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ABSTRACT

ORGANIZING FOR AID EFFECTIVENESS: A MULTI-CASE STUDOF U.S.
FOREIGN AID DELIVERY MODELS

Karla L. Scappini, Ph.D.
George Mason University, 2013

Dissertation Director: Dr. Mark Addleson

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Dgwelent (OECD) has advanced an
agenda to improve the effectiveness of foreigndaid/ery and receipt which has yielded
universally accepted principles of aid effectivenpsesented in the Paris Declaration for
Aid Effectiveness. This research applies postmodeganizational theory to an analysis
of the organizing principles and implementing pices of three U.S. aid delivery
models: the traditional Agency for InternationaMempment (USAID) model, the
incentivizing Millennium Challenge Corporation (ME@&odel, and the inter-agency
Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) model teaéthe disconnects between U.S.

foreign aid policy and its performance.



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Foreign Aid

Definition and Purpose

Foreign aid as we know it today, i.e., as “the wtduy transfer of public
resources from a government to another indeperge@rnment, ...one goal of which is
to better the human condition in the country reiogjthe aid”(Lancaster, 2007 )yas not
always the norm. Development aid—improving the fyalf life—had to evolve as the
domestic politics of donors came to expect it frim@ir public resources. The evolution
of a political and professional cadre of foreigd agencies, enterprises, lobbies and
individuals created an industry with a politicaies, while HIV/AIDS, African
starvation, and the world’s malaria victims gava face? The definition is necessarily
broad in order to encompass the many purposes gingiudingdiplomaticaid

(spreading democracy), tetemmerciakid (expanding U.S. business opportunities),

! This is the definition of official development &tance (ODA) used by the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) of the Organization for Economicoperation and Development (OECD), with two
distinctions:(1) the DAC definition includes oniyw-income countries, whereas Lancaster’s definition
includes official assistance, which is concessigmdilic transfers to other than low-income coustrend
(2) the DAC uses a broader definition of developntkan is intended by Lancaster. See rationaleigealv
on page 10(Lancaster, 2007)

%Foreign aid has many definitions depending on vehaoing the defining. The current industry defuniti
of foreign aid includes all public- and private-sedransfers of capital. This all-encompassingrdgdn
includes the public-sector official developmentistamice and official assistance as well as anyrdthiens
of public humanitarian assistance. Additionallysttiefinition would include private-sector foreigimect
investment (FDI) and foreign portfolio investmeRP().
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humanitarianaid, dealing withglobal problemgsuch as the environment), addressing
cultural issues (such as the support for an Israeli homglémeprevention/mitigation of
conflict, the support o$ocial/economic transitionsnd the currerdecurity
assistance/nation-buildingy Iraq and Afghanistan, aretonomic developmeatd. The
organization of U.S. foreign aid delivery is mandd@g more than twenty-five different
government agencies with differing specializatiand competing political interests and
budgets (Easterly, 2006; Lancaster, 2007; The HEaRmission, 2007).This fragments
and politicizes foreign aid, as each organizatiot agency seeks its own survival (W. R.
Scott, 2001; Wilson, 1989) and the expansion gbaticular slice of the International
Relations Accountyhich is further divided into earmarked subspeigal{Atwood,

2008; Dijkerman, 2006).

Organizational Forms

Public monies are used to fund these purpose$fiastof organizational forms,
such as the United States Agency for Internati@ealelopment (USAID); the
Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC); the Presitie Emergency Plan for AIDS
Relief (PEPFAR); the individual foreign aid progrswaf the departments of the
Executive Branch of the U.S. Government from thed@aments of Defense (DOD),
State (DOS), Agriculture, Justice and Interior; pevincial reconstruction teams (PRTS)
used in Iraq and Afghanistan; and a host of mudtikel development agencies. There are

different organizational approaches to implemenéitgdepending on the political

% Or another account within the national budgetepasate appropriations bill (e.g. IRRF for Iraqud¥
of the U.S. international program spending is N@flected in the 150 Account for International Rielas
but rather appears in each Executive Departmentgrammatic budget.
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objectives of the authorizing legislation and agpiations restrictions, creating unique
models of organizing aid delivery. The USAID and ttepartments of the Executive
Branch use the traditional model, which is centenexind the commercial interests of
American sources for foreign aid program procureiienacted in the Foreign
Assistance Act (FAA).The MCC'’s authorizing legigbat is the Millennium Challenge
Act, creating the “incentivizing model,” which regsents the U.S. approach to addressing
the Millennium Development Goals. The PRT interaxyemodel, which is authorized by
a mix of legislation, including some of the limitais of the FAA, is the U.S.
organizational form deployed to Afghanistan, artdriéo Iraq’ to address the nation-
building, reconstruction and development needfede war-torn environments. This
research presents case study findings on the aiggmrinciples and implementing
practices of these three modes.
Problems

For the past fifty years, foreign aid has beenvaeing lackluster results relative
to the changing nature and scope of internatioeatldpment challenges. Unlike during
the Marshall Plan years, United States foreigmaidbnger has a set of consensual
objectives, nor is there a decrease in internatoladarity to address the complex nature
of global challenges; not less but more money isgopoured each year into foreign aid
that is being delivered by an ever-longer listakfgn aid service providers. Outdated

concepts about the unity and clarity of the intéomeal community’s goals are giving

* Iraq PRTSs had very different policy objectivesnfrthe Afghanistan PRTs which resulted in difference
in organization, funding and leadership with disaist development consequences, as is presented in t
PRT case in Chapter 4. See (Fukuyama, 2006) feserihtion and implications of these differences.
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way to a complicated and “wicketiix of global sociopolitical and economic problems
requiring more complex and coordinated solutiomsafglobalized world.” The world has
changed and U.S. assistance programs have nop&egt is one of the critical findings
in the HELP Commission Report (2007).The repori&xg:

The development challenges of thé'2gntury differ from those of the

1960s when the principal legislation governing Aitegs foreign

assistance took effect. Changes in economic comditidemographics,

technology, and in our understanding of the poatcbnsequences of

local and global environmental risks, require neaysvof promoting

development.
Decades-long criticisms of U.S. foreign aid polean be summarized as follows: (1)
U.S. aid objectives are overly broad, consistingpofmany U.S. political interests; (2)
these interests are not consistent with the neledsveloping partners; (3) there is
inadequate oversight of foreign aid delivery; (#re is ineffective measurement for
development impacts; and (5) there is no nationategyy or organizational coherence
(Adams, 2008b; C. Adelman, Nicholas Eberstadilet.2007; Amawi, 1996; Bandow,
1997b; Brainard & Lancaster, 2006; Burnside & DQIR000; Easterly, 2003, 2006;
General Accounting Office, 1995a, 1995b, 1996, 19§ aham & Kettl, 1992; R. W.

Johnson, 1998; Lancaster, 2000; Lancaster & Vareu005; Randel & German, 1997;

® “Wicked” problems are defined as those that haveefinitive end but rather shift with changing
circumstances, interest or available resources(Gaeklin, 2006; Rittel & Webber, 1973).
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Roodman, 2006; Scappini, 2002; U. S. General ActogrDffice, 1996b; United States
Agency for International Development, 2004d).

Additionally, given that aid is a voluntary traesfit is tied to the domestic
political ideologies of the party currently in pow&hese different ideologies change
legislative authorizations and appropriations, Wwhidfluence operational practices,
funding methods and institutional arrangementsyTdre used to identify (1) which
countries receive aid in current-year appropriaioycles and (2) data reporting
requirements in support of policies being put fdrdm these ideologies. The frequency
in turnover of political interests, and the congiesal appropriations tactitthat change
legislation without rewriting it, bypassing the Udg&mocratic governance process that
U.S. aid promotes (Rennack, 2010), creates thmdigstry complexity represented in
Figure 1. This figure reflects the legislationegidential directives and the mission

overlap amongst the host of U.S. government agemgivering foreign assistance.

®Congress has been using appropriations authorgtigestep existing legislation. These politically
motivated changes actually represents the comnhamibpolitical interests of the constituencie $haf
congressman funding select sections of the FAA sgitbcial earmarks or directives (Rennack, 20103. Th
issue, however, is whether this selective appréprias actually a U.S. interest or whether it siynp
changes procurement targets—a shift in where/tamvtiee money goes, rather than what it is to achieve
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US Foreign Assistance Legislation, Objectives and Organizations

Legislation, Presidential Initiatives and Strategy Papers Foreign Assistance Objectives US Foreign Assistance Organizations

|wmmd1ui

Legislation

Presidential Initiatives in USAID

Presidential Initiatives
Outside USAID
e et =

New Initiatives

Source: Lael Brainard, Security by Other Means (Brookings, 2006)

Figure 1.The Organizational and Legislative langscaf U.S. Foreign Assistance



An issue not adequately addressed in the litezaiarforeign aid is that of how
policy is translated into performance. What happerbke gap between the statement of
policy directives and the way in which aid is adiydelivered? And does that aid
achieve the results sought by that policy? Theeenssmatch—a disconnect—between
the rhetoric of foreign aid policy, which changeshwhe political tide, and the reality of
foreign aid performance in the field, which regsitecades of consistent effort to yield
sustainable and meaningfully measureable impabis riietoric calls for reform and is
full of references to whole-of-government, integrhinteragency approaches to
transformational development, aid effectivenessafatus on partner priorities, leading
us to believe we are making progress in solvingatbdd’s wicked problems, but this is
a feel-good truthiness narratl{&he National Security Council, 2007; The White ldeu
2001, 2002b, 2005, 2010a, 2010b; U. S. Departniebetense, 2010; U. S. Department
of State, 2003, 2007a, 2007c, 2010; United Stagengy for International Development,
2010b).

How to View the Gap

How this rhetoric-reality mismatch is addressedethels on the view from which
one is considering the issues. This chapter intteslthree views which are instrumental
in forming the basis of the theoretical model usetthis research, which is explained

more fully in Chapter 2.

"www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=truthinétie quality of preferring concepts or facts one
wishes to be true, rather than concepts or faatsvkrto be true" (American Dialect Society, Januz096)
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Western modern organizational design is referoduketein as the “view from the
top,” referring to a system serving the intere$the people at “the-top” and aimed at
keeping them there (Addleson, 2011).The underlgsgumption is that if the top
(management personnel) can control the inputs, \thiépe able to control the outputs, a
strategy which creates a hierarchical, controlthgin of command. In focentury
sequential business processing, internal efficiemay the goal, i.e., minimizing the costs
of resources while maximizing the physical outdstsch as cars or widgets) for effective
performance (increased profits). There was littterdton paid to the gap, since the
processes were routine or mechanical, and thusesftly was gained by organizing
processes by similar function—the division-of-labmodel of industrial efficiencies
through specialization.

Applying this view from the top to foreign aidgtldifference in this rhetoric-
reality mismatch is that there is no direct relasioip between “the-top,” management
control of inputs and the intended performance. fiegoric from “the-top” claiming
policy objectives of a whole-of-government, intdgrhinteragency approach to
transformational development that focuses on tleel®ief our partners, are only policy
“inputs.” These policy inputs must be translated jpractices that yield outputs that are
intended to ultimately achieve the rhetorical pplibjectives of sustainable,
transformational development for partners in thegkr term. This view from the top

control of policy inputs places the performanceraibn on budget execution and



reporting of expeditiou®same-year results that support the political dhjes that
created the policy inputs, completely disconneftech the rhetorical performance
objectives. This view's attention to “the gap” pitiaes U.S. foreign aid agency
reorganization—shuffling the boxes on the orgamreat chart—without considering
what happens, or needs to happen, between thogs bmxreate meaningful foreign aid
development practices for more effective foreigh dihe gap is so complicated that it is
virtually ignored by the view from the top managenth over confident beliefs that their
actions are correct. Agencies are left to figurehmw to achieve the bifurcated
performance of meeting policy expectations andneast needs on their own and are
branded “failed” or “ineffective” when they are unt@ to successfully bridge the gap.
The control orientation of this view from the tapth its repeated calls for aid reform, as
if the mere speaking of the policy will actuallyllaainto existence, allows political
rhetoric to ignore the process of reforming insittoal practices and the Congressional
expectations that mandate them thereby diministhiagapacity and effectiveness of
U.S. aid delivery (Atwood, 2008; Bandow, 1997b;iBeaid & Lancaster, 2006; Easterly,
2003; General Accounting Office, 1996, 1999; Natsk010; The HELP Commission,
2007; The World Bank, 1997, 2000; U. S. Generaloeting Office, 1996b, 1999a).
As one can imagine, the “view from the bottom'tlé socioeconomic status has

an opposite focus, which is on basic needs. ConsMdslow’s hierarchy of needs,

®The use of the term “expeditious” here refers timing mismatch—another disconnect—between
Congressional expectations of results that canthibuwted to same-year appropriations, on the aralh
and the decades that are necessary for achieviaginggul development results, on the other.

° Maslow's hierarchy of needs is a theory in psyopplproposed by Abraham Maslow in his 1943 paper
"A Theory of Human Motivation" in Psychological Rew.
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where the basic needs of “the bottom” must be rafdre any other level of development
can be attempted (Maslow, 1954). From this perspgedhe bottom expects help,
demanding resources from the (rich, self-actua)izepl to meet these basic needs. The
attention is on socio-cultural interactions wittiie community, a form of mass
collaboration. While it is not as efficient a models only through this collective labor
that the community is able to manage the processebsed in their mutual survival.

This research will show that the U.S. perspectii#) a political disregard for the
development needs of partner countries, contrelsith delivery process from the
Capitol. Not only does Congress exert view fromttggmicromanagement and control
of what U.S. aid will deliver, but legislation aag@propriations authorities control how it
can (or cannot) be delivered (Kettl, 1992). Thismasch of views creates a very different
reality for practitioners in the field, imposingetiriew from the top practices on the aid
delivery process meant to resolve the view frombbiggcom development challenges.
There needs to be a middle ground where the UrSesmut of industrial-age into
knowledge-age practices and partners come outgEraency into partnership.

There is a middle ground to this dichotomous ciowlithat incorporates the
interests of both views. This mutual ground is wedi in the postmodern theories of
organizing this work, the knowledge-work of foreigil. Knowledge-work is not just the
opposite of industrialized factory work; ratherericompasses the whole range of social
interactions among people in sharing their (tdeipwledge to make meaning (i.e., make
new knowledge) about the work they are doing togrettbward a common end (Wenger,

1991).In Mark Addleson’s bookReyond Managemertte describes knowledge-work as

10



the human and social organizing process that tallees in “the spaces in-
between”(Addleson, 2011), referring to the netwofrkonnections among people and
not at the nodes, or the boxes on a typical floarcihis knowledge-work draws on the
knowledge, skills and abilities of aid practitioseirom both donor and partner, in a
community who cocreate a common mission that addeethe dichotomous and mutual
interests from a perspective this research retess ta “view from the side,” giving
locality to the community. Addleson (2011) refewghis as a “view from practice,”
which refers to the concurrence of organizing andkng that includes all facets of a
person’s knowledge-work; their thinking and feelingnversations with colleagues or
clients regarding plans, goals, resources, althiimgs that happen in the “whitespace”
between blocks on an organizational chart. Theaisfghis concept in this research
refers to the same concurrence of activities inthgespace with a key distinction: that
the community of practitioners is from differensoeign nations having different
external influences. In other words, there is nbes just one view from the top,
representing the different governments (i.e., Up&ttner, other donors) or governance
structures (i.e. multilateral organizations, norgyovnental organizations, etc.), views
which make up the context of the negotiations afadty constructed aid interventions.
Measuring Aid Effectiveness

Aid effectiveness has been analyzed (though riettefely measured) in three
ways. The first two are measurement via the coinatgjonal model of growth and
measurement in terms of volumes of aid in totaladlslappropriated and disbursed. Each

method aggregates all foreign aid (aid for all jmsgs) going to a particular country or
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region and analyzes the national growth statisticsssess the rate of economic growth,
and hence the value or effectiveness of the aghuantion. Despite the various purposes
of official aid, as well as varying definitions official aid in footnote 1, no effort is

made to analyze aid appropriations by aid purpes@jone the impacts of that aid. Also,
given the broader definition of foreign aid, whidecludes private investment and other
non-official sources (see footnote 2), there ioffizial effort'® to understand the
contribution these non-public sources of aid makénhé partner growth data. There has
been no political demand for this type of analysigygesting that development results are
no more than a by-proddét—a positive consequence, perhaps, but not a negessa
outcome for the political objective to expeditiouskecute the budget. In general, there
are no metrics for assessing the effectivenesgl@dgainst most of the purposes for
which aid is granted (including the economic depaient purpose and its many
subcategories).

A third approach to assessing aid effectivenessei®-analysis, which has been
conducted in the older literature in this areas #pproach misses the nature of the
problems foreign aid is meant to solve or whethex indeed solving them (Dijkerman,
2006).The academic literature on government perdoga in general (Penderson, 2002;
Radin, 1998; Richardson, 2002; White & Newcomef)20Vilson, 1989) and the
performance or effectiveness of foreign aid inipatar (Easterly, 2001; Lancaster, 2000;

Radalet, 2003; Rodrik, 1999; Sachs, 2005; UnitedeStCongress, 1961, 1973, 2003b)

9 The private sources of aid use their own monitpend evaluation metrics, which are beyond the scop
of this research.

YThis was most evident during the first 35 yeart/BAID’s existence, when their appropriations were
annually approved prior to the publication of tequired performance reports.
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has concentrated on meta-analysis of the publigietdric on the significant changes in
the legislative intent and reorganization of theta&gencies (C. Wolf, Jr., 1988), i.e.,
studying what agencies do (description of changgsagram foci) rather than how they
do it (analysis of the incentives to change orgaagizlelivery practices).

Synopsis of the Study

The study seeks to understand the situated leathat takes place in socially
constructed communities and the effect their eslanfluences, organizing forms and
ultimately their organizational culture have onithe-field implementing practices—their
ability to accomplish their respective foreign adndates. This understanding can help
address the question of why U.S. foreign aid Iksiiineffective.

Since the executive leadership of the U.S. Govenins calling for a broader
community of experts to achieve transformationaletigpment, this research created a
theoretical model, developed in Chapter 2, usiegatoader-communities concept of
Wenger's communities of practice coupled with PBreslaration best practices in aid
effectiveness. In this model, the community negesigolicy differences and socially
constructs a foreign aid intervention which is tiaplemented using the Paris
Declaration best practices. Communities of pradieegroups of people who share a
concern or a passion for something they do and lleaw to do it better as they interact
regularly. These communities are formed by peofile engage in a process of collective
learning in a shared domain of human endeavor, &gyoup of engineers working on
similar problems or, as applied to this researdleaan of multidisciplinary experts

working on an international development programaf@artner country (Wenger, 2006).

13



Definitions

Key to understanding the research questions aneitilafis of the five Paris
Declaration categories of best practice. The s@uteach of the official definitions
below are (Organization for Economic Co-operatiod Bevelopment, 2008c;
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Develept& The World Bank, 2005;
The World Bank, 2006).

Country ownershijs when “partner countries exercise effective |eslli@ over
their development policies and strategies and ¢oatel development actions.”This also
refers to the need for a “sense of control oveir fia¢ures that countries gain [that]
translates into effective action toward key natlatevelopment outcomes.”

Alignmentis when “donors [make specific commitments to] bthsér overall
support on partner countries’ national developnsérstegies, institutions” and
procedures. These commitments refer to untiedtlagdyse of a country’s own
institutions and systems and the provision of @altcapacity building for these country
systems-especially public financial management and procergm

Harmonizatiorandcomplementarityare when “donors’ actions are more
harmonized [with each others’], transparent antectlely effective,” referring to a
division of labor and burden-sharing among donionglying a coordination of effort
across donors. Key to this principle is that donocgntivize and implement, where
feasible, common arrangements at the country fevedlanning, funding (e.g., joint
financial arrangements), disbursement, monitoravgluating and reporting to

government on donor activities and aid flows.
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Managing for development results (MfDR)‘a management strategy focused on
development performance and on sustainable impremtsmin country outcomes.”
Critical to this definition is the results-based magement philosophy, whose main
purpose is to improve capacity-building in the kiedge-work of development and to
improve decision-making by using practical toolsr fetrategic planning, risk
management, progress monitoring and outcome evatuat

Mutual accountabilityymplies that both donors and partners are accolenfab
development results. Specific donor commitmentduae “timely, transparent and
comprehensive information” on aid flows to enabéatpers to develop comprehensive
budgets and to jointly assess progress throughtoelevel mechanisms and systems.

Research Questions

1. How do the USAID, MCC, and PRTs organize their klealge-work?
2. Are the USAID, MCC, and PRTs using Paris Declarabest practices to
achieve more effective aid impacts? If so,
a. how do organizing practices of the USAID, MCC ariRITB support or
constrain the use of best practices in aid effecss as defined by the
Paris Declaration?
b. how do their implementation practices support/c@nstcountry
ownership?
c. how do their implementation practices support/c@nstalignment with

partner priorities and systems?
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d. how do their implementation practices support/a@nstharmonization
with other donors?

e. how do their implementation practices support/a@nstmanagement for
development results?

f. how do their implementation practices support/a@nstthe principles of
mutual accountability with partners?

Importance of the Study

With regard to foreign aid, for over a decade,th®. Congress has not acted
upon suggestions for new legislation, and the nesg®to recommendations for a new
organization have been a shifting of boxes on tigarzational chart—consistent with
the view from the top belief that performance carcbntrolled by controlling inputs.
Considering that the U.S. also continues to hoteeptions to the Paris Declaration, it is
appropriate to inquire into the influences on tieffiectiveness of U.S. aid.

This study is important because it acknowledgeatwaworking and sheds light
on the determinants of ineffective U.S. aid pragicThe research presented here goes
beyond political rhetoric into the real world of tkng in a foreign country, having to
work through that sovereign and its local commesito accomplish anything, let alone
implement policies of interest to the donor, evdrewthose policies are beneficial to the

partner.
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Methods Preview

The unit of analysis of this study is the in-Coyrifeam, including both donor
and partner members, that serves as the implengeumtih of each of the three models
defined.

Since the legislation, appropriations authoritied liberties, and purposes vary
and compete across models, it is inappropriatenepare the models to each other.
Therefore, this study created a theoretical mogdeairest which each aid delivery model is
assessed individually. This theoretical model drawshe delivery models’ respective
foreign aid policy mandates already stipulated (tretoric) and uses Z&century
theories on organizing principles and implementabest practices that are applicable to
the character of current challenges facing thadaraid community. This theoretical
model uses Wenger’'s communities of practice to &dme unit of analysis as the body
that negotiates, reconciles and socially constraictsimplements the aid intervention—
for whatever purpose. The study then assesseédhest actual use of Paris Declaration
best practices in implementing foreign aid to shgiat on their affect on improved
performance (intended development impacts).

Participant-observer methods were used to getrigktfee rhetoric and begin to
understand the gap. The objective was to obsersedbial construction of implementing
practices as they were created and employed ifietide This would characterize what
was happening in the “white space” of each of tlerganizational forms, which allowed
the collection of raw data on what helps and winadiérs the effective implementation of

U.S. foreign aid in a setting where external arftiad influences are not present.

17



Application of the literature to foreign aid sugtgethat regardless of purpose, each
model (each U.S. model, donor models, partner nspaeleds effective knowledge
management to create a direct link between learamugperformance within the context
of multi-disciplinary team (Gergen and Thatchenk&306).The knowledge-work needs
to be organized in a way that makes the teams’amphting practices more effective for
whatever intervention they have socially constrdcfedditionally, given the uniqueness
of partner environments and their individual degrekedevelopment (e.g., emerging,
fragile, failing or failed), it is appropriate t@ave different models to address different
combinations of development environments. Therefibie study does not expect the
same results from each model; rather, it seekadenstand the organizing practices used
to create the unit being analyzed—the in-CountrgriteThe study observed the
relationships, conversations, negotiations, inteyas, tools, products, practices and
decisions, internal and external, of these teantBegsreconciled political objectives to
construct a program of development work and implanteas part of their common
mission. The community-based model of socially taased best implementing
practices is the postmodern theoretical model atyarhich the observations of each of
the three U.S. models already defined are indepdlydsompared. The results of these
three comparisons will shed light on the differenasmong them with regard to
organizing techniques and the effectiveness of thglementing practices vis-a-vis the

theoretical model.
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Findings Preview

An overview of the findings reveals that the implatation practices of these aid
delivery models are deeply affected by their reBpedegislation, appropriations
liberties and limitations. The evidence reveals tha language of U.S. rhetoric is not
reflected by organizational, institutional or ogeyaal changes in the way the U.S.
delivers foreign aid. Though the U.S. is a signatorthe Paris Declaration (albeit with
many exceptions), there is little evidence thaséheniversally agreed-on best practices
in aid effectiveness are considered, let aloneaaisibd, by the U.S. government.

A single yet meaningful exception is that MCCtisving to hold its ground
against Congressional pressures, insisting onipesctiesigned into the Millennium
Challenge Act specifically to address the MillermiDevelopment Goals (MDGs) and
Paris Declaration principles. Here too, though, M@&GS had to succumb to the power of
appropriators as they continue to demand meanisghebitrary timelines for budget
execution and reporting “successes” on an annudgdticycle despite all evidence and
explication that the development timeline is mumtger than the budget timeline.
Characteristic of insider insight on this exterpadssure, a senior executive at the MCC
proves this political focus on the budget burn’fatehen he declared “I don't give a
damn about the consultative process; let’s justlgetcompact signed [and obligate the
budget]."The priority given to the political pressuegarding budget burn rate is
evidence that it comes at the expense of implertienthest practices for more effective

development outcomes (Atwood, 2008; Natsios, 20h@se demands have forced MCC

2 The budget burn rate is the rate (speed and vglamehich the budget is expended.
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off task, using valuable and very scarce time teettgp means of “feeding the beast,”
insiders’ vernacular for finding ways to give Coegs the information it demands in
order to endure the next appropriations process.

The USAID is doing its best to apply these conceptis the USAID Forward
initiative, yet the institutional culture is barelcovering from the congressional cuts
that decimated the organization post-Vietham amdubsumption under the Department
of State. In summary, the USAID is forced to workiuand outdated legislation that even
Congress ignores.

MCC, authorized during the era of MDGs, uses $igcgmtly updated legislation
and appropriations methods that provide some fraedom the Foreign Assistance Act
and Federal Acquisition Regulation, allowing iréspond more effectively to current
development challenges.MCC incorporates universstl practices, to the extent
authorized, albeit within congressional politigatits, incenting partners’ proactive
policy reforms. The implementing unit is the mosigctive form of community
organization observed to-date, with mutual mentpand as many socially constructed
practices as are allowable under the politicaltbroif the MCA.

The PRT is an archaic approach to foreign aidsdgfithat provokes competition
amongst public sector actors, significantly inchegsaxpayer expense while costing
partners sovereignty, development opportunity andrepe of sustainable development.
Despite the extensive internal network of commesitf practice accessible on the
SIPRnet (secret Internet protocol), there was terést or incentive to use that

organizational form within the PRT.
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When Congress evaluates program and institutiogrdpnance, they do not use
development metrics, focusing instead on budgetaligators such as the rate of budget
execution. This research shows that the currernttbeark measures are problematic, to
the point of being senseless and provides insighdswvhy development objectives (as
rhetorical performance measures) are not reacheldndeed why they cannot be
reached. The incompleteness of measurement tedmaqnd their focus on aggregate
data versus the critical analysis of how we go &blelivering aid to achieve meaningful
development with partners necessitated this stadyita particular research design and
focus.

Limitations

The study does not include U.S. funded aid orgaioias authorized by
presidential policy directives, multilateral devahoent agencies, Afghanistan PRTSs, or
aid for defense or policing, foreign military tréinen assistance or foreign military sales.
The research also excludes humanitarian aid-exeusbdels and the Peace Corps. The
scope is limited by observing the implementatioacfices vis-a-vis the five organizing
principles of the Paris Declaration within each mlod

Organization of the Paper

The study is presented as follows, Chapter 2 cocstthe theoretical model,
drawing from a review of the appropriate literatutdapter 3 describes the study’s
methodology and its limits. Chapter 4 has threéi@es, each presenting one of the three

models of U.S. foreign aid delivery assessed. Gndptiscusses the application of Paris
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Declaration practices in the course of presentiegfindings and conclusions of each

case. Chapter 6 concludes with policy implicatiand suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2: MODEL DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW OF LITERATU RE

Despite the wide-ranging political interests thetessitate the broad definition
and varied purposes of aid, the ultimate goal &.id is to assist partners in growing
their economies to graduate from aid to trade awbime full participants in the global
economy (United States Agency for International &epment, 2010b). Given that
ultimate objective, and the most recent PresideRtiicy Directive 6 (PPD6),which
acknowledges:

Theeffectivenesgemphasis added] of our development policy willideiin

large measure fromow we engagg¢emphasis added], from our ability to take

into account the complexity [‘wickedness”] of demeinent challenges and the

changing development landscape, and from our comanit to incorporate
development expertise [the development is “co-€équih diplomacy and
defense doctrine, and the broadening of the commohexperts engaged in this
aspect of our national security interests] andrantation toward results (The

White House, 2010f),

We must accept that foreign aid is ultimately abmagacity building for sustainable
development. Since capacity building is a learqraress, and learning is a social
practice, then the effective foreign aid delivergdal must be a social one. So, how do

we organize for collaboration with partners, espiciwhen we cannot collaborate or
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coordinate interagency within the U.S. governmétia@ do we construct learning
environments for locally applicable, co-construchédlinterventions to enable partners’
most effective outcomes/impacts on their wickedlehges, putting American resources
to best use? How do we incentivize and measurmttiaal enterprise of implementing
aid programs for meaningful development results2i\ilie assess performance, we ask
if the United States Agency for International Deyghent (USAID), the Millennium
Challenge Corporation (MCC) and the Provincial Retauction Teams (PRTSs) learned
from effective and ineffective interventions. Iretbngoing search for meaningful aid
results, should we not also be asking if Congresistiae national security apparatus are
learning organizations, adapting and updating ttegjuirements, expectations and policy
direction?

This chapter draws on the literature and stat&l policy objectives to define a
theoretical model that was created to provide gmm@piate means for identifying
similarities and dissimilarities among three nomparable U.S. foreign aid models. The
research enquires into how the three primary motlS\ID, MCC and the PRTs,
organize the knowledge-work of delivering and reicey aid to test the rhetoric and
obtain evidence of U.S. commitments to these golasi Observing how we create this
broader community, herein referred to interchanbyead the Community or Country
Team, and how it engages our partners sheds Iigtitedsocial construct of the
Community and the opportunities for collaboratiknpwledge-sharing (learning) and co-
constructing the aid intervention. This would paevievidence of country ownership,

alignment and mutual accountability identified ne tParis Declaration (PD) as best
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practices for aid effectiveness. If the Country Measo includes other donors, the extent
to which they are integrated into the conversatioegotiations and practices of the
Community to coordinate aspects of the intervenpimvides an indication of some
degree of harmonization as defined by the PD. Qbsgthe Country Team’s
interactions, internal and external, over time sheght on the social constructions of
these implementing practices necessary to exelataid intervention in that country and
how they are managed to achieve the developmeati®s. This provides insight into
the Community’s management for development reguéstice as defined by the PD.
Framing Relevant Literature

Modernist Literature

Before forging ahead to dynamic new frameworksnwist be grounded in the
historical context of modernist theories from whigls. aid models have evolved.
Highlighting these theories has merit in examirtimg three models, if for no other
reason than that they continue to be managed, fljrmlganized and evaluated from
these perspectives, which are embedded in the lenadec institutional cultures of the
national security apparatus and the legislativadsodontrolling aid policy and
appropriations.

Organizational Literature
From this broad body of literature we are guidedugh a Western vieltof the

idea of organizations stemming from “social unitpeople structured and managed to

13 There are many modernist paradigms studying orgéinns including: transaction cost economics,
resource dependency theory (See Pfeffer, J. afl Galancik, 2003), organizational ecology, new
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meet a need or pursue collective goals”(Perrow1}1%uch as the communities of pre-
wage-dependent societies to an (almost) opposademist approach to the division of
wage-dependent labor according to different phipbses. Appropriate for this research
are Taylor's (1911) scientific management viewadionalizing the individual worker
which was aimed at maximizing output with minimunputs as controlled by a view
from the top formal management structure with asijegy of goals (maximizing
profits). Weber (1922) had an ideal view of burgaag based on hierarchical
management and the use of internalized (learnedtjide to govern accountability,
responsibility, control and consistency aimed &ueimg an impartial and equal merit
system.

Given that the three models in this research liaeie bases in modernist
conception of the division of labor, the focus it attention is on the efficient use of
U.S. resources in an economic maximizing effoditbpre-wage dependent communities
with their modernization (Giddens, 1991a, 1991HilBar, 1976). Without some form of
translation, there is an inherent disconnect ig Wiew from the top approach to aiding
view from the bottom societies. The literature thegins to bridge these dichotomous
positions, draws on the structure of the “knowledg&tem,” specifically, the forms for
social learning and knowledge sharing; the mammerhich U.S. foreign aid delivery

models organize to steward the delivery of thettaginamic and the socially distributed

institutional theory, agency theory all of whiclileet a corporate-dominant view on increasing
concentration, diversification and bureaucratizatiat are no longer particularly useful (Haunstiil
Chandler, 2008) especially given the shifts in aigational boundaries through alliances and netwiork
(See Davis and Marquis, 2005 :332; Daft and Le@@90) that makes them less useful in the context of
this study.
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nature of knowledge through the requisite humagradtion with “prized knowledge
resources”(Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002). Byaszed knowledge resources—
subject matter experts—make up the body of inteledccapital that are the critical assets
within foreign aid implementation systems. Theyluie local and expatriate experts
with knowledge of the development requirements@radlenges, a situational awareness
of the environment in which the aid is to be delack the tools available for delivering
U.S. foreign aid, and the best practices in delngaid in specific fields and/or
industries to negotiate an appropriate aid intetiearto obtain the mutually desired
outcomes.
Institutional Literature

From the institutional literature we are guideditmlerstand the tendency toward
homogeneity of institutional structures either bgislative mandate, mimetic behaviors
copying successful practices or normative presduoes other organizations in the same
field (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; W. R. Scott, 200particularly those subject to the
same administrative and legislative pressures, rikehhe organizational forms being
analyzed in this research. There is a marked teydemward institutional isomorphism
when organizations exist under a high degree o¢iainty or ambiguous goals yet are
highly dependent on the institutional environmeamttheir legitimacy. Meyer and Rowan
argue that these adoption theories are “institaliomyths” accepted only ceremoniously
in order to gain or maintain legitimacy with thestitutional environment upon which the
organizations are dependent. The mechanism fortatos to prominently display the

language or the “vocabularies of structure” prentie their environment to obtain the
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“trappings of legitimacy” and help preserve an anfrarganizational action based on
“good faith, "all of which has a negative effect organizational performance. To
minimize this negative effect, organizations “ceosmalize” evaluation and neglect real
reform maintaining internal confidence in existiogmal structures (Meyer & Rowan,
1977).

Given the three models in this research operatieeisame policy environment,
albeit with different legislative mandates and appiations limitations and liberties, the
institutional literature would suggest that themewdd be isomorphic tendencies due to
the high level of ambiguity and heavy reliance ugmnforeign policy environment
within which they are competing for appropriatiarsl legitimacy. However, since the
bureaucratic institutional cultures of the natioseturity apparatus and the legislature
receive results reporting from three different medtere could be the appearance of
institutional reform in those organizations whosedelds are evaluated poorly (such as
USAID) or in those organizations (such as the thiitary) with a very high level of
legitimacy (with ensured survival), undermining tieed for real reform (Suchman,
1995).

Learning Literature

Learning theories seek to explain the shapinggédmzations through their
interaction with and influence from their sociabasultural forces (Huber, 1991; Levitt
& March, 1988). Argrys and Schon (1978) say thghaizational learning is a product of
organizational inquiry resulting from actual outaesrdiffering from expected ones. It is

in the process of the inquiry that the individupil{gll interact with others, and learning
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will take place as a direct “product” of this irdetion. Their approach to this theory is
based on an understanding of two contradictoryasti(1) “espoused theory,” the
formal job descriptions and modes of interacting] &) “theory-in-use,” which
represents the way things are actually done. Famele, MCC had formal rules for
engaging with potential partners on the contenheir proposals; if asked for a
recommendation or opinion on the method of fiscabantability of U.S. aid resources,
the only appropriate response was to inform theahttieir recommendation would be
taken into consideratiotff.Any other response would be a perceived violatibtie
country ownership principles espoused by the Millam Challenge Act. The actual
response was to provide the partner with samplesr@fdy accepted content, from other
proposals, as an example of what would be acceptAbfrys and Schon detail three
levels of learning; single-loop, double-loop andi@eo-learning, which are defined as a
simple change in strategy to correct an errorpa tf learning that changes the values
and assumptions upon which theory-in-use is bas®ti|earning how to learn,
respectively. These distinctions will prove usefuthe analysis of Country Team’s
undertakings as well as cross-model comparisons.

The process of institution-level learning as defilby Haunschild and Chandler
(2008) is the process that occurs when institutadrage due to some learning
experience. For example, the findings in this redeauggest that USAID has learned

new, more effective practices from its interactiongh MCC (and the influence of MCC

4 |n this case the expected outcome, a requesttfirdaparty fiscal agent, differed from the actual
outcome which was the partners requested use iofotva national financial systems - an exceptiaom th
U.S. continues to have as a signatory to the Perisaration.
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personnel transferring to work at USAID) that résdlin the creation of a new program
design, within its legislative limits, that incedtand yielded policy and practice reform
in partner countries prior to expending any U.8ding—a characteristic of the MCC
model that was unique before now. There are thossible sources of behavior: first, an
institution may evolve deliberately over time, atiag to field-level changes in
experience that affect values, beliefs and attgydach as responding to specific
development challenges that occur on multiple §pnécessitating an adaptation);
second, an institution might be affected by a $mechange agent that learned from its
own experience or the experiences of others atidted change (such as the USAID
“learning” from MCC—the change agent—evidence-basgghct evaluations that
initiated a change in USAID evaluation policy andtnts); and third, an institution
might undergo unintended change as a result ofdexlirational actiori (Simon, 1982),
satisficing, imperfect imitation or ordinary routisi that led to unintended outcomes (such
as Department of State (DOS)/USAID’s response tdé@ntry into the field of foreign
aid by applying MCC/PD language and taxonomieddns of a new foreign aid
framework of objectives, reforms and reorganizatiera form of taking on the
“trappings of legitimacy” as described abov&)hese responses build on existing
literature within both institutional theory and cepts already encased in learning

theories, such as mimetic learning and consciomsiynconsciously learning from the

15 Bounded rationality according to Simon says tkeeecognitive limits to the ability of people torpue
wholly rational purposeful behavior. Rather thaeksthe optimal solution, actors satisfice; thathgy
accept a solution which is ‘good enough’, withiecacalled zone of indifference. Herbert A. Simon,
Models of Bounded Rationaljt§982).

® See (U. S. Department of State, 2007a).
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routines, actions and outcomes of others (Miner &zMs, 1996).This theory is nearly
identical to the concept of mimetic isomorphismNI2aggio & Powell, 1983), and both
concepts are measured in the same fashion asdahalgmce of adoption by other firms in
a given field (Greve, 1998; Haunschild & Miner, ¥99Institution-level learning
includes the findings of learning theories sucmésrential learning (Miner &
Haunschild, 1995),which implies that firms facirigpag institutional pressure learn from
the successes and failures of early adopters tgrdaa appropriate response that allows
them to minimize adverse impacts and maximize tfeetveness of their response by
adopting later in the diffusion curve rather thamly fated to accept the emergence of
unintended consequences of reactive changes tgdaweroutine actions. The USAID
Forward initiative can be viewed as just this tgbeesponse, wherein USAID is
avoiding more congressionally mandated changefasdhitiated their appropriate
response to MCCs successful performance in aclyalenelopment impacts on its aid
appropriations. This modernist theory treats ingtn-level learning as if USAID, MCC,
PRTs are beings, entities with the ability to leaather than recognizing the learning
that actually takes place amongst the individuads$ implement institutional policy and
practice. The literature that begins to bridgeshit from institution-level learning to
social learning and knowledge sharing draws orsthecture of the “knowledge system”
introduced earlier.

For example, when MCC was created, it had a busfgebillion dollars and one
year to put a new model of aid delivery into preetiThis was accomplished by

borrowing procedures and methods from establishgahizations in the field, such as
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USAID and the World Bank, which an institutionaétrist might argue was to be
conforming with the existing practices to achieweial and political legitimacy.
However, the long history of organizational failsi@ existing models was the source of
social and political impetus to create a wholly reeyency. MCC has since established its
own procedures and methods, different from thosialiy borrowed, and having done so
represents an alternative theory of the changpsaictice and organization that have
taken place at MCC. This alternative is that MC&rhed from the (negative) experience
of other firms and adapted its own (different) bebato maximize its freedom from
some of the limitations of the Foreign Assistan@t, Avhich is the basis for the USAID
procedures initially borrowed. The introductioneohew organization, MCC, afforded
the opportunity to “cherry pick” the most appropeipolicies and practices to suit the
local situation and objectives while still confongito institutional norms that dictate
some form of response(Briggs, 2012; Danilovich,2@yck, 2005; McLean, 2007;
Nummy, 2005). This notion of decision making basadearning is not theoretically
integrated with the institutional literature. Inigtional literature would suggest that MCC
is responding to societal pressure and legitimhmgats, yet MCC could instead, or also,
be learning from the prior experience of other argations and adopting policies for
anticipated effectiveness benefits.

Another example has USAID and PRTs making heaeyofisDIQ (indefinite

delivery, indefinite quantity) contracts (Natsios, 2010) for procuring servicesf

" 1DIQs (Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantityyathe primary contracting mechanism USAID uses to
short-list approved contractors for as yet undeigethprograms of work that will be defined latemce
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third-party implementing partners. This mechanidiowes these organizations to comply
with the Federal Acquisition Regulation for faimgpetition in bidding for government
contracts, but to do so in advance for the IDI@dalefined later as needs arise. This is
fundamentally necessary, especially for modelshihae a “buy American” stipulation in
their institutional arrangements mandated by Cagyridowever, MCC does not have
this institutional mandate; rather, key to MCCs elad the free and open competition
for government contracts as managed (owned andiatadae) by the aid recipient
country. This allows local firms to benefit from&J.foreign aid funding but also opens
the opportunity to the best-qualified provider,aetjiess of nationality. Since MCC
borrowed the IDIQ institutional arrangements toedife its operations in the early years,
it would have been very easy—and conforming—for MiGQustify its continued use
both internally and by the recipient country. Ho@eWCC instituted practices that were
different, and supportive of their partner courdvynership model, such that IDIQs are
very few and employed only in the pre-compact phtise suggested that MCC learned
from the other organizations’ experience with IDd@ntracts and their contribution to
program failure in the long run and specificallyigbt to exploit their institutional
freedom from “buy American” to support partner effeeness gains in their programs by
using IDIQs only where necessary, in the short-téonobtain the necessary information
for their due-diligence process in support of &edént program design (Briggs, 2012;

Nummy, 2006).

contract awards have been made and implementitiggpardefine their scope of work from the fieldr Fo
detailed explication of this mechanism, see Scapi§in2004).
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Critiquing Modernist Theory

Modernist theory begins to disconnect from evajvieal world aid challenges;
Ferguson (1990) put it most critically with “there'planned intervention' is part of a
broad concept of modernity and modernization. éksdo analyze the premises on which
the notion of external, planned intervention isdshsvhen such interventions, often
projects, are confronted with local contexts, vaththeir ambiguity and fluidity. This
meeting at the ‘development interface’ gives risearticular outcomes, ... but often
resulting in more unexpected and unintended coresexps” (Henrik Secher Marcussen
& Bergendorff, 2004). The modernist notion of trensformation process from less-
developed to modern society “builds on a combimatibnormative theory and
positivism, and has inherited the technocratickimg according to which technical
solutions to identifiable [tame] problems are aafalié, ... and the application of these
techniques can basically remedy situations of ‘ueedelopment,” poverty, social
misery, environmental degradation, etc.” This reehe superiority of planning
associated with objective “scientific” laws to “e8 development (ibid). With aid to
Lesotho as the basis, Crush (1995) identifies inambiview from the top disconnects
inherent in the modernist rational conviction tdavelopment can be predicted, managed
and controlled while promising an inevitably impeohfuture. The mechanism for this is
the technocratic language used in disqualifyingrpdievelopment periods, while
projecting “as-yet-unrealized states” of achieveniased on current “models, forecasts,
projections—that laud the idea of an unmade furieh can be manipulated with the

right mix of inputs and indicators to preordainedi&"This distances the current aid
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paradigm from the social and historical contextiolhs seen only as a source of the
current miseries.

Postmodern Literature

These current miseries have evolved since thiediidsmodel after World War 11.
The technical solutions of early modalities haverbeutdated by the evolving wicked
sociopolitical and cultural problems that consétatd development challenges we now
face. This research suggests a collaborative, astm approach as a way of addressing
wicked problems. Postmodern theories of organinaligerge from the predominantly
modernist practices today on three issues. Theepiod rationality is shifted (1) from
the individual and objectively rational man thadges the value of a truth according to
his scientific rhetorical framework to a communallggotiated rationality with a
pluralistic understanding of organization, provgle neutral assessment of
knowledge(s); (2) empirical methods yielding obifeed value-laden “truths” are
replaced with social constructions of multiple megs representing a broader set of
cultural processes and possibilities, includingehwirical methods; and (3) research
techniques seek to give voice to the marginalis@dunderstood and de-privileged
instead of documenting how these voices are sitendee use of language is shifted
from a commanding cultural monologue discreditiogsctientific laypeople to a socio-
practical function that acquires meaning in thguiistic exchange of dialogue among the
diversity of stakeholders, especially, the “quieés’ (Addleson, 2011; Davidson, 2011;

Gergen & Thatchenkery, 2006). Postmodern orgamzagcience is a generative source
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of meaning in socio-cultural life that goes beyastatic reporting of “what is” to
describing “what might become” of our mutual enteg (ibid).

The social practices that make up how we get thdane in our mutual enterprise
are based on how people, not organizations, irttaratwork together. There are three
dimensions to organizational effectiveness: hidrnarprocess and the social dimension
(Harvard Business Review, 2011). Hierarchy addsets® modern problem of structured
social interactions with a view from the top. Presaddresses the end-to-end nature of
structured business processes like those on aitatipnocess flow diagram or Gantt
chart. The social dimension is what happens irfvitgte space” of these formal charts
and diagrams; it is what happens when people ¢oosgl boundaries and engage,
contributing much more than their job descriptiongnanagement-led activities (ibid).
Innovative organizations that have tapped intoctieativity of mass collaboration do so
by paying attention to and prioritizing this sodi@nension, including employees,
customers, all stakeholders. By emphasizing a ¥iem practice perspective with
emergent social structures, the prized knowledgeurees (people) align to make
meaning of their joint enterprise and innovate sohs. When priority is given to making
time for people to have sustained interaction cthreversations that come about get
beyond hierarchical management-speak to develbprad repertoire of resources,
experience, stories, tools and ways of addressigigms—they create a shared practice
(Addleson, 2011; Wenger, 2006). This is knowledgekwthe co-occurrence of working
out the issues and organizing work to “originategoilities for action that reflect the

unique circumstances (e.g. the time, place, sdoatttitudes, and perspectives) of their
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coming together” (Addleson, Brumburgh, & ChawlaQg@p Colocation is not a
requirement; collaboration is.

The practice of knowledge sharing is engagindgn@rhutual process of cocreating
meaning, “making meaning with a view to doing sdmred,” through human contacts
and exchanges (ibid). From the foreign aid per$pedt is sharing aid knowledge, skills
and abilities (KSAS) in a process of (re)negotigtineir meaning to an understanding
that forwards the mutual task of cocreating a shardgerprise (cocreating a U.S.-funded
aid intervention and then implementing it to addneartners’ development challenges).
Framing the Theoretical Model

The problem of aid effectiveness has two sidesptie that receives the most
attention is the U.S.’ capacity to organize towsliaid, but the second is equally, if not
more, important—the partners’ capacity to orgamweeceive aid. The theoretical model
was developed to bridge this divide and creatertitglle ground, where the U.S. comes
out of industrial-age into knowledge-age practiaed partners come out of dependency
into partnership.

To reconstruct the U.S. aid framework, the redeauggests a shift in attention to
organizing the knowledge-work of aid to a postmadandel that captures the social
character of co-constructing aid interventions.staould involve shifting the focus from
results to learning (capacity building), from awifom the top didactic pedagogy of
delivering (teaching) concepts to an aid recipieetv from the side cocreation of
implementing practices derived from the learningcgss in dialogue, negotiation, and

practice (as in mentorship or apprenticeship).€higonstruction provides for the
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listening to the “quiet voices, "the outliers ofreent day aid paradigms who have the
most innovative and most important contributiomake (Davidson, 2011) by telling the
stories that connect us, situate the expertisé, aut “work and everything involved in
doing it, not just “results” (Addleson, 2011); kibts research suggests, the local
determinants of the poverty and development isaigess meant to address.

Stories are vital for the non-linear shift thanstorms individual learning to
organizational learning. The U.S. Army Center feskons Learned is an organization
committed to capturing the lessons from the fidldmerations. However, Levitt and
March (1996) caution that the codifying processaeas the event, the situated activity,
from the analysis that makes up the lesson. Thggesi that the history, what Fukuyama
(2006) calls “institutional memory,” is what supflearned decision-making (Levitt &
March, 1996). Bushe (2001) adds support by recagmthat everyone makes their own
experience, making collective learning much mofgadit and time consuming than
simply discussing what happened in the past tadéeehat to do in the future. The
sense-making process of codifying lessons leamsss|the community dialogue, the
“organizational learning conversation” wherein pleagiscover their own experience in
relation to that of others, which provides the itugeto revise personal patterns of
organizing in positive ways (Bushe, 2001).This ldgathis situatedness, is the bridge
between two views of learning, one that sees covgniirocess (learning) as the primary
function and the other that holds social practe¢h@ primary generative function of

which learning is a part (Wenger and Lave, 199harig knowledge suggests that it
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needs to be accessible; this situatedness indhestartifacts and products of the CoP is
what makes it so.

Why Communities of Practice (CoPs)?

Communities of practice represents a new organizatform for organizing aid
knowledge-work to provide the context for creatireyv knowledge—Ilocal knowledge
that is cocreated, not just colocated. This re$eenasiders useful the approach to
learning supported by the community of practiceréiture that provides the space for the
“organizational learning conversation” (Bushe, 20@la situated learning environment.
Legitimate peripheral participation is the desarpised to characterize the “engagement
in social practice that entails learning as angrakconstituent (Lave and Wenger,
1991)."The characterization of legitimate periph@aticipation describes the same
principles of engagement as defined by the intestend objectives of the Paris
Declaration of universally accepted practices thedfectiveness. The two are aiming for
the same legitimacy, locality, and participatioegitimate peripheral participation
distinguishes between three contrasting pairstitegcy versus illegitimacy, peripheral
participation versus full participation, and pagation versus nonparticipation, which
creates the contours of the community.

Legitimacy addresses the issue of belonging whashimplications for one’s
ability to participate in the community and itsigities, negotiations and constructs. In
terms of the Paris Declaration, the legitimacy aftpers is a recognition of their
sovereignty, national interests, and leadershipirolmanaging their own development.

This translates into the five PD principles: coyrdwnership (of their development
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priorities), alignment (with their development nseohd objectives), harmonization (to
minimize the transaction costs of receiving aidrfnmultiple donors), managing for
development results (aimed at creating locallyaoable solutions) and mutual
accountability (recognizing them as coequal indbmon mission). Lave and Wenger
(1991) suggest that there really is no such theglllegitimate participation,” yet if
one’s legitimacy is in question or not recognizexe can be marginalized by the
community which limits access to learning, resosiraed contributing to the mutual goal.
The foreign aid implications are no less impactiizin the Third World New Economic
Order'® of the 1970s, wherein lesser-developed countrare wemanding a seat at the
global economic table. En masse, they collaboratéioe United Nations, where one
country has one vote, and while they succeedelifting) the conversation to their trade-
versus-aid agenda, the developed world exercisgdgbwer by decreasing or
withholding aid contributions until there was naitileft to discuss. Unlike this
movement, the proposed foreign aid CoP is notiigrei change in agenda but rather
negotiating a new legitimacy for their agenda itengnely, country ownership,
alignment and mutual accountability, as define@vapter 1.

Peripherality addresses where one is located mitié community and has
implications for the centrality of one’s locatiarepresenting power) and how one’s

participation changes as one’s location changdsrganizations have locality; in the

®The New International Economic Order (NIEO) wagtaaf proposals put forward during the 1970s by
some developing countries through the United NatiGanference on Trade and Development to promote
their interests by improving their terms of trathereasing development assistance, developed-gountr
tariff reductions, and other means. It was meaibita revision of the international economic system
favor of Third World countries, replacing the BogttWoods system, which had benefited the leadizig st
that had created it—especially the United States.
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view from the top organization, the power centiee, ‘tcore,” is at the top, while in this
view from the side organization, the core is afflconcept depending on what is being
addressed at the time and who has the expertseesstartifacts, etc., to influence the
conversation. The literature raises the issuelefelationship between master and
apprentice, wherein the CoP is the location ofi¢hening. Apprentices learn not only by
watching or mimicking but also by learning the laage of the community so as to
enable their increasing participation; the learrtaiges place in the facilitating of
negotiations (ibid). As an apprentice advancexpedise (in the craft and in the
language of the community), her locality changesifiperipheral participation toward
full participation along with her access to morarfeng, resources and influence. The
acknowledgement that comes from this increasedcpzation serves as motivation and a
source of identity that cultivates a sense of owinigrof and commitment to the
community’s common mission. While the traditionaw is that apprentice learns from
the master, it is also true that the master lefnams the apprentice; consider any parent
with a child highly skilled in video games! Thispdies to the theoretical model in the
sense that while the partners are “apprenticesiternational best practices (for
example, of accounting or urban planning), theyadse masters of their own
development environment. They have the keys tonstaleding the local culture, values,
norms, practices and connections, and thus theg serteachers to the expatriate
members of the community whose locality also changeanting, for example, access to

higher-level officials and insider information.
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Participation addresses the legitimacy of onelsrigng and has implications of
power and control over access (to information,adjak, resources and the community)
and influence. A key concept is transparency, aeffias the “cultural organization of
access,” which points to the interplay of confacid synergy in all aspects of learning in
practice (ibid). Lave and Wenger use a window asatimlogy, in as much as it is both
visible and invisible, representing conflicting caeteristics. This is used to support the
argument that the “mediating technologies,” thef®of interchange, need to be
invisible so as not to obstruct the view of thejsabmatter. In the theoretical model, we
use the analogy of a screen, which is also botblgiand invisible—it is invisible until
something lands on the screen to make you notiemdt then it becomes obvious, even
central. This illustrates the challenge of balagaonflict and synergy in the community.
This is not just a nice, comparative analogy; matties analogy of the screen—
specifically the screens on a French door—is usatharacterize what the theoretical
model aims to accomplish. The screens on both it French door are retracted,
leaving a clear, open view from the middle, whislthe way this research has intended to
focus attention.

Innovating community structures to implement dotleative processes of
engagement avoids reversion to hierarchical cotigergroupthink” framed by a
division of labor addressing pieces of the probiestead of mutually engaging in
conversations to innovate and resolve problemshegéAddleson et al.; Dillenbourg,
Baker, Blaye, & O'Malley, 1995).But is this where Wave placed our attention? Is our

attention focused on the development outcomes ele sech as the eradication of
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malaria or HIV/AIDS? Or do we continue to place attention on the internal and
political maneuverings we need to survive the @ ropriations process?

So, how do we organize for collaboration with pars and construct learning
environments for locally applicable, co-construchédlinterventions to enable partners’
most effective outcomes/impacts on their wickedlehges putting American resources
to best use. In President Obama’s 2011 budget seduedeclared the need to
“...strengthen problem-solving networks. The Fed&a/ernment will tap into and
encourage practitioner communities, inside andid@tSovernment, to work together to
improve outcomes and performance management pracfiaking this statement,
coupled with U.S. foreign aid principles upheldrat 4th High Level Forum on Aid
Effectiveness at Busan (2011), i.e., partnersbiallownership and accountability, and
the National Security Council’s calls for integm@tenteragency, “whole-of-government”
approaches to delivering transformational foreigh lhe community of practice (CoP)
(Wenger, 1998) literature is used to capture thistber community concept in creating
an appropriate theoretical model (Organization afriomic Development, 2011).
Components of a Community of Practice

ConstellationsWenger’s usage of “constellation of practice” @ds quite
helpful in depicting the characteristics and caods of the broader external
environment, of the host of government aid orgaiona, plus implementing partners,
think tanks, academicians, special interest groaipg,other donors, and the partner
community, all of which bring influence to bear Or5. foreign aid policy (Wenger,

2002).
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Domain The domain creates the common ground and a séesenmon identity
critical to the essence of belonging and the “owhigx’ required for effective foreign aid
delivery as defined in the PD. A well-defined domiagitimizes the community by
affirming its purpose and value to the membersathdr aid stakeholders. It is the
inspiring force that motivates membership and aguarticipation and gives meaning to
their contributions and collective actions. Cleatfined boundaries facilitate choices on
what to share and how to incorporate individualwiealge into the community domain
to facilitate the creation of new knowledge appratar for this community.

From the foreign aid perspective, situational amass is what defines the
domain of the combined (foreign and local) resositbat creates the common ground
among participants and aid stakeholders while ggithhe mutual learning process with a
fundamental sense of belonging. Knowing the bouedaf the domain enables
participation by defining the scope of ideas toretaand activities to pursue. The
boundaries frame the common knowledge that creasesise of common identity to
those engaged in the development program fromddksand at all levels (Wenger et al.,
2002).This aspect is important when one considervalue-added nature of bounded
capacity building from delimited project-based aggmhes to foreign aid. The common
knowledge is what gives local legitimacy by affingithe purpose of the aid and U.S.
justification to fund the program for its valueidtthe topic on which the community
focuses.

Community The community is the social fabric of learningalissed at length

above. A strong community fosters interactions itationships based on mutual respect
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and trust. This encourages a willingness to steaegse one’s inexperience, ask difficult
guestions and engage in active listening, whichtesean intimate atmosphere open to
inquiry, cooperation and fostering collaboratiomn@nunity is a vital element of the
model because learning is a function of belongmwell as an intellectual enterprise,
involving both the heart and head (Addleson, 20¥&nger, 1998).

From the foreign aid perspective, the communitjudes the academics,
accountants, administrators, agriculturists, appatqrs, conflict resolution specialists,
development practitioners, diplomats, economis¢stiens experts, energy, engineers,
finance and governance advisors, judges, lawyersges, police, policy makers, urban
planners, security specialists, statisticians,\@oohen’s issues experts to name just a
few. Wenger further organizes the cast of playets & core and periphery for locality
and issues of access, power and legitimacy. Fqrgses of this research, the core is the
unit of measure, the Country Team.

Practice The practice is a set of frameworks, ideas, tanfeymation, expertise,
styles, language, stories and documentation ang wgoing things [ the ‘practice’] that
community members share and/or create. Whereasdidmmenotes the topic of the
community’s focuses, the practice is the specifiowledge-work of the community. As
the community matures, members expect each otheav® mastered the basic
knowledge of the community and resources as a nedfagrsabling efficiency in dealing
with the issues of their domain.

From the foreign aid perspective, aid deliverycpicees and tools are the elements

of the practice; the specific knowledge, skills adities (KSAs) that the community of
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practitioners share, create and maintain. Theyesgmt the framework within which the
community originates activities. This includes isledocuments, stories and tools that the
community share and use to fulfill their purposke basic knowledge gained in early
development projects provides the foundation uphickvfuture donors’ programs can
and do build. When these three elements functidhtagether, the community of

practice becomes an ideal knowledge structure—alssicucture that can assume
responsibility for developing and sharing knowled8achman, 1995; Wenger et al.,
2002).

In sum, the CoP theoretical model is a postmodeamal theory of learning and
organizing that broadly includes in the communiity €xpertise necessary for the
knowledge-work of originating possible combinatiafisesources with an aim of
resolving the unique challenges the community falceésoducing the CoP model in this
research identifies the key questions for U.S.qyatiakers: how is the U.S. organizing
the sharing of vital aid KSAs (knowledge) with Uf@nded partners, and how closely is
this aligned with the postmodern best practicesxrganizing knowledge management?
Additionally, how effectively are U.S. aid delivenyodels implementing best practices in
aid effectiveness as universally recognized byRbe€ It is necessary to ask both
guestions when issues of aid effectiveness arglaeldressed, because knowledge-work
is both the organizing and the work (implementingcpices).

Understanding the manner in which each U.S. didety model organizes the
use of prized knowledge resources to effect U.Rida policy is pivotal to

understanding the successes and failures of therelit models. Each of the three models
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examined herein obtained and organized its knovdedgources differently over the
course of designing, delivering and implementingrtforeign aid programs, with
varying effects on their respective communities tailr delivery performance. The
research case studies reveal and explicate thexaliifes in practice and performance,
real, perceived, and reported.

Why the Paris Declaration?

Since the 1960s, the U.S. has struggled to fineceffe tools for the delivery of
foreign aid to achieve its foreign policy goalsdarow, its national security goals).While
cross-border conferences and high-level forumaudsthe tools and practices of other
countries, and their relative outcomes, the U.Segament (USG) has always sought a
leadership role and preeminence in setting straa@gybudgets. This has precipitated a
“go-it-alone” approach to U.S. foreign policy thets worn thin our welcome and our
leadership with allies and partners. The most pnemt recent example is in Afghanistan,
where the USG [via the Department of Defense (D@B)jmated U.S. and foreign troop
requirements; local military and police traininggets; armaments, supplies and
sustenance for U.S., foreign and local troopscttidian “surge” levels; and the annual
maintenance budgets for all of this. These estisnatre made without consulting
NATO or other allied governments (or their milies), who independently proffered
their own estimates and rationales. The USG predai its leadership role in setting
strategy and budgets, including all estimates.tBeitDOD estimates have all proved
wrong The USG, facing strong sociopolitical pressureddrass budget constraints,

subsequently re-estimated and realized the inacgwfathe DOD’s overestimations. It
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became clear that the allies had been right atigaldlow that the USG is attempting to
realign its strategy, it is urging allies to “piak the slack and pony up the funds to carry
what we want to offload in Afghanistan and theyeing us to ‘go to hell.”**This is an
example of the cost of the go-it-alone, view frdma top strategy, consistent with
historical U.S aid failures.

The best practices that make up the Paris Deddar@8D) principles represent
precisely that which the USG claims to have beekiag for 50 years. Given the
decades-long criticisms of U.S. foreign aid policat it is overly broad; a tool of
“higher order” national policy; overly restrictedtivearmarks, controls and too little/too
much oversight; not meeting the development neétseqoor; insufficiently funded;
and fraught with waste and abuse (Haunschild & RB@e4)—the PD provides a model
of best practices that addresses/improves on dablese failures in a way that could be
accomplished within the U.S. sociopolitical contexhile also addressing the unique
contexts of the partners we aim to assist.

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Digy@ent (OECD) foreign aid
working group, called the Development Assistancen@dttee (DAC), organized
communities to study, test, measure and reporieshfractices in the delivery and receipt of
foreign aid for over a decade. The legitimacy @fsth "best practices" stems from the
“innovative learning environment&'in the dozens of Communities of Practice (CoPa) th

developed them. Organized among the membershifie@D) 192 countries have

¥U.S. Army Officer, source protected March, 2010.

% Innovative Learning Environments is the term usedhe OECD to refer to Communities of Practice
(and new, as yet undefined approaches to innovesaming). See
www.oecd.org/edu/ceri/innovativelearningenvironnsetmm.
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participated in studying, testing, measuring anmbreng on best practices in the delivery
and receipt of foreign aid for over a decade. Tisdgdies have been conducted within a
matrix of CoPs organized regionally and by topar;éxample the African CoP on Managing
for Development Results (MfDR) is a regional CoHalilengages and supports the
collective work of the MfDR CoP based within the ©& With this information in hand, the
OECD conducted peer reviews to refine the resaatotthe determinants of effectiveness in
foreign aid delivery; inquiring into why and wheid avorks and what elements contribute to
the most effective delivery of development resultss process of inquiry resulted in a body
of best practices and principles that can be apgliebally, and locally, to make aid work
better (Organization for Economic Co-operation Bedelopment, 1998). The Paris
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness is comprised @sth best practices and principles as
universally agreed by 192 signatories, including tinited States.

While existing evaluations of donors’ institutior@@pacity to meet PD
commitments focus only on the donor institutions tiesearch investigates the
application or use of PD principles in the fieldgbes beyond the political and policy
rhetoric and gets down to the day-to-day processedved in the delivery of aid to
partners in their own environment. The criticaltidistion regarding the evaluations in
this research is that it attempts to evaluate,wbae unit of analysis, the team of
implementers engaging in foreign assistance incaaytry, rather than looking strictly
from the donor country’s view from the top domeg@rspective (rhetoric) and its self-

reported performance with antithetical metrics andcdotal “success stories.”
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Support for the Theoretical Model

While the three models have different legislatitrey operate within the same
constellation of external influences and all claarace similar challenges in meeting
their intended mandates. The inflexible legislatiomunded appropriations authority and
onerous oversight serve to control the aid knowdedigrk and implementing practices.
This research will show how these controlling mexsims actually prevent
implementing agencies from performing their polegndate, proving the ill-fitted
policy perspective and their resultant mismatchedtpes for the many purposes of U.S.
foreign aid since the post-Vietnam era.

Existing foreign aid programs and concepts areslgirgnsatisfactory...

we then intend during this coming decade of devaleqt to achieve a

decisive turn-around in the fate of the less-dgwetbworld.

John F. Kennedy, 1961

[Y]et many of the old models of economic developtressistance are

outdated. Money that is not accompanied by legdlemonomic reform

are [sic] oftentimes wasted... George W. Bush 3/14/2002

Even now Presidential Policy Directive 6 (PPD&gd Paris Declaration
language, without a policy framework for how welwib about meeting those objectives,
as if merely speaking it will call the institutidrghanges into existence.

The effectiveness of our development policy wiltide in large measure from

how we engage, from our ability to take into acddbe complexity of

development challenges and the changing developlaretddécape, and from our
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commitment to incorporate development expertiseaandrientation toward

results... Barack Obama, 9/22/2010
While the rhetoric of PPD6 aims to please everyoheithout sustainable development,
meeting these challenges will prove impossible”sdi$tains the fragmentation of U.S.
aid delivery by ensuring that each agency’s pidda@appropriations pie continues and
USAID’s development mission remains subordinatth&oDepartment of State. By
avoiding the institutionalization of effective ptaes regardingpowthe U.S. foreign aid
system engages, PPD6, like its predecessors, s#&therence to the paternalistic (some
partners would suggest hegemonistic) American ¥iem the top ideology and practices
of the U.S. “doing aid to” partners instead of thgh or with them.

This research suggests that a more effective mtdsltheoretical blend of
Wengers’ situated learning in Communities of Pec{CoP) and Paris Declaration (PD)
best practices could reconnect U.S. developmemaidy with improved performance
by organizing the critical knowledge-work of foraigid knowledge, skills and abilities
(KSAs) according to a postmodern framework. Crgairtommunity of practitioners
with a wide range of expertise, from both donor padner, improves understanding
while applying collective experience and expertsaddress the unique mix of complex
challenges partners face. Doing this knowledge-vink sociopolitical context that
encourages, and even requires, partners’ full@paiion in cocreating the local content
for implementation of country-specific resoluticadds legitimacy to partner governance
and its local policies and practices. Upholdingalagovernance, the specific objective of

American engagement in Iraq following the natiosedurity crises of September™ 1
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demands organizing in this way. The case studetsniake up this research will exhibit
that effective aid has less to do with the ingtitgl efficiencies sought by U.S.
legislation and everything to do with the way weganrtize our knowledge-sharing
practices in each Country Team to ensure the renergtion of local members to
implement it. Local learning (capacity building)asritical component of sustainability
which is the first rung in the ladder of developrngrowth from aid to trade to an
independent member of the global society (economy).
Limitations

Relative to this research, the participants im@munity of practice (CoP) are
voluntary and in the same field of expertise. Weisg€oPs form the organizing
structure for apprentice to expert in a partictield. This is similar to the mentoring in
the MCC model wherein the social interaction amongsmbers provides the learning
domain for technical experts to mentor, and leawmf novices of the same knowledge
base. For example, U.S. agriculturists bring besttces in farming, seed selection, and
harvesting techniques and proffer these as metddogal farmers needing productivity
enhancements. Additionally, local conditions archteques are used for specific reasons
(see the Alleviate Hunger in Africa program in th8AID case study in Chapter 4),
which are brought to the attention of technicalexpby their local counterparts
mentoring them in situational awareness.

Additionally, foreign members are not volunteeus tather are heavily incented
with very high rates of pay, beyond what is norergbossible in their partner countries,

skewing the personal motivation for “participatireyid/or “mentoring.” With a financial
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incentive, instead of a personal commitment inshig the sense of belong in a CoP, the
motivation to share and build sustainable aid rgrtions is displaced with implications
on program impacts. These differing incentive strres (Wengers’ CoP mentors versus
foreign aid mentors) dramatically change the puepad, this research suggests, the

contributions of the two groups.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The Research Project

The qualitative research paradigm uses necessifidyent methods to capture
specific socio-cultural detail instead of statigtitndings that are generalized. The
method of inquiry used in this study is the ethiapipic case study method that uses a
theoretical model against which each individual .Udgeign delivery model is compared.
The value of this method according to Yin (1994this "empirical inquiry that
investigates a contemporary phenomenon withiregtlife context.” Yin emphasizes the
complex nature of empirical observations whichdir more "variables of interest," in
this case the social characteristics of effectidagraplementing practices, where results
rely on triangulating multiple sources of evidelfitxd).

This analysis of U.S. foreign aid models — relativéhe Community of Practice
(CoP)/Paris Declaration (PD) theoretical model aimsed at observing the organizing of
aid knowledge-work that takes place in “the whgace” of the published institutional
linear organization and process flow diagrams. 0$eof participant-observer method is
crucial to get past the rhetoric of official docurtegion, prepared comments and
management of public opinion to witness the “howfaseign aid delivery. The purpose
is to explain the causal links in real-life interans, between policy intentions and

foreign aid performance, that are too complex tovsy or experimental strategies (ibid).
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Case Development

Like the postmodern theories of organization, theecstudy methodology avoids
traditional perceptions of hierarchical arrays anavides the framework especially
suitable to this study. Because this researchals&srvation of current practices to
inquire into the "how" of aid implementation ane thwhy" of aid outcomes, with no
control over behavioral events, the case studysisp@rior strategy over other forms of
exploratory, descriptive or explanatory researbidfi The embedded case studies use an
overview of institutional policy and an organizaisd model - a design of the
organization and its practices. This study avdmgsrhajor pitfall of the embedded study,
solely focusing on subunits, by using a multiplsecdesign that investigates
implementing practices of three organizations dftipla level$* policy/legislative,
institutional, managerial, in-field and externdluences.

To create a rich body of case material the resezooipiled data and field
observations of ongoing foreign aid implementatiperations derived from working
relationships and/or interviews with partner goweemt officials, ministries and sub
ministerial governance institutions, their managestaff and practitioners; partner
employees or contractors of U.S. aid operatioroimtry; interviews with U.S.
implementing partners leadership, managerial stadf expatriate personnel forwardly
deployed; U.S. government officials and practitisneom the Departments of State,
Defense, Treasury, Justice and Agriculture engagad policy, strategy, and all aspects

of its implementation; leadership and investigatdfraumerous U.S. government

% Thompson'’s levels of organizational stratificatfomm (Thompson, 2006).
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oversight agencies; members of relevant committettee U.S. Congress; and official in-
country documentation and reports; agency docurtientaeports, public relations
materials; oversight reports and interview findingsd historical evidence revealing the
complex nature of these organizational forms aecetivironments in which they
operate. Given the very long-term nature of devalept programs, and the multi-site,
multi-case study design of the research, the aidipbges were enhanced by using a
"studying through" (Wedel, 2004) technique to olssenstitutional implementing
practices through the different phases to caphedull script of interactions that make
up each models' implementation practices. The tiaa, is derived from a broader base
of former and new field work giving their historiEsgevity.

For example, research on USAID's implementing prestfor programs in Iraq
was conducted over a three year period (2007-200@) study followed the three main
IDIQs*being observed, at different stages of the multjpler programs, linking
observations made earlier in the designated péoiatbservations later in the designated
period; through official mission documentation, aafdeat interviews to bridge the gap in
actual observation time frames. The same processused for observations of Provincial
Reconstruction Teams (PRT) and their implementnagtces, making repeat
observations at existing PRTs as well as new PRTkey evolved over the same three
year period, bridging the observational gap eveatifidrent PRT locations. MCC

observations were made during the start-up phab&G& (2004-2006) using the same

2 Recall that IDIQs (Indefinite Delivery, Indefinif@uantity) are the primary contracting mechanism
USAID uses to short-list approved contractors foyet undetermined programs of work that will be
defined later, once contract awards have been madiénplementing partners define their scope okwor
from the field. For detailed explication of this ahanism, see Scappini, K. (2004).
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studying through approach, completing the "studyimgugh" with repeat interviews and
the inclusion of updated documentation during teeqal 2009-2011. A review of most
recent literature on all three models was conduftiethe period 2011 to the present.

The data was compiled and coded for its applicatio@oP characteristics and
the U.S. commitment&o PD practices of country ownership, alignmentnianization,
managing for development results and mutual acedwiity. Additional compilations
were made as it became evident from the findingsttiey had meaningful implications
for the application of the CoP principles and Pinautments. Examples include such
topics as incentives, external influences, andslagive restrictions and/or freedoms. This
process of working with the data facilitated thea®tive narratives of findings
(presented in chapters four and five) followed bliqy implications and
recommendations for future research (presentetiapter six).

Mid-Study Adjustments

At the outset of field research, the focus was y@agctice oriented, that is, the
practices were observed from an activities or faspective and documented in such a
way as to map them to Paris Declaration (PD) praaibjectives and coding
ethnographic field notes relative to the normaf\& intentions. However, the social
interaction within and amongst teams of practitigi@came increasingly significant as
observations revealed the social dynamics that wégefering with the intentions of PD
principles. The coding then shifted to documenieobeations relative to their application

to one or more of the thirteen commitments. Thisevgpecific approach to coding

% Key aspects of PD practices are specified inritr@dluction to the case material in chapter four.
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enables the calculation of the more characteriisémes, especially regarding the social
dynamics of these communities and their interfacbss mid-study adjustment supports
the theoretical model by documenting the sociah daht supports or constrains
cooperative and collaborative working relationsaklished mostly outside of the
employment framework. The more socially integrdteéigners became, over time, with
each other and/or partners and partner groupsntine smoothly their professional
interactions progressed, leading ultimately to ootes that were in varying degrees
mutually beneficial.

Given these insights gained from the data colledtgthg the case development
process, direct case-on-case comparisons werero@apde. While the initially proposed
path analysis was intended to be a framework forgaring the models to each other,
early observations showed that the social charatteteractions and practices was the
only comparable component. While the USAID andRRI cases are similar in the
donor directed nature of their aid interventiohgitt different appropriations authorities
and amounts, as well as the differing degreesgilitive freedom makes the
implementing practices of these models incompardifies has proven not to be the case
for the effects of external pressures on all tmneelels.

As a student of foreign cultures for my entire,lé@d a practitioner in foreign aid
for nearly thirty years, this scenario of buildifagniliarity and ultimately some degree of
trust as a prerequisite for operating effectivedg auccessfully in a foreign country has
been consistently observed and professional expeie It proved to be true in the

course of this research as well, and this caustdftato an ethnographic focus in this
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work. It became necessary to include literaturéooms of social organization and how
they function toward their mutual objectives. Then@nunities of Practice literature
proved most effectual at naming those organizatieleanents of community and its
operation which complement the foreign aid paradignd is therefore included as well.

Systematic Interviews

Since the observed practices proved to be nontlingther a complex web of
social interactions, the initially proposed patlalgsis proved far too structured - in the
form of Total Quality Management (TQM) and processngineering (Black, 1998;
Crosby, 1979) more suited to a modern industriadlehar his ill-fitted strategy was
exchanged for a combination of observations coupiéitl systematic interviews to
untangle the web and reveal the nature of linkag#sanother process or individual
(Yin, 1994 p.8) piecing together the componenta pfactice. If a link of any kind is
made or becomes necessary, an opportunity for “aamitgy” alignment, and/or
harmonization appears and triggered an interviavgdaes of interview) to investigate
the potential social network that comprise the ficac This resulted in the recording of
findings in the form of aidnographies instead & flanned path analysis.

This combined method was used to explore the ceatiens and relationships
that make up the “white spaces” between and amuagractices observed in the
aidnographies (Stewart & Cash, 2000). These coatierss and relationships represent
the unseen relational aspect of “how” the work gietise. Surveying these conversations

and relationships explains the knowledge-work thkes place as the means to
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understanding the (degree of) CoP and the relatededivery interactions - how these
agencieorganizeto get their work done.

These surveys were in the form of (qualitativehetiraphic analysis rather than
(quantitative) statistical analysis since the obigto understand the identity, meaning
and rationale of the knowledge-work and aid chagléeresolution process. A guided,
open-ended interview protocol was used to accomtedta culture, position and time
of the interviewees aimed at capturing the reqgisitormation, data and insight.

Existing Documentation

Each case was analyzed drawing from existing palayumentation, legislative
documentation and oversight reports, legislatiomual reports, annual performance
plans and annual performance reports (accountab#iorts), strategic plans and other
documents relevant to the case material and impl&ahen practices. This analysis
provided a history of political direction and intention in the programming and
oversight of foreign aid appropriations. Additidigapublicly available information,
from all three models, on their mission, policyplementation practices, evaluations,
methods, programs/compacts, performance and cuhate currently and historically
was used. Drawing from my own historical case dathextensive experience working
with and within all three models provided specédiamples and interpretive insight.

Participant Observer Method

Since part of the objective of the study was tolgstond - or perhaps within - the

political rhetoric to justify tax expenditures dretaid program "flavor of the month
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(USACE),"** the participant observer method was necessaryirFfield observations of
relationships and implementing practices allowsrésearcher to see the insiders' world
of meaning and the natural environment in whichitieractions take place prior to
political sanitizing for public relations purpos@ergensen, 1989). The information and
logics revealed when these observations are couptbdhe systematic interviews are
invaluable to an inductive and interpretive procgfsecording the interpersonal stories.
This type of direct involvement in the moment oilylavents provides a point of
reference for the research logic as well as aegyatio gain access to phenomena that are
commonly obscured from nonpatrticipants (ibid). émgpn summarizes why this method
is especially suited for this particular studyhattit is "exceptional for studying
processes, relationships among people and evemisngities over time, and patterns, as
well as the immediate social-cultural contextstvimch human experience happens
(p.46). The way this was executed in the field nexfia guided, yet flexible, non-linear
structure to draw out the details that get at #erthof the aidnographies and the practices
they describe.
Quality Assurance of the Case Study

1. How do the USAID, MCC, and PRTs organize their kealge-work?

2. Are the USAID, MCC, and PRTs using Paris Declarabest practices to

achieve more effective aid impacts? If so,

%4 Quote by a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers officerdference to the changing U.S. political priostie
regarding the types of projects to be funded bydifferent baskets of U.S. appropriations.
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a. how do organizing practices of the USAID, MCC arRITB support or
constrain the use of best practices in aid effec@ss as defined by the
Paris Declaration?

b. how do their implementation practices support/c@nstcountry
ownership?

c. how do their implementation practices support/c@nstalignment with
partner priorities and systems?

d. how do their implementation practices support/a@nstharmonization
with other donors?

e. how do their implementation practices support/a@nstmanagement for
development results?

f. how do their implementation practices support/a@nstthe principles of
mutual accountability with partners?

Propositions

Given that USAID was created from a combinatioma@éncies established during
the prominence of industrial methods and moderartés of organization, it is expected
that the USAID model does not support CoP/PD ppiesi and best practice.

Given that MCC was created during the global dissewn Millennium
Development Goals consistent with the PD principltas expected that the MCC model
does support CoP/PD principles and best practice.

Given that the PRT was created as an urgent resportke war efforts on two

fronts, without a legislative framework, interaggmioctrine, common mission and
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training, it is expected that the PRT model dodssnpport CoP/PD principles and best
practice.

Unit of Analysis

The core unit of analysis is the team of in-coumnplementing practitioners -
partner and expatriate. The periphery as definetth®yCoP literature is considered where
it intersects and/or impacts the core Country Team.

Logic Linking Data to Propositions

The pattern-matching method was used to link ttathe propositions. Pattern
matching involved taking several pieces of inforimatfrom different sources, amongst
multi-site engagements and triangulating the evadento discovery logics that describe
the relationship or practices being assessed. Wtatwlings of these discovery logics
were confirmed with follow-on interviews at the satavel from multiple sources and
again between levels. Upon confirmation, theseckogiere matched to theoretical
propositions - in this case the PD practices -taed?D stipulated donor commitments of
each of the five areas upon which “more effectiaiel’ is measured. These indicators are
itemized in the opening of chapter four.

According to Yin's usage, the CoP/PD theoreticatiework is the "effects”
proposition and each of the individual cases is'tleeeffects” proposition (Yin, 1994
p.25) that relates the data to the propositions.

Criteria for Interpreting Findings

The patterns in the CoP/PD - USAID comparison, /2&P- MCC comparison,

and the CoP/PD - PRT comparison are rather extcemigasts which afford the
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interpretation of the findings of opposite propmsis (Yin, 1994 p.26). Where a delivery
model tended toward the theoretical model and h#fccent evidence to suggest a
commitment to PD implementing best practices, thedehwas found to be in

"conditional” support of the PD.
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CHAPTER 4: CASE STUDY RESEARCH

As U.S. global interests shifted, during war tinaesl the intermediate years of
peace, the organization of U.S. foreign aid deliwgas changed to suit the then current
conditions. At first glance, these changes appehetan evolution of ever improving
U.S. mechanisms to address the increasing compleiglobal challenges. However,
that global conditions continue to change and #grek of human suffering goes
unabated raises the question: how effective is 8ld®. Have U.S. aid methods kept pace
with the ever changing character of global humdfesgng or has there been an over
reliance on historical methods? Research seeksderstand the effectiveness of aid; has
there been an assessment of the determinantsffefatnee aid?

The traditional model was designed for the chaisnof its day and many say the
Agency for International Development (USAID) becatine premier development
agency in the world; yet Congress seemed to th#ikole in the Vietnam war was the
greatest failure in U.S. modern history and cut USAInding by more than seventy
percent, from which it has not recovered. Is theviicial Reconstruction Team (PRT)
model truly a new model for its era, or is it aivex version of the Civil Operations and
Revolutionary Development Support (CORDS) moded tioatributed to USAID's
demise? The Millennium Challenge Corporation claiofsllenge is our middle name™

implying they are ready for the wicked 21st centinyt are they? It is necessary to
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examine each of these three prevalent U.S. modelsl aelivery because they all have a
development mission; and each has political andlkgg/e limitations and liberties that
shape the organizations in different ways, yet axemot met the challenge. When it
comes to human suffering, good enough is not encarghany of them effective?

This chapter offers insights into the questionvbéther each of the three U.S.
models of aid delivery examined in this researamiglementing—or is able to
implement—Paris DeclaratioifPD) best practices for aid effectiveness, theyluid
literature universally accepted as a paradigmrfgoroved aid effectiveness. The case
studies present research into how the Country Teeonsisting of U.S. aid experts in
various fields and their partner counterparts,these best practices when implementing
aid interventions.

Recall that the theoretical model used as theslds#ach comparison drew on
communities of practice (CoP) organizing principgie®bserve the social context in
which the aid intervention was determined or coer@a each model. These
observations shed light on the extent to whichRtgs Declaration on Aid Effectiveness
influenced the implementing practices used in fdardervention. The study sought to
understand how the five PD practices were suppantednstrained by each model’s
unique political and legislative limitations or ditiies, and to what observable effect.

Each PD practice has a number of donor commitneggresed-on as effective in
improving the delivery and receipt of aid. Thesenaatments make up the context of the
recommended practice frameworks for implementadioth provide a deeper

understanding of what is intended to be accompiishehe aid intervention. These
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commitments are itemized below as a guide to utaleilgg the context and some of the
organization of the material in each case sti/dyile these best practices and their
commitments are itemized individually, they are mattually exclusive; rather, they
blend and overlap in unique ways depending on tiitere and sociopolitical contexts of
each partner and how they relate to U.S. poliamsabjectives for each partner country.
For example, commitments of mutual accountabilignd and overlap with the practice
of country ownership as defined and intended byélearch that supports the Paris
DeclarationFor example, the commitments on ownership and atability includes
issues of leadership, as a function of domestiowt@bility, and the ability to direct
development, as a function of partners’ absorptaqgacity, comprising the PD intentions
regarding ownership. More specifically, in the anéaublic financial management, most
donor programs include capacity building in accongytbudgeting, procurement,
contracting, and project administration as key congmts of a sustainable intervention.
The extent to which partners can absorb this kndgdeand engage in a process of
adapting local systems represents their absorpépacity. If they do not understand or
have insufficient skilled practitioners, systemsesources, this limits the partners’
ability to become increasingly proficient in thesternational standards and will slow
their pace in achieving graduation from aid to ¢rathe aim of this sequence of gaining
proficiency is to increase partner capacity, ndy amthe prescribed areas of expertise
but as a function of domestic (mutual) accountgbibr the receipt and use of the aid.
The aim is to ultimately enable the partner toraligeir skills, practices and systems with

the requirements of international (financial) maskier access to trade and new capital.
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In the industry, this learning process is descriiethe partners’ graduation from aid to
trade, economic growth and opportunity.

Recall that the PD arose from a study of the &ffeness of delivery and receipt
of foreign aid and includes commitments from doraord partners. The research
presented here is solely focused on the donorddittee delivery-receipt equation. In
practice, that is, in the overlaps and interactmingese five best practices and the many
commitments (both donor and partnéingre are an infinite number of interactions and
overlaps—especially when the unique cultural socolitical contexts of each partner
(and donor) country are considered.

In order to craft accurate aidnographies, the prtesien of the research for each
case study is organized in a three-part framewmhk. first part provides an historical
introduction to the model, including what circunrstes led to its formation, and key
characteristics of its mission and legislative fdaton. The second and third parts
highlight implementing practices and the in-countmplementation team, respectively,
and where appropriate, provide stories that slytd bn the use of the five Paris
Declaration best practices and the donor commitsninatt operationalize them in the
field. The seventeen donor commitments are orgdrasdollows:

Country Ownership

e Donors strengthen partners’ capacity to exerciseeoship

e Donors yield to partners’ leadership in coordingtiheir foreign aid
e Donors encourage/require national developmentesgfied

Alignment
e Donors align with partners’ policies, objectiveslgrartner strategies
e Donors align with partner country systems, insiitos and procedures
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e Donors use strengthened country systems, espepiadlic financial management
(PFMP)

e Donors align with partners’ development time honigo

e Donors align with markets

Harmonization

e Donors implement common arrangements and simplgdrededures
e Donors practice complementarity

e Donors incentivize collaborative behavior

Managing for Development Results (MfDR)

e Donors manage for results by linking country progmang and resources to results
and country performance assessment frameworks

e Donors manage for results by relying on partnentes’ results-oriented reporting
and monitoring frameworks

e Donors manage for results by harmonizing the mangoand reporting requirements

e Donors manage for results by working to strengitmmtry capacities and demand
for results-based management

Mutual Accountability
e Donors provide timely, transparent and comprehenisitormation on aid flows to
enable partner authorities to present compreheihsigdget reports to their
legislatures and citizens
e Donors assess their progress in implementing agreemmitments to aid
effectiveness
Setting the Successful Standard
The reconstruction of Europe after World War llggeted myriad development
issues—reconstruction of physical and economi@stfucture, renewal of the transport
system, the modernization of industrial and agtizal equipment, the resumption of
normal production, the raising of productivity, ahe facilitating of intra-European trade

(Van der Wee, 1952) —the nature of which was witkedmplex. However, everyone

was on the same side, with the same mission. Paitiqrivate sector, politicians,

% public financial management (PFM) refers to thicjes, practices and systems of public accounting,
budgeting, payments and procurement.
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military and civil society, on both donor and partsides, had all fought against the Nazi
ideology and brutality and were a community, nhowaonther singular mission:
(re)building independent, sustainable economiessadeurope.

The Marshall Plan’s organizing principle was toypde multilateral aid to the
community of partners in Europe. Implementatiothef plan was delayed until all
partners agreed on a community plan for the aliooadf U.S. appropriations across
country, industry and population, which was essgitdi prevent cross-country
competition for aid allocations from a common pobiesources and prevent waste (of
time, limited resources).This successful, timedediprogram set a standard that was lost
in ensuing years that were not marked by globaksr(Behrman, 2008).

By managing relationships in this multilateral wMarshall enforced an
organization of cooperation, collaboration and dowation amongst European nations,
aligning their interests and efforts while creatamgnmunity ownership and
accountability necessary for the United Statesatonionize its engagement with the
region as a whole, building local capacity to maxerdevelopment results in a
sustainable way. It worked. The results were that3¥b2, as the program funding ended,
the European gross domestic product (GDP) was 38%iey than pre-war levels, and
Europe enjoyed two decades of unprecedented prgsped growth (ibid).The U.S.
appropriated $13 billion to the Plan, which was liempented in just four years and which
forged a regional alliance, pulling Europe outled eishes of war and making it
America’s most important, and profitable, tradiragtper(s) for more than two decades

(ibid).While the system created by the Europeans med an American ideal, it employed
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best practices within the context of local cultutteet made it work for Europe—and
ultimately for the United States—the whole poihg twin-win” solution. The Marshall
Plan set a standard which subsequent U.S. modetsriever been able to match.
The Traditional Model—U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID)

Consistent with institutional theory, public-sectastitutions, once established,
strive for survival past their originating purpobg,redefining and/or expanding their
mission (Jepperson, 1991; Suchman, 1995). Withutifging influence of the war
behind us, and a strengthened American resolvel tih@ needy, American aid
continued, albeit without its common mission, kegamizing principles, a community of
owners or the complexity of development needs.fdbeagencies that were established
and contributed to the success of the Marshall Rtalonger had a common mission, nor
did they have an overarching organizing principleg they pursued their institutional
survival by establishing bilateral relations withuatries in need, redefining their
mission—and the American foreign aid delivery medgl the process (United States
Agency for International Development, 2004d).

For 10 years, this model of increasingly indepenhdgencies designing programs
of aid for single countries with diverse needs oargd to grow —in number, scope and
budgets—without oversight, as coordination amokgSt agencies with similar or
duplicative programs yielded little in developmesgults yet met the congressional
requirement of budget execution (U. S. General Antiag Office, 1996b, 1997).This
disorganization of foreign aid continued until #tagvas a new common cause—the

Vietnam War. Embroiled in another war within anamifliar cultural context, the foreign
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aid model designed to address the wicked complexitiye Vietham War was the Civil
Operations and Revolutionary Development Suppd@RODS).CORDS pulled together
all the various U.S. military and civilian agenciesolved in the pacification effort,
including the State Department, USAID, United Stdtdormation Agency and Central
Intelligence Agency, and was the first U.S. atteat U.S. interagency organizational
form. This model as a whole is addressed more flthe Provincial Reconstruction
Team case study that follows. For purposes of tBAID case study, examined here is
the impact this first interagency organization fdrad on USAID as a foreign aid
delivery organization.

The U.S. aid mission in Vietnam was “the other Widre war against hunger,
poverty, illiteracy, and diseasé'but as the war efforts turned against U.S. palitic
objectives, recognizing the failure of the Vietnam organization of aitljin 1961,
President John F. Kennedy executed the first remxgaon of U.S. foreign aid delivery
by merging four disparate, independent agenciesargingle agency, the United States
Agency for International Development (United StaAgency for International
Development, 2004d, 2010a).Under the Kennedy Adstration, USAID grew to a staff
of over 25,000 experts in specialized fields ofasfructure, agriculture, economic
development, cross-cultural communications, etbene USAID staff were in-country

designing and implementing aid interventions basetheir local interaction and

% See http://blog.usaid.gov/2011/10/celebrating df&di2%80%99s-50th-anniversary-the-early-years-of-
usaid.

2" Recall, this was not just an aid mission, the nizgtional form we are talking about at this paimts an
inter-agency organization that included the mijitaZlA and other non-aid oriented U.S. government
agencies.
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evaluation of local needs. USAID was the implemeafd).S. foreign aid and became
the premier aid development agency; however, ttegtefias too big and too late for
Vietnam. USAID felt the brunt of the political falit of losing the war when shortly after
the fall of Saigon in 1975, USAID saw its numberadtically cut to less than 5000 staff
with the commensurate slashing of programmatic btsdgnd its reputation as the
premier aid development agency in the world (Lateza& Van Dusen, 2005; The HELP
Commission, 2007); USAID has never recovered froim ¢congressional judgment day
(Atwood, 2008; Natsios, 2010).With this judgmeny dame a redefinition of USAID, its
organization and its practices, with a return @ititerwar period of increasingly
independent agencies designing programs of aigiplementation wherever they could
politically sell them.

This USAID model, as it was created by the Fordigaistance Act of 1963, was
focused on using U.S. appropriations for the pionisig and logistical needs of the
Vietnam war effort. Perceived (or rather misperedivas a technical issue, the new
legislation imposed limits on the use of these appations, to U.S. goods and services
only, for which Congress would receive annual penfance reports on how this year’'s
appropriations were used to help solve tame promsg problems overseas. Annual
budget execution sufficed as the metric of sucoépsirformance rather than
acknowledging the failure to recognize the wickeabems of complex and interrelated
cultural andsocigolitical dynamics of the Vietnamese war, which system of foreign
aid delivery was not capable of addressing. Wighftitus on using U.S. appropriations

for U.S. economic special interests, we missedt#; we missed the changing nature
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of societies abroad and the complex mix of knowdeddills and abilities necessary to
understand how to resolve them, let alone attempid in resolving their problems.
Fast-forward fifty years, and politically, we hafedled to adopt updated policies,
legislation, appropriations practices and foreighpactices that recognize, and respond
to, these wicked problems made even more compléeiensuing years; rather, we are
continuing to use the same legislation, the sameepéons, the same expectations.
“USAID was established to unify assistance effadgrovide a new focus on the
needs of a changing world, and to assist othertcesnn maintaining their
independence and become self-supportffigrtbm as far back as the creation of USAID,
the reality of aid efforts has never been ableeovdr on the rhetoric:
existing foreign aid programs and concepts areslgngnsatisfactory... we intend
during this coming decade of development to achéedecisive turnaround in the

fate of the less-developed world, ... John F. Kennedy, 1961

...yet many of the old models of economic developnassistance are outdated.

Money that is not accompanied by legal and econoeiarm are oftentimes

wasted... George W. Bush 3/14/2002
However, in those ensuing years, USAID has endsigrdficant paradigm shifts as
Congress began paring aid policy coherence asdtedn Assistance Act (FAA) was
amended, then ultimately ignored, as Congressitsspewer of appropriations and

earmarks to change aid policy without accompanigggslative reforms (Rennack,

28 http://www.usaid.gov/about_usaid/usaidhist.html.
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2010).This procedure ushered in these congresianahdated paradigm shifts, which
include (1) a shift to contracting out, which sprgal USAID of its implementation
functions and relegated it to an administrativedaiaxecution function highly
dependent upon appeasing Congress and its spaeiasts; (2) the creation of the
oversight counter-bureaucracy, ceding congressiavaw responsibility to additional
and duplicative layers of oversight and leaving gtess with a results reporting focus;
and (3) the shift from delivering development rést reform rhetoric; the repeated calls
for aid reform without changes in the legislativases that frames institutional practices,
or the congressional expectations that mandate, takif which diminished the capacity
and effectiveness of the U.S. delivery models (GelAan, Nicholas Eberstadt, et. al.,,
2007; Amawi, 1996; Atwood, 2008; Brainard & Lan@sR006; Carpenter & Brandow,
1997; Collier & Dollar, 2002; T. Fox, 2000; Fraehk2004b; General Accounting

Office, 1995a, 1996, 1997a; Ingram, 2000; R. Wn3oln, 1998; Lancaster, 2000;
Lancaster & Van Dusen, 2005; Murray, 2000; Natsk®4,0; Nyoni, 1998; Scappini,
1995, 2004; The HELP Commission, 2007; U. S. Gdmareounting Office, 1995a,
1996b, 1997; United States Agency for Internatiddavelopment, 2004d, 2005c, 2007,
2009, 20104, 2011a; United States Congress, 199B; Vasquez, 2003).

USAID now serves as the administrative interlociietween Congressional
expectations and legislated limits and programsark created by private-sector
implementing partners now performing USAID’s higtaole as aid implementers.
Because the implementers compete for USAID cordraictl have as their fundamental

priority their own survival (profitability) (R. S¢t 2003), there is little, if any, incentive
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to cooperate, regard for national foreign aid pobc interest in coordinated national
strategies (The HELP Commission, 2007).This, calipleh congressional
micromanagement by appropriating at the prograrel liestead of strategically by
national or regional objectives, creates fragmemeadand redundancy in the overall
delivery of U.S. foreign aid. The fragmentatiorthve budget prevents the execution of
any national strategy for foreign aid, especiafiyttee volume of appropriations has
grown to address additional interest and objectiVég world has changed and U.S.
assistance programs have not kept pace” is oreeddritical findings in The HELP
Commission Report on Foreign Assistance Reform.r&pert offers some explanation
“The development challenges of the"2Entury differ from those of the 1960s
when the principal legislation governing Americtiseign assistance took
effect. Changes in economic conditions, demograpltechnology, and in our
understanding of the potential consequences of &whglobal environmental
risks, require new ways of promoting development.”

Highlights of Implementation Practices

Consistent with the tied-aid conditionality cla8suy American”) of the Foreign
Assistance Act, the institutional mission of theAJS model is to define and administer
foreign aid programs of work for outsourcing to lempenting partners (for services) or
American manufacturers (for goods).These congrealliomandated conditions make
the USAID model fundamentally a procurement modet] a decidedly American
procurement model, with essentially 100% of progratic funding earmarked by

congressional interests to make purchases of Aaregoods and services, regardless of
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their applicability, appropriateness, or effectigss for the partner countfjin contrast,
according to the Paris Declaration model presemtdiis research, effective aid would
require USAID to transfer knowledge and skills tolé partner governance,
management and implementation capacity enablingeosiip of and leadership over
their own development. For USAID to do so wouldd@ut itself out of business. In
reality, the degree to which local USAID Missionr@&sitors and staff engage the partner
government and civil society prior to writing thewuntry report represents the extent of
partner "ownership" or “leadership” regarding U&eign aid to their country. The
country report feeds into the bureau report, whicterlies USAID strategies, program
design, contract design and awards from Washingtbere is no opportunity for the
partner countries to lead the development acta/itiethe implementing partner, engaged
by a USAID indefinite-delivery/indefinite-quantigontract, to deliver a program of
work. All the partners can do is cooperate, oridedo cooperate.

An exception to this practice is the fixed amowgmnbursement agreement
(FARA) program, managed by the USAID Office of themptroller (instead of a
programmatic bureau).This is a good example of tagja “work-around®® that USAID
must create in order to evade legislative restmiand allow countries to “own” their
program—or at least the implementation of it. TheSAID-defined and -designed

scopes of work with MCC-defined benchmark metriacg deliverables are a

2 For detailed explication of this process see (Ba2004).

% The opportunity for this “work-around” existingiguage was a request for Congressional modification
of part of the ADS 320 language. The request wasddify existing ADS that had authorized
reimbursement of small construction projects tdude disbursements against completed actions
(represented by benchmarks or indicators). Seqi(®#on, 2010)Therefore this program was actually
within the law, but as recently modified. It is peived as a “work around” by USAID staff.
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[flinancing mechanism—not a procurement mechanisnieraby USAID agrees

to pay a partner government a fixed amount upoet@rchination by USAID that

specified project elements or units have been ceteglin accordance with plans

and specifications which have been pre-approved®4ID.

(Barrington, 2010)

These performance-based conditions provide mueldetfunding for policy and
practice reform in developing countries and encge@vnership, organization, best
practice and results, while leaving the criticgya@eity-building function, required to
meet the deliverables, to the inherent processipfementing the Washington-designed
program (Zimmerman, 2007).At least one of the feemtcountrie® in which this model
of aid delivery has been deployed, namely Libdrés experienced self-reported
successes in organizational effectiveness andsh@ibest practice in budgeting and
procurement processes, with some capacity-buildingcal staff, as a result of the
implementation of a USAID-designed scope of worikekia achieved 100%
reimbursement of its initial phase, funding thall e used to supplement the next phase
of implementation. The political argument that soqg this payment-after-the-fact
approach (a means of working around the “buy UcBriditionality restrictions of the
Foreign Assistance Act and Federal Acquisition Retipn) is that USAID is paying for
results that have already been achieved, not frgmtioney that can be diverted,
absconded with, or used in any manner inconsistghtU.S. law. But while this

approach is promising, the “ownership”—the decisioggarding what scope of work is

31 USAID has identified 28 countries in which theyeind to deploy this model of aid delivery.
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to be addressed, contracted, and funded—contioueside in Washington (Briggs,
2012).

To address the capacity building (services orandbjectives of U.S. foreign aid,
USAID has resorted to using increasingly large fimite-delivery/indefinite-quantity
contract (IDIQ) projecté?o facilitate execution of the their budget, retyion
contractors to draft the statements of work (SOWa) define award conditions and the
program to be implemented in-country (Natsios, 200t organizing principles of the
USAID modef? include the centralization, in Washington, offatbgram administration,
including matching annual policy and appropriatieasmarks to USAID programs;
translating the intent of policy; identification aid priorities; framing the SOWs and
awarding the IDIQs; and providing practice procedtfguidance. In Washington, the
statements of work are awarded to an “implemerimgner,® which hires contract
personnel from the pool of free-agent Western eatdrs. Sometimes the personnel
hired are the very contractors who created the S@WSAID under a separate personal
service contract to USAID, a direct conflict ofenést. The basic premise of “aid,” a
voluntary transfer from one government to anottsetherefore replaced by the profit

motive of the private-sector implementing partridre contract obligates the

32 Recall that IDIQs (Indefinite Delivery, Indefini@uantity) are the primary contracting mechanism
USAID uses to short-list approved contractors ®yet undetermined programs of work that will be
defined later, once contract awards have been mwadiémplementing partners define their scope okwor
from the field. For detailed explication of this ah@nism, see Scappini, K. (2004).

¥ Recall that this model includes the practices #hatused by the Departments of the Executive Branc
each of which have several independently fundegidoraid programs.

% The Automated Directives System (ADS) guidance gmadedures are included here by reference to
“practice procedure.”

% Implementing partners are private sector U.S.idoraid service providers who have assumed the
traditionally USAID role as aid implementers in {per countries.
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implementing partner to make its “best effort” toyde the designated aid
program/training in a particular country, withougtmcs or any type of specific
performance, except inputs (resources, i.e., peapdemoney) and outputs (status
reports), indicating program success or failureer€hs no contractual (or moral)
obligation for effective performance; in fact, tlolause releases the contractor from
obtaininganyresult, and yet the contractor is guaranteed payaording to its cost
basis and the Federal Acquisition Regulation rexpent that the government “make
timely payment” (within 30 days of invoice receip®gardless of billing inaccuracies,
inflated costs, or inflated claims of accomplishtseihe implementing partner becomes
an agent of USAID, contracted to design and delieezign aid within the USAID
limiting framework, but it has no contractual olatigpn to either USAID or the aid
recipients to deliver anything of quality, value t@ansformative significance. Yet it is by
their work, in part, that USAID’s “performance”jisdged and usually deemed a
“failure.” There is no distinction between the iraplenting partner’s profit-motivated
poor performance in the field and USAID’s legistaty restricted role since the
paradigm shift to administrative performance (budgecution and reporting), at which
it is usually quite successful.

Without this distinction in performances, the neversight agencies created
under the second paradigm shift have every incentiviind fault with USAID, rather
than the private sector, to justify the overse@iggncies’ existence and continuing
budget. If there were no failures for which to aati) then either the overseeing agency

IS unnecessary or they are not performing.
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Note that when the Kennedy Administration “calfed reform, their rhetoric
turned into the reorganization of four implementaggencies into one to improve
implementation performaneéa turnaround in the fate of the less-developed
world.”"When the G.W. Bush administration called feform, their rhetoric created an
entirely new legislative basis for foreign aithe Millennium Challenge Act—which
created an entirely new agency, the Millennium @mgle Corporation, with the specific
mandate to change the delivery mechanism of foraigrior improved implementation
performance-improved development results for our partners. Eatrhinistration did
something within its power to initiate implementetiperformance reforms. In contrast,
when Congress has called for foreign aid refornr tive years, even as recently as the
latest budget debate in 2013, their rhetoric haslted in several new bureaucratic
agencies delegating congressional oversight regpbitys criticizing existing foreign aid
delivery methods-specifically USAID—for misplaced performance expectations (Meyer
& Rowan, 1977; Suchman, 1995).1f USAID were notaxrang its budget, that would be
one thing, but criticizing aid for the poor perfante of the private-sector implementing
partners over which USAID has very little influemepresents the rhetoric-reality
mismatch.

The USAID In-Country Community

A USAID team characteristically consists of implerieg partners appointing
employees to serve as chief/deputy chief of p&itiyile reporting to their own U.S.-
based management, they liaise with the USAID caotitrg officer, the USAID direct

hire (employee) responsible for overseeing theraghtalbeit not necessarily the
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deliverables. The cadre of contract personnel Hwedn indefinite-delivery/indefinite-
guantity contract generally constitutes a large disgdarate group. Each contractor is
hired for a specific skill set required by the staént of work, and each operates as a free
agent in his or her area of expertise. Upon beiregglhthe contractor is relocated directly
to the country of assignment, without being origgdao the implementing partner
headquarters organization or culture. There isdvaiaced training, no corporate or
mission team building, no investment in relatiopshi

In non-hostile environments, contractors are nttcated except in terms of
having access to the implementing partners ’loffadex They live and work in different
locations, depending on where their expertise &lad, and form social groups based on
similar social interests (for example drinkers aonddrinkers; those interested in
exploring the local culture and shops in their fiiege and those uninterested in foreign
exposure beyond work requiremerfs)n hostile environments, contractors are usually
colocated in a secured compound, leaving the comgptugo to different work locations
as security permits. In colocated environmentsetiaee more opportunities for social
interaction and relationship-building between cadatiors. Yet colocation can be more of
a detriment to the community than a positive facsrinterpersonal tensions may
escalate as the contractors are required to lige@h close quarters over extended

periods of time in the midst of an external hostitwironment”

% Field notes 1991-1998; 2004-2006 including coratinss and interviews with hundreds of contractors
hired to work on USAID IDIQ contracts for the madyS. implementing partners and the U.S. and foreign
head hunters who facilitate the matching of skitkgo IDIQ staffing requirements.

3" Field notes 2007-2009 including conversationsiatetviews with hundreds of contractors hired takvo
on USAID IDIQ contracts for deployment to Iraq.
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The contractors are supposed to design a worktp&trfits into the statement of
work with defined activities and deliverables (altigh the plan is also used as a tool to
expand the workload and the number of personnighdpilin order to raise revenues
under the IDIQ), based on their assessment obited tircumstances and conversations
with their partner country counterparts (for exagpain urban planning expert contractor
would have a partner counterpart in the persohetity mayor, or the district
manager).lIt is from these work plans and activitieg “success stories” are solicited by
the USAID contracting officer, general developmetficers or the USAID Mission
Director’s Office, for use in reporting informati@md progress to Washington.

Implementing partners hire local country nationpbsticularly for the “train-the-
trainer”-stylé®hallmark capacity building programs for which USAi¥well known.

The intent of these programs is to provide critaagbacity building to strengthen
partners’ abilities to lead and direct their owwelepment programs; to develop a broad-
based understanding of their country’s developroenstraints and needs; and to
effectively plan, manage and execute their budigepsovide transparent reporting to

civil society to ensure domestic accountabifityhe intent is to impart new techniques
and transformative principles (Western conceptshtefrnational best practices as part of
the “training of” the trainers.

Our goal is to use assistance and developmentpmiaéons realize their own

potential, develop their own way to govern, anddnee our economic partners.

% Train-the-Trainer programs are a hallmark of USA¥Berein the objective is to teach local countempar
the skills to perform certain functions that thedbcounterpart then uses to train cohorts of lteahees.

% There are many other types of Train the Trainegams in different sectors, such as AgricultungleR
of Law, even Police Training.
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(United States Agency for International DevelopmeotL3d)

Western advisors often provide individualized tiragnin the context, process and
purpose of the material and training methods, éwvelnding the cocreation of training
material for the local trainer to translate andwl the local trainers design training
according to what they know, and while they areallguadequate or even very good as
trainers, they are not teaching the necessary dumjatter, let alone transformative
principles or techniques. For various reasonsdbal ltrainers may (often do) not
incorporate the necessary subject matter, eitheause they believe it will not be well
received by their local “students-counterparts,because they themselves do not accept
the material or feel they do not have sufficieragyr of it to train others. Additionally,
some are simply afraid to introduce new ideas arsiothgir peers (as in the case of Iraq,
when Iragi trainers would not conduct training emised procurement procedures—in
spite of the new law regulating it—because theyewadraid of corrupt managers who
would likely have them killed°

Moreover, since the contracting mechanism ofriaslel, the IDIQ, stipulates
that the implementing partner is not responsibteatually initiating or introducing
change or achieving any result (being required tmiyake their “best effort”), their
local hires have no such obligation either, so iéhe end no change may eventuate.

Not only is it problematic to have little or no psmimance in country, but the missing

“0 Field notes 2007, data from working relationshigsservations and interviews with Iraqi training
cohorts, their managers and ministers from the $tligis of Defense, Interior, Finance, and Planaingj
access to USAID policy meetings, field reports andcess stories. Field notes 2008, data from wgrkin
relationship and interviews with Iragqi Governoraning cohorts, their department managers and the
Governors of eight provinces (both Sunni and Shin) access to USAID policy meetings, weekly
situation reports by IDIQ contracting officers aBdccess Stories.
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element for necessary reform is how and to whormitii@armation is reported. The
congressional metrics for USAID are (1) budget exiea rate and (2) program outputs.
The report to Congress may claim an output of“7,08hed,** but that represents only
the number of names on a registration form; it desgeflect the number of actual
persons trained, nor does it indicate whethentfais 7,000 persons trained in one course
or 1,000 persons trained in a curriculum of sevamrses to build some meaningful skill
set (there is rarely an actual curriculum, buteath set of single courses). Nor does it
report anything accomplished by those trained, loether they even showed up for the
training session! What would be useful is engageémh partners (individually or
collectively, for example by function, i.e., all@unting, contracting and budgeting
management, then departmental practitioners)tmeefieir training needs and then an
assessment after training to see if those needs et and how to improve the material
for the next cohort. What is relevant, but missisghe nature of accomplishments by the
students that reflect their ability to integrate ttontent of the training into development
impacts in their workplaces; this would reflect giregram funding to impact correlation
sought by the program assessment rating tool (PARTe President's Management

Agenda®? The program continues because its oversight idireisted and no one

“1 Sometimes information is provided on the levetdfication of those trained, or on their job titte,

show that the program is reaching “high-enoughdmpropriately positioned officials.

“2The President's Management Agenda (PMA) was iatiné of the G.W. Bush administration that sought
to link programmatic funding to staffing, objectsvand specific performance. This differs from tieny
prior government reform initiatives that were foedn internal efficiency gains.
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discovers the disconnect between capacity-buildolgy intentions and the actual
results®®

How partners are characteristically engaged by IDSfplementing partners is
exemplified in the “aidnographies”(Gould, 2004)|dve.
Implementing Partners’ Role in National Servicesray

The most prominent engagement of USAID in Iraq ied of a number of very
large indefinite-delivery/indefinite-quantity coatts (IDIQs)—one each at the
ministerial, provincial and community levels—foethhetorical purpose of “devolving
governance to the subnational level ...[and] pudftgovernance in the hands of the
people” (The White House, 2005).The tiered programese known a3 atweer*working
at the national/ministerial level; the local govanoe program (LGP), working at the
provincial level; and the community action progré@AP), working at district/local
levels; each was an IDIQ with different implemegtpartners. Given USAID’s
procurement model, it was necessary to organizentesion in a way that could be

broken down into multiple contracts, hence thedrrical character of the national

*3 Delivering goods, such as vaccines, is easiezfornt. For example, 1000 vaccines are sent to grartn
country, and all are assumed “delivered” in therfaf “number of children vaccinated,” resultingan
“Success Story” or “1000 children protected froray@mtable diseases.”Note that USAID’s “cutting edge
analysis” results in statistical quotes like “$3#Rlion of private capital invested in Africa (lersged from
USAID’s Development Credit Authority.” However, wieser outcomes resulted from this investment are
missing. When private companies invest in develagiptbeir entire budget is included in the foreign
direct investment, even though much of that budgfdr overheads and operating expenses yielding no
benefit to locals. Rather, it simply establishesfibreign investor’s operational capacity in themtoy or
region.

“4While Tatweeris an Arabic word, | have been unable to findfarence as to its meaning in this context
or why USAID used this term to name the IDIQ coctea to Management Systems International (MSI)
for ministerial-level foreign aid.
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program. Organizing the aid program this way pos#éd USAID not only to manage the
whatof USAID delivery but to effect thieow of Iraqi public finance practices.

While Tatweersubcontractors were working with ministries oniseng and
creating new policies and procedures, there waslitde communication to the new
Iragi sub-ministerial civil governance structuresating a national-to-subnational
disconnect in policy diffusion and the creationrdérfacing communications and
systems. Meanwhile, newly established governotagesi district civil governance
structures were working with the local governanmgpmm and community action
program subcontractors, respectively, trainindhigirtrespective executive and legislative
roles and establishing administrative, managemmashbadgeting systems. The initial
focus was on horizontal interfacing so that theggonerate executive offices could
communicate and coordinate with governorate legistg; however, it was quickly
recognized that vertical interfaces with the mnest was vital to obtaining governorates
proportional shares of the national budget. Sihtettered IDIQ structure placed USAID
subcontractors at all three levels of governance wére creating contacts, if not
relationships, with key representatives of lraqiggomment at each level, it uniquely
positioned USAID programs to effect the complexamaty-building and
communications gap creating the disconnect—hac theen collaboration, cooperation

and communication amongst the three USAID progrdihs.effect of the multiple IDIQ

> Newly established governorates refer to the exeeuiffices of the governors of each of the proesc
within Irag established under the Law of the Goweeates which created sub-ministerial governance
structures. The sub-ministerial legislative ingtdns were called Provincial Councils.
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program in the field was to foster competition agdime three main implementing
partners for “success stories” and additions tcsttuge of their work.

A fundamental example of this disconnect is with btagi national budget and
the allocation of national resources to sub-minigt@gencies for obligation, execution
and annual settlement. With the influence of Uxpegts, the Iraqi parliament passed a
constitution with new appropriations rules that,cagst other issues, limited the use of
appropriations to an annual cycle. But while thenistry of Finance issued general
procedural guidelines, it gave no explanation efribw constitution, new budget policies
or how they were to be addressed at sub-ministienrals. The old practices obligated
funding until it was executed while the new proaedurequired annual allocations of the
national budget be obligated within that year, &y would be “lost” or returned to the
Ministry of Finance. Whilél'atweercontractors were assigned to facilitate the cpeati
and implementation of accommodating practicestaramninistries (horizontal
integration), there was no country ownership ofysteam of devolved governance. It had
been designed in Washington, rather than Baghbattkeerwas aiding in the process of
defining, organizing and training at the ministelevel; however, the contractual
competition with local governance program (LGP )verged them from collaborating
with LGP and passing information on the new prastito LGP contractors to assist them
in working with their local counterparts to defiaed design governorate practices

consistent with new ministerial operatiofisdditionally, Deloitte was awarded a

“% Field notes 2007.3, 2007.4; 2008.3, 2008.4 data fvorking relationships, observations and intewsie
with Minister of Finance, departmental manageméthe Ministry of Finance; U.S. Department of
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USAID IDIQ specifically to aid the Ministry of Fimeze. The resulting contractual
competition between Deloitt& atweerand the LGP prevented contractor collaboration
that could have greatly enhanced U.S. aid effesg@ss in this vital governance
integration.

As a result of this disconnect, the provinces lastdreds of millions of dollars in
necessary development funding from their proportibtihe Iragi national budget recalled
by the Ministry of Finance each year for failureotadigate. While this was national
policy, not necessarily national practice, the iggtions of this policy were not
explained and the provinces were expecting all@muations indefinitely, as had been
their prior operational model. Furthermore, thealggovernance program missed the
opportunity to foresee this problem because thagwperating in a vacuum with only
limited ministerial information passed through thegi system. They could instead have
taken advantage of the expertise and communicakitis of USAID Tatweer
contractors to arrange more effective verticalgragion, consistent with the U.S. mission
to implement a policy of devolving governance ddwihe lowest levels of society.
Since it was not in the best interest of Iraqgi stineés to share this information or
facilitate vertical integration—to do so would lmecede control and power—the

channels in the U.S. community were in fact vitaatfecting/creating this process. The

Treasury leadership and staff; departmental manageaf the Ministry of Planning; Governors and
Governorate management staff; Provincial Councinipers and stafffatweerlead governance advisors;
Local Governance lead and advisors; District Margde.S. Army Civil affairs teams operating in kiice
districts in the Baghdad Governorate.
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same holds true for the local governance prograsaiipcial program and the community
action program/district prograff.

Additionally, procedures for settling the new, muwbre complicated provincial
(district and local) budgets were not explainettagi subnational government entities,
and for years the provinces were unable to séte budgets, subjecting them to
Ministry of Finance recalls or withholding of vitedconstruction financing. This vital
vertical integration with new ministerial practicgsirted when a cross-cutting team of
U.S. public finance experts (USG employees and-Jd8AID]contractors) began
visiting each provincial budget department to wonle-on-one with accounting, budget,
contracting and procurement personnel, explairfiegrtricacies of the new budget
policy and its implications for sub-ministerial lmeds, at which point each province
settled multiple years’ budgets, usually withiro3thours. In other words, the absence of
a USAID community of practice in budget executied to the failure to address this
priority; however, a small cadre of U.S. expertsrirthe Departments of State and
Treasury created an ad hoc community with locdledtalders to create the environment
for locally meaningful capacity building to takeapé; it took a community of practice
(CoP). As of June 2009, only six provinces hadexbthudgets for the first time, despite
years of U.S. structured aid to all levels of goweent?®

The implications of this failure extend well beyaihe settlement of budgets;

rather, they help explain the inability of the UC®partment of Treasury to transfer

47 bid.
8 |bid.
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assets paid for with U.S. taxpayer funds to theilbaidget for future operations and
maintenancé®A fundamental aspect of resource planning for th&war reconstruction
of Iragq was that the government of Iraq had swhtiresources to fund its own
development. The U.S. plan was to occupy Iraq &athge the regime while protecting
national oil reserves (and revenues), so that thesmurces could be used to fund the
nation-building effort following the war. Howevdgr more than ten years, the U.S.-
funded programs remained on the U.S. budget, idsiEbeing transferred to Iraqi
ownership and control. There were two primary readmehind this failure:
1) the Iraqis’ inability to execute their own budigdeaving many projects to the
Americans for execution, and
2) the fact that the U.S. development activitiesenexecuted by Americans,
using American procedures, resources and persahef,which lay
completely outside the new Iragi governance stredoat the U.S. mission
was aiming to creat®.
Innumerable attempts were made to foster betticakintegration of the entire
USAID program. Such integration was a mission-caitfunction that was simply
missing from the USAID program design. Moreoveiithrex USAID nor the Department

of State had adequate funding for a comprehengipsach to this vital effort. Appeals

“9 Field notes 2007.3, 2007.4; 2009.1, 2009.2 data fivorking relationships, observations and intexgie
with U.S. Department of Treasury leadership anff;dtinister of Finance and management staff; and
Ministry of Planning management staff.

%0 Field notes 2007.3, 2007.4; 2009.1, 2009.2 data fivorking relationships, observations and intexgie
with U.S. Department of Treasury leadership anff;dtinister of Finance and management staff; and
Ministry of Planning management staff; Governord Bnovincial Council members; U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Seabees and their foreign counterpartsthe multinational force engaged directly in the
reconstruction.
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were made to the military, which was also involatdhese three levels of governance
through the U.S. military tiered command structdiee military disposed of hundreds of
millions of dollars in the Commanders Emergency@ese Fund (CERP) and
Department of Defense programmatic resources. IBappeals failed to enlist the
cooperation and collaboration of the military inppplying more effective civilian aid.

Since USAID program design could not achieve gattintegration among its
implementing partners, it was unable to cultivakeal ownership for the USAID program
design or facilitate this critical function withthe Iraqgi subnational governance
structures that U.S. aid was establishing —an dppday cost inherent in the competitive
USAID program design.
USAID Role in Provincial Services in Iraq

As USAID’s primary representative in the provin€sneral Development
Officers have the responsibilities to engage, noonitentify, and support the technical
and management staff, from headquarters (Unite@Srsgency for International
Development, 2006b).Note that none of these funstaxtually implements or executes
any U.S.-funded program. USAID'’s role in the fieddimited to overseeing the IDIQ
contracts defined, awarded and funded out of Wastim There is little a USAID
program officer can do but sell the Washington-tdgsegram to local leaders, support
Washington-based management staff visits and sugbalys reports.
Implementing Partners’ Role in Provincial Servicesraq

While the USAID local governance program in Iragght provincial

development strategies, one of the donor commitsn@micapacity-building practices for
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more effective aid, provincial development stragegiequire a broad consultative process
with many sectors of civil society. The scope amlding of the USAID-defined work
programs were too limited to allow for this. Howewthe Research Triangle Institute
(RTI) won the IDIQ contract to deliver the USAIDepfied statements of work, which
included these provincial development strategiebd@Vised a cost-minimizing

approach to meet a deliverable, a set of provird@aklopment strategies (PDS), one
from each province in Iraq. The budget was so éohé&ind the number of foreign experts
(predominantly Americans) so low that the PDSs veeteally written by a small cadre

of Iraqi local hires based on local contacts wihté provincial governor’s office. Instead
of representing well-organized strategies, theltieguPDSs were no more than wish-
lists of projects that needed funding, with eackhalist preceded by proforma
introductory remarks. There were no town hall nmegiwith women and minority
representation, and no representation of commenterests—except for those involving
governorate employees. Research Triangle Ins{iRii¢) presented these provincial
development strategies to each governorate, ab&#lD, as one of its
deliverables’Thus, while RTI met their deliverable and receit@xpayer payment for
doing so, the knowledge, skills and abilities te@xe a national consultative process for
the broader representation of society were neweldped, nor were provincial-level
consultative processes for the cultivation of pnoial voices and the design of locally

owned development strategies. This is the oppdstuwoaist, for each Iraqi province, of the

*1 Field notes 2008.2, 2008.3; 2009.2data from wark@ationships, interviews and review of official
documentation and correspondence with RTI managgmeattitioners and Iragi subcontractors; USAID
Mission leadership and Contracting Officers.
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Washington-based design of the USAID program, wimoission was to build provincial-
and district-level governance capacity to suppdwetlower/lowest levels of civil society.
The U.S. priority for quick, same-year results @aigad over effective development
policy objectives. The ultimate cost to the U.Sswlzat Iraqi reconstruction process
became a much longer and more expensive endeaittheed have been.
USAID Role in Goods in Africa

While the example above is characteristic of USAIBin services, the following
example is characteristic of USAID aid in goodse Rileviate Hunger in Africa
program was funded for thirty years. An implemegtoartner was contracted to
purchase American fertilizer (inputs) and distriiitto farmers in Africa to increase
their sustainable food production (outputs) andckealleviate long-term hunger
(anticipated outcome). For thirty years the ertweget for this program was expended
on the purchase of American fertilizer and its\aly to African farmers. The metric of
success for the program was the full obligation pid disbursement of the budget
allocated to it. From that perspective, the progveas an annual success story. However,
upon closer examination, there were no metricsrdagg the nutritional value of the
food, or the increased numbers of people fed, @reékduction in the rate of deaths due to
starvation. Additionally, there were no metricsardting the increase in farm
productivity, no doubt because there was no suctease according to African recipients
of the fertilizer. There was no increase in thedpiaivity of African farming, despite the
full disbursement of the program. One might sug@rasid or abuse. However, it was

actually a classic case of poor program design Wéashington-based staff, who had
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excluded the indigenous farmers from the problefmidi®n or in-field performance
oversight, and also a classic case of inappropc@atgressional oversight, focused on
budget execution rather than development resutts.résult was pure waste. For thirty
years no one monitored the program, even thoughtarorg would have revealed early
on that the absence of productivity increases redua change of program design. As is
characteristic of these statements of work, the ID&#ficer who designed the program
assumed that USAID understood the full extent efglfoblem of food productivity in
Africa, without having consulting the local farmensletting them own their own
productivity enhancement program. In théhi’)@ar, a young intern from the
implementing partner inquired into the increaseatpctivity and learned that there had
been none. He asked a local farmer for his pers@ech why this had happened. The
farmer informed the intern that they had not usedfértilizer on the crops, even though
they knew that it would have increased crop praslitgt Instead, they had used the
fertilizer to wash their homes. Had they used #rélizer on the crops, the crops would
have been overrun with weeds which they did notelithe means or labor to deal with,
so they had to forfeit the fertilizer to ensuretttheey at least got some productivity

(Ingram, 2000).
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The Incentivizing Model—Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC)

As the complexities of implementing developmermtgoams in foreign countries
lacked sustainable progress, the entire concdpteign aid was reevaluated, and in
2000 the United Nations established eight inteomadi development goals for the new
millennium, known as the Millennium Development Go@IDGs). This ushered in a
new way of looking at global poverty, health, edigraand environmental sustainability.
In response to this initiative and growing disappmient in USAID’s inability to meet
minimum performance standards on the Program Assed¥sRating Tool of the
President's Management Agenda, the George W. Bdafimstration saw the
Millennium Development Goals as a means to crea@naU.S. model for foreign aid
delivery that would incorporate many of the MDGIpkophies within the context of
U.S. values and objectives (Dyck, 2005; Grossm@f@52Hewko, 2005; Nummy,
2005).The perceived inadequacies of the USAID maaee made clear when, according
to the USAID Ombudsman Jean Horton:

MCC was created because The Administration wadedispd with our (USAID)

performance and didn’t trust reforming us, so tjusy created a new agency

(Horton, 2004).

Carol Lancaster, a career foreign aid insider, adds

The administration chose to create an entirely agency to manage these funds

[the Millennium Challenge Act (MCA) monies] rathidsan to locate them in

USAID. (This decision reportedly reflected a ladkconfidence in USAID’s

capacity to manage the MCA monies as intendedvé baen told by a number of
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sources that the decision memorandum presentée forésident on where to

locate the MCA funds included only two options:tjg them in the State

Department and putting them into an entirely neenag. Putting them in

USAID was not even an option.) (Lancaster, 2007).

In 2003, the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MGA&as unveiled at the
Monterrey Summit in Mexico, and by 2003 Congress &yaproved the Millennium
Challenge Act (MCA). The MCC model was designeddoform to the MCA, which
was a response to the global discourse on MDGsseTheals not only incorporate, but
hold as core features, many of the best practittsedParis Declaration (PD) upon
which MCC'’s core practices are based (MCC, 200868R).MCC uses a subset of the
Paris Declaration best practices as central teaets organizational form and
implementing practices. This subset comprises gomagrnance, country ownership, a
focus on results and transparency (MCC, 2012b).

MCA (Millennium Challenge Act) is intended to prde a significant policy

incentive to candidate countries by commandingattention needed to galvanize

the political will essential for successful economrowth and sustainable poverty
reduction, and needs substantial resources tothavéncentive effect.

(Millennium Challenge Corporation, 2006c)
The Millennium Challenge Act (MCA) represents angligant shift away from

the traditional (USAID) model of foreign aid to onere closely aligned with the history
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of U.S. foreign policy objectives that aim to impeathe quality of life of partnat
populations by alleviating poverty through econogrowth and opportunity and reflects
many of the principles espoused by the Millenniuav&opment Goals. To understand
the key constraints and/or incentives imposed BYMICA, it is helpful to identify the
constraints that are absent from it vis-a-vis theelgn Assistance Act (FAA), that is, the
many liberties granted MCC that are forbidden USAID

The MCC'’s appropriations are classified as grartis a “no-year” funding term,
which means the funds are available for use inyaay, within the established
boundaries of five years, reflecting the longerdtiframe needed to have meaningful
development impact. MCA allows MCC to commit comfanding, in full, upon
signature of each compact. This does not mearthibantire grant is given to the partner
at once; rather, an account is established witlernlt.S. Treasury into which those funds
are deposited. Funds are released on a evolvirgglatshof quarterly budgets and
procurement plans cocreated by the MCC and paitaens.> making a five-year flow of
aid entirely predictable. While the MCA makes thasticular timing-to-funding fix, it
does not alleviate the external political pressiwesesults reporting in the immediate

and shorter term, which remains an ever-preseanbadg act. This framework is

2 This process of selecting partners to becomebdigor MCC funding is itself a process unique tSU
models that is based on a set of standardizedataiin four categories: ruling justly, investimgpeople,
relationship between growth and poverty, and eraging economic freedom. Each category has a number
of performance statistics against which all coastin the low- and middle-income categories are
compared relative to each other in a selectionge®that determines which countries become elidiinle
MCC assistance from the U.S.

3 The Millennium Challenge Act requires the estabtient of a partner country “Accountable Entity” kwit
whom MCC team partners. Initially this is the MCdatn, referred to in the text as a partner teangtwhi
evolves into the “MCA Accountable Entity,” referréalin the text as the Accountable Entity (AE), as
required by U.S. law.

98



different from all other U.S. foreign aid models which appropriations must be used
and accounted for annually, preventing the longemtplanning required to address
today's development challenges.

Tied aid subsidizes the donor industry, as it umilges a partner’s capacity to
provide goods and services in a sustainable wayg, @aktenuating the partner’'s economic
and governance legitimacy. The MCA mitigates th8.Ubuy American” clause in the
FAA by allowing local procurement in support of theconomic development mission.
Additionally, for complex procurements, MCA allowpen bidding, with the award
going to the best-value proposal, including otharats. This is the most significant
difference from all other U.S. aid models, mosibich comply with, or work around,
this restriction to attempt to accomplish theireaitives, usually at much higher cost
because of the restriction.

These two mechanisms combined facilitate anotiamitive of the MCA, which
is additional grant funding for the purpose of adding early capacity building
challenges in the partner proposal and the MCCdiligence stages of the process of
obtaining MCC aid. The U.S. has consistently fothvat partner countries lack the
capacity to engage with U.S. organization on tHepand institutional issues required
by their legislation. For example, the MCC requittest a national consultative process
be conducted by each partner to obtain broad reptaton for their national
development challenges, needs and priorities. &actvuntries have not had the capacity
to conduct, let alone craft, such a widespreadhatnre relating to U.S. policy and process

issues they do not yet understand, resulting inyncanntries abandoning hope of
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obtaining this aid without even trying. Section Gf)%f the MCA specifically provides
funding to eligible countries “for the purpose atilitating the development and
implementation of the Compact between the UnitedeStand the country” (U. S.
Congress, 2004). Examples of the use of these filmadsre very helpful are (1) for
capacity-building grants to national statisticsdaws to enhance the quality and
development of baseline statistics, and (2) forctbléection of other information
requirements of the due-diligence process in aw@roceed to the compact
development stage. While the local capacity bugdakes place, it does so in the context
of serving donor needs to respond to political lexgslative pressures for specific types
of data and results reporting. For example, fundmiguild capacity of the national
statistics bureau in fact increases partner uraedgtg of Western statistical models,
data gathering techniques, and enhanced informayistems for improved analysis, all
of which partners will continue to learn to use fioeir development. However, this
capacity building is funded with this U.S. mechamit® serve congressional
requirements for specific types of data for restdfsorting to Congress, without which
MCC aid would not be approved.

The Country Team

The key to evaluating MCC implementation practisesn understanding of the
uniqueness of the MCC organizing principles, whé@C and partners cocreate the
context of the process-oriented practices invoinadanslating U.S. policy and
legislation into a meaningful development programrgus an aid “intervention”) that

addresses partner priorities and development nésdsiqueness lies in the mutual
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learning that takes place in the iterative intecas of a community of practitioners that
is created from the very beginning between théalniiCC team and the initial partner
team; the term "initial" is used intentionally, the teams evolve over time depending on
the work they cocreate, which changes the typexpértise needed to comprise the
Country Team. The Country Team, this communityracitioners, engages in an
iterative interaction cycle of identifying, defignand designing a development program
specifically to address (at least some) of thengaiids development needs and challenges,
which this research suggests is a model of the aamtgnof practice described in the
theoretical model presented in Chapter 2.The Cgurgam is comprised of subject
matter experts drawn from the matrix of MCC's orgation, with members contributing
to multiple Country Teams as required. For exantplese are MCC teams for each
country proposal submitted to negotiate the comg@aceelopment process (CDP). There
are also subject matter teams; in this researghateeidentified as “communities of
practice,” with a subject-specific domain, that@pkze in different functions, such as
fiscal accountability, procurement, land tenurejadture, infrastructure, microfinance
and so on. The subject matter experts supportdh@neement of concepts, practices and
performance metrics in their subject-specific comityuwhile simultaneously serving on
one or more MCC teams. The MCC team consists ofigpact development team leader
and support staff, experts in each sector releieatite partner countries’ proposed
development plan, experts in fiscal accountabiptgpcurement, environmental impact,
and legal counsel and a team from Monitoring analiation (M&E)—approximately

twenty people, depending on the scope of the cpymaposal.
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The partner members of the Country Team includetbbgram leader and
representatives from the sectors included in #@intry proposal from which a compact
(in this usage, a compact is a development progfanork agreed to by a contract, the
compact, between the U.S. and its partner), anéfibre the U.S. and partner teams are
meant to complement each other’s skill sets iratieas required by the proposal.

Upon “entry into force,” a decisive moment whea ghartner has met all of the
political and legislated conditions of this partenudevelopment program, the program
responsibilities are placed with a partner Accohlet&ntity, comprised of many of the
partner team members, who cocreate the developmnegitam and are now responsible
for implementing the compact in their country. TAiscountable Entity, with its local
advisory board? represents the Country Community addressed inglesection of this
case. There is a unique twist to all of these itleat because so many people have a
voice in the Millennium Challenge Corporation (M@@)cess that it appears
cumbersome to manage. Instead, if one becomesaridae roles and responsibilities (as
well as the nomenclature), one can see how thigxradtrelationships can, and does,
work.

Caveat

These identity distinctions are being made in $listion of the text as a caution

to the way the material in this case will be "héamtien explained in the language of the

field, what Meyer refers to as the "vocabulariestodicture.” The political discourse on

** The advisory board serves as a sort of boardretdirs that oversees the Accountable Entity. $tdna
very broad representational membership, includegrkinistries, civil society at large, minority gius,
and other affected groups.
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foreign aid has become so fixed in our listenirg #dthough we filter the metaphors, we
have accepted an ideology of resignation that ptejeld notions as a pseudo-scientific
image of reality, when in fact, what will be debed here has very different (specific)
implications regarding the usage of the commonidoraid language. Terms like
"partner," and "capacity building," and like "whaleégovernment,” and "integrated
interagency" from the first case, have become $itiggped as to mean virtually anything
the speaker wants them to mean without being gpetifat is why it is necessary to
specify, here, that the use of this common languragi@s case study has a much greater
depth of meaning and significance than the meralspg of it.

For example, fundamental to the MCC model is tieciple that the partner own
the entire process of compact development, progiesign, contract negotiations,
program implementation, oversight and reportingd@onstituency. Use of the term
“‘own” is an application of the caveat. Partner "@nghip" has been used to mean
anything from signing off on a procurement docunpepared by a foreign advisor to
agreeing to budget for operations and maintenahfaeiities planned and constructed
by foreign donors, all the way to the significamseant by the MCC model. Partner
ownership means the partner government-appointed/piartner team members and the
Accountable Entity make the decisions based om tven contexts, including hiring and
firing appropriate personnel and contractors; angeatheir work practices, systems and
management; and negotiating with their ministried avil society. In short, MCC
partners "own" the application of Millennium Devploent Goals, MCC and Paris

Declaration principles for aid effectiveness. Tlogyn it all. MCC Country Team
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members assist them in the practice of foreigrkaavledge-work with a reality
bounded by political and legislative objectives #indtations.

Highlights of MCC Implementation Practices

In the early years, the compact development prowe@s initiated when the MCC
team and the partner team exchanged informatioatabe forthcoming partnership. The
partner team was provided with guidance on howddkwith MCC, the criteria and
limits of this funding as mandated by the MillermiChallenge Act, how to proceed to
the process of negotiating a program of work téuneled by this type of aid and a
timeline to meet U.S expectations and deliveralliagen MCC waited for a proposal
from the potential partner.

Figure 2 (MCC Program Cycle Fact Sheet) refldutsdarly thinking of how the
MCC process would flow. Early expectations werd tha potential partner would
provide a proposal addressing the data requirenagittshe MCC team would begin
interacting with the partner team to conduct duigeice in an effort to legitimize the
proposed development program (in MCC parlance,ishislled a compact)by showing
how it meets MCC’s mandate of alleviating povehsotuigh economic growth. This
would lead to a program set-up phase to outlinpesof work and anticipated
outcomes. Stage 4 was the implementation and nrorgtetage of executing the work
plans and monitoring for compliance with the progr@nd use of funds and seeking
evidence of the anticipated outcomes. Once the aotiprm had ended, MCC
anticipated continuing evaluations to assess thieldement impacts that require a much

longer term to manifest. Given the then-currentwieom the top approach to creating
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this model, the espoused theory envisioned theegsoas manageable, appropriate
relative to the Millennium Development Goals anddictable. The learning literature

tells us the theory in use is different, and it was

%5 Reference: espoused theory, theory in use: Arggahon, 1978, 1996.
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The Initial Process

When early proposals arrived and consisted of imass-do lists;dwhich made
the compact development process unruly and very gomsuming’the Millennium
Challenge Corporation (MCC) faced the reality ghattner countries did not have the
capacity to meet MCC'’s expectations for the prog¢kssas, 2013).MCC found itself
winnowing voluminous wish lists to piece togethgraposal, a process intended to
support partners’ decision-making and priority4isett Unprepared to reallocate their
congressionally mandated small staff to a functiesigned for partners, MCC began to
make heavy use of the pre-compact funding to largractors to facilitate the national
consultative processes and acquisition of requssastics and to conduct environmental
and other impact analysis, all of which were reegiielements of a framework MCC
needed to create a compact, their original function

Recall that MCC had one year to get up and rupaird obligate a billion
dollars; these types of time setbacks had to bdved immediately. MCC continuously
refined the compact development process as it fanespected challenges based on
partners' limited capacities and the absence ailddtguidance to support partners’
independent activities, which was delaying buddpigations. These guidance

refinements are an ongoing effort at MCC, and améty theme of this case.

% Very similar to the national and provincial deyatoent strategies in Iraq.

*" Field notes 2005.4, 2006.1, 2006.2 data from waykelationships with MCC teams, partner teams,
partner Ministers of Planning and Finance and siatirviews with MCC and partner Accountable Bntit
leadership and staff; and observations and interwéh practitioners implementing compacts in Benin
Mali, Morocco. Review of many partner proposals aathparison with final compact initiatives.
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The Current Process

The National Consultative Process and Project Pegholrhe current compact

development process continues to include its sigaairactice of a national consultative
process with new guidance to partners that “mednlngfrategic, targeted and ongoing
engagement with stakeholder groups is essentigfbing investment priorities” (Lucas,
2011) is far more specific than the requiremerdarier documentation for “a national
consultative process” (Millennium Challenge Corpiara 2003a). For example, as all
aspects of economic life are included in the cosguyl national consultative process,
partners learn from MCC teammates the standard$fioti® and measurement methods
necessary to build an impactful development progogimesponding to expectations for
deliverables and being mentored in creating thecgsses for conducting, compiling
and reporting on the national needs. This is amgia of the design of the MCC model
that was intended from the beginning.

The national consultative process yields the natidevelopment strategy
(NDS),® from which the country proposal is developed. Thmpact development
process (CDP) does not proceed until the MCC teasralproposal drawn from an
acceptable NDS. While the community of practitiameomes together from MCC and

the partner, MCC expects significant responsibfligm their partner team members to

%8 Note that the USAID programs in Iraq required oadil development strategies; this research supporte
the literature, suggesting that USAID is learnineni the very positive reputation MCC derives frdnist
strategy and is either (1) adapting to avoid addél congressional mandates or (2) using the MCC
language (Meyer's "vocabulary of structure”) toadbthe trappings of legitimacy and preserve thedgo
faith which only serves to validate existing form#iuctures.
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prioritize investments, implement programs, conawersight and exercise
accountability to its citizenry for the results (las, 2011).

There is mounting evidence—based not on inputioseut on results metrics—
that the MCC national consultative process workenan the face of extreme political
pressure from Congress to obligate the budgetO0® 2during the Morocco CDP,
Congress was imposing significant pressure on M@@abligated balances. A senior
executive responded by applying internal presss@sng, “| don’t care about the
national consultative process, just get them theeywd However, the Country Team
held firm to the standards of a broad-based ndtmmasultative process and sent the
Morocco partner team back to broaden their dialojuso doing, they uncovered
private-sector initiatives for artisans and entesgurs that resulted in an additional
tranche of aid in a revolving fund—a new modeldat delivery within the MCC
framework. This not only increased the size ofdbmpact but also leveraged that new
type of fund, building capacities and seeding pge\sector enterprises across the
country>®

Due Diligence and the Investment MerBairing the next stage, due diligence,

MCC then reviews the proposal to gain situatiomedr@ness and begins to frame a
development program concept by merging and linkiiffgrent components that support
each other. While the country sets their priorjttee U.S. government continues to hold

a sort of veto power, as the MCC team must alsos@n those partner priorities that are

%9 Field notes 2005.4, 2006.1, 2006.2 data from waykelationships and interviews with the Morocco
delegations to the MCC and the Morocco Country Teathlater observations and interviews with
Moroccan recipients of MCC aid.

109



aligned with the then-current U.S. political objees and more likely to win
congressional approval. The due diligence proeas extensive iterative process as the
Country Team works together in a mutual mentorirggess, supporting the creation of
new practices and techniques to address the mamtiaipated challenges as they
prepare to align objectives to negotiate the mituadreeable terms of a compact
concept.

As program design begins to form, implementingpcas begin to center on
capacities—what exists, what is necessary and Wbat source to obtain it. As partner
country members become more comfortable with the&cMéjuirements and
international standards and are able to recortoded with their existing practices, they
are able to establish program baselines and cansiareening for impacts, all of which
are required for the investment memo. The investrmamo is the document that is
presented to the MCC Investment Committee, whovesen assessment of the
proposed development program and its anticipatedaic rate of return, poverty
alleviation statistics, costs and anticipated inipabat is, increases in incomes of
impoverished constituencies due to economic grewfported by the investment in the
compact.

Workplan (Program Design) and Institutional Arramgents It is at this point,

upon approval to proceed by the investment comajitteat aligning practices becomes
useful as the development concept takes form atidtes the process of creating the
very detailed compact work plan. Mutual mentoriakets place in the program

management process of identifying activities ais#titey, staffing and timelines for each
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project in the program as well as all monitoringl @valuation activities for each project,
is included in the plan. Where more informationégded, or third-party arrangements
made, these issues, called conditions precedenhcded as compact-specific conditions
that need to be resolved prior to entry into forekich is the decisive moment when the
compact clock officially starts and disbursementsnfthe compact account at U.S.
Treasury can begin. This stage ends with a congigothg ceremony and represents the
transition from planning to implementation.

As the Country Team progresses through each dftdges of compact
development, the partner team makes more inforrhettes about its own requirements
and about how to maximize the potential of theggirements being met. It is usually
during this stage that criteria and scopes of iorkhe many third-party contracts are
cocreated based on MCC's fiscal, procurement amgl@mmental accountability
standards and the partner’s limited capacitieaddeessed. Also during this stage, the
congressionally mandated in-country Accountablat{zand its board of advisors are
designed by the partner, in consultation with t@C counterparts, to ensure the
broadest representation of public and private sgctoinority groups and other
constituencies.

Complications

What complicates this relationship on the U.Se sgdstringent congressional
directives for fiscal accountability and the needdxpeditious results. This
hypervigilance over accountability, also referenrethe USAID case, has led to overly

conservative organizing practices—actual U.S. etxaep to some indicators of
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progress—that undermine the philosophy of the Miliem Development Goals upon
which MCC was founded. The pressure to meet coagneal expectations for results,
particularly based on metrics that are meaningle#ise attainment of effective
development results, is counterproductive to tHaevaf the consultative process and to
the private-sector growth that derives from unitibennium Challenge Act authorities
(J. W. Fox & Rieffel, 2005). Metrics such as thelget execution rate, the number of
compacts, the total amount obligated, and the am@atiar value) of compacts all
ignore the strong monitoring and evaluation (M&E9thods that are incorporated into
the MCC practices to address the absorptive capiasiies that underscore waste, fraud
and corruption in a way that is antithetical to tlrective for accountability. These
arbitrary congressional expectations also underthmie@wnership, leadership, financial
oversight and accountability capacity that the W@dl&ms to be seeking by funding this
model. They do so by influencing the MCC oversigfices to substitute U.S. systems
and/or methods as a shortcut to addressing regastiprocessing requirements. For
example, to balance this protection of U.S. taxpagsources against waste and abuse,
MCC, at least initially, implemented an undocumdrelicy of employing external
fiscal and procurement agents for the control askdutsement of all MCC programmatic
funding which also served as a shortcut for in-¢guprocessing and reporting on
financial transactions, which thwarts much needsgghcity-building for aid eligibility
with other donors and graduation from aid to tradtbin the global economic system
(Hyman & Kjaer, 2011; Natsios, 2010; Radelet & Heg, 2003).See Figure 3 [Fiscal

Accountability Elements (Flow Diagram)], which mdls the early thinking about the
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organization of the accountability entity (AE) piddinancial management (PFM)
function for each compact and highlights the raiesach party in the contracting and
payment for goods and services under the compdc€C Rbntrolled the funding by
directly disbursing to a banking entity, under a@Gtapproved bank agreement. Note
that while the AE “approves certain contract aciidthe agents “administer the
procurement process;” the actual hands-on flown@l§ goes from MCC to the bank to
the provider only, not through the AE. External mtgealso under MCC-approved agent
agreements, were seen as a necessary buffer bettveepartner and MCC funding.

That this policy was unstated subjected MCC taificant criticisms regarding
the lack of guidance to eligible countries regagdblCC (PFM) proposal requirements
and expectations, in effect causing significanagelin the proposal development
process, with redundant due diligence and compbieatwith compact development.
Particularly on the fiscal accountability and praauent elements of the compact, MCC
management would simply decline the proposal timilpartner team proposed the fiscal
accountability and procurement option of MCC'’s ucwimented and unstated policy—

employing external fiscal and procurement agentstead of using national systems.
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Figure 3. Fiscal Accountability Elements (Flow Diaqn)
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This process had tragic implications for Mali andriecco, especially. Mali was
forced to recompete and reevaluate requests fpoged for its PFM functions after it
had explicitly followed the recommended process spetific procedures advised by
MCC, dramatically undermining what little trust hadolved from the poor mentoring
process of an inexperienced MCC team. This twidayeel the publicly announced
compact signature timeframes (and amounts), cigeatiitical consternation that
required intervention by MCC executive managemarthoee occasions.

Morocco, with well-established PFM systems andghllyi skilled, politically
connected and assertive negotiating team, sawdbeipact delayed for months as they
continued to strive to use country PFMs while matlizing, and not being informed, that
third-party agents were going to be necessaryvarame to compact signature. These
complications reflect the complicating predicamehtg can result from lack of
transparency in objectives—when the rhetoric isah®ected from the reality. In the few
instances where national financial systems wereed for the management and
disbursement of MCC funding, MCC required concurearditing of the national
financial system.

Annual congressional budget execution pressures\iid Siddiqi, & Sessions,
2006) led MCC to refine this process. "l learnedrémne boundaries and provide explicit
guidance to MCC-eligible countries in order to decae the time-to-Compact signature

and EIF, at the expense of larger budget justiboat (Lucas, 2011).With this new
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explicit guidance, arguments regarding the dependeonditiorf° reemerged as partners
voiced frustration over the push for results atekpense of the crucial capacity building
required to advance to full participation in thelzl economy, which supports the
graduation from aid to trade. The partners' argumetes the timing problem inherent in
donors setting arbitrary time limits to accomplggiecific donor-driven results, in
sovereign partner countries, without allotting st time to create market mechanisms
for local sustainability: “when the funding stofise program stops and things go back to
the way they were” (Millennium Challenge Corporati@011c).Using a clean-water
example, the Tanzanian delegation cited the aitiived to bring clean water to
communities: "while these water systems were hétpiting the term of the aid, they
faced deterioration and there was no sustainab&hamesm to fund the replacement of
degrading pipes."Without maintenance of the systamsame problem returned,
illustrating the dilemma that is a consistent themthe dialogue on aid ineffectiveness.
In sum, partners and aid effectiveness principdgect the near-term push for
“measureable results,” such as some proportioheopbpulation “now hav[ing] access to
clean water” (Millennium Challenge Corporation, BBL The perceived altruism is
overshadowed by the lack of long-term aid-fundddtgms to establish local (market)
mechanisms to sustain the long-term functionalitthe initial investments. The

Tanzanian representative summed up the argumesdyyg “we only own our

 The dependency condition is the criticism of catr@onor approaches to aid wherein the conditionali
of the aid bypasses much-needed capacity builtéaging the partner in a state of dependence gn aid
instead of the ability to learn, building local eafiy and growing out of aid to trade. It is thedhworld's
hegemonistic view of American aid.
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development when we have graduated from aid” (Millam Challenge Corporation,
2011c).
Advantages

Instrumental here are the relationships formintdpinithe Country Team, which is
made up of MCC staff, and the evolving future Aatiable Entity (AE) staff. These two
bodies serve as representatives of their respegtivernments in negotiating the
program, which results from the interface betweeB. dovernment expectations and the
bounded authorities granted to the MCC on the @melland the needs and capacities of
the partner government on the other. What one wbseés the cultivation of
community—a community of practice (CoP) centeredhensocial process of learning
the existent needs and capacities from each attmnder to move toward a common
objective: the design and implementation of a fymeaid development program of work
with the specific purpose of alleviating povertytive partner country by fostering
economic growth. It is the social process of engsage between the two teams (the
MCC and the partner) that supports the communigdwvancing to the next stage of the
process, toward compact signature.

The Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) Coungmmunity

Recall that the unit of measure for this rese&¢he in-Country Team of U.S.
and partner practitioners implementing the compadtthat one of the fundamental
principles of the Millennium Challenge Act and tdédlennium Challenge Corporation’s
implementation of the act is country ownership.tiat end, the Country Community is

made up of the Accountable Entity (AE) and its Adry Board. Given each country has
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unique development programs, each is differentasenational prerogatives; however,
partner teams are encouraged to organize arounutdfects that comprise their compact
and fit the organizational model in Figure 3. Thésat of MCC presence in country is
limited to two full-time MCC staff serving as CompiManager and Deputy Country
Manger. The MCC Country Manager represents U.8rests on the AE advisory board
as a nonvoting member.

The Country Team that executed the compact deredapprocess remains
intact, and as part of MCC'’s delivery mechanismntogng continues into the field as it
uses guidance on expectations, mutually definedatables, and planning for outcomes
and impact on each component to forward the AEceceting the terms and meeting the
conditions of the compact. Continuity is suppotbgdhe fact that many on the partner
team, usually, serve as project managers workinly@rAccountable Entity for the
projects they cocreated with the MCC team.

Unlike the traditional model that establishes axatry implementation offices,
known in the industry as project implementationtsi(PIUs), staffed with U.S staff to
oversee and report on U.S. contractors implemenitied).S. designed intervention, the
key to the MCC model is that the AE, staffed willHacal hires,is the implementing
unit and not just a reporting unit. The AE is diffet in that it ensures broad-based
participatory management of the MCC compact, aoumtry implementing bodies are
accountable to the local management (the AE) anadvisory board, which is comprised
of representatives across the spectrum of staketsoldho serve as a bridge between the

partner country’s government and its civil socidtyessence, it is the Accountable
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Entity, reporting to the partner government anal society, as implementer and
manager of the MCC compact.
Setting the Interagency Standard?

The Civil Operations and Revolutionary Developm®@apport, (CORDS) was the
foreign aid model designed to address the completithe Vietham War. CORDS
pulled together all the various U.S. military amdgdl@an agencies involved in the
pacification effort, including the State Departmds8AID, U.S. Information Agency
and the Central Intelligence Agency. U.S. militancivilian province senior advisers
were appointed, and CORDS civilian/military advistgams were dispatched throughout
South Vietnam's 44 provinces and 250 districts. OSRecognized the need for local
cultural understanding (aka situational awarengsg)was not a part of U.S. war fighters
then current training. The need for civilian expertin development, humanitarian aid,
and diplomacy was deemed critical to the effectaasnof U.S. engagement in and with
Vietnamese and neighboring countries. This wagustéication for the organization of
the CORDS model to coordinate the U.S. civil antitany pacification programs. It was
the first interagency civil-military [operationadtructure (CMO) (Branson, 2009) to “win
the hearts and minds” of the indigenous populattorengage with us, take our direction
(aka “aid”) and assist in fighting the CommunisiBiien Lt. Colonel Philip Bolte
explains his role as province senior advisor as agthe ad hoc and inexperienced
staffing; multiple chains of command and reporiim@poth the U.S. and Viethamese
operations, lack of understanding of the localurelt institutions, and even the war effort

itself.”"My assignment was to advise the provincetin military operations,
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pacification efforts and civil affairs, which wastually everything in that
province.”"While Bolte describes the failures of thedel as a whole, he diplomatically
acknowledges, “stuff got done.”"However, was it ‘thght stuff” and was it done in a
meaningful or effective way? Robert Branson, agrigisSenior Advisor of a CORDS
unit in BaXuyen says:

the CORDS concept had great potential both themamd but | think the next

iteration should be distinctly separate with itshowission and internal resources.

That would take a major rethink/reorganization, ibabuld work if we have the

fortitude. Opinion, having operational control bétVietnamese troops would

have had an even more disastrous result...they kogntd fight, just had little to
fight for.

How has this institutional memory informed theamgation of the Provincial
Reconstruction Team model which mission is the €aiméhe rush to respond to the
events of September 11, 2001 and the Global Wareoror, the U.S. created another
"new" model, intended as an integrated interagappyoach (National Security Council,
2007) to the reconstruction of Afghanistan and:lthg interagency Provincial
Reconstruction Teams (PRT). However, the instihgionemory (Fukuyama, 2006) of
the CORDS model and its challenges was lost oculrent political leadership which
implemented the same colocation strategy of civiiad military expertise with their
independent organization, funding, and mission Wwisimply replicated the stove-piped
competitive organization of these departments irshifggton, as it had in Vietham. The

guestion is not how similar CORDS is to the PRTheathe question is have we learned
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from the earlier experience to more effectivelyamge the PRT model, its
implementation environment and its ability to appistitutional learning and best
practices to have more effective outcomes?
The Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTS) in Iraq
Provincial reconstruction teams (PRTs) were esthbll as a result of the need to
develop the infrastructure necessary for the Afgnash Iragi people to succeed in
a post-conflict environment. ... PRTs have becommiggral part of the long-
term strategy to transition the lines of secumgfyyernance, and economics to the
indigenous people. Integrated appropriately, PRFgesas combat multipliers for
maneuver commandé&fengaged in governance and economics, as welhas ot
critical lines of operation. In addition, PRTs seas force multipliefé for U.S.
Government (USG) development agencies engagedsatrstability and
reconstruction sectors. (United States Army,7200
The National Strategy for Victory in Iraq (2005asvorganized under three
tracks. The political track worked to forge broagbigort for democratic governance, a
process led primarily by the Department of Stat their mission to engage those inside
and outside the political process for participatibhe security track and its campaign to

defeat terrorists and neutralize the insurgencydlesrly a Department of Defense-led

®1 The term "combat multipliers" refers to the extensf the military objectives through the use of
civilian development programs as a tool of militanngagement to "winning the hearts and minds" and
buying influence with community leaders for theitaily "maneuver commanders" to exploit for their
governance, economics and other (typically civililames of operation, as was done in Vietnam.

%2 The term "force multiplier" refers to the extersiaf development objectives within the militarytsitiay
and reconstruction operatiomsplyinga mutual or coordinating function between the tanili and
development agencies. Note there is no recognitiatiplomatic activities.
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operation. Finally, the economic track aimed dtirsgthe foundation for a sound and
self-sustaining economy, which process was to #®yePRTs (The White House, 2005).
While the strategy clearly demarcated three diffetanes, political, security and
economic, it did not clearly stipulate lead posiipexcept for generic ‘State Department
is diplomacy, Defense Department is security and BRlevelopment.” The problem
with this is that each of the three lanes had &ldgvnent arm to its mission; that is, three
concurrent organizational forms addressing the sdawelopment objectives under the
stove-piped leadership of the Washington-baseddogracies. USAID had its
development organization as partially describettheénUSAID case; the Defense
department, in addition to its security mission #melorganizational structure of forward
operating bases around the country to address #tesents of the war, had a
development operation in each province that wilhlglighted in this case as it relates
to the organization and effectiveness of the PRIE FPRT represents the State
Departments' development organization as developmm@nganizationally subsumed to
the State Department. How these concurrent devedapoperations affect the mission
and effectiveness of the PRT is meaningful and shglt on the external influences that
created this competitive environment.

The PRT model has no legislative foundation, sagthe Foreign Assistance Act
or the Millennium Challenge Act; rather, the PREsIa basket of legislation and
Interagency Memoranda of Understanding to accomtea@aorganizational design
deemed necessary for counterinsurgency in therdsponse to the global war on terror.

The requirements of U.S. operations in Iraq exceédke U.S. military force estimates
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(United States Army, 2007) for the U.S. missiostpport a range of governance
efforts”® and to counter radicalization (U. S. Departmeribefense, 2010).

While implemented under the coalition operatiohthe Multinational Force -
Irag (MNF-I1), Provincial Reconstruction Teams ar&lgovernment organizations
which fundamental organizing principle is the caltban of public servants from each of
the three critical legs of the tripartite natiosaturity strategy that rhetorically elevates
development to the same status as defense anandipyo The rhetoric also declared two
lines of authority, the civilian mission went thghuAmbassador Crocker and the other
through the military chain of command to the fie@mmander General Petraeus. In all
prior U.S. nation-building efforts, these two lingfsauthority were coordinated through a
Country Team, chaired by the ambassador, as bhéas well known by the U.S.
Government that private (civilian) entities had km®wledge resources vital to all stages
of nation-building recognized as extremely valuaht® only for the abilities they bring,
but for the credibility (legitimacy) they engendg&kbladh, 2006). However, with Iraq,
the reality is that George W. Bush changed theesji&’ for the occupation leadership
from its historical tradition of coleadership an@mted leadership solely to the Defense
Department which lacked an overall interagency dioation (ibid). With this authority,
independent (development) mission and managemgminentially more money,

manpower - including military reservists to fillaant civilian estimates on the PRT and

% Note the military continues to refer to governaase military activity, when historically it halvays
been a civilian activity.

®4rhis refers directly to the political strategy famgagement in Iraq (National Strategy for Victaryriaqg,
The White House, 2005) (See Fukuyama, 2006 foilddtaxplication of this change in leadership asd i
implications).
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an extensive physical presence, there was no ineetotcoordinate, let alone
collaborate, with civilian operations at any legelin any domain; rather the non-military
operations were "force multipliers” for the milyaosbjectives and were managed as such
by the military. The U.S. Army has a saying, “Eadlus has a lane; I'll stay in mine, you
stay in yours. If you cross into mine, I'll shoaiy}"®This story depicts an institutional
tradition that reveals much about the U.S. Armyurel regarding command and control
shedding light on the challenges of relations arsotige three independent, and
separately funded development arms.

Without the "rethink" recommended by Branson oatianal mission, mutually
implemented under appropriations authorized fotatgn mission and internal
resources" how were the PRTs, a small operatiativelto the DOD and USAID in this
trilateral organization, to achieve more effectotgcomes than did CORDS?

Meanwhile, rhetoric of the co-leadership team tedreturn of sovereignty to the
Iragis created the (mis)perception of a continintthe historical precedent of actual co-
leadership, with the (civilian) Chief of Missiofing ambassador, as diplomatic "lead" of
the U.S mission now in a sovereign country. Theodnatic rhetoric describes this
organization structure as civilian-military opecais (CMO) teams that were to work
toward common objectives that engaged directly witil society in the partner country
(U. S. Department of State, 2007b) within a unifeddbrt to manage strategy, drive

implementation (budget execution), resolve dispatesmonitor security (Joint Chiefs of

% Field notes 2007.3, 2007.4; 2008.2, 2008.3; 20((@9.2 data from observations and interviews amon
active and reserve military, civilian DepartmenO&fense contractors, State Department Lead anidiSen
Governance advisors.
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Staff, 2006; The National Security Council, 200%)Interagency, Intergovernmental
Organization, and Nongovernmental Organization Coation during Joint
Operationsthe Joint Chiefs of Staff use Meyers' (1977) "vadaby of structure” to
describe the circumstances for the “growing request for close coordination” using
the “core competencies of the myriad agencies,tdiaating military activities and
resources with those of other agencies to achleveésired end state” (2007:1-2). The
National Security Council (NSC) expounds its untirding of the role of USAID,
Department of State and the Department of Defepstabing:

these challenges require the integration of athimsents of US national power —

economic measures to cut off terrorist financiriglamatic initiatives to eliminate

terrorists’ political support, informational actiss to combat extremist ideologies

and military operations to take action against idiex threats (2007: 1-4).

While the policy rhetoric implies a whole-of-gonenent coordinated operation,
and the NSC delineates “lanes” of authority (andda justifications), rhetorically
placing defense, diplomacy and development on aaldqoting, and according to
earlier NSC language, USAID was the "developmesd.feThis is highly confusing with
USAID administratively subsumed to the State Departt and the Defense Department
in a precedent setting lead position in-countyheafowhich had independent
development arms that had virtually nothing to dihWSAID; NSC did notequire
their coordination or collaboration; it was only phed. There were no institutional
incentives or mechanisms actuallyintegrate the work in the field; nor was there

interagency doctrine to provide guidance on a comfraame of reference about
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Provincial Reconstruction Teams' (PRTs) core missior its relationship among the
three development arms - and how to achieve angiomgMorrison & Hicks, 2008).
There are no policy or legislative instrumentsipta place to organize, fund, or operate
such inter-agency operations as working entitetsallone a coordinated organizational
form as recommended by witnesses to the CORDS kebac

Without a legislative basis to frame the interaxye@ngagements and to
incentivize or provide disincentives for specifistitutional behaviors, these three
agencies were left to follow their own chains offrtband, strategies, policies and
practices, all while colocated with the impliedent of effective communications,
coordination and collaboration. However, the colimraof these agencies only served to
intensify their competition, like dysfunctional Biigs they pursued their respective
missions to win follow-on years’ appropriations degditimacy.

Further, the description of “command relationshipas the military in a “lead
agency” role, except for foreigtumanitarianassistance: when the “Department of
Defense (DOD) is tasked to provide civil suppd#,forces perform in a supporting role”
(2007:1-4)%°This policy raises interesting chain-of-commandlenges as it does not
address the unique circumstances of Iraq ProvifRegabnstruction Teams (PRTS), where
the DOD was also tasked to provide civil supportth@ non-humanitarian assistance

from the PRTY and their development mission. That the broadétamyi mission also

% Though the military provides civil support, it dogo only under the DOD chain of command instead of
under diplomatic Chief of Mission authority.

" The Iraq PRT Civil-Military Operations responsityilincluded all the civil support for security atifi-
support measures as defined in the Memorandum détdtanding between the Departments of Defense
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included supportingconomic and governance capacity building creaidideat conflict
and competitive overlap with civilian mission olijges (Dale, 2009). To be very clear,
the military mission vis-a-vis the PRT had a dwatk: 1) the civilian-military
operations/civil support (CMO/CS) for the civiliamssion, and 2) military reserve
members who had private sector experience filleccthilian estimate vacancies serving
in sectoral divisions on the civilian Provinciald®astruction Teams (charged with
implementing the civilian strategy), but did nopogt through the civilian PRT
leadership, rather to their military combat comnesd

Highlights of Implementation Practices

The Provincial Reconstruction Team was an orgaoizal design serving as
“front-line operatives” to engage directly with djiecivil society and comprised of
diplomats, reserve military officers, developmeoliqy experts and other sectoral
experts operating without interagency guidancetrdacor a commonly implemented
civilian-military framework for organizing a recdansction mission (Ekbladh, 2006); yet
representing a whole-of-government, integratedagency approach to working with
Iragi sub-national civil society.

The civilian and military leadership, at each @fif managerial levels, created a
Joint Common Plan (JCB) a strategy document discussing the U.S. developme
objectives traditionally executed by a civiliantegHowever in Iraq, the overlapping

military governance and economic development mmssgias featured prominently in

and State, for life support in Iraq; none of thal@upport was related to mission or security ohjes,
nation building, governance or economic capacitjdng. See also Footnote 49 for further explicatio
% A Joint Common Plan was created for each of the lievels of rhetorical “joint leadership” betwetee
Departments of State and Defense.

127



these plans, most notably by the unrealistic exgbect of what development results
could be achieved, reflecting the characteristionwarranted, self-confidence of the
classic development ideology (Ekbladh, 2006; Sut2@06). All of the JCPs were
classified, available only on the SIPRnet (the taili's secret Internet protocol) and
unavailable to most of the civilians appointed/dite implement the activities and
strategies contained in them; creating an intergstiemma. How were civilians,
employed to achieve the objectives of the U.S. immssupposed to know what to do if
they did not have access to the very documentdithbut their charter? This issue was
raised often by PRT civilians and with civilian ¢@acttors who were criticized for not
meeting objectives even though they were not altbteesee the strategic document that
defined their objectives. There was never any tggol (through 2009) to this problem.

The PRTs were intended to dispense money for staarion projects to boost
the legitimacy of provincial governments and ttebility to deliver essential services to
local Iragis (U. S. Department of State, 2007b)chiriesources were separately funded
by and reported to respective departmental heatiygan Washington. Given this model
is an organizing framework of interagency operaitrat are separately authorized and
appropriated, and without a legislative framewarknicorporate best practices, it is
worth inquiring into why such a new and untestediatavould so quickly and so
significantly “become an integral part of the lotsgmmilitary [emphasis added] strategy
to transition lines of security, governance, angheenics to the indigenous people”

(United States Army, 2007), when its efforts wetartped by the overlapping military
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development mission which funding dwarfed bothDlepartment of State (DOS) and
USAID budgets combined.

The implementing practices were the same stoveepgperations of the
departments/agencies represented in Washington.@&xfices were based on the
basket of appropriations authorizing DOS operatitims role of the sole USAID
represented on the PRTs (except Baghdad) was eddonccoordinate between the
USAID provincial and district prograrffand the PRT initiated programs to prevent
overlap and encourage broad geographic coveragetiofpated Iraqi beneficiaries of the
set of total U.S. funded development programs. Dégartment of Defense (DOD)
members of the PRT had bifurcated practices depgrah which part of the dual
mission strategy they were supporting (1) civil gon for the civilian PRT members, and
(2) governance and economic development (tradilippaecivilian function) and the
many appropriations liberties afforded in baskétsinding appropriated to the DOfS.
Reference to appropriations liberties here, isi@ant in that many of the baskets of
DOD funding upon appropriation were declared exefmgoh congressional audit, and
could be disbursed on the discretion of the loeakfbrigade command@rsuch liberties

that were not afforded the civilian side of the sros. The baskets relevant for this case

%9 USAID provincial program was the Local GovernaRtegram and the district program was the
Community Action Program, both large contractsmdiin the USAID case.

O Field notes 2007.3, 2007.4; 2008.2, 2008.3; 20@0@9.2 data from working relationships,
observations and interviews with Department ofeSkaadership and staff of several operations dffafe

the U.S. Embassy; the Office of Provincial Affaihgq Transition Assistance Office; twelve Provaici
Reconstruction Teams leadership, management, gaitdeental staff; three embedded PRTs military and
civilian leadership and staff, Civil affairs teamnsd U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

" There was a tiered authorization matrix, whereiig&le commanders could spent up to $250,000 per
project without any other authorization. Authorieatrequirements elevated the higher the dollarwarho
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are: excess DOD operations and maintenZneed under brigade discretion for Iraq
reconstruction projects, Iraq Reconstruction anlieREund (IRRF) expended according
to a documented authorization process, and therappstic discretionary Commanders
Emergency Response Program (CERP) fuids.

The best example of effective interagency openatise that of the ePRTSs, which
stands for “embedded” PRTs, which were smallediaviteams embedded within a
military brigade deployed to a group of Iraqi (afevincial) districts. There were only
three provinces in Iraq that had ePRTs and thastentere accepted and integrated by the
military into their units became the most highlfeetive units in Iraq. Embedded and
visiting civilian development experts made sigraht efforts to train military civil affairs
teams (CATs) and engineers within the brigade sues of local governance: its
organization, function, funding, priorities, anaggptices. They provided training on
national and local culture (its organization, psdphy, tradition, manner of thinking,
belief systems, expectations, fears, history);henu.S. civilian mission in Iraq (its
assumptions, priorities, purpose, organizatiomtsgies, funding, and best practices);
and on the structure of the Iragi national and isatienal governance structures,

economy, accounting systems, relations with neighgaountries, and Irag’s position

2t is highly unusual for Congress to authorize ise of DOD O&M (operations and maintenance)
programmed funding on anything by O&M for U.S. tpso This reapportionment of funds is also illegal i
other public sector transactions.

3 CERP, the Commander’s Emergency Response Prograsrinitially funded with Saddam Hussein’s
money found during the war and later by U.S. appatipns for the purpose of financing in-field peots.
The U.S. Combatant Commander determined that CE&Phecessary to gain influence with civil society
and win legitimacy for the U.S. mission and the lyewstalled Iragi government. This is an examgdie o
using development activities to further militaryj@ttives directly competing and conflicting witheth
civilian mission.
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within the Arab community of countries and pan-Asgistems. This training proved vital
to their ability to be flexible and adapt to infaation and situations engaging Iraqis civil
society when civilians were unable to do so. Gifterding and expenditure authorities
the ePRT designed development (stability ops) mogrin the field drawing on
information obtained, usually, from civil affairsams (CATS) interaction with the local
population or higher level discussions with digtafficials and district representatives of
national ministerial departments, such as the Nheis of Finance and Planning). The
ePRT design was significantly closer to the end,usaqi beneficiaries and when used in
conjunction with CATs cross-trained in civilian ptes, the military CATs were
invaluable force multipliers for the civilian missi in Iraq. Integrating superior military
security, logistics, communications and manpoweh wivilian development expertise
proved highly effective in identifying and resolgitocal Iraqi priorities in a way that
developed Iraqgi capacity and reinforced local gowent legitimacy, the objective of the
U.S. mission in Irag.

The PRT Country Teams

In Iraqg, Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) lmxathip varied by location,
ePRT$*and PRT-Baghdad being the exceptions, but thgdesas to have Department
of State (DOS) team leaders, with a military depegponsible for implementation of the

Memorandum of Understanding between the Departntér@sate and Defense for civil

" PRTSs classified as ePRTs are smaller units “eméddatith military units in sub-provincial locations
(districts). The organization, leadership and cledioommand are the same as for Afghanistan PRTs (A
PRT) which organization, mission, leadership, amttifng were centralized under a military chain of
command; including the single diplomatic and depaient officers assigned to the A-PRT.
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support’> Though the mission was to devolve governance liensinisterial, more local
levels, DOS strategic and operational decisiongweade from its Washington-based
headquarters.

There were four organizational elements that caratdd this chain of command:
(1) the PRTs were mostly located on forward opeggtiases (FOBSf,where the
leadership and chain of command were exclusivelypD&hd (2) the military members
of the PRT were a reserve unit, some of whom hagter sector experience and were
replacing the lack of civilian development expertiy serving on the PRT departmental
teams and reporting to their military chain of coamd instead of the civilian PRT Team
Lead; (3) the vast majority of the State Departnientployees” assigned to the PRT

" to fill civilian estimate

were actually contractors on a "special hire augation
vacancies, and were called "3161s" for the clagegranted this hiring authority; and
(4) there was a single USAID representative, uguwdto a special hire on two year
terms, instead of a career development officer.

The complications were derived mostly from condliover overlapping missions

and a lack of sharing knowledge, intelligence, aots, and situational awareness. While

5 Note this element of the military operation ingraas to provide civil support for civilian memberfs
the PRT. This included security, coordination vifie military for movements on military vehicles,
housing, food, morale welfare and recreation, effapport (Internet services, furniture, suppliésjs

civil support function was to serve as an interfaeeveen DOS and DOD procedures, and while th@seni
military member of the PRT was “deputy” team leadeey reported to their military chain of command,
not to the PRT team leader. None of these activitiere nation-building or capacity building or imded

to interact with the Iraqis in any way; it is docembed as DOD life-support for civilian memberstuod t
U.S. mission in Iraq.

® The small cadres of civilian PRT staff were degemidipon their military FOB hosts for everythingrfr
security, housing, water, food, communicationsice, transportation, supplies, absolutely evenghi

" This legal authorization for 13 month direct hireérom clause 3161, hence the nickname given@&D
employees under this type of contract; they welled¢d3161's" and were much resented by careeidiore
service who were "paying their dues" and making tie salary of 3161s.
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USAID was a member of the team, neither the militeor the State Department arms
engaged with them except on a social basis. Anyastfor information, particularly the
(purportedly vital}® national and provincial development strategiesiolet by the

USAID three-tiered IDIQ (indefinite delivery/indeite quantity) contracts (presented in
the first case study) was met with harsh competitejections to access. USAID could
not provide the PRT with its own contract delivdesldrom its development arm, so they
were obtained from the Iragi Governors to whomltbeal Governance Program
subcontractors presented them.

Given there were never more than two or threeecdogeign service; one was the
team lead and two others working to deploy DOS magnatic budget (scholarships to
U.S. universities, teaching English, and perhapsesgender issues) the vast majority of
the DOS-lead PRT "development" wétkvas being done by the State Departments
special hire (3161) contractors; some of whom aleck on USAID programs, and many
without international experience.

The military reservists were assigned to sectbeplrtments on the Provincial
Reconstruction Team (PRT), for example, resenaskbrs serving on the economics
team or reservist lawyers serving on the rule wft@am. The military team members had

access to the military resources on the forwardaipe base, and as a result could

8 Recall from the USAID case the manner in whichMagional and Provincial Development Strategies
were developed and that they consisted of a witlefihundreds of projects, which list each progimas
handing out to everyone and anyone who might peothiém resources to implement. This becomes
important when one understands that all three dewe¢nt arms were getting the same lists from each
province; and each arm was adding its own priaritepresenting the competition to implement prgjéat
execute their respective budgets.

" As opposed to the State Department’s diplomat&sion.
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engage more often and more freely with Iraqi @atiety, and had more to offer, than
the civilians. While these reserve units were ‘gissd” to the PRT, they reported to their
military chain of command, which had its own res@srand objectives and tended to
engage with fellow PRT civilian development staffyowhen they needed guidance or
counsel on development matters, otherwise theyndependent programs funded with
military sources. While this could and perhaps $thdave provided a reliable interface
for collaboration and coordination between the taniyi and the DOS-led PRT (and the
rhetoric suggested that it did), it instead fueleel competition for access and influence
with the Iraqgi provincial leadership, and legitilgaat home.

Figure 4, Thexrganizational diagram of the PR@&flects the Department of State
leadership of the PRT but does not indicate theazt#rship with the senior military
officer of the area of operation (AO), usually gio® including multiple provinces.
Essentially, this Department of Defense major-gaineas responsible for the entire
military operation of multiple provinces and wase ttoleader of each of the PRTs in his
AO.

While the beige box to the left of Provincial Restyaction Team leadership
indicates military personnel (the major was thenfgeofficer” of the military's civil
support operation assigned to this PRT, while th€blonel handled special projects for
the deputy team leader), these personnel repartgkimilitary deputyteam leader who
had operational authorities independent of the tieaaler and was supposed to
liaison/bridge the civil-military operations. Naiee military membership amongst the

ranks of sectoral teams; allegedly these appoinsreugmented sectoral staff to make
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up for the “lack of civilians,” to fill these posiy; instead they facilitated the military
competition with civilians project responsibiliti€Some not identified as “military” were
in fact retired military.

Notice the similarities between the PRT organaatand that of Figure 5 10MTN
Division Economics Team Organizational Chart, thitary unit was responsible for
economic and governance capacity building overaa af operation that included Basra
and Najaf PRTs. While not specifically identified the official organizational chart of
the PRT, all the sectors identified by the boxeshen10th Mountain Division chart are
also sectoral responsibilities of the PRT. In #iample, unable to program all their
excess operations and maintenance (O&M), the 1@hrit&in Division unit based in
Basra had come to Najaf to find projects to furikecall that budget execution was the
“number one priority, after security... .”

Reference now, Figure 6 the Provincial Projectdd@ment Process Diagram
depicting the Provincial Reconstruction Developnm@atncil (PRDC) Process
Overview, which depicts the rhetorical interagenpgrational environment established
to select (from the national and provincial devehent strated) and fund projects for
U.S. implementatiott of the Iragi reconstruction. In an overall viewtbé slide, it

appears as if the PRT (reporting to/through thg Treansition Assistance Office (ITAO)

8 Recall also that the National and Provincial Depetent Strategies, were in fact, not "strategies"
developed in any consultative process with civdisty; rather they consisted of extensive "wists|ls
itemizations of projects, usually by sector, thwett tragi sought repair, reconstruction or wanted.

81 please also keep in mind that the "Number oneigallipriority, besides security, is budget exeonti
(U.S. Ambassador Crocker, personal communicati®@§2008)" for which project implementation is
required to drive the process of budget execution.
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is central to this vital function in the reconstian process. In the slide description,

funds are "allocated" to Provincial Governmentppuedly by the GOI (Government of
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Figure 4. Organizational Diagram of the PRT
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Iraq) for Projects and O&N¥ in the Project Development phase (pink shadea)are
Note the presence of GOI Ministries, and "PRDC DOBisector Generals)" which are
the ministerial representatives assigned to eaaWimre (and district) interacting with the
legislativeProvincial Council. Note the Governor, the exesaitiead of each province
directly responsible for these activities, is mothe picture. Note also that "Project
Management" is exclusively in the domain of U.Seraions (blue shaded area),
primarily the civilian "National Embassy Team" oseeing the activities of the Iraq
Transition Assistance Office (ITAO).AdditionallyPfoject Execution™ is exclusively in
the domain of U.S. operations (beige shaded apea)arily the military Gulf Region
Execution (GRx) and their interaction with "Cont@s/Vendors." The diagram also
explains that the process is guided by "the PRViRc@al Program Manager" without
identifying that person as a military U.S. Army @siof Engineers (USACE) expert
colocated with the Provincial Reconstruction TeaRi[[, although not reporting to or
through the PRT; rather reporting to the militarf$ACE chain of command.

While the PRT appears to be the central liaisoh Wéqi government representatives on
the civilian side of this project based approachddressing the reconstruction; there

were undocumented, direct lines of contact fromntiiéary (see, in this case, the Gulf

82 Note inconspicuous corner reference to "IRRF" Wligca reference to the amount of U.S. appropniatio
to the Iraq Reconstruction and Relief Fund (IRRcated to this particular military Division; tt@ulf
Region. The significant issues here, are 1) theweninof U.S. resources relative to Iraqgi contribng and
the fact that Iragi ministries had not acceptedratiens and maintenance (O&M) responsibility for
projects executed by the U.S. which, in essence,nearly all of the projects; though the rhetofithe
diagram suggests that the Iraqgi are funding anataiming these projects; and 2) there is no merdfche
Department of Defense (DOD) programmatic budgetdopnstruction, the Commanders Emergency
Response Program (CERP) budget allocation or thB Bxzess O&M allocated to Iraqi projects instead.
These sums are in the hundreds of millions peripoay with higher amounts going to Baghdad andliigh
kinetic (heavy fighting) areas.
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Region Division (GRD) command, GRx and GRD, on Fegh)) to all the Iraqi
governance organizations. The GRD flag officer, wéymorted through the military chain
of command directly to General Petreaus (the Condieraof the Multinational Force-
Iraq) was also in direct contact with all Iraqi Mitries and co-chaired the Provincial
Reconstruction Development Council (PRBGyith member¥of the legislative
Provincial Council (in the Project Development Rlpshaded area - of the process)
bypassing the PRT leadership and staff altogeffier.Gulf Region Brigade (GRX)
which was executing the projects (and therefore ptidgets) had direct contact with
ministerial Director Generals in each provincedach ministry, also bypassing the PRT.
The PRT served as a tool for the appearance obppate lines of communication and
“lanes” of operation among the Iraqgi and civiliamdanilitary agencies. It is important to
understand the power relations, financial volumesiateragency chain of influence
implications of this diagram to see the overwhelnihS. military control of this process

in each province and nationally.

8 please know that this name, the PRDC, is the rerae organizing body responsible for the
prioritization and completion of provincial reconsgttion projects. Each province had such an orgagpiz
body, albeit with different names depending onuh®. military flag officer who oversaw its creation
8 Note the U.S. military flag officer co-chaired sieeprovincial project councils with alternatingdra
members of the Provincial Councils depending orviRoial Council committee chairmanships.
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In addition to funding and executing the Provin@alvelopment Strategies "wish
lists" of projects (which was to have been the daméthe PRTSs), the U.S. military had
their own extensive list of projects they were utalang on their own (without Iraqi
involvement, let alone concurrence) funded from ohine many lines of appropriations
to the Defense budget. The PRT also had its owsdisproposed projects, which
required Governorate approval, leadership, ownprahd accountability to win Office of
Provincial Affairs approval for access to very lied Department of State (DOS)

programmatic funding.
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CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter summarizes the research in resportbe two research questions
regarding the organization of aid knowledge-worH #re use of Paris Declaration (PD)
best implementing practices by the three U.S. nsodkhid delivery encompassing this
research. Moreover, disconnects between the pdietpric and the reality of perceived
or actual performance achieved unfold from the nlad®ns on how/if these best
practices were being implemented
U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) @ganizing Knowledge-work

As we can see from the case study, the USAID’s wedentered in Washington,
driven by congressional budget earmarks and pretsadelirectives for budget execution.
The organization of aid knowledge-work is also eesd in Washington, albeit not with
USAID. That USAID is required to outsource the mmbwledge-work to the U.S. private
sector contracts shifts this aid knowledge-workrafit-motivated U.S. implementing
partners that have no contractual obligation tovdelanything but their "best effort," let
alone transformative development results for UaBtners. Using personal service
contractors or the shortlist of corporate contrexctdentified in an IDIQ (indefinite
definition/indefinite quantity) process, it is comttors who create the scope of work
(SOW) proffered in official requests for propos@is-Ps).The RFPs are for

implementing partners (contractors) to bid on thplementation of said scope of work
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in a foreign country. These scopes of work areeredtaround the procurement of U.S.
goods and services, and the administration oféleltant contract is USAID's practice,
not the aid knowledge-work. That USAID administpregrams that serve the basic
needs of humanity is altruistic and representaiiMd.S. values; however, this delivery
model does not have to be for the delivery of "aidther, its organization and practices
are applicable for any program requiring contralrhmistration over technical logistics
management programs.

The implementing partners selected for IDIQ catyare the aid knowledge-
workers that design a program of work their compeany deliver, given limitations of
the earmark or directive that funds it. That thetcacts are of indefinite definition grants
a degree of freedom to the implementing partneotesider local partner conditions in
their design, albeit within the scope of the s&dts employed by that implementing
partner. Where additional skill sets are needeajrttplementing partner hires
subcontractors as temporary employees for the ¢déithne contract to attempt to fill the
gap. However, with an undefined contract, the figent subcontractor designs a
program of work within their personal skill setgagdless of partner priorities. While
exposure to partner environments informs the pgydee aid knowledge-work of
program design is done by the contractor, not #rénpr. The congressionally influenced
focus on reporting of procurement inputs and owastmeaningful metrics keeps
USAID in the tame solutions business when currerdifin aid challenges require much

more.
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While the authorizing legislation remains the kgmeAssistance Act (FAA), even
Congress ignores the purpose of the appropriatameyidenced by (1) the
appropriations technique that selectively changesules without changing the
legislation (Rennack, 2010) and (2) appropriatindp@ut over-sighting the results in the
field (Scappini, 2002), or at least not until ibpes politically expedient. These two
realities are telling and prescient for the futof& SAID until the FAA is replaced, as
these findings support.

While USAID’s role in the U.S. foreign aid cong#&ion of practice is that of lead
U.S. agency for the delivery of foreign aid and ¢hiécal third leg in the tripartite
National Security Strategy of defense, diplomaay development, it does not have a
seat at the table. It functions as agent to theasgbing Department of State diplomacy
agenda as a tool in the practice of foreign polidye “traditional” model is more aptly
called the U.S. procurement model.

USAID on Paris Declaration Best Practices

USAID on Country Ownership

While the USAID Forward Initiative, the latestanvery long history of
organizational reforms, has initiated "new foché fpriorities are (1) its own internal
policy and budget management and (2) a greater @sigobn public-private partnerships
(PPP) and working with local governments and @uitiety. The first priority is an
historically consistent top priority to addressemial institutional inadequacies in
reporting to Congress the data and success steqeged to sustain annual

appropriations. The second priority is the outsmgrenandate reframed from U.S.
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contractors to PPPs made up of U.S. contractorparider civil society; it does not
change USAID’s role in the knowledge-work. Thiseash suggests that this scenario is
precisely an example of Meyer and Rowan's (197&)afisvocabulary of structure" to
obtain the "trappings of legitimacy," underminirg theed for real reform (Suchman,
1995).

The claim that these programs are "led by devetppountries themselves" has
become a euphemism for the adoption by developngtcies of externally conceived
policies: the development policies might, techrycdle country-owned, but they
remained donor-driven (Zimmerman, 2007). That tlteseloping countries have agreed
to implement programs of work designed in Washingtomeet policy-based conditions,
objectives and criteria required to conform withAJB appropriations legislation
undermines the potential for country ownership,asging the Paris Declaration
commitment to strengthen partners’ capacitiesdadérship in coordinating their foreign
aid, and avoids the process of developing natiandlsubnational development
strategies.

Even the latest program reforms represented bgeihheUSAID FARA (fixed-
amount reimbursement agreement) program, in whocintries implement programs of
work on their own for U.S. reimbursement after gfeted deliverables have been met,
are U.S.-designed SOWs without the benefit of garsituational awareness and
overlooks the vital capacity building that comeshwiearning new/best practices or
management; it is a simple payment for the predeted value of U.S.-defined results

which become success stories for CongressionattregoRegardless of the rhetoric of
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the "new model for development,” which has beemukmore "business-like," has
introduced an MCC (Millennium Challenge Corporajitike® program cycle, and
development impact metrics with "a relentless fomusesults” (United States Agency
for International Development, 2013d), the reabtyhat PD-defined partner ownership
and leadership on all U.S. foreign aid funded thiothe traditional model, resides in
Washington and not, as intended, with the partner.

USAID on Alignment

As we see from organizing principles reportechim tase study, all knowledge-
work is conducted by private-sector U.S. persoaalise or implementing partner
contractors which use their own staff to executedafined scopes of work, and so the
opportunity for partner engagement and learning cocreation process with U.S.
contractors is missed. This bypasses the vitataoten between expatriate subject
matter experts and partners necessary to devettpepsl capacities, the primary focus of
the alignment commitments in the Paris Declarafidns interaction is especially
important for assessing the partners' baselineratadeling in the area of national
systems for donors to adjust the operational patieet absorptive capacity of their
partner counterparts. This process is skipped altiget external pressures of donors’
arbitrary timelines for the accomplishment of tmedetermined scope of work
(SOW).This pressure is exerted by Congress thral$ID to implementing partners

and their subcontractors. If teaching of capacitésmation is done, it is in the form of

8 The USAID Forward policy initiatives incorporat®CC-like development impact metrics as well as the
public-private partnerships (PPP) model of thei@riKnow-How Fund, both of which, individually, hav
higher rates of aid delivery effectiveness.
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Western pedagogical presentation of informatiofn\he expectation that the students, in
this case the partners, have the necessary prsiteguand understanding to apply the
teaching within their local context. As Marcussed 8ergendorff (2004) point out, this

is not the most effective way to increase capaciiken aid interventions are confronted
with local contexts, with all their ambiguity anditlity, referred to as the "development
interface."They continue by explaining that whikergcular outcomes are sought, results
are more often unexpected and unintended conseggsieflais pedagogical approach is
consistent with the modernist technocratic thinkimgt created the traditional model fifty
years ago.

USAID on Harmonization

The Paris Declaration principle of harmonizatis@imed at minimizing the
transaction cost of delivery and receiving aid. Trttention is for donors to work
together to create common arrangements [for exgrapiemon reporting data and
formats, joint project implementation units (PIUsjile employing a division of labor—
in this case, the knowledge-work of aid in partaidectors, based on donors’
comparative advantages. For example, Holland isvthréd-renowned leader in water
management, yet the U.S. continues to pursue Erge- water management
infrastructure projects. While the USAID model laasentire U.S. implementation
operation in country that performs all the PIU fuogs, it amplifies the costs of parallel
PIUs because there is separate reporting requyread¢h U.S. agency operating in the
same country (recall the chaos in Figure 1).Thesreeantithetical to the common

external performance pressures from Congress; henweach agency competes for the

148



better performance reporting to gain legitimacyhwispect to the others. Regardless of
which agency wins that battle, the reality is tHa®. agencies operating under the
traditional model are accountable to Congresstaother donors or partner government
entities.

USAID on Managing for Development Results (MfDR)

As we can see from the Washington-based programref this model, USAID
reporting and monitoring frameworks are designeaddress congressionally expected
results by reporting on programs of work USAID mde to have delivered either by U.S.
implementing partners or by country partfieis the USAID Forward Initiative. The
performance metrics of this model of aid deliveoynpare inputs to outputs,
characteristic of the view from the top scientifiodel of controlling performance by
objectifying "truths" about simple outputs when wisatruly relevant are measures of the
social constructions that shed light on the vitetainable processes appropriate for
development impacts (Gergen& Thatchenkery, 2006 AlD Forward Initiative rhetoric
claims to seek to measure outcomes, if not, pakyntimpacts with independent impact
evaluations; this harkens back to the literatur@m@eonscious mimetic learning from the
MCC model’s increased legitimacy from their sucbt@ssse of impact evaluations
((DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Miner & Mezias, 1996; WR. Scott, 2001). By
"ceremonializing” the introduction of impact evdioas, the "vocabulary of structure,”

to obtain the "trappings of legitimacy” (Meyer aRdwan, 1977), USAID is avoiding

% To be clear about the terminology, “country parstién this usage refers to partner country cioitiety
entities that comprise the public-private partngrsiof the USAID Forward Initiative.
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real institutional reform (Suchman, 1995). Eved8AID were to conduct these longer-
term impact evaluations seeking the U.S.-desirgzhcts from these Washington-defined
metrics, the question becomes: to what end? Wideartetrics serve to create the "aura
of legitimacy," they have missed the view fromesidt half of the prized knowledge
resources (from the partner’s view from the bottdiomther legitimizing the existing
formal structures. If the metrics cannot improve pnogram design because policy or
appropriations restrictions remain the same or l@e®me more entrenched by the
manufactured legitimacy, then what good are theymiproving the lives and capacities
of our partners? They end up serving a useful publations purpose to promote the
survival of the current model simply because dosg "good things," obtaining

"results," using the same tone and anecdotal, #ad manufactured, content seen in the
"success stories" which won appropriations withmetiningful development
results®thus continuing to promote and subsidize U.S. ssininterests.

USAID on Mutual Accountability

The self-contained U.S. operation in-country—wlailened at maximizing the
beneficial impact of U.S. aid resources—is hampénedolitical and legislative controls
making USAID accountable to Congress and not ottnpes. While the devoted, self-
sacrificing staff at USAID do all they can withinetr legislative limits, they are
prevented from delivering America's utmost, preedrftom achieving the

developmental impacts best suited to their probesdiexpertise and passion; prevented

87 See USAID Agency Performance Reports 1995-200@n8y Performance Reports for Freedom
Support Act 1996-2002; Agency Accountability Repd001-2007; Agency Performance and
Accountability Reports 2003-2011.
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from being the full DOD partner in the field in cplax/even wicked environments
because "they were the junior partner in the fgitnoika of [DoS], USAID and the
military (U.S. Army executive officer)."

USAID on the Research Questions

1. Is the USAID using Paris Declaration best practiceschieve more effective
aid impacts? As expected:
a. USAID practicedo not supporthese country ownership principles.
b. USAID practiceddo not supporthese alignment principles.
c. USAID practicedo not supporthese harmonization principles.
d. USAID practicexonditionally supporthese MfDR principles.
e. USAID practicesio not supporthese mutual accountability principles.
USAID'’s practices, in conforming to its institutial limitations and restrictions,
prevent it from delivering more effective aid. Wit learns from limited in-country
impacts, even failures, USAID is denied the flekipineeded to adapt to local
circumstances and prevented from in-process caosrecin scope or practice that would
make its programs more effective for our partners.
Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) Organizing K nowledge-work
As we see from the case study, the sum of alledilium Challenge Corporation
(MCC) operations is derived from a community, th€E®@Country Team community of
practice (CoP), consisting of MCC functional- octee-specific experts in best practice
and their Accountable Entity counterparts bringsitgational awareness and culture,

custom (practices) and relational connections betvgovernments and civil societies.
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While the highly structured process-based compaetidpment process (CDP) appears
to be an U.S. "box ticking," driving partners tocSJimplementation objectives instead of
being truly responsive to local needs and capagitiee mutual mentoring that takes
place throughout the CDP and implementation adwatieeknowledge of each member
of the community and the partners' broader bodyapfcities to lead their own
development in the future. There is a common olyecthe design and implementation
of a foreign aid development program of work whie specific purpose of alleviating
poverty in the partner country by fostering econogrowth. On international best
practice, the partner is apprentice; on situatiomadreness, the U.S. is apprentice, and in
each case, the apprentices gain experience thioteghction and observation, a form of
mutual mentorship. This mentoring process is @itio the sharing of knowledge on a
common purpose, issues, challenges, and potealidians that brings significant
meaning and purpose to the community. While a fogtubal® organization in subject-
specific communities of practice is absent fromM@C model, MCC University is a
forum that brings together Accountable Entity temembers from different countries
where they benefit from each other as well as fioenU.S. practitioners. This is the
essence of the social construction of knowledgedbiastitutes learning within a local
and sustainable context in foreign assistance.

While founded during the Millennium Developmentao(MDG) global

discourse, the MCC does not espouse all of thdipegcprescribed in the Paris

8 |n this context, the term "global" refers to MC@f§and all Accountable Entity staff working inkgact-
specific areas creating a community of practicbrofider inclusion, perhaps regionally, if not glibba
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Declaration (PD); rather, it employs an U.S.-centipproach based on the U.S. political

framework in which it operatéSThe rhetoric surrounding it's establishment cal@C

a new ideology, a new paradigm for foreign aid\dely, one that embraces the more

engaging wicked sociopolitical and cultural probserequiring recipient partnership,

ownership and substantial involvement to define @eslgn suitable programs:
With nearly half the world’s population living oads that $2 a day... Two years
ago, President Bush and Congress established M@Ckke this pervasive
problem in a new way.MCC has one vital missiorreuce poverty through
sustainable economic growth in developing counthes govern justly, invest in
their people, and encourage economic freedom....adngr countries must
adopt and adhere to policies...address their probterosigh a broad consultative
process...outline what our joint efforts should aghie..We will know that MCC
has been successful in a partner country when &a@ftonger necessary.

Ambassador John J. Danilovich, CEO MCC, Testimoefpie Congress,

March 29, 2006

However, the reality is that even MCC employs awiem the top perspective by using

MCC teams to determine “eligible components” obardry’s aid proposal and referring

8 See 4th High Level Busan Forum for the way the. deSegation renamed Paris Declaration principles,
giving them a U.S.-centric definition, and succektteeliminating the PD principles of alignment and
harmonization from the global dialogue entirely @nization of Economic Development, 2011)
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all “investments® in foreign aid to the politically appointed MCCQviestment
Committee, which subjects them to the administregigolitical objectives.

The political aim of the Millennium Challenge A@CA) was to provide a big
enough incentives to enlist policy reform to adwatite cause of poverty reduction;
however, the unexpected accommodation for partaeking capacity and the influence
of congressional hypervigilance on accountabilitg aorruption limited the flexibility of
MCC'’s institutional arrangements to apply Paris IBeation principles. These self-
imposed, congressionally imposed limits led to msicialler compacts than politically
desired and continue to stifle the opportunityM@A provides for a truly
transformational development delivery paradigm. dipfees, preoccupied with the
congressional metrics of compact size in ordeustify the sizeable appropriations
intended for MCC, continue to "invest" in large{scmfrastructuré" programs to meet
their aims, like pouring more water down a brokgrepMeanwhile, the MCC
Team&have cocreated alternative approaches to addregmtitical investment
objectives while simultaneously maintaining a cotmneint to poverty reduction and
meaningful development results. Instead of delagngy Into Force (EIFy(and
therefore, budget execution, tying up U.S. appadfmns longer than acceptable to

Congress) until all proposals have vetted and pledse diligence and the compact

% The use of the term “investments” is how MCC refeer the projects they select to fund from the
partner’s proposal for MCC grant funding. For ex¢éampelecting to fund an infrastructure projecbtdld

a dam will be called “an investment in nationatastructure.”

L The most notable very-large-scale—i.e., largeadolblume—water management infrastructure project
was the MCC Qasis project in Morocco, where thecBiitad a comparative advantage. However,
collaboration never materialized; MCC funded thererproject.

92 Recall that the Country Team is comprised of @&l partner members.

% Entry Into Force (EIF) is the time at which thepegpriations clock starts on the compact grants.
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development process, there are suggested MCA refthrat could allow for larger
obligations within partner capacity consideratiomsmely, concurrent compacts.
However, in typical view from the top fashion, thisd othet cocreated solutions have
been rejected by Congress as they continue to @mabout large unobligated balances
and slow execution, though not about MCC performeafitiere are legitimate concerns
that concurrent compacts could result in projesedaapproaches overshadowing the
incentivizing mechanisms inherent in the MCC mottebther words, if partial compact
funding was released before additional policy nef@oncessions were obtained, that
would minimize the incentivizing effect of the mularger-dollar-value compact.
However, the Accountable Entity (AE) as the impletrgg body, not a reporting PIU, is
the vital link to the implementation. Because tHe gerves as a sort of pilot,
learning/cocreating national skills for definingtioaal development challenges,
designing appropriate programs to address partoargue challenges and gaining
practical experience implementing development @ogrin partnership with MCC, it is
intended to become a long-standing "Departmentesfelbpment” for partners' national
development strategies. This is all the more readonit is critical to fully utilize the
flexibilities of the MCA to implement Paris Decléian best practices in MCC compacts
from the outset.

MCC'’s role in the constellation of U.S. foreigm guractice (COP) is as the

newcomer, the apprentice, which the literature Wwaulggest makes it highly susceptible

% Concurrent compacts is just one of several prdpaeaeform MCA that were cocreated within the
Country Teams. Concurrent compacts would allowiddial proposals to advance to compact signature
before other components of the development prognemeady.
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to isomorphic pressure from other agencies withiBaantly longer histories and
established practice. However, these historiese@rempanied by significant challenges
and entrenched bureaucratic processes resistanatme during a period in our global
history of significant transitions. This resear@stshown MCC capable of withstanding
external forces and setting the example which dth&t agencies are beginning to adopt,
at least in name if not practice: namely, the Depants of State and Defense [see PRT
(provincial reconstruction team) findings] and USAWhile the 2i-century trend-

setter, MCC is not exempt from institutionalizeditmms and bureaucratic expectations,
especially those of the appropriator. Congressipregsures for early (or expeditious)
budget execution and partner results that subatarttie appropriations have forced
institutional changes consistent with the limitagwf the USAID model. The most
profound change is the sacrificing of longer-tempacity building in exchange for
congressionally expected results reporting. How thanifests is that U.S. systems and/or
practices are substituted for the current shorifighlartner national capacity, a capacity
which is necessary to uphold country ownershipaoideve positive impacts aligning to
national systems. This is especially true of thielipifinancial management systems
which are vital for partners' future engagemenhwiher donors and graduation from aid
to trade by achieving internationally acceptabéndards of practice in governance,
financial and procurement management, accountidgramsparency. These substitutions
undermine the Paris Declaration (PD) principlesiléfiese substitutions were extant
upon startup, new boundaries have been set toutistialize the substitutions, or

downsize programs, to yield more timely resultoorépg. This lends support to the
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argument that while policy may be country-owneds &till donor-driven (Zimmerman,
2007).

Even with only partial adoption of PD principl®&CC exemplifies the
significance of development outcomes and impaetsdan be achieved using best
practice in organizing for aid, as well as forirtgplementation. The community of
practice (CoP) that is the Country Team has byxa@mplified this best practice, so
much so that the newest model in the COP, the PR3ed the CoP ideology as its
founding principle, at least in concept, althougthwdisastrous results stemming from
congressionally mandated mission overlap and apiatams limitations and libertie¥.

Other MCC influences on the U.S. foreign aid celation of foreign aid practice
include the State Department's (DOS) foreign ad&work, which aligns with the MCC
selectivity criteria and the evidence-based resuisagement framework, setting the
standard for monitoring and evaluation (M&E).The ®@rst Quadrennial Review
(DOS, 2010), while using different nomenclatureuled many of the MCC principf&s
as the "way forward"; even USAID’s reform agendalled the USAID Forward

Initiative, renames USAID implementing practicesine with PD/MCC language.

%The MCC CoP organization has been adopted by tBervilitary, especially the U.S. Army Center for
Lessons Learned, which created a global netwotkahmunities of practice" for forward guidance to
field operations.

% However, the U.S. Army has a very broad networlntgrnal communities of practice to facilitate
institutional learning. While the network existisetinstitutional learning that takes place is hyghl
guestionable and appropriate for a separate study.

" The usage of the term “MCC principles” insteadRydris Declaration (PD) principles” refers to thayw
the U.S has defined PD principles to suit U.S.tmali objectives, which changes the definition, nieg,
intentions and implications of the principles.
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MCC Incentivizes

MCC has been known as the "incentivizing modek thuthe significant
advantages of the five-year (longer-term) untiehgthat incentivizes partners to
improve policies aligned with U.S. values and idggl Upon field observation, it
becomes evident that the entire implementation titgda an incentivizing model (the
carrot); however, it comes with a very big stickCM incentivizes policy reforms with
the opportunity to obtain very large, up-front-fead untied, long-term grants that are
predictable and supports partners' national devedop strategies (NDS). MCC
incentivizes good practices, integrated into thejgact development process (CDP) and
the implementation of an MCC compact, with guidaand expectations (accountability)
for specific results that bring government legitayavith civil society through
transparent M&E.MCC initially incentivized good pemmance, regular progress toward
planned goals and the partners' political will take policy reform by using the "tap," or
the flow of U.S. funding. As MCC learned from exjperce from earlier compacts, there
are now additional incentives in the form of mgpedfic criteria and practices, which
risk a stop in the flow of funds. While the carhais proven effective in its objectives,
there is increasing pressure beginning to limitdheot and enlarge the stick. Budget
cuts, the continuation of large unobligated balarax@ the lackluster performance of the
Threshold Program—a program defined by MCC butgiesi and implemented under
the USAID model—pressured the creation of "morecsigeguidance,” limiting scope to
those programs with predetermined measureable mes@npacts. This new guidance is

added to the initial design of the stick, whichluaed selectivity criteria and maintaining
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that eligibility, specific up-front policy reforms, national consultative process,
committed national resources, transparency anduatability to civil society. Much like
USAID's "Success Stories," MCC's "Fact Sheets"esaprtools to sustain public and
political support for maximizing appropriations.i§ispecific guidance is also the tool for
pulling out the stick, i.e., the downsizing or cdetp defunding of a program for lack of
expeditious progress toward measureable resultstieg to Congress, suggestive of the
isomorphism that can take place with common extgmessures such as a common
appropriator. The MCC incentivizing model is mopla called the community model.
MCC on Paris Declaration Best Practices

MCC on Country Ownership

The freedom from directives and earmarks and filzie-year money® allow
MCC to be responsive to partner priorities in \aity any sector, supporting the
resolution of longer-term, complex, even wickedalldnges. Congressional expectations
to expend and report budget execution metrics egpfistitutional pressures to obligate
larger balances ignoring strong monitoring and eatabn (M&E) methods designed to
address absorptive capacity issues, which underseaste, fraud and corruption
antithetical to the congressional directive foraaaability. This is much like wanting to
force more water down a broken pipe without fixihgnd expecting there to be no
spillover. Effectiveness is not about the amounnohey spent, it is abohbwthat

money is being used to effect change or achieviaisiadle outcomes/impacts.

% The expression "five-year money" refers to thentef appropriations under MCA and the fact that the
full compact amount is funded, up front, upon coatgagnature. This does not mean the funds are
disbursed; rather, they are deposited to an MCAxrglaccount at the U.S. Treasury from which quérte
disbursement are made according to the preautltbpizecess.
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Expanding the 609(g) funding phase as a meansofaring in MCC specific
capacities represents a critical stage in developwiepartners' ability to own their
development policies, strategies and practicesypport of building partner capacities to
actually lead the coordination of all donors anel éintire community of actors in their
development field on national systems as that a¢gplagilds.

From the case study findings, we see that the N@Ral, and unique to MCC, to
facilitate a better understanding of the natiorledlopment needs and forge a U.S.-
partner partnership; however, this process doesfloence the politically appointed
body of the U.S.-only decision makers who are erficed by powerful external, political
influences regarding the types of projects to fand volume of funding based on
political priorities rather than developmental neddndermining country ownership is
this U.S. political practice of gaining project-sge approvals by an MCC investment
committee and compact approval from Congress. Toyggsals submitted to MCC are
used as project ideas from which the U.S. can lprdgrams to their liking for political
purposes within U.S.-defined application of thei®Beclaration best practices and
aligned with U.S. political objectives.

However, the Accountable Entity (AE), with its Adery Board, as the owner-
implementer reflects the intent of the Paris Detlan's leadership, oversight and
accountability capacity building as in-country iragpienting bodies are accountable to the
AE, which is comprised of partner representativ@sss the spectrum of stakeholders,

enforcing a vital vertical integration between partcountry and its civil society.
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MCC on Alignment

While MCC has set the trend for country ownershgjressing partner
absorptive capacity, longer time horizons, untiedead evidence-based results
management, and has even borne the wrath of Cangitrslarge unobligated balances,
the case study reveals that MCC has not takenaupatise of encouraging the use of
national systems—especially public financial mamaget systems (PFMs)—Dbringing
the full force of MCC's influence on U.S. aid dediy mechanisms to this most critical
capacity limitation. While MCC does use some nal@ystems, it has not taken a stand
for this one critical capacity required for futladvancement from aid to trade by having
the capacity to engage with the global economy witirnationally acceptable
(financial) systems.

MCC on Harmonization

The case study sheds light on the Bush Administrat motives for using
presidential directive authority to bypass an undivided Congress to effect change in
the U.S. aid strategy. Instead of addressing mgéuimstitutional reform of USAID,
which requires congressional engagement, MCC wasetite a new paradigm in aid
delivery. However, political will, let alone legative authorities, has not supported
institutional changes necessary to incentivizeeffett common arrangements and

simplified procedures: the Paris Declaration ppieiof harmonization. That is not to say
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that MCC does not make the effSrto coordinate with other donors in the field;
however, it cannot institutionalize measures teafthis harmonization.

The ideal mechanism to harmonize donor progrardsaativities is to use
national systems, a function of alignment. ThatAkeountable Entity (AE), a
government entity, and the decision-making bodyaiithorities and accountability for
the implementation of the MCC compact may not wgenal systems is the higher cost
of congressional hypervigilance over compact fufiths conditionality prohibits partner
ownership of its own development by using the AlBaomonize all donor activities on
national systems if the partner government wergawide that kind of leadership.

MCC on Managing for Development Results (MfDR)

MCC sets the foreign aid standard for MfDR withjarious, evidence-based
evaluations and independent impact studies. An itapbcomponent of this process is
very clear distinctions about the definitions ofrcaon foreign aid language that are
used, out of context, in the rhetorical policy debd@he published example is:

“a proposal to provide training to farmers in newpping techniques would link

inputs(farmer training) to output&umber of farmers trained) to outcomes

(number of farmers adopting new farming practi¢eshe projected impact

(higher local incomes) of adopting farmers.” (Lu@&4.1, underline added)

That MCC makes distinctions in the results framdwas raised the bar on

understanding meaningful development results. Bhautation of MCC-defined

% However, it took the Chief Executive Officer's apyal to even talk to the Dutch about possibly
coordinating on a project in Morocco, and it newexterialized; MCC funded the entire project
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outcomes and impacts is wholly consistent with Bt Ipractice for reporting
meaningful development results.

MCC on Mutual Accountability

The transparency component of the Paris Declargtimciple of mutual
accountability is where MCC has been allowed tdtsestandard. In terms of
transparency and predictability of aid flows, th€®I practice of requiring preplanned
procurement budgets with the specific guidanceraadtoring on how to accomplish this
has not only provided much needed capacity builBimghas also made MCC compact
flows completely predictable—pre-planned, the poba national systems
notwithstanding. The extensive volumes of dataamalysis, methods and evaluations
that are publically available support MCC’s comnetmto transparency.

MCC on the Research Questions

1. Is the MCC using Paris Declaration (PD) best pcastito achieve more
effective aid impacts? As expected, most of thepAbciples are supported
by the MCC model; however, there are some condittorthe alignment
principles, and while some effort has been madetmonize on a project-by-
project basis, MCC fails to support harmonizationgples. Findings,
therefore, are:

a. MCC practiceslo supporthese country ownership principles.
b. MCC practicexonditionally supporthese alignment principles.
c. MCC practicesio not supporthese harmonization principles.

d. MCC practiceslo supporthese MfDR principles.
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e. MCC practiceslo supporthese mutual accountability principles.
Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) Organizing Kowledge-work

The PRT model is not lacking strategy and politaigectives; it is missing
interagencystrategy, objectives and common operations. Camisvith the stovepiped
separation of functions in Washington, each ofdblecated operations of Departments
of State (DOS), Defense (DOD) and USAID operatedientheir own strategy,
objectives and implementing practices and under feparate chains of command. This
created an in-field competition over "lanes," asdesand influence with Iraqgi leadership
at ministerial and provincial levels and legitimanyhe U.S. political arena. That the
National Security Council established and Congfesded overlapping missions
complicates the interagency work in the field, diestiine use of common foreign aid
language and the "truthiness" of policy documems inake personalities and
"collaborative instincts" the determinants of massoutcomes (or lack thereof) in the
field. Declaring the need for interagency coordmateven the policy directive calling
for it, did not make it so.

The level of political priority granted the PRTategy was undermined by the
amount of funding and mission priority given to thditary's overlapping reconstruction,
nation-building, governance and economic develogmession. Had there been more
balanced funding and harmonized missions betwee®Ril’'s operation and the U.S.
military, this model might have represented anyeavblutional stage of a process of
integrating civilian and military operations. ThRPs mission, strategies and objectives

were all directed from the Washington-based ledudiersvhere there exists a
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fundamental disconnect between the Defense Departfd©D) and State Department
(DOS)/USAID definition of civil-military operationghe relationship of military civil
support to civilian operations and the all-impottarganizational issues related to chain
and unity of command. The National Security Coustitocabulary of structure” (Meyer
and Rowan, 1977), using common foreign aid ternaigplas unifying language, is only a
first step, as if stating the Paris Declaration (BBst practices by including PD language
in the political rhetoric brings them into existend@he organization literature discusses
at length the survival instincts of organizationsremore competitive in a constellation
of agencies vying for the same scarce aid appriogng The DOD operations and
maintenance (O&M) budget and the U.S. appropriation the continuation of the
Commander’'s Emergency Response Program (CERP)@ftgmwar booty was
exhausted greatly increased the size of the for@dj@ppropriations pie, despite the fact
that all the growth was allocated to DOD insteadmfnteragency pool of funds. With
this imbalance of funding to mission and the absaf@ pooled funding mechanism for
interagency operations, there was no incentivéenferagency communication, let alone
collaboration and coordination. Without interagedogtrine, establishing the unity and
chain of command and the interagency design widiheshfunding and personnel, and
without meaningful metrics indicative of collabavat work outcomes, there was only a
strong—even aggressive—competition. The culturatext of each agency greatly
impacted their perceptions of the practices inglacd their (relative) effectiveness.

USAID and USACE"which had very practical, "keep it simple" cultucahtexts,

10 y.s. Army Corps of Engineers.
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agreed; however, these two agencies are suborditaf2OS and DOD, respectively,
where the cultural contexts were virtually oppastentributing to the highly charged
competition among their personnel and preventitgragency harmonization.

The PRT's role in the constellation of U.S. foremyd, is a hybrid and is more
accurately described as the competitive model.FR& is not an agency with its
allocation of appropriations, like the USAID an@ tMCC; rather, it is a political tool to
achieve objectives that fall within the foreignipgiforeign aid domain without
addressing the accompanying practices necessaffetd intended outcomes, let alone
effective ones.

PRTs on Paris Declaration Best Practices

PRT on Country Ownership

While U.S. civilians were touting the U.S. modétivilian leadership over
military, the Iragi observed the U.S. military'seowhelming dominance in all aspects of
provincial affairs. And while military doctrine ackwledges the preeminence of country
ownership, the practice of it in the field wasatsmplement of local situational
awareness for the U.S. military operations and,nwtexessary, obtaining an Iraqi
signature on U.S.-prepared procurement/project meats for the military's provincial
operational plan&* This practice, in effect, removed any ownershipazountability of
the Iragi government to its citizens, setting ttage for the use of U.S. operations as the

scapegoat in internal political power struggles.

101 Field notes 2007.3, 2007.4, 2008.3, 2009.1 an®200
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PRT on Alignment

The PRT initiatives to create Iragi Centers of &bence in government,
communal farms, chicken farming, civics and projeanhagement training and whatever
skills in which the State Department special hivedso were development contractors
(referred to earlier as 3161s), were personally\edgeable are examples of the types
of programs being designed by the PRT to addresd heeds the U.S. civilians thought
they could address. The Iraqis’ perceived needs Wweing addressed by the independent
military operations, two examples of which wereypded in the case, namely, the
PDRCs% and JPRCs, across the country using the militaeyations machine of Project
Management Offices with geospatial technology aatidciate program management,
none of which the Iragi or most civilian advisoexdmaccess to. The output of these
operations was project lists, PowerPoint preseaariafiactivity lists and time schedules
that were used to run the provincial meetings, mgki clear who was driving the
operational pace and controlling the systems, mé&tion and implementation without
regard to local priorities, capacities, or sengiasg.

PRT on Harmonization

There were no harmonizing activities, no commaaragements of joint
procedures with the Iraqi or other donors. Allogatof provincial reconstruction was
divided amongst the U.S., UK, and Italian PRTshearganizing and operating

according to their own institutional arrangements.

192 prgvincial Reconstruction Development Council (RBRnd Joint Provincial Reconstruction Council
(JPRC).
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PRT on Managing for Development Results

PRTs, under the military, started with a well-g@gid and comprehensive
assessment model that provided a common framdeseree for evaluating conditions
on the ground, though not PRT performance. As R&sshifted to rhetorical civilian
leadership, this model evolved into the "maturitydel,” which served as a PRT self-
assessment tool to report "successes" back to Wtshi although this was a subjective
appraisal of conditions with the Iragis. There wascoordination with nongovernmental
organizations or even with USAID provincial and commity programs [local
governance program (LGP) and community action @ogfCAP) IDIQs] or staff—
except in Baghdad, where a few key civilian ad\ssgere dual-hatted, assigned to both
the LGP and the PRT.

Each agency represented in the PRT, as well asefberate military mission
operations, utilized the standing policies, mecéiasi and practices of their respective
departments, with a complete absence of monit@ntevaluation framework of Iraqi
conditions, let alone and integrated interagenamnBwork. There was no analytical,
evidence-based accomplishment; rather, the rebatsvere reported were input/output
metrics important for U.S. budgeting and its justifion, accompanied by a truthiness
narrative to promote the most positive appearahpeogress. Nor was there a
recognized-as-legitimate Iraqi institutional frangewby which results could be
monitored or evaluated other than the need to ttemgsands of projects paid for by
coalition (predominantly U.S.) resources and compato any U.S. personnel who

would listen, when projects were not being completeaddressed in a manner preferred
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by the Iragis. Consistent with transitional enviments, the lack of locally enforceable
institutional mechanisms and an effective ruleagi lead to opportunism created by the
oversight void; "desperate people do desperatggtin

PRT on Mutual Accountability

The U.S. reconstruction mission in Iraq was a 4uSded, project-based program
implementing U.S. priorities using U.S. tools amdgpices to the extent practicable.
There were no national systems available for Us8, given that policy directives,
legislative limitations and the preeminent pressarexecute budget took prominence
over national priorities, essentially removing tlypéransparent and comprehensive
information flows to a nonexistent, or very newgiature and its citizenry. A
coordinated project implementation process was ticatpd by the institutional rules
placed on the appropriations by non-developmenmslitgrs (separating the three tracks
of the mission) and the lack of any integratedregency practices. Iragi assessment of
U.S. commitments came in the form of oversight repg on what had/had not been
delivered by the U.S.'s "as promised."The all-comsig political pressure to execute
drove the operational pace and the payment of@eproviders, regardless of quality or
sustainability.

PRT on the Research Questions

1. Are PRTs using Paris Declaration best practicestoeve more effective aid
impacts? As expected:
a. PRT practiceslo not supporthese country ownership principles.

b. PRT practiceslo not supporthese alignment principles.
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c. PRT practiceslo not supporthese harmonization principles.
d. PRT practiceslo not supporthese MfDR principles.

e. PRT practiceslo not supporthese mutual accountability principles.
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CHAPTER 6: POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Support for the Theoretical Model

Chapter four treated each of the three modelsratgha This section refers back
to the theoretical underpinnings of this reseaheh drganizing foreign aid knowledge-
work in a way that supported the implementatioRafis Declaration best practices
would shed light on the aid delivery effectivenetthe different models examined.
Cross-Model Comparison of Findings

Organizing Knowledge-work

The U.S. Agency for International Development (UBA&nd Provincial
Reconstruction Team (PRT) models are similar iir thigyanizing of knowledge-work by
U.S. intra-agency teams responding to U.S. poliaylagislative limits and liberties to
deliver U.S. goods, know-how and services in U&ighed aid interventions in foreign
countries. It is the U.S. procurement businessiegpb foreign aid; a politically
supported model of "doing aid to" foreign countimgsdelivering U.S. business products
behind the political rhetoric of an altruistic ingst in the living standards and alleviation
of suffering of U.S. "partners." The congressigmassure to speed the operational pace
of expending the U.S. budget on U.S. procuremexgkams their focus on budget
execution as a measure of successful performanttesd foreign aid model(s) created to
further these business interests. The "SucceseSteerve as a public relations tool that

puts a humanistic face on the pursuit of U.S. dlotiarests and influence.
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Quite different from this U.S.-centric strategythe Millennium Challenge
Corporation (MCC) and its integrated Country Teampse common mission is a
specific development program of work aimed at thigjue poverty alleviation challenges
of the partner by creating opportunities for inagigas economic growth. This is achieved
by a community of practice, which consists of LaBd partner members whose
knowledge, skills and abilities complement eacleoth their practice of knowledge
sharing and application of the very specific MCGdgnce on the boundaries of the
Millennium Challenge Act and its expectations gsafi investment by the U.S. people
and (2) the responsibility of the Accountable Bntd the partners' government and civil
society. While the MCC model is subject to the samidical influences and
expectations, the Millennium Challenge Act (MCAjaafls MCC legislative freedoms
not (legitimately) available to USAID and the PRj&/erned by the Foreign Assistance
Act (FAA) and the Federal Acquisition RegulatiotA(). These freedoms allow the
creative collaboration that is unique, and centcathe MCC knowledge-sharing model.

Implementing Practices

The military component of the PRT, as well as #ygesate military operations
presented in the PRT case that competed directtytive State Department
(DOS)/USAID PRT mission in Irag reconstruction, gavance and economic
development, was similar to the USAID delivery mipdéhough vastly larger in scope
and resources, in that its practice was a logistixarcise in providing U.S.-procured
goods and services. What was delivered was theipeaaf executing U.S stovepiped

budgets for U.S. goods and services—for whatevgygae. While regulation 660 of the
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Foreign Assistance Act stipulates that foreignsaasce to foreign ministries of Defense
and Interiot®® are the domain of the Defense Department (DODgrgthe
unprecedented authority over the entire U.S. misgidrag, these procurement
operations were aggressively extended througheugdernment of Iraqg to include all
of its ministries and subnational governance stmast. The effect of this expanded
military procurement operations was to change thece of U.S. goods and services to
the U.S. military industrial complex instead of threader U.S. economy at large. This
evidence may shed light on the explanations abbytthvis war had dramatically
different effects on the U.S. economy than did pwars which goods and services were
competitively procured from the civilian economylaige pursuant to the Federal
Acquisition Regulation. Prior to the organizatidrilte economy into more specialized
industrial sectors, including the U.S. military ustrial complex, support for the two
world wars was provided by women working in thetdaies comprising the general
economy of the era. This help to sustain very nggas of employment and productivity
such that these wars were considered "good fodtBe (civilian) economy." With the
changing nature of how the U.S. engages in andlissppar and how special interests
influence its funding, those economic benefits appe be reserved for select sectors of
U.S. business interests.

There exists and extensive body of examples ofisieeof the U.S. procurement

model for over-provisioning, procuring significanthore than what was needed

103 Regulation 660 stipulates that foreign assistanadl other ministries, beside defense and inteeice
the domain of the U.S. government's civilian agescsuch as USAID, and the Departments of State,
Agriculture, Justice, etc.
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resulting in unnecessary waste. A characteristmle is the provisioning of gasoline-
powered electrical generators, which were of lichiility: “All the money spent on
small electrical generators was a waste. We spes more money paying for fuel.”
The Commander's Emergency Response Fund (CERP)exjally exacerbated this
tame solution mismatch to complex challenges. CEERPmore extreme example of the
broken pipe analogy used in the MCC case, i.e gre@sional pressures to execute the
budget despite significant absorptive capacitytitnons, except that in this case there
was no hyper-vigilance regarding accountability.i/himed at the wicked challenges
of a war-torn environment, the model deliveredtdahnical solutions inherent in the
practices of the Washington-centric political eowiment.

While the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCCpdel is more community-
centric, it is not exempt from the special businagsrests influencing Congress which
applies political pressures on U.S. government @gerthat directly affect the practices
they employ. For example, MCC's early procuremendelines (PGs), which were
internally referred to as “modified World Bank” gielines were chosen as the basis for
the initial guidance because of their open procemrtanguage, which was very
different from USAID’s “buy American” clause. Theadifications, however, were
designed to favor American bidders by specificallyreasing the transaction costs for
non-American bidderS*For example, MCC'’s PGs require all bidding docuragatbe
in the official language of the partner, supportoagtner ownership and leadership in

procurement decisions and partner economic devedaphby using local suppliers.

1%Field notes 2005.4, 2006.1.
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Additionally, all bidding documents must be tramsthinto English, reportedly to support
MCC oversight of the process. Any non-English speakould incur greater bidding
costs by having to translate all the documentsdwic

Congressional expectations of budget executiontlameéxpeditious (annual)
reporting of procurement inputs and outputs as mgéun metrics keep these
procurement-oriented practices rutted in the taohgtisns business when complex
foreign aid challenges require a much broader fsexpertise from the U.S. knowledge
economy and improved organizational forms to berfefim it.

All three models are restrained by Congressionpehyigilance for
accountability and corruption, which limits thexikeility of their institutional
arrangements, but none more so than USAID. The M&Cfunding flexibilities built
into the Millennium Challenge Act (MCA); namely thaulti-year, flexible use of the
grant. The Defense Department (DOD) componentefttovincial Reconstruction
Teams (PRT) is granted significant liberties wiéntain baskets of appropriations,
namely, the excess programmed operations and mamte funds, and the Iraq
Reconstruction and Relief Funds (IRRF), which upemg appropriated were declared
exempt from audit and oversighitThese self-imposed, congressionally imposed, limits

sustain the U.S. view from the top philosophy theipetuates entrenched, outdated

1% These resources were exempted from audit andighesear after year, until in 2009 the complaints
and reports of fraud, waste and abuse by U.S.amjliinits/members became too public to ignore 0992
Congress reversed itself and retroactively allothede funds to be 1) audited by the special inyatdis
for Irag and Afghanistan reconstruction(SIGIR am@A&R respectively) and 2) overseen by the General
Accounting Office leading to significant revelat®oaf fraud, waste, abuse and misuse of these &ed ot
[Commander's Emergency Relief Program (CERP)] fundsaq and Afghanistan.
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thinking, methods, and metrics and their limitiriteets on the available methods used
for achieving aid objectives the U.S. claims tasbeking.

Paris Declaration Principles

The above findings on each of the three models &erin this research reveal
that the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC}he only model with some degree
of legislative freedom, allowing it the institutiakflexibilities to deliver more effective
aid according to the universally agreed-on prirespdet forth in the Paris Declaration for
Aid Effectiveness.

Evaluation of the Theoretical Model

The theoretical blend of Wenger's situated legrmincommunities of practice
and the Paris Declaration principles proved usefelhibiting the improved
effectiveness that is achievable with innovativdtidisciplinary teams cocreating
solutions to complex challenges. The MCC modeljadriby the legitimacy of political
support and a more flexible legislative framewgniqvides an example of steps in the
right direction. By mediating the rival procuremanterests ("Buy American" versus
open procurement, including America - albeit witefprential treatment) in the MCA,
the U.S. and its partners have been able to acesimgoblend of both of their objectives;
albeit slower than the U.S. Congress would prefer.

Given the disappointing revelations of the USAMI&RT models, the
theoretical model was perhaps too postmodern iiodss on specific postmodern
organizing approaches and definitions of the comtanguage of foreign aid. That this

research sought to understand what was behin@vition - the language of "policy,"
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"doctrine," or "results" not to explain "what istitoas a generative tool to inquire of
"what might become" of our mutual enterprise (Gar8eTlhatchenkery, 2006) when we
engage from a postmodern, community where leansiagshared domain of the
endeavor - the common foreign aid mission - antheagral constituent of the practices
(Lave and Wenger, 1991). Perhaps the expectatitmeadesign of the theoretical model
was premature for the current political understagdor stage of learning) the specificity
that underlies the postmodern community languaderefgn aid.

From a methodological perspective, the underlyagpose of this research was
to begin to frame insightful methods of inquirimga meaningfully impactful
development results; aid effectiveness. The liteeabn monitoring and evaluation
(M&E) has experienced tremendous growth and froenUts. foreign aid constellation,
MCC has been a leading contributor. The researalidimenefit from an analysis of the
practical application of the current "gold standandM&E methods: the randomized
controlled trial (RCT). While the scientific framewk of the RCT appears antithetical to
postmodern philosophy, the social constructionmeéning from a communally
negotiated rationality and neutral assessment ofvledge could lend a pluralistic
applicability to the method. When used as a gemvera&tol, the RCT that could advance
our understanding of the intricacies that formebhmplexity of foreign aid challenges
and shed light on how we might improve future aiacfices.

Future Research
The findings of this research reflect a growthhie delivery of U.S. foreign aid by

the Department of Defense and shed light on treeabspecial interests in influencing
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congressional mandates on appropriations and ingrleng practices. What was not
covered in this research was the growing shifoneign aid funding from governmental
sources to the private sector. In 2009, The Hudisstitute published Carol Adelman's
original work onGlobal Philanthropy and Remittances: Reinventinggign Aid,
wherein she uses the broadest definition of foreign(see footnote 2) which indicated
that up to eighty-five percent (85%) of foreign éitcluding government and private
resources) of foreign aid is funded by private @eettities and individuals. From the
Gates Foundation to Columbia University's Millemmi¥illages, there are many other
models of foreign aid from private sources thatdheebe studied for their view of aid
challenges, the practices they have created teasldhem and the impacts attributable to
their model.

How the Office of Management and Budget accountédieign assistance is
incomplete, as it does not include appropriatiofeaded in foreign operations by all
executive departments. The organization and scbged 50 — International Relations
account of the national budget, from which theistiatthat foreign aid represents less
than one percent of the budget, is a misrepresentat accounting for foreign aid and
represents only a small part of the actual appatipns used to deliver foreign aid.
Understanding the structure of the budget and h@an be wrought to accommodate
multiagency operations would make a significanttgbation to the field.

Aligning with national public financial managemesystems (PFM) and
harmonization were proven to be the most challepgirParis Declaration principles for

U.S. models, consistent with a fragmented natibndget and the lack of a national
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foreign aid strategy and multiagency institutiopedctices. Finding the common ground
in PFM requirements amongst donors, that surelst éxiinternational best practices of
accounting and finance, would make a significamticboution to partners' development
of national systems that would be acceptable t@dorGrowing in capacity and
legitimacy through use, these systems could bgahge-changing tool for graduation
from aid to trade as partners become compliant thighnternational financial
architecture and can engage with the global firarsgistem.

In terms of its contribution to the organizatiderature, this is the first study to
provide observation data on the behavioral aspgctsow” government organizations
go about organizing and implementing their foreagphpractices relative to the
universally accepted best practices of the Parddbation. By synthesizing the
communities of practice framework into the methédluservation, the limitations or
absence of socially constructed knowledge-workatedeterminants aheffective
practices. Additionally, this research makes amontion to the development literature
by observing the practices that make up the wipiées in the aid design cycle revealing
hidden donor objectives and expectations that hiodentry leadership of their national

development.
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