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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR QDDR CONCERNING DEVELOPMENT 
 

 

On June 20, 2014, the USAID Alumni Association suggested to State and USAID some 
issues concerning development that might be considered in the 2014 Quadrennial 

Diplomacy and Development Review. These suggestions (attached for convenient 

reference) were offered “in the hope that they may contribute to the identification of 

concrete proposals.” 
 

Since then we have invited our members to bring to our attention proposals that they 

believe would contribute to strengthened US international engagement, with particular 
emphasis on development as a major policy objective and development cooperation as 

a principal instrument of an integrated US foreign policy. The recommendations below 

reflect the suggestions we have received, keyed to the broad areas suggested in our 

June 20 submission. We hope you will find some of these ideas to be of interest. We 
have refrained from long explanations in this document and would welcome an 

opportunity to discuss our recommendations with you. 

 
 

Recommendations Concerning Conceptual Clarification 
 

Support for development means more than aid. The significant change in the global 

environment for development cooperation in recent years has not yet been fully 

matched by a change in aid-centered traditions and practices based on a view of 
north-south/donor-recipient relationships. In today’s multipolar world, changes in an 

increasingly global economy, new global challenges, and changed roles and 

expectations by “rising powers” as well as developing countries compel a broader 
approach. The recent announcement at Fortaleza of the creation of the BRICS 

Development Bank illustrates the changed environment. 

 
Former and current recipients of aid (like China) are major actors in development 

cooperation with poor countries. More non-state actors than ever before are playing 

major policy roles (like the Gates Foundation). There is growing doubt about the 

traditional idea that development outcomes can be attributed entirely to donor inputs 
through aid projects. Instead, there is growing demand for partnerships that reflect 

the complexity of the development process and the importance of the local political, 

economic, and social conditions and security environment. 
 

Official development assistance, while still important, represents an ever smaller 

percentage of development finance. It is greatly surpassed by commercial and private 

international flows (like foreign direct investment and worker remittances). As more 
countries experience economic growth and poverty reduction, developing country 

budgets have become in most countries the major source of development financing, 

far exceeding all international flows combined. At the same time, developing countries 
suffer enormous financial losses from illicit transactions (like mispriced imports and 

exports). Increasingly, the role of official development assistance is to help countries 

improve their abilities to attract private and commercial flows, mobilize domestic 
resources, and stem illicit outflows. Reliance on ODA to meet immediate and recurring 

needs is found primarily in very poor and very fragile environments where alternative 
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resources are not available and where diplomacy and development often need to be 

adapted to difficult security environments and closely coordinated with the defense 
dimension of US policy. 

 

The international community has adopted, in principle, a framework for development 

cooperation which, in the words of the 2011 Busan Partnership Declaration, will 
“broaden our focus and attention from aid effectiveness to the challenges of effective 

development.” The four elements of the Busan framework emphasize sustainable and 

inclusive growth, local governments financing more of their own development needs 
and increasing their accountability to citizens, effective state and non-state 

institutions, and integration into the global economy. 

 
US leadership in giving practical effect to these changes in development cooperation 

will require a whole-of-government effort and attention to political, economic, social, 

and security issues far beyond aid relationships. It will have to be intellectually sound, 

politically skillful, and operationally efficient. The National Security Strategy, President 
Obama’s global development policy, and the 2010 QDDR were all consistent with this 

approach. What is needed is a concerted effort to put policy into practice. 

 
State and USAID should be in the forefront of shaping this kind of leadership. Perhaps 

QDDR can do no more than put in place a mechanism for making this happen. But it 

provides a valuable opportunity to put the process in motion. The following additional 
recommendations are offered in the context of this basic perception. 

 

 

Recommendations Concerning Coordination 
 

With respect to field operations, conduct reviews of a small number of bilateral (or 
regional) relationships in which development is a significant objective. These might 

include, for example, Burma, Central America, Ethiopia, Jordan, Pakistan, or the Sahel 

region (Burkina Faso, Chad, Gambia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal). The objective 

would be to examine how well current programs and activities are serving immediate 
and long-term US interests. 

 

Of particular concern to UAA is whether the interrelated economic, social, political, and 
environmental dimensions of development are being given sufficient attention in US 

policy (not just a pretext for expenditures intended to advance other interests) and 

whether development cooperation is sufficiently integrated in US international 
engagement along with diplomatic, defense, and other instruments. In this regard, the 

review might consider questions such as the following: 

 

- Are US efforts to support development focused on the right issues, with needed 
legislative authority, budget flexibility and an appropriate balance of resources? 

 

- Are these efforts coherent in purpose, effectively led, efficiently managed, and 
appropriately integrated with and supported by our diplomacy and the 

programs and activities of all relevant US agencies? 
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Such a review should address these development-specific questions in the context of a 

broader range of questions, such as: 
 

- How well are US policies, programs and activities serving US interests? 

 

- Are policies, programs, and activities working in concert or at cross-purposes? 
 

- Are there missed opportunities to increase our effectiveness through mutual 

reinforcement of policies, programs, and activities? 
 

- Are resources appropriately allocated to best respond to immediate and long-

term US priorities? 
 

- Are there available policy instruments not being used (or not being used 

effectively) that could complement ongoing efforts? 

 
- Are there unproductive (or counterproductive) policies, programs and activities 

that should be curtailed or modified? 

 
With respect to Washington operations, organize thematic interagency groups under 

State leadership, possibly under NSC auspices, to coordinate the myriad international 

activities of US agencies. Separate thematic groups might be organized on a regional 
basis. For example, a group on economic policy in South Asia might bring together 

State, USAID, Commerce, Treasury (including US Executive Directors to multilateral 

economic institutions), USTR, and, as appropriate, MCC, OPIC, and others. Other 

regional groups might be organized around themes such as the peace, security, 
political stability, democratic governance, human rights, and the rule of law issues. 

 

Overlapping groups might meet together (for example, to explore how best to support 
linkages between civil society engagement, accountable governance, sustainable 

economic growth, and social inclusion). The objective would be to achieve and sustain 

greater coherence through interagency planning and frequent monitoring. These 
Washington groups could mirror country team coordination of field operations, with 

positive synergies between the Washington and field coordination mechanisms. 

 

Of particular concern to UAA, as in the case of field operations, is whether 
development is receiving sufficient attention as a policy objective and whether 

development cooperation is sufficiently integrated in US international engagement. 

Our recommendation for integrated policy and operational deliberations through 
interagency processes is intended to respond to that concern. 

 

With respect to fragile states and conflict-affected regions, there is a distinct need for 

intensive interagency coordination in the field and in Washington, usually involving 
State, USAID, and Defense. Often, the focus in these difficult environments is 

primarily (and appropriately) on the short-term security and political challenges which 

are impeding the long-term evolution of stable, just, and prosperous societies. 
However, high priority should also be given to early planning of when and how to 

support the transition from relief to development. That planning should give 

substantial weight to the expertise of USAID and DOD. 
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Recommendations Concerning the Division of Labor 
 

State coordinators for development activities have outlived their usefulness. Improved 

thematic and regional coordination under State leadership along the lines suggested 
above should be accompanied by clear leadership responsibility for USAID on 

development issues. If USAID is fully integrated into coordination mechanisms in the 

field and in Washington, there would appear to be no need, in addition, for State 
coordinators in the various regions to supervise development activities and make 

decisions about resource allocations. This practice evolved during a period when 

USAID’s institutional capacity had been weakened. Its continuation is inconsistent with 
the goal of restoring USAID’s role as premier development agency. This unnecessary 

bureaucratic layering should be rapidly phased out of existence. 

 

Opportunities should be sought to consolidate program management. The number of 
subjects on which there are State offices and counterpart USAID offices has 

multiplied. It appears that many of these offices do the same things. As part of the 

integrated coordination recommended above an effort should be made to minimize 
operational duplication of effort in a manner which makes best use of institutional 

capacities while preserving policy coherence and interagency collaboration. 

 
 

Recommendations Concerning Compatibility 
 

To the extent that similar functions continue to be performed in both State and USAID 

to some extent, particularly with respect to the design, implementation, and 

evaluation of development cooperation programs: 
 

- There should be a joint task force formed to establish common standards for 

program cycle management, donor coordination, adherence to international 

principles and standards, (such as sustainability standards for PEPFAR 
programming, irrespective of the implementing agency), and scaling up 

innovations (such as those proven to be effective in field trials through the 

USAID Innovation Labs). 
 

- There should be an expansion of shared training opportunities for both State 

and USAID to assure that program managers in both agencies will have a 
similar understanding of the common standards and will stay up to date on 

evolving issues (such as the post-2015 development agenda, development 

finance, the use of local systems, and effective partnership approaches). 

 
A particular example of a joint training opportunity concerns gender equality. 

USAID has developed widely used training on gender inclusiveness in program 

design and management. It would seem desirable that State program managers 
participate in this program-oriented training. We understand that State has also 

increased the emphasis on gender equality in the FSI curriculum. This training 

could well be complementary to the USAID courses, including for USAID 
program managers. 


