Part III:
Towards the Millennium:

Processes, Policies and Projects

Chapter Seven
Foreign Aid at the End of the Twentieth Century: 

From Policy to Process

She was in love with the idea of love and with the idea of sacrificing herself to it.

[I]t is the engineer and technician with an anti-political turn of mind who provide the solutions for all major problems.

The sensible approach is to nurture understanding of the need for reform through education and analysis.

The syllogism is a reliable form of logic.

Africans were “grant savvy.”  They were so used to getting grants, they were aware that the money would dry up in three to five years and assumed that they would have to look elsewhere for more money for their plans.

Today we rank last among the advanced nations in the share of income devoted to foreign aid.

I hated the bureaucracy, the silliness, the patronizing attitudes, the jargon, the sanctimony.

The examples of wasted aid were all too depressing: in Tanzania, for example, $2bn went into roads but the network was no better afterwards because of poor maintenance.
 
Institutional Development

Technical Assistance and Organizational Development
There have long been three types of technical assistance.  The first employs foreign experts on a long and short term basis as operational experts or advisors.  Second, training is provided for LDC public and non-profit managers in country and third, there is financing provided for short term training and long term educational programs out of their own country.
  As Rondinelli has put it:

The early period of American experience with development assistance was based on a strongly prevailing paradigm, the elements of which…were that all societies could modernize and grow economically in a sequence of historically verified stages that had occurred in Western nations over the previous two centuries and that this modernization and growth could be accelerated in poor countries through the transfer of resources and technologies from industrialized nations.  The state would be the principal instrument of development….


If one assumes that donor funding for technical assistance will be used to initiate efforts to improve management performance, there are four types of capacity building activities that should be given priority.  These include, the capacity to analyze development policy needs and provide public and private sector policy choices and this should include the use, or at least the understanding of, public choice and institutional analysis theory, institutional and transaction cost economics, and international political economy.


Second, there should be a capacity to assist national-level private, public, and parastatal sectors in the analysis of institutional and organizational factors that shape the sustainability of program or project benefits beyond the period of external funding.  This includes courses of action taken to improve the likelihood of sustainability after the program or project is taken over by the host country organization or training institution.


Third, donor interventions should include the identification of appropriate strategies and approaches to the privatization of government functions, and the effective and efficient reform of those functions which remain public.  The social and economic costs of both sets of reforms could be monitored through contractor services and research institutes.  Support should also include the design and introduction of effective monitoring systems to assess the effects of policy changes and policy reforms on the socio-economic patterns of the host country.


A fourth requirement is the development of a capacity among both educational and training institutions to sell their services to governments, donors and the private sector at an economically sustainable rate.
  The sale of such services should be unsubsidized so as to not compete unfairly with private consultants and institutions.  Ideally, regional institutes should be able to assist national institutes in the development of their internal management systems where economies of scale exist.

Foreign aid is about organizations and their relationships with other governments and their societies.   It is especially critical to improve the skills of mangers in public and private enterprises.  Such capacity building needs to address a wide variety of issues including financial analysis, budgeting, revenue generation and administration, debt management, cash management and cash recovery, management of financial services, management information systems (including computer based systems), and the development of indigenous, in-country management and consultancy services.  Both sustainability and replicability are dependent upon strengthening the capacities of sub-national governments, local administrative units, non-governmental organizations and emerging private sector institutions.


There are four prerequisites to a successful development management strategy for sustainability and institutional development.  First, development management activities must effectively capture the most productive blend of national (government, non-governmental organizations and the private sector), local and grassroots inputs into the program and project planning process.  This includes a commitment by host country and donor stakeholders to a strategy of organizational and geographical decentralization, which takes into account both local conditions and national priorities.  Planning for such activities should include the development of management systems and skills development both at the national and sub-national level.  Planning activities need to ensure the participation of beneficiaries and target groups specified in the program or project, and should provide mechanisms to advise both donor and host country project managers on the utility of their design and implementation strategies.


Second, management training and human resource development more generally needs to be part of a broad strategy for public sector reform and public-private partnerships.  Rather than blindly advocating privatization, such a strategy would define the proper role of government in economic and social development, and specifically in the education and training areas.  Also included would be policies for placing greater reliance on the private sector in such areas as food production, the delivery of social services, and the marketing of goods and services.  Overall, such a strategy should insure that the social costs to privatization are limited. Management training and education should also include an understanding of the policy reform arguments as well as their limitations.


Thirdly, beyond privatization strategies, there should be a clear strategy for reforming and democratizing central and local government institutions and organizations.  The state will not whither away.  Strong, efficient, and accountable government is essential to the creation of a viable private sector.  Such a strategy would include measures to make public sector organizations economically accountable for their actions and ensure that creativity, a sensitivity to market principles and individual entrepreneurialism characterizes all sectors of the host country management system.


Experience with educational and training institutions in particular suggests that there must be financial and institutional autonomy from the civil service structures in order to ensure a modicum of efficiency in performance.  Ideally, focus should be on autonomous, non-governmental educational and training institutions, (rather than on commercial programs) which would provide professional management education and training for all sectors - public, parastatal, non-profit and private.


Finally, the key to the long-term sustainability of donor funded programs and projects (and particularly in their support for management training), is the development of appropriate systems of cost recovery during the project or program period.  This insures that the activity can be financially sustained after the conclusion of donor support for the project.  Effective recovery of recurrent costs is critical to on-going programmatic activity and special attention needs to be focused on developing innovative approaches to insure that this occurs before donor funding terminates. The success or failure of foreign aid depends upon how effectively and efficiently donor activity is managed by LDC program managers.
  Program managers require skills in needs assessment, negotiation, coordination, monitoring and impact assessment.

Planning and the Curse of the Project
Despite lip service to sustainability factors, for much of the last half century foreign aid has been ultimately about short term projects that often do not provide for long term sustainability.  Project managers by the early 1950s had come to learn that they worked under the handicap of “coping with ten and twenty year problems with four or five year projects manned by one or two year personnel.”
  As David Sogge notes wryly, most donors have stood “by their old, tested model: [t]ransferring resources through micro-projects.”

From the beginning of the modern foreign aid period, international assistance projects meant “paperwork by the ream and very long lead times in planning ahead.”
  As early as 1952, Walter Sharp could write, “Follow-up on the findings of country field projects…constitutes the weakest link in the implementation process….”
  Paper is what usually justified a project, according to Martin Wolfe, and it is often assumed that development has occurred with the commitment of funds as a result of donor contributions to the activity rather than through the impact, to the LDC’s capacity to deliver public services or increase its own productivity.

The origins of the project cycle system lie in the 1960s.  In order to garner and manage funding, “a number of…federal agencies had also adopted planning, budgeting and programming systems (PPBS), of which AID’s planning, budgeting, and review (PBAR) process was but a variation.”
  Within the context of external requirements, however, USAID continued “to use in its own management procedures a control-oriented process that attempts to anticipate and plan for all aspects of a project prior to its approval and implementation.”


For planning reasons, conventional foreign aid has long been top down and based on blue print planning, the process of top down design that critics suggest is similar to drawing a blueprint for the construction of a building.  As early as the 1950s, the syllogism inherent in the donors’ logical framework had become the logic of foreign aid.
 The project approach, labeled “Operation Blueprint” by 1960, required logical relationships to be applied to all foreign aid activities. While this mode of operation may work on physical infrastructure or turnkey projects, co-determination of projects (by donor and recipient) are more appropriate for “building confidence and capacity, people, organizations and institutions, including capacity to learn, decide and mobilize resources in one’s own unique situation….”
  Despite this, blueprint planning came to be applied to virtually all U.S. foreign aid projects by 1975.
Ten years later, projects had become the primary mode of delivery of foreign aid.  While their purpose was benign, they were vehicles to manage activity over time with limited resources and the result was often a rigid framework that made the system “compatible with AID’s programming strategy, which called for a blueprint for each project so it could be approved in Washington.  As a result, organizations often were created where institutions were needed.”

The corollary to this was an irresistible pressure to move money through the USAID mission system and out into the country through the project and grants mode.  As John Montgomery put it almost twenty years ago, “Managing large controversial programs by using discrete, safe projects has become an art form in foreign aid administration.”
  What was required was a design system that produced a very large, safe, acceptable project that offered only limited discretion in the field.
By 1990, USAID (and other donors) had become stricter in the way they negotiated foreign aid.  The goal was to “use programme aid as a lever for bringing about changes in the policies of recipient countries towards the price of agricultural projects, public utilities and foreign exchange….”
  As a result, non-project aid has increased since the early 1990s though much of it is transferred in the form of small and medium sized tied grants that replicate the project mode.
  Because of the nature of project management, donors often blame foreign aid recipients for failing to provide direction, follow up sustainability and a failure to manage the foreign aid properly.

Foreign aid projects often claim that their purpose is to invigorate the economy not provide social services.  However, the failure of a planned economic development model “has been accompanied by shifts in development thinking away from financial resources to human capital, social capital, policies and institutions.”
  Increasingly, economists have suggested that economic productivity is not possible without human and social capital investment and significantly higher levels of assistance than is currently provided.


There are five factors that can affect sustainability in human resource and institutional development efforts.  First, designers of activities need to recognize "economies of scale" in the design of institutions.  Cost effectiveness and market demands are both important in designing training and other human resource development programs.  Regional collaboration, if national sensibilities can be overcome, can stretch scarce economic resources.  Regional organizations have worked better in Asia and Latin America than in Africa and the Middle East however. 


Secondly, the planning process needs to include an institutional analysis of the context of the intervention and the impact of the intervention on various stakeholders.  Social, economic, political and cultural factors can all impact upon sustainability.  Planning needs to include both benefit-cost analysis and a more qualitative assessment of the societal environment within which an intervention occurs.


It is also increasingly clear that development planning works best when it assists governmental organizations (and non-governmental development agencies) to do their work better rather than providing design as a part of technical assistance.
  In order for foreign aid projects to have a chance of success, it is critical to recruit field staff who were both experienced in overseas work and sensitive to cultural differences and the nature of development activities in the recipient country.
 Successful planners often see their role more as facilitators than managers.

Thirdly, planners need to allow enough time for institutionalization to occur.  Institutional development in less than ten years is almost impossible.  A three to five year horizon to institutionalize systems makes a mockery of its intention.  The project model, described below severely limits the potential for institutionalization and sustainability.


Fourthly, interventions, when they occur, should be of an exceptionally high quality.  This means the decision to intervene should be highly selective and taken only after a significant needs assessment process.  Mediocre interventions, backed by limited resources can do more harm than good and provide simple solutions for complex problems.
All foreign aid projects are full of good intentions.  For example, an earlier anti-deforestation activity, the “Tropical Forestry Action Plan…was perhaps the most ambitious environmental aid program ever conceived.”
  Yet the project failed.  According to Linden, “Perhaps the best thing to come out of the [anti-deforestation] disaster is that the furor it triggered has forced major international organizations to pay attention to the complexities surrounding tropical deforestation.”


Finally, there must be a correct definition of needs prior to the beginning of the intervention. This makes the design and appraisal process critical. Without this, activities will be ad hoc and random in terms of their impact, a pattern of intervention that became almost universal with the advent of the project mode of operation.
The Projectization of Foreign Aid
One of the continuing problems of foreign aid is that money is divided up into discrete projects, large and small, with universal procedures, reporting and reimbursement schedules that dissipate much of the impact of that aid.  The bulk of official foreign aid, both bilateral and multilateral, continues to be allocated to specific and narrow development activities.  As a result, donors have focused on short term projects rather than longer term programs. 
The project mode of operation has meant that much of foreign aid is used up in administrative procedures and small component activities.  For example, as a result of project mode donor involvement, Kenya functions with 18 different types of water pumps.  Tanzania has been host to 10,000 separate missions from donors over a ten year period from 1995-2005.  According to a newspaper report in 1991, “Reluctant to approve a comprehensive aid package, lawmakers instead allow most projects to be financed with repeated short-term appropriations.”

Critics often see the project as part of the problem and not part of the solution.  Within the recipient country, the disbursing of money, rather than strategic planning, or even Cold War goals, was one of the most important motivating rationales for aid agencies.
  According to Phil Morgan, the project format itself is “indicative of the desire to tightly program.”
  Such characteristics include:
· Elaborate, and often expensive, project identification and appraisal procedures;

· Complex program formatting procedures;
· Specific project completion deadlines, commonly three-five years;
· Limited, and often rigidly defined financial contributions;
· Complex project management “systems”;
· Historical bias toward large, infrastructure projects;
· A more current impulse to “integrate” urban rural development components.

In terms of the impact of the project, it has become increasingly fashionable in international development circles to critique the counterproductive effects of project based development assistance, particularly in terms of institutional development.  E. Philip Morgan goes on to argue that projects are designed for the convenience of the donor and “the advocacy purpose of project development derives from the incentive structures that move mission staff, the consultants they engage, and certain elements within the central bureaucracy.”

There has long been an overwhelming need to move money and create new projects in the foreign aid process.  It is for this reason that the project mode has come to predominate the foreign aid process and will remain so regardless of the specific approach utilized.  In addition, much of the criticism that has been aimed at projects is really focused on poor utilization of the project approach rather than at the approach itself.
  While there is some truth to this, there is also a rigidity built into the project approach which makes institutional development difficult.
It is clear that “[p]ost project impact evaluations reveal that there continue to be negative social effects from AID’s development efforts, regardless of project type.”
  This said, social analysis in practice has, “proven to be somewhat at odds with the way the findings are presented and the proviso that ‘the data should be possible to obtain in two to three weeks’”
  According to E. Philip Morgan:
The upshot of the advocacy function in project development is “over-design,” both in terms of pre-programming and optimism.  Pre-programming, or “pre-mature programming,” refers to the confident statements about the distribution of benefits, economic return, positive institutional outcomes, replicability, sustainability, all supported by detailed implementation schedules, as if the uncertainty characterizing any development activity had been accounted for in advance planning.

“Transportability of the [project approach] concept,” according to David Hirschman, “is the central characteristic of the foreign aid process.”
  The project approach, however, often has not been helpful.  There are unique institutional development problems faced by both donors and host country officials in the design and implementation of effective technical assistance activities.  This is particularly the case in complex human resource development projects and in strategies of management development.

The Changing Environment of Foreign Aid

Contracts, Grants and the NGO Conundrum

Private foundations have long played a major, and very visible role in promoting international development.  The Ford Foundation has stimulated educational development in Indonesia and a number of other Asian countries and later played an important role in the transition in South Africa.
  According to Joye Mercer, “[G]iven Ford’s $9.2-billion in assets, what the foundation does is always analyzed, both by supporters - who applaud Ford’s efforts to promote diversity, for instance - and by detractors - who criticize what they call its attempts at social engineering.”
  According to Tina Rosenberg, “The new philanthropy is not guided by the trustees of an estate.  Each foundation instead serves the personal vision of a single aggressive and very much alive international entrepreneur.”

One of the more successful institutional development interventions in the educational development sector was that of the Rockefeller Foundation. From the beginning, the foundations typically focused upon selected programs with clearly defined goals. In their university development program, Rockefeller's objective was to strengthen a few universities in Africa, Asia and Latin America, and commit significant resources over a medium range of fifteen to twenty years to enable what Stifel, et. al. call a "critical mass" of technical assistance to be introduced.
  

The Rockefeller experience, in both agriculture and education, illustrated the importance of "going first class" with a high-quality intervention of highly-qualified people.  The Green Revolution of the 1950s-1960’s was largely financed by the Rockefeller and Ford Foundations.  The great foundations remain powerful both in terms of their impact and their framing of the development debates into the twenty-first century.

Donors have long seen NGOs as an alternative to working through the state.  Church based organizations remained particularly important in terms of social services, relief work and education throughout the twentieth century.
  As we have seen, the use of voluntary organizations and religious groups in international assistance goes back to the eighteenth century.  Historically, prior to World War II, international assistance contracts were often directed towards religious missions and war relief organizations.  This early faith based approach was taken for granted throughout the first half of the twentieth century.  Non-governmental organizations have continued to play a major role in the foreign aid process since the early 1950s.

During the last half of the 1950s, the International Cooperation Administration (ICA) began to extensively give aid contracts to U.S. universities, particularly the land grant colleges in the Midwestern states.  Much of the focus was on agricultural development.  The first university contract was signed in 1951.  By July of 1956, ICA had 52 universities on contract in 38 countries.  By 1960, it had contracts with 60 American universities involving “indispensable skilled human and institutional talent for the development program overseas….”

	Box

The Network

For the NGO worker, the network is important.  Scott Anderson describes it thus, “Sipping soda or jug wine from plastic cups, the 200 or so guests gathered in the eighth-floor conference room were a veritable who’s who of humanitarian-aid politics and international disaster relief: presidents of nonprofit organizations, ambassadors and diplomats, Foreign Service officers.”




While private funds remained important to international assistance, by 1970 private transfers of resources through U.S. based non-profits accounted for only a small percentage of the flow of resources into developing countries.  Increasingly however, international assistance involved private to private aid transactions through a grants and sub-grants process that allowed donors to allocated large amounts of money to a single co-operant which would then spread the money out to a large number of small NGOs.  The main argument for using non-governmental organizations in foreign aid was that they were able to get assistance quickly and efficiently through to at least some of the poorest.

By 1975, with the shift to basic needs, “[t]he latest fashion in Western aid ‘was indigenous non-governmental organizations’ [INGOS]. Modeled after Western charities, these local groups were supposed to build up `civil society’ as a replacement for dissolving governments in Africa and elsewhere.”
  However, according to Fred Riggs, “[a]t another level, are there any American PVO’s [private voluntary organizations] that could support this process as lobbyists?”
  Riggs’ skepticism points to the weakness of exporting ideas to LDCs that are not practical at home.

Foreign aid funded public foundations and NGOs have received significant grant money from USAID since 1975.  By the late 1990s, according to O’Sullivan, “[u]p to $20 million of Development Assistance funds may be made available for the Inter-American Foundation and up to $11.5 million may be made available for the African Development Foundation.”
  An article in the Economist put it this way:
Most of the big agencies [large NGOs] now get about half their income from governments.  Organisations that once saw themselves as the harbingers of an alternative and more altruistic form of human development are the tools of governments.  They fear this “contract culture” will cost them their independence.

By the late 1980s, the goal of international NGOs was to become more businesslike, more professional and more cost effective.  As part of this process, “[t]he pressure [was] on NGOs to build bigger bureaucracies and improve the proportions of their pie charts, but not necessarily to do better relief and development work.”
  In many countries, foreign assistance was channeled exclusively through non-governmental organizations and non-profit international agencies. According to a New York Times account in 1992, “The United States Agency for International Development, which pioneered the funneling of aid through nongovernmental or voluntary organizations, says that a substantial part of its annual spending of $7.5 billion is now channeled through nongovernmental organizations or the private sector.”

By the early 1990s, USAID awarded more than three quarters of its contracts and grants to U.S. private sector organizations both for-profit and non-profit.
  By 1997, $28.3 million in aid grants went to higher education partnerships alone.
  According to former USAID Director, Brian Atwood, “You have heard us make a reference to ‘franchising’.  What it means is if the U.S. wants to have an assistance program in a country without a USAID mission, or where we have a minimal presence, we will be able to use NGO or contractor partners to achieve our objectives.”

With the proliferation of NGOs, there have been ongoing efforts to develop them as efficient service delivery agents.  The NGO absorption of programs traditionally associated with the public sector and the pressing need to employ successful cost recovery methods for NGOs both take on added significance in terms of our understanding of foreign aid.  NGOs are also said to be well equipped to support skills transfer and capacity building activities.
  NGOs are, according to their advocates, “smaller, less bureaucratic, less tied down by rigid financial criteria and employ people who are more likely to live in poor communities.”

Over the last decade a certain amount of cynicism has crept into discussions of NGOs and foreign aid.  There is sometimes more than a little hucksterism among NGOs working in international development.  Humanitarian organizations are prone to send a message to an audience that “for the price of a cup of coffee, we can alter the lives of poor children in the Third World.  It is bargain-basement charity.”
  “NGOs,” according to Mark Hertsgaard, “follow the money.”
  For many within international NGOs, since “the securing of grant money is the primary goal, [these] aid organizations rarely meet a development project they don’t like.”

Of the contractors utilized by USAID many were U.S. based non-profit organizations.  Like the private sector, NGOs followed the money and often the foreign aid workers who are attached to these organizations were aid entrepreneurs.
  As a result, “[i]n spite of their reservations, [donor funded NGOs] allowed themselves to be used, because they were dependent on government money and supplies; most were willing to do whatever was necessary – including distributing food in situations that were at best questionable and at worst harmful to recipients.”
 As NGOs become dependent on donors, they have lost their objectivity in their approach to civil society needs.
Over the last decade, non-governmental organizations have been particularly important in democracy and governance programs which sought to broaden interest group articulation as a pre-requisite to democracy.
  With the increased involvement of NGOs in the foreign aid process in the 1990s and in the new millennium, an NGO based interest group supporting foreign aid developed, though it remained weak.
  According to Jennifer Brinkerhoff, “Under the New Policy Agenda, for example, donors look to non-governmental organizations [NGOs] as implementers of donor-driven development policy, thereby bypassing government and co-opting NGOs, often destroying their organization identity and comparative advantages in the process….”

Many of the voluntary organizations that work internationally have become dependent on donor funds.  Dependence upon donors has influenced the way that NGOs have seen their mission.  Too often the non-governmental aid agencies “were more interested in pandering to the prejudices of their donors than in actually helping the needy.”
  That said, in 2001, approximately 30 percent of U.S. government assistance was channeled through NGOs, a point which is often ignored by critics of official foreign assistance and its decline.
  Americans historically have preferred giving to private international assistance groups rather than having taxes used for foreign aid.  However, donor fatigue has set in within the NGO field as well.  According to Celia W. Dugger, “While Americans historically have given generously to such [foreign assistance] efforts; fundraisers fear that all the calamities coming together are proving to be too much of a bad thing.”
Jennifer Brinkerhoff continues, “Regardless of the particular donor agency, partnership work necessarily varies with the partnership and project officers involved….  Some partnership initiatives encourage the use of more flexible mechanisms [e.g. USAID umbrella grants].”

	Box

Foreign Aid Worker as Risk Taker

The reports of death among NGO and other foreign aid workers, underscores “the growing danger for international aid workers, who have increasingly been targets of rebels, terrorists and warlords seeking world attention.”
  By the 1990s, foreign aid work was increasingly dangerous in many parts of the world.  Speaking of an NGO worker who lost his life, Seth Mydans noted, “[He] was one of a growing number of human rights and aid workers from third world countries who are playing an increasing international role along with workers from Western nations.”

In recent years, in Bosnia, Afghanistan and Somalia and elsewhere, “the role of nongovernmental organizations has become both larger and less strictly neutral, and this has not gone unnoticed among the warriors.”
  Double standards in terms of the loss of life were inevitable as concerns for both civilian and military casualties overseas have mounted in the last ten years.  According to R.W. Apple writing in 1999, “In an op-ed article in The Wall Street Journal, Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter’s national security adviser, accused the administration of indulging in ‘a new technological racism’ based on the premise that the life of ‘one American…was not worth risking in order to save the lives of thousands of Kosovars.’”

One major assassination of an aid worker occurred in Amman Jordan on October 28, 2002   The victim was identified as Laurence M. “Larry” Foley, 60, executive officer of the U.S. Agency for International Development mission in Jordan.
  In Palestine, “The deaths of three DynCorp employees in a bombing in the Gaza Strip yesterday demonstrated the persistent danger faced by U.S. contract employees working around the world.”
 Death and threat of death has increasingly become a part of the foreign aid environment, particularly in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Describing one infamous case, according to Scott Anderson, “At the time of my conversation with Basayev [in late 1995]…it had been seven months since [Fred] Cuny, perhaps America’s pre-eminent disaster-relief specialist, and three of his colleagues disappeared in Chechnya - and nearly three months since the international efforts to find them were called off.”
  As a risk taker, “Fred Cuny was the very personification of this phenomenon, a man working at the murky confluence of humanitarian assistance, diplomacy, military operations and intelligence - the disaster specialists who in northern Iraq, to cite but one example, could commandeer United States Army helicopters to shuttle Kurdish guerrilla leaders across national frontiers….”

“Outspoken and impolitic, Cuny criticized both nongovernmental and government entities, like the Agency for International Development, for having too many remote policy planners at the top and too many inexperienced ‘do-gooders’ in the field.”
 “In the mid-1980’s, Cuny’s focus began to shift - away from natural disasters and increasingly toward those made by man, specifically war….”
  At one point, Cuny “gave this sad sort of smile and said, ‘Damir, I’m afraid the Bangladeshes of the world just don’t interest me much anymore.’”

One day in Chechnya Cuny just disappeared.




Both indigenous and international NGOs, can and do play a controversial role at the community level.  Historically, village elites often have benefited most from the NGO expatriate or volunteer’s presence in the village in support of community based organizations.  Elites who most often interact with foreign aid workers are often the most westernized, speak an international language, are more educated than most in the village, and in material terms live lives far from most of the people in the villages.  They are able “to manipulate the system that [runs] on foreign aid.”
  At the same time, mistakes made at the community level are seldom seen from the top of the volunteer, NGO or aid structure food chain.  There are limits to responsibility in technical assistance.  As Michael Maren notes, if “my project created a disaster, no one outside of the village would ever hold me accountable.”

At the community level, NGOs pull teachers out of the school system for the more lucrative salaries of the non-profit organization.  They offer them much better pay and work conditions.  As Paul Theroux points out, “The foreign charities here are doing our work for us-so many of them!  What progress are they making?  Will we have them forever?  There were not so many before.”
  Theroux goes on, “foreign charities and virtue activists, aiming to improve matters, co-opted underpaid teachers, turned them into food distributors, and left the schools understaffed.”

By the end of the twentieth century, international NGOs had lost some of their luster and became simply another mechanism for service delivery.  As Smuckler and Berg have noted, “Another significant change in the developing countries is that increasing numbers of nongovernmental organizations are emerging with capacity to plan and carry out programs in low cost, participatory ways that conventional programs have had difficulty attaining.”
  Involvement of NGOs in program and project management is not without its costs:

NGOs may lose their organization identity through a gradual and subtle “hardening of the arteries,” as NGOs bureaucratize and become risk averse or reluctant to bear the costs of listening to their constituencies.  This has been particularly documented with respect to donors….  The process begins with the acceptance of donor money; progresses to the adoption of donor techniques for programming, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation; and begins to affect staff composition - recruitment, selection, and valued skills; until the entire organization culture is eventually attuned to donors.

Personnel Ceilings and Contracting Out


Historically, contracting out as a technique for foreign aid has not been adequately studied by foreign policy experts.
  The use of U.S. based foreign aid contractors became widespread as early as the 1950s, particularly for work done in “neutral” countries in Asia.  In 1958, International Cooperation Administration had 3,328 people on its payroll and another 2,235 people working for contractors.
  At the end of the Eisenhower administration, 56 nonprofit groups had spent more than ten million dollars in 18 countries.


Close to half of all technical assistance programs were carried out through contracts at the end of the Eisenhower administration.  As Cleveland and his colleagues pointed out, there was widespread acceptance of no-risk government contracts for specific projects abroad.
  By 1960, contracts with Universities and private consulting firms already had reached considerable proportions.
Despite its surface predictability, the use of contracts was often uncertain for both recipients and contractors.  In one celebrated case, the non-profit organization, Public Administration Service’s contract in Thailand, which expired on June 30, 1959, was not renewed until the afternoon of the day before the consultants were supposed to leave.  The contract administrators were in the airport about to leave when they were notified of the renewal.

As the Kennedy administration came into office, foreign aid budgets were a year-to-year battle in Congress with no formalized continuity making contracting out on a timed basis the only way to do business.  This lack of continuity continued to plague foreign aid for the next half century. According to one foreign aid practitioner, in order to “be successful as an A.I.D. contractor, a firm is virtually required by A.I.D. contracting regulations to specialize in the A.I.D. market.”

By the middle of the 1960s, much technical assistance consisted of a series of operational expert projects.
  Missions had a certain amount of flexibility in how resources were used and the mix of technical assistance, human resource transfer and financing was often mission directed. In the late 1960s, concern over corruption in places like Vietnam led USAID officials to turn towards competitive bidding and contracting out for technical assistance.
  It was in Vietnam that USAID officials sometimes came to be corrupted by contractors who sought U.S. government contracts.  As early as 1968, more than half of the USAID personnel were not direct hire.  They were either on loan from other government agencies or on some form of personnel services contact.
  Personnel services and individual expert contracts became increasingly important to the day to day operations of USAID.
Contracting was based on either cost plus a fixed fee or as a multiplier of personnel costs. The assumption has long been that contracts and business procedures would lead to more successful foreign aid.  Down to the 1970s, it was not normal practice to hire non-Americans in technical assistance positions without approval.  This was resented by many third country nationals and LDC program managers who would like to have made use of the best talent available.
  Ultimately, the implementation of foreign aid has been a complex process that involves multiple actors.
  As Judith Tendler points out:

It is generally recognized that the transfer of a given amount of development assistance takes a long time….  This happens because of administrative complexities on both sides; because developing country governments may not be institutionally equipped to produce the kind of bureaucratic output required to qualify for and later monitor such assistance….

By the 1970s, U.S. missions had become more restrictive in their operational framework and less able to take advantage of “targets of opportunity” identified in receptive departments and ministries.

Contracting out at the project level as a mechanism accelerated after 1975 with the establishment of personnel ceilings in many aid agencies and with an increased emphasis on privatization as a foreign policy.  In the mid-1990s, USAID awarded close to 85 percent of its contracts and grants to U.S. firms.
  The use of grants and contracts for technical assistance would increase to close to 100 percent of bilateral U.S. assistance over the next two decades.
Private sector for-profit organizations increasingly have become involved in international development work over the last thirty years.  In time of war or humanitarian crisis, the reality of contacting out is that “incomes and profits are also made by people who care for the victims of war.”
  From a contracting perspective, a
distinction needs to be made, however, between organizations that provide specialized services - computer training, map production, organization development, or distribution of pharmaceutical products—and full-service firms that assist A.I.D. in its heartland activities - the design, implementation, and evaluation of development projects.

Contracting out also has had a significant impact on NGOs.  “In this context,” according to Jennifer Brinkerhoff, “an organization’s power is determined not by its internal resources but by the set of resources it can mobilize through its contacts.  Effectiveness is also enhanced through the innovation partnership can foster.”
  By the end of the twentieth century, as Ian Smillie points out, “Northern NGOs…stumbled into a contracting era without appearing to have noticed it.”
  The problem with NGOs, as agents for international development is that they “live with short institutional horizons and extremely small budgets.  Underpaid, their staff are often young returned-volunteers, or committed part timers who work long hours with meager resources.”
  While this may allow for greater return to the organization it may also result in a lack of professional standards.
Operationally, the distinction between the private sector and the non-profit sector is often not clear.  Increasingly, for-profit contractors are exploring the idea of having a separate non-profit affiliated group or forming a permanent alliance with a non-profit for competing for grants.  In the early 1980s, the TransCentury Corporation (a for-profit corporation) which bid on contracts and New TransCentury Foundation (non-profit) provided an example of what is called a Twinning model.  The New TransCentury Foundation acted as private voluntary organization, servicing the private voluntary organization community, doing immigration, research, and nutrition work.  It started by competing for a project that needed a non-profit organization.  Each had a separate board of directors.
  The non-profit entity may, such as the Academy for Educational Development, have a large corporate structure.  A for-profit group may be small and grassroots oriented.

It is in the nature of donors, as with most bureaucracies, to seek standard operating procedures in the way that money is spent.  As Brinkerhoff has noted, “Confidence is based on rational expectations, rather than ethics, and is typically grounded in institutional arrangements, such as contracts, regulations, and standard operating procedures….”
  U.S. and international for-profits and NGOs have had to fit into this search for rational expectations sometimes labeled the logical model or logical framework.

One issue that was often debated is the allocation of program versus administrative funds for non-profit and for-profit contractors.  Save the Children for example says it allocates over 82 percent of its monies to program costs.
  Private for-profit contractors on the other hand will allocate less than 50 percent of their funds to program work.  Their mark up can double or in some cases close to triple the program costs.
By the late 1980s, there were two components to the donor business.  On one side was the official donor community, the bilateral and multilateral aid organizations.  On the other were the contractors, non-governmental organizations and private voluntary organizations competing for donor grants and contracts.
  Critics of U.S. foreign aid increasingly complained of the contracting process as increasing the “general mediocrity of US aid efforts.”

Ultimately it took the foreign aid debacle in the former Soviet Union after 1989 to demonstrate what had long been known in donor circles in Africa and Latin America.  Contractors, including prestigious universities, could be as corrupt as the most despotic dictatorship.
  What happened, according to Janine Wedel, was that an international clique formed between the Harvard Institute for International Development and a St. Petersburg based group of Russian policy elites.  To Wedel, it was an internally rigorous elite circle, both more widespread and monopolistic than an interest group, a faction or a coalition.  Because of the resources generated by foreign aid and technical assistance, such cliques can develop internationally.

There has long been ambivalence about the role of the contractor in the international development process particularly in legislative circles.  As Amy Rubin pointed out in 1997, “Last month they recommended that the agency [USAID] limit overhead costs to 15 per cent of the total amount an organization receives from the U.S.I.A. for a program.”
 Since the mid-1980s, USAID has preferred the vehicle of Indefinite Quantity Contracts (IQCs) to allocate resources.  IQCs are a type of contracting that allowed for the pre-bid of a small number of contractors and were said to allow a more rapid response to project requests for proposals by limiting bids to those organizations that were pre-qualified.  Critics suggested that ultimately IQCs quashed competition since they kept any organizations, not inside the IQC loop, out of the bidding process.
  Price not quality largely determined the choice.


The importance of technical assistance and contracting out mechanisms increased as personnel ceilings decreased.  By the mid-1990s,
the facts are that in five years our [USAID] direct-hire work force will be smaller - both in Washington and overseas.  We have already cut our workforce over the past three years by a higher percentage - 19 percent - than all but one other Federal Agency.  This is down from some 11,500 employees to just over 9,000 today.  And we will get smaller still - reaching a goal of less than 8,500 employees (U.S. and foreign nationals) by 1998.

USAID, by the beginning of the twenty-first century had “working relationships with more than 3,500 American companies and more than 300 private voluntary organizations in the United States.”
  Washington D.C. was the center of a “cottage industry of consultants, businessmen and lobbyists [that were] tapping into one of Washington’s least-known pools of money, international development banks.”
  In the end, according to Brinkerhoff:

Donors may intentionally overexert their power, driving the process and destroying the spirit of partnership (along with many of its benefits), co-opting and compromising the organization identity of its partners, and even threatening national sovereignty….  More commonly, the negative impact on partners’ organization identity is caused by donors’ lack of understanding of partners, their strengths and weaknesses; and the constraints posed by donor’s administrative procedures and requirements and accountability to their constituents.  The volume of resources and power a donor controls can influence incentive structures, diverting attention from value-based motivations, and, in the worst cases, inciting competition and corruption.

Intra-Governmental Agreements

and Public-Private Partnerships?

Intra-governmental agreements within the Federal government must be seen as a part of the contracting process. They are sometimes referred to as “contracting in” agreements. As Raymond Hopkins has pointed out, “AID has established Participating Agency Service Agreements (PASA) with a number of departments - Labor, Agriculture, the then Health, Education and Welfare (HEW), Justice and so forth - to pay for the activities of US bureaucrats in technical assistance programs.”
  Other departments and agencies involved have included Agriculture, Commerce, Education, USIA, the Peace Corps, and Environmental Protection.
  In addition to USAID and the other government agencies, higher education, foundations, and NGOs are all stakeholders and have competence in the international development process 
Intra-governmental focus on international development work has become widespread with the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) being particularly active in this process.  USDA and USAID have long been the beneficiaries of a partnership that goes back to 1950 when USAID’s predecessor, the Technical Cooperation Administration, was established.
  The partnership was renewed in the late 1990s, and the “[a]greement also affirmed new partnership mechanisms to access USDA expertise under Participating Agency Service Agreements (PASAs) and Resource Support Services Agreements (RSSAs).”
  Through the PASA/RASA system, foreign aid funds sometimes can be hidden.  Under PASA agreements:
Funds for the international programs in Treasury, Interior, and Agriculture and other units, with the exception of PASA agreements for technical assistance funded by AID, are also usually carried in “domestic” budgets.  The international affairs division of OMB, for example, does not have jurisdiction over, or working knowledge of, the costs and benefits of direct international activities or indirect international consequences of programs outside “conventionally” designated agencies including State, AID, and the CIA.

Increasingly, through the contracting out and contracting in process, “for profit, non-profit and community–based sectors had public roles along side the state.”
  In the late 1990s, the term public-private partnerships came into widespread use to describe this process.  Brinkerhoff describes:
Promoters of partnership are more likely to find ready listeners within such [donor] governments.  Especially under these circumstances [partnership arrangements], donors can facilitate the interaction between NGOs and governments by including NGOs in the design, planning and monitoring of development projects.  Alternatively, governments may continue to control, regulate, and/or produce public goods and services without acknowledging the potential contribution of these sectors.  Governments may view the activities of other actors as competitive or threatening, resulting in inefficiency and potential overregulation or suppression.

Advocates of foreign aid reform suggested that public-private partnerships, rather than contracts and competition, were the answer to the failures of foreign aid.  It is essential to keep in mind that “partnerships often entail significant investments in capacity building for organizations that may be subject to high turnover.”
  Such arrangements, USAID called them cooperative agreements, became a common form for USAID grants.  To advocates of public-private partnerships, “Sound development depends on the ability and motivation of people, prudent policies, well functioning institutions, and sustainable use of natural resources.”
  Brian Atwood, a USAID Director put it this way:
Building on a base of strong Agency experience, we have a new grasp of the importance of attacking development challenges at the grass roots, by strengthening local capacity.  The central idea in our New Partnerships Initiative (NPI) - that development can be energized by linking local business, indigenous NGOs and local governments - reflects a new understanding of the forces for change that are embedded at the roots of society.

In the last decade the notion of partnership became the topic of numerous reports, conferences, and anecdotes and the use of the term partnership became popular.  However, “while many embrace the notion of partnership and stake a claim in its motion, there is little agreement on what partnership means.”
  To its advocates, partnership using a grants mechanism has come to be seen as an alternative to contracting out.  In a foreign aid context, “One partner’s capacity can be enhanced through the experience of working with other partners and through training and staff exchanges.”
  To critics, USAID grants have long lacked the flexibility needed for cooperating partners to provide professional judgment in the design and implementation of development activities.
Contracting out to non-governmental organizations has also been justified in efficiency terms.  NGOs are seen as strengthening implementation capacity.  “If a partner is looking for comparative advantages deriving from NGOs’ philanthropic origins, the NGO should be able to articulate clearly its definition of development, mission, institutional goals, and identified constituency.”
  As Brinkerhoff, notes:

Generally, the stronger the state, the stronger the NGO sector tends to be.…  Additional factors indicating the strength of an NGO sector include NGO independence and diversity; representativeness; participation in governance and development, either independently or with other actors; access to diverse funding sources; opportunities for capacity building; and the existence of umbrella organizations.

Many NGOs were able to combine the ideals of advocacy and self-help with donor stimulated (and funded) policies of structural adjustment and public sector reform.  According to Jennifer Brinkerhoff, “More important for donor’s objectives, this social capital is the foundation for any exit strategy.”
  However, according to their critics, NGOs can also become highly bureaucratized and donor driven.  NGOs receive what its critics call subsidies in the form of tax relief and privileges not available to the for-profit sector.  Brinkerhoff goes on, “For example, NGOs complain that cooperative agreements are implemented no differently than contracts.  The most common exception is when government or donors seeking efficient service deliverers contract with nonprofits when they could have easily contracted with a private commercial entity.”

In order to establish public-private partnerships, U.S. foreign aid must respond to real needs and to informed voices in developing countries.  Developed countries specifically need to work in ways that will strengthen the growth of pluralism and democracy in LDC societies given that donor support for democracy and governance followed from this assumption.
  There have been critics of public-private partnerships however. According to Scott Anderson, “There has been a blurring, too, of the role played by those forces that respond to international crises, the nongovernmental organizations, or NGO’s, involved in disaster-relief and humanitarian assistance.”


Despite the criticism of public-private partnerships, donor interventions are most likely to be successful if they are based on a collaborative mode of operation between overseas and host-country actors.  Institutionally, a bi-modal contractual relationship between a technical assistance agency and an in-country institution is more likely to contribute to institutional development than is the traditional donor-recipient relationship.  Finally for institutional development to be successful, a support structure might need to be developed to provide for the internal management of LDC organizations.

Capacity Building for Sustainability?

Human Resources and Institutional Development 
Education and training (and the technical assistance that went with it) were thought to be the keys to development after the Point Four announcement.  Harold Stassen, President Eisenhower’s Director of the Foreign Operations Administration/International Cooperation Administration, advocated that American universities be tapped as human resource reservoirs for the extension of American technology abroad.
 Professor Clark Kerr, of the University of California, later “the embattled Berkeley savant, first came up with the vision of the large university as a ‘service station’ to society.”
  Table 7.1 presents a summary of technical assistance support during the last two years of the Truman administration.
	Table 7.1

Estimates for Technical Assistance

U.S. Foreign Aid Expenditures, 1951-52


	Experts
	$14,122,000

	Fellowships and scholarships
	4,683,000

	Equipment and supplies
	4,059,000

	Other expenses
	7,434,000

	Administration and program planning costs
	2,870,000

	
	

	Total
	$33,168,000


From the beginning, technical assistance models stressed the importance of a human development approach to international development based on assumptions of indigenization of professional personnel and a phase out of foreign overseas expatriates.
  Educational support for foreign aid research objectives has long been an important component of University support for USAID activities.  Yet within a decade of the Point Four Program (the late 1950s) foreign aid had come to function on the basis of low trust management, which required time consuming, and in some cases humiliating supervisory procedures among foreign aid recipients.
  U.S. Universities gradually began to withdraw from the foreign aid process replaced by non-profit and for-profit contractors.  Over time, the number of expatriate workers increased rather than decreased.

Advocates of foreign aid support have long argued that the “sensible approach is to nurture understanding of the need for reform through education and analysis.”
  Education was seen to be particularly important since a minimum of education is required to avoid a social mobilization that ends in social collapse.
  Land-grant colleges and universities have been heavily involved in the agricultural development projects of USAID, both in terms of technical assistance and education, “since the beginning of development assistance activities shortly after World War II, making monumental contributions on the food production front.”

There has been a long-standing relationship between the Agency [USAID] and elements of U.S. higher education. As early as 1960, Harlan Cleveland and his colleagues concluded that most of the education and training work internationally should be assigned to U.S. colleges and universities.  The use of contracting out had drawn the private sector and universities into overseas technical assistance.
  Other than universities, by the late 1950s, there was an increasing focus on non-religious, non-governmental organizations and their employees.  It is important to keep in mind that prior to 1965 the U.S. government had on tap the finest scholars available from the academic community.  This source of expertise largely dried up in the aftermath of the Vietnam War and increasingly after 1990.
Typical of university programs was the University of Pittsburgh’s Graduate School of Public and International Affairs which was founded in 1957 on the principle of academic-practitioner linkages for both its degree and its executive programs for students from LDCs.  Particular focus was given to the student’s personal philosophy, and an understanding of the power structure and the bureaucratic processes in foreign and comparative perspective.
  In addition to degree granting programs, there was a strong capacity to provide executive training programs.  There was a strong belief that those programs could bring a professionalism to international development work that had been lacking in the early years.

The importance of higher education was based on its own institutional capacity. Throughout the world, education needs are by their very nature high quality needs since, “[n]o educational system can be more efficient than the people who staff it.”
  In the 1960s, staffing international centers and projects became a major component of university activity in foreign aid activities both in the field and in the education and training of developing country students.  Michigan State University, in the early 1960s, had “over 200 faculty members out every year in the boondocks of the world running “educational projects” in 13 countries including Colombia, Taiwan, Turkey, Brazil and Okinawa.”

The importance of education and training has sometimes been under-estimated. In the 1980s, in Botswana, for example, donors, somewhat prematurely, pulled out completely from the secondary school education.  However, however the U.S. maintained an involvement with the Brigades (technical training programs) and the teacher training projects.
  In terms of higher education, a decade later in the late 1990s, once again it has been suggested that 

American universities [should] play a greater role in efforts by the U.S. Agency for International Development to improve basic education in developing countries, A.I.D. officials announced last week.  In making better elementary and secondary education one of the top goals for sustainable development overseas, said J. Brian Atwood, the agency’s administrator, A.I.D. would dedicate more resources to teaching programs that involve U.S. colleges and universities.

From a USAID perspective, “[t]he development of effective organizations and systems staffed by capable managers is a long-term process.  The establishment of effective training or research institutions for private and public management may require a decade or more.”
  However, USAID activities often did not target organizational development activities.  From a capacity building perspective, there should have been “greater agreement on the essential building blocks of development, based firmly on increasing human capacity twined with good governance, and with physical capacity and investment seen as a necessary, but secondary consideration.”
  As Howard French points out, “One of the most frequently heard buzzwords in [the] emerging discussion is ‘capacity building.’”

Human resource development and training were thus pre-defined components of international development efforts.  Moreover, by targeting semi-skilled workers with bridging training, a human resource void could be filled.  Following from this, there was an explicit need to change values from a focus on economic restructuring and growth to human resource development.  This position in part went back to the faith based organizations that worked in health and education and that dominated technical assistance in the first half of the twentieth century.  Changing norms required a minimum technical assistance commitment of more than the usual three to five years that is encompassed in the project model.  By the end of the 1970s, there was growing resistance within LDCs to learning from overseas.  Rather in the last twenty years there has been increased interest in “principles of indigenous management of sector projects.”

By the early 1980s, according to Hopkins, “Sensitivity of officials to the stakes of other governments in the activity for which they were responsible was [being] investigated.  In general, officials recognized these, but were not drawn toward great sensitivity or recognition of mutuality of interests.”
  According to Dennis Rondinelli, for example, writing in 1985, “The most recent articulation of development management theories to be applied in AID are those developed through its contracts with the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and Administration (NASPAA) and the work of David Korten, into social development management, bureaucratic reorientation and the social-learning process.”

Debates over the type of assistance occurred with the split between technical education and development management skills (design, implementation and evaluation) after 1975.  By then it was hoped that USAID would be able to reach a consensus on whether “the agency should preclude or discourage Mission consideration, primarily in the relatively least developed countries, of general management [skills] (as distinct from sectoral management) training projects.”
  Not all accept the priorities currently explicit in human resource development strategies.  According to one expert on capacity building:
Some available research data claiming to support these assumptions have been questioned because of their limited validity; they mostly stem from a few Latin-American countries and from the Philippines where higher cost-effectiveness clearly goes at the expense of the salaries for teachers, many of them serving in charitable functions performing - explicitly or implicitly - ideological missions which do not necessarily conform with public educational goals.

Representation, Education and Training Realities


In the American context there sometimes have been domestically stimulated social goals for U.S. foreign aid.  Affirmative action procedures have required that certain firms, with specific social composition are pre-identified.  This was documented in South Africa.  As Simon Barber points out, in South Africa, “competent they [the U.S.] may be in devising projects to assist their own population, the contract is not for them.  Nor may just any American entity apply. Only proposals offered by ‘disadvantaged enterprises,’ as defined in Chapter 19 of the Federal Acquisition Regulations, will be considered.”
  The issue referred to in the USAID contracts was to help South Africa deal with its housing backlog.

There have long been debates about affirmative action within the context of human resource development theories and foreign aid practices.  There is a cost to affirmative action, particularly in terms of the efficiency costs in giving preferential treatment to less qualified individuals.  There are both costs and benefits to the debate over affirmative action.. As a result of the affirmative action debates there “is now greater agreement on the essential building blocks of development, based firmly on increasing human capacity, with physical capacity and investment seen as a necessary, but secondary consideration.”
  However, As Robert Cassen has put it:
There is…a shortcoming in the intellectual underpinnings of institution building, human development, and associated cooperation, compared with the theoretical and quantitative tools used to plan physical development.  Work has been done on manpower planning and the development of individual institutions. But there is little guidance for planning the institutional requirements of whole sectors, for matching institutional needs with evolving economic structures, or for systematically defining intersectoral institutional linkages.  The basic objective of technical cooperation - to promote self-reliance - has not been defined in terms that would aid the planning of institutional needs and facilitate national decisions.  This subject warrants a major conceptual effort.

In the end this is “what is usually called human resource development.”
  It remains a key to international development. 


Between 1983 and 1995, there was a neo-Malthusian view of capacity building from a structural adjustment perspective: “No governance [reform], no HRD, no social development.”
  Despite the lack of clarity, in 1997, $28.3 million of USAID funds went to higher education partnerships.
  LDCs face enormous challenges in a short period of time and it is important to remember that many “developing countries have achieved in 30 years what it took industrial countries nearly a century to accomplish.”
  From an education perspective, “[i]n most cases the growth of enrollments and facilities at primary, secondary and tertiary levels has not been accompanied by a corresponding increase in qualified administrative and managerial staff, and educational planning in many [developing countries continue]to focus on ‘central’ goals and objectives, at the expense of regional and local requirements.”
  Economic growth has thus lagged far behind support for higher education.  As a result, the loss of professional capacity in fragile and collapsed status became a flood after the turn of the millennium in 2000.

There are three phases in the successful design of an intervention strategy to support human resource development.  In phase one - needs assessment - the program manager must identify and evaluate the management systems and their potential problem areas and management needs as they relate to human resource development and organizational capacity.  A number of approaches are possible:

1. Planners can project training and planning needs and their relationship to economic projections at the national and regional level;
2. Sector training needs analysis can be estimated via established positions and job descriptions, using establishment statistics as the basis for setting priorities at the national level;  

3. At a lower level, facilitators can use organizational/institutional development to develop a non-quantitative planning capacity for in-country and overseas training, targeting Ministry, parastatal and non-profit and private sector training officers (in businesses or business associations);
4. Trainers and specialists in organizational development can provide orientation to skills and knowledge using formal training seminars, workshops, etc., - i.e. formal institutionalized training within an organization or with representatives of like organizations;
5. Finally, on the job, small unit/action training can be provided, using organizational development techniques.  The utility of each of these approaches has to be determined in each intervention.


Phase two follows this, as the implementing agent or agents, using modern data collection, communication tools and analysis capabilities, must be able to make appropriate recommendations and designs for management development and the improvement of LDC management systems both nationally and perhaps locally.

In phase three, the implementing agent (the for-profit or non-profit contractor) must be able to properly disseminate its applied research findings to national and regional organizations in all sectors of operation in order to garner and maintain stakeholder support.  This dissemination is important for the spread effect of lessons learned in project design and skills assessment.


All of above, however, pre-supposes a satisfactory level of donor and/or national commitment of resources, a cadre of LDC administrators who can take control of the program and an institutional capacity to undertake human resource development planning and implementation work.  The failure to ensure the latter will necessitate the use of overseas facilities or intervention by expatriate technical assistance personnel whose short term contracts and limited vision are likely to ensure that the intervention will have a project rather than a program structure.

Initially, training within the foreign aid community often is directed inward.  Since 1960, focus has been “heavy with information about agencies’ own internal procedures and advice (often badly out of date) about living conditions in the field.”
  Only after states and organizations fail, do donors examine fundamental flaws in institutional relationships.  At that point, according to Howard French, donors “see themselves spending more on skill-building projects, like professional training programs and basic education.”
  The foreign aid managers and their clients would be better served if such training were outsourced not to contractors with vested interest but universities and other private institutions which were able to provide professional level analysis.


Regional (third country) and national level training institutions must be able to provide the full complement of management development services for a country, meeting the needs of both the public and private sectors; services which for the most part now are provided by North American and European institutes, universities and private non-profit and for-profit companies.  Focus should be on the indigenous capacity to develop the leadership cadre of LDC managers for the twenty-first century, including the next generation of policy elites.

The primary focus of donor training intervention should no longer be on overseas education and training (participant training-to use USAID parlance), but should be related to capacity building to develop regional and national management institutions, and university programs.  The use of U.S. universities and institutes should be in a capacity building and an information technology mode rather than for retail training.
  This is easier said than done, of course, as the physical state of many LDC training and education institutions leave a great deal to be desired.  Physical plants have deteriorated, morale is low, and faculty and staff salaries are close to non-existent.  There are many elements to the capacity building conundrum.

Stifel, et. al., point out that there are several types of technical transfer that occur in strategic interventions in support of increasing development management capacity.  These include tools, techniques and technologies, skills in the analysis of the environment, principles of organization and management, and unstructured skills.  It is the latter that Gabino Mendoza calls "the synthetic mode of thought."
  The tools and techniques of administration transfer most rapidly through bridging training, and are not worth high levels of investment as they can be best provided through the private sector. Unstructured skills, however, are the most difficult to transfer because they require what we have, following Mendosa, called a “synthetic mode of thought…[where] something …is viewed as part of a larger system and is explained in terms of its role in that larger system."
  At the upper levels of management, and for development management in general, it is the unstructured skills of judgment and analysis that make organizational management skills an art rather than a science.

Mendoza contrasts that with the quick fix, often counter-productive strategy of short, inexpensive bridging training.  A policy focus is important.  However, according to one observer, “It is the contention [here] that the preoccupations of the leaders of the ‘development’ profession, in their role of experts, has led to an over-emphasis in teaching and research on policy recommendation rather than empirical work and conceptual analysis, which should properly include studies of the policy decisions [and the decision-making processes] of those in power.”


Donor interventions need to focus on the transfer of unstructured skills by strengthening educational and training capacity at the post-graduate level.  The assumption here (as with any generalization there are no doubt some exceptions) is that creative management cannot be practiced by those who have not experienced the intellectual development which occurs with university degree or its equivalent and a professional post-graduate Masters degree.  Such assumptions have not always been made, especially in post-colonial Africa, where ten years of basic education has been often considered adequate for even the most senior positions in the public and parastatal sectors.  Bridging strategies, however, do not foster the intellectual capacity that is critical for development management.  Part of the failure of management systems, particularly in parts of Africa, has been related to invalid assumptions that such a "stopgap" management strategy is possible.


At this level of debate, cultural factors may be important.  According to Ian Clark, “The fundamental question concerning development and culture, in the anthropological sense of the word, has to be posed and re-posed if we of the North are not to be blinded by our own self-satisfaction and ethnocentricity, and fall into the error of dictating or imposing what we think is necessarily best for others.”


Organizations and programs can make a contribution to institution building at the national level through basic research, and in the development of pilot programs.  Neither the LDC program manager nor the donor project officer, however, should expect international intervention to be the primary vehicle for the development of organizational capacity or training skills to increase management effectiveness.  Rather, through a spread effect, indigenous institutions should be capable of providing support for national and local structures in enhancing their organizational capacity and training skills, particularly in the areas of applied research and consultancy.

There are four types of administration in LDCs (maintenance administration, scaffolding administration, praetorian administration and development administration).
  Maintenance administration focuses on the preservation of patterns of management.  Scaffolding administration is supportive of private sector initiatives and efforts.  Praetorian administration is prescriptive, control oriented and involves use of (or the threat to use) force. 


General management at the upper levels of an organization, and development administration/management specifically, are different than maintenance administration at the middle and lower levels.  These in turn differ from sector management skills (health, education, agriculture, transport).  It is the integration of these various components of management that are at the heart of the institution building and capacity building process. 

Designer training and organizational development capacity are two key areas which must be addressed when considering sustainability and replicability.  While the actual training and organizational development activity can occur at the national and even sub-national level, economies of scale suggest that regional/third country and international programs can contribute to the research, design and delivery of such tailor made programs.  Training and organizational development capacity involves a number of factors.  These include:

1. Specific organizationally-based (organizational development) training and skills development activities in public and private sector organizations.

2. In-service training in the techniques of organization management, development management and administration for the public, parastatal and private sectors.

3. Formal education and training programs for non-governmental organizations, as well as for public enterprises.

4. The training of trainers for institutes of business management, administration, and development management.  (Such a strategy should also include capacity building at management training and educational institutions.)

5. Specific institutional and organizational development training skills in development management for LDC institutes.


An implementing agency in defining an intervention strategy can begin by determining what kind of skills need to be transferred to management training and other professional institutions.  Once this is accomplished, the agency may then develop a strategy to transfer the skills needed and to provide institutional development services to regional, and indirectly, to national-level training institutions.  International support for enhancing management effectiveness should not replicate the support and human resource development that is supposed to be provided at the national level.


International involvement in capacity building has become problematic in a post-September 11 world.  From a capacity building perspective, there has been an unfortunate growing trend in human resource development efforts and higher education coming out of the September 11 crisis.  In order to “to prevent countries that support terrorist activities from gaining knowledge useful to their weapons programs, the United States [began to tighten] its screening procedures for granting visas to students from those countries, according to a report released last week by the Washington Institute for Near East Policy.”
  Closing access to U.S. higher education, even temporarily runs counter to the whole strategy of U.S. foreign aid policy.

Conclusion

From the perspective of the LDC manager, it is important that project design, implementation strategies and assessment documents reveal both donor and host-country contextual factors that may impede successful and sustainable intervention.  Such an analysis should include: 1) key stakeholders' concerns over (and interests in) the final product of the intervention; 2) a strategy for a replicability effect of design activities within the host country; and 3) a strategy for successor activities after the completion of a project.
In order to understand the prerequisites for sustainability, it is necessary to begin with an institutional analysis of the environment of the donor project.  It is important to understand the social, economic, cultural and political framework within which the development intervention occurs.  Institutional issues will increasingly come to the fore in the first decade of the twenty-first century.

Any U.S. or other efforts at LDC institutional capacity building must begin with a serious commitment by USAID to its own self-defined international development themes.  These have included (1) the commitment to a policy dialogue between the public and the private sector; (2) a commitment to real technology and skills transfer from more developed states to lesser developed states; (3) a firm commitment to an expanding but institutionalized role for the private sector in economic activities; and (4) a concern for institutional development, capacity building and sustainability.
  The goal of the donor is said to be to assist “internal, postcolonial modernizers, carrying out tasks of development while mass awareness and participation evolve….”
  At the same time, donors should consider expanded funding of non-governmental organizations and private voluntary associations that support capacity building. 
In the end, as we have stressed in this book, foreign aid is above all an instrument of foreign and security policy.
  Part of that motive is political and military.  Part of it is economic. There remains a component of idealism in international development efforts however. Without that foreign aid is no different than seeking commercial advantage or combating military threats.  The compelling mode for foreign policy, and hence foreign aid, is the national self-interests of the donor as defined by the political leadership of a country and in consultation with the broader international community.  In foreign aid, there is sometimes a lack of mutual exchange.  There are strings attached but they are not always one sided.  Unfortunately, in a post-September 11 world, lesser developed countries have little to offer prospective donors other than markets and peace.
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