencies, though greater efforts in
that direction are being made today.12

That said, the work of the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance represents the first
even semi-institutionalized effort I have ever seen at State/USAID to apply strategic
planning to a substantial part of the U.S. foreign assistance portfolio. This is a worthy
objective.”® All of these weaknesses are fixable; none of them are fatal. Already in its
second year there have been improvements in transparency, less rigidity in the
framework, and substantially greater involvement of the field. Eliminating this office and
its process and going backwards or artificially pulling foreign assistance programs apart
would, in my view, be a mistake. It would waste valuable months, even years of time
before an effective alternative emerged, if ever. The experience of the Department of
Homeland Security should provide some caution here.

I would urge that this model be built on, as an integral part of the transformation of both
State and USAID. It needs to make fewer data calls to embassies and missions overseas,
and give greater attention to the input of country teams. It needs to focus more on the
long-term than it has to date. It needs to continue to build more transparent relationships
with the Congress, and the foreign assistance and development communities. And, I
would recommend, it needs to give regional bureaus and offices at State and USAID a
greater role in preparing budget proposals and vetting budget submissions from the
country teams. State and USAID regional offices both need stronger strategic planning
and budgeting capabilities than they have today.“t And if they are not to be merged, they
at least need tight coordination

In essence, rather than an elaborate reconstruction of U.S. foreign assistance
organizations, I propose building on the trends amply underway in the structures,
processes, staffing, and operations of both the State Department and USAID to create a
better coordinated, more powerful civilian capacity than way we have today. A capacity
that can more effectively balance the military capabilities and assume greater
responsibility for tasks being carried out by the military in increasing amounts.

Coordinating the Activities of Other Federal Agencies
The planning and budgeting authorities of the Secretary of State should extend beyond
the focus on programs of State and USAID to incorporate a focus on the entire portfolio

2 For an interesting discussion of these weaknesses, see Gerald F. Hyman, “Assessing Secretary of State
Rice’s Reform of U.S. Foreign Assistance,” Carnegie Paper No.90, Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, February 2008.

'3 For an expansion of these views, see Gordon Adams, “Don’t Reinvent the Foreign Assistance Wheel,”
Foreign Service Journal, March 2008, pp.46-50 and Gordon Adams, “Getting U.S. Foreign Assistance
Right,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May 2, 2008.

" The experience of INL and the BEUR/ACE Bureaus at State, both of which have strong strategic planning
and budgeting capabilities, is valuable in this regard.
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of foreign assistance activities. In the case of those programs in Function 150, the State
Department’s strategic planning and budgeting process described above, should include
regular hearings with the Secretary of State and the dual-hatted Deputy Secretary
examining the proposed foreign assistance plans and budgets of all other Function 150
agencies.

Much greater attention also needs to be given to the broader diaspora of foreign
assistance programs in domestic agencies, including Homeland Security, Justice/FBI,
Health and Human Services/Centers for Disease Control, Labor, Education, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and other departments and agencies. Given the
sensitivities of having one Cabinet secretary coordinate planning for other departments, it
may make sense to create a Senior Directorate for Foreign Assistance at the NSC, and a
working group at NSC co-chaired by that Senior Director, OMB, and the Deputy
Secretary of State/USAID Administrator. That working group could be the setting for a
regular examination of foreign assistance programs across the government and greater
coordination of strategic and program planning.

Restoring the Authorities of the Secretary of State

There is one other important issue I want to raise, as part of the effort to strengthen the
civilian toolkit, and that is the growing involvement of the Department of Defense in the
direct delivery of foreign and security assistance, under its own statutory authorities.
Ironically, when the Department of Defense was created in 1948, one of the motivations
was to ensure a strong role at the national security policy table for national defense,
which tended to shrink away in peacetime, deferring to the powerful Department of State.
One of the most striking trends during the past two decades, however, has been the
growing role of the Defense Department in the diplomatic arena and as a provider of
foreign and security assistance to friendly and allied nations.

‘While DOD and the military have traditionally been the implementers of such programs
as Foreign Military Financing (FMF) and International Military Education and Training
(IMET), policy-making for these programs, the selection of countries, and the funding for
these programs has been done under the authority of the Secretary of State inside the
State Department, in consultation with the Defense Department. By the end of the 1990s,
however, DOD already managed a number of security assistance programs of its owm,
accounting for well over $1 billion annually.

Since the attacks on September 11, 2001, a larger assistance portfolio has emerged that is
directly planned, budgeted, overseen, and implemented by the Defense Department,
though many of these programs parallel existing authorities and programs at the
Department of State. These new programs include:

o Iraq and Afghanistan Train and Equip — a major security force training and
equipping program for these two countries, funded through DOD.

o Section 1206 of the National Defense Authorization Act - a global train-and-
equip program designed to build the capacity of foreign militaries.

o Coalition Support Funds — reimbursements to countries supporting U.S. efforts in
Irag and Afghanistan.

12
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s Defense Combating Terrorism Fellowship Program — a counter-terrorism
education and training program for foreign militaries and defense officials.

o Commander’s Emergency Response Program (CERP) — funds used by military
commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan for reconstruction and stabilization.

» Train and equip the Pakistan Frontier Corps — a Pakistani paramilitary force
operating in the tribal areas along the border with Afghanistan.

o Section 1207 (now Section 1210) — DOD authority to transfer up to $100 million
annually to the State Department for stabilization and reconstruction activities.

Over the past seven budget years, more Congress has appropriated over $47 b. for these
new security and foreign assistance programs, nearly $35 b. of that for the Iragi and
Afghani T&E program, alone (See Table). At the same time, State has been appropriated
$41.4 b. for its traditional security assistance portfolio.”” There is no doubt that DoD has
been playing an increasingly significant role in the planning, funding and execution of
our foreign assistance programs,

Table I
New DoD Security Cooperation and Foreign Assistance Programs
FY 2002-FY 2009 | FY 2009 Pending Parallel
Name DoD Total ($ in Request (§ in Traditional SA
millions)* millions) Programs
Train and Equip (T&E) Funds for $34,749 $2,666 FMF, IMET, PKO
Afghan and Iragi Forces
Section 1206 Authority: Global Train $500 $750 FMF, IMET, PKO
and Equip
Commander’s Emergency Response $4,940 $1,700 | USAID-OTVOFDA
Program (CERP) and State MRA
Coalition Support Funds $7,395 $700 ESF
reimbursements to coalition partners)
Combating Terrorism Fellowship $979 $35 IMET
Program (CTFP)

* Data includes FY09 Bridge Fund Appropriation (H.R. 2642).

In addition, the DOD has received, or is seeking, expanded authority to some of its

existing portfolio of assistance programs, such as the Combatant Commander’s Initiative
Fund and its humanitarian assistance program (OHDACA) to cover stabilization and
reconstruction assistance. The DOD has argued that it needs these authorities because the
State Department and USAID are inadequately funded, and the traditional programs are
insufficiently flexible to respond to evolving security threats in this century.

This trend has major consequences, however. DOD’s expanded policy responsibility for
security assistance programs contributes to the atrophy of the civilian agencies” ability to
plan and conduct foreign policy and foreign assistance and could lead to assistance
decisions that conflict with broader U.S. strategic and foreign policy interests,'®

'* This total includes funding for Foreign Military Financing (FMF), the International Military Education
and Training (IMET) program, and Peacekeeping Operations (PKO) accounts. In addition, State received
$10.7 b. for counter-narcotics (INL and ACI) and anti-terrorism (ATA) funding over the same time period.
16 A recent paper published by the National Defense University’s Institute for National Strategic Studies
concluded: “The systematic underfunding of State and USAID is the single greatest impediment to the
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Moreover, these expanded missions are not at the core of military competence, stress the
forces, and could detract from the readiness to perform missions that are more central to
military capabilities. Many of DOD’s assistance programs, particularly reconstruction
assistance, risk creating capabilities in the recipient countries which are not sustainable,
once forces are withdrawn. Finally, it is important for the U.S. to ensure that our non-
military international presence and engagement is carried out primarily by civilians, not
by the military.

I recommend rebalancing these authorities, as part of the effort to strengthen the civilian
toolkit. The basic principles are:

First, the Secretary of State has and should continue to have the authority to ensure that
security assistance is carried in the framework of overall U.S. foreign policy, including
authority over the new programs created at DOD. That includes setting the overall
policy, approving the countries which receive assistance and the budget numbers in the
requests for such assistance. The Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have an important role in making recommendations to the Secretary of
State on these issues and the Defense Department also has the critical responsibility of
implementing these programs.

This means transferring authority and funding for train and equip (1206) and coalition
support reimbursements to the Department of State, with DOD and the military
continuing to act as implementer of the training program, as exists today with FMF and
peacekeeping training. State would be responsible for policy direction, country choice,
and budget levels. It means creating a stronger, well-funded capability at State/USAID to
carry out reconstruction operations in areas where security is reasonably assured, based
either on the S/CRS or the Office of Transition Assistance capabilities.

Second, in areas where US military forces are engaged in on-going, significant levels of
combat operations the Secretary of Defense should have the authority and funding, for
the duration of the period of combat, to fund combat-related stabilization and
reconstruction assistance. DOD should also have the authority to engage in clearly-
defined and purely short-term emergency reconstruction assistance, in consultation with
the Country Team and the Secretary of State.

Third, Congress should not make Section 1206 or the CERP program permanent law,
funded through defense. Where funding authorities are to be shifted to State, the current
execution of these programs can continue to be carried out by DOD under the current
temporary authorities. This will allow time to strengthen the capabilities of State and
USAID to oversee, set policy, and budget for the security assistance programs and to
build the capability for reconstruction assistance.

effective planning and execution of developmental assistance, reconstruction, and stabilization. State
cannot be equipped only with good ideas while Defense has all the money and most of the deployable
assets. This is a prescription for an unbalanced national security policy, one in which State will not be a
mature player or will have to savage its worldwide diplomacy to keep up with operations in conflict areas.”
Joseph J. Collins, “Choosing War: The Decision to Invade Iraq and Its Aftermath,” Occasional Paper No.5,
NDU/INSS, April 2008.
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Conclusion

I have offered a broad range of proposals and suggestions for reform. They are not cast
in stone, but it is vitally important that the Congress and the next administration be
thinking now about how to transform the national security planning system and rebalance
the toolkit of statecraft. No structures or policy processes are perfect, nor can they
guarantee good leadership or 100% successful decisions. But our toolkit is increasingly
out of balance today. The civilian institutions urgently need empowerment, reform,
funding, and coordination. And the interagency process in place today does not serve the
nation well. A strengthened civilian toolkit and a more institutionalized process will
provide the next administration with the opportunity to carry out a more balanced and
integrated approach to the broad agenda of security problems we face.
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Senate Committee on Government Oversight and Department of Homeland Security
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and the District of Columbia
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A Reliance on Smart Power - Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy

Remarks of:
Anne C. Richard
Vice President Government Relations & Advocacy
International Rescue Committee

Thank you for holding this hearing on Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy. Your interest in
this issue is well-timed. There is a consensus emerging that change is needed and the time is ripe for
change. Many analysts agree that foreign aid is a useful tool in pursuit of US national interests overseas
and that the United States needs to be more effective in running programs to help people of other
countries. Moreover, there is a growing recognition that the United States needs to find a better
balance between military and civilian tools of international engagement, and there is also a need for a
longer-term strategic vision for US foreign aid programs.

This afternoon | would like to outline three major weak points in the foreign assistance bureaucracy —
leadership, people, and coordination — and propose steps that could help address these weak points and
strengthen the US foreign aid program.

My remarks are informed by my position as the Vice President of the International Rescue Committee,
an internationally recognized relief and development agency operating in 42 countries to aid people and
communities affected by war, civil conflict or oppression. In the United States, the IRC’s national
resettiement network annually helps thousands of newly arrived refugees rebuild their lives in this
country. My past experiences as a senior official at the State Department and Peace Corps
headquarters, and an earlier stint as an examiner at the US Office of Management & Budget have also
influenced my thinking. ! also should mention that | am the co-author of a forthcoming paper from the
Stanley Foundation and Center for New American Security that describes how the next Administration
might improve US foreign operations. | wrote this with Paul Clayman, a former State Department
colleague who served as Counsel (and, later, minority counsel) for Senator Lugar and the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee. Some of the ideas [ will discuss in my testimony are developed in this paper, a
draft of which has been shared with subcommittee staff.

1) STRONGER DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT, DEVELOPMENT POLICY, DEVELOPMENT LEADERSHIP
There is a need for stronger leadership of development assistance, which is a key part of overall US
foreign assistance. Within the community of think tanks and aid agencies that care about development,

a movement has been building that supports a strengthened USAID.

The Bush Administration increased overall foreign aid but opted out of using USAID for major new
initiatives and instead developed “work arounds” — creating the Millennium Challenge Corporation as a
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separate new Federal agency and funneling HIV/AIDS funding through an AIDS Czar located in the State
Department. A logical move would be to fold these initiatives into USAID and thus bring most of the
major aid projects under one roof and, ideally, reporting to one strong leader within the Administration.

The Administrator of USAID is an important job that needs to be filled by someone who can speak with
authority. The Administrator has to be at the conference tables in the White House when discussions
about US engagement in foreign countries are taking place. This person should have sufficient stature
that colleagues within the Administration actively seek his or her advice and involvement in relevant
issues. In internationa! meetings and summits, the AID administrator should be empowered to meet
with development ministers from other governments as a peer. Put simply, the Administrator must be
the point person for relief and development in the Administration.

Post-conflict transition to development — also called reconstruction & stabilization — is very much on the
minds of many organizations working in the field in places that are trying to recover from war and
conflict, whether these organizations are aid agencies like the International Rescue Committee, private
contractors hired by the US government, UN agencies or American or foreign military troops. Many in
the Bush Administration are focused on fraq and Afghanistan, but my organization also has experience
with this transition in places as diverse as Liberia, the Democratic Republic of Congo, and Nepal.

The State Department recognized that a gap existed in how the US tries to prevent crises and then
respond to them. The Department created an office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and
Stabilization {S/CRS) that has sought to coordinate across civilian agencies. The Core Mission of S/CRS is
to lead, coordinate and institutionalize U.S. Government civilian capacity to prevent or prepare for post-
conflict situations, and to help stabilize and reconstruct societies in transition from conflict or civil strife,
so they can reach a sustainable path toward peace, democracy and a market economy. This new office
has suffered from a lack of resources and support. 1t has had to rely on borrowed personnel and it
ended up dependent on Defense Department funding under special authorities in the Defense
Authorization Act. This is a prime example of the resource imbalance between the Defense Budget and
the international Affairs Budget.

At the same time as today’s hearing, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is holding a hearing on the
militarization of foreign aid and the President of the IRC, George Rupp, is testifying. In his testimony, he
sketches out the appropriate role of the US military in humanitarian assistance, but also argues that
civilian humanitarian agencies are positioned to respond more effectively and efficiently than the
military where we are present, operational, and knowledgeable about the populations in distress. Even
Secretary of Defense Gates recently acknowledged the resource imbalance and calls for proper funding
of civilian agencies. He noted that military operations should sometimes be subordinate to “measures
to promote participation in government, economic programs to spur development, and efforts to
address the grievances that often lie at the heart of insurgencies....”

The experience of the International Rescue Committee has been that civilian aid experts can work very
effectively with local communities. We can deploy skilled colleagues — often citizens of the countries in
which we work — who understand local cultures and customs, speak local languages, and need less
security than an American would. We are particularly proud of programs like the National Solidarity
Program in Afghanistan that help organize communities to decide for themselves how to invest small
amounts of aid monies in order to have a big impact on life in their villages. Some communities opt for
small infrastructure projects like bridges to help get crops to market. Others seek tailoring classes to
give jobs to widows. Some communities build schools. This kind of cost-effective program also builds
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decision-makers and leaders at the same time. It has the potential to have a long-term impact on
building active, strong and stable communities in countries recovering from war, and thus contributes to
US national security. [ am happy to report that members of the House Armed Services Committee have
invited aid agencies like the IRC to brief them — both in Washington and on visits overseas — to learn
more about these types of programs and the constructive roles civilians can undertake.

All of these various trends seemed to have boiled down lately to a disagreement among experts about
the best place to lead US development aid efforts. Some would say leadership should be at the top of
the State Department, or with a new cabinet-level development department (as interaction and some
others suggest), or through a coordinator based in or around the White House.

Paul Clayman and | developed what we call the “hybrid model”, which we think combines the best of all
these ideas: a new directorate for foreign operations at the NSC with staff who are knowledgeable and
available to obtain input from key actors and help resolve disputes as they arise; a State Department
that can coordinate and influence the overall direction of the full range of aid programs (which is more
than just development aid} to address the President’s foreign policy needs; and a strong development
agency —a revamped and empowered USAID ~ that includes all or most major development programs.
importantly, the hybrid modei could be readily implemented within a short period of time by a new
Administration.

A new NSC directorate would provide significantly greater visibility, accountability and coordination for
the President with respect to foreign assistance. It would seek to ensure that all foreign assistance
programs {across the entire US government) and the operations of the international affairs agencies
were represented in White House deliberations. This directorate would heighten the profile of the
work of these agencies, help make their views known at the White House and play a key role in
reconciling major disagreements.

The NSC director for foreign operations would have the following to-do list:

»  Working closely with the Office of Management and Budget, help to examine and identify
steps to fix the resource imbalance between the defense and international affairs budgets.

* Conduct a review to determine what authorities are needed to fold significant development
programs fike MCC and PEPFAR into USAID. Develop recommendations about which State
Department foreign assistance programs to place within USAID’s area of responsibility, and
whether to expand its role in a number of global areas, including relief, disease prevention
and democracy promotion.

+ Examine the balance between multilateral aid mechanisms as well as bilateral assistance.

e Examine ways in which the Administration could help launch a serious campaign to expand
the Peace Corps.

The State Department would continue to play an important role, through the F bureau, in coordinating
aid across various organizations. The next Secretary of State will want to fully use and expand the
capabilities of this office in order to get a sense of how all the pieces of foreign aid — relief,
development, economic and political support, counter-narcotics, military assistance and programs to
track loose nukes, dig up landmines and combat environmental threats ~ fit together. State’s regional
bureaus also could play a much stronger role in ensuring that aid programs are structured and then
justified to Congress in a way that makes sense. In fact, | would appoint senior assistance coordinators
for each region of the world, modeled on the post-Cold War aid programs for Central and Eastern
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Europe and the former Soviet Union. These officials could come from the ranks of USAID staff to ensure
they understand how aid programs are designed, managed and implemented.

As mentioned before, USAID needs to be empowered to really lead the US government on relief and
development. But it should not do this in isolation. USAID will have to cooperate in a constructive way
with other agencies. It will need to share information about its plans and budgets in a timely way for
review by the NSC directorate and the State Department, and build a reputation for excellence in
Washington — not just in the field. 1t should also cooperate closely with other major donor
governments.

In addition, we propose that senior officials who play roles in guiding or operating US foreign assistance
programs— such as the Secretaries of State and Treasury and the Administrator of USAID ~ meet from
time to time as a board to examine US aid programs and trends. This idea is based on the board
meetings of the Millennium Challenge Corporation. Regular meetings would help inform senior
Administration officials about the overall foreign aid picture and they could then speak up in support of
these programs.

2} NEED FOR MORE PEOPLE/TRAINING/SKILLS

There is a need for more people, in both State and USAID, to carry out the important work of these
agencies,

The Bush Administration has twice sought increases in staffing for these Departments. At the beginning
of his tenure, Secretary Powell was successful in securing approval to hire more Foreign Service officers.
Unfortunately, much of this increase has ended up staffing the big increases in personnel deployed to
the Embassy in Baghdad. In the FY 2009 budget, Secretary Rice has sought an increase of roughly 1,100
in the Foreign Service at State and 300 in USAID.

Speaking as someone who has been lobbying for more support for the international affairs agencies
since 1990, | hope you will support these more recent proposals for critically needed personnel to carry
out U.S. foreign policy. And ! am in good company: three dozen foreign affairs experts and 52 former
Generals and Admirals have endorsed the impact ‘08 platform of the Center for US Global Engagement
that recommends more diplomats and development experts. The American Academy of Diplomacy’s
study on “Foreign Affairs Budget of the Future” that Gordon Adams spearheads at the Henry L. Stimson
Center will also prescribe remedies to the personnel gap.

But it will be important for the Department and USAID to explain the impact new personnel will have;
how they will make a difference; and what tasks they will undertake.

Not just more people are needed, but more training, too. The international affairs agencies need
trained and skilled personnel to match modern demands ~ this includes the ability to speak hard
languages, appreciation for the use of technology, and a good understanding of program management.
In terms of skills, there is a clear need for personnel who can respond rapidly to crises and can play
useful roles in post-conflict situations. This necessarily means that the traditional skills sought to staff
the Foreign Service must be expanded to include individuals with “hands-on” experience at
implementing programs. Finally, both State and USAID need contingency funds to head off and respond
to crises. | know proposals for contingency funds almost never survive the budget process. But | would
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propose modeling a disaster contingency fund on the highly successful Emergency Refugee and
Migration Account that the State Department successfully manages for refugee crises.

Secretary Rice is creating reserve capabilities — but we must be vigilant in ensuring that these individuals
have the right skills or receive the necessary training. USAID is looking at ways to use regional hubs to
ensure that new staff is partnered with more experienced staff so that they are mentored, rather than
dropped into a far-flung location without much support.

My recommendation, therefore, is that this subcommittee speaks out in support of greater investment
in the international affairs budget and the personne! of these agencies, but that you also seek good
answers to the questions of what the new hires will be doing and how the workforce will be used to
tackle global threats and the full range of demands. And that you work with colleagues who appropriate
funds to these departments to see to it that new hires are given or have the training and tools they need
to thrive in the challenging places they will work.

3) COMPLEXITY REQUIRES COORDINATION

The subcommittee had asked for an assessment of the effectiveness of the “F” bureau. While
recognizing that the creation of the F bureau created tensions in the foreign assistance community—in
the executive branch, with Congress and with the non-profit and private sector—there is nonetheless a
need for a strong central coordinating mechanism to ensure that the President’s foreign policy
objectives are supported and achieved. Joint planning, consultations on agency budgets, and efforts to
pull data on foreign aid together into a single, useful and accountable system are needed and should
continue.

Many of those who criticize the current way the US government organizes foreign aid complain about
the large number of agencies that run aid programs and the long list of budget accounts that fund aid.
Some government officials and outside analysts see the large number of objectives as well as the long
list of international affairs budget accounts as evidence of confusion and poor coordination. A fresh
approach would probably consolidate this large number of government actors into a smaller number of
decision-makers that work more closely together.

But there will always be multiple actors because of the complexity of US interests overseas. A coherent
strategy does not necessarily mean that US national security priorities, goais and objectives can be easily
described or condensed into a simple catchphrase. US national interests are broad and varied; the
United States has relations with, and Americans have interests in, nearly every country on the globe. US
government engagement with the rest of the world should be expected to be multi-faceted and
complex. It is very important to have priorities, and a new Administration must estabilish these, but
narrowing the list to too few objectives may result in neglect of key foreign policy objectives that serve
the national interest and are important to American society.

What is true is that the many US foreign aid actors, organizations and budget accounts make the entire
enterprise —goals, strategies, budgets and staffing patterns — harder to explain to senior officials, the
media and the public and to justify to you, the Congress. Government leaders should do a better job
communicating the importance of this work.

There is a need to coordinate across various US government agencies in order to align US foreign aid
programs with foreign policy goals, avoid duplication and ensure a smart approach. The NSC, State
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Department and USAID all have roles to play in reinforcing coordination. The paper Paul Clayman and |
wrote on the “hybrid model” also proposes ways to do this — creating a NSC directorate for foreign
operations, salvaging the useful parts of the F process, and having senior leaders meet regularly as a
board to discuss foreign aid and then champion it with the Congress and the public.

CONCLUSION

A consensus like the present one is rare. While a broad consensus exists among key actors, this
consensus is also shallow and thus will be hard to maintain once concrete changes are proposed and
decisions are made and implemented. Nonetheless, it would be a shame to squander this best chance
in quite some time to reinvigorate, modernize and improve the US foreign assistance bureaucracy. This
is why | am very pleased that this subcommittee has chosen to examine these issues and is holding this
hearing today. Thank you very much for your interest and thank you in advance for your questions.

END
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introduction

Chairman Akaka, Ranking Member Voinovich, and other members of the subcommittee,
| welcome the opportunity to testify today on a topic of major interest to U.S.-based
nonprofit nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). | also want to thank you and the
members of the subcommittee for your interest in the U.S. foreign assistance
bureaucracy and in possible ways to make it more effective.

InterAction is the largest coalition of U.S.-based international refief and development
nongovernmental organizations. With more than 165 members operating in every
developing country in the world, we work to overcome poverty, exclusion and suffering
by advancing basic dignity for all. Our members include service delivery and advocacy
organizations, focusing on health, hunger, economic development, the environment,
refugee crises, and humanitarian emergencies.

In addition fo my role as President and CEO of InterAction, | am also a member of the
Modernizing Foreign Assistance Network (MFAN), a bipartisan group of experts from
think tanks, universities, and NGOs who have come to a consensus on several key
recommendations for improving and elevating our country’s foreign assistance
programs. | will go into more detail on those recommendations later in my testimony, but
right now | want to focus my comments on four key areas: the mission of U.S. foreign
assistance; the U.S. Government’s capacity to be an effective partner in development;
protecting the “humanitarian and development space,” within which InterAction’s
member organizations work; and the need to elevate international development as a
component of U.S. foreign policy — namely by creating a Cabinet-level Department for
Global and Human Development.
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The Mission of U.S. Foreign Assistance

Foreign assistance plays a critical role in advancing U.S. national interests overseas. It
represents our humanitarian values, and puts the best face of America forward to the
world. By demonstrating our commitment to these values, we advance our own
economic and national security interests. By promoting economic growth in the
developing world, we help people thrive and open new doors to partnership with
American businesses and consumers. By restoring respect for the United States as a
force for positive change in the world, working to prevent and resolve conflicts, investing
in demacratic institutions and civil society, promoting community development, and
responding to humanitarian emergencies, we create a safer and more stable world,
which is clearly in our national interest.

At the heart of America’s broader foreign assistance portfolio lies poverty-focused
development assistance, which is America’s most important tool for reaching the
poorest and most vuinerable people in the world. InterAction believes that the chief
goal of U.S. development assistance should be to reduce poverty and help
countries and people achieve their full potential, which reflects the American
values of humanitarianism and equal opportunity for all. This effort extends beyond
the much-needed task of addressing the basic needs of the poor, such as access to
food, water and sanitation, and health care. It involves protecting the most vulnerable
from shocks, cycles, and trends that threaten their survival, equipping the poor with the
capacity and tools to advocate on their own behalf, enabling them to be stakeholders in
the systems and structures that govern their access to resources, and improving their
ability to participate in their own livelihoods. These steps are critical to helping the poor
to lift themselves out of poverty.

Poverty reduction and sustainable development must be cornerstones of U.S. foreign
assistance, and therefore top priorities of U.S. foreign policy on the whole. The problem
today is that too few development dollars are spread over too many federal agencies,
leading to a watered down and incoherent jumble of programs. U.S. foreign assistance
is fragmented across fwenty-six depariments and agencies in our government, and our
aid programs are often poorly coordinated at best or, at worst, working at cross
purposes.’ This fragmentation has been exacerbated by recent initiatives like PEPFAR
and the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) that were designed to work around,
rather than with, existing development capabilities at the U.S. Agency for International
Development (USAID), the lead U.S. development agency.

The State Department’s recent efforts to unify all its foreign assistance programs with
USAID's under a single strategic framework (the “F process”) was an attempt to
decrease fragmentation, but the fact that it didn’t include either PEPFAR or MCC
hampered its success from the start. In fact, the Congressional Research Service
reports that the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance (the F Bureau), the bureau
in the State Department that managed the “F process” and serves as the coordinating
body for all State and USAID assistance, only manages about 55% of the U.S. foreign
assistance budget.? Therefore, there is no single overarching framework that articulates
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the mission and objectives for the entire set of U.S. foreign assistance programs, much
less one that puts long-term development at its center — where it belongs.

This fack of coherence leads to confusion and inefficiency here in Washington and in
the field. Host governments and indigenous civil society in the developing world are
unable to relate their priorities to so many points of contact at U.S. embassies, and the
result is that development programs are not responsive to the needs of the very people
they are intended to serve. El Salvador, for instance, has at least eleven agencies
delivering foreign assistance and, as our member organization Oxfam America found in
its research in that country, U.S. government development staff find that “it's difficult to
keep everyone happy,’ when each agency focuses on the challenges of development
through a different lens.” Unfortunately, EI Salvador is not an isolated case, and this
same lamentation can be heard echoing throughout the developing world.

For this reason, InterAction and its members, as well as the experts that comprise the
Modernizing Foreign Assistance Network, believe that the United States should adopt a
National Development Strategy, similar to the high-level strategic documents produced
by the Department of Defense (DOD) or the National Security Council (NSC), which
should be implemented by a Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human
Development.

In his recent paper, “Modemizing Foreign Assistance for the 21% Century: An Agenda
for the Next U.S. President,” Steve Radelet argues that such a development strategy
should “lay out broad guidelines for assistance programs in different kinds of recipient
countries; failed, failing, and fragile states; and middle-income countries with much less
need for development assistance. It should describe how foreign assistance programs
will be coordinated and integrated with other policy tools for working with low-income
countries (e.g., trade, immigration, investment, etc.), and should summarize the
budgetary requirements necessary to achieve those goals. It should lay out how our
bilateral assistance programs can work with important multilateral initiatives at the World
Bank, African Development Bank, Global Fund, and other key multilateral organizations.
Developing this strategy should not be a one-time process: each administration should
be expected to renew and revise the strategy as a Quadrennial Global Development
Review, much like DOD’s Quadrennial Defense Review Report."4

Furthermore, the National Development Strategy must clearly articulate the mission of
development assistance outlined above — to reduce poverty and help countries and
people achieve their full potential, which reflects the American values of
humanitarianism and equal opportunity for all. It should also adhere to InterAction’s
principles for effective foreign assistance reform, which include:

» Poverty reduction must be a primary objective of U.S. foreign assistance;

» Achieving the long-term objectives of global prosperity and freedom depends upon
sustainable development as a long-term process, which should not be sidetracked
for any short-term political agenda;
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« Cohesion and coherence, in place of current fragmentation, are necessary to
achieve the effective use of foreign assistance resources;

« Building local capacity promotes country ownership and leads to self-sufficiency;
Humanitarian assistance programs should continue to be a core part of foreign aid
and be guided by the principle of impartiality;

« U.S. foreign assistance programs should be under civilian control and run by
development professionals.

Finally, and just as importantly, the National Development Strategy must recognize the
role of women in reducing poverty and expanding economic growth. It should commit
the United States to advancingswomen’s empowerment and gender equality, especially
in the area of basic education.” This is not only because women comprise half of the
population and the majority of the world’s poor, but also because more than 40 years of
international development experience have shown that investments in women lead to
substantially higher payoffs for reducing poverty and growing economies. For example,
the World Bank has found that during india’s economic transformation over the last 15
years, states with the highest percentage of women in the labor force grew the fastest
and had the largest reductions in poverty.®

The U.S. Government’s Capacity to be an Effective Partner in Development

Because of the fragmentation described above, and because of staffing and funding
consfraints at USAID, the capacity of the U.S. Government to be a good partner with
civil society in development has declined considerably from where it was twenty years
ago. It was not that long ago that the U.S. NGO community received about 50% of its
funding from grants and cooperative agreements with the U.S. Government. Now,
InterAction members receive more than $6 billion annually in the form of private
donations from the American public, twice as much as they receive from the U.S.
Government. This shift in resource flows has occurred at the same time as a significant
decline in staffing levels at USAID.” The decline in staff, in turn, means that the agency
has less capacity to effectively manage small and medium-sized grants and has been
forced turn to larger and larger “umbrella contracts” or Indefinite Quantity Contracts
(IQCs) as foreign assistance implementing mechanisms. As USAID Deputy
Administrator Jim Kunder noted at an Advisory Council on Voluntary Foreign Assistance
(ACVFA) meeting last year, “Federal guidelines indicate that the average [U.S.
Government] contracting officer should manage around $10 million in contracts per
year; in USAID each contracting officer oversees an average of $57 million in contracts.
At some point, the system’s management and oversight capabilities are simply
overstressed.”

What we are left with is a situation in which the NGO community is looking to work in
partnership with USAID, while USAID is looking for organizations to exert control over
through the use of rigid contracting mechanisms. The result is that our government is
becoming less and less relevant to the community of nongovernmental organizations
that actually implement development programs overseas. Furthermore, USAID’s
operating expense and human capital constraints compromise its ability to coordinate
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effectively with other bilateral and multilateral donors, as well as its capacity to do
meaningful monitoring and evaluation work. Shortcomings in these areas mean that
United States is not leveraging its development spending as effectively as it could, nor
is it effectively capturing lessons learned about what works and what does not.

Moreover, USAID's recent efforts to impose a sweeping new terrorist screening program
on grantees further strains its relationship with the development community. The so-
called "partner vetting system" (PVS) was developed with little consultation with NGOs
or appreciation for the impact on implementing partners around the world. Under the
proposed PVS system, grantees would be put in the untenable position of collecting and
sharing the personal privacy information of thousands of implementing partners with
USAID, and potentially, U.S. intelligence agencies. The system inexplicably does not
apply to contractors or to State or Defense Department implementing partners, nor does
it take into account actual threat levels in particular countries, that it will likely place the
lives of American humanitarian workers in jeopardy, and that the collection of such
information may actually undercut U.S. foreign policy objectives. The system also fails
to account for the fact that grantees are aiready required to conduct rigorous screening
of grant recipients. Rushing ahead with such a system will only serve to undermine an
already fragile and frayed relationship with the development community, and puts
further strain on USAID's management and oversight functions, while not uftimately
serving our shared interests in seeing that U.S. taxpayer dollars are well protected from
diversion to terrorist organizations. To its credit, USAID has begun to reach out to the
community of implementing partners to find an agreeable way forward, and that
dialogue should be supported and continued.

Given that USAID is our government’s lead development agency, and that the
fragmentation of our foreign assistance over the last two administrations is due to a lack
of confidence in the agency by both Congress and the executive branch, it seems that
the logical place to start re-capacitating our government’s development capability is by
reinvigorating and empowering USAID. | commend current USAID Administrator and
Director of Foreign Assistance Henrietta Fore, and Deputy Director Rich Greene, for
their leadership in addressing many of these concerns. Their commitment to increasing
funding for training, along with the new Development Leadership Initiative (DLI), for
instance, will rectify some of the human capital problems that have plagued the agency
over the last fifteen years.

| have several concrete recommendations that | believe will improve the effectiveness of
USAID, which accounts for a significant share of the U.S. foreign assistance
bureaucracy. Many of these proposals could also be applied when designing a Cabinet-
level development agency:

« Eliminate the operating expense (OE) line item from USAID’s budget. The OE
line item puts an unnecessary bull's eye on USAID’s administrative costs that
other government agencies are not subjected to. Furthermore, the bipartisan
HELP Commission found that Congress has allowed, if not encouraged, USAID
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to use program funds to support administrative costs, undermining the original
intent of the OE account and eroding its usefulness.’

Change the definition of OE (if the account cannot be eliminated entirely) so that
Foreign Service Officers who are serving in USAID missions overseas are
counted against the agency’s program costs and not its OE budget.

Boost training funds for agency staff and Foreign Service Officers, which would
create consistent doctrines and approaches to development (to be guided by the
National Development Strategy). Administrator Fore deserves credit for taking
significant steps in the right direction in this regard.

Expand language training to include languages beyond the typical Spanish,
French, and Russian, for up to 44 weeks of instruction. Unfortunately, current
staffing constraints mean that even if such language training programs were in
place, the agency probably could not afford to keep its Foreign Service Officers
in Washington, DC for 44 weeks at a time. Achieving this recommendation will
require increases in both financial and human capital.

Prioritize monitoring and evaluation so that we can know what works and what
does not. The U.S. Government should fund evaluation costs for NGO-
implemented development programs, which are too often the first thing to be
stripped from project budgets in order to reduce total costs. In addition to mid-
term and final evaluations, impact assessments should be conducted a few years
after programs have been completed so that we can measure their sustainability.
Furthermore, assessments should systematically disaggregate data by sex in
order to assess whether programs are benefiting women as well as men. Again,
Administrator Fore deserves credit for reinvigorating USAID’s monitoring and
evaluation capabilities.

Improve the agency’s willingness and capacity to listen to the people whose lives
it hopes to improve through a particular intervention, especially during the needs
assessment and project design phases. This should include doing gender
analyses, which look at the different roles, rights, responsibilities and resources
of women and men and how they impact a proposed policy, strategy, or project.
When the Foreign Assistance Act is rewritten and reauthorized next year, as
House Committee on Foreign Affairs Chairman Berman has committed o doing,
Congress should prioritize “listening” when it is drafting language related to local
consultation. The MCC provides a useful model, but does not go far enough in
defining the extent to which the agency must consult with aid recipients.

Urge USAID to withdraw the current PVS screening program and allow the
agency the time and space to work with the development community in improving
and strengthening vetting systems to protect U.S. tax dollars, without
undermining critical U.S. foreign policy and development objectives around the
world.

Ensure that USAID staff understand the distinctions between Acquisitions
{contracts) and Assistance (grants and cooperative agreements), and adhere to
federal guidelines regarding how the funding mechanisms should be applied.
Unfortunately, due to factors including the staffing shortages described above,
the U.S. Government has demonstrably moved in a direction that would suggest
it prefers contracts rather than grants for implementing foreign aid. This is
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problematic for the nonprofit NGO community, which is better suited to the latter
type of funding instrument, usually characterized by a “people-to-people” transfer
of skills and assistance from NGOs to local groups. While there are certainly
instances where the contract instrument is appropriate, we believe that all too
often contracts are now being chosen by USAID as a way to assert rigid and
counterproductive control over development programs.

« Develop high-level leadership on gender by increasing the number of gender
experts in the agency’s regional and functional bureaus.

* Ensure that USAID is able to attract and retain quality personnel, and that
Foreign Service Officers receive pay that is equitable with what they would
receive for a similar job in the private sector, or even at a similar post in
Washington, DC. Foreign Service Officers at USAID and the State Department
serve our country, often at great personal sacrifice, in some of the most
dangerous corners of the world, and their contributions to U.S. national security
and global stability are to be commended.

» Shift what remains of the Bureau for Policy and Program Coordination (PPC)
from the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance back to USAID, and re-
capacitate the bureau, which performed critical policy, planning, and priority
setting functions for the agency prior to the onset of the “F process.”

Overall, the U.S. Government generally — and USAID specifically — must take steps to
rebuild its capacity to partner with the community of U.S.-based international relief and
development NGOs. Channeling foreign assistance through NGOs, both international
and local, is one way to ensure that aid ultimately benefits those most in need. NGOs
play a critical role in partnering with local communities, ensuring that programs reach
the poor and effectively address the unique needs of those they are intended to benefit.
NGOs also play a significant role in reaching marginalized groups, including women and
girls, and involving them in decision-making. Furthermore, the long-term relationships
that NGOs build with communities that receive foreign assistance are unparalleled.
Because of their private funding, NGOs can keep operating in a country even when they
no longer receive U.S. government funding. For this reason, InterAction has members
who have been operational in places for decades before and after the U.S. Government
has come and gone in some developing countries. USAID, and the Cabinet-level
Department for Global and Human Development that will hopefully succeed it, must
take advantage of these strong relationships at the community level that NGOs have
built over many years of humanitarian and development experience.

Maintaining the Boundaries of Humanitarian and Development Space

Improving human development in the far corners of the world is a complex task, and not
one that should be controlled or undertaken by the Departments of State or Defense.
People in the military are trained to be warriors, those in the State Department to be
diplomats, and the men and women at USAID, MCC, and similar agencies are trained to
do development. These are three very different skill-sets, and the three agencies have
very different cultures.
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In their book “Organizing Foreign Aid: Confronting the Challenges of the Twenty-first
Century,” Carol Lancaster and Ann Van Dusen discuss the distinction between aid
allocated for diplomatic reasons and aid allocated to achieve development goals. They
rightly point out that “development work is quite distinct from the core activity of the
[Dlepartment [of State],” since “[d]evelopment implies a long-term engagement in
bringing about social change in other countries, requiring a set of skills and a
consistency over time that can prove a poor fit with the skills and more short-term time
horizon and modus operandi associated with traditional diptomacy.”'® This is an
important distinction, and one that we should remember when people suggest merging
USAID into the State Department. As we noted in the Modernizing Foreign Assistance
Network’s “New Day, New Way” proposal, giving too much control of development
programs to the State Department “subordinates] development to diplomacy, risk[s]
allocating larger amounts of funding to meet short-term political and diplomatic
objectives at the expense of longer-term development objectives, and place[s}
responsibility for development policy in a department with only limited expertise in
development.”"!

The “F process” was a failed attempt by the State Department to exercise undue
influence in the development space. While some of its goals were admirable —
attempting to clarify the objectives of U.S. foreign assistance and improve tracking and
reporting of results, to name a couple — its implementation was a nightmare for the NGO
community and for USAID missions overseas. It focused on “country-based” planning
without adequately consulting with recipient governments or USAID missions in the
field; refied on a top-down, hyper-centralized planning mode}; excluded the input of key
stakeholders, including Congress, the NGOs that actually implement foreign assistance
programs, and its own staff; instituted a new set of indicators that measure outputs
rather than outcomes; and lacked real authority over foreign assistance funding streams
that are not controlled by the State Department, like MCC and PEPFAR. Furthermore, it
conflated development assistance and political assistance (Economic Support Funds) in
the FY 2008 budget request.'

Gordon Adams, who sits on the panel with me today, proposes that the next President
ought to fix the flaws in the “F process” but keep it largely intact. While | agree with Mr.
Adams’ concern that the Department of Defense’s role in delivering foreign assistance
not be increased, | respectfully disagree with him with regard to the F Bureau. He
describes as “real progress” the fact that State and USAID had a common set of goals
and objectives under the “F process”, and commends the common performance
framework that was established to measure results.”® The problem though, is that the
common set of goals and objectives failed to truly prioritize poverty reduction, and thus
were the wrong goals and objectives. The same is true of the performance indicators,
which measured a long list of outputs rather than impact or outcomes. Given that the F
Bureau was measuring performance by the wrong indicators, | think its fair to say that
the “F process” should not be called progress. Rather, it was a big step backward for
U.S. development assistance programs, and it is the wrong choice for our next
President. President Bush deserves credit for major increases in foreign assistance to
Africa, for creating PEPFAR and MCC, and for the President's Malaria Initiative, but the
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“F process” is one of his development initiatives that should be set aside in the next
administration.

Just as we resist intrusions in the development space in the name of short-term
strategic or diplomatic interests, we also maintain that they should be autonomous from
military control or encroachment. The fact that the Department of Defense now
implements about 20% of U.S. foreign assistance is troubling, and Congress and the
executive branch must take necessary steps to re-capacitate our government'’s civilian
capacity to manage post-conflict reconstruction and stabilization programs.** The NGO
community is not alone in this assertion either. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has
repeatedly remarked that we must improve U.S. civilian capacity in these areas. Just
two weeks ago, in a speech before members of the U.S. Global Leadership Campaign,
he stated that, “To truly harness the ‘full strength of America,” as | said in the National
Defense Strategy, requires having civilian institutions of diplomacy and development
that are adequately staffed and properly funded.” He went on to say that, “It has
become clear that America’s civilian institutions of diplomacy and development have
been chronically undermanned and underfunded for far too long — relative to what we
spend on the military, and more important, relative to the responsibilities and challenges
our nation has around the world."*®

This appreciation for the use of “non-military tools” exists throughout the military’s officer
corps as well. A recent survey of 499 active duty military officers, and more than 100
officers who retired after the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, found that 84% of
officers say that “strengthening non-military tools such as diplomacy and development
efforts should be at least equal to strengthening military efforts when it comes to
improving America’s ability to address threats to our national security.”'® There is clearly
recognition of the value of civilian-led development programs within the leadership of
our military, and we must work with the military to ensure that humanitarian and
development programs have the autonomy from military control that they require to be
truly effective.

The following key points should guide our government's approach to civil-military
cooperation;

+ Relations between the military and humanitarian organizations should follow the
Guidelines for Relations between US Armed Forces and Non-Governmental
Humanitarian Organizations in Hostile or Potentially Hostile Environments, which
were jointly developed by InterAction and the Department of Defense.!”

» There must be recognition that, like the military, NGOs adhere to a strict set of
principles and standards of behavior, which are based on the Code of Conduct of
the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies and
NGOs Engaged in Disaster Relief. According to the code, NGO signatories are
bound by the principles of independence, impartiality, and the imperative that
every human being has the right to humanitarian assistance when affected by a
natural or man-made disaster.
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« The military has a clear advantage over civilian agencies when it comes to
logistical, air and water transport, and engineering capacities. These are most
effective when coordinated with the civilian expertise of USAID, the UN, and
NGOs. In other disaster contexts, however, the military’s involvement in
emergency relief, stabilization and reconstruction is deeply problematic because
of its security focus and lack of specialized expertise. Well-intended projects may
have negative consequences and are often unsustainable due to the military's
short-term goals. Relief activities by the military also compromise the security of
NGO staff in or near conflict areas by biurring the lines between humanitarian
and military personnel.

» When the military does engage in humanitarian and development activities,
involvement should be approved by civilian agencies and activities should be
civilian-led and coordinated. In-country coordination between agencies should be
led by the ambassador, and USAID should be consulted to ensure that the “do
no harm” principle is respected. Finally, uniforms should be worn at all times,
without exception, by members of the military when they are engaging in
humanitarian and development activities.

» Finally, | would urge Congress to exercise oversight over the military's activities
in the humanitarian and development sphere, especially as the Department of
Defense begins playing a larger role in Africa and seeks to expand authorities
like the Commanders Emergency Response Program (CERP) to fund
humanitarian and development projects globally.

In sum, the space within which NGOs, USAID, and other development agencies
function must be protected from harmful intrusions in the name of short-term strategic
and political interests, or efforts by the military to engage in development or
humanitarian work. The fencing off of these programs can be done by taking the steps |
have outlined above, by creating a National Development Strategy that articulates the
unique importance and contribution of development relative to diplomacy and defense,
and by elevating foreign assistance to the Cabinet-level, which | will discuss in more
detail below.

Elevating U.S. Foreign Assistance

For a number of years, InterAction has called for re-capacitating and reinvigorating
USAID, and since early 2007, has supported the creation of a Cabinet-level department
focused on international development and humanitarian response. While there are a
number of other proposals for streamlining and rationalizing American foreign
assistance programs, InterAction, like the Modernizing Foreign Assistance Network and
the earlier Commission on Weak States and National Security, has determined that a
Cabinet-level department is the best option for elevating development assistance in a
way that prioritizes people-centered, sustainable development and can best achieve the
objectives of the poverty-focused mission described above. ™

A Cabinet-level department would solve many of the problems related to our
government's lack of coherence when it comes to development. As my colleague Anne

10
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Richard, who joins me on today’s panel, has noted, we must consolidate the number of
actors and objectives in our foreign assistance programs, and | agree with her that we
need strong leadership on behalf of these issues at the NSC. But | also believe that we
need a voice for development at the Cabinet table alongside the Secretaries of State
and Defense. The administration identified development as one of the three pillars of
U.S. national security in the 2002 National Security Strategy, and reaffirmed the idea in
the 2006 strategy. I've already described the perils of encroachment on the
development sphere by the State Department and the military, so if we are serious
about relying on development as a pillar of national security that is equal to defense and
diplomacy, we must elevate development to the Cabinet-level so that it has the
independence and authority to be effective.

InterAction has published a paper that describes how such a Cabinet-level department
might be organized, which | have submitted for the record along with my testimony. We
envision that a Department for Global and Human Development (DGHD) would replace
USAID altogether, and MCC, PEPFAR, and the President's Malaria Initiative would be
shifted to the new department as well. According to our paper, “the DGHD would
manage programs in key development sectors, including agriculture, civil society,
economic growth, education, environment, good governance, health, and rule of

law... All functions relating to development and humanitarian assistance presently under
the Department of State’s Bureau for Population, Refugees and Migration (PRM),
including all non-domestic funding for migration and refugee affairs would be housed
within the DGHD. Programs in the Department of Agriculture (USDA) relating to food aid
would also move to the DGHD as would smaller programs in the Departments of
Commerce and Labor and eisewhere. The U.S. Government presently runs six poorly
coordinated food aid programs, some of which have conflicting objectives. While USDA
would retain a role regarding food aid, these programs would be coordinated and
rationalized under the DGHD, and would be run by the new department.”!

We also propose creating a new, joint office for International Financial Institutions (iFls)
with personnel from the DGHD and the Department of Treasury. “The DGHD would lead
on issues concerning the World Bank and other Muitilateral Development Banks
(MDBs); Treasury would lead on issues concerning the [nternational Monetary Fund
(IMF). “The two departments, along with other relevant U.S. Government (USG) entities,
would jointly manage debt relief and debt financing issues.

“The DGHD would have a voice on U.S. Government trade policy towards developing
countries. More than one dozen U.S. Government departments, agencies and other
entities currently have a role in trade issues. This list includes: the U.S. Trade
Representative (USTR); the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, Health and Human
Services, Justice, Labor, State, Transportation, and Treasury; USAID; and EPA. The
DGHD would have a seat on all major interagency groups working on trade issues.”?°

In contrast with the “F process,” which over-centralized foreign assistance programs

and failed to elevate development, a key principai of a new Cabinet-level department
should be “elevate and streamline, but decentralize.” We must utilize, rather than

i
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alienate, the technical development experts in the NGO community and in USAID
missions around the world. To those who would argue that separating development
from diplomacy would weaken the former by removing it from the strong political support
provided by the Secretary of State, | would say that subordinating development to
diplomacy, as is currently the case, undermines its effectiveness anyway. The missions
of a Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human Development and the State
Department would be complimentary, but they are fundamentally different. One focuses
on changing lives and building civil society from the ground up, the other on the politics
of state-to-state relations.

Conclusion

It is clear that the 21% century presents us with foreign policy challenges that our current
development infrastructure is ill equipped to handle. We are also at a point in our history
when respect for the United States abroad is at an all time low. At the same time, the
next president will take over a country with a large constituency that supports
international development, as well as a military that supports improvements in our “non-
military tools.” He will face difficult challenges and incredible opportunities when it
comes to changing the way America relates to the rest of the world, which makes it
vitally important that he work with Congress to reach a “grand bargain” that prioritizes
these issues, gives the executive branch the flexibility it needs to respond to a rapidly
changing world, and ensures comprehensive legislative oversight.?! The United States
must elevate development within our government and give it the space it needs to be
effective vis-a-vis defense and diplomacy, focus our foreign assistance and
development programs on a streamlined set of objectives by creating a National
Development Strategy, and improve the capacity of our government to partner
effectively with U.S. NGOs, with other donors, and with aid recipients.

12
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efense%20gates.pdf
'* Survey of Military Officers conducted on behalf of the Center for U.S. Global Engagement by Geoff Garin and

Bill MclInturff, July 15, 2608. http://www.usglobalengagement.org/Portals/16/ftp/Military_poll_highlights.pdf

' InterAction-Department of Defense “Guidelines for Relations between US Armed Forces and Non-Governmental
Humanitarian Organizations in Hostile or Potentially Hostile Environments.”

http://www.usip.org/pubs/guidelines pamphlet.pdf

'8 See “New Day, New Way” report cited above, and the Center for Global Development’s Commission on Weak
States and National Security report, “On the Brink: Weak States and US National Security.”

http//www.cedev.org/doc/weakstates/Weak App.pdf (appendix I1T).

' “Proposed Major Components and Organization of a Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human

geve]opment,” htip://interaction.org/files.cgi/6306_Cabinet-level _org_paper.pdf
1bid
' See “New Day, New Way” report cited above
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Written Statement of Gerald F. Hyman
Before the Senate Subcommittee on Oversight of Government Management,
the Federal Workforce and the District of Columbia
Thursday, July 31, 2008
2 p.m. Room 342 Senate Dirksen Office Building

Chairman Akaka, Ranking Member Voinovich, and Members of the
Subcommittee, thank you for holding this hearing on reforming the foreign assistance
bureaucracy and for offering me the opportunity to appear before you.

Fragmentation and Integration

The reconsideration after September 11 of the role, purposes, organization and
performance of foreign assistance, and the elevation of that role in the National Security
Strategy of 2002 and 2006 has drawn foreign assistance into sharp relief. Internationally,
foreign assistance suffers from many deficiencies, both theoretical and practical. It
suffers organizational defects as well, at least in the United States.

Over the course of my nearly 17 years at USAID, the organization of foreign
assistance in the US Government as a whole has become fractured, tangled, mangled,
mismanaged and mal-aligned. In that condition, foreign assistance could not possibly
meet its sustainable developmental function, let alone the elevated national security role
newly assigned to it, even if there were excellent theory and programming practice.
Albeit belatedly, the Administration has recognized the problem---to which in good
measure it, itself, contributed---and moved to fix it. The fixes have been imperfect, in my
view, and should be substantially revised. Recognizing many of the same deficiencies,
other voices have called for more substantial reorganization, including a new cabinet-
level department of development. There are strengths and weaknesses to most of the
organizational options available, but on balance, a separate cabinet-level agency goes too
far, in my view.

Two organizational dimensions would benefit from Congressional support.

First, Congress should support the continued integration of development
assistance as part of our foreign policy, indeed as part of our national security
policy, and therefore closely connected to the Department of State, not housed in
a new, separate cabinet-level department.

Second, however, Congress should, in a constitutionally appropriate way, resist
the constant fracturing of assistance programs into discrete organizations, both
within and outside the Department of State.

Although the president is primarily responsible for the execution of the laws and
therefore the structure of the executive branch and should have broad authority over that
structure, Congress is right to be concerned that the funds it appropriates are properly,
efficiently, and effectively used. The fragmentation of foreign assistance has instead
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created redundancies, inefficiencies, and incompatibilities that impede both our
development policies and the broader foreign policies of which they are, and should
remain, a part.

The fragmentation problem

Three decisions in this administration exemplify the fragmentation problem,
although they are hardly unique and previous administrations were hardly immune from
the same inclination. The President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR), the
Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC), and the Middle East Partnership Initiative
(MEPI]) were all extensions of what the U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID) was already doing at a more modest level and could have been assigned to do at
a more robust level, especially if it had the authorities and the level of support provided
to PEPFAR, the MCC and MEPI. Leaving aside whether these were good programmatic
ideas, they need not, and should not, have been isolated from USAID’s core
developmental mission,

The devastation of HIV/AIDS was recognized by development practitioners,
including those within USAID, well before the George W. Bush Administration and
PEPFAR. Under President Clinton and President George H.W. Bush, USAID was
already working on HIV/AIDS. The U.S. Government did not need PEPFAR to address
the problem.

Similarly, assistance to “outstanding performers” who had made tough policy
decisions and could use additional assistance to mitigate the social consequences of those
decisions as a kind of “reward” for the difficult choices, did not require a new corporation
like the MCC, outside the existing structure of the U.S. Government. With the different
authorities and resources provided to the MCC, USAID could have managed the
Millennium Challenge Account. Indeed when the idea of the millennium challenge
program was first mooted, several organizational forms were considered for its
implementation, including a special unit within USAID. That was not the path chosen.
Instead, President Bush created the MCC as a semi-autononious corporation. Moreover,
after the MCC was created, it was inadvisable that the MCC actively reject any relation
with USAID, including USAID’s lessons born of long experience. More than
inadvisable, the artificial wall of separation was counterproductive. Happily, that initial
policy has been changed, but it remains an instructive illustration of what organizational
fracturing can bring.

MEPI, too, was not substantially, let alone fundamentally, different from what
USAID was already doing. Arguably, it had a different political cast but not an
essentially different purpose or program. But it did have an entirely new staff in an
entirely new office in a regional bureau of the Department of State. That bureau had
been engaged on diplomacy. Now it also designed, managed an implemented a foreign
assistance program parallel to the one that USAID has managed. Initially, USAID was
asked to implement MEPI programs until, for no obvious reason, MEPI reconstructed its
own grant and contract operations within the Department of State. The result is two sets
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of programs on each of economic growth, democracy and governance, and education: one
designed and managed by USAID and another by MEPIL

MEPI, MCC and PEPFAR are but examples. Regional bureaus and functional
bureaus within the Department of State have also managed, and some are still managing,
their own assistance programs. From time to time, there may be reason for asking a
regional or functional bureau at State to deign and implement assistance programs, but
the reasons should be compelling. Just as we do not imagine a parallel diplomatic
program designed and implemented by USAID, assistance programs should not generally
be designed and implemented by State’s regional and functional bureaus. Managing
assistance should not be the response to a desire by this or that assistant secretary or
office director for a separate program, and too often that exactly has been the underlying
reason.

Finally, many agencies and cabinet-level departments outside of the International
Affairs Budget (the so-called “150 budget”) and outside the Department of State have
their own development assistance programs, including for example the Department of
Labor, the Department of Commerce, the Department of Justice, the Department of
Agriculture and, of course, the Department of Defense. Congress appropriates some of
these funds directly, but other funds are transferred from the International Affairs Budget
by State or USAID. They should be made on the basis of the clear expertise of the
recipient agency in an area deemed important to the developmental or foreign policy
mission, expertise that need not be duplicated by USAID. Too often, unfortunately, the
transfers are a result of inter-agency demands from departments based primarily on their
greater bureaucratic clout. In effect, the transfers reflect bureaucratic weakness by
USAID or even State rather than true need or expertise in the recipient agency. Congress
may think it is appropriating funds to State or USAID but in reality it may be
appropriating a pass-through to other departments and agencies.

No doubt, USAID is a deeply troubled, weak, demoralized, perhaps even
debilitated agency badly in need of reform. Its procurement and human resources
operations are problematic, to say the least. But notwithstanding its defects, many or all
of these programs could have been managed within what is supposed to be our
development agency. Instead, as already noted, they were located elsewhere too often as
a response to bureaucratic clout and turf battles rather than comparative advantage. The
construction of parallel operations and analogous programs in the same country
frequently results in redundant, wasteful mismanagement. It encourages unnecessary
turf wars as the various organizations vie for authority and budget. Even more
troublesome, it diminishes policy coherence, particularly when different U.S. personnel
from different agencies provide conflicting advice on similar subjects, and it exacerbates
the problem of fragmentation within the Department of State.

The fragmentation of program authority and management, within State and
between departments, is perhaps the single greatest contributor to the tangled, mangled,
fractured, fragmented and ultimately mismanaged and mal-aligned organization of our
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foreign assistance and to policy incoherence. It is a poor way to construct a government.
We should have kept these, essentially development programs, in the development
agency we already had. Instead we have been picking away at what by now has become
almost a barely functioning carcass. Either we have a development agency or we do not.
If we need to fix it, then let us do that. Ifit is beyond redemption, then it should be
dispatched and replaced with a single agency which commands confidence. Perhaps
anticipatory exhaustion at the prospect of reconstructing USAID is the primary rationale
behind the proposal for a new department of development. But would USAID’s
problems be fixed by moving development to a new cabinet-level department which
would have to address the same problems starting anew? The only real advantage is that
the secretary of the new department might be better able, politically and bureaucratically,
to resist the depredations from other entities and certainly would be motivated to do so
since foreign assistance would not be a secondary or tertiary concern, as it was to many
previous secretaries of state? But the problems with the existing development agency
and the prospect of a more empowered and motivated secretary is hardly a compelling
reason to create an entirely new cabinet-level agency. Better that foreign assistance be a
serious concern of the secretary of state and that the administrator of the development
agency be empowered within the existing structure.

Integration with foreign policy

Indeed, a new department of development would also bring new and different
problems. Those problems by themselves outweigh its benefits, in my view. Certainly, a
new department would divorce development from diplomacy organizationally, and while,
for some, the separation is precisely the reason to create the new department, I think it
would, on balance, do more harm than good.

For one thing, development assistance is one of the incentives by which other
countries are encouraged to support other elements of our diplomacy, but conversely
diplomacy is frequently used in support of development goals. Secretary Rice has been a
champion of both. On the basis of the National Security Strategies of 2002 and 2006,
which elevate development as an integral part of our national security policy along with
defense and diplomacy, Secretary Rice amalgamated diplomacy and development into
what she has called “transformational diplomacy.” The purpose of transformational
diplomacy is not just to represent US interests to other countries, but to assist in changing
the countries themselves, to help move them up a scale by from “Restrictive” or
“Rebuilding” to “Developing” then “Transforming” countries to, finally, “Sustainable
Partnership” countries. The goal is to build a world of healthy, educated, prosperous
populations living in free market democracies. However one evaluates the rationale of
that conception or the likelihood of its success, under that policy both assistance and
diplomacy will be used to advance developmental goals even as development resources
will be used to advance diplomatic purposes. They are part of one foreign policy effort.

As noted, some assistance funds will be used to shore up other diplomatic efforts,
including support for US positions in multilateral fora, advancing stability and security
goals, and inducing behavior that advances our non-developmental national interests.
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Some believe these are improper uses of assistance, but I do not. A few recent examples
will indicate why.

The U.S. agreed to supply food aid and fuel to North Korea as part of a package
of incentives that will presumably result in the disclosure, verification, control and
reduction of North Korea’s nuclear resources and capabilities. In the right atmosphere
and with the right North Korean policies, even more would presumably be supplied. In
Pakistan, the U.S. is providing $750 million in non-military assistance for the Federally
Administered Tribal Areas alone and an additional $826 million for the rest of the
country. Why? Because of the instability in FATA itself, its use as a safe haven by the
Taliban, and the threat it poses to the stability of Pakistan as a whole. The
Administration has requested $332 million for assistance to Sudan, 16% of the entire
non-HIV/AIDS total for all of Africa, because of the instability in South Sudan, the
Comprehensive Peace Accord, the threat of terrorism, oil resources, and a myriad of other
reasons. Our levels of assistance for Haiti and the many hand-wringing meetings on the
seemingly intractable problems there are in part because its internal instability threatens
the entire region. These are only a few examples, and they do not include the amounts
provided by the Department of Defense. In my view, these constitute a justitiable use of
assistance funds. At the very least, such use is likely to continue.

Those who support a separate development agency do so in part because they
want a pure developmental program or at least a home for one, “unsullied” by the other
considerations of foreign policy, which would remain with the Department of
State. So either the North Korea, FATA, Sudan, and Haiti programs (and others like
them) which now constitute over 2/3 of the “development” budget, would not be funded,
or they would be funded only at the levels justifiable on purely developmental grounds,
or (since the current levels are not justifiable for purely developmental reasons) they
would be funded and managed by the Department of State rather than the new cabinet-
level department. In my judgment the third option is undesirable because it exacerbates
the fragmentation of assistance programs, and the first two options are undesirable but
also they are unlikely.

Strategy vs. tactics: the third problem

To its credit, the Bush administration has recognized the problems of
fragmentation and, under Secretary of State Rice, has begun to deal with them. Contrary
to the spirit of a new department for assistance, however, she has integrated assistance
and diplomacy even more tightly into the Department of State. To effect
“transformational diplomacy” and to align at least that part of the fractured foreign
assistance programs under her authority, Secretary Rice created a new position, the
Director of Foreign Assistance, made the position into a de-facto deputy secretary
roughly equal to the official Deputy Secretary responsible for diplomacy and general
foreign policy, and created a new process under the Director of Foreign Assistance.

Notwithstanding its laudable goals, the new, so-called “F process” suffers from
several probably curable but serious defects: it blurs the distinction between strategy and
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tactics, creates a hyper-centralized bureaucracy, consolidates too many decisions in
Washington, oversimplifies the character of recipient countries, undermines the value and
contribution of our in-country expertise, and has damaged the attempt to measure impact.
The “F-staff” has recognized some of these problems and has modified the process, but
not sufficiently in my view.

Historically, the US approach has differed from that of the other donors---both
bilateral and multi-lateral---in part because we have relied primarily on our in-country
teams to propose as well as manage the details of our assistance programs. We have
done so to capture the local context: What are the specific obstacles to development?
Who supports change and who gains from the status quo? Which groups and
organizations would maximize assistance to achieve greater development? How can we
help overcome resistance from self-dealing elites? The balance between what is
designed, managed and decided “in the field” as against Washington is always subject to
debate and adjustment.

In general, however, Washington should help design and certainly shouid approve
the strategy of a country program. To do so, all parties must properly understand what is
truly strategic and what is actually tactical. In the past, Washington played its strategic
role by laying down the general parameters under which the field was instructed to
develop a context-specific plan, which it brought to Washington for discussion and
approval. I believe that was the right mix. The “F process” however, changed that
combination of top-down and bottom-up. Now, to cite its own principle, “Washington
will define the strategy, the field offices will devise its implementation.” The country
team no longer takes the lead on the design of the country plan under the general strategic
guidelines of Washington. Instead, with some field input but by merging strategy and
tactics, Washington drafts a highly detailed plan which the field manages. Strategy and
tactics are confused with one another and combined. Strategy no longer consists of a
general design, but rather of a micro-detailed allocation of resources as well.

For FY 2007, the F staff led an inter-agency process in creating and then applying
a scheme of 5 objectives, 24 program areas, 96 program elements and 407 program sub-
elements. A given country would have some mix of these objectives, program areas,
program elements and program sub-elements. Washington, not the field, would decide
the mix and even the budget allocations, at least down to the 96 program elements.
Happily, that highly prescriptive system was adjusted for F'Y 2008. Although the country
team now participates to a significantly greater extent than it did, the authority for
relatively minor decisions remains still in Washington.

Certainly, a major reason for the “F reforms” is to achieve more coherence and
less fragmentation. It has done so, but at too high a cost, in my opinion. The F process
sacrificed the detailed knowledge, the nuances of trade-offs, and the personal contacts of
the country team for the greater coherence imposed by Washington’s centralized
decisions. The improved coherence was certainly laudable, but it went too far. It
sacrificed too much. The coherence could have been achieved with modifications to the
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old process that retained a better balance between Washington and the field. A more
flexible, inter-active process could, I believe, have retained the advantages of the field
perspective yet provided the improved coherence that was so badly needed. Ironically,
just as the Director of Foreign Assistance moved to hyper-centralize in Washington, the
other donors were decentralizing based on our previous model.

The better course

Given the widely shared concerns about fragmentation and my own concerns
about a separate, cabinet-level department, the better organizational course, in my
judgment, is to keep but very substantially revise the F process or return to an earlier time
when USAID was an independent agency under the general guidance of the Secretary of
State. In either case, USAID will need to be substantially revitalized and should be the
primary albeit not exclusive implementer of foreign assistance.

The revitalization of USAID is no easy matter. [t means that the next USAID
administrator, secretary of state and president would need to abjure the inclination of too
many predecessors to create new programming initiatives or programs in order to “leave
amark.” The best real mark would require concentrating on some of the core problems
of USAID: the recruitment, management and compensation of its professional staff; the
procurement regime under which it operates; and the legal framework that constrains and
guides it. These are not thrilling topics. By far the more glamorous alternative is to
create yet more separate initiatives or move the organizational boxes within the Agency.
But that alternative would leave USAID as it has been: a fish out of water desperately
gasping for air and life. Some new programming initiatives may be necessary but we
have seen too much of it before. True necessity, not just inclination, should be the
criterion for any new programming initiatives.

We need to return to some of the basics by which any agency, and certainly an
agency responsible for billions of dollars of foreign assistance, necessarily requires:
personnel, procurement and legal operating structure. These are problems too long
neglected at USAID. Absent sufficient attention to them, the result is a wounded,
incapable entity, whether located in State, or in a separate cabinet-level department, or as
an independent agency with a reporting line to the Department of State or to the
president. The regional and technical boxes within USAID are important, but without the
fundamental core of excellence in people and procedures, the entire set of boxes will fail
no matter where they are located.
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In short, these are the principles of the foreign assistance bureaucracy in most
critical need of attention, in my view.

* Build one foreign assistance agency.

e Reverse the fracturing of assistance programs into discrete entities throughout the
U.S. Government, both within and outside the Department of State.

¢ Continue the integration of foreign assistance as part of our foreign and national
security policies,

e Keep foreign assistance closely connected to the Department of State, not housed
in a new, separate cabinet-level department.

¢ Keep Washington concentrated on the large, truly strategic picture and leave
programming tactics largely to the field.

e However, provide advice and oversight to the field not just carte blanche, and
base that oversight on policy considerations and lessons truly learned.

* Resist new programming initiatives unless necessary.

* Revitalize USAID by concentrating on its basic deficiencies in human resources,
the procurement regime and the legal structure.

Congressional role

Congress, especially this Subcommittee, can play a critical role in enforcing these
principles. It can examine the regular impulse of the president, secretary of state, or
USAID administrator to create new initiatives in new organizational edifices rather than,
when necessary, modifying the old ones and finding room for them in the existing
structure. It can insist that the essentials of the foreign assistance bureaucracy be
reformed, that the structural proliferation be ended and with it the consequent
redundancies, inefficiencies, mismanagement and waste, and that the fundamentals be
taken care of. As the appropriator of the funds for foreign assistance, Congress can and
should ask that these simple principles of good governance be followed. If the next
secretary of state and USAID administrator do not commit to dealing with these very-
broken basics and to avoiding the temptation that puttering with the programs and the
boxes affords, then perhaps the complete demise of USAID and the construction of a new
foreign assistance department is indeed the best alternative.

No doubt, these are substantial problems. The organization of foreign assistance
has no simple solution. There are multiple possibilities, each with strengths, weaknesses
and champions. This sub-committee is doing a great service by taking the time and
interest to consider them. While not sensational, the structure and function of the foreign
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assistance bureaucracy is critical to a good assistance program, which is in turn an
elemental part of our foreign and national security policies.

Chairman Akaka, Ranking Member Voinovich, and Members of the
Subcommittee, thank you again for holding this hearing and for offering me the
opportunity to appear before you and offer my thoughts.
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Background

Foreign assistance has been an essential element of both the United States’ national security and
relationship to the developing world for over sixty years. From the reconstructive efforts of the
Marshall Plan in the late 1940’s, through the enactment of the Foreign Assistance Act in 1961, to
the recognition of foreign assistance as a pillar of U.S. national security during the past decade,
foreign assistance is a crucial element of U.S. international efforts to bring development,
democracy, and hope to regions of the world confronted with significant challenges.

President George W. Bush officially recognized the positive impact of foreign assistance and
international development in his 2002 and 2006 National Security Strategies. In 2002 his top
priorities for the U.S. included being *“‘champion aspirations for human dignity” through foreign
aid and “expanding the circle of international development by building the infrastructure of
diplomacy.” ! His 2006 strategy reiterated these same points, with additional emphasis of
identifying “two pillars” upon which the National Security Strategy is built: the promotion of
freedom, justice, and human dignity and leading a community of democracies. Both the 2002
and 2006 strategies emphasized development as much as defense and diplomacy. Foreign
assistance has won broad support from both major parties and will likely be at the forefront of
national security goals during the next administration.”

Support for strengthened, better coordinated, foreign assistance capabilities has also come from
the Department of Defense. Most recently, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates delivered a
speech before the U.S. Global Leadership Campaign in which he argued for augmented civilian
capacity in the institutions that support international development and diplomacy. He asserted
that the integration of capabilities between the different elements of U.S. influence is a vital
issue. The “militarization of foreign policy” — meaning the military handling missions that were
designed for civilian organizations engaged in international affairs — concerns him despite the
fact that he sees a critical role for the military in providing basic services, security, and
reconstruction during the early phases of a conflict or natural disaster.®

Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy

The U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) was created by the Foreign Assistance
Act, and established by President John F. Kennedy, in 1961. This new agency was created to

! President George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, September 2002.
* President George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, March 2006,
*Secretary Robert M. Gates, Speech before the U.S. Global Leadership Campaign (Washington, D.C.), July 15,
2008.

1
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unify existing foreign assistance programs and provide support directly to developing nations.
USAID was also created to focus on long-term economic and social development.’

During the past decade, two significant changes have occurred at USAID. In 1999, USAID,
along with the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) and the U.S. Information
Agency {USIA), were merged into the Department of State. Previously these agencies were not
under the direct control of the Department.

In January 2006, Secretary Rice announced her intention to merge more closely USAID with the
State Department. This action initiated the “F Process.” The process would ensure the most
effective use of resources in meeting policy objectives, improve the alignment of Department of
State and USAID activities in regards to foreign assistance, and demonstrate the good use of
taxpayer dollars.®

Additionally, Secretary Rice began this process to address a lack of strategic focus in the foreign
assistance bureaucracy and to focus on Transformational Diplomacy. Key issues underlying the
lack of strategic focus were the absence of clear goals and ways to measure progress, duplicative
budgeting procedures and processes, overlapping roles in Washington, D.C. and in the field, and
a lack of accountability. The solutions to these problems were to direct foreign assistance
towards Transformational Diplomacy and enable this assistance with improved strategic thinking
and implementation. This meant that states would receive development aid in a manner and
amount appropriate to improve their status as responsible partners in the international system. In
addition to this broad focus, State Department headquarters, via a newly established office,
would take the leadership role in: setting strategic direction and priorities; ensuring field
personnel would implement strategic priorities; integrating USAID and Department budgeting,
planning, and performance management processes; and strengthening accountability.®

Under then USAID Administrator Randall Tobias, the Office of the Director of Foreign
Assistance was created. Within this new organization, he had personnel from the USAID office
that set goals, policies, and overall budget levels, as well as personnel! from the State
Department’s Resource Management Bureau. Administrator Tobias apparently began referring
to the new office as “F”, or the F Bureau, which by its single letter status, made it clear that his
new organization was near the very top of the State Department bureaucracy.”

The State Department’s F Bureau has become the primary entity within the U.S. Government for
coordinating U.S. foreign assistance. Henrietta Holsman Fore, who now serves as the
Administrator of USAID, serves concurrently as the Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance (DFA),
the position atop the F Bureau. This position confers to the DFA an equivalent hierarchical
status to that of the Deputy Secretary of State.®

* Accessed July 22, 2008 at hitp://www.usaid.gov/about_usaid/usaid histhtml .

3 Accessed July 7, 2008 at http://www.state. gov/1/pa/prs/ps/2006/59398 htm.

¢ Briefing materials provided to Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management staff on June 30, 2008.

” Gerald F. Hyman, Assessing Secretary of State Rice’s Reform of U.S. Foreign Assistance, The Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 2008.

® Accessed July 7, 2008 at hitp://www.state. gov/t/pa/prs/ps/2006/59398 htm.
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The F Bureau, under the Director of Foreign Assistance’s leadership:

e Provides leadership, coordination and strategic direction within the U.S. Government and
with external stakeholders to enhance foreign assistance effectiveness and integrates
foreign assistance planning and resource management across State and USAID;

» Leads strategic, operational, and performance planning of U.S. foreign assistance with a
focus on aligning resources with policy priorities;

« Develops and defends foreign assistance budget requests and allocates State and USAID
foreign assistance funding to meet urgent needs and new opportunities and to ensure
long-term sustainable investments; and

« Promotes good stewardship of foreign assistance funds by strengthening oversight,
accountability, and transparency.

The Evolution of the F Process: A Mixed Review and Many Obstacles

There are many criticisms of the F Process. They have included: a near merger of USAID with
the State Department creating confusion between diplomatic and development agendas; the F
Bureau’s lack of effective control over development activities both within and outside of the
State Department; a core staff that cannot keep pace with running the government’s foreign
assistallaoce programs; and the domestic centralization of strategic and tactical development
issues.

However, some benefits of the F Process have been identified. Mr. Gordon Adams, in a recent
article in the Foreign Service Journal, argued that the creation of the F Bureau in 2006 was a
“giant step” in terms of foreign assistance planning. Among the other benefits, he listed: the
development of a clearer programmatic picture of how foreign assistance is used; a common
framework for measuring performance; and the organization of foreign assistance into distinct
strategic goals. !

The F Bureau is clearly not the only organization carrying out and funding U.S. foreign
assistance. There are as many as 50 different programs within 26 different a§encies contributing
to foreign assistance, most of which reside outside of the State Department.”* The need for
coordination of U.S. efforts is great. This is not only because the President identified
development alongside defense and diplomacy regarding U.S. national security, but also since
the agencies outside of the State Department and USAID have contributed as much as 42% of
total U.S. official development assistance.”> The other agencies involved in foreign assistance
include: Departments of Agriculture, Defense, and Commerce; the Centers for Disease Control

? Accessed July 7, 2008 at http://www.state. gov/f/.
 Why the U.S. Needs a Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human Development, InterAction Policy Paper,
June 2008. Accessed July 7, 2008 at www.interaction.org.
! Gordon Adams, Don’t Reinvent the Foreign Assistance Wheel, Foreign Service Journal, March 2008.
2 CRS Report for Congress, Foreign Aid Reform. Issues for Congress and Policy Options, April 22, 2008,
3 Foreign Aid Reform, April 2008.
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and Prevention and the U.S. Forest Service; and independent agencies such as the Millennium
Challenge Corporation, the Environmental Protection Agency, the National Science Foundation,
and the Export-Import Bank.'* Beyond the coordination challenges workforce issues also exist.

The Sources of U.S. Official Development Assistance'®

USAID is the main implementer of U.S. foreign assistance and suffers from significant staffing
challen$es. For instance, the number of USAID professional staff has fallen by a third since the
1990°s.' Instead of having a large cadre of government personnel who could provide local
development assistance, USAID has taken on more of a contracting focus, with attendant
responsibilities for monitoring and evaluation. To begin to resolve these issues, USAID is
seeking hiring authority for 300 additional Foreign Service Officers in FY2009. The new FSOs
will fill critical roles including public health, financial management, economic growth, and
agriculture."”

' Foreign Assistance Reform, 27.

¥ Foreign Aid Reform, April 2008.

'% Lael Brainard, U.S. Foreign Assistance: Reinventing Aid for the 21 Century, Testimony before the House
Appropriations Committee Subcommittee on State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs, January 23, 2008,
Accessed May 29, 2008 at

http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2008/0123_foreign_assistance_reform brainard.aspx?p=1.

7 Brainard, January 2008,
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] FY 2007 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2008 Y 2009
Actual Supp Estimate Supp Reguest
U.S. Direct Hires Funded by Operating Expenses
End-of-year On-board 1,995 0 2,147 18 2,447
Estimated Full-Time
Equivalent Work Years 2,005 1 2,005 13 2,180
Limited-Term Program-Funded Appoi s
End-of.-year On-board 204 0 230 0 230
Estimated Full-Time 230
Equivalent Work Years 194 o 230 0

USAID Workforce'®

The Government Accountability Office raised concerns regarding the State Department’s foreign
assistance human capital in 2007. GAO found that the Department’s workforce planning had not
defined the skills necessary to achieve its current and future programmatic goals, that the staff
needed to better manage and monitor foreign assistance programs, and that inconsistent
requirements for staff involved in foreign assistance existed. In addition to this, during the F
Process, the State Department did not use strategic workforce planning to ensure staffing and
skill requirements were sufficient.'®

In its Fiscal Year 2007 assessment of USAID’s most serious management and performance
challenges, the USAID Office of Inspector General OIG commented on the areas of “Managing
for Results” and “Human Capital Management”, among others. It remains questionable whether
the Foreign Assistance Coordination and Tracking System (FACTS), the system designed to
track and manage USAID and other programs towards overarching results, is meeting it
operational requirements. In addition to coordination and managing for results, the OIG found
that USAID needs to further implement its workforce planning initiatives to close skills gaps.
Efforts would need to include a focus on recruitment, retention, training, and succession
planning

A Broad Look at Management Challenges of the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy

Four areas of significant concern within the foreign assistance bureaucracy — across the U.S.
Government — are its mission, processes, structure, and workforce. Congressional testimonies,
as well as a number of reports and articles, provide both descriptions and prescriptions to address
these concerns.

There has been a growing perception of foreign assistance “militarization.” Sections 1206 and
1207 of the 2006 National Defense Authorization Act created programs to support security and

1% Congressional Budget Justification, Foreign Operations, FY2009.
GAO Report to the Honorable Richard G. Lugar, Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Department of State: Human Capital Strategy Does Not Recognize Foreign Assistance
Responsibilities, GAO-07-1153, September 2007.
* Donald A. Gambatesa, [nformation Memo for the Acting Administrator: U.S. Agency for International
Development’s (USAID)Most Serious Management and Performance Challenges, October 5, 2007. Accessed June
30, 2008 at http://www.usaid.gov/policy/afr07/oai 0101 html.
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foreign assistance efforts. The Section 1206 program allows the Secretary of Defense to train
and equip foreign military forces to conduct counterterrorism operations or to support military or
stability operations in which the United States participates. The Section 1207 program gives the
Department of Defense the authority to transfer funding to the State Department for
reconstruction, stabilization, and security activities in foreign countries. Both sections of
funding authority have been used heavily throughout Africa, Asia, Central America, and the
Caribbean. Since the enactment of these programs, the Secretary of State has been given the
responsibility of coordinating with the Secretary of Defense in the formulation and
implementation of these programs.

In a December 2006 report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Minority Staff they
examined how well the State and Defense Departments were working together to support U.S.
foreign policy goals overseas. The staff found that the number of military and DoD employees
and activities have been greatly increasing, a growing dependence on the military for
traditionally civilian agency projects, and evidence that some host countries may becoming
concerned about the military’s larger footprint in their countries.!

The November 2007 report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Minority Staff took a
broader approach by examining the implications of the F Process and the increase in foreign
assistance programs on overseas operations. A number of the key findings were: a lack of
common purpose among agencies and organizations providing aid; poor communication from
headquarters coupled with over centralization; a perception that new foreign assistance programs
cause a decrease in USAID sponsored programs; that USAID personnel are still the critical link
for delivering foreign assistance effectively; and that greater coordination of the various foreign
assistance programs is needed at some embassies.”

Dr. Lael Brainard of the Brookings Institute addressed the challenges of the U.S. foreign
assistance bureaucracy in congressional testimony in January 2008. She argued that the
development mission must be placed at the same level as defense and diplomacy. The conflict
between the Department’s state-to-state focus and development’s need to sometimes work
around, or even in opposition to another government, places the current foreign assistance
bureaucracy in a weak position, given its current subordination to the State Department. Dr.
Brainard also stated that reducing the number of strategic priorities to a more manageable
number will lead to greater unity of effort. She also described the significant workforce issues
confronting USAID. In addition to her observations about the past cuts in USAID staffing, she
also decried USATD’s lack of technical expertise.”

Steve Radelet, a senior fellow from the Center for Global Development, also identified many
organizational problems within the foreign assistance bureaucracy. Closely related to his
concerns about the decreased staffing of USAID, especially during the 1990’s, he is troubled that

2 Embassies as Command Posts in the Anti-Terror Campaign, A Report to Members of the Committee of Foreign
Relations, United States Senate, December 15, 2006,

** Embassies Grapple to Guide Foreign Aid, A Report to Members of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United
States Senate, November 16, 2007,

3 Lael Brainard, January 2008,
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USAID has become a contracting agency that focuses on outsourcing development programs to
private service contractors. He also remains critical of the 2006 F Process at the State
Department for at least three reasons: a large number of programs involved in foreign aid were
not involved in this major reform, Congress was not involved in the reform discussions, and that
the DFA continues to be limited in his/her impact with development policy since it is
organizationally subordinated to the Secretary of State. In addition to his general workforce and
concerns about previous reforms, Mr. Radelet rates the monitoring and evaluation systems for
foreign assistance as weak. These systems appear to be focused on the expenditure of funds
rather than programs meeting strategic or development objectives.”*

Dr. Gerald Hyman of the Center for Strategic and International Studies recently wrote about the
coordination challenges of U.S. foreign assistance, primarily in the F Bureau. He described an
uneasy tension between centralized strategic planning and decentralized implementation. As an
aspect of centralization, the F Bureau created a model to codify and quantify all types of foreign
assistance. It has, in the author’s view, had the unintended effect of making people believe that
foreign assistance is a precise field and can be properly divined without having extensive
knowledge of specific countries. Additionally, this model tends to have those who are stationed
abroad provide extensive operational plans and details to support foreign assistance programs,
often to the detriment of actually carrying out their programmatic responsibilities. However, the
centralized process is an anomaly in terms of how the donor community has been focusing its
efforts in recent years as well as how the U.S. government has historically implemented
assistance, since decentralized efforts have become more commonplace. In addition to his
concerns about centralization, he perceives the relationship between the executive and legislative
branches as poisoned. He wants more attention to be focused on clarifying how far Congress
should go in determining the nature and structure of foreign assistance and also on the need for
the President to consider consulting Congress, as a co-equal branch of government, during major
foreign assistance reforms.”

A Broad Look at Recommendations and Reform

The Center for Strategic and International Studies Commission on Smart Power, co-chaired by
former Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage and Dr. Joseph Nye had global development
as one of its five critical areas. The Commission identified three actions which the next
administration should focus on: elevating the development mission to the Cabinet-level; a more
unified approach across all foreign assistance agencies and programs across the U.S.
Government; and locally supported delivery systems which would also include increased
oversight and improved metrics.

* Steve Radelet, Modernizing Foreign Assistance for the 21% Century: An Agenda for the Next U.S. President,
March 2008. Accessed May 29, 2008 at www.cgdev.org.
 Gerald Hyman, Assessing Secretary of State Rice’s Reform of U.S. Foreign Assistance, February 13, 2008.
* CSIS Commission on Smart Power: A smarter, more secure America, Center for Strategic and International
Studies, 2007.
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The Helping to Enhance the Livelihood of People Around the Globe Commission Report on the
Foreign Assistance Reform (Pursuant to Public Law 108-199) identified many foreign assistance
challenges and possible improvements. The primary recommendations applicable to the
organizational aspects of foreign assistance included: strengthening the monitoring and
evaluation, human resources, and procurement capabilities of U.S. Government agencies; the
reorganization of all U.S, international affairs functions into a restructured State Department with
a high-level mechanism to coordinate policy for all agencies providing assistance; and
developing a new relationship between the executive and legislative branches that reflects the
need for greater accountability and flexibility.”’

The Modernizing Foreign Assistance Network released a report in June 2008 which presented a
way ahead for U.S. foreign assistance. All five of the “Core Principles for Developing U.S.
Foreign Assistance” are applicable to the organizational challenges faced by the foreign
assistance bureaucracy. These included: elevating global development as a national interest;
aligning foreign assistance policies, operations, budgets, and statutory authorities; reforming the
organizational structures; committing sufficient and flexible resources with accountability and
results; and partnering with others. The Network also listed four “Priority Actions for
Modemizing U.S. Foreign Assistance.” The actions most applicable to organizational
improvement included: the development of a global development national strategy; creating a
Cabinet-level Department for Global Development with increased human resource and
monitoring capacity; and increasing the accountability of foreign assistance.”®

InterAction, an organization representing more than 165 nongovernmental organization members
focused on helping the world’s poor, presented a rationale for a reorganization of the existing
components of foreign assistance into a new Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human
Development. The seven principals for effective foreign assistance and the need for a new
development provided this basis:

e Poverty reduction must be a primary objective of U.S. foreign assistance;

o Achieving the long-term objectives of global prosperity depends upon sustainable
development as a long-term process, which should not be sidetracked for any short-term
political agenda;

s Cohesion and coherence, in place of current fragmentation, are necessary to achieve the
use of foreign assistance resources;

¢ Building local capacity promotes country ownership and leads to self-sufficiency;

e Harmonize priorities among U.S. government agencies, multilateral institutions and
recipient governments to assure the best use of resources;

Humanitarian assistance programs should continue to be a core part of foreign aid; and
U.S. foreign assistance programs should be under civilian control and run by
development professionals.

Y The Helping to Enhance the Livelihood of People around the Globe (HELP) Commission Report on Foreign
Assistance Reform, www.helpcommission. gov, December 2007.
* New Day, New Way: U.S. Foreign Assistance for the 21* Century, A Proposal from the Modernizing Foreign
Assistance Network, June 2008.
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The enablers of these principles include a sufficient organizational structure, elevation of the role
of the international development function within government, coordination of programs, and the
recruitment and thorough training of U.S. government civilian personnel. Additionally, the use
of the military for development functions should only be used in exceptional circumstances,
More reliance needs to be made upon the civilian workforce in international development.”®

Anne C. Richard, Vice President for Government Relations and Advocacy at the International
Rescue Committee, recently authored an article with Paul Clayman that laid out a “hybrid”
model for the foreign assistance bureaucracy. It consists of four elements. First, they argued for
a National Security Council (NSC) Directorate for International Programs that would improve
government-wide coordination and represent the views of agencies involved in foreign assistance
at White House meetings. Second, they continue to desire a strengthened USAID that would be
supported by more staff and participate at NSC Deputies’ Committee meetings. Third, the State
Department would retain the F Bureau for centralized coordinating, develop a second Deputy
Secretary of State for Foreign Operations, and assign Deputy Assistant Secretaries to each of the
geographic bureaus to serve as the regional foreign assistance coordinators. And fourth, they
urged the creation of a foreign operations board that would meet on a regular basis to discuss
trends and initiatives related to foreign assistance. ™

Dr. Gordon Adams, a Distinguished Fellow at the Stimson Center, argued that foreign assistance,
alongside diplomacy and the military, is one of the main tools the U.S. has to carry out its
national security strategies. He believes a focus on the creation of a new Cabinet-level
department would ultimately be counterproductive. He argued that the F Process better linked
foreign assistance design and implementation, especially at the State Department and USAID,
with national interests. The creation of a new department could weaken this powerful working
relationship, create a department that is maintained at a minimal funding level as it becomes
more marginalized from U.S. foreign policy objectives, and could become a department that has
s0 many competing interests that it becomes unfocused.’

Craig Cohen and Noam Unger, from The Stanley Foundation, argued that civilian capacity
building needs to be a priority in the development function of government. They identified the
most serious problem as a lack of government civilians with the necessary training and expertise.
They recommended building a personnel training “float” which would mean that civilians would
have more time for training outside their normal duties. Also, they suggested a rotation system
to help government civilians develop a broader view of other government agencies and
functions. Among the main gaps and challenges related to the management aspects of foreign
assistance, they listed: development of a grand strategy to guide programs and government
actions; building consensus that development is at the core of U.S. security; coordination among

2 Why the U.S. Needs a Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human Development, InterAction Policy Paper,
June 2008. Accessed July 7, 2008 from www.interaction.org.
¥ Anne C. Richard and Paul Clayman, Improving US National Security: Options for Strengthening US Foreign
Operations, June 2008.
3 Gordon Adams, Getting U.S. foreign assistance right, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May 2, 2008. Accessed
July 11, 2008 at http://www.thebulletin.org.
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the many agencies involved; working with other like-minded governments to leverage resources;
building greater government civilian integration; reviewing the role of contractors; and the
development of measureable goal&32

Both of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Minority reports cited previously in this memo
provided a number of recommendations. In terms of grappling with the apparent increase in
militarization, Committee staff recommended that: the Secretary of State should have direct
authority over all security assistance, military members work with staff from the Office of the
Director of Foreign Assistance to ensure the best mix of aid to address the terrorist threat, and, in
general, civilian capacity in the area of foreign assistance be increased.” In their later report,
recommendations to improve aid across the government included the development of a national
foreign assistance strategy, making the DFA a Senate-confirmed position, increasing the DFA’s
oversight over all government foreign aid programs, and making the position of Administrator of
USAID separate and distinct from the DFA.*

*2 Craig Cohen and Noam Unger, Surveying the Civilian Reform Landscape, The Stanley Foundation Project Brief,
2008.

3 Embassies as Command Posts in the Anti-Terror Campaign, December 15, 2006.

3 Embassies Grapple to Guide Foreign Aid, November 16, 2007.
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U.8. Global Leadership Campaign (Washington, D.C.)
As Delivered by Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, Washington, D.C. , Tuesday, July 15, 2008

Thank you very much for the introductions.

Thank you Condi Rice for the kind words, and above all, for your principled and visionary
leadership of the Department of State.

One of the reasons | have rarely been invited to lecture in political science departments — including
at Texas A&M — is because faculty correctly suspect that | would tell the students that what their textbooks
say about government does not describe the reality | have experienced in working for seven
presidents. Organization charts, institutions, statistics, structures, regulations, policies, committees, and all
the rest - the bureaucracy, if you will - are the necessary pre-condition for effective government. But
whether or not it realfy works depends upon the people and their relationships. For significant periods since |
entered government 42 years ago, the Secretary of State and Secretary of Defense were not on speaking
terms. The fact that Condi and | actually get along means that our respective bureaucracies understand that
trying to provoke us to fight with one another is not career-enhancing. Such efforts still occur, of
course. After all, this is Washington. But the bureaucratic battles are a good deal more covert.

Of course, the human side of government is always a source of both humor and
embarrassment. Will Rogers once said, * don’t make jokes, | just watch the government and report the
facts.” And the conduct of diplomacy, where — as Secretary Rice can attest — protocol and propriety are so
very important, provides an especially fertile ground for amusement.

For example, there was the time that President Nixon met with Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir,
shortly after Nixon had appointed Henry Kissinger as Secretary of State. With Golda Meir in that meeting
was her very erudite foreign minister, Abba Eban, a graduate of Cambridge. At one point in the meeting,
Nixon turned to Golda Meir and said, “Just think, we now both have Jewish foreign ministers.” And without
missing a beat Golda Meir said, “Yes, but mine speaks English.”

Then there was the time that President Nixon visited ltaly and had a meeting with the
Pope. Kissinger and Nixon had along with them Secretary of Defense Mel Laird, but they decided that Laird
as, in effect, secretary of war shouldn't be invited to meeting with the Pope. So, Nixon the next morning went
in for his private audience with the Pope, and the other Americans waited outside for the general audience.

And who should come striding down the hall of the papal apartments but Mel Laird smoking an enormous
cigar, he had decided he wanted in on the meeting. Kissinger was beside himself, but finally said, “Well, Mel,
at least extinguish the cigar.” And so Laird stubbed out his cigar and put it in his pocket.

The rest of the American party a few minutes later went in to their meeting with the Pope, everyone
took a seat. A couple of minutes into the Pope’s remarks, Kissinger heard this littie patting sound going on,
he was in the second row with Laird on the end, there was a wisp of smoke coming out of Laird’s
pocket. Everything seemed under control. A couple of minutes later, Kissinger heard this loud stapping
noise. He looked over smoke was billowing out of Laird's pocket. The Secretary of Defense was on fire. Now
the rest of the delegation heard this slapping noise, and they thought they were being cued to applaud the
Pope. And so they did. And Henry Iater told us, “God only knows what his Holiness thought, seeing the
American secretary of defense immolating himself, and the entire American party applauding the fact.”

1 am honored to receive this award, and | consider it a privilege to be associated with the United
States Global Leadership Campaign. It is a truly remarkable collection of “strange bedfellows” - from Save
the Children to Caterpillar, from Catholic Relief Services to AIPAC, and even Boeing and Northrop
Grumman. This organization has been a prescient, and often lonely, advocate for the importance of
diplomacy and international development to America’s vita! national interests — and | commaend you for that.

Though my views on these subjects have become better known through recent speeches, in many
ways they originated and were reinforced by my prior experience in government during the Cold
War. Looking back, it is clear that the strength of America’s military forces and intelligence capabilities —
along with the willingness to use them — heid the Soviets at bay for more than four decades. But there was
another side to that story and to that struggle. There was the Agency for International Development
overseeing development and humanitarian assistance programs that improved - if not saved - the lives of
millions of people from disease, starvation, and poverty. Our diplomats forged relationships and bonds of
trust, and built up reservoirs of expertise and goodwill that proved invaluable over time. Countless people in
foreign countries wandered into a United States Information Agency library, or heard from a visiting speaker
and had their opinions about America transformed by learning about our history and culture and
values. Others behind the Iron Curtain were inspired to resist by what they heard on Radio Free Europe and
the Voice of America,

In all, these non-military efforts — these tools of g)ersuasion and inspiration ~ were indispensable to
the outcome of the defining ideological struggle of the 20 century. | believe that they are just as
indispensable in the 21% century — and maybe more $0.

Just last month | approved a new National Defense Strategy that calls upon us to “Tap the full
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strength of America and its people” — military and civilian, public and private — to deal with the challenges to
our freedom, prosperity, and security around the globe.

in the campaign against terrorist networks and other extremists, we know that direct military force
will continue to have a role. But over the long term, we cannot kill or capture our way to victory. What the
Pentagon calls “kinetic” operations should be subordinate to measures to promote participation in
government, economic programs fo spur development, and efforts to address the grievances that often fie at
the heart of insurgencies and among the discontented from which the terrorists recruit. It will take the patient
accumulation of quiet successes over time to discredit and defeat extremist movements and their ideclogy.

We also know that over the next 20 years and more certain pressures — population, resource,
energy, climate, economic, and environmental — could combine with rapid cultural, social, and technological
change to produce new sources of deprivation, rage, and instability. We face now, and will inevitably face in
the future, rising powers discontented with the international status quo, possessing new weaith and
ambition, and seeking new and more powerful weapons. But, overall, looking ahead, | believe the most
persistent and potentially dangerous threats will come less from ambitious states, than failing ones that
canniot meet the basic needs — much less the aspirations - of their people.

in my travels to foreign capitals, | have been struck by the eagerness of so many foreign
governments to forge closer diplomatic and security ties with the United States ~ ranging from old enemies
like Vietnam to new partners like India. Nonetheless, regard for the United States is low among the
populations of many key nations — especially those of our moderate Muslim allies.

This is important because much of our national security strategy depends upon securing the
cooperation of other nations, which will depend heavily on the extent to which our efforts abroad are viewed
as legitimate by their publics, The solution is not to be found in some slick PR campaign or by trying to out-
propagandize al-Qaeda, but rather through the steady accumulation of actions and resuits that build trust
and credibility over time.

To do all these things, to truly harness the “full strength of America,” as | said in the National
Defense Strategy, requires having civilian instifutions of diplomacy and development that are adequately
staffed and properly funded. Due to the leadership of Secretary Rice and before her Secretary Powell, and
with the continuing strong support of the President, we have made significant progress towards pulling
ourselves out of the hole created not only by the steep cutbacks in the wake of the Cold War — but aiso by
the lack of adequate resources for the State Department and the entire foreign affairs account going back
decades.

Since 2001, international affairs spending has about doubled, State has begun hiring again, bilfions
have been spent to fight AIDS and malaria in Africa, the Millennium Challenge Corporation is rewarding
better governance in the developing worid, and Secretary Rice has launched a program of transformational
diplomacy to better posture the diplomatic corps for the realities of this century. The President's budget
request this year, as Condi said, includes more than 1,100 new Foreign Service officers, as well as a
response corps of civilian experts that can deploy on short notice. And, for the first time in a long time, |
sense real bipartisan support in Congress for strengthening the civilian foreign affairs budget.

Shortfalis nonetheless remain. Much of the total increase in the international affairs budget has
been taken up by security costs and offset by the declining dollar, leaving little left over for core dipiomatic
operations. These programs are not well understood or appreciated by the wider American public, and do
not have a ready-made polifical constituency that major weapons systems or public works projects enjoy. As
a result, the slashing of the President’s intemational affairs budget request has too often become an annual
Washington ritual — right up there with the blooming of the cherry blossoms and the Redskin's opening
game.

As someone who once led an agency with a thin domestic constituency, | am familiar with this
dilemma. Since arriving at the Pentagon I've discovered a markedly different budget dynamic — not just in
scale but the reception one gets on the Hill. Congress often asks the military services for lists of things that
they need, but that the Defense Secretary and the President were too stingy to request. As you can imagine,
this is one congressional tasking that prompts an immediate and enthusiastic response.

It has become clear that America’s civillan institutions of diplomacy and development have been
chronically undermanned and underfunded for far too long - relative to what we spend on the military, and
more important, relative fo the responsibilities and challenges our nation has around the world. { cannot
prefend to know the right dollar amount — | know it's a good deal more than the one percent of the federal
budget that it is right now. But the budgets we are talking about are relatively small compared to the rest of
government, a steep increase of these capabilities is well within reach ~ as long as there is the politicat wili
and wisdom to do it.

But even as we agree that more resources are needed, | believe that there is more to this problem
than how much money is in the 150 Account. The challenge we face is how best to integrate these tools of
statecraft with the military, international partners, and the private sector.

Where our government has been able to bring America’s civilian and the military assets together to
support local partners, there have been incredibly promising results. One unheralded example, one you will
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not read about in the newspapers, is in the Philippines. There the U.S. Ambassador ~ Kristie Kenney — has
overseen a campaign involving multiple agencies working closely together with their Philippine counterparts
in a synchronized effort that has delegitimized and rolled back extremists in Mindanao. Having a strong,
well-supported chief of mission has been crucial to success.

The vastly larger, more complex international effort in Afghanistan presents a different set of
challenges. There are dozens of nations, hundreds of NGOs, universities, development banks, the United
Nations, the European Union, NATO — all working to help a nation beset by crushing poverty, a bumper
opium crop, and a ruthless and resilient insurgency. Getting ali these different elements to coordinate
operations and share best practices has been a colossal — and often ali too often unsuccessful —
undertaking. The appointment this spring of a UN special representative to coordinate civilian reconstruction
in Afghanistan is an important step forward. And at the last NATO defense ministerial, | proposed a civilian-
military planning cell for Regional Command South to bring unity to our efforts in that critically important part
of the country. And | asked Kai Eide, when | met with him last week, to appoint a representative to
participate in this cell.

Repeating an Afghanistan or an Iraq — forced regime change followed by nation-building under fire
— probably is unlikely in the foreseeable future. What is likely though, even a certainty, is the need to work
with and through local governments to avoid the next insurgency, fo rescue the next failing state, or to head
off the next humanitarian disaster.

Correspondingly, the overall posture and thinking of the United States armed forces has shifted -
away from solely focusing on direct American military action, and towards new capabilities to shape the
security environment in ways that obviate the need for military intervention in the future. This approach
forms the basis of our near-term planning and influences the way we develop capabilities for the future. This
perspective also informed the creation of Africa Command, with its unique interagency structure, a deputy
commander who is an ambassador not a general, as well as Southern Command’s new orientation and
priorities in Latin America.

Overall, even outside Irag and Afghanistan, the United States military has become more involved in
a range of activities that in the past were perceived to be the exclusive province of civilian agencies and
organizations. This has ied to concern among many organizations ~ perhaps including many represented
here tonight — about what's seen as a creeping “militarization” of some aspects of America’s foreign policy.

This is not an entirely unreasonable sentiment. As a career CIA officer | watched with some dismay
the increasing dominance of the defense 800 pound gorilia in the intelligence arena over the years. But that
scenario can be avoided if — as is the case with the intelfigence community today — there is the right
leadership, adequate funding of civilian agencies, effective coordination on the ground, and a clear
understanding of the authorities, roles, and understandings of military versus civilian efforts, and how they
fit, or in some cases don't fit, fogether.

We know that at least in the early phases of any conflict, contingency, or natural disaster, the 1).S.
military — as has been the case throughout our history ~ will be responsible for security, reconstruction, and
providing basic sustenance and public services. | make it a point to reinforce this message before military
audiences, to ensure that the lessons learned and re-learned in recent years are not forgotten or again
pushed to the margins. Building the security capacity of other nations through training and equipping
programs has emerged as a core and enduring military requirement, though none of these programs go
forward without the approval of the Secretary of State.

In recent years the lines separating war, peace, diplomacy, and development have become more
biurred, and no longer fit the neat organizational charts of the 20" century. All the various elements and
stakeholders working in the international arena — military and civilian, government and private - have
learned to stretch outside their comfort zone to work together and achieve resuits.

For example, many humanitarian and international organizations have long prided themseives on
not taking sides and avoiding any association with the military. But as we've seen in the vicious attacks on
Doctors Without Borders in Afghanistan, and the U.N. Mission in Iraq, violent extremists care little about
these distinctions.

To provide clearer rules of the road for our efforts, the Defense Department and “InterAction” — the
umbrelfa organization for many U.S.-based NGOs — have, for the first time, jointly developed guidelines for
how the military and NGOs should relate to one another in a hostile environment. The Pentagon has also
refined its guidance for humanitarian assistance to ensure that military projects are aligned with wider U.S.,
foreign policy objectives and do not duplicate or replace the work of civilian organizations.

Broadly speaking, when it comes to America’s engagement with the rest of the world, you probably
don't here this often from a Secretary of Defense , it is important that the military is — and is clearly seen to
be ~ in a supporting role to civilian agencies. Our diplomatic leaders — be they in ambassadors’ suites or on
the seventh floor of the State Department — must have the resources and political support needed to fully
exercise their statutory responsibilities in leading American foreign policy.

The challenge facing our institutions is fo adapt fo new realities while preserving those core
competencies and institutional traits that have made them so successful in the past. The Foreign Service is
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not the Foreign Legion, and the United States military should never be mistaken for the Peace Corps with
guns. We will aiways need professional Foreign Service officers to conduct diplomacy in all its dimensions,
to master local customs and culture, to negotiate treaties, and advance American interests and strengthen
our international partnerships. And unless the fundamental nature of humankind and of nations radically
changes, the need — and will to use — the full range of military capabilities to deter, and if necessary defeat,
aggression from hostile states and forces will remain.

in closing, 1 am convinced, irrespective of what is reported in global opinion surveys, or recounted
in the latest speculation about American decline, that around the world, men and women seeking freedom
from despotism, want, and fear will continue to look to the United States for leadership.

As a nation, we have, over the last two centuries, made our share of mistakes. From time to time,
we have strayed from our values; on occasion, we have become arrogant in our dealings with other
countries. But we have always corrected our course. And that is why today, as throughout our history, this
country remains the world’s most powerful force for good — the ultimate protector of what Vaclav Havel once
called “civilization’s thin veneer.” A nation Abraham Lincoln described as mankind’s “last, best hope.”

For any given cause or crisis, if America does not lead, then more often than not, what needs to be
done simply won’t get done. In the final analysis, our global responsibilities are not a burden on the people
or on the soui of this nation. They are, rather, a blessing.

Thank you for this award and | salute you for all that you do — for America, and for humanity.
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New Consensus on Reform and Reinforcement of US Foreign Operations' H1

A number of factors are driving a significant reappraisal of how the US
government engages with the rest of the world. In Afghanistan and Iraq, US-led military
operations confront instability and systemic weaknesses, and US civilian agencies
struggle to address this dynamic. This situation has cast a harsh spotlight on a policy
over recent decades to invest heavily in building the world’s largest and most
technologically-advanced military without a concomitant investment in other tools, such
as diplomacy and foreign assistance.

This disparity, and the need for a remedy, were identified years ago, but recent
events have shown how crippling this choice has been to the conduct of US foreign
policy.

A growing number of Members of Congress, government officials, think tank
analysts, and aid agency leaders are interested in these issues and want to prompt a
change in the US approach. Think tanks are devoting increased attention to the US
national security infrastructure and examining options for changing and strengthening US
civilian agencies. Indeed, at least 40 reports have been issued in recent years with
recommended improvements in US foreign assistance or the conduct of US foreign
relations (a companion paper to this one by Craig Cohen and Noam Unger examines
many of them). To cite a few notable examples, Congressman Frank Wolf (R-VA)
pressed for the creation of a HELP Commission on foreign-assistance reform whose
report, “Beyond Assistance,” has contributed to the foreign aid debate.? Several other
reports, such as the Smart Power Commission’s report, have drawn significant notice
from the press and Congress.’

In addition, senior defense officials — notably Secretary of Defense Gates and
groups of retired Generals and Admirals — have echoed the urgent need to equip the
civilian agencies with enhanced staff and resources. Gates identified several international
programs, including “economic development, institution building and the rule of law,
promoting internal reconciliation, good governance, providing basic services to the
people, training and equipping indigenous military and police forces, [and] strategic
communications,” as essential ingredients for long term success in Irag and Afghanistan.*
The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have thus highlighted the importance of civilian
agencies to reconstruction and stabilization efforts. Because the civilian agencies receive
limited resources in these areas, however, the Defense Department now runs an
increasing share of the foreign aid program. A number of studies have wrestled with
ways to improve US programs for reconstruction and stability operations—functions

! The term “foreign assistance” refers to US govemment programs to provide grants, loans, and loan forgiveness to benefit citizens of
other countries or their governments. The term *“foreign operations” is used here to mean all foreign aid programs as well as the Peace

Corps and other diplomatic programs, such as public dip] y programs, exct support to UN peacekeeping efforts, and
participation in diplomatic negotiations or conferences.

*“Beyond Assi ", HELP C December 2007,

http:/fwww . helpcommission.gov/portals/0/Beyond%20Assi . HELP_Commission_Report.pdf

® Richard L. Armitage and Joseph S. Nys, Jr., co-chairs, “CSIS Commission on Smart Power: A Smarter, More Secure America”,
Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2007

4 Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, Landon Lecture, Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas, November 26, 2007,
http://www.defenselink.mil/speech h.aspx?speechid=1199

P
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traditionally led by civilian experts and funded in the international affairs budget. And
these post-conflict functions are, of course, merely one of many modes in which the
United States relates to others around the world.

Most promising of all, the need to renovate and reinvigorate US foreign
operations has been highlighted by the campaigns of the leading candidates for President,
although none of them has laid out a well-developed plan to do so. This essay will build
upon this nascent campaign debate to identify the top policy options for the next
Administration and evaluate how difficult the various proposals would be to implement.
Indeed, there are far more options being discussed than can be sensibly implemented and
some are mutually exclusive. We will evaluate the likelihood of implementing the major
options, and narrow our discussion in this brief essay to those options we believe would
be important to consider early in an Administration.

Because US foreign assistance programs have been so prominent in the debate,
we will focus on two main options for reinvigorating the foreign assistance apparatus that
have emerged. One is the call for a new cabinet-level agency for development, and the
other is a recommendation to use the State Department’s current “F process” as a basis
for improving coordination across agencies that deliver assistance. This paper will
analyze the strengths and weaknesses of each idea. In the end, we recommend a “hybrid
model” that combines the best aspects of both without creating major new departments
and with some consolidation of development agencies. The hybrid model also would
equip key personnel with the responsibility and capacity to coordinate, plan and oversee
international programs. These officials would be well situated to evaluate further options
for improving US foreign operations and make recommendations. In other words, these
steps would be viewed as precursors and groundwork for further action. Unlike many
other options, this hybrid model would not require new legislation, which means it could
be implemented rather quickly. Even so, we strongly support extensive congressional
consultations, which are a key element of any effort to reform foreign assistance.

Given how the next administration’s policy agenda will inevitably be shaped by
the current political campaign, it is worth reviewing the foreign policy goals and
positions on which the top contenders campaigned (at least up to the spring of 2008).°

Global Engagement With A Purpose H1

Since the government’s international affairs agencies are instruments through
which the United States pursues its interests and aims, they must be guided by clear
objectives. What is America’s national security strategy for global engagement? What is
the best mix of US presence and programs abroad to project American values and protect
national interests? This paper does not propose a new national security strategy, but a
new Administration must articulate one, and provide a coherent vision of priorities for

* Most of this paper was drafted before Senator Clinton ended her campaign. Her proposals are incladed because they were fairly
extensive, have a profile that puts them higher on the agenda than others in policy circles, and aspects could end up being considered
by the future President.
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US foreign policy. A clue to what strategy the next president might embrace can be
found in the statements the candidates made as they sought the office.

A coherent strategy does not necessarily mean condensing US national security
priorities, goals and objectives into a simple catchphrase. US national interests are broad
and varied, so it is no surprise that a Brookings study identified some fifty objectives for
US 2id.® To some, the large number of objectives and international affairs budget
accounts are evidence of confusion and poor coordination. The United States has
relations with—and Americans have interests in—nearly every country on the globe. US
government engagement with the rest of the world naturally will be multi-faceted and
complex. It is indeed important to have priorities, but narrowing the list to too few
objectives may result in neglect of key foreign policy objectives that are important to
American society and its interests.

Even so, it is hard to deny that all of this complexity makes it difficult to convey
foreign policy goals and budgets to senior officials, the media and the public—and to
justify all of it to Congress.

Yet the emerging consensus among policy analysts on the need to improve the
conduct of US foreign policy is shared to a striking degree by the three Senators who
emerged as the top candidates for the Presidency in spring 2008: Republican Senator
John McCain and Democratic Senators Barack Obama, and Hillary Clinton. All of the
main candidates for the Presidency in 2008 have spoken similarly about the need for
changes in US national security and foreign policy.

Even a cursory review of diplomatic and development priorities endorsed by all
three of them shows how much diplomatic heavy lifting will need to be done regardless
of who is elected. (Of course the policy areas in which the candidates differ, such as Irag,
will place their own demands on the system.)

1) Reviewing foreign assistance in order to find a more effective and coordinated
way of engaging with other countries. Senator McCain called for a civilian
follow-on to the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act in order to ensure that civilian and
military agencies work better together,

2) More diplomatic engagement with other countries to reverse the recent over-
reliance on military power,

3) Unwavering support for Israel’s right to exist, to defend itself and for greater
efforts to bring peace to the Middle East. (They differ in their rhetoric on how to
deal with Iran.)

4) Strengthened ability to rebuild war-torn societies. Senator McCain focuses on
energizing and expanding post conflict reconstruction capabilities of civilian
agencies and Senator Obama would invest in the US civilian capacity to operate
alongside the US military in post-conflict zones and on humanitarian and
stabilization missions, while Senator Clinton called for an “interconnected
strategy that takes into account political, economic, diplomatic and military
concerns.”

© Lael Brainerd, Editor, Security by Other Means, Brookings Institution Press, 2007, annex B, pp. 343-344.

4
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5) Continuation and expansion of President Bush’s programs to fight HIV/AIDS
overseas. Senators Clinton and Obama would commit $50 billion to the program
($10 billion per year for five years to 2013). Senator Clinton would train 1
million health workers in Africa. Senator Obama would increase US
contributions to the Global Fund to fight HIV/AIDS, TB and Malaria.

6) Engagement with Africa on a broader agenda, not just responding to humanitarian
crises. The three candidates went so far as to issue a joint statement on the
Darfur crisis. All three presidential candidates also bemoan the neglect of
relations with Latin America.

7) Responding to climate change with serious action — such as a cap and trade
system for carbon emissions- and re-engaging internationally on the issue.
Senator Obama would create a new Global Energy Forum comprised of the
world’s largest greenhouse gas emitters, and this would in turn create a Global
Energy and Environment (GEE) Initiative to engage developing countries.
Senator Clinton calls for formal links between the International Energy Agency
and China and India and creating an “E-8” international forum modeled on the G-
8. This group would be comprised of the world’s major carbon-emitting nations
and hold an annual summit devoted to international ecological and resource
issues.

8) An improved effort in conducting public diplomacy. Sen. McCain is on record
for re-establishing USIA and Senator Obama would like to see a new American
Voices Corps.

9) Greater US use of multilateral organizations.”

Several of these shared policies (1, 4, 5, 6 and 7) touch on US policies and
programs for international development and all of them would require resources from the
international affairs budget.

Both Democratic Senators would like the US to do a better job coordinating our aid with
contributions made by other major donor governments. Each also pledged to consider the
creation of a Department for Development—although both stop short of a definite
commitment.

Senator Clinton would “spend an additional 1%” of the US Federal budget on aid
programs (essentially doubling it) and Senator Obama pledges to double the size of the
foreign aid budget and double the size of the Peace Corps — slightly different ways of
articulating the need to greatly expand existing resources. They do not specify how the
money would be allocated among existing programs.

7 Al three candidates propose greater US use of multilateral organizations, but have slightly different approaches. The Democratic
candidates have called for reforming and making greater use of existing multilateral mechanisms. Senator Clinton would like to see
the International Labor Organization used as a tool for enforcing labor standards. Senator Obama wants to see changes in the
govemance of the World Bark and IMF. Senator McCain, on the other hand, would build a new organization of democracies, calied
the League of Democracies. The idea of a Community/Concert/League of Democracies has a history that pre-dates the McCain
campaign and has been supported by Democrats and Republicans alike. See Jackson Diehl, “A ‘League” by Other Names”,
Washington Post, May 18, 2008, p.A17, http://www.washingtonpost.conywp-
dyn/content/article/2008/05/18/AR2008051801909.htm! and follow-up letter to the editor by Richard Rowson, President of the
Council for a Community of Democracies, May 24, 2008 at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2008/05/23/AR2008052302586 htmi
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Some donor countries use the Millennium Development Goals as the organizing
principle for their development aid programs, and Senator Clinton and Obama affirmed
their support for the goals, with Senator Obama pledging to adopt the entire set as
America’s goals. In adopting the goals in 2000, world leaders pledged to: (1) eradicate
extreme poverty & hunger; (2) achieve universal primary education; (3) promote gender
equality and empower women, (4) reduce child mortality; (5) improve maternal health;
(6) combat HIV/AIDS and other diseases; (7) ensure environmental sustainability; and
(8) build a global partnership among major aid donors for development. While some in
Congress have distanced themselves from an approach they view as multilateral and UN-
driven, on their merits the eight are ambitious and worthy and highlight a number of
problems on which the United States already is a leader.

Beyond the broad pledges and statements outlined above, the candidates do not go
into finer detail on their proposals. What is clear, though, is that all of the leading
Presidential candidates see the need to use civilian agency talents and resources to help
bring about peaceful resolutions to conflicts and to re-establish America’s engagement
with and standing in the world. (See also Annex 111, a detailed chart quoting and
comparing statements of the Candidates.)

Initiatives During the Bush Administration H1

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 set off sweeping changes in the US
government, including creation of the Department of Homeland Security and passage of
the USA Patriot Act. The initial impact on US Foreign Operations was exactly as could
be expected—heightened security at Embassies and increased aid to allies in “the war on
terror.” The US-led invasion of Afghanistan and, later, Iraq also required increased
programs to reconstruct the countries.

The first real innovation by President Bush was his announcement of a new
Millennium Challenge Account in March 2002 before the UN Summit on Financing for
Development in Monterrey. To manage this fund, a new agency, the Millennium
Challenge Corporation, was created. It was received with mixed reviews: supporters
were excited by the President’s commitment to the principle that development is best
carried out by countries that adopt political and economic reforms and invest in their own
citizens. Supporters of USAID, on the other hand, were dismayed that the new aid
program was set up as a separate agency. The Administrator of USAID had to fight for a
seat on the MCC’s governing board and was no longer the unrivaled voice of US
development policy in meetings with international counterparts. Other development
organizations and advocates accepted and even supported the new MCC on the
understanding that any resources devoted to it would be additional to—and not at the
expense of — existing development programs. Some in Congress moved quickly to
authorize the new organization; others were critics, and complained that the new agency
was slow to get organized and to enter into agreements with developing countries called
“compacts.”
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As of spring 2008, 16 countries have been awarded $5.5 billion in compacts and
another 18 have benefited from $400 million through a newer MCC program to help
“threshold countries” get to the point where they would qualify for compacts. Its
commitments to existing partner countries means that its programs will need to continue
into the next administration. Whether the MCC should remain a free-standing entity,
though, is a valid question, especially since it relies greatly on USAID for administrative
support and help overseas.

President Bush introduced two other signature aid initiatives during his term—
the President’s Emergency Plan for Aids Relief (PEPFAR) and the President’s Malaria
Initiative (PMI)—which taken together have changed the way the US engages in Africa.
Today most of the aid money to Africa is to fight HIV/AIDS.

When aid for reconstruction in Afghanistan and Iraq are added to increases in aid
to allies in the war on terrorism and Presidential initiatives to spur economic growth and
fight disease, it is clear that the Bush Administration added major increases to US foreign
aid levels. The growth in the foreign aid budget has amounted to 55% (in constant
dollars) since the end of the Clinton Administration and is likely to end up as a 64% total
increase before the end of fiscal year 2008.2

‘While President Bush’s initiatives have been generally well received, non-
governmental organizations that implement aid programs have been distressed with the
uneven manner in which the aid was distributed—with large aid projects in some
countries, while the needs of vulnerable people that do not fit easily within the initiatives
go unaddressed. There is also widespread concern that US foreign assistance is spread
across too many budget accounts and carried out through too many agencies and
departments with inadequate coordination.

An example of a less successful aid initiative was the new State Department
Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS), which was
created in 2004 to strengthen U.S. Government civilian capability to manage stabilization
and reconstruction efforts in conflict-ridden countries (and prevent conflict where
possible). Congress authorized the reprogramming of funds to create S/CRS, but did not
appropriate adequate resources to run the office. Funds for salaries were scraped
together, detailees were reassigned from other offices, and program money for S/CRS
ended up being authorized in the Defense Department’s budget. Section 1207 of the
Defense Authorization Act allowed S/CRS to tap DOD resources for its work ($5 million
in FY 2006 and $99.5 million in FY 2007). The Combatants” Emergency Response
Program (CERP) was also set up to give the regional military Combatant Commanders
funds to use for quick-impact projects in the field.

None of this augured well for a robust civilian capacity, and the senior Pentagon
leadership came to realize that if the civilian agencies were not able to meet stabilization

* Thanks to Larry Nowels for providing this data.
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and reconstruction needs, the military would have to be prepared to compensate.” DoD’s
growing funding of and influence over foreign aid programs is opposed by many at the
State Department and those in Congress with responsibility for State, USAID and other
foreign aid programs. Many aid agency partners are also uncomfortable with the growing
militarization of US foreign assistance and few aid agencies are willing to accept DoD
funds directly.

In 2006, Secretary of State Rice launched a Project entitled “Transformational
Diplomacy” in a speech at Georgetown University.'® Rice defined the objective of
transformational diplomacy as “to work with our many partners around the world, to
build and sustain democratic, well-governed states that will respond to the needs of their
people and conduct themselves responsibly in the international system.” She laid out the
need to: reposition foreign service posts from Washington and Europe to other regions,
use smaller offices (American presence posts) or no office at all (virtual presence posts
using the internet), embrace regional partnerships, encourage diplomats to work more
closely with the military, enhance the Office of Reconstruction and Stabilization at State
(including an ability to assemble and deploy civilian experts to post-conflict operations ),
send more diplomats into the field and especially to hardship posts, train them with new
expertise (rule of law, entrepreneurship, health care delivery and education), and train
record numbers of officers in difficult languages like Arabic, Chinese, Farsi and Urdu.

Her speech was followed by a series of other announcements, most immediately
the appointment of then-PEPFAR head Randall Tobias to the new position of Director of
Foreign Assistance, which was dual-hatted with the job of Administrator of USAID and
at the same bureaucratic level of the Deputy Secretary. The impetus for this particular
change reportedly came when Secretary Rice could not get a clear answer about how
much democracy funding the US government spent. Tobias merged the budget staffs at
USAID and State into one budget, performance planning and results monitoring
organization known as the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance, or the “F
Bureau.” He vowed to improve operations and to do a better job tracking aid
expenditures. One of its first acts was to develop a matrix or “Strategic Framework” that
assigned aid to one of five transformational diplomacy objectives: (1) Peace and
Security, (2) Governing Justly and Democratically, (3) Investing in People, (4) Economic
Growth and (5) Humanitarian Assistance. Aid was further allocated to countries, and
every aid recipient country was assigned one of five categories:

* Rebuilding States H3— Countries in, or emerging from, and rebuilding after
internal or external conflict.

* Developing States H3-— Countries with low or lower-middle income, not yet
meeting certain economic and political performance criteria.

® This concept was included in DOD directive 3000.05, entitled “Military Support for Stability, Security, Transition, and
Reconstruction (SSTR) Operations™ and 1ssued November 28, 2005. This document establishes DoD policy and assigns
responsibilities within DoD for planning, training, and preparing to conduct and support stability operations.

g v of State Condol Rice, “Transformational Diplomacy”, Georgetown University, Washington DC, January 18, 2006,
hup://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2006/59306.btm See also description of effort by Kennon H. Nakamura and Susan B. Epstein,
“Diplomacy for the 21™ Century: Transformational Diplomacy”, CRS Report for Congress RL 34141, Congressional Research
Service, August 23, 2007, http://fas.org/sgp/crsirow/RL34141.pdf
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e Transforming States H3— Countries with low or lower-middle income, meeting
certain economic and political performance criteria.

o Sustaining Partnership States H3— Countries with upper-middle income or
greater for which U.S. support is provided to sustain partnerships, progress, and
peace.

s Restrictive States H3— Those countries where the State Department or Congress
has determined that serious freedom and human rights issues are of concern.

A sixth category was added to accommodate programs that did not fit the framework and
its focus on bilateral programs:
* Global or Regional Programs H3 — This category is for assistance programs that
extend across country boundaries.

The attempts to apply the principles of transformational diplomacy to the
development budget got off to a rocky start. Ambassador Tobias was faulted by
Congress and outside groups for not sufficiently consulting with them before embarking
on changes. The original matrix was changed not only to capture the regional nature of
some programs but also to include alleviating poverty as an overall goal - an egregious
omission to many development specialists. The time span for introducing changes was
compressed to catch up to the fiscal year 2008 budget process, a process that was already
underway. Personnel at Embassies and USAID missions objected to a lack of input into
the new process and initial budget allocations. Tensions had already arisen between “F”
and Congress when Ambassador Tobias resigned in April 2007 M

This combined staff has developed a truly unified budget presentation for State
and USAID. Its setbacks include an exaggerated sense of the importance of the
framework document itself and a failure to achieve true long-range strategic plans. Now
that the end of the Administration is near, several offices (including the F bureau, the
office of the Undersecretary for Management (M) and the Office of Policy Planning (S/P)
are engaged in a major budget planning drill designed to produce a serious budget for
State/USAID. For the first time, the policy planning office seeks a five-year strategic
plan/budget to accompany the annual budget.

Also as part of the transformational diplomacy effort, a group of distinguished
Americans were asked to serve as an Advisory Committee on Transformational
Diplomacy. Their report, issued in January 2008, called for increasing the available
financial and human resources, streamlining the organizational structure with less
hierarchical decision-making to equip officials closest to a given issue with greater
authority and shifting the State Department’s emphasis from one of process to one of
results.

Of the many outside groups that have recently looked at foreign aid, one had the
distinct status of having been created by act of Congress, the bipartisan Helping to
Enhance the Livelihood of People around the Globe (or HELP) Commission proposed by

! Tobias resigned abruptly after admitting his name turned up as a patron of an escort service/prostitution ring.

9
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Rep. Frank Wolf. This group of distinguished Americans from across the political
spectrum made a number of recommendations:

» Rewrite the Foreign Assistance Act
Do more to help developing countries build vibrant private sectors
Create a new business model and engage new non-governmental partners
Align America’s trade and development policies
Strengthen the management capacity of our nation’s assistance agencies
Reorganize all U.S. international affairs functions
Determine funding from the bottom up, based on the needs and commitment of
developing countries and on the national and security interests of the United
States

Strengthening the US Government for International Engagement: Current
Proposals H1

Given the current favorable conditions for serious action—the numerous
constructive proposals from commissions, advocacy groups and think tanks, and the clear
signals from the leading Presidential candidates of both major political parties—what is
the best way for a new Administration to strengthen and fund the civilian institutions that
carry out foreign operations? On the biggest question of organizational structure for
foreign aid, most analysts seem to fall into two camps: creation of a cabinet-level
Department for Development or strengthening capability within the current structure,
centered on the State Department.

Cabinet-level Department for Development H2

The idea of establishing a separate, Cabinet-level Department for Development
has been proposed by several leading analysts. This proposal was discussed (but not
unanimously endorsed) in the reports of both the HELP Commission and the Smart
Power Commission (the latter recommended “a cabinet-level voice for global
development”), and has proponents at the leading think tanks and among prominent
individuals, such as former USAID Administrator Brian Atwood.'? It has been formally
endorsed as a top goal by the board of Interaction, the main NGO association for more
than 170 relief and development organizations as well as the Modernizing Foreign
Assistance Network.”® Such a Department would bring under one roof the existing
USAID programs, PEPFAR (President’s Emergency Plan to Fight AIDS), the President’s
Malaria Initiative, and the Millennium Challenge Corporation. Steve Radelet of the
Center for Global Development also proposes to shift the Treasury office that liaises with
the Multilateral Development Banks to the new department. An Interaction proposal also
recommended shifting refugee programs now housed at the State Department and chiefly
carried out through multilateral organizations and non-governmental organizations to a
new development department.

2 See Brian Atwood’s June 25, 2008 testimony to Congress at http://foreignaffairs. house.gov/1 10/atw062508.pdf

¥ See materials at www.interaction.org (http://interaction.org/library/detail.php?id=6304) and Modernizing Foreign Assistance
Network, “New Day, New Way: U.S. Foreign Assistance for the 21 Century”, June 10, 2008.
(http://interaction.org/library/detail php?id=6288)
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The strongest arguments for a stand-alone Department for Development
empbhasize the need to strengthen development as a tool of US national security and
foreign policy and to have a development leader present in high-level national security
discussions. The Bush Administration listed development as a key third element (called
the third “D”) along with diplomacy and defense in its National Security Strategy, but
many believe that not enough was done to strengthen this important element.

Development is a distinct professional field; its experienced technical experts are
not interchangeable with international affairs generalists or diplomats. The long-term
nature of economic growth and development also requires patience, commitment, and
longer planning horizons. US development efforts face additional challenges associated
with USAID’s organizational handicaps — having been weakened by years of dwindling
operating budgets, frequently shifting priorities and earmarks, too few staff overseeing
too many contractors, and a cohort of senior professionals that are retiring en masse. Too
much of the agency’s energy went to fending off absorption by State in the mid-1990s
and more recently to abrupt changes resulting from the “F” process. According to
Brookings Vice President, Lael Brainard, “a new, empowered department of global
development...[would come closest] to achieving key principles of aid effectiveness.
Only a new cabinet agency will be able to boost the stature and morale of the
development mission and attract the next generation of top talent within the US
government.”"* Advocates see development as a specialized area that should not be
second-guessed by people who are not experts. Another point in support of this idea is
the successful precedent of the UK’s Department for International Development (DFID),
which is widely recognized as one of the best development agencies of the major donor
governments.

Strengthen Foreign Assistance Coordination through State/USAID Reform H2

On the other side of the argument, House Foreign Operations Subcommittee Chair
Nita Lowey recently expressed reservations about refashioning USAID into a new
cabinet-level agency—believing that such an effort would detract from badly needed
coordination and restructuring US foreign assistance programs. Similarly, Peter
%\S/IcPherson, former Administrator of USAID, recently testified in opposition to the idea.

Professor Gordon Adams, the former senior OMB official for both defense and
international affairs budgets, argues that creating an additional cabinet department would
further divide the civilian toolkit in two counterproductive ways.'® It would split the
foreign assistance portfolio, putting some aid programs in a new department, but leaving
others at State. This would only make it harder to preserve a crucial connection between

" Lael Brainard, "Orgamzmg Foreign Assistance” in Lael Brainard, editor, Security by Other Means, Brookings Institution Press,

2007, pp.62-63
'* See Peter McPherson’s June 25, 2008 testimony to Congress at hitps://www.nasulge.org/NetCommunity/Document. Doc?id=957
1 Gordon Adams, “Don’t Rei the Foreign Assi ‘Wheel”, Foreign Service Journal, March 2008, “Rebalancing and

Integrating the National Security Tootkit”, Testimony before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, April 24, 2008, and
personal correspondence.
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US foreign assistance programs and the strategic objectives of US foreign and national
security strategy, potentially creating a constant tension between “a new department with
some of the foreign assistance dollars and the oldest Department in American
government” which is responsible for implementing foreign policy. There would be
inevitable duplication and friction as development activities are managed apart from aid
programs that remain at the State Department, exacerbating the problem of coordinating
overall U.S. foreign assistance. By treating development, an important objective of U.S.
policy, as separate from other foreign assistance, bureaucratic duplication would only end
up weakening both.

Adams has argued for stronger coordination and budget planning through the
Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance. In his view, the linkage between
foreign policy and foreign assistance programs is a critical to the effectiveness of US
policy. The recently created State Department Office of the Director of Foreign
Assistance represents, he thinks, the “first institutionalized, comprehensive, leadership-
supported, strategically-driven effort to coordinate State and USAID's foreign assistance
resources.”

While acknowledging that the first year of the F process has had severe
weaknesses, Adams argues that it should be improved and built upon, not abandoned. In
his view, the keys to more effective foreign aid and operations are: increased
transparency on the part of State/USAID as well as the Congress, more input from
embassies and missions themselves into the plans and priorities, strengthened capacity for
budgeting and planning in State's regional bureaus, stronger institutionalization of the
planning process, and sustained White House attention on foreign assistance
priorities. Adams predicts that allowing the F bureau to languish coupled with a long—
likely unsuccessful—effort to create a separate department will only spur further
migration of foreign affairs leadership from civilian agencies to the Defense Department.
“Whatever structure emerges [from a redesign of civilian agencies] has to be able to deal
with the full range of foreign assistance programs, not just development programs,”
Adams says.

Secretary of State accountable for all Foreign Assistance H2

A recent report from the minority staff of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
(SFRC) on the implementation of foreign assistance through Embassies also offered
recommendations for fixing the aid bureaucracy.'” The SFRC staff proposals emphasized
the harmonization of aid with overall foreign policy. They called for the Secretary of
State to provide strategic direction, transparency and top-level accountability to foreign
assistance. Additionally, the Director of Foreign Assistance should be a Senate-
confirmed position at the deputy secretary level, responsible for refereeing budget
disputes at the strategic level. The position of Administrator of USAID should be
restored to its former status as a separate position from the DFA.

v “Embassies Grapple to Guide Foreign Aid”, a report to Members of the Committee of Foreign Relations, US Senate, November 16,
7,
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Similarly, the Advisory Committee on Transformational Diplomacy was explicit
in wanting to strengthen the State Department. The committee’s January 2008 report
emphasizes State’s role: “the Department of State is uniquely responsible for the broad
range of US international interests and is accountable to the President for ensuring that all
US Government (USG) non-combat efforts overseas support American foreign policy
objectives.”*® It calls for State to lead in the development of an integrated Foreign
Affairs Strategic Plan and integrated budget, working closely with the NSC and OMB

HELP Commission Split: Department for Development or Super State Department?
H2

On the question of whether to create a new agency or augment the State
Department’s role, the HELP Commission’s membership was divided. While four
Commissioners backed a new Department for Development, the majority called for the
creation of a completely revamped State Department (they refer to it as the International
Affairs Department for convenience sake, but the idea amounts to a strengthened, super
State Department). This state department would have an office of the Secretary at the
top, comparable to the Office of the Secretary of Defense at DoD. Major parts of the new
department would be devoted to: diplomacy, trade and development, public diplomacy,
humanitarian aid and consular matters. Similar to inter-service “jointness” emphasized
by the military in the last two decades, steps are recommended to ensure the various
pieces work together — such as a requirement for personnel to rotate through at least one
other part before being promoted into senior positions.

Recreate USAID as leading Development Agency H2

Professor Carol Lancaster, a former official at State, USAID and OMB, has
published an excellent book on Bush Administration aid policies.” In its concluding
chapters, she examines three options: a Department of Development; merging USAID
into State; or leaving USAID as a sub-cabinet agency into which several other aid
programs would be merged. Lancaster doubts that a new President will spend the
political capital necessary to create a new development department, and she foresees
formidable Congressional and other resistance to a full merger between USAID and
State. For these reasons, she suggests combining bilateral aid programs into a sub-cabinet
level USAID as the most practical way to achieve organizational reform at an affordable
political cost.

Mirroring the Defense Department H2

Some suggest that, given the military’s reputation for organizational management,
civilian capacities should be structured to mirror the defense department. This idea is
reflected in several recent proposals. The majority of the HELP Commission suggested
folding civilian agencies under the Office of the Secretary of State, the way the Defense

1% “The Secretary of State’s Advisory Committee on Transformational Dipl y”, Office of the Secretary, US Department of State,
January 2008, page 5. hitp://www.state.gov/documents/organization/99903 pdf
' Carol Lancaster, George Bush's Foreign Aid; Transformation or Chaos?, Center for Global Development, Washington, DC, 20008.
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Department’s Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) manages a number of
subordinate agencies. Others have argued that the State Department’s regional bureaus
should be organized geographically to match up with the command areas of the
combatant commanders. Yet these rather simplistic approaches fail to account for the
large disparity in resources between the organizations and their very different missions.

White House Coordination of National Security H2

Even though they differ on the issue of a cabinet-level Department of
Development, both the Modemizing Foreign Assistance Network and Gordon Adams see
an urgent need for the White House to coordinate broader national security efforts. The
Network’s report calls for a strong “whole of government” coordination function in the
Executive Office of the President and states that it would be “an essential complement to
the effectiveness” of a new Department for Global Development. Adams states that it is
critical for the NSC together with OMB to play a more active role in strategic planning
and guidance.”® He calls for a consistent approach that reviews national security issues
across the international affairs, defense and homeland security agencies. By adding staff
to both organizations, Adams recommends that NSC and OMB lead a Quadrennial
National Strategy Review (QNSR) and produce biennial, classified National Security
Planning Guidance to agencies that would also serve as the basis for an annual, integrated
national security budget.

Weighing the Options H2

Advocates of a new Department for Development tend to focus on US
development assistance without accounting for the many other foreign
assistance/international programs. They do not, for example, address military assistance
and other foreign aid programs that do not fit within the definition of official
development assistance. Few discuss how to improve the relief and humanitarian
programs now split between USAID and State and Defense. Opponents of the
Department for Development seek a “strong center” for coordination and leadership of
the full range of US foreign aid outside of USAID. Some would establish a coordination
mechanism at the White House, doubting the State Department’s ability to lead on
foreign aid. Another group sees more harm than good from a separate USAID
independent from the State Department. Clearly most of the legislation that governs the
international affairs agencies acknowledges the Secretary of State’s role in overall
leadership of foreign policy and the need for other agencies to adhere to that policy.

Regardless of the need to give development issues more attention and priority at
the Cabinet level, creating a new Department is at best a partial solution and will not
resolve the lack of coordination and direction in US foreign operations. It is hard to
imagine a serious candidate for Secretary of State taking the job if it entailed a regular
battle with the Department for Development over policy and resources. Such strife

* Testimony, April 24, 2008, pp. 17-19. This concept of greater NSC mvolvement in i ing and national security resource
Hocation was also ded by the CSIS “Beyond Goldwater-Nichols” project, See Clark Murdoch Michele Flournoy, et. al.,
Beyond Goldwater-Nichols Phase H Report, 2005, http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/bgn_ph2_report.pdf

a
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would not serve the President, who will want to pursue a coordinated, cohesive foreign
policy.

Given these various ideas and proposals, the next Administration will need to
decide whether to: build on the current effort; elevate and empower USAID as a separate
Cabinet-level department; or try to enhance and improve USAID’s effectiveness as sub-
cabinet agency. A decision must also be made about whether to keep the F office
responsible for administering the foreign assistance budget across State and USAID, or to
expand its oversight to other funds and agencies that implement foreign assistance
programs (it already has the authority to coordinate efforts of other agencies).”’ Another
question is whether to have one person in charge of both the F bureau and USAID, or to
have two people in those jobs.

Strengthening the US Government for International Engagement: the Hybrid
Model H1

Given the political and practical difficulties in implementing the approaches
discussed above, and with a view to offering an option that we believe is achievable
within the first 90 days of a new administration, we propose another model, which we
call the “hybrid model.” We believe this model combines the best ideas from the leading
options cuarrently being discussed. The hybrid model would have four important
components: {A) a new directorate on the National Security Council staff to coordinate
foreign assistance and international programs across the international affairs community;,
(B) a modernized and strengthened USAID to lead on US relief and development
programs; (C) improved oversight and management of foreign operations at the State
Department, including effective use of the “F” office and appointment of regional bureau
Deputy Assistant Secretaries to fund and allocate aid across various programs; and (D)
periodic meetings of agency and department heads to discuss foreign assistance, modeled
on the existing MCC board.

Establish NSC Directorate for International Programs H2

A new NSC directorate would provide significantly greater visibility,
accountability and coordination for the President with respect to foreign assistance. It
would work to link all foreign assistance programs (across the entire US government) and
operations of the international affairs agencies to White House policy deliberations.

Such an office would heighten the profile of the work of these agencies, help make their
views known and play a key role in reconciling major disagreements.

The NSC senior director for foreign operations would have the following to-do
list:

o Conduct a review to determine what authorities are needed to fold significant
development programs like MCC and PEPFAR into USAID. Develop
recommendations about which State Department foreign assistance programs

' According to Brainard, there are 19 US government departments or agencies that play roles in foreign assistance.
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to place within USAID’s area of responsibility, and whether to expand its role
in a number of global areas, including relief, disease prevention and
democracy promotion.

o Examine the balance between multilateral aid mechanisms and bilateral
assistance.

» Examine options for the Administration to launch a major expansion of the
Peace Corps.

The same directorate could consider other changes to US international programs not
discussed in this paper, but suggested as options in several important reports:

¢ Revisit the roles of USAID/OTI and State/S/CRS and consider the best way
for the USG to field civilians to carry out programs in countries with a large
USG military presence. (This recommendation assumes that this type of US
involvement in foreign countries will be the exception in future years and not
the norm around which large new structures should be built. See Gordon
Adams on this topic.”?)

¢ Guide the development of an inter-agency plan not just to hire more people
for the international affairs agencies but also to get the most needed skill sets.

e Undertake a major review of theApril 1999 incorporation of USIA into State
and consider the costs and benefits of this merger. Task the State Department
to develop options for the future of public diplomacy. Any review of options
should reflect the views of relevant stakeholders and experts.

For this directorate to work as an influential coordinating body, it would need a
staff of experienced, senior-level personnel with years of government or field service and
expertise in foreign assistance and other international programs. And they would have to
act as true “honest-brokers” in preparing decisions for the President—ensuring that every
agency has an ample hearing, particularly during deliberations on the annual budget.

Strengthen USAID H2

The second element of the hybrid model- and of vital importance — is a
strengthened, modernized, and well-resourced USAID that draws together the best
possible team of development professionals to tackle global threats to economic growth
and development. This newly empowered agency would provide advice and guidance to
the White House, NSC, embassies, other agencies and field experts serving overseas, and
would oversee and coordinate development projects in the field. The Administrator of
USAID would be the recognized lead on Development policy, have a seat at every
relevant meeting of the Deputies committee, and represent the US government at
international conferences on development issues.

In addition, USAID would take the lead on humanitarian relief (including refugee
programs), transition initiatives, efforts to boost democracy as well as programs currently

# Gordon Adams, April 24, 2008 testimony, pp. 9-17.
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carried out by MCC and PEPFAR. In theory, USAID could take responsibility for
Haising with and funding the multi-lateral development banks, the UN Development
Program, other UN development bodies, and UN High Commissioner on Refugees
(UNHCR). The Administrator would be responsible for appointing a senior official to
lead international crisis response during times of emergency. USAID development
experts would staff and run missions abroad. As is already the case, the USAID Mission
Director would be a member of the Ambassador’s country team in-country. It should be
stressed, though, that this proposal will only work if USAID is provided sufficient staff to
actually run programs. Effective coordination will depend on the agency’s active and
constructive cooperation with other agencies. It will, for instance, need to share
information about its plans and budgets in a timely way for review by the NSC
directorate and the State Department, and build a reputation for excellence in Washington
—not just in the field.

Strengthen State Department H2

Our third recommendation is to reform and strengthen the role of the State
Department in foreign assistance. This reform would require three steps:

1) appoint a second Deputy Secretary of State for Foreign Operations, dual-
hatted as the USAID Administrator, with primary responsibility for
foreign assistance (and possibly State operations, as well);

2) fully use and expand the capabilities of the existing Office of the Director
of Foreign Assistance (F). This office would report to the new Deputy for
Foreign Operations and would manage budget planning and coordination;
and

3) appoint senior assistance coordinators for every region of the world.

The position of another deputy secretary at the State Department actually exists in
law, yet has never been filled. Given the fact that most assistance will be implemented
by USAID, it would make sense for this Deputy to also serve as USAID Administrator
and to sit primarily at USAID. This second Deputy Secretary could be responsible for all
Foreign Assistance as well as the operations of USAID, and would represent foreign
assistance issues and interests at Deputies meetings of the NSC. This official would be
accountable to Congress in both capacities. In addition, the budget planning functions of
the F bureau would report to the Secretary through this Deputy. %

Second, budget hearings must be institutionalized through F. While recognizing
that the creation of the F bureau created tensions across the foreign assistance
community, we nonetheless see a critical need for a strong central coordinating
mechanism to ensure that the President’s foreign policy objectives are supported and
achieved. Joint planning, consultations on agency budgets, and efforts to pull data on

PQ0ur goal in proposing this is to gthen the position of USAID Admini . Some would argue that dual-hatting the USAID
Administrator would result in Jimiting the Administrator’s ability to stand up for policy positions that differ from those held by the
Secretary of State. An alternative would be not to dual-hat the Administrator, and instead to make him/her an independent actor
representing only the interests of USAID. This might help ensure that the USAID Administrator could voice views in interagency
meetings that are independent from the State Department’s.
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foreign aid together into a single, useful and accountable system are needed and should
continue.

F would report to the Deputy Secretary for Foreign Operations, and would
introduce at least three planning disciplines into the budget process: compiling budget
plans (with field input and appropriate transparency)for all State/USAID foreign
assistance and development programs, with thorough briefings particularly for the
Deputy Secretary; a set of coordinating briefings on the budget accounts of other
international affairs agencies; and a set of budget briefings on the international assistance
programs of other non-function 150 agencies.

The third key element of a stronger State Department would be to assign a Deputy
Assistant Secretary (DAS) for each region to serve as the regional aid coordinator. In the
1990s, regional aid coordinators, with authority over substantial aid funds, played leading
roles in US support for the transformation of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe
and the states of the former Soviet Union. These coordinators were able to take the
initiative in allocating significant amounts of aid with the right mix of different programs
(short and long-term) and ultimately to achieve results in the field.

Under this proposal, there would be a DAS in each regional bureau responsible
for allocating all economic and political foreign aid within the region, based on a
thorough knowledge of ongoing efforts and accompanied by clear justification for how
the resources are divided. This person would be selected based on their proven abilities
to manage aid programs and would help articulate an overall vision for US engagement in
their respective regions. This person might very well be a senior professional from
USAID. The regional DAS for aid would lead a small team of policy and budget analysts
and would be able to explain to key stakeholders — including the Secretary of State, NSC,
OMB, Congress, and senior officials from the recipient countries — the importance of a
mix of approaches tailored to conditions on the ground. The DAS would also be sensitive
to the trade-offs among different types of programs. Various programs would compete
for a share of the regional aid fund — so that assistance programs might emphasize public
diplomacy projects in one region, projects to help produce clean water and to fight
HIV/AIDS in another and counter-narcotics programs in a third.

The decisions of the DAS would be guided, above all, by the President’s foreign
policy objectives, and the source of the funding would be the appropriate regional
account for the promotion of economic and political stability in that country/region.
Since all funding decisions will be made by the regional bureaus, functional bureaus
would, instead of managing separate budget accounts, respond to the needs of each
region as directed by the Deputy Secretary, using funds allocated by the regional bureaus.
This would also streamline the process by which embassies and USAID missions receive
guidance on budget and policy. Rather than seeking guidance solely from the Director of
Foreign Assistance, Ambassadors and USAID mission directors in the recipient countries
would work closely and continuously with the policy and resource DAS.
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And, unlike the current F-process—which has emphasized bilateral aid programs
and the sorting of countries by their level of development—this mechanism would focus
on countries AND regions, with a sensitivity for the history, politics and geography of the
region and the flexibility to support cross-border programs where it makes sense. This
proposal does not mean that the State Department would run development programs,
although some of the regional funds might be allocated to USAID for development
programs run by USAID missions. Running development programs is a task that would
clearly fall to USAID. At the same time, the State Department needs to boost the
program management skills of its staff; even those who have no such responsibilities will
need a greater appreciate for what they entail.

A Board to Review Foreign Assistance H2

Several times a year, leaders of US foreign assistance agencies should meet to
discuss the general trends and initiatives in overall foreign assistance/foreign operations.
A new foreign operations board, with a mandate for regular meetings could be highly
useful in helping achieve greater coordination and coherence. The existing MCC board
could be used as a model.”” This board’s oversight and deliberations could generate
ideas for how to better educate the Congress, media and the public — as well as staff and
senior officials in the international affairs agencies themselves — about the international
programs of the US Government. This board could also push for enhanced transparency.

The Role and Importance of Congress in Change H1

Congress has an important role to play in considering, authorizing and funding
new and more effective ways to conduct US foreign operations. A new Administration
must include Congress as a partner in designing and implementing changes. Indeed, any
failure to do so will undermine, and potentially doom, the chances for reform or
modernization.

Fortunately, the new Administration will find willing partners in key positions in
Congress. Rep. Howard Berman and Rep. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member, respectively, of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, have
announced that they want to write and pass a new Foreign Assistance Authorization Act
in the new Congress that starts in January, 2009. The core piece of legislation governing
foreign assistance was first enacted in 1961 and there has not been a comprehenswe
revision since 1985.%° On March 11, 2008, Rep. Berman announced, “I intend, in the next
Congress, to work with the Senate to resume the practice of passing foreign aid and State
Department authorizations bills, both of which are essential for strengthening the tools of
effective diplomacy. Ialso expect to begin laying the groundwork for a major overhaul
of U.S. assistance to other countries.”

2 The MCC Board of Directors is composed of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Treasury, the U.S. Trade Representative, the
Administrator of USAID, the CEO of the MCC and four public members appointed by the President of the United States with the
advice and consent of the U.S. Senate. See also Carol Lancaster, George Bush’s Foreign Aid: Transformation or Chaos?, p. 100.

# Unlike their counterpart committees that authorize defense programs, the House Foreign Affairs Committee and SFRC have not
succeeded m passing and enactng an annual authorization bilt for i The real decisions, therefore, get made in
the annual appropriations legislation that must pass (either as a stand-alone act or mcluded as part of a larger “omnibus” appropriation)
in order to fund the departments and agencies for the fiscal year.
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The minority staff of Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s (SFRC) recent report
on the implementation of foreign assistance through Embassies also calls for a new
foreign aid authorization act. The study argues that a new act is needed to reflect the
contemporary structure of foreign aid and provide a cohesive strategy. Such an act could
provide a basis for enhanced coordination and a fresh start.

Since 2002, the SFRC has on two different occasions brought a comprehensive
foreign assistance bill to the Senate Floor. Each time, the bill was pulled off the floor for
reasons unrelated to the legislation itself.® A rewrite of foreign assistance authorization
legislation should only be attempted if it is an Administration priority and the White
House agrees to support the effort.

Secretary Gates and Secretary Rice have appeared together before committees of
Congress as one way of reinforcing the relationship between defense and foreign
operations. This practice should continue. The Help Commission did suggest a number
of small measures that a new Administration could easily pursue in partnership with
Congress, such as encouraging members of key committees to travel to aid recipient
countries, and inviting Members to participate in US delegations to important
international conferences on development issues.

A Rare Opportunity H1

There is a bipartisan consensus that change is needed. Hopes are high that a new
Administration would come into office with a commitment to overhaul the civilian parts
of the national security apparatus. In the absence of real change, the status quo would
prevail, and the government’s foreign policy community would carry on, as in the past,
by coping. US foreign policy would continue to be characterized by overreliance on
military means to engage other countries—complemented by small programs for
reconstruction and stabilization and incremental increases in the number of diplomats and
development experts. Another scenario would be for the next President to make bold
announcements followed by slow implementation, and support investments in select
programs (HIV/AIDS, malaria) but neglects other killers (lack of clinics and safe water,
diarrhea and respiratory disease, maternal mortality).

A consensus like the present one is rare. While a broad consensus exists among
key actors, it is also shallow and thus will be hard to maintain once concrete changes are
proposed and decisions start being made. Nonetheless, it would be a shame to squander
this best opportunity in years to reinvigorate, modernize and improve the US
international affairs agencies.

All of the options for aid reform discussed above (see summary table in Annex
III) have several things in common:
e Consensus that change is needed and that the time is ripe for change.

% This happened in 2002 and 2004,

20



140

¢ Agreement that the United States needs to be more effective in running
programs to help people in other countries
Belief that foreign aid is essential to the pursuit of US national interests.
Recognition that the United States must strike a better balance between
military and civilian tools of international engagement.
Desire to consolidate numerous government actors into fewer entities
Emphasis on improving coordination across the various US government
agencies to align US government activities with the nation’s foreign policy
goals and avoid duplication.

¢ Recognition of the need for a longer-term strategic vision for US
programs.

The fault line of this debate is a split over the proper locus for leadership of these
efforts — at the top of the State Department, with a new development department, or
through a coordinator based in or around the White House. We believe the “hybrid
model” combines the best of all these ideas: a “final arbiter” on the NSC staff who is
knowledgeable and can obtain input from key actors and help resolve disputes that arise,
a State Department that can ensure aid programs meet the President’s foreign policy
needs, a strong development agency that incorporates all or most major development
programs, and several senior officials who understand the importance of foreign
assistance programs and are ready to speak up in support of them. In addition, and of
some importance, the hybrid model would offer a new administration a path to change
with relatively modest bureaucratic and legislative hurdles—engaging only those policy
battles that are integral to the effort.

Further, we believe the “hybrid model” will give the US government an ability to
engage constructively with other countries in a coordinated, consistent manner in support
of the President’s foreign policy. This model would help build stronger interational
affairs agencies and improve the planning, budgeting and responsiveness of US foreign
operations, Perhaps as important, we believe this proposal is achievable in a relatively
short time and conld bring together various proponents of a reinvigorated, comprehensive
US foreign assistance agenda that will serve the global interests of Americans.
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Summary Chart:
Strengthening US Foreign Operations:
Major Options for the Next Administration

The following chart lists major options for the next Administration, including
many of the ones we have discussed above, and rates them based on how quickly they
could be implemented. Options that are part of the hybrid model are indicated with an
asterisk (*).

First First 12-36
weeks year months

Too hard/
Impractical

A. Mission & Strategy

Adopt Millennium Development Goals as X
US policy

Focus significant part of US development X
aid on a couple/few clear goals

Adopt a new approach to assistance focused X
on performance measurement

8. Personnel

Expand size of Foreign Service

wa

Recruit more USAID personnel

Examine Skill Set needed for future hires X

Expand Civilian Roster of Crisis-response X
experts

C. Organizational Structure & Leadership

Create Cabinet-level Development X
Department”

Create International Affairs
Department/Super State Department
(HELP Commission proposal)

Fold Treasury MDB programs into X
USAID*

Fold MCC into USAID; revise/reauthorize X
Millennium Challenge Act*

Appoint a 2" Deputy Secretary of State to X
oversee State operations and foreign aid
(position exists);* change DFA into
Undersecretary for Foreign Assistance
(requires legislation).

%7 Steps for creating an agency would include: Consult with Congress and stakeholders in advance; announce intention to create
department; develop specific plans for new department; seek Congressional authorization and appropriations; and establish new
Department.
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First
weeks

First
year

12-36
months

Too hard/
Impractical

Administrator of USAID dual-hatted or
treated as Deputy Secretary of State,
reporting to Secretary*

State and USAID integrate strategic
planning offices and technology
infrastructures, co-locate related offices,
and rotate staff.

X—>

Use Board of Agency Heads for senior-level
review and coordination of all US foreign
aid efforts*

Designate DAS position in every State
regional bureau to oversee and allocate
resources for political, economic and other
purposes*

Fold State Department offices handling
humanitarian, refugee and democracy
programs into USAID*

Review, combine and strengthen Civilian
Agency efforts for Stabilization &
Reconstruction*®

Strengthen Public Diplomacy function at
State Department

Invest more in exchange programs

Integrate full range of USG public
diplomacy assets in one semi-autonomous
agency reporting to the Secretary of State

Recreate separate USIA-like agency for
public diplomacy

Expand the Peace Corps

More partnerships with the private sector

D. Strategic Planning and Budgeting

Expand F Bureau to coordinate aid from
other agencies*

Restore separate planning and budget
offices to USAID and State

OMB, President force consideration of
broad “National Security” budget

Create NSC office for foreign operations
and look at issues that cut acress national
security agencies*

| Review International Affairs agencies and
foreign aid in a Goldwater-Nichols type of
exercise
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First
weeks

First
year

12-36
months

Too hard/
Impractical

QDR type exercise for State/international
affairs agencies, or for all national security
agencies

E. Change in Congress

Encourage members of Congress to travel
to aid recipient countries, and invite
Members to participate in US delegations
to international conferences

Reauthorize PEPFAR program

Rewrite Foreign Assistance Act

X

Joint hearings Foreign Affairs or Relations
and Defense Committees

Merge Committees of Congress that handle
National Security (e.g., one subcommittee
of budget committee for national security)

Merge Foreign Affairs
Appropriations/Authorizing committees
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June 2‘008

Proposed Major Components
and Organization of a
Cabinet-level Department
for Global and Human
Development

interAction, the largest alfiance of U.S.-based development and humanitarian relief non-
governmental organizations, has called for the creation of a Department for Global and
Human Development (DGHD). This paper provides detail on the proposed compoenents
of such a department. it builds on InterAction’s paper that explores the reasons a new
department is needed.

Why a new department?

The Department for Global and Human Development's fundamental mandate will be to
promote people-centered, sustainable development, broadly defined and inclusive of the
Millennium Development Goals,* and provide humanitarian assistance. The long-term
goal of its activities is a stable, sustainable world of free, democratic, economically pros-
perous states in which the worst aspects of poverty have been eliminated.

We believe this name emphasizes the major attributes that the new department must have:

*  Global because the department will focus on global issues. The DGHD will lead U.S.
Government international programs on HIV/AIDS, avian flu and other health threats,
as well as climate change and biodiversity conservation. It will play a role within the
U.S. Government on trade issues with the developing world. The department also will
be global in jts focus on participation and collaboration with recipient country gov-
ernments, other donors, multilateral organizations, and, crucially, with civil society.

* Human because the department will focus on people-centerad development. lts core

1 The eght Millennium Development Goals are to: (3} eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; (2) achieve unwersal
primary education; (3) promote gender equality and empower women; (4} reduce child mortality; {5) improve maternal
health; (6) combat HIVIAIDS, malana, and other diseases; (7) ensure environmental sustainability; (8) devetop a glabal

pfor prent. The Bush has endorsed these goals.

”
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purpose will be to improve human well-being and alleviate the worst aspects of hu-
man suffering.

+ Development because the department will focus on sustainable development. [t will
develop and manage coordinated approaches to alleviate poverty, promote sustain-
able, equitable economic growth, and respond to global challenges.

tn 1961, when President John F. Kennedy called for greater coherence and cohesion in
U.S. civilian foreign assistance programs, he said this:

if our foreign aid funds are ta be prudently and effectively used, we need a whole new
set of basic concepts and principles:

.

Unified administration and operation ~ a single agency in Washington and the
field, equipped with a flexible set of tools, in place of several competing and con-
fusing aid units.

Country plans —a carefully thought through program tailored to meet the needs and
the resource potential of each individual country, instead of a series of individual, un-
related projects. Frequently, in the past, our development goals and projects have not
been undertaken as integral steps in a long-range economic development program.

Long-term planning and financing ~ the only way to make meaningful and eco-
nomical commitments. ...

Special attention to those nations most wilfing and able to mobilize their own
resources, make necessary social and economic reforms, engage in long-range
planning, and make the other efforts necessary if these are to reach the stage of
self-systaining growth.

Multilateral approach - a program and level of commitments designed to encour-
age and complement an increased effort by other industrialized nations.

Anew agency with new personnel - drawing upon the most competent and dedi-
cated career servants now in the field, and attracting the highest quality from
every part of the nation.

Separation from military assistance — our program of aid to social and economic
development must be seen on its own merits, and judged in the light of its vital
and distinctive contribution to our basic security needs. ...

President Kennedy’s concepts and principles stand the test of time to quide a new reform
of U.S. foreign assistance programs. It is astonishing how far the U.S. Government has
drifted from these clear, compelling ideas over the last fifty years:

* Instead of a unified administration and operation, today we have muitiple “compet-
ing and confusing aid units” scattered throughout the U.S. Government.
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* Instead of “carefully thought through” country plans, today we too often have “a
series of individual, unrelated projects.”

* Instead of long-term planning and financing, we too often have short-term plans and
funding.

¢ The Millennium Challenge Account and Corporation were created in 2003 to bring
“(s)pecial attention to those nations most willing and able ... to reach the stage of
self-sustaining growth,” but this promising move also “added to the fragmentation of
foreign assistance programs across the Executive Branch and weakened the authority
of USAID."

* Instead of a multilateral approach, the U.S. too often has taken a unilateral approach,
not coordinating with other interested governments, organizations, businesses, and
civil society structures.

« Instead of attracting personnel of “the highest quality from every part of the nation,”
today’s USAID is a shell, unable to implement President Kennedy's vision. USAID,
created by President Kennedy, and stifl the primary actor responsibie for U.S. foreign
assistance programs, today is weak, poorly organized, and has been demoralized and
eviscerated by severe staff shortages.

* Instead of a clear separation between military and civilian assistance programs, we
see today greater and greater encroachment of military personnel and programs into
what should be civilian foreign assistance programs.

InterAction has drawn on the insights of President Kennedy {see Appendix 1}, on recent.
reports from various organizations and commissions (see Appendix ), and on broad
experience from six decades of nongovernmental organizations' (NGOs) work on devel-
opment and humanitarian issues in developing its recommendations an the structure of

a Cabinet-level department for Global and Human Development. Aspects of this proposal
are closely modeled on the recommendations of the 2004 report of the Commission on
Weak States and U.S, National Security sponsored by the Center for Global Development.
The Commission’s report, On the Brink: Weak States and U.S. National Security, recom-
mended “that the administration establish an integrated development strategy and
implement it within a single, Cabinet-level development agency.”

interAction endorses the central recommendation of the Commission on Weak States
and U.S. National Security (see Appendix {if):

The new Cabinet department would ... incorporate USAID, the Millennium Chal-
tenge Corporation, and some foreign assistance programs run by the Departments of
State, Defense, Health and Human Services, and Agriculture. Of course, the United
States will always deploy some economic assistance purely in support of diplomatic

2 Radelet, Steve, Center for Global Development Essay, "Modermizing Foreign Assistance for the z2¥ Century: An Agenda
for the Next U.S. President,” March 2008, p. 7.
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goals; resources for that purpose should remain in the State Department. In addition,
although Treasury has been consistently effective in working with Congress to ensure
appropriate U.S. leadership in the multilateral development banks, those activities
ultimately should move from Treasury to the new development agency as well, if itis
to meet the challenges we have outlined.

A new Department for Global and Human Development would replace the weakened U.S.
Agency for international Development (USAID). The current national security strategy
has recognized that diplomacy, defense and development are the three pilfars of our
national security. Yet the current administrative structure of the executive branch leaves
the development component without the high-level, centralized organization it needs

to fulfill its role as an equal piflar. The DGHD's Cabinet-level designation would give it

the clout to insist on the importance of effective development strategies without be-

ing drowned out by louder voices in the government arguing for an emphasis on other
goals, often to the detriment of development. An independent department-level voice
dedicated to advocating for development should facilitate striking the appropriate bal-
ance between various assistance tools and the valid imperatives of the Departments of
State and Defense, Even a strengthened USAID would lack the ability to get a seat at the
table when these major decisions are discussed, could not coordinate other Cabinet-level
departments effectively, and would not have the same ability to attract high quality staff
“from every part of the nation.”s

Major Components and Organization®

The Secretary of the DGHD would be the lead voice within the U.S. Government below the
President on development assistance and humanitarian issues and a leading advisor to the
President on international issues, To ensure that this voice is always heard when it must
be, the DGHD Secretary would be a member of both the National Security Council and the
National Economic Council. The DGHD would have a seat on all major interagency groups
where development andfor humanitarian issues are discussed.

Most development assistance and humanitarian programs, presently scattered across
various U.S. Government departments and agencies, would be placed in the DGHD.
USAID would become part of the DGHD. All international health programs with in-country
projects would become part of the DGHD, including PEPFAR and the President’s Malaria
Initiative, The DGHD would manage programs in key developmaent sectors, including agri-

3 In her book Security by Other Means, Lael Bramard of the Brookings Institution, describes the current fragmentation of
foreign assistance within the U.S. Government, and after analyzing vanious models for structure concludes that a more

and elevated (ne., a Cabinet-level dep ) is required to effectively utifize development
assistance.
4 This section s notintended as haust of the toral of the DGHD. it does
not discyss the need for certam functions, such as legislative and public affairs, program and pohcy coordination, and
and aceountng, which an must have, instead, this section focuses on those

structural components which would shift from various departments and agencies to the DGHD, and particularly on struc-
tures where the focus and activities are not obvious and require same axplanation.
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culture, civil society, economic growth, education, environment, good governance, health
and rule of law. InterAction strongly believes that gender equality is essential for global
progress and security. Gender equality and women's empowerment should be guiding
principles for DGHD activities in all sectors.

All functions relating to development and humanitarian assistance presently under the
Department of State’s Bureau for Population, Refugees and Migration (PRM), including
all non-domestic funding for migration and refugee affairs would be housed within the
DGHD. Programs in the Department of Agriculture (USDA) relating to food aid would
also move to the DGHD as would smaller programs in the Departments of Commerce and
Labor and elsewhere. The U.S. Government presently runs six poorly coordinated food
aid programs, some of which have conflicting objectives, While USDA would retain a role
regarding food aid, these programs would be coordinated and rationalized under the
DGHD, and would be run by the new department.

Recently created programs that give the Department of Defense (DoD) a farge role in
development promotion also would be moved te the DGHD. However, under the overall
coordination of the DGHD, DoD would continue to play a key role in many complex inter-
national humanitarian relief operations.

All development programs in the Baltic States, Eastern Eurape and the states of the former
Soviet Union presently coordinated by the Department of State would move to the DGHD.

The Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) would become part of the DGHD, The
many positive aspects of the MCC should be retained, including its emphasis on the provi-
sion of substantial, multi-year funds to well-governed democratic states, country owner-
ship, transparent eligibility criteria, the elimination of tied aid, and careful consultation
with local and international NGOs.

Roles regarding environmental issues would be divided among the DGHD, the Depart-
ment of State, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Department of the
Interior, and other relevant parts of the U.S. Government, with the DGHD responsible for
funding activities across the developing world to respond both to global environmental
chatlenges and Jocal environmental issues in particular countries and regions, and the
State Department in the lead in negotiations on climate change and other critical envi-
ronmental issues. EPA would provide technical experts and assistance.

The DGHD would coordinate closely with the State Departrent’s Bureau for International
Organizations regarding U.S. support for international organizations, such as UNICEF, the
UN Development Program, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the
UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, whose primary missions relate to
development promotion andfor humanitarian response.

A new, joint office for the International Financial Institutions {IFis) and debt should be
created with personnel from both the DGHD and Treasury. The DGHD would lead on is-
sues concerning the World Bank and other Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs); the
Treasury would lead on issues concerning the International Monetary Fuad (IMF}. The two

Action.
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departments, along with other relevant U.5. Government (USG) entities, would jointly
manage debt relief and debt financing issues.

The DGHD would have a voice on U.S. Government trade policy towards developing
countries. More than one dozen U.S. Government departments, agencies and ather enti-
ties currently have a role in trade issues. This list includes: the U.5. Trade Representative
{USTR); the Departments of Agricuiture, Commerce, Health and Human Services, Justice,
Labor, State, Transportation, and Treasury; USAID; and EPA. The DGHD would have a
seat on all major interagency groups working on trade issues.

The Secretary of the new department would have a central rale regarding certain U.S.
Government agencies and entities:

« The Director of the Trade and Development Agency (TDA) would report to the Secre-
tary of the DGHD.

*  The DGHD Secretary would maintain the seat that the Administrator of USAID pres-
ently has on the Board of the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC);

* DGHD Secretary also would become an ex officio member of the Board of the Export-
Import Bank; and

»  The appropriate regional DGHD Assistant Secretary would become an ex officio member
of the Board of, respectively, the Inter-American and African Development Foundations.

The Peace Corps would retain its independence outside the DGHD.

State Department accounts that have a large security/military component would remain
there, such as the International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement Account and the
Non-Proliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Demining, and Related Programs Account.

The State Department would retain control over political and security-related programs,
including Economic Support Funds (ESF) and military assistance. However, the DGHD
would work closely with the State Department to ensure that ESF monies aliocated for
projects are used to promote development. ESF is rarely a cash transfer to another gov-
ernment. Much more frequently, ESF is provided as project assistance, and much of it is
implemented by USAID.S

Appendix IV provides a notional allocation of roles between the DGHD and various depart-
ments and agencies presently funded through the 150 Account.

5 Problems occur when State insists that USAID implement patently inappropriate projects. This happens when State
officials confuse their rofe i praviding overall poficy direction with USAID's role to provide professional design and man-
agement of pl programs. The State Dep. ability to require USAID to implement ESF programs that
USAID finds inappropriate has varied from to The Clinton Adrmi ion had a Memoran-
dum of Understanding govarning State-USAID collaboration on ESF that reportedly led to a greater voice for USAID and
more appropriate development projsets through ESF. The Bush Administration has lowered USAID's voice, reverting to
olderU.5. Government habits of using £SF as “walking around money” intended to serve short-term LS. interests with
much less regard for effective development promation,
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The DGHD must be structured to work effectively with the variety of private actors also
working to promote globai and human development. The HELP Commission’s recent
report on foreign assistance reform, “Beyond Assistance,”® notes: “Private philanthropists
and foundations, multinational corporations, nongovernmental organizations, co-oper-
atives, faith-based organizations and universities are increasingly engaged in the devel-
oping wortd through charitable giving and through development activities which were
formerly the exclusive purview of governments. ... Our elected feaders should capitalize
on the unique skills and assets that other segments of our society can bring to bear.”

Expanded partnerships with private organizations should enhance the effectiveness of
the DGHD. The DGHD should look to expand recent initiatives in this area, and seek out
creative new actors and appreaches to work with and support. This should include look-
ing for ways to expand work with voluntary organizations, foundations and individual
volunteers.

The DGHD must possess a strong capacity to evaluate projects, generate lessons learned,
and not only communicate this information within the DGHD, but also to share it with 3 o
other bilateral and multilateral donors, recipient countries, civil society and other actors.
Foreign assistance programs need to operate under one coherent system not merely

to account for where monies are being invested and for what purpose, but, equatly, to
measure and understand whether and how programs have helped improve peoples' lives,
e.g., by increasing literacy rates, decreasing infant deaths, sustaining communities’ natu-
ral resources, strengthening democratic institutions, and other similar measures. The
DGHD should integrate women's empowerment and gender equality into all its
activities and mechanisms for measuring success.

Foreign assistance
programs need to
operate under one
coherent system
not merely to
account for where
monies are being
invested and for
what purpose, but,
equally, to measure
Under the DGHD, overali resource allocation would proceed in a radically different man- and understand

ner from what occurs today under the “F” process of foreign assistance reform. The DGHD  whether and how
would receive its budget from the Congress, and, based on the refevant laws, would make programs have
decisions on the proper allocation of funds across countries and sectors, it would have a helped improve
direct relationship with the Office of Management and Budget on budget issues; its bud- peoples’ lives.

get would not be vetted by the State Department. The Department of State would play an

important role in providing advice to the DGHD on important diplomatic considerations

to take into account when considering allocations, but ultimate decisions on budget levels

would be based fundamentally on development and humanitarian criteria.

Resource Alfocation, Coordination, and Staffing

Economic Support Fund (ESF) levels would be decided upon by the Department of State
after examining DGHD allocation levels. For example, the State Department would ex-
amine country allocations by the DGHD, and, where it concluded that a particular country
required additional assistance, would decide to allocate ESF. Then, in consultation with the
DGHD, the most appropriate mix of programs would be decided upon. in ESF decisions,
the State Department would have the lead in suggesting sectors, while the DGHD would

6§ For more discussion of the HELP Commission's repart and other recent studiss of foreign assistance, see Appendix i,

7
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retain the authority to design and manage the most effective programs within the sector.
ESF allocations could be made on rare occasions as direct cash transfers to a country's gov-
ernment, but most ESF funds would go to projects designed and managed by the DGHD.

The U.S. Government has a variety of interests in many countries of the world. These
interests can include preventing conflict, fighting terrorism, strengthening civil society,
promoting democracy, strengthening the private sector, reducing child and maternal
mortality, and many more. There is not one “right” mix of programs in such complex situ-
ations, particularly given the constantly changing environment and the involvement of
multiple local and international actors. Particularly in fragile states, careful coordination
among the Department of State, DGHD, DaD, and other U.S, actors will be required.

InterAction supports close coordination among U.S. Government departments and
agencies working internationally. The Department of State would retain the lead role

in the U.S. Government mandated to coordinate overall U.S. engagement in particular
countries. The DGHD would ensure that the development voice is not muffled as these
complex issues are discussed. Further, with most programs placed within the DGHD, the
confusion of multiple Cabinet-level departments operating programs in countries around
the world would be addressed, with coordination processes streamiined and rationalized.

The U.S. ambassador in any country would remain the head of the country team, includ-
ing DGHD representatives. Just as the Department of Defense regularly has defense
attachés in U.S. embassies who works closely with the U.S, ambassador and serves as

the voice of DoD within the Embassy, so the DGHD Country Director would work closely
with the ambassador and serve as the leader and voice of the DGHD within the Embassy.
The DGHD Country Director would coordinate all DGHD activities in country, including alt
operations of the present USAID Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA), Office of
Transition Initiatives (OTI), and Office of Food for Peace, as well as all of the international
refugee functions presently under the State Department's Bureau for Population, Refu-
gees and Migration, the Department of Agriculture’s food aid programs and other smalfer
programs currently housed in the Departments of Commerce and Labor and other parts
of the executive branch.

interAction strongly believes in local ownership of programs and partnerships with stake-
holders. This can only be done well when administered by staff based in the country; it
cannot be done effectively from Washington. According to former USAID Administrator
J. Brian Atwood:

If a foreign agency is to be effective in assisting a nation pursuing a development
strategy, it must have adequate numbers of professionals on the ground (includ-

ing a large number of host-country citizens), and programmatic flexibility to direct
resources where needed. its professional representatives must have the standing
and knowledge to coordinate with the government and with other donors. The skills
needed are managerial, diplomatic, and technical, combined with cultural sensitivity
and language capacity.
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The Department for Global and Human Development must place most of its staff in the
countries where it works {including outside of capital cities where appropriate), attract
high-quality personnel, and provide regular apportunities for in-service training. Plac-
ing sufficient numbers of talented, trained, motivated personnel in cities like Jakarta and
Monrovia is the best way to establish the types of programs and maintain the kinds of
partnerships that will promote development in countries like Indonesia and Liberia.

The DGHD will need to recruit a substantial number of professionals who are highly
skilled in particular technical areas. Some of these people will staff technical offices in
Washington; others will serve in DGHD field missions. The U.S. Government suffers from
a drastically low number of technical experts in such key areas as agricuiture, democracy
promotion, development economics, education, the environment, gender, and popula-
tion. The new Development Leadership initiative (DLI) of USAID Administrator Henrietta
Fare, included in the administration's FY 2009 Budget Request, is an important step in
the right direction. Under the DLI, "USAID will recruit, hire, and train 300 new Foreign
Service Officers (FSOs) in critical stewardship and technical backstops. The DL will
strengthen USAID's capacity to provide leadership overseas to develop, implement, and
integrate programs that bring peace, prosperity, and security to the world.” This impor-
tant initiative should be dramatically expanded under the DGHD,

Legislation

Creating such a Cabinet-level department requires passage of new authorizing legislation
to rewrite the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as well as revision of other legislation refat-
ing to specialized programs, such as the Millennium Challenge Act and the sections in the
Farm Bill relating to food aid.

9
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APPENDIX 1.
President John F. Kennedy and Foreign Assistance Structure

In 1961, barely two months in office, President John F. Kennedy sent a "Special Message
to Congress on Fareign Aid.” Most of it could be applied nearly verbatim as a diagnosis of
today’s problems as well as a cogent reform program. His message included the following:

... (N)o objective supporter of foreign aid can be satisfied with the existing program —
actually a multiplicity of programs. Bureaucratically fragmented, awkward and slow,
its administration is diffused over a haphazard and irrational structure covering at
feast four department and several other agencies. The program is based on a series
of legislative measures and administrative procedures conceived at different times
and for different purposes, many of them now obsolete, inconsistent and unduly rigid
and thus unsuited for our present needs and purposes. Its weaknesses have begun to
undermine confidence in our effort both here and abroad.

The program requires a highly professional skilied service, attracting substantial
numbers of high caliber men and women capable of sensitive dealing with other gov-
ernments, and with a deep understanding of the process of economic development.
However, uncertainty and declining public prestige have ail contributed to a fall in the
morale and efficiency of those employees in the field who are repeatedly frustrated
by the delays and confusions caused by overtapping agency jurisdictions and unclear
objectives. Only the persistent efforts of those dedicated and hard-working public
servants who have kept the program going, managed to bring some success to our
efforts overseas.

in addition, uneven and undependable short-term financing has weakened the
incentive for the long-term planning and self-help by the recipient nations which are
essential to serious economic development. The lack of stability and continuity in the
program ~ the necessity to accommodate all planning to a yearly deadline — when
combined with a confusing multiplicity of American aid agencies within a single na-
tion abroad — have reduced the effectiveness of our own assistance and made more
difficult the task of setting realistic targets and sound standards, Piecerneal projects,
hastily designed to match the rhythm of the fiscal year are no substitute for orderly
long-term planning. ...

Although our aid programs have heiped to avoid economic chaos and collapse, and
assisted many nations to maintain their independence and freedom - nevertheless it
is a fact that many of the nations we are helping are not much nearer sustained eco-
nomic growth than they were when our aid operation began. Money spent to meet
crisis situations or short-term political objectives while helping to maintain national
integrity and independence has rarely moved the recipient nation toward greater
economic stability. ...

If our foreign aid funds are to be prudently and effectively used, we need a whole new
set of basic concepts and principles:
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+  Unified administration and operation - a single agency in Washington and the
field, equipped with a flexible set of tools, in place of several competing and con-
fusing aid units.

*  Country plans—a carefully thought through program tailored to meet the needs
and the resource potential of each individual country, instead of a series of indi-
vidual, unrelated projects. Frequently, in the past, our development goals and
projects have not been undertaken as integral steps in a long-range economic
development program.

«  Long-term planning and financing — the only way to make meaningful and eco-
nomical commitments. ...

*  Special attention to those nations most willing and able to mobilize their own
resources, rake necessary social and economic reforms, engage in fong-range
planning, and make the other efforts necessary if these are to reach the stage of
self-sustaining growth.

«  Multilateral approach - a program and level of commitments designed to encour-
age and complement an increased effort by other industrialized nations.

*  Anew agency with new personnel ~ drawing upon the most competent and dedi-
cated career servants now in the field, and attracting the highest quality from
every part of the nation.

+ Separation from military assistance — our program of aid to social and economic
development must be seen on its own merits, and judged in the light of its vital
and distinctive contribution to our basic security needs. ...

t propose that our separate and often confusing aid programs be integrated into a
single Administration ..,

The field work in ali these operations will be under the direction of a single mission
chief in each country reporting to the American Ambassador. This is intended to re-
move the difficulty which the aided countries and our own field personnel sometimes
encounter in finding the proper channel of decision-making. ...

But| am not proposing merely a reshuffling and re-labeling of old agencies and their
personnel, without regard to their competence. | am recommending the replacement
of these agencies with a new one — a fresh start under new leadership.

But new organization is not enough. We need a new working concept.

At the center of the new effort must be national development programs. It is essential
that the developing nations set for themselves sensible targets; that these targets be
based on balanced programs for their own economic, educational and social growth-
programs which use their own resources to the maximum. If planning assistance is
required, our own aid organization will be prepared to respond to requests for such
assistance, along with the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
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and other international and private institutions. Thus, the first requirement is that each
recipient government seriously undertake to the best of its ability on its own those
efforts of resource mobilization, self-help and internal reform - including fand reform,
tax reform and improved education and social justice ~ which its own development
requires and which would increase its capacity to absorb external capital productivity.

And in May 1961, President Kennedy stated:
My decisions on foreign affairs organization are predicted on the foflowing principles:

First, authority for the conduct of activities which advance our foreign policy objec-
tives should be vested in the President or other officials primarily concerned with
foreign affairs.

Second, international activities of domestic agencies should be clearly either (i) nec-
essary extensions of their normal domestic missions or (i} undertaken on behalf of
and in support of programs and objectives of the appropriate foreign affairs agencies.
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APPENDIX L.
Recent Studies on Restructuring Foreign Assistance

Three studies released in the second half of 2007, while differing on the specifics, all
agreed on the importance of foreign assistance and the need to significantly alter present
structures and approaches. One report, "Embassies Grapple to Guide Foreign Aid”, was
prepared by the Minority Staff of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. They en-
dorsed the importance of foreign assistance and bemoaned the decline of USAID, but did
not agree on the creation of a Cabinet-level agency.

The next, the U.S. Commission on Helping to Enhance the Livelihoods of People (HELP
Commission), proposed a new structure for the State Department, and, in two annexes,
four of the Commissioners endorsed the creation of a new Cabinet-level Department of In-
ternational Sustainable Development. InterAction has commented on the HELP Cormmis-
sion’s recommendations: http:/fwww.interaction.org/mediaf20071207-RELPReport.htm.

Also in its report, the Commission on Smart Power, organized by the Center for Strategic
and International Studies (CSIS), underscored the importance of development: “The most
sustainable rationale for giobal developmenrtt over time is this: American leaders ought

to commit to global development because it reinforces basic American values, contrib-
utes to peace, justice, and prosperity, and improves the way we are viewed around the
world. investing in development contributes to American security at home by promoting
stability abroad. AU.5. government effort that promotes a positive relationship with

the world's poar, their civil society institutions, and governments is in the interest of the
American people.” The Commission called for the creation of a “cabinet-level voice for
global development.” its rationale for this position is strong: “Internally, a cabinet-fevel
voice could bring greater coherence across the aid community and the entire U.S, foreign
policy establishrment and provide a sense of common purpose for development personnel
inthe U.S. government, Retention, recruitment, and training of experienced develop-
ment staff are currently major challenges. Externally, a cabinet-level voice for global de-
velopment would show a different American face to the world. Development as a theme
concerned with the world's less fortunate and a process grounded in partnership helps to
connect the United States to foreign populations.” However, as with the HELP Commis-
sion, the Smart Power Commissioners did not agree on a specific model.

Finally, InterAction CEC Sam Worthington is part of a new Modernizing Foreign As-
sistance Network, a coalition of NGOs, think tanks, and foreign policy experts, which
refased a proposal entitled, "New Day, New Way: U.S, Foreign Assistance for the 215t
Century.” That proposal recommends four specific actions: Develop a national strategy
for global development; Reach a “grand bargain” between the Executive Branch and
Congress on management authorities and plan, design and enact a new Foreign Assis-
tance Act; Increase funding for and accountability of foreign assistance, and; Streamline
the organizational structure and improve organizational capacity by creating a Cabinet-
fevel Department for Global Development. The "New Day, New Way” proposal is avail-
able here: http://interaction.org/iibrary/detail php?id=6288
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APPENDIX 111,

Commission on Weak States and U.S. National Security, *On the
Brink: Weak States and U.S. National Security,” Center for Global
Development, 2004

in 2004, the Center for Global Development formed a bipartisan panel of 30 former

.S, Government officials and members of Congress, representatives of academia, civil
society, the private sector, think tanks and research centers as the Commission on Weak
States and U.S. National Security. Their report recommended a Cabinet-level develop-
ment agency:

A new architecture must give development issues a single, strong voice at the Cabi-
net Jevel; better coordinate the multiple agencies and entities that deliver foreign
assistance; play a role in development and trade policy; establish a single, unified
budget for development; and integrate strategies for countries and regions. Devel-
opment policy is an increasingly important tool - it is more than just writing a check
~and the United States needs to invest in developing the expertise and capacity to
wield it effectively.

For all these reasons, the Commission proposes that the administration establish
an integrated development strategy and implement it within a single, Cabinet-level
development agency.

The new Cabinet department would not entail an expansion in bureaucracy but incor-
porate USAID, the Millennium Challenge Corporation, and some foreign assistance
programs run by the Departments of State, Defense, Health and Human Services,
and Agriculture. Of course, the United States will always deploy some economic
assistance purely in support of diplomatic goals; resources for that purpose should
remain in the State Department. In addition, although Treasury has been consistently
effective in working with Congress to ensure appropriate U.S. leadership in the multi-
lateral development banks, those activities ultimately should move from Treasury to
the new development agency as well, if it is to meet the challenges we have outlined.
Treasury should retain its strength on core economic issues and continue to be re-
sponsible for the IMF, giving it a leading role in guiding U.S. policy toward the inter-
national finandial institutions. These significant changes would need to be codified in
a new Foreign Assistance Act written to replace the outdated authorizing legisiation
that currently governs U.S. development activities.
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APPENDIX IV,
DGHD Role in Present U.S. Government Programs Funded by the
150 Account

The following table fists in the first column the accounts found in the administration’s FY
2004 request for intemational affairs (150 Account). The second column fists which U.S.
Government entity presently controls funding. The third column indicates what role the
DGHD would have if such accounts continued to exist upon its creation.

Two caveats are in order. First, this table is not intended to suggest that this account struc-
ture would be optimal, or even appropriate, after the creation of the DGHD; to the contrary,
any reform creating the DGHD also should rationalize and reduce the overall number of
accounts. Second, it does not capture every activity discussed in this paper, since other
international development activities receive funding from different departments, such as
Defense, Labor, and Commerce, which are funded via other accounts in the Federal Budget.

Account Eresent Control

Export-Import Bank of the United States Ex-tm Board Seat on Board

Overseas Private Investment Corporation OPIC Board Seat on Board

U.5. Trade and Development Agency independent agency TDA Director reports to DGHD Secretary

Child Survival and Health Programs Fund USAID ead

Development Assistance USAID Lead

International Disaster Assistance USAID Lead

Transition Initiatives USAID Lead

Development Credit Authority USAID Lead

USAID Operating Expenses USAID Abolish account

USAID Capital Investment Fund USAID Lead

USAID Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund USAID Lead

USAID Inspector General Operating Expenses USAID Lead

Economic Support Fund Department of State Coordmate with State

Assistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States Department of State Lead

Assistance for the Independent States of the Former Soviet Umen Department of State Lead

Peace Corps independent agency Coordinate with Peace Corps

Inter-American Foundation Foundation Board Seat on Board

African Development Foundation Foundation Board Seaton Board

Millennium Chatlenge Corporation MCC Board Replace State aslead

Global HIV/AIDS tnitiative™” State Lead

international Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement State Coordinate with State

Andean Counterdrug Program State Coordinate with State

Migration and Refugee Assistance State Lead

U.S. Emergency Refugee and Migration Assistance Fund State Lead

Nonproliferation, Anti-terronism, Dermining, and Related Programs State Coordinate, as necessary, with State

Treasury Technical Assistance and Debt Restructuring Treasury Coordinate with Treasury

Foreign Military Financing State Input to State on dev't implications on
appropriate countries

Peacekeaping Operations State input to State on dev't implications

international Military Education and Training State {nput to State on dev't implications on
appropriate countries

international Financial Institutions. Treasury Shared coordination with Treasury

International Organizations and Programs State Coordinate with State on appropriate
organizations and programs

P.L. 480 Title Il (Food for Peace) USAID Lead

McGovern-Dole International Food for Education Agriculture tead

2 *Provides much of the funding for the President’s Emergency Plan for
AIDS Relief (PEPFAR)

15



159

2007 ‘0¥ 1oquada(y

Prsg g 24E0) PUOISSIUWOTy JTIH

3f 419puIg] 09T wewnEY A JTAH

WAUNW ‘Q nAmh.wr«uH uuGOmmmmEEOU &.mum
I

ADNVILSISSY NOITIOH]
*S* (1 ONIJWVATY




160

‘speory yuswdopaacy
3

P Yo sy o yBnorys mofo) poys S} ML (€

W g o

'SPA[EA [EIOW UEILIFUY
1oA9p d proys gy ML (1

pue Lipymdas euopey Jo xeipd s100 v se d

suorsngrnay fo Lapuung

SHIPA (P40 UPTLIULY PUY A11411335
7,

pruosvu fo smppd 2103 v $v 2104 $31 01 pur ‘onVIINLPOU Pup Fiil 1f stz 01 /i

?
) f0 24N 8 03 PAPIIL SUOHVPUIRULOIAL IUTU FYPOUL SN STA IUOLIPPY 4N0 UL KiFutpLosry

FuIUULIATY) SHDIS Paisey) Kt wpynis wowrsod puv anmws si ysyjqrise Kauaprfins 4o 91 aof Tupunf
sumaffns pusntucosas wouvisissy ubgorof 1of ssva aqr syvus kpapmbapr paf am 91 ssop 40N Hvpurm
stq1 ssouppv (ausaiffns jou saop se0dny suosssiuneary juf ayr gy anagaq o Soupssssy suswdopausy
Jo sjo0s gy Lopdop 03 159q moy uo 1a3yfes o3 ssasduary bq pagpars e uorsstwo”) JTIH 297 APYM

tuzwdopas(y pruossowsatug of suauravdaqy j2ad)
~#outqur) mau v gdnouqs st sopuntaoddo asaqs 22105 07 pavaraof fvo 352q aq1 1wy Kquron vamaq ey
oo readay suoisstuminor)y pnf oz uvgs — uoZin arot purv — aapasd qontu sav K11inoss (gers
puv praouv gy} snosdus puv fasaod sutp pvupuye of supisissy Y} 4opjoq 4of satsrunsioddo
aqs yogs sasyeq am asnpaag souvistssy whaseg ¢y Swdwwasy, wo podat stqr anugns a4

wuppsyssy qusudegaaap 'Sy}
Brzpavdas suorsnpuor Kavwpad Suzprissnc ano pyapfas sofosaqy smana pruoyyppy ssaqy

“tiodas 3pavdos v ui suopvpUIMILOIIL pup smae pruosiad me jam sv spugns 03 pajaduies paof an
SUGHDPUINULOIL Py Siusthuios s1iodoy vys fo wniiss qim 22430 s opyem Usasmoyy savasaffip
Brussaadxs noquon 1odoy worsspnery g ey sqa udss o1 wosuatuz puv adoif uno skympy spa 3y

yuwg g opfeny svopsIUWOT) JTHH
af hropuspy 097 weusTeyD) 1A JTIH
sypeg ¢ Aasgef wuossptio?) JTIH

FONVLSISSY NOITUO] *S°[] ONIJNVATY

mrurigesy udprog <o Bupduiraay




161

TOOT "Y1 YPI urg AN [243(] [FGO[E) 1O TRy qEng g 3300ty
52 ‘g Arenur( “sasppy emdnva) Apauusy § uyof ,
361 G oun] “nsssdatu) paeasegy 1 yaads ‘Jreyerey 31008y 150y

[ENPIAIPUT 3 i Jou 1530 zou33 pue Aidaod Jo ur 3 ‘parow Apydi ysng aueplsaly se puy
“2IN[IE4 ATEIG VO 3000 sE] VIO Y1 Jo surodar ap ur saveyd a0 Juowe puuawndop AySnoroy
st Juypuy sty ‘SOl JOUDUL AJY TR ‘DIHUOD [PUONEIIAIUL PUT “IINJIEf LIS IDUI[OIA [IAID 01T
1°1 01 Apjrg 230w Apsea a5€ sap1umos soog  Anfiqrisut jeqosd ul so10ef Ao £ 51 f139a0g rEiRp fEOUOISIY
pur iz aynuans vt uoddns sjdwr puy sopeadp xs 1940 FUIYDIONS SUGHEAINSGO IS Y

101130 10J SUBABY 2WI000q WED Saress papiey osip: Bdodd 1Y Jo spadu iseq sour M
1991 01 fey ssudwwIaaod uaym puy Tredsop pue ssaussajedoy 03 pesj ues norssaxddo pur Auanod
1uostsaad 133 pOJUICD Ut pastes alam Y oy yaquissdeg jo sanopd s Jo o ImapILg
® nok ayew 3ussop 1ood Butag wston ssnes ausaop Adaog 101193 Je3gep dipy days osneoay
Ayumioddo pur fpadsosd 1oy 3pom ospe o rop 0 Surgt 1B oy $31 B 914ys asnedeq
Aunuodde pur Aadsoid 105 iom o PlOM IO i 235 oA aeap ssopasuss pue unayns
31 JO 380EIRq $YEAIG LY SEIIBUIY ‘3 L3943 J0 Injea pue £uuSip Y1 U0 papuinoy ucHEU Sy
“orjod uSiase) uesnBwy jo ju D [enusd © st dojaasp jo aaueape ay § wptdoppasp
30 oo Supueds we up ‘wysny Aoad ‘uesuswy une] Aaad ‘wnsy L1940 wediyy Loas
IPAPUL IS 3 "3 TUOLTOD 181w 3 ayiqeIsts Jo sommos ¥ poe vorsseduros mo o3 sFuajeys
® yroq st Kosjw pue Oruanoddo ussmisg Kusacd pue yipeam usamsag sprap Fuwmord siyy,

Buimoj|o o1 pres ysng 281021y 3uapisasg
TO0T “Hi YRRy U sanentu; auneooy sfusjeyy wmu(y mou ayy Supune] ui Aprepung

£ YO DT oM M 313 3AES 200D 31 $00d 21t oym Lurw sy dppy souues L1310 sa1) €y wSien
3 BSTRIIG NG *$II0A DY) 205 2M D$HEIG JoU U Burop 3q Lew SISWNWWIOT) AY) ISTEING 30U ~
paambai st pouad 1aa18ym 10§ ‘seapswayg dppy woys dipy 01 sisoyn asaq me 2Gpord s Kaasiu
ssew Jo spuoq 3y yesiq o3 Suddnsis oqo)d s ssoe saflefa pue siny 2y w sopdoad ssoy of,

11961 W1 sspIppy [emnSneny sng w sFpard Tepus ¥ open Apoutiay) i uto[ WapIsIIg

coaneyed 215w £ U Jayyes
2m> € opaosd pmoys astng sy w Rpuds Aew UBWUIRACTY Sy ey douesisse Auy dopadp
$IS13D STIOLIEA ST SISEQq 231101 B U0 3G 10U IS “PIDUIATOY WE | ‘FIURSISTE YOG I81XY ted
SB1f YIYM U SUOTIPUOD [eos pue fesnrjed jo sousBiows oy rwied o1 s 0s plrom
a1 wr Awiouods Bunyiom © jo |paiass oy aq pnoys asedind s “soeyd pue voneiadsap “vsod
safuny asurSe 1ng sumvop 10 Anunod Lue asureBe dou paxanp st Ajod ng ovead parmsse
ou pur Lupigess feonifed ot 9q UED JIY YOTYM INOTIIM PIOA Y3 UL YIEIY SUUOUEI [pUIOU
JO UINI3L B3 I ISISSE O3 OP 03 Qe ST I I3ANEYM OP P[nOYS saeIg panny At e pearop sty

el TRysIEpy s Burgune] ur ‘/paY
ut paurejdya Peystey 281096y [eiausn sy sanswos [nyadead pue snosdsord jqes jo Suipymq s
woddns 01 joo1 N e st wuesisse uswrdopadp Pauyep [ Tep PROp Pye 2domng prmgas o1 1oys
urlg Rysrep oy g, sieak Aixis j0j aupwop Lrjed uliaiog ¢y wi pazmuBodas usaq sey sjeuches sy |

soweinisey oSresey (g Hurduvaay

sy xoputopgz/ssumst ol oy mawyy dny
rewy ¢g-zé O3 gpog ABareng Anmoag [etonT SIS PANNN FYL |

“asusgep pue
Loearojdip opis Suope svefprd ureus 2a1 3 Jo suo se suSWPEASP M4 PINOYS 34 A1I0008 feUdLEL
30 103 Iy Y sonaos yadead pue ‘snoxxdsord 'apqeis pynq m Swdipy 4q Lumoes puoneu
o o siearp wun-3uop Supnpar asuapep pue Aovwopdip sexaoguier Juawdopas © dwouoess
eqoid o o wisp sveaSoqus dipy pue suonen padopasp 1523 pue suoznp isdi00d splom
S 1SISTE 01 :UOPOIIP SUTES AP UT §1 IALIP SIN[eA [EIOW PUT SISHITW [EUOLRY SEIUIUIY,
Juaurdoadp 3o sfpuones oy sugrdxo sarRg ot Ay jo Aeng Oumddg [PuonEN 9007 YL

Lipanaag gy pup Bouvisissy udtasog

430108 [1A82 Prim sdrgssouaed
pue .uv«: 10} PrE {(pUnOY TYO(] [YSSSNS B PUT YONOY St yons) Suiuado spess ‘woveisisse

[383p PpRpUr SsyuswWNnSTT dopasp yo sBuex g o1 osn poys gy YL (6

susurdopas(] sjqeureIsng
jeuenvwiaiu] Jo jusunieds(] paspisuiqe) mwsedss mou v ysqeiss pluoys gy YL {8

*SPATIETIVUL [EIIIB[ITN PUT [eINE[Y

LT P ey Apgdno: pre Supuereq dojaasp A puv ‘wopeong Gt
i “yspeay Uy swispzyosws Surpuny E« 1oalgo easeppw soddns proys g oYY, (2
€107 4q

3aflxes ye43 2491OR 03 WIrE PINOYS P (NS JO 1uad1ad /¢ J0 198781 3113 01 SO FIBOUGD M
pmoys ‘swuued uaudopasp s31 Jo SUGLIOE 5Y) PUY SHIDUIHLIWO) UWMO S HM 25U U1 4§ 34, (9

‘sounod mwied jo Surpuads oY1 M PuR SUSUITUILOD §7y I T«:.,.«un_
AESQE Aumaas gy yo srepd oqio wo Suipusds yum ds ul pre F

N 30 spasy asopow 1 ajdoad weowswy sy o3 wedxs pnoys siprop feanmod g D 3

"SIILIS PAULY S AQ IPUUI USEQ ATY LY SIUGUNIUILIOD PUE $S3AN0DIq0
Jusmdopasp revonewau; sy aidoad wesuswy ayy 01 uieEdxe pmoys siapesy poniod sy (¥

“aoweastsse suswdoppasp “gpy jo swerdosd

pue s398png emoe a Yum (suwng gy se pardope sjeof pue soy(pyy 2us 303 1ioddns s yons)
wusurdopasp ur siusuniwmod £ored wdorog -gn szyuowssey pioys wuwsissy udviog g (€

worsyrururety T YGL



162

anmuop oy wawopdu [ o sopaor e8pard Bumoriog oy aprw paspur ‘ysng Jusprsalg
speq Ajpawesdor pue suoddus ABuons ‘gpy s goiga suopeu sppom atp Suoure Justuasife
007 © ‘sesudsuoly L3N0 oyl ul PIGUISIP jp¢ Apwanxe uadyg sey y() 0 2jos [enads oy,

PHOM I3 JO S1330D
11 o1 serfo[oupal paoUEAPE Jo SIuaq 2 peasds 2ATY YHWYM TUSUNSIAUL PUE IPEN [PUSDRUII
Apupsiodit 350t puE 33507 1UIRUT Pt TOLOUR{GOD UT PaIom sey IR ‘asmod 30y -dnpsiownzed
2 ypons £q paunds sem eIpUY UI UONTOAM WIS DYJ spury snotea jo diysispes] sderyruenyd
pue 103005-212a0d YIM Y10 ] Ajfennd yonm (sgdq) sdnspuireg aeag-onqnd YInonp swos
aney sopeanp o ased ay ui souwsisse wawdopasp ut sassasons s oy jo Aurpy usmidoppasp
4t 301 {ysssoons pue suerzodwt ue paseid aney avuersysse sreand pur VIO [og (YAO) ouesissy
Juaadopad(] [FOHYO T UMOm] S 31 Yo109s drqud i woly st pie sy Csuonngumned Mraud
pue orgnd yo xius ¥ useq Suof sey pie fopang sFunins -0 U} doy

p Suidojdop uy souspadxo jo sivak LS Mot st axy )

d ut joos € se souess i

u:«“&:\@\w\SQ 200y TUITOMOLf UL [OQ] ¥ ST BIUNISISSY :.»Sc..a\waxﬁ\

“wotejost
DGO PUE ‘wolNPOId poog VseIstp Jo YD Y2 SSMPPE 01 uRpow jo uuaom
2y ganid pue Awouods [2Go)S oY Jo spes oY ul puim a1 uaatd ‘stonngos Jo sjqnd: o5

asay Apreunisog  spaezey Iagio pue syBnosp o1 Anpqesauiia pue apen wogj ey suotBs vuxo:_vcl
ssampnnseyul 00d suaping oseastp yliy pprom sy ut susjqosd 15ayBnos sy 20wy Loy aours ‘suordas
Surureusas s 01 35¢] Junod st 3uw0AIP IBYY JUSPIRIE UE 10T ST 3] ENIWDWY UNE] PUT By
Jenualy jo sued pavdps pur BIRY geg-qns ur afuogeys {PAIP SPHOM DY) JO sasuends
S a1 ‘PO Y1 36 132d JOIIIS YOI T U1 PRIENURdN0D MOU ofe safuaffey 19831q sy pprom s
30 350w Uy “afuny ?:“ “saves Ayperiow K22a0d dwoirks Fupnpor ur s2ifod spasy g, $R00NS jEIMO

ue sy : (P3P [eUOR Aq Apsnonpnf paucddns Jeqopd wep st 20wy oy,

100y

*$28523018 28943 JO AWl 03 BOLNGUILOD 19Y3 uy spud rewd oy ued suevuay  Kipayiw
pouIpsp savy ‘sores Yamoid yonepndod [jEXIA0 SURUINGD YOTYM $OTEX ATz POUNPIP ARy s31RI
Aujersom prysy asu o Go e Lean pue Adwenadss AT (WNTIA IV qoN pue e PPN
13 BONPUIY W JO L1031 119031 313 JO 1red OS{E DIE ‘EISY US INTLULIP ISOUI ST ‘S36520008 353y

1

eoiSojouysm pue sjut 2100 10§ piv svsusde( pur §() WL TSI SISEROONS
ms:ﬂu:::ﬂ: Jwiedag purpEy [ pue .2&«?2 “TRACY M SANWNOD ILP 1T YT, SPGT Y Ul
asenva o3 padpy §77) 2 Yorgm suioge Sutuued Snurey parsoddns-piz jo ssanons & 51 Apasrein pamojs
sey pmosd vonyndod 1eys 10 oy | "eayaep wiox yreap 143y 01 wonepdy-a: [£10 jo seidn a pur
eIV Jo SPpISING) josued vuTpeus drmacy ¥ 1reDIpess Xod{geis se yons
sassa00ns pre 1eqop8 01 1sed yuenodwr ut 3np 5y fdreys ckcv oy .ZE SUDPING OSEISIPY YYD 3085 Y
101008 spdorquuepyd pur oygnd "§°ry 2y Aq pastoddns Aaeay sog6T o w1 uedag iym uonnoaRy

wowerssesy udinaoy g0 Bwdurioy

SO0T YIRS TPIVOH TR 30 1008 R Jo Aswnruy ‘Burpurg sy g gues
5 d*zang “swsy awmusay sSavposy ) “woduen, Ay 111 g g o dossros pus sonfiiey

Koaono prgop avusg sof auag ool * Spa WOy S PE prIumig (2T Wi DUDOTA prie dacy, Pl PIENET 5
} dnor g wenmpsep sSmpporg ) (7 mBungEg

Laraiessy 1617 7wt Garamorg prew “somfenry fisoneg [rqoy (s393g 40f 400 G9] Sp3 R PR PUT TR FE] ¢

ua3ry oy 01 1red Jpewus ow W SNp ST JIs pasj GO ey leyr 12ty oy ) ‘sured asoys s ajor snotrous
ur padeid sey pry ity ppos wn sprepueis Sula w auswsacsdurt prder 1sow s pasamod
DABY ‘MIMDNDTEW PUT ‘UONENPR PESY Y Sjudunsdawm dygad pur soinunos oo Avewr pur
“ea103] ‘eipuy ‘eunyry Ul yamosS opmouary uonendod spiom aa Jo Jey e 210 Yim ol 1seA
© TSy Ui WOT 3avy 5355200ms wusmdoadp 198fiq sy} Lavaod awoaxs w padden umear M
o7y vereyes-gas Jo suied 381y Jo wondaxs spqeiou ayr s yryssaoons A1qSiy uaaq saey seeak Ay
ased o1 Supmp pprom sy punose rustudoPAsp HWOH0S 0WOIE 01 $1I0JJ2 S *SWIN 1SIPTOIY Y3 U]

rusidoaaop apmonoss ug ssoafosd gppaoagy

288304y 31au 1Mo 3o 2y
oUs mmoqe ared am e snowus pur NELosTEdUIO HOW YL OSTE ST UOHEL IS IYI 1Y)
Bunensuowap £q KFaoags 310w Igy ASTOWP 20W0Id PUB SPUIL PUT SUEY HI0W Ity UM
201 2 YR PlIOM D41 punese SIENOWP jo 22uddHs o sfemosus 61 Lo prysdSUN
ABuppns sepsoyy v ow sy Lenpa sdopdws £13unod Ino gdigm W e we ur Al o

sfumoss pue pre susuidopaaop Juppuy uosuswsp satpout 03 paruted
Apnanbops qieap] s1qny jo [ooyag el jo Amaaany 2y jo saurem F RBUIY ura(] ApuedTy

9. Tredu BT J0 s3] Y aAvy Yy peopsjod pue r3suy
243 PU SIUOD A ueotyy Sutsnes w spipo e dwna [aaosd srwouoss moj pue Liasod) ssoive;
srmonoss yeyy st sSuspuy asay: Jo Buipear Moo 150w JYT wOIRPUOY BuiMaj(Of g1 patyeal

“eraropesy Jo Anssaangy o jo RSy pay, Jol1J 4q PI[ SWNI0A DY I SUIEST YIS I JO SO

(TP
pue ‘uor R ysen ‘wetionm ) ey (rqojd 1o punosd Fuiumeds
® sweosq 5:953 pousaodun wucm '3[ SIGIIAUT PIYSTLID AT SPOOIIAY 58 PIOM IOPIM Y2
pur ,&sanm&: Jeuoidor ‘suszm ap Buspuaduar Bsdeyjor o101 apoydunt 30 musjols 01N Spodxa
ues soveas apfey woog Agiqrisur pue uoneadsp .wc st sprejoa v Juipry ~ sadoy saysnan
PUE “SISPEI] SUSNEIM ‘53110803 s212)dap ] 3 sisneyxo Lreaod swanxy e
s s20p Aimas feqofB ssuedaq nq At spuewsp Hierow [euossad asneosq Ajduas you - dissaau
30 18y v owoosq sey Auanod jeqopd suree 193y ap 1qoad arep ox

e S 1EIsp ABUIDss ASYM puE ‘PIINYQ dary IIPIOY PUE SHTPUNGY MM PREOM U]

$mojjoF st SSWpUY 2y sTEIIWNS Yoy WA I(] PUT
PISUIEI [3%] X(] DWNoA B jo sionpa 23 (£007) 1 fooig a1 Aq pangsiggnd Yaerag
aaf 106 00f *sAess3 Jo uOILINJOT dqepUIIWO? A4Sy ¥ U1 PIURWWINS 122G APUIDSE DAYy TIEP DY [

SAUNOD 13430 Aurw pur ‘epEUOS
ycﬂwmﬂ%,w( w mvu::OOO sey Rig (U] qu mSPan« UEQUUA SNEIS paqrEy u1£u »Uﬂh SYE YImoang S1I0X1Y

UL IU Y QAT YL



163

5007 1
saquastdag “ssuenbprsp seourn; pamury Bunaspy Ateuay ar |-y Bi suonty] pairury SaAIpPY NG ) 2308 1y

souDIpaUl feaAcnaz-TuE SHPRUT ‘9IED PUR GUIMIIESI ‘UONUIADID ATE] 01 $S3IOT [ESIOARI[Y o

apnput Auranon) WwrpuaByary o mwng /007
241 puE ‘purpods *sFesusn) Uy WG OO7 §5 9§ 1e parersiws sjpod auswdopasp IpQ) SOANW
243 JO B|IGUIN [je1240 43 33pun uayo $9dser uswdolsadp sjqeARIyOE pue plog 13Y10 03 Buniuwos
U SUOREY gy JI0 Y3 paurof sey ‘§ry Y Sprony suawdolsaa(] WNTUUIIA A1 01 YOITPPE uf

Aljiqraunodde pire ssoons
J0 simesipun 2andafqo Suniago diojIsy “punog swn pue ssprinurnb o5w SO AL .
A[EAAYY 134 puL snONIGRIE I SO A4 L
denr Azaod a1 pua o3 ssuRumsaatt aanonpod to snO0f 01 SINUN0D
SmBemonuo 4q vonear> YiEom puw med swouods uuas-Suo) sowosd sHGW ML
uoneandap dseasip
925Uy GWODUT ISTOISUSUIP PMIOUUIIN 811 |fe Ut As2aod SUrnxs sSUpPPe SHON ML
snsuaswor) LoHvIopy 9 Uy ysamatury Bunueuy pur spun v ox pooxfe sey ppos agy
0007 “ows 1eak yoes oddns ey pawayuedss pue sjeod 2 o1 paasde seq ppos oYy «

LSUOSE3J [RI0AYS J0) Souelsisse ausdopasp
'g'y amaye so wswnasm surodwr A134 T ore (SOCTIN) SjEory 1usurdopad(y Wiy ML

1176107 49 Tfe ~ SATY Jo peasds ays Sunjey pue woneonpa Lxeuiird o3 s50008 seY ppom
a1 w1 i pue dog Aias yeqs Suunsus ey ur funy pure Ausaod Sunmo sopnjout sexy epusfe
SNONIGUIE UE 1 SIYT S[Eery doasgy HIFY A2 03 panap sre ap, Aesed qim
Suni8nns axe 1eys suomeu Py o3 pauruLpP 9 sIG panry Y1 “adoy jo uowsia e prards of,

ARG PO (GOT A3 JO UOISEO
Y1 U0 SIAPEI] PPOM (0] VLI 210U 01 ARda5tp s[eory WpwdoAI(] UNIUUANIA A2 03 JUSLNIWLIOD
*§'r) A paAaATODd Yshgl Iudpisalg NG g6y o1yt ve Surpnpur ‘usyr sous AjremBar pauniuos
a1 PUB (UOT 4EA4 SY JO UONEIEPA(] WAL A1 ur suonen | Aq padopr M1 ojge;) spposy
ruRwrdo[3An(] WRTULRYTY Y2 218 epos ssatp Jo swenioduwy 1sow sy xop A “saapnaiqo wuamidojeasp
2100 Y10 LUrW pue UNDTOSEYUY pracidu SIURMIHoINs Jooys paseatour Koelawny puE AeRn jo
peards 3y) uonsnpord pooy pasearsul JONUOS ISEISIP US PIAIYIT UIRG DALY SISSIIINS JLAITY “SHPEIIP
eaanas 10§ S[eod (eqo[S payeys wo povife saey satnuned Jatared pue 'gry Y SUOSEAI ASHYY J0

B} AWTS Y UL WOLENNS A1 MIIA
$2UR0 PRQ) "s[poS vowwod Jo nsimd ur siayo woxy Funueuy e 01 sdipy Fuipung g
USYAL POAISS 153 ST 1111 FEUOTIEY °§ (] 92 ‘padpu] ‘Pom se sraured yuawdopasp 1Yo o 421 03
[ 9q INUL 3G SIEYS I NVYLILOD IENUL SNLIG PaNu(Y Y, s1985m3 pansFe o paseq ‘uegp Taod
poseys € 2q snw seuunos 1sauood oyl w sudwdopasp Srneuods soj uoddng ‘uao su uo uspmg
Buueury 1uswdojaaop i 4110 10U PIBoYs PUT 10U ued 1f Tey pazuSoer Suof sey sorerg partury A

HoirIRpIY d142004 puv :QSSQ&;Q PNGIOISE OF STUETINIAT) "G/

sywessiecy nfrsany oy Burdwrany

002 ‘9t
saquiandag ‘ssauenbpuopf suore paatiry Bunsapy s AT suoREN PRGN SSIPRY e A, 955035 o1
B ST AT IO A WNIOP/APIsTIS 7S/B20 U Ay dimy
fm 3unuQ ApqEpTaY Iuswdopa3(] 0] SUPUTUL] B0 20T [PUOHEUIIIT] P 30 TRAUET ASUUOP I ,
HONT 71 Aterwef wousty 2y o nanang Eoads 2y jo Auounyy uonzindnrey e sysemay yng gy 098

3 .
oy STSUASUOT) W Y jdut o1 suozeu

SPREOM DY) [[2 U0 [0 | "SUOP 2 03 SPASU DIOJY T SWHOJAI AIUSSI00U SHELIGPUN YEY) SONHNED
o1 pse paseainm Supnpur ‘suogp asoyr woddas o panfe somunes padopracy b JO o Ey
pue somjod punos pur murwisacd pood ydnorg ssaBoxd s1ouess ume Y soy Ay

e o3 paasle soanunos Sudopas(]  wmusspw MU A ul pre spaoid pue uondnuor
qand pue daoacd 1ySy om Aem oy 10§ UOISIA mau ® 03 poase am TOOT 1 ALNVO 1Y DAL
B4 SHONE N0 Tey 2INS Oyei 01 AIND rIow ¥ pue — siapo dpy o3 vonedqo [eow € aary o

13A3p [B01J0 pUL 8 pood Supjuyy “sa13un02 1008 pUE YoiI UM
pedwo e zuvcE Eéuéo,v Kanawwopy 3 wung 2.5? SOO7 242 I 11 PIGLIISIP YsTg] WIPISAL]
sy U 4By oy woyy
L UMM 3 3 poof jo

1 [PAD {EIDLYO PISLIIOUI PuE SHIUNGD 100d
QU passans \::?: O5[e STSUISUOTY A0 Y]

sl susdopaop paeile Ajjeuonewions HYIc Pur UOHEIRPI(T WNILURJFA 242
30 sye08 yuswrdoparp 1 J0 JUWBAYDE T2 O3 [EINND 51 pue BUUERLY [UINX? IO 20mos 1535ar]

¢ P Furd “sazere Burd B

DY 38 1 YO SN pasp paspopue] pus saeg Suidopasp puepst jruss ‘souzunoo
padofaasp sea] ey U sauunod Awpwr sog  humss pooy dueyuy o3 pur auswdopasp
jeins pue jrot PASP 2I01 yut sqed “ppEey ‘vonesups Sunioddns

30§ WRWNISUL [POND T osfe St QO YmosS renqor 1oy Aem oy ased s wed pue manoe
203008 2reAd 10§ wawonAu o Sutsoadis 1o EOUND 3¢ URD Y(J() PIOUEYUR 25€ sonedes
arodya pue sampord qedes veamy opym ‘vomtoy sum avendoxdde ue o wonenqowr
S0INOSA) SSIWOP JO sjaAa] HEnbape Yores 01 ANUNod ¥ Ay UED YO RIS 10231p 21eannd
rme o3 fipedes asea] A um sapuned oy or Afepadss Gusedopadsp oy Sunueuy jo
$301m108 19130 03 Jwdwon ¢ st afos [epuasss ue sled (Y(I(y) soumsisse sudopadp EOYO

SYCIQ) J0 203 TEDILED DY PAQUISIP SHSUISUOTY LILDTUOW 22 M0Y 51 23]
“apens asoddns o1 papasu (1amod ‘siod ‘spros) asmnaseiu sy Suippng
Aq Apurews ‘speay [puosreuastur 1oys dsaorduur 03 setnunod sood dipy o1 pasn st IO YpIg UL BpEi
10§ Pre, J0 3d20U00 MIU 31 01 PANGIIILIOD SIOJIIY MSUISUOT ADUIMOP (] *sa1UNod I53500d
oy Jo ssaudannadwos apen Sunicddas 01 paa st pie Aym paspur pue dmuaunydwos pue fexa
Y10q are pre pue spes Lgm suseidxs snsuastoly 512100 S ‘pre snsiaa spen Sunnd uem oy
“sarunos Jood 3t jo WHdopasp MWL 01 |ena I [y V(IO PUE OPE [FUOREW ‘Smoff
[ertdes sszand Suowr suonseuuos-omur 2 U1 A[QRION ST STSUISUOT) AQIISIUOW I

5., FUDZIND INO 01 Sy
JRO1 IBAPP UBD SINEITUT 931 PUT SA191008 301] LY PHOM B2 AOYS PUE SUOIIEU 1IN0 [J2 )] ‘Snsuasuoyy

Han e’y 1T YE SN0,



164

12602192 9BpnaySarpodjaoS-presn maveyy duy e auue
ajqeiTay 2007 “sseiduory o wonesynsnf 18png (Q1VSH) J0owdepaaqy ruoneuzauj 10§ ouRy SIS PARIT 41
J0123 Buipunios o1 2P 24001 W 210 01 BuTENg ¢

9007
Sovneref ‘pry utiog g 10] pomowerg Anjog YeIySA} wewdopaasc) ruonsui toj Aozt SR PRI 1

SRpqEIsut PuB URIGACS YEIM (314 SATUNOD U1 UKI0j3 pue Kunsas ‘wonvzjiqes 1oy woddns
st saess opleny 30) PIY LGAd W uONjq 9 7§ punore papos yorgm (YVAdHd) P ALY 0
ey usfisusg og) ur Aurew sowed SOITV/ATH 103 uoddus oy ] "SOIV/AIH dprpout senss frqoiny

.u.uaﬁO; ﬁdw _32Gﬁ0u ,ﬁouwmﬂv ~m.—ﬁumﬂ.&0 3—95 vn_u ur w—uuud P i3 uc.w St Uuﬁxuwm ST it

oI 9'¢$
ETOIPPE UE S1oM (JOTII] GO Jem [eqol) 3l Joj Burpuny g 943 Jo wred st} rueydry pue
besy 104 syoneudosdde Husdiowy (uonjiiw g198) vestueySyy pur (uoliu oLg) ueishey (uolpg

9°1§) 1€ APPIAL 2 02 $208 {/0X] UT UOHHIG 7'¢E) SPUN) 252 30 drEYS STOI YT E:AmEEmo&

eTIIq O pue u moeay ey appyy Funioddns ovsoursp
£1 UOINSUEN Al SILIUTIO) PUE SH[jE 01 Sduwisisse druouosy Supioid 4q saansafqo Aotod uBroy
g ) suoddns (193) pung woddug onuouony g, ‘CITVS 49 Paquossp sy satess siflasens s
10§ sepno jo soinos 3saflie) ays st (357) puny moddng olwouos 24y, "IsEx PP Y A sPIUNOD
10/puT 303321 UG Jom [eqo[3, oy ut sof[e g doj uoddus Lurews si saeis orforens, tof moddng

%W¥T FuawdoEAS( {EHONELIOISUTL]
%81 InsS] [RQOIEY

%3 AxygBeag sonpay
Y61 FUVISISSY UTUEIUPWNY
WEE saresg oiSareng

¢ umoys A3oSa1ed yoes 103 umoys saseys 3aipng snrwrxoadde a1 yna o pre [eINEfq jo
wonroyIssEp Aesm-aaly  sopeul (IYSn "woidi 4q 10 vepauny 4q pazodned aq dnu pre [esvefq

suopmpsut fenemmE yInong $508 jueoiad g1 Ju avureq 3 FIys spRYD ferienq yEnosnp
0 pre g7 Jo waniad 7g ApBnoy 198png 9px g ul uoypq 7763 01 awed oy aBpnq (11VSH
YD UG SHE) PIE [EIIE[IG OY) JO ISOW  BUVRIN PUT ‘gL ‘SCIV MYBRE 01 punyg Jeqoj o pur yurg
awouadofsd(] WY s JuRg PO, A ST NS feUo} 1o 13§} P
woly usnd Pie [EIRID]RW PUE SHUIUNROD SO 61 APKANP UKL ¢ M Aq uand e jeisepq,
Gsas1aq papialp st pre ¢y suenioduay Aqrenbs st soueisisse auawdopap Y0 JO vopEOR YL

30T [PUONEY JO 95/ § 30 Pue ‘9007 AL ur 198png [epay
AT JO Y@’ PAIDINIOS 2rue1sisEe WIWAOPAIP [RIOIO TYR ST 108 [EMIDE AY ] IUICOUT [EUONRY 'S [}
30 3usdaad ¢ Apglnos pue pre uinzoy uo 398pnq 2 jo sarenb ouo spuads AVUILACE) SRS PAIIU(Y
Sy v sA9ASDS U1 v supdpawy Sfersar ugy sawm (g 01 ¢ AjgBnos Jo 1o10uf T £q duEISISSE
3owdOPAIp [EIDHIO JO [249] I3 IRUIISIIIAC SUEIUIIWIY IEYL UMOYS AZH] e1ep Aams pareadsy
supsnpury ssow o3 asudims spownous ue sy Surpuads quswdopasp Jo (oad] mo] Aaanver syy,

UOIIIG £ 77g 1 PArRILSS
i

2q Aewt soumsisse Juawdopad(] TUON[IG 6§ pUTOTe Iv P 9q Avw iy s

sruviniesy BBy 50 Rundurr oy

o snid GHQ 49 uoupq 9g¢ puT (O 3 4q worpq Gyg Jo pasudwon) Lo0r vt voNiq 1198
sem Burpudds asuep Ays sy zeop u]  shepno Jeen jo wamsad ¢°¢ 1snf e papury st wswdopasp
pue shepno pior jo yund ¢ 3v papung st Aewoldi] Z0A4 U sAepno oy aya go ausnsad 6
$oA13098 OsuspIp @1 3y jo sepd sy Kofed Qumdas ¢(y Jo smizw popis-do] o smoys 1 2mSLy

{(AE) wewdopasc] pue vonerdoor) dwonody
105 vonemueiy oy o (HVQ) v e} 155y dopas(y 2y jo spiep peoide
a4 Aq y O se papissep st aeq Suipuads e apapur sdepmo avawdogeas uoddns Arexjru pue
ssuerstisy 1UdopAdCy [ S8 PIISSE] 050y TeY Io(ae d1eig Jo wsunreds(] oy Jo LHewopdp
103 shepno saprpu Loewopdip  (shepno Arenipu) suswniedocy aiwig 9y Jo shepno paIdARs puy
“{Amoag puepuio jo yudunieda() sdepno Limoas pueprwoy (st jo swsumedacy) sdepno
Asenmu sovesquis Bupuads ssuspgy -smojjoy se st yorosdde prescopyfiens ¢ ustdopasp pue
Yoewopdip ssuspep o prefe w siepno AeteBpnq asaad oy ooy 03 shem Auewr v 2021 A

-ssorduory pur uoneusiunupy 21 Aq Aprorvesurs wodn par 124 10u
ydnoys ‘s1eak Ju3ssl U HWUIA0D) "5} 241 4q 4] das paBpapmouryor uanq sey pre dofaasy
poaseoxony soy poou oy snowSuep pue dqedjed st wwowdopadp wr susunsasut-topun sfepoy
“Burpuads s5uajop JO UONDLNP S I APINUA ISOWE afe LILNOAS [BUODFU UF SIUDUWISIAUI USRS

sy pmoss peuonry g o sreped v3ays A sre Oewopdip pue asuspep uswdopasp ydnoyy

2npBsIssy Juamdopaasy i) 'Sy fo spaasy quasinsy

e
ut puzy 08 Uoneal YEam put Yimosd dnuouods wx-Suo] Jo FBusjpeyd o pue Lusaod uEWEM
wuwde By 2y, (Fodes eoueuy suweigia v pue ssousng Juiop jo sves Anpges MoLEIODEW
“Aowaredsuen) uswuonaus ssausng o wr syudswaaosdunt pue GuI0) Joge] Y O S|S
PUE (ERy (ATANDoTIE) PUT Tamod SPPOX) AIMNANSTI 2103 S T 1IENSIAUT paseardur Suipnpur
sstooy Aotjod sures oy wambas paord stwoeuon wa-Guoy Jumargoe pue s 3y Sulenpy
“5583 3Y1 30U ST S 3o o3y sziseyduis sy (Paoad otouoss pur UoEsE [Eam Bowosd o
$24102(GO WO ISULISIP 217 [0IIUOD ISLIFIP 10 STHCHA Y3 $8 YORS $DANIB{GO ey Pres A{euoiseddo st 3

Swp|ing Lwedey puonmnsar pue ‘urny qessdyd Supnpur open o5 pry «

dny 4 9.1 dorg oy 4q p 1 SPa2U 2 (I SU1} UF OIS G T [PGO[EY o
g

aptaoyd 01 ISOUYD SIIIUNOD I3ARIIYA 301F) DILY YL DISEQ 01 UIP[IYD JO S [ESIGATU(]
oy

uy 107 Aq Aujenb pood jo wonesnps Arewnsd Lrospduios pur 20y o1 ssadoe EsIsAup

SANSEL NTWILRE PUE BORUIANd 241309453 s sdnoif djqeisuina dsou

sy yo 28ea2a00 yuan1ad g 3529 38 pue uedsad (o6 156a] 18 Aq AIEHIOW BUIERW JO LONONPRY «
siseq djqeanba pue sjqemeisns & uo popisosd

2q wed ‘are> yuesy Arewsud Afeoodss ‘ored wp[eay e os swoisds oy JuwoyiFuong 4

onjod Jo uonwarpery

107 Teak 23 Aq ‘W paau Ogm 1P 10§

S ETR T . |



165

Y NSO AR, praoy Ao diny

20 2Q) AqEEAY usIdopATC] 10§ PUIDUPIIL o FOUNBIOL) [FUSTITHIAU X Jo SNSUITOL) AMRTUOY K o)

dNE jo 3wdnad £7g 30 18w ap asenyoe o1 suE0ge
21I0u02 PR 354 10U seY snsuasuory ASunvoW 3y 10§ woddns paresdar pue Fuons si audsap
‘sormag PaUF] 241, "S107 49 VGO SE dND 30 wdnd L6 PUE 0107 49 VOO 5 IND Jo sumnd
16°0 3529] 1 onorgor 01 pende vorury ueadomy (uswsdivius-oid) o uy stouo(y adre ausad
£ 3 2A4YOE 03 AqrIAUR Divads B 195 SAUROD JOUCP ISOUI WIURIRUT) ASLBIUO Ay Sumopoy

¢ 7 semunos Swdopasp
o1 (YO} dourisisse juswdopasp RO st ((ND) WRpoL] [EnoneN sso10) jo wosad /g 3o
193121 93 SPIBMOL SLIOYS IRIDUOD FYEW OF 05 DUOP J0U davY I 3RS padopazp afin 3 4]

*38poyd Suimoyjoy Sy ux pos 3y Jo 31 21 poural
3 U 7007 e SHsuasHor) Aoy s wi 3a8ies oy 01 dn poulls sareig panupy ayy a8 oy
30 vondope s sudsap 1oys wajfe; 2Ty (IHIO Y Jo ) IIUBISTSY dojanacy syt ut
SI0UOp /] 230 31 JO [y [E03 18t PIPIIRa 10 PIARNYDE APUDISISUOD FATY ~ UIPIMG PUE SLMION
‘spuepomaN SINOqUISKIT SJEWEd(] ~ HLIUN0> aay Au(y sawn Auews a8popd e poresanar
PUE VAO §F dND 30 wmnd 2o Jo 1385 g savnpor or pafpapd ssey samimoo souop sous
0461 WG JND) SIOUOP Y3ed Jo sreys v sv passasse sT y(I() Buseys usping jeqofd jo sosodmd 103

(q)¢ smBry ur uamos se 301n) Jo peaye i
asE[ 01 PUEDSS S §[Y A GND JO HBYS B ST Y(I(y Jo swist uf wossad 1ad g/¢ sdease suenaury
opyas *pre ut uosxad 1ad ¢7o¢ aBesaar suerBaauoN ‘swel wides pd U AeMTON U} ¢ pUR ‘HAPIMG
ut g wouEl] Wy ¢ “wopuny pavun A ut gy Lurnusry ur voypr ¢g vede[ W uoIIU §7Y M
paredwon ‘ol 67 3o uongnded 6007 @ Yum Knunod ouop snondod ssow a2 sgj £g ospe st
's ) Y2 2ouss Sursadans Aprey st s ang *(8)¢ 2081y W amoys se Touop pre 335y o ST gy YT,

VO s we sapaadsaad sarardues y

HSRE[IOP GOOT IUEISUOS W) YOI L1§ 02
awren asuspa] jo wawredacy g Aq Juipuads mon pound swres reqa Bouncy (Seop GO WrETOD
1) GOHjIG GC/§ PARIOI SATLUNOS [jE 03 SONT O3 1961 Supmp ‘pre pooy Burpnpur ourisisse dSnuoUo

-$ry ey, Arenpw ey go Suipuads oy s dwon y sajed durisE 31 oL

UOWQ 19§
38 1} PWIED {(UOIUY 131408 IDNLIOY 1) BISEING puk (1534 Pue 15e7) ddoing woIY 7/§ 18 ‘Yumoy
SEA EILJY WO OGS JB DI Sea RDUDWY UNET CUOHJIG [B1§ IE “PU0DIS Stas €Y YON pur
15T JIPPIA YL UON(Iq Z£1$ 1€ ‘[e303 155852} 23 paniasor wisy “{uorda Lq pareooye tou pie myie
PUE “CIIYS] SO $3503 SANENSIIUPE *pre [esaejanw Buipnpxa 3 1) suoifias aypinads 03 paredojje aq ued
S UOHNIq §PCS AP JO P 2B U1 umoys st 6007-1961 Sump pre [je Jo umopyraiq ruoiSa oy,

ruvisicey nFinzey '§oy Rurdirsay

weah 2ad wosiad 1ad 7p7g SwiSrizae Ty jo 1oy sawn paspuny auo Ajynos sem pre endes
rod 243 spongy Jo yrpaspuny punose st [ndod §[pess] 0UKS EIYY UBIPYES-GRS JO |{E 02 pie
s swes A194 51 ‘UOl[Iq 8¢ Po[enba ‘PiE POOJ JO 19U JPRISY O3 PIR JAREINWIND Y], TIY UTRYES
-8 JO §[ 01 JUNOUIE 31 AT ISOWE (P POOS STIURE) PIE W ROMJIY 76$ PIAIIIST YOIgMm SUNST]
pue ‘uppaof 9dATy oris] 01 XuDAs SIYI JO SO UOIYIG LY 1§ PAJRIOI BDLYY YUON PUT 1TY PPN
21 01 JDUBISISSE MNWOUAKD ‘COOT-1961 Sutngy 1587 PPN 2y 03 aBrey uaq sty pre Fsenued Ag

¢ axnBuy uy usoys se aeof 3od ueniayy 3ad g¢ 7 jo o8edar ue 01 sowod sy | pouad
s syt Supnp stwenquysm uonr g5y pafesaae req voidar e Joj ‘UONq §'8%% Seam PrE pooj jo
1505 24T SNUTAI Pre Iq), 00urIsISSE 1G2WdoPAD WI-BUO] 30U 51 YOTYM PIE POO] JO ULIO] 3 W SeAs
UK §'HT$ “JEIOI Y JO PI U "AuOE Jeak srys ney verstueySpy pue bery oyy w puads gim am
aBYM JO J{PY INOGE ‘WOTYIY §TL$ 49U © POJEIO3 SBY (SIE|OP GOOTS IUTISUOD UT) $GOT 03 1961 Burnp
NU-G( Cmuwﬁamvﬁﬂm n«o :& 03 —u:» JU& ug .w»—ﬂmuﬁ wGUE&O~U>me u.v>$u—u 03 vu_:ww wﬂn_ ﬁ-« HN—T m«v—:-ohm
I[qususs0 Y1 ue ‘pre noqe wsondoys saseasd e 01 paAnQUILes sey sty sz s0od Y a4
Amausd © 3y 30§ wOURY 01 douEISISTE Jo sannuenb ssea woaid sey g7y oy dey orqnd 2y 4q prusnsse
Apapia s13p 5383k g ssed 13 1340 eofy 03 waATS pre Jo Pad] i urede pisuor) prosm i jo suoidas

TUIDYIP $50308 P jje umdq sey pi2 [paap moy p PUNSTUY O PUDL OS[E SWESLIDUIY

{7 aamdg) -swioour feuone Jo 3uadked U0 JO YYL-IUO URYE S DOLT
Ul dND jo wetad £1°g punore oy &uySis paseanur Apusnbasqus sey 3y 6661 1K 3 £q gND Jo
wmoned 10g ssaf jo xpru e Suigovas o661 3 ySnonp swipap o1 panunuos 3y gN© jowmnd ¢ g
PUnOse 01 PINPIP PEY VIO SO96T A o 4G AND §T 40 mmesnad | papanxs VO SN Ve
HEYSIBIN St 0 W Sy 1y Anusd jiey 35ed 2yl 52a0 A[pANIEWE PIUSSP ST JWOOUT [FUCHE §( JO
20eys ® 52 YO TP $ YO SO SPAR] Y1 aavwiasaiano Ljsso: surouay ey SU0sEs: ayr Jo AUy

VIO "§ 1 40 saigasdsiad ppitenisiy

wpaf o wnnifyy iad pg Garvusxordds sppaot vy 02 piv ppairpg S} FIOPING PUR LYY ULIRYLS
~gns wr oydoad uoyjin g Aprennxordde are 3oy | aanvadsiad wr voypiq ¢g s and swary 7 qeL
ur umoys saLaS1Es S IM UONIG £¢ PUNOIE 01 WL gAY BT T 10§ sxunsissy suswidopaacy
OO ey veseyeg-qns weuswdopasp wan-Suoy sop shepno AroBpng § 1) oy pumsiapun
o1 Juenodwr st 31 *5jeoty WwdojEAs(] WU oq 100w 0) suoidas fje Jo sdusyey> 15a88iq ap
saoej pue 28usjpeyd 1NLAOPAIP JLOUODS SPEOM T JO 1do ap §t BIFY UBIEGEG-GRS 93UG

“LOAL WL UOIG $HS

sea swesSosd yuswdopasp wnr-uoj asoys jo wrs ay g, (uonpw go¢s) dro7y meay i pur ‘(uoypq
1°1¢) vonesodiony aBusjjeyly wmuuAY AR (UoHpg <14 umsissy uawdopasg {uonpq
C'19) PRAH pue |ealaimg prysy  sapnpunt dopaap |puor ysuedy opsap o &

wr-Guo] “aduvasisse uowdojaadp [E10GJ0 4G paatas ARALIIRYR JSOW BIE JEY) S2ARDRIGO Y J0f UBY)
savpes suare feongjod 'g ) pue sopusdisws Jof st pre jo ynq 1seA 21 aeip Fupuraw ‘pre [ERIR[Iq (B340
a4z jo sauenb-auo punose £juo o1 siunowe 1 GHussons(] jORLOY dseasip Jo sdadse swos pue
uononpar Lxeaod wum-Buop s paranp Lo8ares soumsisst ays 31 uswidopasp euoncunopsurs]

worsws g v w1



166

9007 A3emiqg ‘gpag g Sunpon, yorossg Aeq
g Pl L SPuuner Suidojssag) sog BIG Y SITYA ULIOJY APFL FPUIPINN YO, * ¢ 3 HOSIIPUY WAY 4

323300 € 20T EIUJY O SIOULDHWS IPIMPHOA, JEWS ST S3OUBRINUSI JO I3RS UEDLFY SYY “eILIWY
[enuR)) pue uraqquer) A o1 5208 "¢ o woyy swuenwol Jo uontedord wofieg oy Guagm
PUE $21UODH] ATHINOD-301N08 1500q UEd £U2 23K IseY S[PPHA 21 pue “sdommay ‘saeag paosup) s ut
Bunpzom sruefiy s00d [peordA jo sBunnies wom-prey ot 1ussa1daz 4311 S0TIS PIT 10U T sAOUTDILITY
souenupl s souunod Zuidopasp P 03 ) A woy smoy [ewueny jo Arodues oy v

“ssausAnnadwos 1rodxs wiar-Suol pososdur 10 preoqfunds
® 58 soa13s ampnnseijur Sunoword-wodss uruly 03 YOO Yorym ur open 1oj pre, jo adsouoa oy
soynsn{ 308 31seq SIY ], V(IO YInoans paygnnaz aq ued 1ny seaze sy 2us1aba Jo ey s pue (n1od
pue wemod 'speor Aeioadso) smonnseiyuy Jood o3 Apsour saepr ssausanpadwes Bupmpgnurw
Jo Wor By, sempdwnuEm Ul aamiadiiod JOU SIR SILIUNGD A Asnensq Apurew (20002

puE ‘B2 2200 WON0d 1o uon Yaddod sp p q 7 1p
pavun] are s10dx0 VEOUJY SR ANGNO-UOU SY1 UY STALIEq I Ul UBYI JaYrer ssauvsnnadwon
ume ;AP Jo PpE| AP W Auiewt o suodse pasewsur Sumaiyoe ur edsuyy Aq padej ssanueq
sy, somunod Sudopadp FWOOUT-S[PPI 33 pue sa1nunos padopasp ayy s1apen 19581q s 4q
pasonyoe ase sured 1affiq oy g, Jrews Aioa 12 ey 01 Aqeiou pue suoidal asarcod ay o1 sured ay g,

4 sv yons) sar M3y e 0

81$ RPG

18 TILJY URIEYRG-qNg

768 DLW UNE]

(423 BISY {INOS

558 TSy 38e Yum
6TC$ {feroy) sapzunoo Juidopas(]
3968 SABUBOY DWO-YBIE]

(UOI[1g §) MO0 SE ST S1FANIRG JO UMOPYEaIq [ewotdar oYy ‘oLRUadS
O} (snonrquie pue) [ryss200ns e ur 1eak sod vonpq € 611 Jo ured sppmppom [e101 paewNg ur JO)
L PROM 342 Jo suorBo1 (12438 50§ PUnOY eYoC] ryssaoans € Jo suped fepuaod Jp paRinoed (9007)
saded yueq ppog, 12001 Y pre 1Uwdopaap (B0 JOF MINISANS 10T UED SWIOJY PRI NIAMOL]

sonunod so00d 21 jo suodsa A vado sapioq
umo nayy dasy 63 24Ty ") Y3 SUIPHPUT SITNLUNOD YAkl PUR (SHGUILND IGRIDABLD PUE “Syjixe
areIopew 03 ;o] yum) swashs Supess uado Apaneper urIUIEW 03 ARG SAENOD 100d “Yimord pa
~110d% IAITYIR 0] "SIPTIRP JUKOAI UL $SIVONS HUIOUODS JOJ [PHA udaq sTe pmosd pat-rodys ‘uostar
siseq s 204 -su0dxs ume sy yEnorgs LBojouyon seya 1oy Aed s pue ‘prorqe woy ABojours
uodunr o1 pesu somunes Suidopas  samunod wswscod sy Juowe Fuipnpur ausurdopasp
sruouods o) fenudsss st woarAs Bwpen wado wy  ppEn amoqe spew »q wed siwjod sepung

ssuoiBax paysuzsodiar oxus smojy aseaud spavard

Appesaual ymu pue ‘snojy 2veand o1 Aresuswsyduroo s1 (10 95uas snp u] smoy jratdeo reand aaniny
30§ y10mpunosd >y axedaid o1 os[e 1nq *[00YS UT UAPJRYD dawf PUE SIAT] IATS 03 &UC J0U "SAIUNOD

Srsesvtsey whaseg g ) Surdae g

sovmad wared o1 go wouses jjews
e srnunos wwadioog 03 2ygeyeas aq Aeus (g *uanposd susuad yinoips yinow waka | § 1) ou3 ui smud ey
porasoxd-uared ays Ajduss 100 ¢ sEnpord pamusp oya Jo San|sA PAREIs 21 et UOREDYIAA OU a1 ‘soruedwad
pronnoorreyd - £} Aq SIONEUOP PUDI-UT JO UOYSG 743 §O S1eUssD SqEpO-Liow 2 4G pacImIop St SwimS
a1ma0d103 jo oy g1 WFSL LY NN 15100d 31 wiesy e syapms 3 30 1waid 9 Ao AiqrIoy
394 — suraus euosiod 30 wifio o Luunes 3o ssypaedas susunes Suidopasp woss § fy A wr stuspRIs uSiare) 01
sdryste(ogss jo sanpa passodind o paseq st ol drsxasmn o menase sy sdnosd smoidigs: 4q parsapap oS
311 J0 10 pa12103 s1ANDY I[P I8 Jo vouTHTIds oA st SnosB poseq-ques woy pre diopAcp
0 VeSS 243 VI U] SR Y0 PUE AT patto-usudofaIp amiag RemIuip 100 $90p 1 *siaotord
Jruoneizur 9800 03 sidtuate 3 g -NduTXs 103 e KAJ s 03 piedar g, oourersisse ustwdoprdp F
9B 100 0P SHVLRSH DU G 2AN[3] 01 Nowa1 Faoms 1 3 AoAIMGL]  BOWIQ §'G$ “Suonesodion Ty
PUE “UOINIG T 7§ ‘SHONEPUNO § £} “WOUNG 9 $g *STay0D PuT SINSIALN ‘UOIIq 1 ¢ “sdnord paseq-y ot
b €18 “(S0A) SuonFIIuESi() ITIU|OA aEAB]  SAO] S UMOP U30Iq ek 35d orIq Ogd punoe Agteoynads
“Adonpuepyg [qop 0 xopug s vt Suiad a1eard jo seienss ssie] YORW SANUSP ST VOSPRH YL o1

35043 10§ [eNA $1 YO “mo pajpeds snsuasuor)y Aoy 3ys sy -s0eid 18213 23 Wi ssususseaw seatd
IRBIE 02 PAPRBY SOOYOS pue ‘SHUIP *s20d Samod SPEOI JO SIMDNNSEHUY ISPG 3 HIE] SHAUNOD
ssoYy3 20ws “sorumos 1sax00d s poa oy sseddq smopy jeardes neang sprom snonaid Jo ‘spEruu
SUCGIEIOIPAY SE YOMS SADIN0SII [eINIEU ANEEA-GSIY HIM SILIUNOGD JWODUI-MO] Ul PUE SN0
SWOdHI-I[PPIY Ul ParenIUIOUOD AfTaEsy 1t smop jendes meand oy M9[0sqo Y1) e ou S0P
w8y sG] “smoy frotgjo durems mou smoy 1eaud aows pssed st souelsisse JuowdopAIp T piEs 130
s3] spuaunoo wwandinar pue s PaNULY AP A0} YOG SIYRLRG EIRLD aplacad pur quswdopasp
1eqoid 05 weuodury are — (prorqe sy Surjorimon © sAdYpY 0) JuauNsAm 3erp uSwioy
pue suwisaur onopzod yioq — suyord Jo yoress ur smopy prndes Mesug  somunod fuidopacp
01 pearden JeduEny JO $0M0s AJuo My 100 Auieinn s1e et put [EtHe Yroq ‘swog wwsurdopnag

sarapunos Suidograoy oy saropf 204n0504 4agi()

op'(@eand yirg smd o 07°0) $-H00T U1 IND 30 1wdxd 97 ¢ PUNOIE JO 1EYS PIVIGWIOD E im
*sSupjues Jouop 3y Jo wonoq 2y Jeau surewal ‘pre oreand pue sgnd sy Furuums N Jo drEys
e sz fussif i § [y SOPYUON  (SO0T UT UOHRG B'8E) NG JO 1wedsad 9(( prIRWASS B 3T Pus
Y3y oy wo st Fuial DN *$7) SENIUNOD J0U0p [ t1 JN© Jo uamad 1+g wep ssof st Funid OoN
“C-5007 Jo a8e1aar ue 0] ¢ AqR], UF Umoys sy Tedoamboun st sfesssus [jessan s wospadunt pue
5157drodus 218 B3RP Y UM BOON) 810 3 4q $ doaasy
Jo sprurufew M1 SaINSEIW DY(T (OIC YL IO O I0U ‘e M SHLL N JO sieys T se
pre aieand -g'n jo as] gy Lenbiun v 4q wsp10 st YQO §71 S0 [9A9] MOf S4I 3BY) 2AN[H] SWEILDWY
KLuppy souersisse awswdopasp eand o5 158w gNO Jo 1wed g 9 Susdrgoe 03 0P WD
sey 10125 aveatd 5 Anunod Jouop ou 1581w /g Y1 PAAIYRE 2ATY SIUSILIA0S JIOUOP MAf €AY

-avak Guisoio) a1 Ajquisssy feseussy ayr &g pardepe Apuanbasqns pur (UosIEa] 1935 IRISTUIN
awng upipeuen) pur meamry [qoN Aq poj) oSSty uosiea] our 4q paroddns sem 9B
£09Y L ueoiad ¢og re passtre: ‘ssouop areand woip pre pur Juasiad £-g e pandie YO uemsg
PAPIAIP 2 01 Sea UINT UY )T ] IWOOUT [PUOTEU J0 3020334 | JO IJSULII [ENUUE UE YIiM S3IUN0D 100d
ayz aroddns PnoYs SILOUBED YOLI D43 2BY3 SWUNIOJ SHOLLA U1 PIOY X001 £IPI 2 G961 o Buungy
Arpo1 ueAsjs L1234 surewsar yorym voneueydsa we sy (3O 10§ 39838 a1 sequaniad £ ¢ 3o 9oy 24T

BIUVISISSY § :.ﬁz&e\w.nwﬁ\ 2IVaALeG

L W R R I T L T )



167

“prom Sudopasp ays jo Isous noySnosy Adivys paurpap oaey sores
mosd uonendod pue sares Axnssy Spusn swouods wpeoiq pue Lovsay Burpeards ‘saves Apeiow
Pry Suturpap gus yofor ‘suonoe asoy jo ynsds B sy (en1yy urreyes-qns Swsseddq A8y fus
yBnoy) peardsapim uaaq sey ‘Butpuny -gn pur puopewzur £q panoddns spoyswr sandavenuoo
35012 j0 3yeadn Y] $NOYY AIRIBNJOA [ENPIAIPUT 10 Paseq ‘UoRdIdEIILOD WSPOTT 03 $5000¢ peaids 01
13099 [pqo[3 ® PAYOUNE] SUHEPUNO] PUE WIIWILIIACL) ‘G () MY $p06T o1 Suun(y SURTFR]T Aje]

“xodj[ews jo 331 plOs 241 parEPIP OFHM 0861
redureo apimppiom pansedd P PILDULE] PUL AU} vonedTpery

xodjjews 3@ pAySIGUIsa (OHM) vonwzurdi) el pHos M */961 U] TDTTESTHES KORfFIT

A oszasIp S 1EPEID 01

“pross Burdopaasp 2y Jo sued 1aqa0 pue “eisy WEIPNOG BTG U 2B
PR ‘UBISP{E] PUE BIPUL U1 SOOGT SY3 UT PIASLOTL 2idm $355900ns durwel(] “uonedun pue Sozinizg
‘spaas o Suspnpur saiBojouyon meu 3531 Jo ayesdn prder o sowrul 03 padpy (Jrvsn Sunuerey
Ppaziusspowr 10§ sanbiuyas: mau pue 1Idtres paas ppI-ydy go uawdoppasp 3 paumds siouop oo
USYi PUE UONEPUNO IMBIOY A ‘SO9GT PUE spg6 A1 Sunngy TIOASY U1y VY ST

~aowersisse 1uawdojasdp Jo sotioss ssa0oms 1w ersass are A

Kusasod awanxa Auzdwoose
e SORI[IqEISY] DHUOIY 2y Woy adedsa 01 aropIay pue Luoaed swonxs wioly adedss 02 sLIUNGS
100d Burqeus Aq Aposssput Sjuo 1ng ‘sanunes wmding A U) HONEZNEDOWIP UM pue “§'M)
a3 spsemon [jim pood onmed ynm dpy ved 3] joos ® 51 dpn i dopaasp
JEIDIJC JO [00) 93 ‘SPIOM IR0 U] IUEIsIsse 200wdopAp J07 PISn PaspUr ST 3t UsYM JRJSsIzons
BOUL S PIE 1Y) PUL) BA IA2MOY FOURISISSE JuWdOPAIP [BIDLJE JO SALIOIS STAINS 18 HOO[ IMN AR

"L JISUDISO S JO] DHEY JO 03I 353G NINGOJ ¢ yons
szorep pue sdnp 03 swmns 1sea vael uayo pue ey piery oyr duruy djpy o1 pre paruem am ‘5086 |
yEnonp sgygl oy v asow pue ‘weisiueydpy pue sapuy g ur Suppyyen Snip 1y8y sunssey pue
sy ussmaag 30ead 21220 “{sdepno reupu I s wed Aoys wey: os sipe jo s1aBpng dn-Buoy
£q "82) 301121 WO Jem 2y vuTUY ADANPU 10 Apsanp ‘sai|je Anq 01 pie no 251 3 Kasasod woly
adessy o3 dppy pasu yoyas suoney 159300d SPROM IUI 0V URL) IOYIEX ‘ISP APPI I w Aferadss
Jsuoney >Bnens, 1 paanp Apusumd s pre uswdopadp g Jo paup-ouo e vjdwexs sop
“opqeion 513} ‘prz wsuidolpAsp Jo3 parms [psm 10w sSunp Lpeoadss 'sSury Auew oox ysduroooe o1 41
03 30umispse 10swdo[EATP MO PROLPAC ALEmfes oA ITY 17T Y WOI SIS UOKTYUOD FIPOUL 13},

pprom a1z Jo sured 150w ur ‘sured soyio pue
“sozer uonaidwos joayds Uoessn| qeaniins s Kouroadxs ap ‘sawoou sfexsae ui sasearur Furwuns
Yam AJ[euonrussius s5200ns JuLWdOPAdP ISTA UIRG SEY AIIYT PUTY IO I UQ) SMOp PIE [EIdE
s pareihu Lpsepmas 104 pre jo sustsfvuraist paSoye oy poudigenr Aerdes st e noday v Eoupy
FurpaeSar osed 2y Lyjeradsa stsiy g (asuapp “89) uasouos jo seore sao vo Suipuads pue somrunes
wardioes jo wonendod AP “ssWwOSLI [EUONRU Ylm uosedWIOd UT ISE3] X ‘iSeA U] 10U SBY pre
PUEY SUO Y U() I901I0DUI AIGROP ST MIA SIS B U008 DAY 3 PINusH sey suswidopadp ou sep
Pue 3uads U2aq FATY SIUMOWE 15TA LYY SUIS SY3 51 312Gap Jqnd 21 UI HOISOJUOD JAISSEUI IPOUY

wsaesgsey n8piag g Surdmeany

dhdjzo umuidonqndppns svamsy.dug
36 ounuo qepTAE Yo £00T Atenue] ety (o suswoidu w8uong siteddng qng

wrestIRUNY SKOYS f10d IR, VaIId PUE ‘(007 7 Arenuqay 08ung] ppro, pur pry uBiaiog wo suestawry, “VJId o1
£007 Areasqxd ‘BErL0/d  12dvg Funpop,

ST Y wseyrs-qng 1 newdopar] PR pue £irasog uo ssournimay jo Drdury, ¢ 2 13 i ARG g

“pareatdos U3y PUT POOISIFPUR I UED TBL SUOSEIS 10} PUE [NISIIDINS A{ABUIPIOLIIG
uadq oavy suresdosd pre jo squiny sdrE[ v fRISD Ui POURUTX Uy,  SUUY Jo Ananonpoid
syl asearvul pre wae) PiC] gAveson] pue soer womsjduion Ssrawjorus s Rurooyss 0§ pre
pu csersnput mau ur suswiopdwa ssu atexsusd o1 djay susod pur spros wo Bugpuads ampnsseyur
PIC] £SOSTasIp FIEIPRID 10 SIAY] 478 SUORELUNGII P(] wonesies do3s pre poo 341 PIC] POy
axe speod asoy wrpaym pue swesdord pre syiads jo sppol ap ssasse o) paau 3 pIE Jo sUAANAYS
og: A8pnf 01 suoiepo spduns prepurs o weq yoeordde paresnsiydos d10w yooW € pau 3

21 01 papuodsar Suy PIv ISAEIFQ 1YL 11q HD[IR] O3 PISTIED SEY PIE FSNBIIG 10U IImjry
SHUIOWO0T, Yaim PANE[IHOS UIYO T Pre Iey 21050133 ‘suding 100 1 3] sPd opwoueos dodp
10 “UTIIE] FOUIOIA U SIIUNGD 01 PAISIHP $1 Ple O3 J0 yonw 20uss ‘Buijrey 51 pre yeys aa01d 100 s20p
UODRIIOD MO] 3Y3 33K IIN[IEF T 3G 03 Pre aepap A ‘vonrppiios aamsod oy puyy Ao ways pue
“ImoIS DIIOUED? puR PIY [EISA0 UI0MII] UOTIE[II0Y & puy o1 L1 swpms Auepy sfurpueisiopunstar
sidwrs pue ‘saorpnfaid ‘suoisnjuod g PIPROP S SSIUBAUOAY PR WO UOKSNISIP Y],

VOO G100 J40m JUSIOP JHEM PUD SYI0M TP M

JAmosg tgry 01 wrnedun ssinunos | o1 pre uryy woddns szow yonws
PIv 3o puny se proose pur Kusaod pur 18uny mo 01 pre uoddns fBuons suesowy KPuuseimay
‘PTE JO JPAS] JERIDE 2 1040 IEIDUT PIOJUSL B ANIHSUCD 108] U1 pmom e pas] € umiad g
Auo, 01398png sy jo ruadiad g7 pawdeun ue woxy pre ano, 01 331 pnoamdygnd 2ys usym LOBENLS
Teopropesed ayz u1 sny e 3z 198png ayp 3o 3usanad o aq 03 3 K AfEnioe poa Loy, pusonad |
punore ey ar s a1 ey apng Esapag 9y jo 1wasaad gz punose st Fuspusds souessisse udiiog sep
sapaaad Apumsisue) suEsawy ¢ siead Arews 10§ surisse suswdopasp wo vopnde sygnd Surypen
usaq sey puelliziy jo Anspan) P (V4L) sspramly Ao [roopewni] vo weidorg ayy,

sasodind watudopasp 10§ sanwnoed
1527004 21 38 PAOANP PIE LT IAYIET ISEY S[PPTIA S T s3aa{qo erntodesd roj voddns Apenaoe st
(PE, PALJED MOU STIRYA JO ISOW LYY J2[eIT 03 PEf Osfe suROLLGWY "u2]os Suaq st pre (JussTX-uo)
511 J0 YOI 1EY1 SWINSSE OS[E ASY) 'Pre 1 3PWNSAA0 A3 20u1g Afpeoyads eaipy 01 pue [eIdsc
50y 2yr Aq uaai pre o Junouw [enive oy Mewmsaaa0 Ajssoid ospe Aeyr 14 Soursisse wswdoppadp
s[eos-odrey pur aanoaps woddns Aprorq suesnowy  ssafuory pue juopsaig ayy woyy 1 n0qe
[ty os 1eay Loy souts “sourssisse ufiazog moge pastyuod AqepueisIapun are adoad weoury ayy

aouppspsse juswdopsasp Sujpanios — vopsnfues puv ~ zaoddns srpgny

“satnunon 1sa200d 3y 03 svvelsisse 1wawdoasp
40) DUNSYAS OU I SHUENINYY gy BUSBIN PUR ‘(BILJY 1IN0 WOL} SIDULNMUIY OYIOST BINLY
Yanog 4q 10} PoIUNCOTE S JE10) JEY) JO JEY PUE ‘GOOT UI UOH[IG 9§ punose [eior 3y jo 3uadid p

o RSy 3131 543

o]



168

“parEIsion aq 10U pacys sasodind 1dnnod 03 spuny pie JO UOTSIAD
2], “A3APP I0J 2qRINNEIOE JUdWHIA0Z 19N proy uey uenemdod [£0] 243 1Y) 05 SIGEIDATIP T
aarYy plROYS d pavoddns-pry penfeas Juspuadepur pue ‘Funowows supne o1 13lgRs
pue “apq dsuesi 9g pnogs d ddns-pry Jjesit pie Jo 3R 93 0 SpIRpuUTIs
ssueunopad yBiy Suiddde g sourumaos m:;EQE_ 305 joex pamod 4iva e vq weo pre ‘fug

0T

“symsas poxsap o3 10§

o) HCQEQQWn;Uﬂ DRUOVOIZ U m:uo.w vuﬂﬂc_.”w Py of puT 2WOd  SPUSLy Syl Sfim 1Uh0muﬁw=?w SE T~W

sy, uonisodosd Fuso; € aq 01 U 5& Aypaveadar sey siseq [eopoel £ wo spuau; Ang, oz pre Suisy

& £ P Euuu»wﬁod a: FADIYS 3G 01 st vaw ,w_ UGN 15318] 3T -,AH:\P QUL G UMOP

pue dn paiayoies 3q jou ues pry sarmbor [289p 3y 3 dssad wisa-Suop sy

Y *spoatt 3uawidopPadp 01 SHIOH PIE 1931p ©F [eUdssY 5131 ‘uosedl xeiy 03 wpwdoparp wsodmd
a . «

I 4| 5 J.‘A 1q P ¥ diem ey R UAI ‘SITUNGD ._.u_.—uO

Jo wumuzca jeustU AYI IUIWIIZP O3 [[ELS 0O DIT SIUNOWIP YT 'SouUwiffe oifayenis ASUD 30 saundar

YELENIOHINE PUY ‘SIUDWUIA08 UINIIA0 O3 JUIVINAISUT DALIISHD UE 30U ST pre JudpwdopAp [PRYI0

LIRS U0 10} JATDIYD ST pre

AIUVISEISSY ui«u:NQQ\a?NNQ NNnN.N\&\«V N\N:ka\m ADUPILI00L; \\%qu MS\NQT&Q&N\

“saannafgo a1 pue Surueuy sy “sndino sy sindur paodie sy purisiapu(y “pre wswdopasp
Suidopdop uaym peonoead 3q  rurod Suwsprersso 2uo o1 umop awos |z swied ogads xis sy

‘PopRILt $% Pass PUT “paIEnfeAs ‘papne *p 5 pinod yorgm *saana{qo ogads
210w ydnur uo papom siwesBord sy g, eoeyd ssiy sy wi swesBiosd sy pareanour 1ey saaroafge wan
-Buo} pue wanpus st Suoure arom asp se yons sod proaq ySnoyl ~ o1 jo pua, 10 Loerowdp,
1o Ay o o 10 imor8 onwouods, se yoms — speod Bumppreriso pur prorq Apalssaoxe 1oj
wie Aposup 0u pip Aoy j (SyEasgino xodjjeiws Jo uongjost Apuin put ‘spaos pid-ying gum pawerd
SHIEIDAY SUORTZIUNUIL Jo saver 38erva0d <879 sarBarens Jedp pry sazels ssa0ons A jo yy PREISEE

SYPIROS SIYE WESINS JegY OF SASTEIS

-padoasp uasq aary swstueypsw Loapp pue
sardojounsan sz souo 1seap 38 “s1ooford aperedsip pur jews Jo sauaBuod b eyl JUBIYYD JIOW ST MoK
payiun v arenzop Anunocd souop ddurs Aux o Lpeded Supuruy s puekaq ary - amaonasEyuy
30 ey ‘oseostp afung Kussod swame — ssfuapey> Juswdopasp waend oy  SIGTSE
PTG OISO pUE SIS ISRoS AUPHS W00 Ioadns BUTRETp ST SUOTUSATSIUT SUT G

B

Fuippng Aipedes pue Surutess oprord pue swansds puonnIns pRRg Ues ORI

pur Buueuy paureisns jo

°q U Bupedonred yeys os ‘sxeed Lrew jo ponad
T AT STE ST IS0 ST Oimoy

4
€ 1940 sdepano 108pnq aajoan $213018 559000 241 JO Iy PP

‘roddns pue wopmdepe eof pue
sosBorens pqo;8 vo Suppng ojqissod st dn ayeas pides “parnuspr uoeq sey walsks 119dxo a1 3ou0 pue
“umory st A3ojoutpe 33 2>u0 KieddAy soustayp v axewr 03 aos v 1z LBojouypas i jo suswiojdap

saurisisey nSiarag 1g 7y Budawr oy

sy soper ang “43ojouyan uikjispun o jo uot P YL 30U sEM Sa 131)1E3 24 JO 5530015

SUOLHPUOD [¥30] 0) PAJOJIE} PU “jqisea] APANEIISIUIWpE
punos Afesygnuais paseq duspad stoawyl wasks vour Bojouypm sy Lopdop o1 s1 ssemoms
o) ko oy (uersuan eaupronde pue -uoneBur GoznIdy *peds jo suoneuquicd “83) sinduy wiy

Jo saffeped oyads uy pasfodsp e spavs Jurppd-yd l ~u2sp]ip Sunod 1o spqezswm diyads e uo
PARAIPP 21T ‘Dfduiexs JoJ SUCHEUIIIRA SWNSAS UT PApOqIIa are uu.mc_a:&uﬁ wispop NRFSURG
2 XA AT I pa

AANoaUTeD WL 10 “Uondorenues WOPOW SUOLRZIIUIYIN ‘$paos

ppri-yly se yons L3ojouyon jpamod © Jo sosnypp s seajoaut Aend4 mdunisisse uswdopasp
ysseoons ey oaogpsay Sussuidins sou st 3 ceouwape jeorSojounpa 1 1wswdoPAYp dHUIOUDD

35215015 5599008 JUAWIAOIPAIP 35IY) UF SUOSSI[ [BIANID XIS 278 310G |,

‘suodw Supnpemuew ur souoanaduios ured o3 eisy 15EYINOS
uy soununod Fuidpy ur sancepe AyBry sem ajduwexs oy pre uswidopasp suedef aoumsisse
ausudopaap emigo Aq poypeq (Jrer pue samod “iiod ‘speor) ammonnsejur sanzoddas pue ssuoz
JRRISIPUT JO UORdNISUED 2G3 Aq paumnds uasq sey wouIdoPAp dNUoBEXT "BoLFY sty ul ojduwrexs
30§ SISSIOONS S[GENIEUIRE —.—ﬁ? ‘suresBoad 1ouop MO nsar e S 57894 19031 uf pIreos sey duepuse
Jo0Yag “avuRIsISSE 12A3p jeIdi0 Aq parioddns ussq aaey youym jo Y1eq ‘wonemswalddns v
UFIENA pue 1es pazipor Lm:nﬁ—c pros at uﬂcﬂwﬁﬁuﬁu PRASYOR U3 9ATY UOTHAIOU W syuswsacrdu
10{Rpy "SIOUOD [RITENW puE (RN AUl puT ‘O M M Jeuonsurmug Lesoy jo diysisuised
oreapd-oyqed v ySnonp ‘wonunpess 3o 3854 0y w0 st otjog  jonuod 1opun Apenied wyBnoiq uasq
ALY "SI ryos put Asoxdoy s OUO0) SSIUPUIE] JAANY UTOLITY S LONS ‘SaSLIsIP SNONISIN
J9GI() CEILIY JO SPISING SIEIDINS PIUITISHS PIAYDE SHQ6T PUL SOSGL Sy ut pasasuord suresfosd
jonuos eprepns oy ¥ 1dus) 16 paguosap aq poo 1w §s330ns 1udRIAOPASP 19130 SSIIUNGD 338 Y |,

"€, 1] SERplAtput uoli
Z UE) 230U JO JUSUWIBI Y pue uaumu.«/\ ur %—C-NE ‘s Pag woryjry [ Ut 2I6TF Jo COC:J_:mMV
DY) HWAUDPAU [EIAOLIINUE 01 SENPIAIPW PUDAUI-ATH UOJI | UTY 30W Jo ss00R B
paduruly Ajnyssacons sey pung [eqojs) sy 'sread aaty jo powad dtoys v uy -pre wwsiudopasp 4q paoeq
24 priom Jeqs sAFHeNS [PUONEI ARMIDIO 0) SILIUROD VAU Pure 0IN0sa1 1Y jood o1 ‘puny [eqo(d
30 e paunoy Loy weuuy Hoy fesuany eenag Nrj-uey jo Sudm oya 1y ewepew pue g STV
ssaseastp awapued Jopny 251 3yly o3 suonse yiagt dn dais o1 pansfe ssouop pruonvurmw Bunueny
~pun pue uuumm.oﬂ |pHOnEEIIUL i s1eak nu¢< TEUERN PUTTI

“aferoa0a vonezunmun Juwiad gg 1589] 18 Yoeo1 03 xuno 10500d a1 Jo Avew Fuspqeus
“oyeadn pides Aquyrensos v padofus sfmped sy ooumsissy suswdopasp 4q pasprg sisymy pooyppy>
wsureSe suomezy pue “saseasp jut o2 Arunuru pue vounmu 1oy Suspaspseanq Ydermy
vosresply-at Jero waspp jo Buucuuow PmeS [gOD SE Umouy uourwgmos pyamed Y
U0 pRseq eatains piyp do ulreduwres v paypute] JUDINM TR6T U]

P N M L TR T R

bl



169

6-89€ 4 ‘9007 BB SO} MON WP SV G (] RIS WO

g SPAT] B 1919G 03 $30439 umo 31 0 Jjodrd s astes 3EY1 INdUL 13O PUE ‘VOREIMPS ‘UoBIINY
“apesy 2y spdoad wsazoed oy SuraiB 51 3 sinopury uo suspuadap sood s Sunyew J0u 91 sIYy sosaNY
a3 pur 'sj0oqixa 1 ‘sadid 137eM 9 SB[OYHION AP SPROT IY 7RI Ay ‘spaas pasosdusy A
‘s1upur2|ddns pooj syl ‘SOROIGRUE 3 SIULDEA 3 sE spood snoiaqo yons ppoem sy up adoad asarood
au3 108 :s8uopq 1 219ym yoeg snoog sy ang, ydeordde sy sasropus Spdurexo tof Kpeisery urerp
sndays-pry  serdojouypar uasosd pur s 03 s00d B Jo ssaoe ap puedxs o3 pre Jo asn A uo
SRSUISUOD JEIU B ST D50 13enIsqe SY1 Uy doueisisse uowdopasp, INOGE BGOP YINUT ST I AIYA

*SPITE UBGIN U TUSTIITIII JIIEMDISEA
adid pue ‘seore [RInI UL s915EM [EWUHIE PUB URWINY JO mE 992 ue pjuer ondss Swpnpur
P P! [ I P

*swalsds uonwIuEs Ut USLIsasul 9feions 1oimm p 1 pue P joasn
Spqeurersns “Junsaatey DIeAUIEL ouns [enune pue Rucmmuw :c PISEq 'SE0AN0S S2VEM DJJEUIEISHS
Apauspr o1 spoor eoidojorpAy wspows jo i puv sapm Buwryuip afrs

siseq Arerunpoa e uo vondwenued pur ssoasss Juruued Apwey
03 $5330E Sy WNSUI 03 YOEINNO IToM-Aunwwos upqeqrese sapdavenuos 10§ wuswafeurw
ureyy Ajddns pue sonsiBoy  waowauas saudarmauos pur Funuumd fuusf o ssiov jwsisarugy

EUE[EW 3O 9583 243 Ul 19U POQ PRIEAI-PIANIISU AG UOHDNO0IE [ESIPATUN PUE SIUIIPIUs 0} §59308
8 3 ‘w01Azas (apeoy aanewmd pur saneiusand jo soBesped wupppy pur g1 Sy fo jouse

Auarauuos purug pue suoyd spiqows 4q pauoddns ‘s1odpom sy ATIRWWOD jo asn
prsearaur e [ereucau 10§ swmsds 112dx2 @Cm »WD..QEO-UCO@ JUANIYOISTW rAmEﬁOBV SUOTHJUY

srseed “saseastp afq d-auaes ([ 1) vovsjur Lioaendsas samoy danoe ‘BuviRm EIYIRIP
Surpnput (IOWI) sassup pooypE Jo P LG Py prompRi
$01438 [nqure xof smun asuod; BIESI OF SWSISAS

auoyd ssapam o osm ssampasosd LouaSiewa wirogmad 01 (SONY) SIJ0 [EMPOW JUBISISSE JO
Sururen sspendsoy psp-qns [ v senesy [eanasqo SHusliawa GypLou jtow paonpay

syBu
Ayadosd pue suwsieyut pasoiduws sdnosd sustsom soj soursig-omnu tsaBeypa Jo yorar urgum
SOTUND PUE ‘SY Samod UIareM) UaWom feIn 1oy smonnseyur Suwes-own  ypnbs sapuzsy

saresdord Surpoaj Lep-pun “sdoq
pue spid oy sy srmhy aeredas spooyos 1o snduwoo (pafrmp-reios) 10§ AApouwOD

UIDI SSHPIM 'SIAYOERY JO FUIUED S[OOYDS JO UOWINISUCD  uowadues [00qss jrsidartyy

uospyo paBe-joonos-oid Jog suones duroy-e yuas suiesSoid Suipasy jooyds
warppye 1y8pm-mo] Jo Suncluowr fUON PUP JUIZ A0IPoF ‘Y unwIiA Toy voneuswsiddns
Py 1 ) 103 ! g tpot TUIEITA 101 1

samrivysey whtareg tgoq Hurdeirioy

FDLIRUOIR 45921195 UoIsuax0 pramynouFe ‘uonefiug d[eas-ews Uozd) spads pr-ydugy
s3(80]outpa HORRIOATY UAID) JO HOISUAXS 3t Ydnoxq venonpoid pooy paaoadw wafungy

{mofpq 205) oy uvopendod parordur Yoy pue ssuoyd o o1 ss300
‘speos 1aqwam-ffz *(pu-uo pur pud-go) uonenusd Lo faouvugow  uaned awonp

‘pac g uEd
sySipyBry Surmopjos oy et Yora I00qe ples aq uEd Yot oy “seare Aoy oy Jo yoes uy pesodsp
MO 1T 5{00) —5&&0}10& A PAAPIUIPT SBY SITPNIT IO Fuoure uvuumounw E:ﬁ-:u::)- N v&-ﬁ “speory
uv—u prEmol saoueape «d&m‘_ mds wex yrgm ,v,o_mb_o:ﬁuvu ISOD-MO] ussord uo poseq hmcomucy‘:uw—;
2100 Jo 135 B e 2 sjeony Juswdopad(] WNIUIIEA A Jo yoes o SNEGIOWYIS] YT

*SPISH FUTUSIAL} UMO
sy oueuy Ajeasusd wes suotSar asayn axws 4Furpiouoe yorg PajEss 3q PIROYS SAURED HWOIGL
-afpprus 30§ pre wwswidopad(] ey yinog ur Lesod awsixs jo swood Sutuipusar sy1 pue Breyy
‘o8 WPy DY “BISY [EUIT) ‘EIHFY UEITEG-NS SPIMOI PIIONp AUIEus 5q PINOYs S0 'S

IO SULSW SH Y, IIMIDBRSTIUL Jo yor] Jo Sseanip wafuny Jo suaping yBiy Apwanxe Sunsyns saoed
o501 30 Aurvaod swoanxe up padden yos suoiBar ssoyr wi st sBudpey Juswdopasp it Jo o0y Yy

.uﬁ:umﬁﬁ:« cmu:uE.q.n, .b,xa&uf.mo:uczavuucﬁ&moﬁvmo;ua:i
su0353 *§° 1) SuruBipe Aqpeonrewoint jo ospe mq ‘s1edse aapmnuenb pue wordxe Sudvads jo Luo sou
sBeauzapr punojoxd Ay oaBy SOHCIW YL PEOM 31 punore stonmnsut watdopasp e
puE sonuade dopaasp isow 10§ j001 [enusd oy Apeare a1v spad 2y 1 SO Y 99
PIVOYS 3301J2 211 JO 2300 o 1y “suonenodou pue suoy P SHRUSIS pue oF {dip sqeispisuod
12372 “S3Ea 302023 Ut DPEW 350y PO DU JO 353 Y PUL “$p} AR T NUAWBWWOD 1uawdopadp

2y uo Apreus poseq aq pmioys aduwssisse woawdopasp ¢y 105 sonmond oyy  CIESTYSYT

*s11030
EIUBIUISA0S) “§ ] o HoneziueSio-o1 pue ‘Sunuriy swaisds Axatep sefojouypas speod oy wmsuw,wﬂ
M wOnoss S vy 80 [eqof amuipiood o suswweoE 10 s Funpos pue Gunuwesfiosd
pautisns sunsus 03 sPuRiq asnesiday pue aannoewy Syt wIsMIdG Suppom ‘spasu Suissasse
uwr oq "Yser ap o1 dn ag snwr vonvziuedio puswuieaod vmo gy cpamsst aq 1w Juueny
jerargjunu 2y pue passasse aq 3w ISP 103 swaishs Y1 paynuepr aq asnw sardojoura
st ‘arenidordde pue Jesp aprw 3q nw sjpod ywswdopasp oyl Jeyl suvaw syl AImusd 181z
o1 30 s1EaA Apres Y3 Jo SUOMIPUOD D1 03 parepdn oq IsNW Boyd ueisisse wAwdopPAdp ST 24,

R,&R‘:?ur\v 817 ,QN\N HY AIHPISISSY mnﬁbu&\\\»\Nth ‘877 ‘Nv:nalﬁkh\\bwex

R IREDOWSP Fjqeas uul-Fuof sof sieq daop A she] Yorym Suswdopasp drwoyods wmi-Suoy
woddns o1 51 ‘310539t ‘UoNENLIOWSIP Jo ssv0sd 1 uoddns 01 UsILIZAS apIsING 0y Lem djqerp1
pue pysesod sow YT 29008 T ugM Wiy OrNoWp 0] spurwep Suons 03 peay sowodus pur
“yeay Kowion) Bursys veys st suned [nyromod 150w SPRoM 343 Jo Uy souIuneD paiafire u sprepusis
Buran) Jurstes Ag Lovsvowap mowosd ABuons [ sourastsse suswdopasp eI *gry ‘uia Suef ayr uy

WRISSURONEO.Y 31 OY L



170

‘saamyesaduwas 9pA> feordojorpiy ays w safury suweoyruBis Jupusuadys 21w 3y s uodn Apeaipe st
sfupyp svewp Josyrue zey p PUD Mo Y STEIY 1O S50y SUISISArY 5T

g ve& qol®
SY1 W SjEUIIUE PAIISHWIOP 1Yo pur ypoisoa Jo Buijpuey ur Aopes paacsdun pue
ﬁ:ﬂ ouT{jAIS u:ﬁu—u_.nmv MQ.;EOJ Dwdeaﬁ nﬂO—udOmﬂ: Ut apsuns2Am _NJO—M pasearsut \A—u«wuk%
e uoddns o1 paau s wesBord suowidopadp g0y 9], SUHABIURL] PUE BOGH 'SYVS OPH[Iut SIapo
TG SOPEIIP JURDIL JO SITLISTP SHOUCOZ IY? JO PeIdsIpias puE [BYIR] 80W Y1 § SCI[Y/ATH (suewiny
OF $IOAIS] [PUIUE WOI} Passed SaSLasIP St 1BY1) SISLISIP HOVOOZ UL ISLOIIU] dassenl ays jo dydurexs
2u0 351 St N[ UEIAY 1240 IEDJ JQILND JY Y SIERIT -33] PUE SUisisary Jo SSUSRqy SY T

“Susgipa NUOUss Wk
-Fuof 105 stseq 3y oreard pue Aupiqers pronrjod 2101851 01 35pa0 U1 ‘w0l 1sea sp ut saduvpjeyo wadin
pur otseq 0aj0sa1 e yorordde jruswdopasp v U¢y JEAIAINS PUE SPOOYIEAT JO SUS] o3 yInonp
WA MDIA OF [ENA ST T “SUOUBZJIAD JO 4Se]3 © J0 101501 [eqjor jo suo] oy ynonp seare ssoq w
sast0 ot FuImata wryy oYy dvaand Buayypey pur dwa Jursus ¢ sed jo Buizead
~I3AG SE YOTSY us papesdap joded sassew 4q pausping
pue 30 ‘pue-ius ‘pruny-qrs Lip ove Lyp =u3 se siods Aip sppom oq Ajjenie ore %ve
siods 10y spjIoa oY1 Jo IS0y “sisied spuep A1p v cuomsudsusp Fwdpopun suenodws pur diseq € sey
‘ueastreydyy pue ‘wel] ‘uaway ‘eewes (esa] usped(y sy Ageiou) eidopmy ‘uepng ‘peyny 9o
yanonp 1582 0y 03 M wRUON woyy afuer ey Aupg ayy SPUETANY GO SRIIY ST

PuE]

~soBuagieys YoNs DALy BONUINS AT [ I
“pesye s1eak s Ui Aosjod udidio) "Gy pue ABUNUGILIOD PUCHELIIUT 13 10§ SWRIqosd Jofew SwEaL
T w4, ‘pozruedio Apuonmd se wasds feqopd oy Aq wur Fureq 0w ose ssBusyeyd [EHOnIPPE PsOYY
A1noss feucnEU "G ] 01 BIDUOY m&.u:—ku .*Q mvmﬂuzdﬁu [Euonppe Q—.«Fda&m JO 398 B U0 51005 O3 mﬁovc
(ssouised rqo yam vonduniued ui) sdurisisse dopasp °§ 1] speny dopangy wnuusig
Y asvryoe o1 swsrueydsw Bupueuy pur uoneisdoos fevopeuraiul pasosdwi o1 uonippe uj

sofuappryy jrireds 1410

HUBMLIA00) *§1) 03 £q Supueuy ampnnseyw Suypuuey
107 wswegpaw quesyudhs ® swooaq uwy (D)) voperodiory sfusgeyry N YL
“EDUY ULIRYES-qNs 10y ARE1dadsd ‘nmnaseyur feonnd sy wasds Supueny pojood mou v Jog
»u.uc.«uhuﬂﬁa nmuuuﬁ T STOISYY, CSPedu [EI01 1M 3UTf ul 81 mG—UEdﬂ—@ E301 TR 2INSWI 01 YONTUIPIOOS
[{FI2A0 OU S MY}, “SINQIe pue “jury wwounsaau] weadosny 2@ Ssyueq uswdopap puoida
ayr ‘(Y “uonoossy uamdopad(] [EUOLTUING] 3Y3) HURY PREOK AP Jo mopuia Supuruy
Arpuoiss2ouod 21 srouep frinejg Swipnpur 'siouop jo £13uea & 4q dem prezeydey mymowos ¥
up popisord st Gunueny ammnusesur Apuaunsy G g oyygod | qns Asoa annbar s
‘suipishs uonenuEs pue Ioiem ueqm opos-adzyy pue sizod vamod spror Ageiou amzomseyur
LYy susunsoaul sopss-areand jo siseq o wo Apider popuredxs mc..ﬁ 31 KBABDSUUOD
1GUIAT PUT GOREUNWIIOIIN L[QEIOU DIMONNSTHU] 2WOS

vauriviesy afizrag 5oy Surdarrany

*sarfojouysn ppiA-ySiy jo uosnyip pides oy 3 pawre Gurpuny ey up 2aypsfos wof o
siouop 1oy1o pue g'ry 21 nunad poas yoTym SanynonBy ULy 10 pung [EqofE) MU T 10}
Burpuny demes sy swonaq pnoygs sy, wol gocs Jo Swouemy ENIT PIK YYDV BV
U1 UOLN[OAY UBAE) © J0J DDURNIY UT POYsqEIss APUSIDL DABY SHOREPUNOY W00y put
sorery oy siodsioy sfuny sapio pue exiy vereyeg-qus ui voponpod jeios pue Lianonposd

dwir 205 % o Apuormo sy sy STITRDN SAHI;

ER (k)

LLI-v4d 10y Suuruy oy Supmsus ur siouop sagio pue ) A weol poys saeg pary
Bk EG?EM portupy ayr Ag papuny ApSiep (114) Lameniug doRIE, 18] € AQ Paxdeq st S[eosy

[A3(] WRIUBITIY A JO SATERIUT (V) [V-10j-u0nwonpy S| FRIUTTY TR
o8 pue siser. i GGEM«E uﬁ«.&gab .wuﬁuﬁna—ws pouusuth-y .Omv

muwwu:v Testdon parooBau, uﬁ«:SEOU ApIpEar 3330 10§ AUO PUT (SHU[IIY PUE UOLDNNISUOD
o ‘soyiom yafedy Auumwies Ssesimu jo- Suipung)  susisds yijesy, rof sue  pauado oq
PINOYS SMOpPULS SUIPUNY 45U OM) 15831 1y (SISRISIP 331U I3 JO§) PUN [RQOI) FYLIE SMOPULM,,
atp Apuonind ale woy [, sowiked JOUOP INPO JO SOTHIIUE Yilm UOLOUD{UOD Ul W IV
P 03 w:Dsﬂﬁ_quQU $3Y SSEI0M PIROYS "¢ [} AU, .wcscﬂcc Mmuuummu_ﬂa 107 JIFTUNIISUI SANDYS
3ISOW S AWIODIG SEY PUERPY PUT gL ‘SAIV Wiy 01 pung [eqopy syl SRmmray i

mmopuns ¥oinb v sy 4101 parear 9q
01 Paou Ao $35E3 10YI0 UL Ang 1SIXy Apedsye swistregaatr Suouely (ons Sased WO U] (sjeupiatpul
pur suonepunoy Fupnpun) Adoxgpuepyd seaud pue Yoras aeand i suouezivedio jeuonruiIl
“syouop (pausuiiasod sy ey eaeirpq Jo Suood £ IS0RI PIIOYS SUORS FY T UMO SIL U0 SINAIS JO
%hv\rmaﬂ uﬁw puny ©1 uie 0 pinoys v:m ‘10U FIE IS L N—Nﬂ— mvﬂw,wmmn* .ﬁﬂ@-yck ﬂUﬂm»&mv ,wu>muwﬁun=..
hﬂuuud—muﬂﬂ—z WCN —Nh.audfﬁ uwo YR ¥ 3q ppnoys pie &0—.0? »ﬁ‘:ﬁxﬁ *a8e1na00 woy MCQEEA-&O& e
Ajpeadsay uopeindod ays jo suied sfiey jo vonpxs 2y 01 poy Ajqenasul aavy 1o0d 243 02 SIUIPAU
30 30UTINSUL YHEIY 10 19U Paq J]os 01 sidwany "saviazss pena 0y £ed s00d 2 Jo ysdr00d a1 daey 03
WiFe yongm wsmmmuﬂ wexdord Plose pinoys pre .muﬂﬂvuam .m—:uﬁsn:rw »c.w wﬁu@ aofew e se Y .th&n*mw
xnwﬂm uo \,fma:USkM& .wUm‘SCZOV VN&OMU?UT ¥} A3 UO m-wm-.—&sv e suesur M«JJ ,wgvvcﬁ %—uﬂm: w..:mﬂUw:QU
Soumuop 2y sy suope owdoPasp uao Bt punj 10U urd ey sooidss pue snIUnWWC) 1
PIIDHP G PIOOYS Pre JOUOP ISILY e3P 3q piroys Supuruiy jo sopdound diseq sy 1 SUTURELT YT

suuzyshs K1oarpp jo Sumpne pue Kupg e poigads o ¥ Urex) PAInsIL
Setj $53000% *5I5E 2593 Jo fIp v swansds ayonoa ylnonp sindw ppid-yBy o1 swigy jo ssoooe
SSBAW B4} PU 53] [OOIIS 4q saws Gl pue 1 jooyos-Arewud ui aseanur
SSEW DI ‘SUONIOJUI WI0M 10) UDIP[HD JO JUDWILII SSENI DY (SUOHEZIUNWIW] PUe SBUDDEA 10§
Ouﬁﬂm_z ﬂm.n_c—u uﬂu G—NEO.FH& SIUITA MIU ,«0 Qﬁlﬂd&h sseuy Oﬂu ‘s1a1 mvaﬂ ﬂfﬁ_.ﬁﬂ.:ﬁﬂuc COmuﬂ-ﬁmuuw.mmv
501 meu uj UU>U...H—UN GUUQ U>1r~ $95830018 SNOWIOUD *SIEIA I3 :— VCOCN—J—&)U ﬂﬂm wﬁvw:w gaim amisds
A1zatjap PJGISUSS & UT PAPPIqUIT PUE SIBIUNWILI0D [290] 4q PISIOPUR *SIOURISIENI [e20] 61 posdepe
‘Bunonuowy o1 1afqus ‘eondead st pre ayn sz Buoy se paoeidsiu oq o uree pue swn uMoYs wIQ dAVY
s1p9f yoms 13 saangrey saipp soyro pue Susunfeurwsia ‘wondnios 3o oy ySiy v?ﬁ&& yam
qood oy 03 smFojoutpes yons SuLEATEP Jo AOupP A Jo opRw ST YNy

HOUSS WOy FTTIE YL




171

eowidopasp pue Leuwopdp
1O $]PO1 IBYI0 PuE ‘(dANENIN] ASupTedsUeI], SINSNPU] IANOLNKY I St Yans) soanensar Audsedsuens
(yQoy o Wy Awnoeddgy pur qaorn woiyy ua_u se yons) sapijod apen A:o:n_wuuc«u
1gap se yons) woddns srwouorsoisews (aa2p Susphipus
jo o8ues sy Suzuounrey yum palreys oq ::s qsya  3pE

1R43p
[ «:a.*o B 1

TIGO Y YO U014 PUB
asdej[00 21715 PUE “PUBY OUO Y2 GO AN|IGEIS PR ImM0IB MNIOU0DS UAIMIAQ DUNYIP I e UED
pre wswdopasp 21Ym ‘nuswUonAul puoa-isod pur suoidar pauateanp Ljrerusmuonaud sood
owatia oy Suipnpw sos spdra 01 vonuone feads ded [ QSYQ TR IR T

ssopuade ferarejnnm pue
WPWUIRA0D §7 A i sdrgsiowmred w (1] pue wueay smsdop £3xus Gmmynoue ey se
yoms 5101098 ur) s150{ouyysa1 113y 220 o3 paffeineoud aq fim Apeinads sessausngy 103098 MeAnd oy
puz A10s 1k qus sdrysroursed srowend jim (Y1 TOTSSSTIEATIE Sy PUE ATSTS08 TS 018 T

1

SLIOHS (eS| o3 pon [PA(] [PUOBPUIRIG] JO SHLSIUTY tredinunos
M spIom o1 (JIYSH) vEp vuua_& F135q YW o i JSHA TEISTPTHT SATSS]

‘supne pue KQipiqesunesoe Suponuons yum A1aAyep pre paseq-sinsaz nouord [m
1] ‘umjoxq 3q 03 papredes Lppiw swiotsds Sunvenuoa pur zwamoord ayz xy [y -(uewidoEasp
sjqeuteasns o1 paljes seare sowie pue dueuy Adojoipdy wreunp FuuesuiBus Ywouosde
gneay uy) 20oumadwod (BN 21510 [[M 3] GUDWILIA0N 'S} 9T SSoI Lem paRuLOdSIp
e ur umans mou sweidoad pre ssopunos sageBor Suuq e ASHQ

“uodas suyt ur paquosap safusfieyo wswdopasp
ayr o3 uopippe ui s1wad dn-areds sit un sysea oypads rIAds ey pinom 1nouniedy(] mou Ay

SIS TRUYD W DJ0s Loy
= Fuiferd st yuex fraveunredsp s,y pue Lonjod wuswdopsap ul Japesi-ayinoy feqod s QTVS
Jo pesyE rey st (I .wﬂuE&O_U;zuﬁ {FUCEGINU JO B2IE Sd uy Eomumcg pauny M Jo asusndy
puv ‘vopmnd uipuvls 33 peseardus AjEauewelp sey (QU(] uswdopas( |puonvuIul 10§
suzunredag] ay3) uaunTedsp 12UIGEs ¥ SWATY 01 (Y(1() ‘Honenstuiwpy awdopas(] SEsIaA0) Iy
Aousde wwowdopasp 1wuigeo-qus syow & Juisey woy wopury panusy o ul yys Y, pasordul

s suswisarod a4 uppa Juowdopadp FGEUTEISNS JO SMIBIS 3Y) JRUT 0 Op 0} J[qeun URRIIS
T pue ‘sppy wewdopasp w siadxe unod 153q A e 03 JGTUN APUILIND ST USWRIZAOL)
Sy ay pue Buiges pue uajes Lny yomu jo pannd useq sey (J1ysn Hoavsrop  seimssaxd onewodip
WI9-1I0YS W03 PIe 1awdOpAdp sz 01 [RJPSR A19A 3G PINOM 3 “(SISID FUBSAR-[TIS] A1 IO
besp u zem o $9) saruafixe Lonjod ulwiog unm-soys yia pre Sunosuneo g paenjed Apasssaoxa
st pre gy Fupy s g jo wwsunredacy g o wed B st (JPYSN YoM U WasAS JuaLnD Y]

[ONU0D ISEISIP PuE YRRy
stqnd Jeqoyd o sioyo pue pue voneadepe i 1P 10 sUoYD ¢

wsarisrecy wdineg 4o Burdwrany

JWOOU-MO] YIIM SUOREPRI IpRI “sauelsisse Juadopasp feygo Supnpu quswdopasp
s|qeuteisns [euopeuinus edun yowys sapgod gy 3o dUAISYD 10) PIdU Y .

woneandsp pue ‘asessip wduny Kussod wsurefe By oy o1 EOID 35k e SUDUNSIAW
w151-BU0] 31 38 PI0IP 5 UED 31 Fe( 08 WurIsIsse 1o SToIod-0p 0 PIU Y »

sanunes suized
uy sensTuR pue stuaunirdag PAS]-IAUIGED) FETUNS (M ASANDAY SIoM ©3 PdU YT .

Suawidofassp d1wouoss pue Gurssudus |

P “sfueyd
sreunp ypeay sygnd ug sspradya pue EuEuwe:mE EnEE»S 3§} anoxdws 01 pIRU Y, W

Auznses feuonen § ) jo sexd v se svuvssisse wawdopasp ¢ py apeildn o1 preu sy, o

:sodiounad urmogjof a1 wo sisar yusunseda(y sesedos ¥ 10§ 2sus vy, somnunod Gurdopasp sy
sia-g-s1a Afpoadss ofueys swunp ur saanemut Suidmws pur ‘uonesedior) s8usipeyry Wty
DU FABTRINY BUREIY SUPIDIE o4 (Crry g 03 weyg Asuwalwn) Yvaddd ‘Qrvsn Sunseo
o1 osnoy pmom awsunieds(p mou YL {GSBA) dopaaqy stquuressng oy 130
wunredacy Pad]-auqe]) Nesedss mou o1 2oursisst 1usudoessp Suraows 1of ase> Fuons e stayp

asupispssy pusnidopanay -§ oy fo atngonaig sq

-punas apen eyoy Surofun sy1 1opun saamseaws vonEZIEISGY
apen Luedwosse PInoYs Ysigm Spei Jof pre, Pastaiow jo ooumiodun ays sousy pue ssausannaduios
nodxs Fusisoy w sjor afiey v Leyd wes pre yuoswdopas(y TV TOT SOR

APy 2IOHL IHFUOd PUT AOURJOTA JO Seasqine ue sypw uvonendod s ug (G7-< 1 psde) usur
Bunof jo uonzodoid yly v yorym ur | S8ng yimod, e pue suonendod Suists jo saunssoad oy1 sapun
P I 1Aus paseandul tpjoyasnoy od sozis wiaey Supy cwonendod Suimor-asy v
f;, dn &34 o seo1a13s orgnd L po pue “yafeay us pryo 23d syuvusaAn
<I3pun 2pnpuy s133UBg  pEos Y1 O 150X Y 0] PUP SIS IS0YL JO] HYSL sTousIOUd sasod
sotitunon 1was0od sy w1 jonuos uonndod jo sinjrey as 1Ryl PaTENSIOUIIP SPY YIRS YO STOT
Je34 941 Aq $321A13S ([2fedY 2AOTPOXdaX PUE (EAXIS O SSIODE [ELIDATUN INSUD 03 ANUNIUWOD PLIOM Y3
30 528payd oy ardsap ‘seotates Buruuerd Arwigy pue uondsdenuod UIAPOL 01 SO0 IR INOYIIM
om suoiBor ssay ] spuey Lxp paysiaodusy oys ur A[griou pur sease [eans paysussodwr ur pwyow
sad vaspiye g 03 9 sFsar unjo sy Lpaag ol ydy ABunsdBess supwar suoifar 1sa100d
sppom sy oy yumord oopendod jo aex sy SSISHO] GONEOT] TEqOTEy JO RN

w0y [eqo)8 mau vey o1 drygstapes] oynuaids pue Surpuny jo adInes
1ofeus v 3g o3 ueyd pioys °§ y 941, “seduryd ateunpy Buimosd pue Funsie o Jo 30y o i sansESW
uonedepe sxE1IApUN 03 SIU1LN02 353100d A dqeun 03 AFUeyDy LW VO UOIUIATOY) OMIWEL]
N M go sandsee i sspun pung vopmidepy ue uo paaiSe ey PlIOA 3GJ  SIUBAS IDUIEDM
Swanxa pur pur sape(d pur Jpuwr mous “HYEIdn IPXOIP UOGIED PISEDHT WOL) SUEINO Y Jo

eoytpre “soruepida pue s1ynosp o1 Aupqeiauy 1 “s2102ds Jo 98ures *sapeds Jo Arppuoseas

v SIMEOT) JTATY P4 L

)



172

BAWIIAOD) Y 1 243 JO UOISHIIWIOTS BIYY SO0T
N jo SBUTpUY Y (A KRNI PUR QI PUT SIROUIDTR U ToSNTID) R PUT 190fo1] mmuag

N U 50 30w 23 o paseq ‘007 winfusy ooy man Koy fo pug sy ong doiyaf w SueLRIED 3 3G ¢

“uorrexodiory sdusyeyy
WIMTURIY M PUE DANEIIU[ BUCRN SIUOPISAT Sy YV G B YoNS ‘soanenus psse)q "¢l
yBnony pazeojfe oq pmoys jey AjyBoos pue (mnouBy vedupy 10§ puny [eqo[) MU B EIEJE
put 1, 'sCiy Wi o1 puny [eqoin 3y vy 9 9) spuueys premmu yinony pawofie 5q pinoys
ey AyBnor ‘pre 2101 23 JO o7 $Z07 804 p Ag Kuvaod awanxs Jo pus o ssonpe o1 Krowafen
® wo pjrom 1 wnd pinom pur ‘107 4q sprosy dopaas(] wsuuaipy o Susasigoe wy ssa0oms
simsus pnos pie Jo Azowafen v upng 6107 1wk 2y Aq qNE Jo suanaad £og pue o107 1wk o &g
GNEY JO Tuonaad $ YODX 01 MWHLOD PINOYS "§7) A 1 Y PIP SV G167 o popad oy yFnonp
pre Suisearouy 10§ sjquawm ogasds v Sunas w vompy uradeang ayr urof mou pmeys 'Sy AYL

‘urasiueySpy pue beap u siea sy soueey o3 ssopepdosdde pauswsiddas m 128png uoBruag sy
SIUIGUIOD U0 UdYA NTY JO wantad ¢ punose & "¢y Ayt ur Bupuads Areagra senuod &g os op
01 S1I0p5 AU e 03 ADLOGIUO 12 "5y 3y jo 28pajd o sudsap Jeof aewp yoras o1 snsuasuo>
reoniod 10 djquIatN OU Sy "G[] Y ‘STOT 49 L'g 2avngor 01 pamBe sey YoM )T S quny
SIOUOP [{ JO TSIMO[-PUODDS DY) NI Jo 1mosad /170 3 Ypoms sWEWIT SR YO §N WannD)

“ASITE {ia YOIIM
sodusjjey 12130 92 01 pue SO AL BT SSIDINS HQEUS 01 PO 0PI w YN 3o wwsosad / g jo
FUITIWWOD 131 JOUCY SIIUNOI JOUOP IBT3 POPUIUITIOI 10201 ] WML Np) M2 Buroueuy
Goansuo0i-a50d 10 YRS ISEHP St Yons P s sasodind Y0 10§ PIPIT 5 [ YOO VIS
“s1seq [eqo[d T o SOOI 243 3UTUY-03 0} 1PI6 BT STOT JO sE VIO Ut JNT Jo yuansad p5rp punore
INGUIUED 01 PIDY [ SIOUSP DYY(I-CITYAC P 3B punoy 109for] WIS N 41 SO
o Franiyor go 91502 3ys Jo sarewnsd dn-wonoq pourfine ey Luey smswuspy sung 4q payoune;
UOISSIIO) Y AU P 19{01] WNILUSIIA N} M Jo asogs Surpnppus ssorpras aueoyruds Aurpy

someiiesy wSoro g 5o Furdweiay

007 ¥t
quisndag ‘stornbprap] suoteN panup) Bunzapy el pAFT-RIE SuOtEN PIRUDY SSESIPPY 4T g 303D

£z ydesdend ‘pugy o
97 desdesed ‘g0z Ain| g rutsing s3{920ND o

S RshOy RIS AITIOp PSS B10°0m may Ay
32 by qEfeay murdojpas(] 103 BUIDURL] U0 JUIINUGT) [PUOREIILY M JO SISUISUOT) ASLIDIOW Y, 1¢

“Gururen pue Aedes ur siounsaatt Smpnput ‘suorspap JwstsAL fzaf-njaw Mew 01 s3dpard
uo Ay 03 5iqe j0u A[ureid a3e pue Grmng sy soy ued 01 aqe 10U 220501943 25 puT PA[EN 2q
1243 s sostunosd QYT IYIIYM JINSUN I8 SANURED 5004 eak 19d woriq 7§ PpUN unq sey Surpuy
241 1985 Uy wou £q 1va4 33d UoHpIq §$ JO [243] A 3E PAPUTY 3G Pinom Junoedsy HBusfieyT) WU
sy e 70z Ul pastword ysng WAPIALY AR HOOT IOUIS USKIE I0U ARy V(IO JO SMOY e
eroy “pepIng toaq 10u daey s38pajd pareadar asay mou Juun e sj wjqosd Furwpymnso sy,

7. SUI0J01 Asssaoou
F{ruapun ey suoney o) pre pasearus, 01 38pard oy parradas ysng Juspisald ‘suonEn] pEIR Y1 IE
TG PO, I T IOTP] SYUOU OM], ¢ $O07 i pareduiod ey 03 pre Suyqnop ueygr aow
‘0107 49 122 v vowpq ¢7g Aq w1y 01 pre aseanuy 01 58pajd o Aq PamOJjo) SEM UONEAISGO S L,

rpAuopuadap pre NIO1 3ITPDI 0F LN 1340 $INUND J00d JOYIO PUE TEdILY
RS 01 PUE SIINOSIE 1I0 DSEAIIE [[im 1 (hmexd oq1 arepnieans o3 “edupy uy ssazfosd yanos
00 pnG PUE TPYOSUCD 03 IPIO W POPAIL st LA s Fulpyng 70T W S0
2 podife am S S107 A (S[Pory WP I3) WOWEITIIAC] WU o9 Y P
asos Burpniow ‘eanopiqo pue seof wourdopasp penife Ajfpuoneursius ays arnpe 03 pannbas
S S22IN0SAL J2YI0 03 LOBIPPE UF ‘22umsissy JUoWdO[PAIP [EDIO Ul ISEINN ERUEISGRS Y

ey arefe potou gry sy
S0z Linf ur prurung soFeoun)ny 9 3y £HOT 13quinndag UL NURLNG PHOA Y1 PUB SILWNG §9) 9y
12 BUEpn|aUI ‘SUOTSEINO [BIRATS WO PRIRIONAI BAI( IIUIS SEY PIPIDY $1 PIL DIOWS YONUI 23 UonyuBonst
sy, 8ye suanied £70 31 01 1502 33210000 eI 03 Padide HIUNGD I3 LY XN 3B U 51

12 UOTIRIE[O(] WML Y3 Wi PAUIEINOD Ssotp Furpnpur
“saa123fqq0 pue seod wwswdopasp pasiBe Ajruoeuinia) Y3 sanyoe 03 are sausunos Judopasp
3¢ posmbor 2 M SN0 YO PUT V(IO Ul SERLOUI [RINEISNS © deyr oziuBooar ap

nSuSSUOT) Sy pany Apratpe seam s “s[eory 10owdopAS] WINUY 943 2451
01 $ILNGD 31531004 243 B)qeus 03 Ppacu s} Pre 240w 3 LIS 4g JusurBpamotspe st
S AIAY ], PAIAAYIP xS 38f 05 Sey Jeym pue ‘posiwiord uadg ser) wym ‘papaou s veym des-o1 n 3]

*saspw0sd 250U U0 PasARP 194 10U 34ty ss1Buor) pur uopTRSUNIPY
My g pre srow yonur sof pesu o padpa) pe Ajpaseadas sey cuot PY ysng op
pue ysng 1waptsay Swpnpu Krunwwos jeqopd oy ongnd peosq ays pue siopes] feontod -g7py Joy
sutod wessodur A3aa ® 51 spq, sppoty wwdopan(] WTUEI 9 JO TEausAANPE 21 voddns o3
erenboprus 3q o1 palipamotnpr LPPIm st eIy UBIBYEG-GRS 03 PP 81 uoInq (74 AyBnas yoym
30 avsk 1d vonpq gots AyBnor ‘woueismsse do[Asp [PIOYI0 SPIMPIIOM J0 [343] TUaLITD Ay,

saupysissy gronedojoascy g7y fo Sujouvuny syy

MOV BRI FPYH FYL



173

{Z00€) DVQRIIDO mneg

]
o
>
]
»
£
2,
o 1108 A yus sdigsrauired
Z pue aﬂﬁu .:z pre A?.Sa& eyoT ayssaans ¢ pue YOOV st ons) Suiuade spen woumisisse
J2a3p duip 1 STUsWnNSTy dojasp jo oBues ymy sys asn pmoys ¢y ML (6
suswdopasgy yeuresng
{(IND) 1 fruone)] ssou Jo o8 d jeuor 13° daq propavmgry vesedos mou ® ysqeIss pneys gy oYL (8
®se SIS surdo, 5
(VQO) sewessissy suamdopad(y [FRHO S0 “SSAIERINY [EINE[IRG pUe [RaNejq
ut jjeq pue gpey Aginos pre Supuereq dof pue U1
Swioon] [ruonEN $50:0) 3o JBeioind e s muvisissy Juswdopadq (BP0 ‘N T A0y armmonde ppesy uy swstueysaur Surpuny pue 3>=qu0 TeImERw ﬁo&msm PIRoys ‘$oy YL (£
10T 4q
ausnidopa], 10f DVCUGOFQ *Aormopdicy, pue Sy, 3] GINQ ISNOGaI mog 128021 yeM3 Dad7Ye 03 WNE pnoys pue YNFY Ju Iusisd /g 30 158ie1 3 03 swxogge sleUes Syew
——— . pipoys ‘ssounted 1uotidopAdp S JO SUONITE FY3I PUL SIUSUNTIIUI0D UMO S31 (IIM UL U “S} YL, (9
“sauunoo sauized jo Jurpuads Y1 Pim PUE HUUNIEIWOD 1§ () YK (35U
Agmiow) hpnsas gy go sreppd saqo wo Surpuads qum wosped ay pre 1o43p
$71 jo spas) asopow 3y sjdoad weonsury o o1 upmpdn piroys sispesy peoniod gy (€
0o
4001 “soYeIg PAILY) B3 £q PR USSY SATY I SIUSUNNWUWIOT PUE $3A13{qo
dopsssp yeuor y oy spdosd wespawy sy o3 wrerdye pyrogs sapesy onsed gy (¥
00T -
- dopasp g1y 3o sureafoxd
o g pue s18png feroe s Yam (sinunung gy je pmdope speol 1:« ST 2 20§ woddns se yons)
000 M,u wsmdopasp i syvaunmumod Hyod uipio) ‘g1 szruoULIEY poys 0uRsISy USPIcY Sy (€
<
oo0s S sposy Junudoas
0009 wely S 03 siweunnuwoed paeadarye s wo ySnosyr morjoy ppoys gy YL (T
900L ‘sanfea [RIOM UEDHOLY
shepnQy [Ero], H pue Lanooes feuonva o sejjid sxo> v se avuessysse juswdopasp sewoxd pmoys “§n YL (1
shepnQy Hpnoag [puoney jo voneoopy sy, | amy SUOISHTIHD] ,\e Lavm mng

auTiciey u

wreg g Bt

IIPSIAIFSCITRUTIN .. |



174

{L00E3 DYQUCIYIO wiey ey womog {£06D SYQIGDEO Pamoes

ano g0 2 w2 vao i aoits i vao [

ovo)u«w

070
iay
(52
080
[0

(€00$ Jurisuod) uouRg §

ot {S002 - 1961 FALLVINWAD) NOIDEY A4 V4O

dND O TYVHS SV VIO

AND 30 9T ¥ 58 VA0 (95 Ay $007 - 1961 ‘voilog 44 Va0 8 p andiy
. sony e S35 £L007) TRAHIDIO wos wieg aaim0g
007) DVAAIIEC) wosy vy 52
9007 91 VGO 3N . eudes sad YO S~
x8ox
Ax
o N o . o g & @ F F F ¢y
& S O & ) G A¥
& R 0O N Y 0
I N I S ORR o3 £l @ A G 9P ) PR -
FESE TIPS T ST ot %
\ g
[N
B
b o 7
E: , B
g 0¥ m
- 3
B [
g
: 09 2
9007 NI vUO LIN ; VORIAV NVIVHVS-40S ‘VIIdVD ¥3d Va0 "s'n
9007 W1 V(IO 1N, "(e)g wandy £007-1961 ‘(ueanyy 334 €) voury o vO § £ Mndiy

muensy whoneg gy Burdwy iy wmreLTRnuN $TTH) 99 ﬂ



175

SUOREN PR IO

st sadmeonii P
o Mok Ay iesindony uf 21 yoRies

A e
dopging 10y Bsisaid
vt e e dufag] g ey

oot

fige 6 4150
P QT 0.k otieifivs Miiis
oy podituac 3 40 5P

g st B o 7 Aa phssipe by H ey

oriies

yooguzszy ) usmdopade] [puonsuLY 10 Susy smmg parug) somo0g

it 2h

S5 et ssneR R 3

R T
e v 1§ iy

g3 i e s

s e o e e i Sy i Y o WA o 107 A4 PR ekt ey

Py’ o uegpoe ¢z by st oweiy s ey

ot Haifrioit priaanis it 07 Pl gt whedeay sisont

S A0S SN SIS T0F FUR 6 % Spig

S Buges bd o
Ty SYOT At s o

G
90K YOTHAY NVEVEVS-EN0S OL . . .
HAONVISISSY INFWIOTIARA VL0 TVILIVHS 7 T8V | STVOD INTWIOTIATC WOINNTTIIW FHL T T1EVL !

‘ Fravivessy wlnieg (g Rurdmr iny Marsvrey Q1A H ST E



176

‘GOOT “UEISYMPY UOPUOT Ypres) tuaudopas(y wsuy
a1 a3y 01 WP A Yy awiadoganacy s Bursean] “wafos] WINTUUS[T SUONEN pIEIULy

o0z wmBuag BpoR mapy ey fo pug aq g Kergpef syoesg

MU e T T e

1 JUUO SqUpvAR log €007 Arenue] ey qus suswindeSuy wiuong suoddng

IIGN UESHIRTY SMOYS 11O AN, ‘VAId PUE ‘1007 7 Awnugey  weBungy prrom, pue pry udmiog
o SUBRWY, PURLITIA JO AisIaaur] 243 3¢ (V1) Spmawsy Ajog pucirmingg uo weidory

TORPTRTER R0 PO RARTTATY ~£007 “Sued owsuniy
3

70T | atup {ADEO) joa3¢] pue vonessdoor) snwouody ioj uoneziuedicy

B RS STUOIA] TS IO JARP TS5 80 /810 T AT 1Y 1e duijuo dpqejreays
uswrdopan(] 1o SupurLL] YO DUAIMJUEY [PUONIEEMU] 2P JO SSUISLUETY AAIMUBOI Y |

L6 ‘¢ sunf Auswsarupy prearey] 3 yooads whroory Greysepy
1961 “0¢ Avenue{ sippy pendneur <y ugof Apsuvuay
*£607 “Sradsog [eqopsy 1) yuayy Adosgnpg y praop fo xapup HININSUY GOSPULY

L00T £imaqad ‘ge/L01a i ded Sunpom QNE Ny vereges-gRg
ut zwdopan(] [RIUEIL] pur A5BAc] U0 stouennusy jo wordw], e 3@ avefurg wmidngy

9007 "umBuag 0K MIN HIpIng SHEpy A a1 wiepa Spesey

2007 ‘s vonmnsu] sfumoosy Ty vosduryseyy Ky 1577 o
wt dianasg pup ‘1oufuc)y Cuisro] jrqojsy jasvag 4of 406] 607 “Spy IH[OYD Yora(] PuE e ‘preutelg

TOOT ‘F1 PN
*jueg WomdOA(] VEIIIWY-19U] dopan(y 1eqopry uo sspeay <, sl0ary ysng

$007 ‘71 Anue|
‘SESURWY AP 0 wanung [eadg 2y Jo Auowniary uoneindareuy 1 syreway <, 981000 ‘ysng

S007 ‘%1 quadsg smuenbpesgy
suouEN] Poatup) “Bunoopy ATeusyy [pArT-YSI{] sUopEN] POILL SOSSIPPY T 981000 gsng

o007 Areraged grse 10deg Fuppopy yoresng £otjog Nueg prom, Sinunery
Fudopaa(] 10] MG 1Y SILY A, SUTIOFIY SPRIT ISIPULRISW BYO(], CTE 35 WY “wosmpUY

saouarafay fo 151}

urnresy wiozey 501 Suderaey

(9007} DVQ 7 ADHO #amog

50 ] 00 050 OV TYIOL |

(S5007 YOI BOVEIAY)
SODN A€ ONIAED GNY
AINVISISSY INFWIOTIATU TVISIAIO DNINIEROS ¢ T18VL

(ERTIPCEIRETI . |



177

-suonreziuedio
pruswwIeA0d pue suonepunoy sOON 30 33ury opKa € 30y pAISIS osfe sey ogg  sead (7 1soun
10§ TOUY T paseq Sem YIS "SIy Isyrumol B sy "8661-5661 woig suwowdopaa(] [puoneuiaiy] 30§
Asuay 57y S J0 JeIS JO JOIYD) PUT JOIRISIBIUPY S} 03 JOSLAPY JOIUIG ST PUE 1OG7-8661 WOy
paBnoTy AIMOIG [FUCNEN] A3 T SHEIY WESHY 10§ JOIDI(] JOIUIG PUB JUIPISOL] ) OF JTURISISSY
—\N—Uvnww e mvhtvm MJW quuwa‘«& UEDLIDUIY 10] I3JUAT) Y2 IR MOJ[5] 100G B SE 3G 0—;%@@

prug F 3jhen

*$BJOIIE PUR SO0 STHOIFWINT
Jo sopne oy s pur ‘sopusfe jruenvwsiu soye Fuowe YN P pue ‘vonezuediy yipEay
PIOA 942 *ADHO 24 S{Ueg PPOM S YINL 2Y3 03 JOSIAPE UE USRG STY I} QOITISTY DRUOuery
3O NRAING [PUOIEN Y3 JO IBOOSSY YOIEISIY B ST SYSES JOI] 'S[e0D) Jusmidopas(] wninusIy ay1
uO UBUUY GoY] [EIUI)-AI)2105G SUOHEN PANU[} 93 J0SIAPY [eradg puv 1301 ] UIRIMUSRIN N}
31 JO 301093Y(] $TM 3Y DOOT O3 TOOT WOI] "UOOW-I3] Ury [Iousny-AIE1aI9g suoneN paiu) o3
Jos1apy [eadg osye 57 3 Aisieatur) erqumjor) e swowsdeuryy pue Aoy qiesR] Jo 205501y pue
YutdopAd(] GEUIRISHS JO T0SSJ01J IPIANT) DIMNSU] qAITE Y3 JO 2030931(] 51 stjors (Y Loagpaf

syoeg (g Ldagaf

“pueqprolg 129 1Y §o OFD PUE (1)) DU ‘SUONEINUINCT)-DIY, JO WIPISILY ST PAAISS 3y
I 03 10U HOOT JOUN QFD PUR URRIIRYT) 3] SE POAISS PUR HIOMIBN ST 9y papunoy Arapuipy
N .ﬂv‘dc& oM kid 56636 u&d pue .@ﬂbmu.d‘vﬂm E.ngnvnw UO {HUNOY) Yl Jo Jaquinw e hEmm—NﬂkEO—.,«O
JOOYIS BIGUINOT) 38 SIOSIAPY JO PIEOG I JO IPQUIIUS ¥ [OOYDS SSIMSTIEY PIGUIN[OT) ¥ A0BIPISAY
~HABTOOXY WE S1 0} SIOULIE wPaApaiy] jo suweg SuiSeuepy Apuoimd sy uf Kopurpy es]

weunpeyTy 2017 “3f ‘Kaopuryy 0

VOISSTUIWIOTY JYAH O JO STOGUISI

syurnissy adoaeg 5o Surdur oy

TEO0TATPBpTa/ e ATy
*LO0T "§OOZ V4 jrIsug Jo suMwam ;uc—vam pur :SEu&mc«E jo uu&o ISNOR] YA

Q00T IIMITET PESH 01gng JO jooyds ueSnpiy 3o Asisarun) Suipung C YIsuusy Tourem

T XI P00, S5 U0 7A08 [STRRAm ] UTT]
9007 A3arenng £0In0og [euOLEN 593§ PARTUL 24,

TIGE7ACSpIesT qpsby ATy yooquaniry sy ‘wustudoesd(] feuortusmug dof Aousdy sareig paiuny

9007 Arenue( ‘pry udmiog
[esmaeyrg 107 Jpromowrery Aog ((GIvsn) wowdepas(y peuoneumu] 1op Lously sarerg patugy

PIESTUARMM TG e SO S[qeIEAY 1007
“ssasBuory on co:aum:n:_. uumvsm ad\mDv auswdopas] peuonzwaug 1of Husly saesg paiup

BAINERISY £} FI 29

e



178

Revamping U.S. Foreign Assistance
HELP Commissioner Jeffrey D. Sachs
HELP Vice Chaitman Leo Hindery, Jr.

HELP Commissioner Gayle E. Smith

Dear Sir or Madam,

As members of the HELP Commission we are honored to provide you with our report on
Revamping U.S. Foreign Assistance. We believe that the enclosed report lays out a plan for the
Ametican people, Congress and the Executive Branch which can be effectively and
practically implemented during the next Administration and Congress. Our plan aims to
bolster U.S. security and fulfill America’s moral vision and global responsibilities as to
foreign assistance. And we are confident that it can win widespread bipartisan support.

Our teport provides an alternative to the report of the HELP Commission, of which we are
original members. It had been our hope and intention to sign the Commission’s report
without expressing our differences. Yet, while we agree with certain of that report’s
comments and recommendations, we differ on important points. Most importantly, we
believe that the opportunities for bolder U.S. assistance to eliminate dire poverty and
improve U.S. national and global security are much greater — and more urgent — than the
Commission’s report conveys.

We also believe, notably, that the best way forward to seize these opportunities is through a
new Cabinet-level Department for International Sustainable Development. This is one of
nine specific important recommendations we make related to the structure, financing and
modernization of U.S. development assistance.

We look forward to working with you and your colleagues in the coming months to help
advance our shared commitment to effective U.S. leadership in the fight against global
hunger, disease, poverty and instability in low-income countries.

With respect and gratitude,
Jetfrey D. Sachs

Leo Hindery, Jr.
Gayle Smith
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" The HELP Commission

. ﬁ Helping to Enhance the Livelihood of People Around the Globe

Commission Overview

Mission: The Helping to Enhance the Livelihood of People around the Globe (HELP)
Commission shall develop and deliver actionable proposals to the President, Secretary of State and
Congtess to enhance and leverage the efficiency and effectiveness of U.S. foreign assistance
programs in order to reduce poverty through the recipients’ sustained economic growth and self-
reliance. To further 1).8. national sccurity and foreign policy goals and objectives, the Commission
will communicate the need for change and will make bold recommendations for structures,
mechanisms, and incentives which will create definable, achievable and measurable outcomes that
empower recipients.

Leadership: Mary K. Bush was appointed Chairman of the HELP Commission by President
George W. Bush. Caro/ Adelman and Leo Hindery, Jr. serve as co-Vice Chairmen. Ggyle Smith and
Sieve Berry, with the Chairman and Vice Chairmen, comprise the Management Committee.

Membership: The HELP Commission is a bipatrtisan Commission comptised of 21 members who
wete appointed to the Commission in 2004-2005 by one of five appointing officials.

Appointing The President Senate Majority ? Senate Minority Speaker of the House Minority
Official Leader Leader House Leader

The Administrator of the US. Agency for International Development (USAID) is an ex-gffiio
mesmber, and has been represented by Alonzo Pulgham.

Mandate: The Commission’s mandate extends to programs run by more than 20 federal agencies
conducting foreign assistance, including, but not limited to, food aid, disaster relief, humanitarian
assistance, economic development, democracy and governance promotion and security assistance.
Report Date: The Commission will formulate its recommendations into a final teport, and deliver

it to Congress, the President and the Secretary of State no later than December 2007.

* The entire HELP Commission deeply mourns the passing of our beloved colleague, Congresswoman Jennifer
Dung, whose contributions to the Commission are invaluable.

The Honotable Mary K. Bush, Chairman
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Our MissionOThe HELP Commission shall develop and deliver actionable
proposals to the President, Secretary of State and Congress to enhance
and leverage the efficiency and effectiveness of U.S. foreign assistance
programs to reduce poverty through sustained economic growth and self-
sufficiency. The Commission will communicate the need for change and
will make bold recommendations for mechanisms, structures and
incentives which will create definable, achievable and measurable
outcomes that empower recipients and meet U.S. national security and
foreign policy goals and objectives.

Our Members_TThe group is a citizens' commission, appointed by the
President and bipartisan Congressional leaders. Following the initial
appointment of the 21-member Commission, President George W. Bush
designated the Hon. Mary K. Bush to serve as Chairman.

Our Meetings_[_IThe Commission meets once a month to converse with
foreign aid experts, discuss their findings, and plan the report.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#1)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

Can you tell me, or provide for the record, the number of outside contractors
annually employed by USAID from 1967-2008?

Answer:

The Office of Acquisition and Assistance, located in the Management
Bureau of USAID, currently keeps a database with information dating to
Fiscal Year 1996. Any records held previously have been retired. The way
that the database is structured allows the Agency to report on the number
and value of awards for any given fiscal year between 1996 and the present.
It does not, however, have functionality that allows us to report accurately

on the number of outside contractors annually employed by USAID.

To date, USAID has not had an operating worldwide acquisition
system which would allow us to capture worldwide data on contracts and
vendors. However, USAID is presently in the process of developing and

deploying the Global Acquisition and Assistance System (GLAAS). This
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system is web-based and will be deployed worldwide. It will modernize
USAID’s acquisition and assistance process and integrates with the USAID
financial system. It will capture key acquisition and assistance data on a
global basis which will greatly enhance the Agency’s ability to respond to
data calls from stakeholders in the future. Pending the receipt of additional
funding, the full deployment of GLAAS is scheduled to be completed in FY

2011.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#2)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

Mr. Worthington with Interaction recommends that the United States adopt a
National Development Strategy, similar to the ones developed by the
Defense Department and the National Security Council.

Why don’t we already have such a document?

Answer:

While there is not yet a National Development Strategy, we are
making progress in that direction. We are taking steps to develop a multi-
year National Assistance Strategy, develop multi-year country strategies and
develop companion strategies that articulate priorities within certain sectors
(for example, the USAID Economic Growth Strategy). We are developing
guidelines for a National Development Strategy, and we are piloting a
strategic planning process whereby stakeholders from across the USG - not
just State and USAID - are working collaboratively in Washington and in
the field to develop country-specific foreign assistance strategies. This

interagency-approved Country Assistance Strategy (CAS) process is being

tested in ten countries around the world. A CAS will articulate the USG’s
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top four or five foreign assistance priorities in a given country within a five-
year period. The CAS process provides a forum for USG departments and
agencies to discuss their current and planned programs in a given country so
that each agency’s programs can be fully leveraged and maximized and
brought into closer alignment with the host country’s conditions and its own
definition of development needs and priorities. The CAS will be a public
document to communicate the top USG foreign assistance priorities to our
host country government partners, other donors, key stakeholders in civil
society, including the private sector, and others. As the pilot phase of the
CAS wraps up this fall, we will be working with our interagency colleagues
to refine the concept.
Through the Development Policy Coordinating Committee we are working
with other U.S. Government agencies to see how we can better align our
foreign assistance programs. The Development Policy Coordinating
Committee has agreed to focus on intra-government coordination—
including the use of the DF A-established common objectives and program

lexicon—in a select number of countries. Lessons learned from this pilot
will then be adopted on a broader scale.
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Questions for the Record Submitted fo
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#3)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

Dr. Hyman argues in his testimony that the distinction between foreign
assistance strategy and tactics has been blurred. He believes that the country
team no longer takes the lead on the design of the country plan under general
strategic guidelines from Washington. Instead, Washington drafis a highly
detailed plan which the field manages.

Is this true?

Answer:

After the first year of implementation of the foreign assistance
reforms, the Office of the Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance embarked on
an After Action Review of its processes. As a result of this review, concerns
about field input and striking the appropriate balance between Washington
strategic direction and field expertise have largely been addressed. The first
stage of the FY 2009 budget build relied on our embassies and USAID
missions around the world to form the initial basis for each country request
through Mission Strategic Plans — a joint State-USAID field submission of

budget and allocation levels by program element. Washington core teams

have been replaced by Assistance Working Groups, composed of regional
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and functional representatives, who evaluate the field-proposed priorities
and programs, recommending adjustments and addressing global and
regional issues. In contrast to last year’s process, the field this year provided
concrete input at multiple stages, which resulted in a budget that represents
both field and Washington priorities. Moving forward, we constantly seek

to refine the process.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#4)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

The F Bureau was set up to implement Secretary Rice’s Transformational
Diplomacy, not to add another layer of management. Yet, I have become
aware of complaints that the F Bureau has made several requests for data
from various foreign assistance posts that are time consuming and difficult
to comply with and distract staff from carrying out their projects.

Have you heard any of these sorts of complaints and, if so, what has the F
Bureau done to address these concerns?

Answer:

We are taking concrete steps to streamline our foreign assistance
budget and planning processes. Over the past nine months, we have made
significant changes based on specific feedback from our colleagues in
USAID and State — particularly those in the field — and from our partners.
These changes include shifting the emphasis to the field by providing more
opportunities for field input into the budget formulation and allocation
processes. We have eliminated the Washington approval process for certain
program and financial adjustments and are reducing the data required and

the times Washington requests data from the field.
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We implemented a number of changes to streamline the FY 2008
Operational Plan preparation and approval processes. We are pleased that
these changes significantly reduced the amount of field time required to
prepare the Plan and reduced the volume of materials submitted to
Washington substantially. The approval process was made significantly
shorter with increased transparency and improved feedback to the field. We
have in place a new competitive procurement for the Operational Plan
database — putting a premium on user-friendliness, performance and
flexibility in the system. In addition, we are working with the President’s
Malaria Initiative and the Office of the Global AIDS Coordinator on
reducing the workload burden on the field by streamlining processes related
to reporting.

We continuously seek to improve and streamline our processes while
maintaining the key management tools necessary for the responsible

stewardship of taxpayer dollars.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#5)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

In your testimony, you mention that the Office of the Director of Foreign
Assistance is working toward a whole of government approach.

Please describe this approach and the different milestones and objectives
you are working toward.

Answer:

Central to our foreign assistance reform efforts is the goal of
improving our ability to provide assistance more strategically and effectively
across the U.S. Government (USG). We work towards a whole of
government approach through a variety of means, all of which are within
current statutory authorities.

First, through the budgeting process, we coordinate with the
Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) and the Department of Defense
in the development and defense of the budget. In some cases, this entailed a
realignment of State and USAID assistance programs to complement or

reinforce MCC programs and to avoid redundancy.
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In addition, we are piloting a strategic planning process whereby
stakeholders from across the USG — not just State and USAID — are working
collaboratively in Washington and in the field to develop country-specific
foreign assistance strategies. This interagency-approved Country Assistance
Strategy (CAS) process is being tested in ten countries around the world. A
CAS will articulate the USG’s top four or five foreign assistance priorities in
a given country within a five-year period. The CAS process provides a
forum for USG departments and agencies to discuss their current and
planned programs in a given country so that each agency’s programs can be
fully leveraged and maximized and brought into closer alignment with the
host country’s conditions and its own definition of development needs and
priorities. The CAS will be a public document to communicate the top USG
foreign assistance priorities to our host country government partners, other
donors, key stakeholders in civil society, including the private sector, and
others. As the pilot phase of the CAS wraps up this fall, we will be working
with our interagency colleagues to refine the concept.

Through the Development Policy Coordinating Committee we are
working with other U.S. Government agencies to see how we can better
align our foreign assistance programs. The Development Policy

Coordinating Committee has agreed to focus on intra-government
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coordination—including the use of the DFA-established common objectives
and program lexicon—in a select number of countries. Lessons learned

from this pilot will then be adopted on a broader scale.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#6)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

Mr. Worthington with Interaction states that USAID recently implemented a
terrorist screening program on grantees called “Partner Vetting System” with
little consultation with development NGOs. I have a series of questions
about this system.

a. First, once grantees collect personal information from their
development partners, is it passed to U.S. intelligence agencies?

b. Second, how long is personal information kept on file for and
how is it protected?

¢. Third, does this system apply to contractors or to State or
Defense Department implementing partners?

Answer:

USAID has not implemented the Partner Vetting System. This
terrorist screening program remains under consideration. USAID has met
with the development NGOs on a number of occasions to discuss the
Agency’s plans with regard to the proposed system. If the Partner Vetting
System ultimately is approved, the questions posed can be answered as

follows:
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a. Personal identifying information provided by applicants for
USAID funds will not be passed to U.S. intelligence agencies.
Rather, USAID analysts will run that information against data
contained in terrorist databases. Positive matches between the
information provided by applicants and the information contained
in terrorist databases constitute “encounters.” Information on
encounters will be referred to the U.S. intelligence community.

b. Personal identifying information will be kept on file in accordance
with records management requirements applicable to the U.S.
Government for grants or contracts, as the case may be. This
information will be protected in a secure Agency database on
USAID servers, within the USAID firewall. Access to the system
will be limited based on the user’s role configured within the
system.

c. It is contemplated that this system will apply to applicants for
USAID contracts as well as for USAID grants. However, since
more stringent statutory and regulatory requirements are
applicable to contracts than is the case for grants, should the
system ultimately be approved by USAID, it would apply only to

grants until such time as the requirements for contracts have been
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complied with. USAID does not anticipate that compliance with
these additional requirements would take a lengthy period of time.
Since PVS is a USAID system, it will not apply to State or

Defense Department implementing partners.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#7)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

The DFA is charged with coordinating all U.S. government foreign
assistance, but only has authority over State and USAID funding.

What has been the impact of not including other agencies (DOD, MCC, etc.)
and presidential initiatives (PEPFAR) in foreign assistance reforms?

How is the DFA coordinating with these other agencies that are not under
her authority?

Answer:

It is correct that the reforms proposed so far, including the creation of
the Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance position, do not include authority
over U.S. Government agencies that do not fall under the Secretary’s
authority. Under current authorities the Secretary of State has approval
authority over 87% of the entire Foreign Operations request (FY 2009),
which represents a significant footprint in bringing greater coherence to U.S.
Government (USG) foreign assistance.

The establishment of a dual-hatted Director of U.S. Foreign
Assistance and USAID Administrator has led to continued improvement in

the interagency coordination of activities and budget planning. For FY
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2008, for example, with the establishment of common objectives, a common
program lexicon, and common budget and program planning processes,
State (including PEPFAR) and USAID were able to improve coordination,
with steps taken toward greater MCC and DOD coordination. For FY 2009,
MCC and DOD were formally added as participants in State and USAID’s
budget and program planning process, in addition to their coordination in the
field.

The evidence of such coordination is illustrated by a number of
examples: In Ghana, for instance, USAID is focusing its programming on
enhancing the capacity of local government, which is responsible for
implementing MCC compact activities in economic growth. In Honduras,
USAID programming focuses on trade and investment capacity building and
private sector competitiveness, in order to complement MCC compact
investments in infrastructure and agricultural diversification.

A number of additional activities are ongoing for this year that we
hope will further improve coordination. The Country Assistance Strategy
(CAS) effort is explicitly targeted to include full interagency, other donor,
and where appropriate, host government participation. As with last year, the

annual Operational Plan process will provide additional opportunities for the
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interagency in the field to develop comprehensive program plans, working
together to ensure coordination.

Finally, to extend coherence across all U.S. Government
foreign assistance, the Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance and USAID
Administrator leads the interagency Development Policy Coordinating
Committee. This committee is an important tool for aligning U.S.
Government efforts, making joint policy decisions on critical development
issues, and forging stronger collaboration to deliver greater impact from the
U.S. Government’s development efforts around the world. The
Development Policy Coordinating Committee has agreed to focus on intra-
government coordination—including the use of the DF A-established
common objectives and program lexicon—in a select number of countries.

Lessons learned from this pilot will then be adopted on a broader scale.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#8)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

The goals of the F Bureau were identified in January 2006.

When will the F Bureau reforms be completed, and what measures will be
used to determine whether the F Bureau has achieved its goals?

What additional steps need to be taken for the F Bureau to achieve its goals?
Answer:

In January 2006 the Secretary laid out three goals for the
reorganization of foreign assistance: ensure that foreign assistance is used as
effectively as possible to meet our broad foreign policy objectives; more
fully align the foreign assistance activities carried out by the Department of
State and USAID; and demonstrate that we are responsible stewards of
taxpayer dollars (Fact Sheet: “New Direction for U.S. Foreign Assistance”
January 19, 2006).

First, Secretary Rice established the position of Director of U.S.
Foreign Assistance with authority over most assistance programs developed
and delivered by the Department of State and USAID. The Director of U.S.

Foreign Assistance is simultaneously the Administrator of USAID. This
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“dual-hatted” structure helps to ensure that our overall foreign assistance
programming has a strong development emphasis and that it is also closely
tied to our foreign policy objectives. As an important first step to bringing
about policy coherence, we have started to implement and refine the basic
management tools necessary to ensure assistance programs across the U.S.
Government are linked to our foreign policy goals. We have developed a
Foreign Assistance Framework as an organizational tool to describe a broad
swath of foreign assistance programs. The Framework creates a common
language for categorizing and tracking our foreign assistance activities. This
set of common definitions allows us to compare partner, program, and
country performance in State and USAID programs and across sources of
funding. We are implementing a more integrated budget process in
Washington and at posts. We have brought a much stronger country focus
to both budget and implementation decisions. For the first time in Fiscal
Year (FY) 2008, and then again in FY 2009, we submitted a foreign
assistance budget that fully integrated the State and USAID requests for
individual countries, while taking into consideration the totality of USG
resources, including the Millennium Challenge Account. These
management tools by which budget formulation and execution are developed

and agreed upon allows for us to better ensure that we are using foreign
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assistance to meet our development and diplomacy goals in an integrated
and coordinated manner.

Second, because the development of the budget is done
collaboratively, this is resulting in more integrated programming in the field.
This integrated programming is described in each country’s Operational
Plan, which is a detailed, country-level plan for how resources are being
used in each operating unit. Operational Plans help us determine whether
our foreign assistance is aligned with our goals in a particular country; with
whom are we working — both inside and outside the USG; how much are we
spending across the board; and, finally, what results are we achieving.

Third, the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance has also
developed a set of standard performance indicators that are intended to
enable the aggregation of results across countries and programs to tell us
what the U.S. government achieved from foreign assistance during a fiscal
year. For example, the standard indicators can tell us how many people we
have inoculated, how many farmers we assisted with new crops varieties, or
how many electoral systems we have strengthened. By being able to look at
assistance data on a country-by-country level as well as in aggregate, we are
able to measure whether we are achieving success in partnership with

individual countries and stakeholders, but also at a broader level that is the
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core of the overarching U.S. foreign policy strategy. We now have a tool and
a process by which all operating units report and track progress against
targets that they have set. While this is progress, we now need to refine
those standard indicators and move from output to outcome indicators.
Additionally, we need to increase the value of indicators to use them to
justify and inform what funding we request in the out year.

We are at the beginning of true foreign assistance reform, not in the
middle and not at the end. T am satisfied with the progress that has been
made and believe that the U.S. Government is now in a better position to

implement integrated foreign assistance programs.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#9)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

What impact have the F Bureau reforms had on State and USAID’s ability to
report on the performance of U.S. foreign assistance programs?

Answer:

Performance Management and accountability for development results
is one of the fundamental principles of the reform launched in 2006. To this
end F has worked with State and USAID to assure that all agency Operating
Units are carrying out effective performance management efforts. These
efforts involve systematically implementing a core cycle of activities at the
Operating Unit, Bureau and Agency levels. The cycle consists of planning,
budgeting, monitoring and performance reporting annually, with periodic
formal evaluations.

To assist in this process F has worked with State and USAID to:

¢ Promulgate policies for performance management
o Establish a process with appropriate systems to carry out the

cycle
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Create an information system to set performance targets and
report results
¢ Develop and implement training programs
o Create an interagency working group to coordinate evaluation
e Develop resource materials such as a glossary, standards,
guidelines and technical aids
e Provide technical assistance to operating units
o Develop a performance based justification for the foreign
assistance budget.

F now measures the results of foreign assistance programs in several
distinct but inter-related ways. First, each program that is funded must
include specified results and related performance measures — indicators —
that are monitored by the office overseeing the program to determine
whether they are meeting their targets. These results and indicators are
determined jointly, in advance of starting the project, with host country
governments and beneficiaries. The Office of the Director of Foreign
Assistance has also developed a set of standard performance indicators that
enable the aggregation of results across countries and programs to tell us
what the U.S. government achieved from foreign assistance during a fiscal

year. For example, the standard indicators can tell us how many people we
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have inoculated, how many farmers we assisted with new crops varieties, or
how many electoral systems we have strengthened. By being able to analyze
assistance data on a country-by-country level as well as in aggregate, F is
better able to measure whether Foreign Assistance is achieving success in
partnership with individual countries and stakeholders. F is also able to
review results at a broader level in terms of the transformational diplomacy
goals and report on them annually.

To further assist our ability to measure progress, a set of 51
representative indicators were identified and utilized in the FY 2007 Foreign
Assistance Annual Report, published in conjunction with the FY 2009 CBJ.
Each of these annual indicators included information on the results targeted
for FY 2007, whether the target was achieved and steps that will be taken to
improve performance if it fell short. The process of identifying, analyzing
and reporting on this indicator set pointed to needed adjustments in the
process that will be incorporated into future reports.

Additionally, we also monitor the overall progress of a country or
region in the sectors we are supporting by using data and information
gathered by established organizations. For example, by using Freedom
House indicators, we are able to determine the progress that a country or

region has been making or not making towards democracy and human
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rights. Using these second-party measurements helps us to validate that our
programs are not simply achieving shorter-term objectives and needs, but
that they are contributing to a portfolio of efforts that are accomplishing
long-term sustainable change that serve the individual countries as well as
the regions where they are located.

Finally, USAID Missions and bureaus and some State Department
Bureaus conduct evaluations of their major development projects and
programs. Last year, USAID offices conducted over 200 evaluations that
examined questions such as what were the effects of projects and programs,
what problems they faced during implementation, and what lessons can be
learned for the future to aid in designing programs that will achieve greater
impact. F’s database collects information on the evaluations undertaken.

USAID Administrator and Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance Fore
has stressed the importance of rigorous and objective evaluations of all
programs administered by State and USAID. Both USAID and the State
Department are exploring ways to strengthen the evaluation function and to

improve upon the performance management systems now in place.
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In sum, F has made great strides in developing the capacity of Foreign
Assistance to report on its performance. More importantly, we are now using

these reports to better manage the programs and achieve higher order results.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#10)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

Has the F Bureau developed indicators for non-developmental programs
(i.e., security assistance) and how has the F Bureau coordinated with other
agencies such as the Departments of Defense and Justice?

Answer:

Yes, F has adopted a set of standard indicators for all of the objectives
in the Foreign Assistance framework, including “Peace and Security.”
These indicators were developed through interagency State-USAID
technical teams and included consultation with colleagues in other agencies
— including the Department of Defense and the Department of Justice ~ who
implement programs funded by USAID and State. For example, the Bureau
of Political and Military Affairs developed indicators to reflect International
Military and Education Training programs implemented by the Department
of Defense (e.g. “number of host country military personnel trained in

L

peacekeeping, humanitarian, and/or multinational operations,” “number of

U.S. trained personnel at national leadership levels™).
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These indicators exist at several levels, including strategic level
indicators that capture the impact of foreign and host-government efforts and
rely on data collected by secondary sources and where measured
improvement is expected over a multi-year time frame; program area
indicators that measure country performance within sub-sectors (such as
counter-narcotics) and that measure results beyond what could be achieved
solely by U.S. government-funded interventions over several years; and

¢lement level indicators, which measure outputs that are directly attributable

to the U.S. Government’s (USG) programs, projects and activities. Data on
these indicators are collected primarily by USG implementing partners
(private contractors and non-governmental organizations, etc.), and targets
are set by USG agencies and their partners against these indicators on an

annual basis.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#11)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

The F Bureau is staffed with USAID and State personnel. How are staff
assignments in the F Bureau integrated into the career paths of USAID and
State Foreign Service and civil service employees?
Answer:

USAID and State staff assignments to the Office of the Director of

U.S. Foreign Assistance (F) are integrated into each Agency’s standard

human resources hiring and assignments program.

USAID and State Foreign Service (FS) positions in F have been
selected to participate in the Cross-Over Program managed by the central
Human Resources Bureau. As such, these positions are available to FS
employees in both organizations. The positions are made available during
the regular FS bidding program in each Agency and to the other Agency’s
employees — i.e., USAID FS Officers can bid on State F positions and vice
versa. USAID and State officers have been promoted based on their work in

F, including two who were promoted into the Senior Foreign Service. Once
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officers have completed their rotation in F, they submit their bids for other
positions available on the open assignments lists.

The Civil Service (CS) recruitment and hiring program in F is
integrated within both Agencies and is managed by the human resources
specialists in each Agency, as with any other CS position. Like any other
unit in State or USAID, F advertises CS positions as they become available

and hires into these positions from applicant pools.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#12)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

How has the F Bureau affected the ability of field missions to conduct
oversight of foreign assistance programs?

Answer:

F has done several things to affect the ability of field missions to
conduct oversight of foreign assistance programs. As part of our ongoing
commitment to improving program performance, F — in coordination with
State and USAID - has worked to institutionalize the dissemination of
information, guidance and training on performance throughout both
agencies.

Within F, the offices responsible for these efforts are the Program
Integration and Strategic Information Units. The Program Integration Unit
focuses on developing policy and guidance to institutionalize the use of
performance in strategic planning and budgeting decisions. The Strategic
Information, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit focuses on developing the

systems and technologies for collection and utilization of performance-
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related information and the policies and training for program monitoring and
evaluation.

Examples of specific initiatives led by F to assist field missions in
conducting oversight include developing and delivering jointly with State
and USAID training that will enable field missions to monitor and report on
the performance of their programs, including a Certificate Program in
Evaluation and a training course on Budget and Performance Analysis. F
also provides, through various web platforms available to field missions,
reference materials, training modules and links to useful resources on
performance monitoring and management.

Finally, F in collaboration with State and USAID, has undertaken a number
of actions to reinvigorate the use, quality and quantity of independent
program evaluations as a tool to improve both oversight and monitoring of
current programs and planning for future programs. This includes creating
an Interagency Foreign Affairs Evaluation Working Group, developing
common terminology and standards for evaluations, and preparing stronger
guidance to offices throughout USAID and State for reporting on

evaluations undertaken and how they are used.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Daniel K. Akaka (#13)

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

What are your top three recommendations for improving the U.S. foreign
assistance bureaucracy?

Answer:

We have recently seen several significant reports on the future of U.S.
foreign assistance and the ways in which the United States organizes, funds
and delivers aid programs. The consensus in these reports is encouraging;
and looking to the future, there are several aspects of foreign assistance
reform around which there is broad agreement. First, we need clear lines of
authority with budgets aligned to interagency strategies — with the agility
and flexibility to move quickly when we are called to respond, without
compromising commitments made. We need to have integrated country-
based plans that support the host countries’ development priorities and
create alignment, collaboration and partnership with every player on the
ground. Second, we need to have a continuous monitoring and evaluation
program, to let us track our progress, and continue to learn what is most

effective. Third, we need to recruit and retain a robust workforce, with
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strong operational and technical skills. With a strong workforce, we will be
able to effectively leverage private sector resources in every program to
assure greater returns and more far-reaching results.

I would also note that we need adequate and sustained levels of
foreign assistance funding to truly make progress toward the goal of
transformational diplomacy: “fo help build and sustain democratic, well-
governed states that respond to the needs of their people, reduce widespread
poverty, and conduct themselves responsibly in the international system.”
Looking forward, I very much welcome the opportunity to work closely with

Congress on these critically important issues.
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senater Tom Coburn (#1)
Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

During the question and answer time with the second panel, the witnesses
seemed to agree that relatively new foreign assistance initiatives like the
President's Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and the Millennium
Challenge Corporation (MCC) are to blame for “weakening the core of U.S.
foreign assistance.” The solution that was presented was to consolidate all
foreign assistance programs, such as PEPFAR and MCC, under the
management of U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). Both
PEPFAR and MCC require standardized outcome measures and country-
wide targets while most USAID programs do not have either one. MCC
even conditions funding on outcomes. Why should we consolidate two
initiatives that are working and produce measurable results into an agency
that largely fails to produce measurable results?

Answer:

The Administration does not agree that the President’s Emergency
Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and the Millennium Challenge Corporation
(MCC) have weakened U.S. foreign assistance. On the contrary, these new
approaches increase the array of tools for accomplishing foreign assistance
objectives. Development is a complex effort requiring different approaches
in different circumstances. PEPFAR’s approach has been successful in

bringing life-saving treatment for HIV/AIDS to more than 1.7 million

people. The MCC’s programs provide a powerful incentive for countries to
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improve their policy performance. However, fragile and post-conflict states
with weak governance need assistance to build sufficient capacity and
political support to make and carry out decisions that will improve policy
performance. The Administration strives to work with the Congress and
partner countries to determine the most appropriate approach for each

situation.

It is not accurate to say that USAID programs do not have
standardized outcome measures and country-wide targets and have not
achieved measurable results. For decades, USAID has been a leader in
using performance indicators to measure and report on resulis at the country,
regional or ‘central program level. USAID’s pioneering country-level
Demographic and Health Surveys made it possible to establish meaningful
targets and measure results as we do in PEPFAR, the President’s Malaria
Initiative and other health programs. USAID’s collaboration with the
World Bank in measuring the quality of the business environment has
spurred countries to change regulations and procedures to make it easier to
do business. The environment indicators used by the MCC were developed
by USAID, and we have championed improvements in indices of democratic

change. It is true that, until the foreign assistance reforms introduced by this
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Administration, USAID did not consistently use standard measures that
could readily be aggregated for all programs. Now, however, annual
performance reports collect results information using standard measures and
enable us to report on the results of all assistance managed by USAID and

the State Department.



218

Questions for the Record Submitted to
Deputy Director Richard Greene by
Senator Tom Coburn (#2)
Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
July 31, 2008

Question:

After years of failure by USAID to have effective malaria programs, the
President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI) was established much like PEPFAR
even though PMI is still part of USAID. In order for PMI to be created,
malaria funding had to be removed from regional bureaus that failed to
demonstrate results and reassigned back out through a centrally controlled
program that enforced results, effective strategies, and good management
and oversight. Do you agree that the reforms and changes in U.S. malaria
policies through PMI saved the U.S. malaria program after years of failure
under USAID’s status quo? Why shouldn’t the rest of USAID undergo
similar reforms?

Answer:

Recent reforms and changes in U.S. malaria policies have
significantly strengthened USAID malaria programs and allowed for the
highly effective management of the President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI).
Although decision-making was centralized before PMI, the strategic shift in
focus from technical assistance to commodity delivery and from a large
number of recipient countries to a smaller number of priority countries

significantly improved the effectiveness of the malaria program.
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For the PMI and some other health programs, centralized management
is appropriate when standardized tools and interventions are applicable
globally [e.g., indoor residual spraying for malaria, vitamin A
supplementation, directly observed treatment strategy (DOTS) for
Tuberculosis (TB)].

It should not be assumed, however, that it is necessary to revamp
USAID according to PMI, for much of what is best about PMI has, in fact,
been the reason for our success in other health interventions. USAID has
often had an excellent record in producing measurable results and making
correct strategic decisions in health. These results include measurable
increases in vaccination coverage rates, improved TB case detection and
treatment success rates, increased contraceptive prevalence, etc. And these
results were made possible by correct strategic decisions made in
Washington by leadership within the Global Health Bureau; the PMI
Coordinator has been given similar authority to make correct strategic
decisions, and this is a major factor in PMI’s success. These programs and
all USAID health programs work to ensure that results and decisions are
reported transparently and that decisions are strategic and evaluated

according to measurable indices.
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It should be noted that USAID is now replicating important aspects of
the best of USAID’s longstanding results-based management approach and
its recent successes in PMI in the new Presidential Neglected Tropical
Diseases Initiative, as well as in its expanded Maternal and Child Health and
TB programs.

Not all of USAID programs are as easily measured in terms of
quantitative outputs as are health interventions (consider democracy work in
difficult situations, for example), but USAID leadership is committed to
enabling correct strategic planning to occur and to measuring outcomes
against concrete objectives. Indeed, USAID is currently applying lessons of
the PEPFAR and PMI programs in areas such as food security and

democratic governance.
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Post-Hearing Questions for the Record
Submitted to Mr. Leo Hindery, Jr.
From Senator Daniel K. Akaka

“A Reliance on Smart Power - Reforming the
Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy”
July 31, 2008

1. Could you comment on the idea that separate programs, such as the
Millennium Challenge Corporation and PEPFAR, should be brought back in
within the organizational structure of USAID?

While it is important that the MCC be able to focus on its distinct mandate
and that PEPFAR retain its focus on the global HIV/AIDS pandemic, it is
equally critical that these be coordinated with other foreign aid programs - for
reasons of efficiency in governance, effectiveness on the ground (including
coordinating and thereby reducing the management demands placed on
implementing agencies or host governments), and planning. Within an aid
agency structure, these programs could remain semi-autonomous.

2. Like the military, the Foreign Service prefers to recruit most of its officers at
the entry level. Dr. Adams suggests recruiting FSOs at the mid-career levels
may be preferable since many, especially those who have served in the
military, NGOs, or the business world, may bring programmatic, technical, or
other critical skills.

a. Do you think that the Foreign Service culture, especially at USAID,
could find a greater role for mid-career level employees who desire to
join the Foreign Service?

Yes, both the Foreign Service and the Civil Service would benefit from
mid-career personnel. The Foreign Service is now in crisis, with
unfunded and unfilled positions, with the demands of the embassies in
Iraq and Afghanistan, and with the personnel gaps in developing
countries. USAID, in particular, is in urgent need of a reconstituted
professional staff, and allowing for mid-career personnel recruitment
could help to fill this critical gap. Finaily, by drawing on a pool of mid-
career entrants, the Foreign Service could tap into perspectives and
experiences from relevant non-governmental sectors.

b. Are there any obstacles that would prevent this from happening on a
large scale?

No, the problem has more to do with the management of wide-scale
recovery and expansion of the professional foreign service.

3. Dr. Adams states that simply adding more FSOs is not enough, since a new
breed of FSO or diplomat is needed. They must be able to conduct strategic
planning, think about long-term issues, and design and implement programs.

Is this something that can be accomplished given many of the current staffing
limitations? If so, how?
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This is difficult given current staffing limitations. However, two things would
help. First, expanding the training programs offered to existing personnef
would allow limited staff to manage new and multiple challenges, and would
also build morale, which is dangerously low, to the point of having adverse
effects on retention. Second, there is a need for integrated, interagency
strategic planning, most effectively led by the NSC but also including relevant
agencies. Were this capability to be enhanced, existing but limited staff
would have greater guidance and direction. The bottom line, however, is that
the ability of the United States to respond to or prevent the broad range of
foreign policy challenges that now exist or will emerge is severely constrained
by staffing shortfalls in our civilian foreign affairs agencies.

4. Mr. Worthington calls for a National Development Strategy. The
Administration might argue that it has one already as contained in the 2002
and 2006 National Security Strategy.

a. What is your reaction to this?

I strongly support a separate National Development Strategy. At best,
development is currently given short shrift in the National Security
Strategy. As well, and even more important, there is no over-arching
Strategy guiding the billions of dollars the U.S. allocates for foreign
assistance, and therefore no policy guidance other than that provided
by individual agencies. Finally, elevating development and ensuring
that it is an integral part of our foreign policy apparatus require
dedicated policy planning, coordinated with but not subjugated to
either the NSS or the National Military Strategy.

b. If you support the creation of a national strategy for foreign
assistance, how would you develop it and what issues must be
addressed?

Ideally, and until foreign assistance is better coordinated and
consofidated within the Executive Branch, the development of a
National Development Strategy should be led by the NSC and NEC
(because such Strategy would include not only State, USAID, DoD, etc
but also Treasury, USTR and other economic agencies), and it should
be coordinated with all relevant agencies. The Director of Foreign
Assistance or the person mandated as the lead official on foreign aid
should be given the lead on the development of policy. Currently, the
combination of external earmarks and internal designations means
that aid is most often allocated toward particular sectors (health,
education, child survival, etc) without reference to conditions in a
given country, the comparative advantages of the U.S., or the
activities of other donors, and sometimes it is designated even before
an aid official arrives in country. Going forward, the focus should be
on broad goals ~ capacity building, for example — rather than on
sectoral priorities. And the Strategy should also take into account the
need for crisis prevention given the enormous challenges posed by
weak and failing states, climate change and other global trends.

5. Sections 1206 and 1207 of the fiscal year 2006 National Defense
Authorization Act allowed for a greater role of the U.S. military in foreign
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assistance, whether it was through training and equipping other nation’s
forces or providing funding to the State Department’s post-conflict restoration
efforts.
a. Do you believe that these programs, funded outside of the State
Department, generally help or hinder U.S. foreign assistance efforts?

There is no doubt that additional assistance is needed, that our crisis
response and aid tools need to better reflect the world we live in, and
that the Department of Defense has rightly identified development as
a key component of our national security approach. There are,
however, three problems: First, the bulk of new funds, accounts and
programs established over the last 5-7 years are geared to crisis
response, shaped by our experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan, rather
than on the full range of crises we will face in the future or the
development tools that are needed to prevent or manage them.
Second, the creation of these new funds and accounts has contributed
to the migration of what should be civilian capabilities to the military,
thus weakening the State Department’s role and increasing the
perception abroad that the U.S. military is in the lead in foreign policy.
And third, even as and where some of these new tools may be needed
and effective, there is a continued tendency to "proliferate” new
agencies, instruments and accounts, meaning that policy coherence is
even more elusive than it was, that efficiencies are lost, and that there
is no clarity regarding who is in charge.

b. To what extent should the military participate in foreign assistance?

The military has an important role in humanitarian operations (lift and
coordination), needs the support of foreign assistance in stability
operations, and has rightly identified development as a priority.
However, and with the possible exception of train and equip programs,
the overall responsibility for and the lead on foreign assistance should
still rest with our civilian agencies.

6. Mr. Worthington characterizes the F Process as a big step backward and a
failed attempt by the State Department to exercise undue influence in the
development space. He claims that the common set of goals and objectives
created failed to prioritize poverty reduction.

How much of a role should the State Department have in this development
space and what should be the priority missions?

The State Department should have a role, but its expertise is not in
development, nor fs it operational, which a development agency must be. As
well, State has to address real-time, immediate challenges. It makes sense
for State to retain authority over the allocation of ESF funds, but the
development mandate needs to rest with an entity that has the professional
knowledge and background required and the operational capabilities needed
for implementation.

7. The position of Director of Foreign Assistance has been held concurrently by
the Administrator of USAID since its establishment in 2006.
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Can you share your thoughts on the pros and cons of having the same person
perform both of these functions?

This is not a significant problem provided the Director of Foreign Assistance is
given the authority to coordinate foreign assistance across the interagency,
however, it still might make sense to identify a separate individual to run
USAID. The "dual-hatting” issue is less a problem than is the fact that the
Director of Foreign Assistance has only limited reach - in fact, more foreign
assistance is today outside the Director’s mandate than within it.

. What are your top three recommendations for improving the foreign
assistance bureaucracy?

First, there is an urgent need for a comprehensive mapping of foreign aid
programs, authorities and funds across the Executive Branch, and of
jurisdiction in Congress, that can serve as the basis for clear decisions about
integrating, consolidating and better coordinating U.S. foreign aid. With this
would come the harmonization of policies, programs, programming standards,
etc., and the reduction of bureaucracy and costs. Second, there is an urgent
need to right the balance between our military and civilian capabilities on
development and crisis response, which can be achieved in part by re-staffing
our professional development (and other Foreign Service) corps and by
developing a National Development Strategy that can guide all relevant
agencies. Third and finally, there is an enormous need for a reorganization,
to include updated Foreign Aid legislation.
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Post-Hearing Questions for the Record
Submitted to Leo Hindery, Jr.
From Senator Tom Coburn, M.D.

“A Reliance on Smart Power - Reforming the
Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy”
July 31, 2008

Questions for Panel II:

1. During the guestion and answer time with the second panel, the witnesses
seemed to agree that relatively new foreign assistance initiatives like the
President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and the Miliennium
Challenge Corporation (MCC) are to blame for “weakening the core of U.S.
foreign assistance.” The solution that was presented was to consolidate all
foreign assistance programs, such as PEPFAR and MCC, under the
management of U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). Both
PEPFAR and MCC require standardized outcome measures and country-wide
targets while most USAID programs do not have either one. MCC even
conditions funding on outcomes. Why should we consolidate two initiatives
that are working and produce measurable results into an agency that largely
fails to produce measurable results?

2. After years of failure by USAID to have effective malaria programs, the
President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI) was established much like PEPFAR even
though PMI is still part of USAID. In order for PMI to be created, malaria
funding had to be removed from regional bureaus that failed to demonstrate
resuits and reassigned back out through a centrally controlled program that
enforced results, effective strategies, and good management and oversight.
Do you agree that the reforms and changes in U.S. malaria policies through
PMI saved the U.S. malaria program after years of failure under USAID's
status quo? Why shouldn’t the rest of USAID undergo similar reforms?

There are several issues at play here, warranting two overarching comments:

First, it is true that USAID is in many ways dysfunctional and has been less
capable at delivering results than, for example, the MCC, and it is also true that
USAID s in need of reform. However, there are two underlying factors that must
first be acknowledged:

1) The MCC, PEPFAR and PMI are very specific mandates and programs, as
opposed to broadly-mandated development agencies: the MCC provides aid
investments to countries that are making economic and political progress in
order to consolidate those gains; PEPFAR addresses HIV and AIDS; and PMI
addresses malaria; and

2) None of these three new entities can or is mandated to (just for example):
address the challenges posed by the estimated 53 weak and failing states
that threaten global stability; address the development challenges in the
Federally Administered Tribal Areas of Pakistan; tackle the acute economic
and political disruptions that have emerged in the face of the global food
crisis; build the capacity needed in the developing world to manage, say, an
Avian flu epidemic; shore up the peace agreement in southern Sudan or
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address the crisis in Darfur; or build the institutions needed in Iraq or Nigeria
to sustain democracy, all of which are messier and more complex tasks for
which achieving outcomes is both more difficult and less precise.

This is not to suggest that USAID should be given a free pass for its failures and
limitations — it is simply to suggest that comparing USAID’s success to the MCC’s
or PEPFAR’s or PMI's is to compare apples and oranges.

Second, one of the reasons for USAID’s limitations is its institutional weakness.
The agency had 15,000 professional employees at the height of the Vietnam War,
yet it has less than 3,000 today, and as such, it is heavily reliant on outside
contractors, Ironically, at the same time it has been tasked to help implement
the MCC agenda, but without accruing any of the credit that comes to the MCC.
The pattern of successive Administrations has been to rightly conclude that
USAID is not working effectively, but in response, rather than fix it, they have
created new programs that address a limited number of sectors (e.g., AIDS or
malaria) and a limited number of countries (i.e., none of MCC, PEPFAR or PMI has
a global mandate, and each is restricted to only a subset of countries).

Conclusion: Part of the solution must be to “fix” USAID so that the U.S. has the
benefit of an effective development agency that can tackle a host of challenges
that fall outside of the MCC, PEFFAR and PMI. The solution may be a modernized
and reconstituted USAID, a new development agency modeled on the UK
approach, which I and my colleagues support, or some other — but the fact
remains that the U.S. government has an enormous capability gap, and while the
MCC, PEPFAR and PMI are all laudable, important and thus far successful
initiatives, they do not cover all of the bases. While it makes sense to adopt the
"lessons learned” from these programs, it is also important to recognize that
making a major grant to a functional, forward-moving country — as the MCC does
— or providing life-saving assistance to a specific sector of a population — as
PEPFAR does - are very different than, for example, trying to promote
development in Nigeria, a country that is a major oil supplier to the U.S.
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Post-Hearing Questions for the Record
Submitted to Dr. Gordon Adams
From Senator Daniel K. Akaka

“A Reliance on Smart Power ~ Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaueracy”
July 31, 2008

1. Could you comment on the idea that separate programs, such as the Millennium
Challenge Corporation and PEPFAR, should be brought back in within the
organizational structure of USAID?

I would support finding a way to bring MCC and PEPFAR into the
architecture of an expanded and empowered foreign assistance organization.
As I said in my testimony, the “diaspora” or organizations is a weakness of
the current foreign assistance structure.

2. Mr. Worthington states that the common set of goals and objectives established
by State and USAID fail to truly prioritize poverty reduction, and thus were the
wrong goals and objectives.

What is your response to this statement and do you agree with him that the same
is true of the performance indicators, which measure a long list of outputs rather
than impact or outcomes?

All the goals of our diplomacy and foreign assistance efforts are important,
and poverty reduction should be among those goals. The State Department
is coming to that realization. The goal of assisting transitions in fragile states
is also important, and USAID is coming to that realization. The reality is
that the long and the short, our security and our development goals are
connected. The organizations responsible for policies and programs in these
areas should be connected, as well.

3. Mr. Worthington calls for a National Development Strategy. The Administration
might argue that it has one already as contained in the 2002 and 2006 National
Security Strategy.

a. What is your reaction to this?

b. If you support the creation of a national strategy for foreign assistance,
how would you develop it and what issues must be addressed?

We need a national security strategy that recognizes and accords an
important place to development as part of our overall policy. I would
address it by making a Senior Director at NSC responsible for foreign
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assistance coordination, co-chairing a working group with the State
Department’s Deputy Secretary for Management and Resources, who would
be dual-hatted as USAID Administrator. They would co-chair an
interagency working group on foreign assistance, including agencies working
overseas but not now in the Function 150 world. This group would develop a
foreign assistance strategy, including dealing with poverty reduction,
economic support, fragile state policies and programs, and economic
development.

. Sections 1206 and 1207 of the fiscal year 2006 National Defense Authorization
Act allowed for a greater role of the U.S. military in foreign assistance, whether it
was through training and equipping other nation’s forces or providing funding to
the State Department’s post-conflict restoration efforts.

a. Do you believe that these programs, funded outside of the State
Department, generally help or hinder U.S. foreign assistance efforts?

b. To what extent should the military participate in foreign assistance?

I think the Section 1206 program should be moved to the State Department,
with State as the responsible authority for policies and budgets. DOD would
continue to implement these programs. Section 1207 should be a temporary
authority, to be replaced by adequate funding for State/USAID for such
activities. In general, DOD should continue to be the primary implementing
agency for security assistance programs, but overall foreign policy and
budget authority should lie with the civilian agencies.

. Mr. Worthington characterizes the F Process as a big step backward and a failed
attempt by the State Department to exercise undue influence in the development
space. He claims that the common set of goals and objectives created failed to
prioritize poverty reduction.

How much of a role should the State Department have in this development space
and what should be the priority missions?

The work of the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance represents
significant progress in creating a more coherent, integrated, strategically-
driven planning and budgeting process for foreign assistance. It is, with all
its flaws, an enormous step forward. Future reforms of that process would
include greater initiative and impact of the field level in foreign assistance
budgeting and greater transparency with the Congress. In addition,
program objectives should drive the planning process, rather than country
type. Finally, the process needs to extend itself to a longer time horizon (five
years), and cover a broader range of programs, including much of Function
150.
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6. The position of Director of Foreign Assistance has been held concurrently by the
Administrator of USAID since its establishment in 2006.

Can you share your thoughts on the pros and cons of having the same person
perform both of these functions?

My view is that State/USAID badly needs a second Deputy Secretary of State
for Management and Resources, responsible for the internal management of
the State Department and USAID, and for budget planning for diplomacy
and foreign assistance. At the very least, this official should have
responsibility for the budget process. In order to ensure that foreign
assistance programs have visibility and voice both with Congress and in
executive branch decision-making, this official should be dual-hatted as the
Administrator of USAID.

7. What are your top three recommendations for improving the foreign assistance
bureaucracy?

First, appoint the second Deputy Secretary of State, dual-hatted as the
USAID Administrater. Second, incorperate MCC and PEPFAR in the
organizational architecture of USAID, or a reformed and empowered foreign
assistance agency reporting to the Secretary of State. Third, move the DOD
foreign assistance programs that have been created under DOD authorities
to the State Department, making State responsible for policy and budgeting,
while DOD continues to be the implementing organization.
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Post-Hearing Questions for the Record
Submitted to Gordon Adams
From Senator Tom Coburn, M.D,

“A Reliance on Smart Power — Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy.”

July 31, 2007

Questions for Panel II:

1.

During the question and answer time with the second panel, the witnesses seemed to
agree that relatively new foreign assistance initiatives like the President's Emergency
Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) are
to blame for “weakening the core of U.S. foreign assistance.” The solution that was
presented was to consolidate all foreign assistance programs, such as PEPFAR and MCC,
under the management of U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). Both
PEPFAR and MCC require standardized outcome measures and country-wide targets
while most USAID programs do not have either one. MCC even conditions funding on
outcomes. Why should we consolidate two initiatives that are working and produce
measurable results into an agency that largely fails to produce measurable results?

Both PEPFAR and MCC are important innovations in U.S. foreign
assistance. While both should be incorporated into a larger, empowered
foreign assistance agency, these innovations should not be lost. USAID, or
any successor foreign assistance agency should include performance
measurement, outcome measurement, and country-wide targeting, as part of
its way of doing business. Today, it is virtually impossible to do sensible
priority-setting and strategic planning for foreign assistance because of the
“diaspora” of spigots providing assistance. The overall impact of the effort is
weakened, as a result; it is the single most important element in the weakness
of U.S. foreign assistance.

After years of failure by USAID to have effective malaria programs, the President’s
Malaria Initiative (PMI) was established much like PEPFAR even though PMI is still part
of USAID. In order for PMI to be created, malaria funding had to be removed from
regional bureaus that failed to demonstrate results and reassigned back out through a
centrally controlled program that enforced results, effective strategies, and good
management and oversight. Do you agree that the reforms and changes in U.S. malaria
policies through PMI saved the U.S. malaria program after years of failure under
USAID’s status quo? Why shouldn’t the rest of USAID undergo similar reforms?

Reforming USAID is absolutely critical. The innovations of the malaria
program, as well as MCC and PEPFAR make an important contribution to
that reform. Itis not enough to simply grow USAID, as it currently operates.
It needs to become more agile, more programmatically skilled, able to focus
on both the short and long-term, better at planning, and less of a
“contracting out” organization.
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Post-Hearing Questions for the Record
Submitted to Anne C. Richard
From Senator Daniel K. Akaka

“A Reliance on Smart Power — Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy.”
July 31, 2007

1. Mr. Worthington states that the common set of goals and objectives established by
State and USAID fail to truly prioritize poverty reduction, and thus were the wrong
goals and objectives.

What is your response to this statement and do you agree with him that the same is
true of performance indicators, which measure a long list of outputs rather than
impact or outcomes?

Answer: Sam Worthington and the relief and development agencies that make up the
Interaction coalition are dedicated to reducing poverty around the world. Many of us are
strong partners of the US government, combining our resources (including support from
literally millions of American families) with US government grants and aligning our
efforts. We work side-by-side with US diplomats and development experts overseas.
When Ambassador Tobias unveiled a new set of goals and objectives for US foreign aid
that ignored a major, stated goal of the NGO community, it was an alarming omission.

The problem with a term like “poverty reduction” is that it sounds technical, does not
explain how poverty is reduced, and fails to convey the real-life stories behind the term.
Put simply, we want to help poor people around the world, so that they achieve a better
standard of living. Through programs designed to improve their health, educate their
children, protect them and show them ways to make a living, we know that US-funded
programs can make remarkable differences. Without these programs, people can be stuck
in tragic circumstances characterized by illiteracy, malnutrition, low birth weight babies,
and alarming rates of maternal mortality. With them, they can not only survive but can
begin to thrive - caring for themselves and their families, contributing to their own
societies and, ultimately, improving the world in which we all live.

No one set of programs will achieve these results. Health, education, environmental
programs, small-scale economic projects and efforts that aim to help people resolve
conflicts, understand their rights and organize to govern themselves — all of these are
needed if we are to tackle poverty.

2. Mr. Worthington calls for a National Development Strategy. The Administration
might argue that is has one already as contained in the 2002 and 2006 National
Security Strategy.

a. What is your reaction to this?
Answer: There is no reason that there can’t be a more detailed strategy to guide

the US government’s relief and development programs overseas. A National
Development Strategy would have to complement the National Security Strategy,
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of course. It would also have to address US policies related to the international
financial institutions and use of other multilateral development mechanisms, such
as US contributions to UN development programs.

b. H you support the creation of a national strategy for foreign assistance, how
would you develop it and what issues must be addressed?

Answer: I would suggest that the process be run by the next Administrator of
USAID, involve representatives from all major aid agencies/offices, and that the
Administrator be given a great deal of discretion over the final content of the
document. In this way, the Administrator’s leadership of US development policy
would be strengthened. There would have to be some sort of White
House/NSC/OMB vetting of the strategy, but the process will work best if the
President approves and reinforces the strategic vision of the USAID
Administrator.

One pitfall might be that a great deal of US government resources and personnel
could be consumed by a lengthy, bureaucratic strategic planning process
involving many agencies. It would be important to balance a comprehensive,
inclusive process against the need to produce something helpful and usable in the
short term.

3. Sections 1206 and 1207 of the fiscal year 2006 National Defense Authorization Act
allowed for a greater role of the U.S. military in foreign assistance, whether it was
through training and equipping other nation’s forces or providing funding to the
State Department’s post-conflict restoration efforts.

a. Do you believe that these programs, funded outside of the State Department,
generally help or hinder U.S. foreign assistance efforts?

Answer: I believe reconstruction and stabilization programs and foreign military
assistance should be funded where they belong in the international affairs budget.
As far as I can tell, the main reason new programs are funded in the Defense
Department is because DOD has a vastly larger budget that does not suffer from
the intense competition for scarce resources that characterizes the international
affairs budget.

b. To what extent should the military participate in foreign assistance?

Answer: The military has a role in foreign assistance, but that role should be
limited.

Traditionally, the Secretary of State determines how much aid to allocate to
foreign militaries and the Defense Security Assistance Agency is the chief
implementer of US military assistance. This arrangement makes sense.
Unfortunately, new programs have been funded at the Pentagon that are
duplicative of some traditional military assistance programs.

With regard to relief programs, the military’s role should be limited to providing
unique capabilities. In sudden onset natural disasters, the US military has
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impressive capacity to deliver quality engineering and transportation capabilities,
logistical personnel and materials, and emergency telecommunications quickly
and with global reach.

In terms of reconstruction and development, the military should focus on
security-related missions, and not undertake long-term development projects best
left to experts from aid agencies.

In sum, I oppose the sizable expansion of the military’s involvement in foreign
assistance that has taken place over the past eight years.

4. Mr. Worthington characterizes the F Process as a big step backward and a failed
attempt by the State Department to exercise undue influence in the development
space. He claims that the common set of goals and objectives created failed to
prioritize poverty reduction.

How much of a role should the State Department have in this development space
and what should be the priority missions?

Answer: The State Department can play a constructive role with regard to US
development programs.

Coordinatien: An office like the F bureau can play a very important role by coordinating
across programs and agencies, identifying gaps and rooting out redundancies, tracking
overall aid levels, and developing joint materials and presentations

Coherence with US foreign policy: Even if the State Department had not been asked to
play this important coordinating role, the State Department would still need close
relations with USAID on development issues. Senior Department leaders would also
want assurances that aid programs were consistent with, and not undermining, overall US
foreign policy.

When the Secretary of State meets with a foreign dignitary, she should know what US aid
programs are benefiting that country and have a good grasp of overall size of the aid
prograrm, its goals, and the types of projects being undertaken. She and others at the State
Department should understand how US aid fits within overall US bilateral relations and
compares to other major government donors — and this understanding should derive, in
part, from discussions with USAID. Also, the State Department can help ensure that US
support for multilateral development efforts complement bilateral aid programs.

Championing the Budget: In line with the above, the Secretary approves the budget for
USAID and has authority to allocate foreign aid. The Secretary can also play a very
constructive role by calling for investment in the entire international affairs budget with
OMB, the White House, the Congress and the public.

5. The position of Director of Foreign Assistance has been held concurrently by the
Administrator of USAID since its establishment in 2006.

Can you share your thoughts on the pros and cons of having the same person
perform both of these functions?
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Pros:

+ Ensures close linkages between the US foreign policy establishment and
development experts.

s Gives USAID staff a direct line into State Department deliberations at the most
senior levels.

Cons:

e Means Administrator of USAID may be reluctant express views independent of or to
disagree with Secretary of State.

*  Also means Administrator will be pulled away from important work as leader of
USAID for other, competing tasks related to other programs/State Department bureaus.,

What are your top three recommendations for improving the foreign assistance
bureaucracy? .

Answer:

1) Consolidate as many development programs as possible within USAID under a single
strong leader who is respected by/engages with rest of foreign policy/national
security team.

2) Improve coordination of foreign assistance programs across the US Government.
One way to do this is to build on the existing “F” bureau at the State Department.

3) Create a directorate at the National Security Council that looks at foreign assistance
and related programs from the “big picture” perspective and advocates for
strengthening these programs. This directorate must be staffed by experienced aid
experts -- yet should remain small so it does not become operational and duplicate
efforts at State and USAID.
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Post-Hearing Questions for the Record
Submitted to Anne C. Richard
From Senator Tom Coburn, M.D.

“A Reliance on Smart Power — Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy.”

July 31, 2007

Questions for Panel II:

1.

During the question and answer time with the second panel, the witnesses seemed to
agree that relatively new foreign assistance initiatives like the President's
Emergency Plan for ATDS Relief (PEPFAR) and the Millennium Challenge
Corporation (MCC) are to blame for “weakening the core of U.S. foreign
assistance.” The solution that was presented was to consolidate all foreign
assistance programs, such as PEPFAR and MCC, under the management of U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID). Both PEPFAR and MCC require
standardized outcome measures and country-wide targets while most USAID
programs do not have either one. MCC even conditions fanding on outcomes. Why
should we consolidate two initiatives that are working and produce measurable
results into an agency that largely fails to produce measurable results?

My concern about these programs was not that they were created, but that they were
created as completely new organizations and were deliberately set up outside of USAID
(although both depend on USAID resources, such as personnel at USAID missions). The
USAID Administrator even had to fight for a seat on the MCC board. This has
exacerbated the problem of having multiple development agencies/actors. It also reveals
a failure to identify and address head-on whatever problems the Administration thought
existed at USAID.

The heart of your question, however, is about the value of outcome measures and targets.

1 agree with you that government agencies must strive to devise and use outcome '
measures and targets. It is particularly challenging to do this in the areas of diplomacy
and development.

Some programs, such as health programs where birth, mortality and morbidity rates can
be tracked, lend themselves to quantitative measures. In other areas, this is much harder.
How does one measure if a program to fight corruption or enhance transparency or
empower women is really making progress? And just because outcomes are difficult to
measure or not good, this does not mean funding should be cut. For example, decades of
Middle East peace negotiations have shown little in measurable results in terms of
solving the Israel-Palestinian conflict, and have been affected by many external factors
outside of US Government influence, but the diplomats involved in such negotiations
deserve support.

Despite the challenges, we must as a community of people who care about these
programs develop even very basic indicators that can help measure and track whether
programs are achieving results. One of the selection criteria for the next Administrator of
USAID could be that this person commit to making this effort a priority.
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2. After years of failure by USAID to have effective malaria programs, the President’s
Malaria Initiative (PMI) was established much like PEPFAR even though PMI is
still part of USAID. In order for PMI to be created, malaria funding had to be
removed from regional bureaus that failed to demonstrate results and reassigned
back out through a centrally controlled program that enforced results, effective
strategies, and good management and oversight. Do you agree that the reforms and
changes in U.S. malaria policies through PMI saved the U.S. malaria program after
years of failure under USAID’s status quo? Why shouldn’t the rest of USAID
undergo similar reforms?

In addition to the changes you describe, the PMI has benefitted from high-level White
House attention, Congressional and public support, and increased funding. These factors
also can help improve chances that a development aid program will be a success.
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® InterAchion.

American Council for Voluntary international Action

September 25, 2008

Senator Daniel Akaka
141 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Akaka,

T have attached my answers to your two questions for the record following the
July 31, 2008 Senate HSGAC subcommitiee hearing on, “A Reliance on Smart
Power - Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy.”

I thank you for the opportunity to testify before your subcommittee, and I
appreciate your interest in improving the foreign assistance bureaucracy. Any
effort to reform foreign assistance will have to take into account the bureaucratic
constraints to effective foreign assistance, and T applaud you for beginning the
first of what I hope are many discussions on this issue.

Best,

AL A"

Sam Worthington
President & CEO
InterAction



238

Q1. Could you comment on the idea that separate programs, such as the Millennium Challenge
Corporation and PEPFAR, should be brought back in within the organizational structure of
USAID?

1 would not recommend bringing MCC, PEPFAR, and other large development programs under
the organizational structure of USAID as the agency currently exists. Years of neglect by
Congress and the administration have left the agency a fragile shell of its former self, and it
would be imprudent to suggest that USAID could handle that level of new responsibility without
serious revitalization. Rather, 1 believe, as do a growing number of foreign policy and
international development experts, that the United States requires a single National Development
Strategy that brings all of our development assistance programs, including MCC and PEPFAR,
under a single unified framework, overseen by a Cabinet-level department focused on
humanitarian relief and international development, Critics of this model often believe,
incorrectly, that we are proposing the elevation of USAID to the Cabinet-level. This is simply
not the case. We envision an entirely new department, with 21% century capabilities to meet 21
century challenges, that brings the best development interventions together beneath one roof. We
also believe that our government requires

Q2: General Pete Chiarelli, a former U.S. commander in Iraq, has said USAID has become
little more than a contracting agency. In another part of U.S. Central Command’s area of
responsibility, more than 50 percent of USAID funding in Afghanistan goes to five for-profit
companies who do contracting.

What are the implications of having so much of our development work contracted out?

General Chiarelli has put his finger on a troubling trend. Decades of cuts to the agency’s staffing
levels have left USAID without the human capacity it needs to adequately manage its global
development programs. For example, USAID Deputy Administrator Jim Kunder remarked last
year that, “Federal guidelines indicate that the average [U.S. Government] contracting officer
should manage around $10 million in contracts per year; in USAID each contracting officer
oversees an average of $57 million in contracts. At some point the system’s management and
oversight capabilities are simply overstressed.”! Simply put, USAID does not have enough staff
to manage the many small and medium-sized grants and cooperative agreements that it once did,
and it has been forced to implement development programs through larger and larger Indefinite
Quantity Contracts (IQCs), also known as “umbrella contracts.”

The growing use of IQCs has several consequences for development programs and the
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that implement them. First, IQCs essentially outsource
USAID’s technical capacity by shifting the management of development programs to a few large
contractors or NGOs that have won those contracts, which undermines the agency’s ability to
retain its institutional expertise. This, combined with the continual cuts to its human capacity,
has had a pronounced negative effect on USAID’s ability to be an effective international
development agency.

! ACVFA Public Meeting, May 23, 2007
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Second, while these IQCs generally provide many sub-grants and subcontracts to smaller
organizations, they are by their very nature biased to large institutions, which have the capacity
to successfully manage them. This favoring of very large contractors and organizations not only
reduces competition, and therefore the purchasing power of American tax dollars, but it also
stifles the innovation of smaller indigenous nongovernmental organizations, which are often best
able to ascertain and address the needs of communities throughout the developing world. The
reduction in competitors leads to situations like the one you describe in your question, where
only five or six for-profit companies control the entire foreign assistance portfolio in a country of
critical strategic importance to the United States. Given the detrimental effect this has on
development programs, you are rightly concerned with this phenomenon.

Third, the agency’s shift to large umbrella contracts has fundamentally changed the way USAID
relates to the community of American international relief and development NGOs that has
historically implemented the lion’s share of U.S. foreign assistance. These organizations are the
face of the American people in the developing world, and represent one of our truest core values:
that the United States will lend a helping hand whenever and wherever it is needed. The problem
though, is that USAID increasingly views its relationship with the implementing community as a
contractual one, rather than as a partnership, which it has traditionally been. NGOs are seen as
middlemen who purchase development outcomes on behalf of the U.S. Government. This is in
spite of the fact that U.S. NGOs often operate in recipient communities long before the U.S.
Government decides to fund a project there, and continue to operate in those communities long
after the government has shifted its priorities and resources elsewhere. This on-the-ground
expertise, combined with $6 billion in private contributions from the American public —~ double
the amount that InterAction members receive in official assistance from the USG — means that
NGOs ought to be treated as co-equal partners with USAID when designing and implementing
development programs. Unfortunately, this is less and less the case.

There are many development contractors doing very good work around the world, often in
partnership with InterAction members, and it is not my intent to disparage the quality of their
work. Rather, my problem is with the funding instrument itself, which hampers the effectiveness
of development programs managed by non-profit NGOs by imposing a top-down, tightly
controlled management system on a process that works best when it captures and acts on the
ideas of beneficiary communities in a bottom-up manner.

Q3: You mention that USAID’s staff has declined while the amount that each contracting officer
oversees has gone up.

a. Hasn’t USAID contracted out some of this oversight by using more large contracting
companies with Indefinite Quantity Contracts and NGOs to implement and manage
contracts?

b.  Doesn't the proliferation of NGOs have an effect on the ability of USAID to manage and
establish coherence in its projects?

You are right. USAID has contracted out a large portion of its oversight functions through the
use of IQCs but, as | describe in my answer above, this is not a long-term solution to USAID’s
human capacity problems. Rather, the practice further undermines the agency’s shortcomings in
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this area, and deprives USAID of its institutional memory and expertise on best practices and
lessons learned.

As for your second question, InterAction applauds the diversity of civil society, both in the
United States and in the developing world. Having worked in this field for more than twenty
years, it has been my experience that civil society grows in a patchwork fashion, filling in gaps
rather than duplicating existing capabilities. Furthermore, InterAction has twenty-five member
organizations that manage upwards of $100 million per year. It should not be hard for USAID to
manage its partnerships with twenty-five organizations in a coherent fashion. For these reasons, [
would reject any hypothesis that posits that the proliferation of NGOs has negatively affected
USAID’s ability to manage its projects.

Q4: You call for a National Development Strategy. The Administration might argue that it has
one already as contained in the 2002 and 2006 National Security Strategy.
a. What is your reaction to this?
b. Ifyou support the creation of a national strategy for foreign assistance, how would you
develop it and what issues must be addressed?

The elevation of development in the 2002 and 2006 National Security Strategies (NSS) was an
important recognition by the Executive branch of the importance of development relative to
defense and diplomacy to international stability and U.S. national security. However, the NSS is,
by definition, a security strategy and does not attempt to prioritize or rationalize our development
programs in any way. Therefore, I do not think it is reasonable to argue that a National
Development Strategy (NDS) already exists within the National Security Strategy. I do believe
though, that the National Development Strategy should be derived from the National Security
Strategy. Just as the National Military Strategy, produced by the Defense Department, articulates
how military assets will advance the foreign policy objectives contained in the National Security
Strategy, the NDS would do the same thing for development activities.”

A new National Development Strategy ought to be developed in consultation with the
government agencies that deliver development assistance, as well as with the community of
organizations that implement development programs around the world. At the very least, it ought
to include the following elements:
o Strategic Vision identifying the top priorities and development goals of the U.S.
Government
¢ Theory of Development explaining the mechanisms the U.S. Government will support to
bring about sustainable, poverty-focused economic growth;
s Apportionment of Responsibilities articulating the specific tasks for which various U.S.
Government agencies will be responsible;
¢ Relationship with Partners delineating how the U.S. Government will work with various
international partners, donor countries, civil society, and beneficiaries.’

? See forthcoming;: “A National Development Strategy for the United States,” by Gayle E. Smith and Reuben E.
3Blrigety 1L http//www.americanprogress.org/issucs/2008/06/sustainable_security2 html/#ull
Ibid
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Furthermore, as | described in my testimony, the National Development Strategy would
acknowledge the important role of the NGO community in implementing humanitarian and
development programs, and recognize the role of women in reducing poverty and expanding
economic growth. It would also articulate the boundaries between development, defense, and
diplomacy and, above all, prioritize poverty reduction as a key goal of U.S. foreign assistance.

Q3 Sections 1206 and 1207 of the fiscal year 2006 National Defense Authorization Act allowed
Jor a greater vole of the U.S. military in foreign assistance, whether it was through training and
equipping other nation’s forces or providing funding to the State Department s post-conflict
restoration efforts.
a. Do you believe that these programs, funded outside of the State Department, generally
help or hinder U.S. foreign assistance efforts?
b. To what extent should the military participate in foreign assistance?

To answer the first part of your question, aside from the additional resources that Section 1207
brings to the 150 Account for State and Foreign Operations, the Department of Defense’s (DoD)
added value in foreign assistance is not apparent from a development perspective.

The military lacks the specialized expertise necessary to provide sustainable development
assistance and should not be engaged in development activities in general, and only in
humanitarian response as a last resort. Even when DoD funding for development programs is
passed through USAID, many NGOs are wary of taking funds linked to military and/or political
objectives. NGOs ought to be notified about any links to DoD when accepting funds from the
U.S. Government, and reserve the right to request additional guarantees to ensure that DoD does
not publicize such programs or visit project sites as part of the monitoring process.

In response to the second part of your question, militaries have frequently been involved in
natural disaster response. Their contributions in the Asian tsunami and the Pakistan earthquake
were invaluable and appreciated by both disaster victims and NGOs. Militaries have a clear
advantage over civilian agencies when it comes to logistical, air and water transport, and
engineering capacities. These are most effective when coordinated with civilian expertise, which
can be found at USAID, the UN and NGOs.

In other disaster contexts, however, the military’s involvement in emergency relief, stabilization
and reconstruction is deeply problematic because of its security focus and lack of specialized
expertise. Well-intended projects may have negative consequences and are often unsustainable
due to the military’s short-term goals and high turnover. Relief activities by the military also
compromise the security of NGO staff in or near conflict areas by blurring the lines between
humanitarian and military personnel.

NGOs take a different approach: they acquire a deep understanding of local societies, make a
long-term commitment, employ largely local staff, and design projects with community
participation and cultural sensitivity to ensure sustainability. NGOs operate in a multi-lateral
context with the host government taking the lead, and when local institutions are not functioning,
the UN. Instead of weapons or armed guards, NGOs rely on perceived impartiality and the trust
of the communities they work in for their security. In conflict situations, NGO staff will
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generally keep their distance from the military unless deemed necessary to address civilian
needs. This should not be viewed as hostility to the military, but as a necessary and vital measure
for security.

The military, therefore, should not consider NGOs as “force extenders” or assume their
cooperation, and should leave development and most humanitarian response to NGOs as much as
possible. NGOs recognize that communication with the military is mutually beneficial when
conducted in a neutral space, as reflected in the InferAction-Department of Defense Guidelines
Jor Relations between U.S. Armed Forces and Non-Governmental Humanitarian Organizations
in Hostile or Potentially Hostile Environments.* Although the guidelines apply in hostile and
potentially hostile environments, they provide useful measures in any environment where the
military is present.

Q6: You characterize the F Process as a big step backward and a failed attempt by the State
Department to exercise undue influence in the development space. Further, you claim that the
common set of goals and objectives created failed to prioritize poverty reduction.

How much of a role should the State Department have in this development space and what
should be the priority missions?

I want to make clear that my remarks about the “F process” in my testimony were focused on the
process itself, and were not meant to be an indictment of the current leadership or staff of the
Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance. The current leadership has worked very well with
the InterAction community and has earned our respect.

That said, the NGO community continues to see the "F" framework, its structure, and the
associated systems as being fundamentally flawed. These systems run counter to our belief that
U.S. development programs should be elevated and not subordinated within our government.

Proponents of 2 new Cabinet-level department focused on humanitarian relief and international
development understand that diplomatic and strategic concerns have a rightful place in American
foreign assistance, and some of those programs will necessarily be led by the State Department.
We acknowledge the importance of Economic Support Funds (ESF), for instance, and in our
paper Proposed Major Components and Organization of a Cabinet-level Department for Global
and Human Development, we propose that the State Department retain control over ESF
allocations. That said, we argue that a new Department for Global and Human Development
(DGHD) would actually implement “projectized” ESF assistance to ensure that the funds are
spent on legitimate development programs. “For example, the State Department would examine
country allocations by the DGHD, and, where it concluded that a particular country required
additional assistance, would decide to allocate ESF. Then, in consultation with the DGHD, the
most appropriate mix of programs would be decided upon. In ESF decisions, the State
Department would have the lead in suggesting sectors, while the DGHD would retain the
authority to design and manage the most effective programs within the sector, ESF allocations

* hitp//www.interaction.ore/files.ci/5896_InterAction_US_Mil_CivMil_Guidelines July 07 flat.pdf
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could be made on rare occasions as direct cash transfers to a country’s %ovemment, but most
ESF funds would go to projects designed and managed by the DGHD.”

Clearly, we recognize the role that the State Department should play in directing economic and
security assistance, but we also recognize that development professionals must be given the
autonomy they require to design and implement effective programs. We do not believe that such
autonomy is possible when U.S. development programs are subordinated to the State
Department, and therefore believe that State should play a very minimal role in the development
sphere.

Q7: The position of Director of Foreign Assistance has been held concurrently by the
Administrator of USAID since its establishment in 2006.

Can you share your thoughts on the pros and cons of having the same person perform both of
these functions?

One of the first problems we encountered with the “dual-hatted” structure of the Director of
Foreign Assistance (DFA) position is that neither person to hold that job has been Senate-
confirmed in that role, and the “F process” was thus initiated and carried forward with very little
congressional consultation or oversight. Had the administration sought Senate confirmation for
the Director of Foreign Assistance position in the first place we might have avoided some of the
initial pitfalls of the “F process.”

In terms of the pros and cons of having the same person serve as both USAID Administrator and
Director of Foreign Assistance concurrently, I would say that the sole benefit is that if
development programs must be housed within the Department of State, at least the DFA, holding
a rank equivalent to Deputy Secretary of State, can represent the interests of development and
humanitarian relief at the highest levels of the Department of State.

That said, I do not believe that either humanitarian and development programs or the Department
of State benefit when the former is subordinated to the latter. For one thing, managing poverty
reduction and economic growth programs is well outside most diplomats’ professional expertise.
As Lael Brainard of the Brookings Institution and others have pointed out, the State Department
has neither the culture nor the capacity to be an effective operational agency. For another thing,
managing such programs pulls the State Department away from the core activities of diplomacy:
reporting, negotiations, and inter-governmental relations. Those who argue for a complete
merger of development programs into the State Department risk weakening both our
development and diplomatic programs.

Finally, as the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance found out when it first rolled out the
“F process,” having coordinating authority over foreign assistance accounts outside the State
Department and USAID is not the same as having statutory authority; dual-hatting the Director
of Foreign Assistance and the USAID Administrator does not go far enough in bringing all U.S.
Government foreign assistance under a single unified framework. For that, we need a new

* “Proposed Major Components and Organization of a Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human

Development” (http:/interaction.org/files.cgi/6306_Cabinet-level org_paper.pdf)
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Cabinet-level Department of Global and Human Development operating under a National
Development Strategy.

Q8: What are your top three recommendations for improving the foreign assistance
bureaucracy?

My top three priorities for improving the foreign assistance bureaucracy are:
1) Create a new National Development Strategy that articulates the U.S. Government’s

2)

3)

theory of development, outlines the division of labor among the 26 departments and
agencies that deliver foreign assistance, describes how the United States will partner with
beneficiaries and other donors, and prioritizes poverty reduction as a key goal.

Elevate development to its rightful place alongside defense and diplomacy —as
articulated in the 2002 and 2006 National Security Strategies — by creating a new
Cabinet-level Department for Global and Human Development.

Rewrite and reauthorize the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) to eliminate the legislative
and bureaucratic barriers to effective development. Take the opportunity presented by the
reauthorization to reprioritize monitoring and evaluation, local consultation, and
flexibility in programming. Taking these steps will help us create aid programs that are
attuned to the needs of beneficiaries and dynamic enough to respond to them. This can be
achieved by crafting a “grand bargain” between Congress and the administration that
reflects a shared vision of the role and management of U.S. foreign assistance, provides
the Executive branch with the authorities it needs to respond to a rapidly changing world,
and ensures rightful and comprehensive legislative oversight.

All of these steps should take place in consultation with civil society, beneficiaries, and other
stakeholders for the reasons cited in my previous answers above.
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® [nierAction.

American Council for Voluntary International Action

September 26, 2008

Senator Tom Coburn, M.D.
172 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Coburn,

T have attached my answers to your two questions for the record following the
July 31, 2008 Senate HSGAC subcommittee hearing on, “A Reliance on Smart
Power - Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy.”

1 thank you for the opportunity to answer your questions, and 1 appreciate your
interest in this subject matter. InterAction has a very active working group
focused on improving performance evaluation and program effectiveness, which
seemed like something you were quite interested in at the hearing. If you would
like more information about the working group, or about the important
international relief and development work that InterAction members do around
the world, please let me know.

Best,

A Ao

Sam Worthington
President & CEO
InterAction
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QI: During the question and answer time with the second panel, the witnesses seemed to agree
that relatively new foreign assistance initiatives like the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS
Relief (PEPFAR) and the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) are to blame for
“weakening the core of U.S. foreign assistance.” The solution that was presented was to
consolidate all foreign assistance programs, such as PEPFAR and MCC, under the management
of U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). Both PEPFAR and MCC require
standardized outcome measures and country-wide targets while most USAID programs do not
have either one. MCC even conditions funding on outcomes. Why should we consolidate two
initiatives that are working and produce measurable results into an agency that largely fails to
produce measurable results?

We should not consolidate MCC and PEPFAR into USAID as the agency exists today. USAID
has weathered decades of neglect by Congress and several administrations, and it would not have
the capacity to absorb two programs of the magnitude of MCC and PEPFAR. Rather, I propose
that we create a new Department for Global and Human Development that has the bureaucratic
clout and the Cabinet-level status necessary to coherently manage all U.S. humanitarian and
development programs. Such a department would capture the best practices and interventions in
use at MCC, PEPFAR, and USAID, and would raise the bar for American development
programs on the whole.

To address the first part of your question, I believe that the U.S. Government, led by a new
Cabinet-level department focused on these issues, must reprioritize the monitoring and
evaluation of its development programs so that we can truly learn what works and what does not.
As the Center for Global Development has pointed out, there is a systematic bias against doing
good evaluation work.' For a number of reasons, including the perceived high cost of evaluation,
the risk of demonstrating the failure of a project, and the temptation to use funding for program
activities rather than on “research,” good evaluation work is not always prioritized. That said, 1
would like to point out that USAID has not always struggled with monitoring and evaluation in
the way it does currently. For one thing, the initial implementation of the “F process” had a very
negative affect on USAID’s evaluation capacity, and the current leadership in the Office of the
Director of Foreign Assistance is admirably working to reverse some of those effects.
Furthermore, USAID’s Food for Peace and Global Health offices, in particular, have long been
known for emphasizing evaluation and the measurement of results for their programs.

A new Secretary for Global and Human Development would need to provide adequate resources,
staffing, and leadership to ensure that his or her Department was evaluating both its operations
and its programs for effectiveness. Some possible courses of action include: creating and
adequately staffing and funding an independent office for evaluating foreign aid programs across
all the agencies and offices of the new department; building staff capacity in monitoring and
evaluation through training programs for program staff; making mid-term and final evaluations
mandatory; ensuring that grants and contracts provide adequate staffing and funding for
performance monitoring, midterm and final evaluations; rewarding learning rather than simply
punishing mistakes or unsuccessful ideas; committing to impact evaluations for new or untested
interventions that donors or governments would like to take to scale and/or replicate; requiring
that all impact evaluations undergo external peer review; and joining the recently formed

' “When Will We Ever Learn” (http://www cedev.org/content/publications/detail/7973)
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International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie), contributing substantial funds, and
encouraging other countries to join it as well.

You rightly praise MCC and PEPFAR for measuring performance and demonstrating results, but
I believe it is our responsibility to ensure that all U.S. development programs are effective. Given
that there are currently twenty-six departments and agencies engaged in delivering official U.S.
development assistance, I believe that a new Cabinet-level Secretary for Global and Human
Development —~implementing a National Development Strategy — would ensure that our entire
foreign assistance portfolio is being evaluated uniformly and effectively.

Q2: After years of failure by USAID to have effective malaria programs, the President’s
Malaria Initiative (PMI) was established much like PEPFAR even though PMI is still part of
USAID. In order for PMI to be created, malaria funding had to be removed from regional
bureaus that failed to demonstrate results and reassigned back out through a centrally
controlled program that enforced results, effective strategies, and good management and
oversight. Do you agree that the reforms and changes in U.S. malaria policies through PMI
saved the U.S. malaria program after years of failure under USAID's status quo? Why shouldn’t
the rest of USAID undergo similar reforms?

The President’s Malaria Initiative has certainly been a great success, but I do not believe it is
accurate to say that USAID’s previous efforts to fight malaria were failures. It is true that they
were not as successful as PMI is today, but that can be attributed to several factors: the use of
insecticides, which is currently being employed as an effective preventive measure, was out of
fashion; bed nets and artemesin therapy were available, but not widely and not in a way that was
affordable to the poor; even when they were available, recipient governments did not always
have the systems in place to distribute nets and medicines. The success of PMI is less a result of
malaria programs being removed from USAID’s regional bureaus and more a product of the
combination of presidential leadership, ambition, planning, an influx of new resources, and the
willingness to try new interventions (PMI benefits from at Jeast three times the number of
malaria interventions as other USAID projects).

You’'re right that USAID would benefit from similar treatment. U.S. foreign assistance programs,
especially assistance programs in Africa, have been served well by resources and attention that
the Bush administration has given them over the last seven years. That said, if we are going to
improve effectiveness, efficiency, and the ability to demonstrate measurable results, our next
president must give modernizing the U.S. foreign assistance architecture the same level of
prioritization that President Bush gave to HIV/AIDS, malaria, and TB. Two specific actions I
would recommend, in addition to significantly increasing resources for development, are to
create a National Development Strategy and to elevate development to the Cabinet-level by
creating a new Department for Global and Human Development.
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Post-Hearing Questions for the Record
Submitted to Dr. Gerald Hyman
From Senator Daniel K. Akaka

“A Reliance on Smart Power — Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy”

1.

July 31,2008

Mr. Worthington states that the common set of goals and objectives established
by State and USAID fail to truly prioritize poverty reduction, and thus were the
wrong goals and objectives.

What is your response to this statement and do you agree with him that the same
is true of the performance indicators, which measure a long list of outputs rather
than impact or outcomes?

Answer:

I do not agree with Mr. Worthington that State and USAID have not
sufficiently prioritized poverty reduction. Put differently, the “F Process”
goals and objectives include poverty reduction but include other goals as
well, which is appropriate in my view. First, economic growth, which is
the catch-all category that includes poverty reduction, is one of the 5
overall F Process objectives. Poverty reduction is important, as the F
Process recognizes, but foreign assistance has other purposes as well, and
properly so. For example, development is one of three elements of the
National Security Strategy, so it has national security dimensions. In
addition substantial foreign assistance funds are used as part of our general
foreign policy in places like Egypt and Pakistan where the foreign
assistance programs address poverty reduction within a larger basket of
goals. In short, foreign assistance plays a variety of roles and the
prioritization of poverty reduction depends, appropriately in my view, on
the country context and on the mix of reasons for U.S. assistance in the
country, not as a matter of global principle.

Moreover, poverty reduction is itself a multifaceted endeavor requiring a
mix of the other S objectives as well. To achieve sustainable poverty
reduction, the political and economic policies and systems of poor
countries will need to change. They are major impediments to increasing
and equitably distributing wealth, as the recent decades of experience in
China have dramatically and indisputably demonstrated. In effect, the
reduction of poverty requires more than just new seeds, better irrigation,
P.L. 480 food, and infusions of funds. Sustainable poverty reduction or,
more positively, economic growth and its reasonably equitable distribution
requires, for example, free markets, greater political freedom, rule of law,
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access to information and opinion, transparent and accountable
governance, appropriate macro- and microeconomic and trade institutions
and policy, and ultimately education. All of these are included in the basic
“F Process” framework.

As to performance indicators, I believe that Congress was right through
the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) to require
impact measures whenever possible. I agree that too many of the current
indicators accompanying the “F Process” program matrix are output rather
than impact measures. However, the intent is to create more impact
measures and the Administration, including the Department of State,
USAID and other U.S. Government agencies responsible for foreign
assistance programs, should be encouraged to do so. Moreover, at least
for USAID programs, USAID missions are still required to construct
Program Management Plans, including impact indicators so, even if the F
Process indicators do not sufficiently address impact, the PMP indicators
do a better, though still far from perfect, job at measuring impact. The
PMP indicators are additional to, and more specific than, the global
indicators of the F Process. Finally, impact has been easier to measure for
some foreign assistance programs, like health, than for others, like
education or democracy or even economic growth.

2. General Pete Chiarelli, a former U.S. commander in Iraq, has said USAID has
become little more than a contracting agency. In another part of U.S. Central
Command’s area of responsibility, more than 50 percent of USAID funding in
Afghanistan goes to five for-profit companies who do contracting. What are the
implications of having so much of our development work contracted out?

Answer:

There are both advantages and disadvantages to contracting-out. Getting
the optimal balance is the hard part. First, USAID is not the only agency
to have moved more work to the private sector through grants and
contracts. The military long ago contracted out for many of the goods and
services it needs, such tasks as meal preparation, housing construction,
base and even weapons maintenance. The clear advantage of contracting
out is flexibility. A tenured civil servant or foreign service officer serving
in a technical capacity represents a long-term commitment by the U.S.
Govermnment to that person and specialty. Contracting shifts the risk of
change from the U.S. Government to the private sector. If a particular
need no longer exists or is no longer a high priority, the product or service
can be terminated by the Government at the end of the contract or even
before. A common recommendation for all U.S. Government agencies,
certainly including USAID, is to increase their flexibility to account for
changing needs and contexts. To the extent that flexibility is important,
the U.S. Government must be able to change the mix of goods and
services it needs. Full, tenured employees make that more difficult.
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However, “inherent government functions” (including the procurement
and supervision of contractors) must of course be done by U.S.
Government employees. The USG cannot be left without internal skills.
It cannot rely entirely on staff working for a private company and
maximizing its profits. Especially overseas and when dealing with other
governments, the essential face of the American people should not be the
logo of a private company.

So the real question is what constitutes “inherent” government functions,
what the optimum balance is between flexibility and stability and therefore
between full-time, permanent U.S. Government staff and staff hired by
private companies or NGOs. There is no obvious answer to that balance.
It depends on context. Moreover, the balance will be different as between,
for example, the Central Intelligence Agency and USAID and the Park
Service. No matter the right balance, however, there can be no doubt, in
my opinion, that USAID needs a substantial effort (and reform) in
recruitment, training and deployment, if only to replace the workforce that
has been retiring at a greater rate than recruitment. Sheer attrition is
dramatically reducing the core staff of USAID civil and foreign service
officers.

Finally, General Chiarelli’s two examples of Iraq and Afghanistan are
unusual programs for USAID. They required the immediate, but
(hopefully) not long-term deployment of a large number of staff---more
than USAID had available on its permanent rolls---willing to deploy to a
war zone and with skills somewhat different from the normal development
mix. Ifthe U.S. Government is likely to engage in such environments,
USAID should create a permanent workforce properly recruited, trained
and sized for that mission. In that event, Congress will also need to
provide appropriate resources for that purpose.

3. Dr. Hyman, you heard Mr. Greene describe the new Country Assistance Strategy
that the Department of State is developing.

‘What do you know about this pilot process and could you comment on it?

Answer:

From what I know, this new pilot effort is a commendable, if very limited,
modification to the top-down, hyper-centralized initial “F Process”
inaugurated by Secretary of State Rice in 2006. The Country Assistance
Strategy process retains the basic F Process Washington-based interagency
Assistance Working Groups (AWGs), which, still for most countries,
decide on the specific array of program elements and their budgets from a
pre-existing global list of almost 100 program elements. However, on a
pilot basis and for the 10 Country Assistance Strategy countries (2
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countries in each of the 5 geographic regions), the Washington-based
AWGs work in concert with the respective embassy-based country teams
(the “Posts™) to develop a country-specific assistance strategy (although
still within the nearly 100 pre-set program elements): identifying the top
3-4 foreign assistance goals, prioritizing them, and giving some indication
of the resources needed to effect the strategy.

For each such country, the Assistance Working Groups meet in
Washington to discuss prioritization of key issues and resource trends,
then consult with the respective Post which in turn consults with local
stakeholders and organizes a strategy session. Then Post, not the AWG,
drafts the Country Assistance Strategy document sharing drafts with the
Assistance Working Groups to which they are submitted for formal
approval. In the event of differences of opinion, a Policy Coordination
Committee of higher-level officials meets to adjudicate the differences.

My understanding is that, for each such country, the CAS document of
about 20 pages will include, in brief: (1) an introduction (host country
context, host country government priorities, and commitment to reform);
(2) a proposed overall strategic approach and priority goals; (3) a more
detailed discussion of each priority goal with, for each, a problem
statement, critical assumptions, assistance approaches, USG entities
providing assistance, a coordination plan, the assumed role of the host
country and other donors, and projected results; (4) resource assumptions
(with a general allocation of resources, proposed shifts in resource
allocations from the current program to reflect changes in the country, the
assumed contribution of other donors, and two or more alternate funding
scenarios with additions or reductions in budget allocations from the
proposed assumptions); and (5) any appendices with additional material
that might inform decisions. Whether all of this can reasonably be done in
20 pages and how the CAS process actually works remains to be seen.

In addition to the internal consultations within the U.S. Government, the
CAS process is intended to improve coordination between those actors and
other donors, increase consultations with the recipient country
governments, and ensure that U.S. Government programs are “responsive
to host-country priorities.” The last is a double-edged sword. If “host-
country priorities” means, as it almost always does, the priorities of the
host country government, there are many such priorities to which the U.S.
assistance programs should not be responsive, notwithstanding the many
calls for exactly such responsiveness by much of the development
literature, many in the development commentariat, and host of
development-oriented NGOs and think tanks. For example, there are
many corrupt, authoritarian governments whose reflection of the priorities,
let alone the needs, of their citizens is doubtful at best. In my view, the
U.S. Government should of course consult with the host-country



252

Post-Hearing Questions—*Reforming the Foreign Assistance Bureaucracy--5
Gerald F. Hyman

government and understand its priorities, but, in the end, the USG should
make its own judgment about their value of those priorities, what and
whom they are designed to serve, the extent to which they would
contribute to real development, and the use to which U.S. taxpayer funds
should be put. Ido not agree that host country governments should, in
effect, have a call on U.S. assistance funds for their own uses, priority or
not.

In my opinion, the best part of the CAS pilot is the discussion between
Washington and the Post that will inform the final product. Although
nowhere near as rich as the discussions USAID used to require for all of
its strategies and which (I believe) should be reinstated, the Country
Assistance Strategy pilot process at least begins to reinstate the discussion,
rather than relying solely on the Washington-based AWGs and the internal
State decisions premised upon them. However, of the 130 or so countries
which receive U.S. foreign assistance, only 10 will be in this pilot so it is
limited both in the scope of the field-Washington discussion and in the
number of countries to which it applies: hence “a commendable, if limited,
modification to the top-down, hyper-centralized F Process.”

4. Mr. Worthington calls for a National Development Strategy. The Administration
might argue that it has one already as contained in the 2002 and 2006 National
Security Strategy.

a. What is your reaction to this?

b. If you support the creation of a national strategy for foreign assistance,
how would you develop it and what issues must be addressed?\

Answer:

In his testimonial call for a National Development Strategy, Mr.
Worthington provides details primarily through a quote from a paper by
Steve Radalet of the Center for Global Development. Mr. Radalet calls
for a development strategy that would “lay out broad guidelines for
assistance programs in different kinds of recipient countries; failed, failing
and fragile states; and in middle-income countries with much less need for
development assistance. It should describe how foreign assistance
programs will be coordinated and integrated with other policy tools....and
should summarize the budgetary requirements to achieve those goals.” If
this could be done globally and with specificity, it would be a good idea,
although I believe that middle-income countries should not be so easily
marginalized. There have been attempts to construct such a specific
strategy, but they have not been so successful.
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1 believe that the 2002 and 2006 National Security Strategy serves some of
the same functions (at least at a very generalized level) and describes, as
well, the relation between development on the one hand and diplomacy
and defense on the other. I agree with these documents that development
should be seen in its own terms but also as part of U.S. foreign policy and
perhaps even national security policy. I agree as well that foreign
assistance serves, and ought to serve, those broader purposes and vice
versa: our foreign policy and national security would both be enhanced in
a world composed of healthy, educated, prosperous populations living in
free market democracies, which is the objective of Secretary of State
Rice’s “transformational diplomacy.” So, I believe that the 2002 and 2006
National Security Strategy and Secretary of State Rice’s concept of
“transformational diplomacy” are a good conceptual basis by which to
approach development. I do have serious reservations about the so-called
“F Process,” but my concerns are related more to implementation than to
conception.

All of that said, I believe the word “strategy” is often misused, especially
by the civilian agencies. Rather than a plan by which resources are
arrayed to achieve specific objectives, strategies are too often strings of
desired outcomes or lists of programs. That characterizes the National
Security Strategy as well. To be useful guides to action, I believe these
strategies need to be much more specific and instructive, especially as to
context and concrete objectives. The issues to be addressed could be
much clearer in such a context-specific plan and much less hortatory and
rhetorical.

5. Sections 1206 and 1207 of the fiscal year 2006 National Defense Authorization
Act allowed for a greater role of the U.S. military in foreign assistance, whether it
was through training and equipping other nation’s forces or providing funding to
the State Department’s post-conflict restoration efforts.

a. Do you believe that these programs, funded outside of the State
Department, generally help or hinder U.S. foreign assistance efforts?

b. To what extent should the military participate in foreign assistance?

Answer:

I am not as familiar with Section 1206 as with Section 1207 (now Section
1210). In general, I believe that, as a sheer matter of good governance and
accountability, funds should be appropriated directly to the agency
actually responsible for a program rather than indirectly to some other
agency which then transfers the funds. For those stabilization and
reconstruction missions to be undertaken by civilians reporting to the
Department of State, the funds would, just as a matter of good governance,
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be better appropriated through the Department of State rather than
indirectly through the Department of Defense (DOD).

Apart from that general principle, however, I do not believe that Section
1207 transfers have hindered U.S. foreign assistance. Leaving aside their
size, costs and performance, I believe that, in principle, foreign assistance
has an important and appropriate role to play in a stabilization and
reconstruction effort. To date, Section 1207 funds have been used for half
a dozen or so countries and to fund the Civilian Stabilization Initiative
(CSI). The CS1is designed to establish a civilian Active Response Corps
and Standby Response Corps. These corps would provide a civilian force
to deploy abroad for stabilization and reconstruction missions. To the
extent that the U.S. engages in counterterrorism, reconstruction or
stabilization programs, there are only two alternatives: either the military
will do them all or civilians will engage in those they are best equipped to
perform. 1believe, along with the military, that the latter is the preferable
option so long as there are sufficient civilians frained, they are available in
sufficient numbers and with sufficient skills to be deployed where and
when they are needed, and that they perform well once deployed. I
believe that CSI is worth trying, but it must meet that 4-part test (trained,
ready, actually deployable, and performing).

Civilians have several advantages. They are already trained in many of
areas of stabilization and reconstruction skills, albeit usually in domestic,
U.S. contexts. They can be further trained for the new contexts which
they will encounter. Moreover, they will put a better “face” on the
stabilization and reconstruction efforts than would uniformed personnel
whose main function, in any case, is security primarily through the use of
force. Ihave some doubts however that, absent additional authorities, the
civilian force will actually deploy as needed in the way that military
personnel do and that it will perform as anticipated. However, that is the
4-part test. If the civilian corps does not meet that test or if the command
and control problems between military and civilian contingents do not
waork well, it will be necessary to revisit whether these functions should
simply be part of a new military mission profile fully under DOD’s
control.

6. Mr. Worthington characterizes the F Process as a big step backward and a failed
attempt by the State Department to exercise undue influence in the development
space. He claims that the common set of goals and objectives created failed to
prioritize poverty reduction.

How much of a role should the State Department have in this development space
and what should be the priority missions?

Answer:
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1 believe that the F Process has, on balance, created more problems than it
has solved. It hyper-centralizes in Washington hundreds of decisions
better left to the context-knowledgeable, locally based foreign service
officers. It invests those decisions in Assistance Working Groups, a
collection of Washington-based officers who, at best, spend only a fraction
of their time on the country and who, at worst, represent parochial
bureaucratic interests. Moreover, it invests ultimate authority over these
micro-decisions in a small staff and ultimately in the director of foreign
assistance and the secretary of state.

However, for the reasons noted in the first question, I do not agree that the
problem with the F Process is that it has not sufficiently prioritized
poverty reduction. And for those same reasons, I believe that the State
Department has an important role to play in foreign assistance, particularly
in the programs provided primarily for security or political reasons, such
as those funded by Economic Support Funds. Although the balance
between development criteria and these other criteria (for example
security or political concerns) varies, I do agree that that the F Process
carries with it the danger that the balance is too heavily weighted toward
non-development objectives. That concern is mitigated, however, by the
current arrangement in which the USAID administrator is simultaneously
the director of foreign assistance (DFA), so long as the USAID hat is not
lost in the shuffle of priorities for the DFA.

7. The position of Director of Foreign Assistance has been held concurrently by the
Administrator of USAID since its establishment in 2006.

Can you share your thoughts on the pros and cons of having the same person
perform both of these functions?

Answer

The obvious benefit of a “dual-hatted” Director of Foreign Assistance
(DFA) is that the interests of development in general and of USAID in
particular are represented at the very top of the Department of State, since
the DFA has been given the de facto rank of deputy secretary of state, the
third highest position in the Department, and with direct access to the
secretary. Consequently, USAID’s particular organizational issues, and
not just the general issues of development, are heard at the highest level by
the secretary herself.

There are two risks with the “dual-hatted” structure, however, both related
to how the DFA sees herself and her role. The first risk is that she sees
herself too much as the secretary’s deputy and too little as the spokesman
for and principal administrator of development, In effect, this is the risk of
cooptation to the more diplomacy-driven part of foreign assistance, the
temptation to “take State’s side” in order to prove that she is really a
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deputy secretary of state. The second is that the DFA does not have
sufficient time for internal USAID issues. USAID is a large organization
of its own. It has its own internal problems and needs full-time
administration. By definition the “dual-hatted” DFA cannot be a full-time
USAID administrator. So the de facto role of USAID administrator is
now shared more than before between the administrator and the deputy
administrator. To make the system work, the deputy administrator needs
additional independent authority and responsibility, subject of course to
the overall authority of the actual administrator. The position of deputy
administrator is now more important than it was, as is a good working
relation between the administrator and the deputy administrator.
Commensurately, it means that Congress will probably need to accept that
the deputy administrator may be the right spokesperson for USAID on
certain issues, indeed may be more knowledgeable than the administrator,
and may have made more of the decisions once made by the administrator.
In effect, consultations with and even testimony by the deputy
administrator will not be a sleight to Congress, but rather the appropriate
division of labor. Ibelieve that both of these risks can be managed so long
as the secretary and DFA are cognizant of them and that both recognize
the inherent tension in the double-hatting of the DFA and that Congress is
willing to adjust appropriately as well.

8. What are your top three recommendations for improving the foreign assistance
bureaucracy?
Answer:
My top three recommendations are:

a) Reverse the fracturing of assistance programs throughout the U.S.
Government and build one principle foreign assistance agency,
preferably USAID.

b) Keep that single foreign assistance agency closely connected to the
Department of State and not housed in a new, separate cabinet-level
department in order to continue the integration of foreign assistance as
part of foreign policy and national security policy.

¢) Revitalize USAID by concentrating on its basic deficiencies in human
resources, its procurement regime, and its legal structure while
resisting new programming initiatives unless clearly necessary and
achievable within the resources of USAID.
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Questions for Panel I

1.

During the question and answer time with the second panel, the witnesses seemed
to agree that relatively new foreign assistance initiatives like the President's
Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and the Millennium Challenge
Corporation (MCC) are to blame for “weakening the core of U.S. foreign
assistance.” The solution that was presented was to consolidate all foreign
assistance programs, such as PEPFAR and MCC, under the management of U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID). Both PEPFAR and MCC
require standardized outcome measures and country-wide targets while most
USAID programs do not have either one. MCC even conditions funding on
outcomes. Why should we consolidate two initiatives that are working and
produce measurable results into an agency that largely fails to produce
measurable results?

Answer:

I believe it is too general to say that “PEPFAR and MCC have
standardized outcome measures and country-wide targets while USAID
programs do not have either one.” 1 believe that PEPFAR has mostly
output rather than impact measures. Indeed the new “F Process”
indicators for USAID---as well as all other foreign assistance programs
under the International Affairs Budget---were modeled on PEPFAR by the
first Director of Foreign Assistance, who came to that position from
PEPFAR where he had been U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator. Following
PEPFAR, “F Process” indicators are also primarily output measures
although the intent is to move to impact measures. (Of those PEPFAR and
F Process indicators which are impact measures, many are “borrowed”
from other organizations and are difficult to isolate and attribute to the
U.S. assistance programs themselves.) As noted in the second question,
the President’s Malaria Initiative, which is part of USAID, has borrowed
its measurements heavily from PEPFAR and are also disproportionately
output indicators although, in the case of malaria and many other health
programs, output and impact are not so easily distinguished. MCC’s
impact measures are primarily the ones that countries must meet before
they qualify for MCC funding rather than ones that measure the MCC
programs themselves.

Nevertheless, I agree entirely that Congress was right through the
Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) to require
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impact measures whenever possible. However, impact is easier to
measure quantitatively for some foreign assistance programs, like health,
than in others, like education. For example, the defects in the U.S. public
education system are widely recognized but measures of success, let alone
how to achieve it, are widely debated. Certainly one measure would be
the standardized national Scholastic Aptitude Tests, but most observers
believe that relying on SAT scores alone would not provide either a
sufficient measure of educational achievement or a roadmap to producing
better educated students. Still, measureable impact is the right objective.

2. After years of failure by USAID to have effective malaria programs, the
President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI) was established much like PEPFAR even
though PMI is still part of USAID. In order for PMI to be created, malaria
funding had to be removed from regional bureaus that failed to demonstrate
results and reassigned back out through a centrally controlled program that
enforced results, effective strategies, and good management and oversight. Do
you agree that the reforms and changes in U.S. malaria policies through PMI
saved the U.S. malaria program after years of failure under USAID’s status quo?
Why shouldn’t the rest of USAID undergo similar reforms?

Answer :

1 do agree that the retention of the President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI)
within USAID rather than housing it in a new organization outside
USAID, like PEPFAR or the MCC, was the right choice. I also agree that
all programs should try to measure results rather than inputs and outputs.
USAID is the principle U.S. Government instrument for designing and
delivering foreign assistance. 1believe it is in need of substantial reform,
but the right path, I believe, is to pursue that reform rather than creating
what Ms. Richard called organizational “workarounds.” The creation of
new institutions outside USAID to deliver specific programs of foreign
assistance increases organizational fragmentation as well as the likelihood
of policy incoherence. Such “workarounds” should be avoided except
under truly extraordinary circumstances. Clearly, as PMI demonstrates,
USAID can deliver foreign assistance programs as well as PEPFAR and
the MCC. Indeed USAID’s delivery may be better as illustrated by PMI
which, located within USAID, has the benefit of USAID’s in-country
missions on which Admiral Ziemer, the Coordinator of PMI, has told me
he relies extensively. Indeed, beyond USAID, Admiral Ziemer depends as
well on the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, but the
coordination and authority rightly remain with USAID as the principle
USG organ for foreign assistance. The question of whether such programs
are best located within USAID’s regional bureaus or its central functional
bureaus (like the Bureau for Global Health where PMI is housed) depends,
I believe, on the facts and circumstances of the programs and the relative
strengths and weaknesses of the various bureaus and offices within
USAID. I think a universal formula would be too general.
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