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ABSTRACT
RECONCILING GOOD INTENTIONS: THE UNIVERSITY-USAID PARTNERSHIP
By
Gretchen C. Maletzke

The purpose of this case study was to understand the relationship between USAID
and U.S. universities in the context of evolving foreign assistance policy. The formation
of the partnership and the characteristics of how the partnership functions beyond the
political call for this alliance was studied. My interest was to identify and study what
elements in this relationship promote long-term collaboration where the organizations are
motivated by reasons other than monetary support and project completions. This study
described an analyzed a partnership between the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) and three U.S. land-grant universities. The partnership was
centered on an international development project, Partnership for Food Industry
Development. This project was designed to strengthen food industries in developing
countries and promote their producers’ effective participation in the global trading
system. Specifically this study examined the impact of organizational philosophy and
policies on the formation and sustainability of these relationships. The participants
consisted of project staff/faculty from each of the three university partners and agency
staff members from USAID and Higher Education Development (HED), a branch unit of
USAID.

This research project was a qualitative case study where the data were collected
through interviews, and document analysis. The major themes that emerged through the

analysis of the data collected were: the nature of relationship between universities and



USAID; lack of institutional understanding; organizational and philosophical barriers that
prohibit international development work. It was realized that in order for a successful
partnership to occur between USAID and universities there were specific changes that
needed to take place in both organizations. This study focused on the changes that needed
to take place within the university.

This study confirmed that partnerships between USAID and universities have the
potential to assist development experts in the process of international development and
capacity building. It also confirmed that the differences in organizational structure among
these partner organizations challenge the institutional mission of the university and
impact the professional life of researchers who are involved in international development
work. The findings of the study added to the literature by providing a better
understanding of organizational barriers in place at USAID and universities engaged in

international development projects.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In 1949 President Harry S. Truman’s inaugural address outlined the Point Four
program, a new attempt by the United States to aid developing nations in attaining
modernization, economic growth, and development. Truman stated that the way forward
was through development of human capacity:

Fourth we must embark on a bold new program for making the benefits of our

scientific advances and industrial progress available for the improvement and

growth of under-developed areas. I believe that we should make available to
peace-loving peoples the benefits of our store of technical knbwlcdge in order to
help them realize their aspirations for a better life. And in cooperation with other
nations, we should foster capital investment in areas needing development. Our
aim should be to help the free peoples of the world through their own efforts, to
produce more food, more clothing, more material housing, and more mechanical

power to lighten their burdens. (Read, 1974, p. 5)

Following Truman’s speech, an executive committee of the National Association
of Land-Grant Colleges offered the president its services as the basic means to provide
the store of technical knowledge for aiding developing countries and, as a result,
universities were the first institutions to offer such assistance. However, they did not
engage in this work as solitary entities. It was necessary for these institutions to partner,
either collaboratively and/or contractually, with U.S. governmental agencies to conceive

of and implement their work. The strongest university linkage to a governmental agency



was the one forged with the United States Agency of International Development
(USAID) (Bratton, 1990). USAID is the American government’s primary instrument for
the provision of technical assistance to developing nations. As globalization has become
a powerful force in today’s world, the perceived need for international development
practitioners to collaborate has become stronger. People and organizations involved in
development assistance are becoming increasingly interdependent as a result of rapid
economic and technological change (Moseley, 2007). For the purposes of this study I
have conceptualized development as a means of leveling the playing field that result in
changes of such magnitude that there is measurable and lasting material improvements in
the masses of people’s lives. This study examines the relationship between U.S.
universities and USAID in the context of a large international development project
focused on agricultural commodity value chains'.

During its 46-year history, the relationship between USAID and universities has
changed due in large part to the political shifts in Washington, DC (Lancaster & Van
Dusen, 2005). These shifts redirected the development philosophy and the focus of
foreign assistance. Also significant during the historical evolution of this relationship is
the development of multiple missions by universities, which often conflict with the
university core principles of creativity, autonomy, and diversity (Beattie, 1991; Busch,
2006). Universities, especially research universities, found themselves needing to respond
to the demands of external stakeholders while managing the internal needs of students
and faculty. The land-grant universities held on to their traditional mission of affordable

and practical education for all (Thelin, 2004), but they expanded their mission to include

! Permission was granted to name the universities in this study.



research, undergraduate, graduate and professional education, as well as a wider role in
public outreach and extension (Rhodes, 2001). Ultimately these shifting policy constructs
among both organizations have the potential to impact their international development
philosophy and historical relationship with each other.

When conceptualizing international development work, it is important for both
universities and donor agencies to give great thought to their institutional collaborators.
The motivation for conducting international development work is different for academic
institutions and development organizations such as USAID. Literature examining
organizational partnerships indicates that collaboration among organizations yields
sustainable partnerships that are capable of reaching their stated objectives (Gray, 1989,
1996; Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Moseley, 2007). However, each organization faces
different challenges and constraints to forming partnerships and working toward shared
goals.

For the purposes of this study, partnerships are defined as “purposive strategic
relationships between independent firms who share compatible goals, strive for mutual
benefit, and acknowledge a high level of mutual interdependence” (Mohr & Spekman,
1994, p. 135). USAID and universities join efforts to achieve goals that each
organization, acting alone, could not attain easily. These partnerships can also offer
access to new technologies, monetary and human capacity, and knowledge (Amey, 2007,
Powell, 1987). Although this partnership is nearly five decades old, there are elements of
it and subsequent activities within it that have failed to obtain desired results.

This study seeks to understand the formation of the partnership between USAID

and land-grant universities, and an understanding of the resulting components associated



with this working relationship. There are many reasons why USAID and land-grant
universities form partnerships. Policymakers consider these partnerships a mechanism for
meeting national foreign assistance goals while assisting universities in transferring their
knowledge. Additionally, the university can serve as a liaison between governmental
agencies and the host country (Amey, 2007; Moseley, 2007). The political nature of these
relationships factors into the allocation of funding, and has an impact on the research that
focuses on effective and efficient development assistance theory and activities. The
politics result in a disconnect among the foreign aid agencies and academic researchers.
As a result, what is seen as a development assistance trend among the policy community
becomes the basis for funding allocation and sets the direction for agency philosophy. For
example, over the past two decades the World Bank and USAID have held that
education, and particularly primary education, has a direct connection to development
outcomes (Bennell, 1996; Botchie & Ahadzie, 2004). However, recent research provides
evidence that formal post-basic education has the largest direct impact on income levels
of the poorest 45% of the population, leading to poverty reduction (Birdsall, Levine, &
Ibrahim, 2005; King, Palmer, & Hayman, 2004). Additionally, a recent World Bank
report indicated,

higher education investments generate major external benefits that are crucial for

knowledge-driven economic and social development, including the long-term

returns from basic research and technology development and the social benefits

accruing from the construction of more cohesive societies.

It further states, “Tertiary education exercises a direct influence on national

productivity which largely determines living standards and a country's ability to compete



in the globalization process (World Bank, 2002, p. 163).” Despite the publication of this
research and a widespread paradigm shift among educational experts, federal agencies
continue to formulate U.S. foreign assistance policy based on unproven research
(Brinkerhoff, 2002, Dichter, 2003).

The above example demonstrates the challenge of forming partnerships between
organizations that have very different philosophies and policies. It also illustrates the
impact policy can have on the direction of an organization’s work. Policy decision-
making at the agency level, combined with miscommunication between donor agencies
and academic researchers, can impact the focus of long-term international development
work.

Although partnership formation among organizations has been extensively
explored in the literature, the understanding of the characteristics of partnership success
is not clearly articulated (Amey, 2007; Borys & Jemison, 1989; Gray, 1989; Mohr &
Spekman, 1994). This dissertation examines why universities and USAID enter into
partnerships, the organizational context from which they approach their relationship, and
a reflexive examination at what has been done to sustain these partnerships.

Looking back over the history of the relationship will provide a foundation for
understanding the future. In recent remarks to the U.S. Department of State, Henrietta
Fore, acting administrator of USAID and acting director of U.S. Foreign Assistance,
announced a new era of foreign assistance — the Global Development Alliance (Fore,

2007). Fore described this new era as

the Global Development Alliance (GDA) is USAID's commitment to change the

way we implement our assistance mandate. GDA mobilizes the ideas, efforts and



resources of governments, businesses and civil society by forging public-private
alliances to stimulate economic growth, develop businesses and workforces,
address health and environmental issues, and expand access to education and
technology. Alliances incorporate the breadth of USAID and partner resources to
arrive at solutions only available through pooled efforts. The resources united are
as diverse as the alliances themselves, including technology and intellectual
property rights, market creation, best practices, policy influence, in-country
networks, and expertise in development programs ranging from international trade

to biodiversity protection. (Fore, 2007, public address).

In a November 2007 speech at the annual meeting of the National Association of
State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, Fore said that political and financial
circumstances present “an unusual opportunity to more effectively link higher education
in America and developing countries” (Wheeler, 2007,
http://chronicle.com/weekly/v54/i13/13a02502.htm). She hosted a conference in August
2008 with leaders from higher education institutions in the developing world and the U.S.
in hopes it will result in stronger partnerships between the universities and donor
agencies. These initiatives provide relevance and significance of this study as a
contribution to the understanding and strengthening of the university-USAID

collaboration.

Taking into account the pressure on universities to secure external funding and the
new direction USAID will take in conducting international development work, it has
never been more important to more fully understand the nature of this partnership.

Administrators from both organizations can benefit by creating an environment that can



endure times of political paradigm shifts and disagreement, making way for shared
understanding of international development philosophy to guide the work of the
partnership.
Purpose

The purpose of this study is to understand the relationship between USAID and
U.S. universities in the context of evolving foreign assistance policy. The formation of
the partnership and the characteristics of how the partnership functions beyond the
political call for this alliance was studied. My interest was to identify and study what
elements in this relationship promote long-term collaboration where the organizations are
motivated by reasons other than monetary support and project completions. Specifically,
I examined how the changing organizational philosophies at both universities and USAID
have impacted this organizational collaboration. Next, I explored the barriers and
synergies of collaboration between these organizations in the context of the Global
Development Alliance. Without recognition of these issues and action to remove or
reduce the barriers, advocacy for partnerships will remain a rhetorical issue with no basis
in reality. Resources may be wasted in the desire to have partnerships provide quick
success, or the partnership strategy may be prematurely condemned to failure if there is
no evidence that it leads directly to improving the well-being of developing countries.
The problem may, however, lie in lack of attention to the partnership process. This
research bases the need for partnerships on the history of international development work
and its lack of sustainable impact (Dichter, 2003; Garilao, 1987). Further demonstrating
the point that development assistance has been ineffective is the following excerpt from a

1989 Washington Post article: “The Agency for International Development, after



spending tens of billions of dollars in 25 years of trying to help Third World nations stem
poverty, has concluded that the program largely failed to achieve its objectives and
suggested that a complete overhaul may be necessary” (Ottaway, 1989, p. AS). Andina
1992 letter to President George H. W. Bush, Vermont senator Patrick Leahy wrote that

...our international assistance program is exhausted intellectually, conceptually,

and politically. It has not widely understood and agreed set of goals, it lacks

coherence and vision, and there is a very real question whether parts of it actually
serve broadly accepted United States national interests any longer...As a whole it
is failing to address adequately fundamental American interests in the global
population explosion, international environmental degradation on a massive scale,
and seemingly ineradicable poverty and hopelessness in the developing world.

(Leahy, 1992, p. 33)

Development assistance has largely failed to work because it cannot work. This is
so because of human nature, the complexity of the developing world’s problems, and
most important, the inevitable structural distortions and contradictions within the
development assistance industry. To put it another way, the organizational imperatives of
the industry have generally worked against, in the case of this study, the university’s
ability to act on what they do understand about real development, rendering them
ineffective.

Effective participation of these organizations in a partnership requires change
from the current methods of international development programming and organizational

partnerships. Systems and paradigm changes carry political implications that while not



addressed in this research, must at least be acknowledged. Paying attention to the process
of partnering may provide opportunities for a better understanding of these implications.

One of the objectives of this study was to provide an understanding of university
partnerships that goes beyond the general descriptive nature in existing literature. This
study is grounded in systems theory, which shows that the partnership acquires resources
from its environment that are transformed into activities that institutionalize it. As the
partnership develops more effectively, it contributes to effective international
development initiatives. The study is further informed by institutional theory to identify
sources and types of pressure that affect partners’ ability to anticipate challenges.
Together, these theoretical perspectives, which are described in detail later in this
dissertation, provide a useful framework for how individual partners define required
change, both within the organization and in its institutional environment and to decide
whether this change is possible.

While there are various studies that have examined organizational partnerships
and international development (Brinkerhoff, 2002, Dichter, 1983, Garilao, 1987), few
research efforts have employed open systems and institutional theories as a framework
for understanding organizational partnerships engaged in international development
work. Examining partnerships in practice, this research addresses the following questions
and sub-questions:

* What is the nature of the relationship between USAID and U.S. universities?
o To what extent do the partnerships under study reflect open systems

theory?



o To what extent have the partnerships under study developed
characteristics for effective functioning?
* How have the evolving organizational philosophies and polices at both the
universities and USAID impacted the collaboration?
o How does attention to the partnership development process affect
development of a partnership?
o What facilitators and impediments to the partnership development exist in
the partnerships under study?
* What impact will a deeper understanding of this partnership have on the new era
of foreign assistance, the Global Development Alliance?
Conceptual Framework
This research is informed by two organizational theories; open systems theory and
institutional theory.
Open Systems Theory
This seeks to identify the nature of the partnership that exists between universities and
USAID, as well as how the complex decision-making associated with this partnership
lead to dynamic international development initiatives in the recipient countries. The open
systems theory describes a system as a set of interacting elements or sub-systems that
make up an integrated whole, forming part of larger systems. Because open systems
theory deals with organizations in general and across all sectors, it is applicable to
university-led international development efforts and other organizations contributing to

development. Open systems theory provides a framework to study partnerships as social

10



systems with sub-systems that interact with each other and with the environment (Katz

and Kahn, 1979).

Figure 1: Open Systems Diagram
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Image adapted from CSAP Institute for Partnership

The historical roots of open systems theory lie with von Bartolanffy’s general
systems theory that describes dynamic, recurring patterns in biological systems. Open
systems theory adapted this to the study of organizations, proposing that systems
maintain themselves through contact with the environment. An open system is defined as
a coalition of shifting interest groups, strongly influenced by environmental factors that

develop goals by negotiating its structure, activities, and outcomes. Open systems theory
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argues that organizations are social systems made up of a structuring of events or
processes. Social systems are anchored in attitudes, beliefs, and motivations of humans,
representing patterns of relationships characterized by variability in objectives that
change over time and by control mechanisms to decrease variability of human behavior
in the interest of stability (Katz & Khan, 1978). The theory stresses complexity and
variability of parts, looseness of connections, amorphous system boundaries, and
attention to process, not structure (Scott, 1981). Properties of open systems include
inputs, transformation processes, and outputs (Katz & Khan, 1978). Inputs represent
importation of energy and the influences of the environment on the system. These inputs
are transformed into outputs that are returned to and influence the environment. This
import and export process represents a cycle of events that decreases the natural tendency
of a system toward entropy. Positive and negative feedback loops lead to dynamic
homeostasis, where positive feedback allows an organization to respond to changes in the
environment and negative feedback serves to correct deviations, opposing changes and
maintaining stability (Ashmos and Huber, 1987). The concept of equifinality allows that
a final state can be reached from different initial conditions and by multiple paths.
Organizations are controlled through rules, regulations and norms in their environment.
Therefore, organizational functioning cannot be understood in isolation since any system
is a sub-system of a larger system. Open systems analysis seeks to define the boundaries
of a system and the elements making up the system, their interactions, and the
connections between them. Starting with the system of interest, analysis must indentify
the larger system of interest is embedded, as well as the sub-systems (Katz & Khan,

1978).

12



As an organization or social system grows, it must develop five sub-systems that
represent differentiation of activities for survival. The interaction of these sub-systems
requires integration and ensures that the system is greater than the sum of its parts.
Building on Talcott Parsons’ Theory of Action and its four components of a social system
(goal attainment, maintenance, integration, and adaptation), Katz and Khan (1978)
offered a framework that can be applied to the study of partnership.

Organizations must transform inputs into 1) a production or technical sub-system
(e.g., international development and partnership development activities); 2) boundary
spanning structures to facilitate exchanges with external organizations (e.g., the
procurement function to obtain materials or the liaison function to maintain relations); 3)
maintenance to hold the social structure together by reducing variability (e.g., cultural
norms, values, and beliefs); 4) adaptive structures to respond to changing environmental
demands (e.g., planning, environmental scan, and feedback systems); and 5) managerial
sub-systems (e.g., control, coordination, directing, regulatory mechanisms, and authority
structure) (Katz and Kahn, 1978). As a part of the adaptive sub-system, a negative
feedback loop involves goal-oriented behavior and acts through self-correction to
maintain equilibrium and stability in a changing environment. A positive feedback loop
leads to instability and to change for organizational survival (Katz and Khan, 1978).

Defining the system by identifying the boundaries between the system and its
environment is often arbitrary, depending on the person studying the system (Scott
1981). Indicators for boundary identification include interaction rates, types of activities,
spatial and temporal characteristics, and the degree of influence. Boundaries are defined

in functional, not geographic, terms to include organizations producing similar products
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and services and critical exchange partners, sources of funding, regulatory groups,
professional and trade associations and other sources of normative influence. Non-local
and local connections, as well as cultural and political influences, are considered for
inclusion in the system (Scott 1981).

This framework is useful in describing the component sub-systems of partnership
that are required for effective functioning. The utility of the open systems approach is
that the importance placed on the environment calls for scanning for changes and
bridging boundaries and interdependencies. The open systems approach allows
identification and elimination of potential dysfunctions (Morgan 1996). The
explanatory power of open systems theory is, however, limited, given that it provides a
framework to describe and classify organizations within their environments (Ashmos
and Huber 1987). Open systems theory views organizations only as physical entities,
ignoring the importance they have in constructing meaning in the human system (Flood
1999). Inattention to interactions among interest groups or stakeholders also limits its
usefulness (Harrison and Shiron 1999). Hence, an expansion of open systems theory is
required.

Institutional Theory

Institutional theory builds on the open systems perspective by adding that the
environment is not only a stock of resources and technical information, but also a
supplier of legitimacy and meaning (Thompson, 1967). Early institutional theory
argued that organizations reflect rules and structures in their external environments,
rather than result from internal, rational decision-making processes. Organizations

take on patterns of functioning and meaning from their environment, providing them
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legitimacy and stability where they accommodate the requirements of these influences.
Organizations are thus more about the process of organizing than about the structure of
organization (Weick,1979). The environment is a source of information and a stock of
resources. Most institutional research focuses on why organizations are structured as
they are and on the isomorphism between organizations that this process produces.
Additionally, the theory provides some understanding of why organizations are interested
in collaboration, because it can help organizations adjust more efficiently and effectively
to increasing complexity (Hatch, 1997). An organization’s structural complexity
increases as the environment becomes more complex. With increases in uncertainty,
organizations increase their formalization and control processes. Increasing

complexity and uncertainty leads organizations to become more interdependent,

looking for ways to coordinate (Scott, 1981).

The institutional model consists of four elements: 1) macro processes within power
and social structures (the nation-state, professions, culture, and the economy) affect or
control development of the environment of organizing; 2) the institutional
environment is made up of a set of organizations with identities, structures, and
activities that influence a particular organization; 3) causal connections (or types of
pressure) between institutional elements and organizational identity, structure, and
activities; 4) sources of influence on organizations (e.g., public regulation by nation
state, scientific or professional norms and guidelines) (Meyer, 1994). Within
institutional theory, two types of organization exist—technical and institutional. In
technical organizations, success depends on outputs and profit. In institutional

organizations, on the other hand, success depends on acceptance of society’s norms
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and values (Powell and DiMaggio, 1991).
Significance of the Study

The university-USAID partnership is unique because it goes beyond the idealistic
perspective that the collaboration can strengthen and enhance development work being
done around the world. I looked at the relationship and its constraints from both the
perspective of the university and USAID. I will highlight elements of USAID-funded
development projects as a way of evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of the
partnership. As mentioned earlier, the timeliness of this study is critical as USAID plans
to shift the focus of foreign assistance. Understanding the nature of this partnership will
be important if both entities are to move forward and strengthen their collaboration in this
next era of foreign aid. In thinking about this macro-level restructuring of donor agencies,
the key drivers of foreign aid implementation must be considered — in the case of this
study the focus is on the U.S. university.

Dissertation Outline

This dissertation begins with an introduction that outlines the background, rationale, and
limitations of this study. The first chapter provides an example of how research has been
misinterpreted, leading to inappropriate foreign assistance policy and subsequent
difficulties in delivering effective livelihood enhancement information and projects. The
second chapter of this dissertation reviews the literature, which is divided into four
sections. The first section of chapter two examines organizational partnership literature
and organizational effectiveness. This literature informs the study through a theoretical
perspective, helping to answer questions that probe the structural barriers and synergies

within the university collaborations with USAID. The second section in the literature
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review explores the collaborative efforts between universities and USAID. It begins by
detailing how USAID came to work with universities and why universities have been
significant contributors to USAID’s work. The third section of chapter two analyzes the
organizational structure and role of land-grant universities in international development
work. Finally, the structure of USAID will be examined and placed in context with the
organizatic;nal structure of the university. The third chapter is a discussion of the methods
used in this study to analyze specific university-led development projects as well as
university and USAID policy documents germane to these collaborations. Chapter four
presents the findings of the data collected. The fifth chapter contains a case study of a
representative development project — The Partnership for Food Industry Development.
The sixth chapter discusses implications of the research conducted and offers
recommendations for strengthening university-USAID collaborations so they will result
in sustained partnerships in the host countries that bring enhanced livelihoods and

economic growth to their citizens.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In this second chapter, four areas of relevant literature have been reviewed. This
review begins with the literature that examines organizational partnerships and
organizational effectiveness. Next, I discuss the university-USAID collaboration. In this
section I examine the legislation outlining this collaboration and the framework for
USAID research projects. Next, I present the structure and function of the U.S. research
university — its mission, how it validated itself as a development agent and the recent
critiques of mission creep. Finally, I review the structure of USAID within the context of
its collaboration with land-grant universities.

Organizational Partnership and Organizational Effectiveness

We live in a global society. It is no longer effective for organizations to work
alone. At one level, these partnerships provide universities with monetary resources while
opening an outlet for knowledge transfer that is advantageous to the donor agencies.
Within the public, private and voluntary sectors, the need for collaboration, including
cross-sector collaboration or work done beyond conventional boundaries, is recognized
as a vital component of success (Amey, 2007; Mohr & Spekman, 1994).

The academic literature on university collaborations with donor organizations is
mixed. Some authors are quite critical of the collaboration (Leach & Mearns, 2005) while
others examine the nature of these relationships positively (Roper, 2002). Before
exploring the specific reasons why the literature cites the university-USAID relationship

as contentious, it is important to understand this relationship.
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The following serve as motives for understanding the university-USAID alliance.
First, USAID has shifted attention on university-donor agency work at a time when
federal foreign assistance allocations are dwindling along with state government support
to land-grant universities. Both organizations are looking to do more with less, while
realizing that how they are working in deVeloping countries will need to be more
innovative and efficient. On the minds of the donor agencies is shifting foreign aid
directly to the recipient countries. This has a direct impact on the academic institutions
involved in international development work. Conventionally, U.S. development
organizations and institutions of higher education compete for and procure foreign
assistance money to conduct development work around the world. However, donor
agencies are starting to feel that the cost of doing business with Beltway firms,
corporations and academic institutions is too high. Rather, they would like to see a larger
portion of their aid go directly to the recipient country (Kharas, 2007; Matthews, 2007).

Second, strong environmental forces, along with global competitiveness, have
increased the demand for innovative, collaborative development efforts — those that can
be provided by the American university. Third, much of the technical assistance work
being done by universities is a precursor to more complex collaborations. There is
potential for the work to transform into a long-term relationship with the host country,
leading to multiple university partnerships that are holistic in nature (Moseley, 2007). A
better understanding of the university-USAID alliance should help in the design and
management of these programs. Fourth, working together will enable each partner to
better understand the cultural differences in the host country and therefore realize the

challenges of creating and implementing development partnerships (Moseley, 2007).
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Though the potential benefits of linking the intellectual resources of a university
with the problem-solving needs of a donor agency seem quite compelling, doing so
presents a challenge. Coming to an understanding of the factors associated with
partnership success could aid in the on-going management of the partnership.

While there is a wealth of academic literature on the gaining popularity of post-
secondary academic alliances with governmental agencies with public/private
corporations (Amey, 2007; Gray, 1996; Mohr & Spekman, 1994), very little has been
researched about their sustainability and the sustainability of their work. There seems to
be solid evidence as to the reasons why organizations enter into partnerships, otherwise
known as “joining” (Amey, Eddy, & Ozaki, 2007) and the fundamental differences in
organizational culture is understood (Amey, 2007; Amey et al., 2007; Cyert & Goodman,
1997; Mohr & Spekman, 1994). In addition, much of the literature regarding
characteristics of systems explains the process-oriented elements of partnerships. Despite
these well-researched areas, many partnerships fail. In particular, the university-USAID
partnership has seen its fair share of insoluble dilemmas and unexpected twists of fate
(Brétton, 1990; Moseley, 2007).

The ensuing discussion offers a detailed description of key themes that emerged
from the partnership literature. I will now take a closer look at what the literature says
about the above partnership themes:

“Joining”

Universities form partnerships with public agencies and private organizations for

a variety of reasons (Amey et al., 2007). Securing eicternal funding for research and

implementing international development initiatives is one reason that universities may
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partner with a public agency such as USAID. This external pressure to capture monetary
resources in support of faculty research, along with changing institutional goals and
mandates, presents a persuasive reason for U.S. universities and USAID to work together.
The partnership may be viewed more as necessary for institutional survival and less about
general philosophical agreement regarding international development needs and
expertise.

Individual relationships among the organizational network also serve as a reason
for these institutions to enter into a macro-level partnership. In this situation, individuals
recognize that they have a common interest and expertise that can be strengthened
through collective partnering. Such relationships may look more like Gray’s definition of
collaboration, a term often used synonymously with partnership. Gray (1989) views
collaboration as the process by which parties who see the world differently search for
solutions that go beyond their individual perspectives: “Collaboration transforms
adversarial interactions into a mutual search for information and for solutions that allow
all those participating to insure that their interests are represented” (p. 7). Collaboration
implies interdependency and joint ownership of decisions. Although not always initiated
in a collegial fashion, Gray argues that collaboration involves problem solving, direction
setting, and implementation, thereby amounting to a fairly logical approach to addressing
organizational needs (Amey et al., 2007).

Differences in Culture

Universities and government organizations have fundamentally different cultures.

The differences manifest themselves in divergent goals, time orientations, languages, and

assumptions (Busch, 2006). Universities create and disseminate knowledge, while
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governmental agencies regulate and mandate policy after appropriating financial
resources. Most governmental organizations think of time in terms of annual
appropriation goals and other short-term constraints (Busch, 2006; Cyert & Goodman,
1997). For the university, time frames are much longer and less defined. These
environmental differences can cause conflict and tension among partners and work
against an effective university-USAID partnership. Consider the following example.

USAID engages a university in an international development project in education.
The university proposes a 6-9 month, in-country needs assessment and background data
gathering. USAID refuses to fund this portion of the proposal as it feels that the
university should already have this information. Academic researchers believe strongly
that, even in situations where they have a long history of working with a specific
population, there are elements of that population germane to the current research project
they must discover in order to conduct effective and sustainable development work.

The languages among these organizations are very different. “Theories,”
“models,” and “variables” are terms that are important in the university environment, but
play a lesser role in the vocabulary among agency staff.

Many of the basic assumptions about work are different. For example, the basic
tenet for most academic work lies in the contribution the individual researcher makes to
the field, going beyond the contribution they make to the university community (Dill,
1982). Despite the fact that the university is paying their salary and providing job
security, a faculty members’ reputation in their respective field is very significant (Dill,
1982). In contrast, USAID mission staff and Washington, DC-based staff see their

hierarchical superiority as the critical constituent (United States Agency for International

22



Development, 2007). Performance evaluation is connected to specific project objectives.
These fundamental differences in motivation among governmental agencies and the
university are key to understanding successful partnerships, as they can work against
these relationships.

These cultural differences can lead to misunderstandings. Governmental agencies
do not understand how work gets assigned in universities or how university manages
contracts and grants, nor are they familiar with the investments in human and physical
capital that preceded their relationship with the university. University partners typically
do not understand the decision-making of the legislative body that has a direct impact on
the goals and objectives of governmental agencies, or the time demands that they must
adhere to.

Partnership as a “'system”

Implicit in the partnership literature is the assumption that if partnerships are
entered into for the right reasons and all things are equal in their respective environments,
partnerships will be successful. The flaw in this assumption is that the partners can
control their external and internal environments. An added challenge in the university-
USAID partnership is the ambiguity that surrounds the recipient country. It is no great
surprise then that many academic alliances end in failure. Given this inconsistency, there
is cause to question how success in international development is being measured and for
what purposes.

In developing a study that will look at the nature of the university-USAID
alliance, it is necessary to define what I consider partnership success. For the purposes of

this study, I view partnership success as relationship longevity vs. dissolution. Mohr and
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Spekman (1994), describe this as an “affective indicator (satisfaction), [which] is based
on the notion that success is determined, in part, by how well the partnership achieves the
performance expectations set by the partners. A partnership which generates satisfaction
exists when performance expectations have been achieved” (p.136).

There are certain behavioral characteristics that are attributed to partnerships,
such as, “commitment and trust; communication, information sharing between partners;
and conflict resolution techniques, which tend towards joint problem solving, rather than
domination or ignoring the problems” (Mohr & Spekman, 1994, p. 137). Kanter (1988)
suggests that strategic partnerships result in blurred boundaries between organizations in
which there emerge close ties that bind the two together. In these relationships there
exists a set of process-oriented constructs that help guide the flow of information between
partners and manage the depth and breadth of interaction. Extant literature has focused on
commitment, coordination, interdependence and trust as important attributes of
partnerships (Anderson & Narus, 1984; Day & Klien, 1987; Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987).
The existence of these attributes implies that both partners acknowledge their mutuaj
dependence and their willingness to work for the survival of the relationship. Should one
party act opportunistically, the relationship will suffer and both will feel the negative
consequences.

Commitment

Commitment refers to the willingness of partners to make an effort on behalf of
the relationship (Mohr & Spekman, 1994). It suggests a future orientation in which
partners attempt to build a relationship that weathers unanticipated problems or project

failures. Because more committed partners will exert effort and balance short-term
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problems with long-term goal achievement, higher levels of commitment are expected to
be associated with partnership success (Angle & Perry, 1981).
Trust and Communication

Pruitt (1981) indicates that trust (i.e., the belief that a partner’s word is reliable
and that a partner will fulfill its obligation in an exchange) is highly related to an
organization’s desire to collaborate. Williamson (1985) states that, relationships featuring
trust will be able to manage greater stress and will display greater adaptability. Zand
(1972) contends that a lack of trust will diminish information exchange and the
effectiveness of joint problem solving. Once trust is established, partners learn that joint
efforts will lead to outcomes exceeding those they would achieve on their own (Anderson
& Narus, 1984).

In order to achieve the benefits of collaboration, effective communication
between partners is essential (Gray, 1996). Communication captures the utility of the
information exchanged and is deemed to be a key indicant of the partnership’s vitality.
Information Sharing

Information sharing refers to the extent to which critical, often proprietary,
information is communicated to one’s partner. Huber and Daft (1987) report that closer
ties result in more frequent and more relevant exchanges between high performing
partners. By hearing information and by being knowledgeable about each other’s work,
partners are able to act independently in maintaining the relationship over time (Mohr &
Spekman, 1994). The systematic availability of information allows people to complete
tasks more effectively, is associated with increased levels of satisfaction and is an

important predictor of success (Mohr & Spekman, 1994).
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The University-USAID Collaboration

USAID did not attempt this development assistance alone. Through the course of
its history there were many development partners. This study focuses on the university
partner and the impact of these organizational structure and belief systems that may have
affected their collaboration. A vast amount of literature has noted the failure of USAID
development assistance, including the role that the development partners play in this lack
of success (Dichter, 2003, Brinkerhoff, 2002, Bratton, 1990, Moyo, 2009). This literature
review explores the structure and organization of both the USAID and U.S. land-grant
universities and their role in development assistance projects. It also looks at the
collaboration mechanisms that bring the university and USAID together, and the
organizational theory surrounding external university relationships.

In order to understand why and how these organizations come together to work on
such sensitive topics as the livelihood and education of one’s population, I first need to
understand the structures surrounding their organization. Beyond a general understanding
of their organizational missions there must also be a thorough understanding of the
programming that has been completed by this university-USAID partnership. The
programmatic details will allow for an evaluation of the characteristics of the programs
and determine their effectiveness.

Land-Grant University Structure and Function

In 1862, almost 50 percent of all U.S. residents lived on farms, which employed

almost 60 percent of the labor force. The business of the day was agriculture, and the

land-grant college system was mandated
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... to teach such branches of learning as are related to agriculture and the

mechanical arts...in order to promote liberal and practical education of the

industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions in life. (1862 Morrill Act)
Initiated in 1862 with the passage of the first Morrill Act and expanded in 1890 with the
passage of the second Morrill Act, the university system was the first embodiment of a
post-Civil War national philosophy about higher education — the concept of higher
education of a practical nature for citizens of ordinary means (Thelin, 2004).

The two Morrill acts and two subsequent pieces of land-grant legislation — the
1887 Hatch Act and the 1914 Smith-Lever Act — together endowed the university with a
three-part mission of research, extension and teaching (Kerr, 2001; Thelin, 2004). The
conduct within basic and applied research for the public interest must recognize that
scientific and societal issues are incredibly complex in nature, requiring collaboration
across departments, disciplines, colleges and centers (Kerr, 2001). The raw materials for
basic and applied research on many of the issues facing the developing world are already
at hand. Land-grant institutions, especially those that are also research universities, have
a breadth of content, a depth in disciplines and a commitment extending from basic
research to a range of practical concerns (Bratton, 1990; De Datta, Dillaha, & Williams,
2007). This capacity situates universities nicely to engage in international development
work. But Beattie (1991) explains that simply conducting research — even if it combines
basic and applied work and cuts across disciplines — does not ensure that it will be used to
solve critical problems. Many of these issues, most specifically those faced in the
developing world, must allow those populations who need the research to feel some

ownership of the results. Land-grant universities were conceived of as “people’s
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universities” that, as Peters and Lehman note, not only work for ordinary people, but also
with them by involving them as full participants in shaping and conducting serious
educational work (2002) . They call for “direct engagement with the people and their
context—-bound problems and goals” (Peters & Lehman, p. 5) .

A connection between ordinary people and the research from which they can
potentially benefit not only creates a civic understanding of the land-grant mission, but
also provides meaning and authority to public scholarship (Beattie, 1991). The strength of
the concept of public scholarship is dramatically illustrated in international settings. For
example, the development of the System of Rice Intensification (SRI), which involved
farmer skill, experimentation and learning, rather than promotion and adoption of a fixed
technology, is quintessentially “public scholarship” (Uphoff et al., 2002). The SRI
recognizes the varied conditions under which rice is grown, emphasizes new learning
from farmers, and incorporates scientific research. In this example the science behind
enhancing the rice genome is important, but the efforts that were taken to translate and
transfer the advances to the developing world, along with making the knowledge
applicable in the local context — the benefit will only be realized in the wealthier
populations (Leshner, 2002). Some of the literature reviewed submitted that land-grant
universities can and are obligated to contribute to the solutions of pressing problems,
build on their comparative advantages such as the public service tradition, and develop an
effective outreach infrastructure (Beattie, 1991; Kerr, 2001; Rhodes, 2001).

The second aspect of the land-grant mission, diffusion of scientific and practical

knowledge through cooperative extension systems and other outreach

mechanisms, promotes the public good. Cooperative extension programs are
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structured systems which reflect a corporate and purposeful university
commitment to outreach (Bonnen, 1998, p. 57) . They help distinguish land-grant
universities from other higher education institutions. As Harold Enarson,
president emeritus of The Ohio State University, said: It was the deepest article of
faith that the university would not only generate new knowledge but would also
apply that knowledge to real-life problems. This is what is distinctive in the land-
grant concept. (Enarson, 1989, p. 3)

The third aspect of the university mission is to be accessible to students.
“Accessibility was originally described as promoting the liberal and practical education
of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions of life” (Firebaugh, 2002,
pp. 13). Today’s goals for accessibility include making undergraduate education and
outreach available to students who are diverse socio-economically, ethnically, racially,
and chronologically (Rhodes, 2001).

The above discussion of the land-grant university (LGU) mission and
organizational philosophies brings insight to understanding the LGU-USAID partnership.
But it was not just the intrigue of these organizational missions that brought these two
institutions together in a collaborative partnership. The Foreign Assistance Act (FAA),
specifically Title XII of the FAA, built the bridge that would bring LGUs and USAID
together.

The Foreign Assistance Act and Title X11
Public Law 87-195, known more familiarly as the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(FAA), was a benchmark event in the history of modern development assistance. This

piece of legislation has persisted for nearly 50 years and is the framework that guides
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much of the work done by LGUs for USAID. The first comprehensive section (103) of
the FAA focuses on development sectors dealing with agriculture, rural development, and
nutrition (United States Agency for International Development, 2006). In 1961, the world
was still predominantly an agrarian society. Those involved in the development sectors
believed that the path to economic growth had to go through the fields and rural markets
as well as industries, and USAID’s portfolio reflected that (United States Agency for
International Development, 2007). A broad-based strategy to diminish rural poverty is
discussed in Section 103 with descriptions of the wide range of institutions and
approaches needed to make a difference. Section 103 was amended to include language
that explained the types of research and applications that ought to be included in
development strategies. Sections 296-300 of the FAA characterized provisions for land-
grant universities.
...Given the long track record of land-grant and other eligible universities in U.S.
farm productivity, their knowledge should be deployed in agricultural
development abroad, particularly with regard to five specific components: the
capabilities of U.S. universities to work abroad; research and extension
institutions in developing countries; international agricultural research centers;
contract research; and research program grants. (United States Agency for
International Development, 2007, p. 2)
Section 296 also stated that USAID “should” involve the Title XII institutions “more
extensively in each component,” provide mechanisms for them to “participate and
[provide advice] in the planning, development, implementation, and administration of

each component,” and also develop “cooperative joint efforts” (USAID, 2007 p. 3)
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involving the universities and agricultural research and extension institutions and
agencies abroad.

The final part of Section 296 defined the term universities. The first
stakeholders included were the universities that benefited from the First and Second
Morrill Acts (1862/1890) as well as the sea-grant colleges designated by the 1966 act. In
2000, the Native American land-grant colleges identified through the 1994 Act were also
included. Section 296 also identified as eligible

other United States colleges and universities which (1) have demonstrable capacity

in teaching, research, and extension activities in the agricultural sciences; and (2)

can contribute effectively to the attainment of the objective of this title.

The last decade has seen a significant decline in USAID support for agricultural
development and participant training, as well as the involvement of U.S. universities in
these activities (United States Agency for International Development, 2006). Reduced
USAID support to universities has resulted in the dissolution to university consortia,
declining international development degree programs, decreased university participation
in development activities and internationalization of curricula (De Datta et al., 2007). The
primary reasons for this decrease in University-USAID cooperation are reduced
flexibility in USAID’s budget due to congressional mandates and a significant shift
within USAID from long-term to short-term development goals (De Datta et al.).

The Structure and Function of US Foreign Assistance
Historical Framing of Development Assistance from The West
Development assistance, or the act of Western nations providing monetary

support and human capacity to alter the economic and livelihood of the world’s poor,
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began in the late 1940s. The reasons why these Western nations were driven to this task
are varied. Some of these countries concentrated on their national interest, while others
drew on their former colonial loyalty and political conditionality. Regardless of reason, at
the core of all of these efforts is the conscience of the nation being driven by the question,
how can we stand by and allow poverty in our midst?

One merely needs to skim a historical text covering economics and international
development to begin to understand the trend in economic development around the
world. The 1980s and 1990s brought the abandonment of neo-Keynesian versions of
state-market relations and implemented neoliberal models of development (Harvey, 2005;
McMichael, 2004). While leaders in Western countries are directing this paradigm shift,
some developing countries adopted neoliberal economic models in an attempt to position
themselves in a capitalist market; and in a third category, leaders in heavily indebted poor
countries (HIPC) had neoliberalism forced upon them, largely through structural-
adjustment programs with international financial institutions (Harvey; McMichael).
Neoliberal economic models encouraged governments to shift their efforts from ensuring
citizens’ welfare to enhancing conditions for free trade, in part by dismantling trade
barriers (Martinussen, 1997). Neoliberal policies have led to reductions in state
expenditures (e.g., the provision of social services such as health care and education),
deregulation, privatization of public sectors and, more generally, a cultural shift from the
promotion of the public and community good to individualism and individual
responsibility (Harvey, 2005; Martinussen, 1997; McMichael, 2004).

This process of integrating one country’s economic, social and cultural values

with the rest of the globe is also known as globalization. However, globalization has been
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billed by some economists, politicians, and academics as the best means for a developing
country to fight against poverty (Bhagwati, 2004; Sachs, 2005). Countries adopting
principles of free trade will witness economic growth and prosperity that will then
equalize their participation in the world markets. The ‘main engine of growth’ is the
creation of jobs in the private sector (Palmer, 2005). However, employment is predicated
on the poor receiving needed skills and better education. Since budget constraints
imposed through structural adjustment program conditionalities mean that a country’s
government can not provide jobs to its citizens, the country’s primary role is two-fold:
they provide education and skills training, and they need to create an environment in
which the private sector can expand. Much of the emphasis in policy development of
governments remains on education as the primary route to poverty reduction (Altbach,
1998).

Developing countries attempt to solve issues of unemployment or
underemployment by reforming their education and training systems. Each reform yields
similar recommendations — the education and training system should be more oriented
towards work (Healy & Robinson, 1992; Palmer, 2005; Samoff, Sebante, & Dembele,
2003; Vivian, 1994).

The United States “with its action-oriented, problem solving culture, led the early
development organizations to take on the task of helping others develop” (Dichter, 2003,
p. 5). Itis easiest to think of the evolution of development assistance in “eras”. The first
era (1950s — 1960s) is referred to as ‘growth with modernization’, focusing on
institutional and infrastructure development (Dichter, 2003, p.7). Development meant

Western-style modernization. Social and political change was to be gradual and
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evolutionary and national development was measured solely in terms of such yardsticks
as growth, GNP, national income, savings, and direct foreign investment.

Beginning with the early 1960s, works focusing solely on the attainment of
economic growth are based on W.W. Rostow’s Stages of Economic Growth (1960). The
key goal in the Rostow model was to attain a level of economic growth where mass
production and mass consumption make up the major mode of economic life.

The second era (1970s) focused on human development and was known as the
‘growth with equity era’ (Dichter, 2003, p.9). This era emerged from a series of critical
works in the late 1960s (Griffin, 1974). This period does not formally begin, however,
until the 1973 speech by Robert McNamara, then president of the World Bank (Bryant,
1982; Geindzier, 1985; Schultz, 1981). The development literature from this era is no
longer monopolized by economists as anthropologists, sociologists and educationalists,
and many other social scientists were formally inducted in the invisible college of
development studies as legitimate participants. It was inevitable that these soffer (from an
economist’s perspective) social sciences needed to be included. The ‘growth with equity’
period goes beyond neo-classical economic yardsticks measuring growth and modermity
(Dichter, 2003, p. 12).

All of the ‘growth with equity’ approaches, from the critical Marxist approaches
to the Keynesian interventionist approaches, have certain aspects in common. All spring
from the conviction that traditional reliance on growth of gross national product (GNP)
will not benefit the poor in developing countries, or will not benefit them quickly enough.

‘Growth with equity’ theorists give considerable emphasis to social and political

variables in achieving growth and equity (Dichter, 2003, p. 13). They argue that one of
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the crucial limitations of previous approaches was their narrow focus on simple economic
factors, i.e., land, labor, and capital, to the exclusion of political, social, and cultural
factors and their importance in national development.

Implementing development projects that fell in line with the paradigms of these
development eras became the responsibility of bilateral agencies, regional institutions, the
United Nations and other international development agencies. In the United States the
most notable participant in this work was the United States Agency for International
Development.

USAID Structure and Function

USAID was created by executive order in 1961 when President John F. Kennedy
signed the Foreign Assistance Act. It was the first U.S. foreign assistance organization
whose primary emphasis was long-range economic and social development assistance
efforts. Agency documents state that the organizational structure provide for the
foundation for USAID to effectively and efficiently achieve its goals of providing
humanitarian and transition assistance, promoting sustainable development abroad,
responding to natural and man-made disasters, and addressing key global problems
(USAID, 2006). The agency’s organizational structure and subsequent units reflect the
USAID’s five core values — “managing for results, customer focus, teamwork and
participation, empowerment and accountability, and valuing diversity” (USAID, p. 5).
Organizational Structure in Washington, D.C.

As a part of the foreign assistance reforms announced in January 2006, Secretary
Rice created the Office of the Director of U.S. Foreign Assistance within the Department

of State (USAID Policy, 2007). The director of this office serves concurrently as the
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USAID administrator. USAID’s mission is carried out through four regional bureaus in
Washington: Africa (AFR), Asia and the Near East (ANE), Latin America and the
Caribbean (LAC), and Europe and Eurasia (E&E) (USAID Policy). The regional bureaus
are supported by three functional or pillar bureaus: the Bureau for Democracy (DCHA),
which provides expertise in democracy and governance, conflict management and
mitigation, and humanitarian assistance; the Bureau for Economic Growth, Agriculture,
and Trade (EGAT), which provides expertise in economic growth, trade opportunities,
agricultural productivity and technology, and education; and the Bureau for Global
Health (GH), which provides expertise in global health challenges, such as maternal and
child health and HIV/AIDS (USAID Policy).

The structure is also said to follow these organizing principles:

a. Flattening and Delayering: Agency organizations must have no more
than three organizational layers, nor more than four supervisory levels, and a
minimum of reporting and clearance levels. The overall goal for the Washington
Bureau supervisory ratios is at least 1:11 and for overseas missions 1:7,

b. Simplification: Agency organizations must avoid unnecessary
complexity and layering in designing organization units;

c. Teamwork and Teams: Agency managers are responsible for
determining when a team is the appropriate structure to staff a particular work
task. All Agency organization units are required to operate according to principles
of teamwork; and

d. Participation: While the authority and scope of these directives are

limited to the boundaries of USAID organization units should make an effort to
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build and use expanded teams and virtual team membership consisting of relevant
development partners, key stakeholders, and major USAID customer
representatives to ensure their participation and contribution to Agency goals and
objectives (USAID, p. 5).
The organizational document expands the explanation of teams and teamwork in the
following ways: USAID's organizations are built around teamwork as an important
mechanism for integration and participation. By enabling various specialties within a
Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office to work together, and by supporting partnerships
between field and Washington-based experts, the Agency is better able to identify and
agree upon objectives, stretch limited resources, and bring maximum expertise to
problems.

Managers are responsible for examining the type of work required and the nature of
the desired result when considering a team-based management approach. Although
current USAID organization emphasizes teamwork, the organizational documents
reviewed state that a team structure may not always be the most effective means of
achieving work objectives. It is therefore, the responsibility of managers to determine the
optimum organization structure that most effectively accomplishes the mission of the
organization and the Agency.

Within USAID, four types of teams are typically found:

a. Parallel teams: These are used primarily for temporary

2 USAID’s definition of partner: “An organization, individual, or customer representative with
which/whom the Agency collaborates to achieve mutually agreed upon objectives and intermediate results
and to secure customer participation. Partners include: host country governments, private voluntary
organizations, indigenous and international non-governmental organizations, universities, other U.S.
Government agencies, the United Nations and other multilateral organizations, professional and business
associations, and private businesses/individuals” (USAID, 2006, p. 23).
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teams/committees/working groups, to accomplish a one-time, short-term
purpose.
b. Aligned teams: These are formal organizational units with a permanent
staff and a supervisor with all supervisory authorities.
c. Permanent teams: These are not formal organizations but exist within the
formal organizational structure as sub-units for the purpose of accomplishing the
mission-related work of USAID. These units are headed by a team leader.
d. Strategic Objective (SO) teams: These are formed to achieve a set of
results or strategic objectives. Members cross-organizational lines and may have
a home base within another established organizational unit.

USAID documentation (USAID, 2006) explains that teams are built, to the greatest
extent possible, using the following characteristics to ensure their effectiveness:

a. Results-Orientation: Teams are formed around shared and understood goals and
objectives. Goals are cooperatively structured to enable the best possible match between
individual goals and team goals.

b. Empowerment: Teams are given the authority, responsibility, and resources necessary

to achieve objectives and make effective decisions. Participation and leadership in

parallel teams are distributed among group members; authority is equalized and shared.
¢. Mutual Accountability: Team members hold themselves accountable for

the team's goals and for performance and results.

d. Customer-Orientation: Team goals/objectives are set with a focus on

customers.

e. Multi-functionality: Complementary skills and multi-functional
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membership are emphasized by drawing parallel team members and, to some

extent, permanent team members, with the knowledge, skills, and expertise to

respond to customer needs and achieve desired results, from across functions.

f. Information Sharing: Open and accurate expression is emphasized. Information must
be shared in a transparent manner.

g. Incentives: Incentives and awards are used to reward team accomplishments, as well
as individual initiatives. Members are held accountable for their performance and receive
constructive feedback. Risk taking is encouraged.

h. Self-Management: Parallel teams internally solve normal management
problems, for example, distribution of work, interpersonal conflicts, employee
absences, performance issues, discipline, etc. Roles and responsibilities are
clearly defined.
i. Performance Measures: Teams must have a means of assessing progress toward

achievement of objectives and identifying reasons for failure or delinquency.

Organizational Structure Overseas

USAID implements programs in 88 countries overseas and its organizational units
are known as “field missions” (USAID Policy, 2007). The U.S. Ambassador serves as
the Chief of Mission for all U.S. government agencies in a given country and the USAID
Director reports to the Ambassador. The USAID Director or Representative is
responsible for USAID’s operations in a given country or region and also serves as a key
member of the U.S. government’s country team (USAID Policy)

USAID implements programs in 88 countries overseas and its organizational units
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are known