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Introduction

On behalf of InterAction’s 196 member organizations, I am pleased to present our sec-
ond Foreign Assistance Briefing Book. Our goal is to present the U.S-based inter-
national nonprofit community’s best thinking and wealth of experience on important 

international development and humanitarian issues we expect you will face during the 112th 
Congress or as a member of the Obama Administration. We have selected key areas and sec-
tors of U.S. foreign assistance and offer suggested actions. Each issue is outlined in a succinct 
one-page document and several sections include additional in-depth background papers. 

At the heart of America’s foreign assistance portfolio is poverty-focused development aid, 
which is our country’s most important tool for reaching the world’s poorest and most unsta-
ble societies. This effort extends beyond the much-needed task of addressing basic needs, 
it also involves protecting the most vulnerable populations from economic shocks, conflict 
and natural disasters, equipping them with the capacity and tools to advocate on their own 
behalf, and enabling them to be stakeholders in shaping a more just and stable world. While 
it is morally right to be concerned with the world’s poor, their status and prospects are 
closely linked to our national security and economic development. 

This briefing book captures and applies the lessons learned from our members’ decades 
of on-the-ground experience improving human well-being, responding to humanitarian cri-
ses, advancing democratic governance and ensuring equitable and sustainable develop-
ment. The briefing papers are organized in three categories: thematic issues, funding trends 
and humanitarian priorities.

InterAction is the largest coalition of U.S.-based nonprofits operating around the world 
focused on the world’s poor and most vulnerable people. Our members’ activities are directly 
supported by an estimated $10.724 billion per year of private funding thanks to the gener-
osity of the American people, leveraging the $2.976 billion per year our members receive 
from the federal government.1 InterAction members represent the diversity of America; many 
are faith-based or faith-founded and they embody the American people’s compassion and 
desire to build a better, safer world.

1 InterAction, internal analysis, November 2010. The primary focus of most InterAction members is delivery of 
services to poor communities outside the US. The estimate of private funding is based on InterAction members 
990 forms from 2008, which do not distinguish between funds spent domestically and those spent internationally. 
Domestic funds are estimated to make up $2 billion of this total. This analysis is not complete as revenue data 
was not available for all 196 of our members.
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Development assistance through U.S. civilian agencies advances U.S. national political, economic and security interests. 
As Secretary of State Hillary Clinton wrote recently in Foreign Affairs, “[D]evelopment, when done effectively, is one of the 
best tools to enhance the United States’ stability and prosperity.”2 Republican and Democratic leadership have increasingly 
viewed development assistance as a core tool of U.S. foreign policy to address American security and economic interests, 
and to promote our image as a compassionate nation. The American people strongly support sustainable development 
and poverty reduction through the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) which include eradicating poverty, advancing 
universal education, promoting gender equality, improving maternal and child health, combating HIV/AIDs and other dis-
eases, and ensuring environmental sustainability. Eighty-eight percent of U.S. citizens polled believe that the U.S. should 
be involved and play our part in the worldwide effort to accomplish the Millennium Development Goals by 2015.3

While the U.S. Government has expressed an interest in improving its ability to effectively partner with the U.S. NGO 
community, links between U.S. official development assistance and organizations directly funded by the American people 
to make a positive difference in our world could be significantly strengthened. The U.S. NGO community should be invited 
to participate, as a thought leader, key partner and implementer, in the President’s development initiatives such as Feed the 
Future and in implementing reforms set out in the Presidential Policy Directive on Global Development.

Taking these steps will help ensure that U.S. development initiatives reflect the needs of beneficiaries and are dynamic 
enough to respond to them. This can be achieved by crafting a “grand bargain” between Congress and the Administration 
that reflects a shared vision of the role and management of U.S. foreign assistance, provides the executive branch with 
the authority it needs to respond to a rapidly changing world, and ensures comprehensive legislative oversight. All of these 
steps should take place in consultation with civil society, beneficiaries and other stakeholders.

This briefing book contains a wealth of information and policy recommendations on a range of pressing foreign assis-
tance challenges. It represents a collaboration involving hundreds of InterAction member organizations working through 
and with InterAction staff, and in partnership with one another. Member organizations and relevant working groups are 
credited in connection with particular policy papers. If you would like further information about these papers please contact 
InterAction at 202-667-8227.

Nearly every InterAction staff member contributed in some way, by coordinating the work of members, writing and edit-
ing, developing ideas and concepts, and reaching out to knowledgeable authorities. Leadership for this project came from 
three staff members: Chad Brobst, Senior Manager for Publications and Graphic Design; Katie Gresham, Special Assistant 
to the President & CEO; and Lindsay Coates, Executive Vice President. Many thanks to the InterAction member organiza-
tions, their leadership and staffs, and the InterAction staff for their contributions, professionalism and dedication. We hope 
that our efforts will be useful to our readers.

2 Hillary Rodham Clinton, “Leading Through Civilian Power: Redefining American Diplomacy and Development,” Foreign Affairs, November/December 
2010.

3 United Nations Foundation, “UNF National Survey,” April 2010.
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Development Assistance  
in the 21st Century: 
The Role of the U.S.  
Nongovernmental  
Organization Community

The reality of development1 aid in the 21st century is shaped by many actors. From 
national governments and international agencies to nonprofits, foundations, univer-
sities and corporations, development assistance has become a multi-sectoral and 

multi-stakeholder initiative. Global approaches to development have shifted in a manner 
that has transformed the role of official development assistance (ODA) programs here in 
the U.S. and around the world. Gone are the days when a few donor nations and the World 
Bank provided the bulk of the grants or loans to recipient countries and targeted programs. 
New donors, such as the Gulf states and China, play a more significant role, while the global 
growth of private efforts, both in industrialized and developing countries, has been astound-
ing. Development strategies are often thought of in terms of economic growth and the ability 
to generate resources to advance national social programs. The support of such strategies 
by the U.S., through the recent Presidential Policy Directive on Global Development, and 
developing nations, such as India and China, is good news. Yet, growth-led development 
is not a panacea. Despite significant progress in recent decades, to this day 925 million 
people face chronic hunger and 884 million people do not have access to improved sources 
of drinking water. Global illiteracy, which affects 796 million adults worldwide, especially 
plagues women who make up two-thirds of illiterate adults.

The lesson is that economic growth in and of itself does not reduce poverty. When eco-
nomic growth is equitable and includes a focus on the poorest citizens to advance their 
well-being and ability to cope with hardships, poverty reduction and improvements in overall 
well-being are more likely to occur. Absent this focus, marginalized and poor people will not 
benefit from even positive overall economic policies. Living at the margins of the global and 
local economy, impacted by war and natural disasters, they will continue to need the sup-
port of targeted humanitarian relief and development assistance programs.

The architecture and nature of development assistance continues to rapidly evolve and 
ODA programs are increasingly shaped by an effectiveness agenda developed through the 
Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action.2 This framework has been a signifi-

1 Development here is broadly defined to encompass the development, humanitarian, human rights and environ-
mental communities.

2 The Paris Declaration, endorsed on March 2, 2005, is an international agreement to which over one hundred Min-
isters, Heads of Agencies and other Senior Officials adhered and committed their countries and organizations to 
continue to increase efforts in harmonization, alignment and managing development aid for results with a set of 
monitorable actions and indicators. The Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) was drawn up in 2008 and builds on the 
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cant catalyst for improving the delivery and management 
of hundreds of official aid programs. Yet, most aid—from 
humanitarian assistance to new donors—operates outside 
the Paris framework. To complicate matters, the size and 
scope of private development assistance (PDA) is rapidly 
transforming the basic architecture of the aid system, its 
diversity, capacity and effectiveness. In some countries and 
localities, these private sources dwarf the presence of even 
the largest donor governments of the Development Assis-
tance Committee (DAC), the traditional source of ODA. It 
is in this context, as an ODA partner and PDA donor, that 
the U.S. international nonprofit (NGO) community is help-
ing shape the nature of development assistance here in the 
U.S and abroad. 

The important contribution of NGOs and their commit-
ment to creating an enabling environment to maximize their 
contributions to development is now widely recognized.3 
It was openly acknowledged at the United Nations this 
past September that without the work of NGOs around 
the world, much progress on the Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs) would have been impossible. In the context 
of U.S. foreign assistance, U.S. international NGOs can 
offer technical assistance, local expertise and significant 
financial resources for joint public-private partnerships 
managed in cooperation with the U.S. Government. Inter-
national NGOs are a crucial component of the aid architec-
ture, an essential component of global humanitarian crisis 
response capacity and major innovators in development 
programming.

The many participants in development aid bring different 
perspectives to the table and use different means to achieve 
their goals. Many of these approaches complement each 
other, but in order to ensure efficient and flexible develop-
ment programs, and avoid impediments to innovation such 
as duplication, governments, NGOs, and the private sector 
must build effective partnerships with one another. In part, 
this will entail further appreciation of the role of international 
NGOs and their greater inclusion in decision-making. Other 
than a recognized role in the humanitarian arena, the NGO 
community has no formal role at the decision-making table 
that shapes the global aid architecture and sets the rules 
for effective assistance—despite the significant amount 
of private funding it brings to the table and its significant 
capacity and expertise.

commitments agreed in the Paris Declaration.
3 Paragraph 21 of the Accra Agenda for Action acknowledges the impor-

tance of civil society to development.

The U.S. international NGO community4

As American-made organizations, the U.S. international 
NGO community embodies many values familiar to Ameri-
can culture such as compassion for those less fortunate, 
self-help and independence, democracy and innovation. 
U.S. international NGOs respect and promote human rights 
and social justice, and focus on people’s empowerment, 
democratic ownership and participation. They are commit-
ted to realizing positive sustainable change by promoting 
gender equality and equity, environmental sustainability, 
transparency, accountability through equitable local part-
nerships. They often have a long-term presence in com-
munities and extensive local knowledge; and they work 
closely with local civil society and government through 
relationships built on trust, and a joint approach to creating 
knowledge and contributing to lasting results and capacity.

Given their long-term programming in-country, indepen-
dent revenue sources and collaboration with local commu-
nities, NGOs operate differently than many government-
funded contractors working in developing countries. This 
difference in approach enables NGOs to partner with a 
number of actors and adapt quickly to the changing devel-
opment assistance environment.

In government circles it is common to think of interna-
tional NGOs as institutions that use donor government 
support to respond to humanitarian emergencies or pro-
vide public services, or as charities at the margins of the 
development assistance system. Over the past decades, 
however, shifts in their funding structure have made many 
U.S. international NGOs donors in their own right. Over 
64 percent of InterAction members’ revenue comes from 
private donor sources,5 representing the broad-based sup-
port that U.S.-based international NGOs receive from U.S. 
citizens, foundations and corporations.

In 2008, U.S. NGOs managed $11.8 billion in private cash 
contributions and gifts-in-kind resources. Though the ratio 
of official-to-private support varies widely across organiza-
tions, the number of private contributors is eye-catching. 
In 2006, members of InterAction received funds from 13.6 
million different U.S. donor groups, or an estimated 30-40 
million Americans.6 Our community works through millions 
of Americans who voluntarily give their time, energy and 
money to support sustainable development, poverty alle-
viation and humanitarian relief programs around the world. 
This private assistance has increased at an unprecedented 

4 Parts of this section are drawn from Samuel A. Worthington and Tony 
Pipa, “Private Development Assistance: The Essential Role of INGOs 
and Foundations in a 21st Century Aid Architecture,” in Homi Karas 
(ed.), Catalyzing Development: A New Vision for Aid, Brookings Institu-
tion, forthcoming.

5 InterAction, “The Other Partner: NGOs and Private Sector Funding for 
International Development and Relief” February 2009.

6 Ibid.



rate in recent years and now produces more foreign aid 
each year than the official donor assistance of most devel-
oped countries.7 

Many international NGOs have their origins in providing 
humanitarian relief, but the majority have since expanded 
to include long-term efforts to reduce extreme poverty and 
address social disadvantage. In a 2006 survey of InterAc-
tion’s members, 73 percent of respondents identified long-
term, sustainable development as a primary program area.8 
According to the most recent reliable estimate, humanitar-
ian assistance accounts for only 30 percent of the total 
programming by U.S.-based international NGOs.9 With its 
196 members, InterAction represents a key component of 
the new multi-actor development landscape. InterAction 
members undertake a wide range of projects to advance 
sustainable environmental practices, gender and disability 
inclusion, provide micro-finance assistance to local com-
munities, work with local governments and civil society to 
help build physical and human capacity across many sec-
tors such as basic services, technical expertise, democracy 
and effective rule of law. This allows donors from govern-
ments to the private sector to partner with NGOs on a wide 
array of programs. International NGOs also continue to be 
the foundation for international humanitarian response mis-
sions around the world, often contributing the overwhelm-
ing majority of services in emergency situations.

U.S. international NGOs act as the interface between 
local communities and programs funded by donor govern-
ments, businesses and private individuals, which ensures 
more effective and sustainable development projects. 
Throughout their programs, U.S. NGOs remain independent 
and nonpartisan and work to ensure that they are account-
able to both their donors and their beneficiaries. As impar-
tial actors working in conflict areas and committed to both 
humanitarian relief and sustainable, long-term develop-
ment practices, many NGOs work to increase transparency, 
accountability and sustainability of programs undertaken by 
donor and local governments and by the private sector.

A development approach focused on results
The newly established Istanbul Principles for CSO Devel-

opment Effectiveness10 guide the practices of U.S. interna-
tional NGOs in different areas of work from grassroots service 
delivery to policy advocacy, and from humanitarian emergen-
cies to long-term development. The past two decades have 
seen significant improvements in the overall professionaliza-

7 Kerlin, Janelle and Supaporn Thana Sombat, “The International Chari-
table Nonprofit Subsector: Scope, Size, and Revenue” Urban Institute 
Policy Brief, No. 2. September 2006.

8 The Other Partner.
9  The International Charitable Nonprofit Subsector: Scope, Size, and Rev-

enue.
10 Istanbul Principles for CSO Development Effectiveness, October 2010

tion of the NGO humanitarian and development sector.
These changes are not always widely recognized, lead-

ing to the perpetuation of myths about the NGO community 
that need to be dispelled:

• NGOs cannot take projects to scale. The size of U.S. 
development NGOs varies but many have projects that 
routinely go to scale and are as efficient as large-scale 
government or private sector programs. U.S. NGOs are 
also quick to scale up proven methods and implement 
them in other countries after adapting them to the local 
context.

• NGOs prefer to bypass governments and operate 
parallel programs. NGOs are not creating parallel pro-
grams by funding local civil society institutions or pro-
grams aimed at the most vulnerable populations. They 
are helping build the capacity of a society to develop 
itself. Any U.S. NGO working at scale must work with 
or through local governments to build its capacity to 
provide goods and services to its population. NGOs do 
provide these services in the short run or in a humanitar-
ian setting, but only with the goal of creating a demand 
for these services and handing over such processes to 
fully functional government agencies.

• NGOs cannot coordinate. The U.S. NGO commu-
nity recognizes that it is not enough for each individual 
organization to design and implement excellent devel-
opment and humanitarian aid projects. Those projects 
must ultimately result in a changed society—one that 
is more inclusive, democratic, equitable and resilient. 
U.S. international NGOs are motivated to develop 
mechanisms to facilitate this by working better with 
one another, local and national governments, civil soci-
ety, donor governments and the private sector. Such 
structures should maximize, rather than restrict, their 
strengths and provide opportunities for NGOs to con-
tinue making contributions.

As development assistance shifts towards multi-
stakeholder partnerships, U.S. international NGOs are 
an important ally to reduce suffering and combat global 
poverty. The Obama Administration has recognized the 
shift in development assistance to a multi-actor endeavor 
led by country-owned approaches. Since President 
Obama’s announcement of the Presidential Policy Direc-
tive on Global Development, the U.S. NGO community has 
responded enthusiastically to the elevation of U.S. devel-
opment assistance through accountable, results-oriented 
partnerships that focus on local ownership of development 
projects. If the new policy is to succeed, the foreign assis-
tance reforms being considered in Congress must reinforce 
its principles and create new opportunities for enhanced 
partnerships between the government, NGOs, the private 
sector and local communities to flourish.
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This paper is the result of a successful collaboration between the President’s Advisory Coun-
cil on Faith-Based and Neighborhood Partnerships and the community of NGOs that Inter-
Action represents. The Council was charged by President Obama to shape strong, cogent 
recommendations on how civil society might work more effectively with his Administration. 
InterAction and several of its members served on the Council’s Task Force on Global Poverty 
and Development which shaped recommendations that were adopted by the Council and 
presented to the president on March 9, 2010. The paper is reprinted here as part of the 2011 
Foreign Assistance Briefing Book because it reflects the views of InterAction members and 
the White House Council, and as such is a powerful statement on the nature of the partner-
ship and the value of partnerships between the NGO community and government. 

We advocate for a healthier, more robust and multifaceted partnership between the U.S. 
Government and the U.S. NGO community. The recommendations included here illustrate 
our view of how good development is done—informed by our years of experience and 
expertise gained through working in some of the poorest and most difficult places in the 
world. InterAction members focus on effective development and effective partnerships to 
ensure global solutions to alleviate poverty are driven by the whole of society from the village 
to the national government and supported by a multitude of players including the public and 
private sector internationally and locally.

The InterAction community strongly believes that effective partnerships on a local, national 
and global level are the solution to maximizing U.S. Government donor assistance fund-
ing. An effective partnership for global development would bring the international financial 
institutions and multilateral organizations, private businesses, foundations, philanthropists 
and local businesses and leaders to the table to invest in countries around their priorities. 
The U.S. has the power to convene this broad range of players with the money, labor and 
expertise to develop more holistic country strategies and engage more people invested in 
its success. 

Good development is the result of programming that is people-centered and engages 
a community to ensure support and relevancy of the project. Good development requires 
evidence-based results and the recognition that no one entity acting alone can advance the 
Millennium Development Goals. Our vision of “countries” is people-centered, not govern-
ment-centered. Where governments are legitimate, have capacity and are accountable to 
their citizens, effective private development should support their development agenda that 
must include the poorest citizens. Where governments are weak or unaccountable, the U.S. 
should support communities directly to meet their own needs and strengthen their ability to 
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demand performance from their governments. This paper 
reflects a development philosophy based on involving peo-
ple, consulting with local officials and residents, measuring 
progress and the need for partnership between the govern-
ment and NGO communities at all levels: local, provincial, 
and national. 

Overview of recommendations
1. Launch a public campaign to promote a new era of 

engagement with the American public to end global 
poverty and promote sustainable development.

2. Actively engage the U.S. NGO sector actively in review-
ing and designing a development strategy to strengthen 
global poverty reduction efforts.

3. Emphasize long-term development goals and local 
engagement in USAID grants and cooperative agree-
ments.

4. Take concrete steps to increase the share of U.S. devel-
opment assistance awarded through partnerships with 
civil society organizations that have demonstrated 
commitment and competence working with poor com-
munities.

5. Place faith-based and civil society engagement officers 
in USAID missions.

6. Strengthen the capacity for local civil society engage-
ment in development and encourage gender-sensitive 
development models.

7. Revive capacity-building support for U.S. development 
NGOs.

8. Review and set limits on role of the Department of 
Defense in development work.

9. Ensure that the Partner Vetting System (PVS), as cur-
rently designed, is not implemented, and enter into 
more detailed discussions with U.S. private voluntary 

organizations (PVOs) to create an effective system 
that addresses their concerns that PVS as currently 
designed would significantly harm partnerships with 
local communities and compromises the safety of U.S. 
PVO personnel. 

10. Ensure that the Department of Defense’s Synchronized 
Pre-deployment and Operational Tracker (SPOT) data-
base authority is not expanded and that it is not applied 
to grants and cooperative agreements.

11. Use the Obama Administration’s Global Hunger and 
Food Security Initiative as a model for new partnerships 
between the Administration and civil society.
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Adeep commitment to reduce global poverty and promote sustainable development 
characterizes the work around the world of many U.S. faith-based and civil society 
organizations. Many members of the Council, as well as the organizations and institu-

tions to which we are connected, are a vibrant part of this sector. Supported by generous 
donors from across the political spectrum and connected to well-informed policy advocates 
at home, these efforts and perspectives are based on long-term relationships with poverty-
affected communities, their organizations, and leaders abroad. U.S. Non-Governmental 
Organizations (NGO), also known as PVOs (Private Voluntary Organizations), represent many 
millions of Americans who want to make a positive difference in the world and who give sig-
nificant time, energy, and financial resources to do so.1 

The U.S. NGO community has a largely privately funded infrastructure of staff and pro-
grams. The well-established, multifaceted architecture effectively weds financial aid to com-
munity development programs that are driven by poor people themselves with a goal of cre-
ating enduring social change. Working with these groups, we show the world the direct public 
face of American aid, which is respectful, culturally sensitive, and trusted by local partners.

The NGO community includes development, humanitarian, and other organizations that 
span the diversity of America.2 We may be focused on specific development themes or on 
a particular geographic region or on issues of gender; we may be religious or secular. In all 
cases, the collective weight of this sector’s response to global poverty is significant. For 
example, in 2006, members of InterAction, the largest coalition of U.S.-based international 
NGOs, managed $2.8 billion in U.S. overseas development assistance and $6 billion in pri-
vate funds. That year, 13.4 million donor groups—including schools, religious institutions, 
civic groups, foundations, and American citizens from all walks of life—contributed funds 
through InterAction members that went to fund development and humanitarian work around 
the world. 

There are additional scores of religious bodies, thousands of local religious congregations, 
and millions of Americans who are engaged in developing countries—not just by support-
ing their religiously affiliated development organizations, but also through prayer, learning, 
advocacy, missionary work, and personal visits. Every year, 1.6 million Americans travel 

1 The Council recommendations were jointly reviewed and endorsed by InterAction, which was also a member of 
the Taskforce. InterAction has 196 members working in every country around the world, InterAction is the larg-
est coalition of U.S.-based international NGOs focused on the world’s poor and most vulnerable people. www.
interaction.org

2 Since 9/11 the overall aid landscape has changed dramatically: a raft of new players has emerged who bypass 
traditional (government and multilateral) channels. In addition to middle-income countries (Brazil, China, India, 
and Russia) as donors, the American public, and celebrities, there is the private aid sector led by foundations, 
U.S. NGOs, social entrepreneurs, and other nonprofits. Source: Karas, Homi, “The New Reality of Aid” in Global 
Development 2.0 (Brookings Institution: 2008)
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to developing countries on short-term mission trips, often 
to paint a school or help out at a clinic. Civil society insti-
tutions involved in global development also include many 
schools and universities; foundations; and unions, farmer 
organizations, women’s groups, and other associations 
that connect to similar groups around the world. 

Networks of new Americans who are establishing them-
selves in the United States typically maintain ties and 
often help people in their home countries as individu-
als and through their own community organizations. The 
existing expertise, resources, and talents in communities 
with cultural, language, and religious ties to other nations 
are an invaluable asset to increasing America’s develop-
ment impact.3 The U.S. Government has an opportunity to 
increase our development impact significantly by proac-

3 One such example is the American India Foundation. See: http://www.
aif.org

tively engaging these “Diaspora” communities.4

The NGO community works every day in countries and 
communities around the world to reduce poverty and pro-
mote sustainable development. Because this has been our 
work for decades, we have successful and proven meth-
ods of designing programs, building relationships, and 
leveraging resources that are separate from and could be 
instructive for current and future U.S. Government efforts. 

With our privately raised funds, U.S. NGOs are exploring 
best practices, advancing crucial partnerships with local 
and international NGOs and with donor governments and 
local communities that are often not reached by official U.S. 
development assistance. We often engage with smaller 
organizations in-country that directly represent people in 
need and that help to carry out the work. We have unique 
abilities to recognize and support effective local solutions 
to development challenges and can bring to the U.S. Gov-
ernment relationships, skills, tools, and knowledge that are 
often not fully accessed or used. 

The most enduring and strongest relationship of our 
NGO community is with the individual Americans who sup-
port and sustain thousands of programs across the globe 
through their private donations. We are entrusted by millions 
of private donors to educate children, help families improve 
their livelihoods, and provide clean water to villages. These 
effective, successful private-sector nonprofit programs, 
built and sustained over time by millions of Americans, 
deserve greater recognition from the U.S. Government and 
more robust collaboration with that government.5 

The President’s Advisory Council lays out recommenda-
tions that seek to help the U.S. Government build a con-
stituency for development aid and seek a more balanced 
relationship with the U.S. Government. Our organizations 
should be recognized as significant actors with decades of 
experience in both aid and sustainable development work; 
pertinent knowledge and skill in the design and implemen-
tation of programs; thoughtful perspectives on how pro-
grams should be structured to maximize their effectiveness 
and make the wisest possible use of U.S. tax dollars; and 
well-informed opinions on critical development-related 
policy issues. 

We envision a future foreign policy that includes a greater 
engagement with and support of these civilian-led efforts. 
The American people, our foreign policy, and our relation-
ship with the world’s poor would benefit from a new strate-
gic partnership of the U.S. Government with U.S. civil soci-
ety groups that are engaged in sustainable development 

4 U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), Diaspora Engage-
ment: Remittances & Beyond (available at http://www.usaid.gov/our_
work/global_partnerships/gda/remittances.html).

5 InterAction, The Other Partner: NGOs and Private Sector funding for In-
ternational Relief and Development, February 2009 (available at http://
www.interaction.org). 

NGOs are key implementers in the fight against 
global poverty, and key results (as measured 
against the Millennium Development Goals) have 
been achieved:

• Primary school enrollment has reached 90% globally, and 
the world is on target to achieve the 2015 goal of 100% in 
all but 2 out of 10 regions.

• Since 1990, 1.6 billion people have gained access to  
safer water.

• Girls’ primary school enrollment increased more than that 
for boys in all developing regions from 2000 to 2006.

• The number of people using improved sanitation facilities 
has increased by 1.1 billion since 1990.

• Of the nearly 650 million people at risk of malaria in Africa, 
the portion covered by insecticide-treated bed nets rose 
from 3% in 2001 to 39% in 2007.

• The Measles Initiative has vaccinated over 600 million 
children, helping to reduce global measles mortality by 
74% globally from 2000 to 2007. During the same period, 
measles deaths plunged by 89% in Africa alone.

• Since 1990, the global child mortality rate has declined 
from 90 deaths per 1,000 live births to 65 per 1,000 live 
births, which means approximately 10,000 fewer children 
are dying each day.

Source: MDG Info Kit   www.millenniumpromise.org

http://www.interaction.org


efforts and easily able to involve the in-country groups that 
work with those in greatest need. 

The Council recommendations articulated in this report 
seek a new era of collaborative partnership between the 
U.S. Government and community-based U.S. NGOs 
toward our shared goal of global development.

Overview of Recommendations
• Recommendation 1: Launch a public campaign to 

promote a new era of engagement with the American 
public to end global poverty and promote sustainable 
development. 

• Recommendation 2: Engage the U.S. NGO sector 
actively in review and design of development strategy 
to strengthen global poverty reduction efforts.

• Recommendation 3: Emphasize long-term develop-
ment goals and local engagement in USAID grants and 
cooperative agreements.

• Recommendation 4: Take concrete steps to increase 
share of U.S. development assistance awarded through 
partnerships with civil society organizations that have 
demonstrated commitment and competence to work 
with poor communities.

• Recommendation 5: Place Faith-Based and Civil Soci-
ety Engagement Officers in USAID missions.

• Recommendation 6: Strengthen the capacity for local 
civil society engagement in development, and encour-
age gender-sensitive development models.

• Recommendation 7: Revive capacity-building support 
for U.S. development NGOs. 

• Recommendation 8: Review and set limits on role of 
the Department of Defense in development work. 

• Recommendation 9: Ensure that the Partner Vetting 
System (PVS), as currently designed, is not imple-
mented, and enter into more detailed discussions with 
U.S. PVOs to create an effective system that addresses 
their concerns that PVS as currently designed would 
significantly harm partnerships with local communities 
and compromises the safety of U.S. PVO personnel. 
Ensure that the Department of Defense’s Synchronized 
Pre-deployment and Operational Tracker (SPOT) data-
base authority is not expanded and that it is not applied 
to grants and cooperative agreements.

• Recommendation 10: Use the Obama administration’s 
Global Hunger and Food Security Initiative as a model 
for new partnerships between the Administration and 
civil society.

Recommendation 1
Launch a public campaign to promote a new era of 
engagement with the American public to end global 
poverty and promote sustainable development. 

Millions of Americans have already demonstrated a 

commitment to end global poverty through financial and 
political support of U.S.-based civil society organizations 
that work with the world’s poor. This is a powerful base 
on which the Administration can build a meaningful, effec-
tive, and comprehensive public information and education 
campaign to build on and encourage public engagement 
in development and share information about the U.S. Gov-
ernment’s development assistance programs and policies. 
President Obama and other senior officials have called for 
a reengagement of the United States with the world com-
munity and the creation of a “21st century development 
agency” that is transparent and accountable. A sustained 
public campaign would make that promise real.

The White House Office of Public Liaison, working with 
USAID, could lead a new effort to engage the public in this 
campaign, using new technology as appropriate to maxi-
mize effectiveness. Simple and quick steps might be to 
link the Websites of the White House and the Department 
of State to a USAID Website that would invite Americans 
(and people around the world) to contribute to international 
development and poverty reduction. The USAID Website, 
in turn, could direct people to the Web sites of organiza-
tions, private development organizations, universities, and 
faith groups that work for development and offer individu-
als and local groups ways to get involved. 

We also encourage the U.S. Government to revive the 
Biden-Pell grant program in support of civil society devel-
opment education programs. The countries with publicly 
funded development education programs have achieved a 
better level of public knowledge and support for interna-
tional development and poverty reduction.

Finally, all the many U.S. Government agencies and 
offices that carry out foreign aid programs should publish 
on their Websites information about what they are fund-
ing and where. They should each have a monitoring and 
evaluation system that is transparent for public viewing. 
The campaign would be a compelling opportunity for the 
U.S. Government to model the kinds of partnerships it 
advocates, making clear in each instance how the work is 
conceived, planned, executed, and evaluated.

Recommendation 2
Engage the U.S. NGO sector actively in review and 
design of development strategy to strengthen global 
poverty reduction efforts.

U.S. civil society organizations involved in international 
development and our partners in poor countries are gener-
ally convinced that U.S. Government efforts to reduce pov-
erty and promote development around the world are over-
due for reform. U.S. programs and policies do good, but 
they are hobbled by mixed motives, weak and fragmented 
institutions, and excessive control from Washington. 

We applaud the Administration’s decisions to review 



U.S. development policy and reform U.S. foreign assis-
tance through the Presidential Study Directive6 on National 
Development Strategy and the Quadrennial Diplomacy 
and Development Review (QDDR).7 We appreciate what 
the Administration has done to engage U.S. civil society in 
these processes and urge that there be a section in the final 
reports of each that focuses on the role of the U.S. NGO 
community. U.S. civil society is also very much involved 
in parallel work in Congress, notably in the Senate For-
eign Relations and House Foreign Affairs Committees. We 
request that there be mechanisms put in place for continu-
ing dialogue between the U.S. NGO/PVO community and 
the U.S. Government and that there continue to be oppor-
tunities for public comment and transparency within both 
strategic efforts. 

There is broad agreement among the civil society groups 
involved that the United States should give higher prior-
ity in its foreign assistance programs and other policies 
to reducing poverty and saving lives in poor parts of the 
world and that the United States needs a stronger interna-
tional development agency, distinct from the Department of 
State. More U.S. assistance should support programs that 
reach and involve poor communities in developing coun-
tries. Many civil society groups have supported earmarks 
for various programs focused on poverty, but are open to 
working together with policymakers to reduce detailed, 
top-down restrictions so that U.S. development assistance 
can be more responsive to the people and leaders of the 
countries we are assisting. 

Tens of millions of Americans and U.S. institutions of all 
kinds—charities, religious bodies, foundations, businesses, 
and universities—are actively involved in international pov-
erty reduction and development. Broad reforms in foreign 
assistance could set the stage for much more extensive 
partnerships with the rest of U.S. society and with people 
in developing countries. 

Going forward, for the U.S. Government to conduct 

6 The September 1, 2009, Presidential Study Directive (PSD) (an order to 
initiate policy review procedures) authorized National Security Advisor 
Jim Jones and Chairman of the National Economic Council Larry Sum-
mers to lead a whole-of-government review of U.S. global development 
policy. White House leadership of the exercise is important given the 
convening power necessary to secure high-level participation by the 
more than two dozen government entities currently responsible for por-
tions of U.S. development policy.

7 In July 2009, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton announced the first-ever 
QDDR. Patterned on the Department of Defense’s Quadrennial Defense 
Review, according to Defense’s press release, the QDDR will: “Provide 
the short-, medium-, and long-term blueprint for our diplomatic and de-
velopment efforts. Our goal is to use this process to guide us to agile, 
responsive, and effective institutions of diplomacy and development, 
including how to transition from approaches no longer commensurate 
with current challenges. It will offer guidance on how we develop poli-
cies; how we allocate our resources; how we deploy our staff; and how 
we exercise our authorities.”

thorough and effective reviews and assessments of its 
approach to development, the U.S. NGO community ought 
to be respected as a key actor in the development of U.S. 
foreign assistance strategy. We would hope that future U.S. 
Federal agency guidance documents might also recog-
nize and outline this same understanding. Despite having 
decades of experience at the grassroots level in countries 
throughout the world, our expertise and knowledge—and 
that of our partners in poor countries—are not consistently 
consulted as the U.S. Government assesses and evaluates 
its strategic interventions in response to global poverty.

Learning From Past Successes

Highlights of positive engagement between USAID and 
NGOs in the past can provide a useful guide for ways to 

establish a multifaceted and robust partnership with the U.S. 
Government in the future. 

For example, in the past, particularly in the 1970s and 
1980s, several USAID missions in Asia supported large NGO 
programs, which included numerous points of contact with 
frequent consultations between NGOs and USAID missions, 
regional and technical bureaus, and offices. At that time, 
the Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation (PVC) was a 
strong voice for NGOs within the agency. Its Matching Grants 
program provided resources that enabled many NGOs to 
develop new and innovative approaches—some of the pio-
neering work on microenterprise development was sup-
ported out of this office. From 1984 to 1988, the PVC Office 
invested significant resources in matching grants to NGOs 
for building the capacity of local NGOs. A seminal evaluation 
of the program in the late 1980s was the focus of Advisory 
Committee on Voluntary Foreign Aid deliberations on capac-
ity building, learning from success of the past in an attempt 
to build on them. 

Another success to examine and build on comes from the 
1990s, when the USAID administrator initiated an extensive 
consultation process aimed at maximizing USAID-civil soci-
ety engagement, bringing in the NGO community. A num-
ber of USAID-NGO taskforces were formed, each focusing 
on a different region or technical area; these taskforces met 
every Friday for 6 months with participation of USAID staff 
required by the administrator. During this period, USAID sup-
ported efforts for service delivery organizations to broaden 
into democracy and governance work. Consultations also 
were convened around procurement issues; one concrete 
outcome was a simplification of the process for Coopera-
tive Agreements. These efforts culminated in the adoption 
of the “USAID-PVO Partnership” in 1995, which was subse-
quently revised in 2002. See: http://www.usaid.gov/policy/
ads/200/200mau.pdf.



Recommendation 3
Emphasize long-term development goals and local 
engagement in USAID grants and cooperative agree-
ments.

We would like to see a modification in Requests for 
Applications (RFAs) at USAID that would emphasize and 
recognize the value of preexisting community relationships, 
long-term presence in-country, support for sustainable 
development, and commitment to local participation. RFAs 
should include more impact and outcome criteria that sup-
port and recognize organizations that are in development 
for the long haul and should be scored in a way that values 
long-term engagement with a community and local invest-

ment. Additionally, we believe there is a need for much 
greater transparency in the contracting process for all par-
ties affected: contractors, NGOs and faith-based groups, 
recipient countries, communities, and local groups. 

There are substantial regulatory and practical barriers to 
NGO and faith-based organization participation in devel-
opment funded by the U.S. Government. There seems to 
be a strong preference across all government agencies to 
fund development for-profit contractors rather than not-for-
profit NGOs despite evidence that not-for-profit NGOs are 
both effective and efficient at delivering programs. It is esti-
mated that in 2006, one-third of USAID funds were chan-
neled to for-profit contractors.8 Measured as a percent-
age of U.S. Government assistance dollars that are spent 
though PVOs, the role of U.S. PVOs is small. A review of 
various sources indicates that the spending of U.S. foreign 
assistance through PVOs is around 10% of the total. This 
role has declined significantly while at the same time the 
American public continues to invest billions in the work of 
U.S. nonprofits overseas.9 Moreover, we have perceived an 
apparent inflexibility in the funding and contracting struc-
tures of the government to build on programs NGOs are 
implementing with privately raised funds. 

The U.S. Government funding and contracting struc-
tures should promote a greater recognition that NGOs 
and Diaspora community organizations are already work-
ing in-country. Many NGOs have multiple successful long-
term programs being carried out in the field. Additionally, a 
renewed U.S. Government funding structure ought to allow 
and even encourage the U.S. Government to build on work 
already being done in-country by NGOs. Finally, umbrella 
grants should be PVO-based and focus on organizations 
already working on the ground in partnership with local 

8 According to Rachel McCleary’s book Global Compassion: Private Vol-
untary Organizations and U.S. Foreign Policy Since 1939 (Oxford Uni-
versity Press: 2009).

9 USAID 2009 VOLAG, Report of Voluntary Agencies, states the U.S. 
Government collectively spent $4.231 billion through 569 U.S. non-
profit organizations ($4.021 through PVOs and $210 million through 
Cooperatives). The total from USAID through PVOs was $2.654 billion. 
According to the OECD DAC total US ODA in 2008 was $26.842 billion 
and the total international affairs budget was $42.714 billion. The per-
centage shares can be broken down in a number of ways: 
• 15.7% - of all U.S. Government funds to VOLAG report groups as a 

percentage of U.S. ODA 
• 10% - of all U.S. Government funds to VOLAG report groups as a 

percentage of the total international affairs budget
• 11.6% - of all U.S. Government funds to “private PVOs” as a percent-

age of U.S. ODA 
• 7.3% - of all U.S. Government funds to “private PVOs” as a percent-

age of the total international affairs budget
• 9.9% - of all USAID funds to PVO as a percentage of U.S. ODA 
• 6.5% - of all USAID funds to “private PVOs” as a percentage of U.S. 

ODA 
• 4.1% - of all USAID funds to “private PVOs” as a percentage of the 

total international affairs budget

Humanitarian Assistance

Currently, there is a strong and comprehensive relation-
ship between USAID and NGOs in the humanitarian 

area. USAID’s Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) 
works closely with humanitarian NGOs both in the field and in 
Washington. Using its “notwithstanding authority” and Disas-
ter Assistance Response Teams, OFDA often is able to make 
grants to NGOs within several days of a sudden onset emer-
gency. In Washington, OFDA meets with NGOs responding to 
disasters abroad to exchange information about conditions 
on the ground as well as OFDA’s funding priorities. NGOs use 
their influence with Congress to advocate adequate funding 
of the U.S. Government’s emergency accounts, including that 
which finances USAID’s humanitarian programs. 

OFDA also supports the humanitarian NGO sector in 
several ways. It funds convening (through InterAction) of its 
implementing partners and other disaster-response NGOs. 
Responses to particular crises and evolution of the sector are 
discussed and debated. OFDA funds programs that foster 
better practices, such as the Sphere Project’s Humanitarian 
Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response, and 
also the course entitled “Health in Complex Emergencies,” 
currently offered by a consortium that includes the Inter-
national Rescue Committee and Columbia University. The 
USAID office also has encouraged development and dissemi-
nation of good/best practices through workshops on shelter, 
livelihoods, and public health threats. 

OFDA has been attentive to the growing threat to NGOs’ 
security as their personnel have lost their immunity and 
become targets of criminals and political actors prone to pay 
more attention to opportunities for theft and intimidation than 
to respect for humanitarian law and principles. 

The positive relationship developed between the humani-
tarian community and USAID and the Department of State 
should serve as a case study to build on and apply to other 
areas—including the development community.



NGOs, rather than turn to contractors who receive umbrella 
grants and then distribute funds to nonprofit locals. 

We see an opportunity here for USAID to provide addi-
tional training and guidance to its staff on selecting the 
appropriate instrument based on the nature of the relation-
ship being created and the intended purpose of the award 
in an effort to deter decisions being made based on per-
sonal preferences or misconceptions.

Examples of regulations that hinder partnership abound. 
The Department of the Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets 
Control (OFAC) registration and licensing guidelines/proce-
dures are complex and cause delays in programming by sub-
jecting common technology items (e.g., laptop computers 
loaded with Microsoft Windows software) to a requirement of 
prior licensing. This prior licensing requirement involves time-
consuming multi-agency review before the technology can 
be deployed to certain countries where foreign assistance is 
being rendered. For example, in a recent emergency food aid 
program funded by USAID in North Korea, grantees had to 
wait nearly a month for an OFAC license covering ubiquitous 
technology items including simple flash drives and Microsoft 
Office, Microsoft SQL Server, and Adobe Acrobat software. 
Providers needed these items to enable the Commodity 
Tracking System that was essential to the administration of 
the emergency food aid program.

In addition, these procedures hinder disaster response 
efforts, which typically last for one to five years. Often 
OFAC licenses have to be renewed every three months and 
typically are not approved until the last minute. Therefore 
NGO organizations have to prepare both to close down the 
program and to keep it going at the same time. 

Similarly, the Department of Commerce’s Bureau of 
Industry and Security licensing requirements are geared 
toward commercial transactions and not to organizations 
conducting humanitarian programs. They fail, therefore, to 
take into account the unique characteristics of NGOs. 

Recommendation 4
Take concrete steps to increase share of U.S. develop-
ment assistance awarded through partnerships with civil 
society organizations that have demonstrated commit-
ment and competence to work with poor communities.

We strongly believe that the U.S. Government should 
spend more of its development assistance budget support-
ing programs that work directly with poor communities in 
developing countries. We think this is best done by increas-
ing the share of U.S. Government development assistance 
that goes through grants and cooperative agreements with 
PVOs. As noted in Recommendation 3, in recent years, 
there has been a trend in favor of development dollars trav-

eling toward for-profit vendors.10 
For better development outcomes, we also urge that 

the U.S. Government be more creative in all of its funding 
decisions. We further urge that the U.S. Government care-
fully examine which development actors in any given set-
ting (local governments, local NGOs, international NGOs 
that do local capacity building, and diverse religious bod-
ies) are best suited to achieve development outcomes that 
truly serve the needs and concerns of the poorest people 
while recognizing and respecting the diverse cultural and 
religious landscape of the country.11 This effort might also 
include engaging new and smaller development groups 
that are not currently in partnership with the U.S. Govern-
ment, including faith-based groups representing America’s 
pluralism, Diaspora community organizations and others. 

Our recommendation here is not to favor a particular set 
of political constituents, nor to favor organizations that are 
already contracting with the U.S. Government, but to build 
up a broad and diverse spectrum of civil society organiza-
tions as partners in development. 

Too often, for profit-contractors are hired and then mea-
sured on their capacity to achieve short-term objectives; 
NGOs and community-based organizations know that effec-
tive and sustainable development is founded on multiyear 
efforts that demand collaboration with affected communities. 
A greater share of U.S. Government support going through 
grants and cooperative agreements would ensure more 
effective partnerships to achieve development outcomes.12

We would like to see the U.S. Government move toward 
the goal of one-third of development assistance across 
government being spent in partnership with PVOs. By 
increasing the share of development assistance flowing 
through PVOs, the U.S. Government would be affirming 
and supporting the choices of the millions of American citi-
zens who are donating their dollars to these same trusted 
charities and nonprofits. Short of that, we would request 
an alternative quantifiable measure of the extent to which 
development assistance delivered through private for-profit 
contractors is building up partner organizations and work-

10 USAID, Analysis and Recommendations of Trends in USAID Imple-
mentation Mechanisms, July 2007 (available at http://www.usaid.gov/
about_usaid/acvfa/im_recommendations.pdf).

11 The Council notes existing USAID regulations that state: “Organiza-
tions that receive direct financial assistance from USAID under any 
USAID program may not engage in inherently religious activities, such 
as worship, religious instruction, or proselytization, as part of the pro-
grams or services directly funded with direct financial assistance from 
USAID.” See 22 C.F.R. Section 205.1(b) (2010).

12 For the realization of this goal, USAID staff capacity and training are 
key, and we support efforts to improve USAID capacity in this regard. 
Ideally, USAID should be able to collaborate with a full range and mix 
of partner institutions that are selected based on a fair and open pro-
cess with the needs of the communities served being the paramount 
consideration. 

http://www.usaid.gov/about_usaid/acvfa/im_recommendations.pdf
http://www.usaid.gov/about_usaid/acvfa/im_recommendations.pdf


ing with poor communities in developing countries. 
We support an assessment and review of the contract-

type mechanisms, which would lead to a revision of reg-
ulations and accounting structures at the Office of Man-
agement and Budget to take into account the benefits of 
building up civil society institutions as long-term partners 
in development. We would similarly support an assessment 
and review of the Treasury guidelines, and the Commerce 
licensing requirements, which would lead to a revision of 
regulations and accounting structures. 

Recommendation 5
Place Faith-Based and Civil Society Engagement Offi-
cers in USAID missions.

As USAID makes plans to scale up staff, the Council 
recommends that USAID appoint a Faith-Based and Civil 
Society Engagement Officer at every USAID mission to 
reach out to and partner with organizations on the ground. 
Ideally, these staff positions will reflect not only the diver-
sity of the countries they serve, but also the diversity and 
pluralism of America. 

These staff positions would report directly to the Chief of 
Mission for that country, would work across U.S. Govern-
ment agencies working in-country, would create opportuni-
ties for ongoing dialogue between in-country civil society 
and NGOs, and would facilitate the creation of joint pro-
grams between the U.S. Government and NGOs based 
on locally identified needs. This effort should also include 
engagement of a broad spectrum of actors, including 
diverse local religious leaders and faith-based and secular 
non-profits, as well as engaging members of the Diaspora 
from each country living in the United States in develop-
ment work impacting their country of origin.

Engaging NGO staff (both in Washington and in the field) 
and their in-country partners on a range of issues regard-
ing specific countries and sectors would strengthen and 
deepen the effectiveness of U.S. Government in-country 
programs. Possible approaches might include the following: 

• With the leadership of the Department of State and 
USAID, the U.S. Government could institute a monthly 
consultation, sector or country-specific, with the U.S. 
NGO community to solicit feedback and guidance on 
U.S. Government programs and interventions.

• The Chief of Mission in all countries could be given a 
clear mandate to consult with multiple U.S. and local 
NGOs through a regular and ongoing dialogue. The 
Chief of Mission should regularly collaborate and 
communicate with those U.S.-based NGOs that work 
in-country and with their local partners and develop 
mechanisms for accountability to this dialogue.

• Where USAID mission directors are not already engaged 
in such meetings, they might be expected to conduct 
monthly meetings with NGO country directors.

Recommendation 6
Strengthen the capacity for local civil society engage-
ment in development, and encourage gender-sensitive 
development models.

Strong civil society organizations, especially organiza-
tions that include or represent poor people, are important to 
successful development and poverty reduction. Communi-
ties and concerned individuals organize themselves to meet 
social needs directly and to urge their governments and 
aid agencies to respond to social needs and to use pub-
lic funds effectively. Civil society organizations include faith 
groups, local development NGOs, advocacy groups (on 
the environment, for example, or on gender justice issues), 
and organizations that include many poor people (such as 
farmer associations, labor unions, and low-income com-
munity organizations). Gender equality is fundamental to 
development effectiveness, and investments in women and 
girls have proven successful toward reducing global poverty 
and improving the lives of the world’s poorest individuals; 
therefore, gender-sensitive development models should 
be encouraged. In many countries, families of civil society 
organizations have grouped themselves together, partly 
to facilitate their interaction with government and external 
assistance agencies. The U.S. Government can play a key 
role in solving problems locally by being even more open 
to dialogue with and support for civil society organizations.

We suggest that the U.S. Government’s development 
assistance programs publish data on their grant fund-
ing to local civil society organizations and set targets for 
increased support.

A strong civil society is critical to providing the checks 
and balances to ensure that governments are responsive 
to their people, that both donor and government-funded 
development activities are participatory and reflect the 
needs of the national population, and that they have clear 
accountability for outcomes. An effective and functioning 
civil society is a crucial factor that will allow countries to 
graduate from assistance. 

We would like to see the U.S. Government pay particular 
attention to the potential of civil society partners in devel-
oping countries to: 

• Organize and carry out services of benefit to the com-
munity by including resources to build the operational 
capacity of local organizations in every USAID-funded 
program; 

• Create opportunities for organization and create chan-
nels, including meeting places for collaboration, through 
which individuals and groups who are poor and dis-
criminated against can make their voices heard, raise 
demands for the realization of their human rights, and 
influence the development of society;

• Act as proposers of ideas and watchdogs of those in 
power; 



• In general terms, and particularly under authoritar-
ian regimes, act as a counterweight to and force for 
democratization regarding the state; and 

• Offer adult education to strengthen the capacity of indi-
viduals and groups who are poor and discriminated 
against to change their lives.

NGO platforms, which serve as umbrella organizations for 
local and international NGOs in-country, support civil soci-
ety organizations and provide an effective link to national 
governments and donors. We strongly encourage USAID 
and the Department of State to develop a structure that cre-
ates a positive working relationship with these national NGO 
platforms. There are currently 86 countries with established 
national NGO platforms, or coordinating mechanisms. 
The U.S. Government can strengthen the capacity of the 
national platforms and its own ability to partner effectively 
with NGOs in-country through increased funding for capac-
ity building and technical assistance as well as strategic 
support for the institutional and operational strengthening of 
NGO platforms. These efforts, coupled with support of local 
civil society organizations, will yield a more vibrant sector 
that can support effective development efforts. 

Recommendation 7
Revive capacity-building support for U.S. development 
NGOs. 

There is a strong public policy benefit to connect the 
U.S. Government with the full range of U.S. civil society 
organizations interested in international development 
both to engage broader sectors of the U.S. public and to 
remove barriers to groups that can deliver services. Rec-
ognizing the diversity of U.S. civil society organizations 
involved in development, we suggest that USAID improve 
its great work by providing ready and meaningful access to 
resources, networks, and information to smaller and even 
larger NGOs and faith groups that have limited experience 
working with the U.S. Government. Where larger NGOs are 
concerned, the U.S. Government might consider focusing 
on leveraging their substantial investments by providing 
opportunities for robust collaborations and building capac-
ity to work with the U.S. Government. 

Our sense is that the U.S. Government has room to fur-
ther develop its partnerships with the NGO community by 
paying more attention to smaller, faith-based, and more 
“grassroots” NGOs, including those representing America’s 
pluralism and Diaspora communities. USAID disbanded 
its office that supported private voluntary organizations 
through capacity-building grants. This program’s demise 
put smaller and medium-sized NGOs at a disadvantage 
and limited the U.S. Government’s relationships with the 
established NGO community. 

Small- to mid-sized organizations, especially those that 
are not currently partnering with the U.S. Government, 

are in need of support in establishing a relationship. One 
idea for a helpful mechanism to meet this need would be 
to establish a fund for small- to mid-sized NGOs to build 
their capacity to operate in this and other countries. This 
fund could be supplemented by an increased small grants 
program for mid-sized NGOs and local NGOs, to help them 
initiate partnerships with the U.S. Government through its 
various funding structures. 

As USAID focuses on increasing its capacity and hir-
ing new staff, we recommend specific training that high-
lights the powerful contributions to development made by 
NGOs and Diasporas in the United States and in the field 
and encourages partnerships with these sectors. The U.S. 
Government would help solve development challenges by 
strengthening local (in-country) NGOs with targeted fund-
ing. We also would encourage the creation of a transition 
fund intended to help “pass the baton,” from NGOs carry-
ing out U.S.-funded development programs to host gov-
ernments or local NGOs. As we have said in the Reform of 
the Office report, in awarding capacity-building grants (as 
with all grants), the Government should make decisions on 
the basis of merit, not political or religious considerations.

Recommendation 8
Review and set limits on the role of the Department of 
Defense in development work

Since 1998, the Department of Defense’s share of U.S. 
Official Development Assistance increased from 3.5 per-
cent to 22 percent. The Department of Defense has dra-
matically expanded its relief, development, and reconstruc-
tion assistance through programs such as Section 1207, 
the Commanders’ Emergency Response Program (CERP), 
and the Combatant Commanders’ Initiative Fund, as well 
as through the activities of the regional combatant com-
mands, particularly AFRICOM and SOUTHCOM, and the 
Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs). 

Yet, the Department of Defense does not appear to have 
a methodology for measuring the effectiveness of its devel-
opment and humanitarian activities. In light of the fact that 
these are not its core competencies, but those of USAID, 
we think it would be particularly appropriate and helpful for 
the Department of Defense to measure its development 
effectiveness in close coordination with experts at USAID.

As a general rule, experienced civilian agencies, especially 
USAID, seem to us to be best placed to support effective 
development, humanitarian assistance, and reconstruction 
activities that address the needs of the poor. Similarly, the 
Department of Defense is uniquely suited to a wide range 
of military and defense purposes. In light of the increased 
development and reconstruction work being done under 
the auspices of the Department of Defense in recent years, 
we recommend a U.S. Government requirement for the 
Department of Defense to demonstrate the utility of specific 



development, humanitarian, and reconstruction activities it 
undertakes to advance security interests. 

At the same time, it should monitor and evaluate devel-
opment and humanitarian activities according to interna-
tional standards and best practices, including how such 
activities impact local communities and their relationship 
with U.S. PVOs. 

The kinds of short-term, “quick-impact” projects that 
are typically implemented for security purposes tend to be 
unsustainable because they address the symptoms of pov-
erty, as opposed to its underlying causes. Such projects 
do not usually encourage community ownership and par-
ticipation, which are essential for addressing the long-term 
needs of beneficiaries. In our experience, these projects 
often restrict the access of PVOs, undermine the develop-
ment process by failing to promote sustainability, and even 
hinder the mission of preventing further conflict.

Last, we have found that the blurring of boundaries 
between civilian and military actors in the field has height-
ened insecurity for PVO staff, local partners, and benefi-
ciaries and has thus restricted access to the communities 
served.

Recommendation 9
Ensure that the Partner Vetting System (PVS), as cur-
rently designed, is not implemented, and enter into more 
detailed discussions with U.S. PVOs to create an effective 
system that addresses their concerns that PVS as currently 
designed would significantly harm partnerships with local 
communities and compromises the safety of U.S. PVO 
personnel. Ensure that the Department of Defense’s 
Synchronized Pre-deployment and Operational Tracker 
(SPOT) database authority is not expanded and that it 
is not applied to grants and cooperative agreements.

The U.S. Government has a number of procedures 
in place to help minimize the risk that taxpayer-funded 
assistance could be diverted for terrorist purposes. These 
include restrictive clauses in solicitations, contracts, and 
grant agreements; NGO certifications prior to award of 
assistance instruments; and mandatory checks of OFAC 
and other public lists of designated terrorists. 

While some of these procedures are justified and effec-
tive, others directly hinder the ability of faith-based and 
nonprofit groups to function with the independence and 
neutrality needed to build the trust of a local population. In 
fact, such procedures can put the lives of their staff at risk. 

To complement existing procedures, USAID has been 
developing a capability known as the Partner Vetting 
System (PVS). PVS is a program under which USAID will 
screen applicants for funding by comparing data collected 
from them against data in secure terrorism databases 
maintained by the U.S. Government law enforcement and 
intelligence communities. A vetting program separate from 

the proposed PVS has been implemented in Gaza. The 
U.S. Agency for International Development implemented 
in 2004 a worldwide anti-terrorism certification rule that 
requires the vetting of all U.S. PVO personnel. It was imple-
mented after 3-years of extensive negotiations with U.S. 
nonprofits, foundations, and other members of U.S. civil 
society. This vetting system has been implemented world-
wide by the U.S. PVO community at a cost often exceeding 
$100,000 per organization. 

Prior to awarding assistance funds, USAID’s PVS would 
screen all principal individuals, officers, or other officials of 
a potential recipient, as well as first-tier subrecipients of 
assistance and recipients of scholarships. USAID would 
screen principal individuals of organizations applying for 
USAID registration as PVOs. 

On April 1, 2009, USAID issued an Acquisition and Assis-
tance Policy Directive (AAPD), requiring the addition of a 
contract clause and assistance provision to new solicita-
tions and existing awards in Iraq valued over $100,000. The 
clause or provision requires contractors and award recipi-
ents to enter employee information into the SPOT database 
monitored by the Department of Defense. The AAPD results 
from section 861 of the 2008 National Defense Authorization 
Act. Section 861 directs the Secretary of Defense, Secretary 
of State, and USAID to enter into a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) related to contracting in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. In the MOU, the three agencies agreed that the Depart-
ment of Defense’s SPOT database will record contract and 
contract personnel information required by section 861. The 
three agencies also agreed voluntarily to apply these same 
requirements to grants and cooperative agreements in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. At this time, the AAPD only applies to con-
tracts, cooperative agreements, and grant awards in Iraq. 
The authority from section 861 could be expanded. 

Grounded in many years of trust building and partnership, 
the critical relationship between PVOs and their in-country 
local partners will be seriously damaged if we are forced 
to subject our local partners to the PVS, SPOT, or another 
similar process. In a country such as Lebanon, for exam-
ple, U.S. PVOs work with a range of credible local groups 
to deliver badly needed services to people across sectar-
ian lines. This work advances U.S. national interests by 
strengthening nonviolent groups, demonstrating that basic 
living conditions can improve in the absence of fighting, 
and indirectly undermining the appeal of violent elements 
of society. Should U.S. PVOs be required to comply with 
the PVS or similar process, Lebanese local partners would 
distance themselves from U.S. PVOs, who would inevitably 
be perceived as too closely tied to U.S. security and intel-
ligence interests. As these partners severed their relation-
ship with PVOs, extremist groups would also perceive that 
U.S. PVOs were connected with the U.S. security structure 
and would target PVO staff and their local partners. 



Recommendation 10
Use the Obama Administration’s Global Hunger and 
Food Security Initiative as a Model for new partner-
ships between the Administration and civil society.

In order to demonstrate how the recommendations listed 
above would translate into practice, we have decided to 
apply many of the key principles and suggestions to the 
specific case of the Global Hunger and Food Security Ini-
tiative. We are aware that we could create a similar list for 
other areas. Below, we have outlined a blueprint for our 
vision and specific ideas to create, enhance, and innovate 
partnerships between U.S. Government and faith-based 
and community groups. Our sector’s extensive knowledge 
about and experience with fighting hunger in the devel-
oping world make this a particularly constructive area for 
us to use as a template to explore practical applications 
of our recommendations. The interagency planning team 
has been open to suggestions from interested NGOs, and 
these recommendations are made with that in mind, with 
the goal of creating a model for such partnerships in all 
sectors of global development work.

Recommendations applied to the Obama 
Administration’s Global Hunger and Food 
Security Initiative

1. Launch a public engagement campaign. 
The President’s announcement of a hunger and food 

security initiative is an important and welcome step in rein-
vigorating U.S. standing in the world and addressing the 
needs of hungry and poor people. 

The Administration could start the expanded program of 
public engagement we recommend with its hunger initia-
tive. In keeping with President Obama’s call for transpar-
ency and accountability in government, a hunger initiative 
Website can serve as a model and first step for a more thor-
ough Web portal that provides information about U.S. pro-
grams and policies in support of global development and 
poverty reduction. The Website should link with USAID, 
inform people about Global Hunger and Food Security and 
poverty, and provide information about what our govern-
ment is doing. It should also explain how individuals can 
help to reduce world hunger and link to the Websites of 
U.S. NGOs that are active on agriculture, hunger, and food 
and nutrition security programs. The name of the Adminis-
tration’s initiative should clearly reflect its compelling pur-
pose: to reduce hunger, mainly by strengthening agriculture 
among the world’s poor.

2. Reform foreign assistance and engage civil society 
in the process. 
The Department of State has led an interagency team in 

planning the hunger and food security initiative, and they 

have done a commendable job in seeking input from civil 
society. NGOs have urged a comprehensive approach that 
includes agriculture, nutrition, safety nets, and emergency 
assistance. The engagement of NGOs should be contin-
ued, especially as the Administration decides how to man-
age this initiative in a way that will contribute to the broader 
reform of development policy and foreign assistance. 

3. Emphasize long-term development goals and local 
engagement. 
Secretary Clinton has repeatedly stressed that this initia-

tive will be grounded in country consultations that bring the 
host government, official donors, and diverse civil society 
organizations together to consider local needs and coordi-
nate efforts. This is an excellent strategy. Special efforts will 
be required to strengthen the participation of farmer organi-
zations and organizations that represent women, extremely 
poor groups, and the environment. The U.S. Government 
should support U.S. NGOs with relationships with these 
local groups to help them contribute meaningfully to the 
consultation process and followup actions. 

During the implementation of the hunger initiative, RFAs 
should stress the importance of preexisting community 
relationships, long-term presence in-country, and commit-
ment to local participation.

4. Increase the share of U.S. development assistance 
awarded through partnerships with civil society orga-
nizations that have demonstrated commitment to 
working with poor communities. 
To get the hunger initiative started quickly, the U.S. Gov-

ernment should support an expansion of U.S. NGO projects 
in agriculture and food security that are already underway. 

On an ongoing basis, the Administration’s hunger and 
food security initiative can be a model of an expanded 
partnership between the U.S. Government and civil soci-
ety organizations. U.S. and local civil society organizations 
should also be involved in monitoring implementation and 
results, including surveys to check whether the initiative is 
resulting in improvements in child nutrition. 

5. Place religion and civil society engagement officers 
in USAID missions.
The initial countries of focus for this initiative should also 

be among the first countries with civil society engagement 
officers at USAID.

6. Strengthen the capacity for local civil society orga-
nizations. 
The effectiveness of food and nutrition security programs 

will depend in part heavily on civil society groups, many of 
them faith and community based, that have direct contact 
with farmers and hungry people. Building the capacity of 



these groups will allow them to participate in planning and 
implementing the hunger initiative. Only through full imple-
mentation of this recommendation will the perspectives of 
women who are often the smallest subsistence farmers, 
the experience of farmer cooperatives, and the real issues 
of environmental sustainability be reflected and acted on. 

7. Revive capacity-building support for U.S. develop-
ment NGOs. 
We specifically recommend support for smaller U.S.-

based NGOs that are doing food and nutrition security work 
in developing countries. They often do solid development 
work, complement public funds with private contributions, 
and mobilize millions of concerned Americans.

Conclusion
President Obama has issued a clarion call for a new era 

of U.S. engagement with the world. Tangible action must 
follow that call. The recommendations contained in this 
document represent the best and most considered think-
ing from an underused resource of development experts 
who have honed over decades successful and proven 
methods of designing programs, building relationships, 
and leveraging resources. Reinvigorating and leveraging 
the relationship of the U.S. Government and the U.S. NGO 
community is essential to more effective U.S. engagement 
in the world and renewed progress toward overcoming 
global poverty.
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Recommendations & Actions
The Administration and Congress must tackle climate change through U.S. domestic action, 
assertive leadership in global climate negotiations, and appropriate levels of funding for 
international adaptation to climate change. 

• The U.S. must provide support and alternative technologies to enable developing coun-
tries’ transition to cleaner energy sources and reduce emissions from deforestation and 
forest degradation.

• The U.S. must work ambitiously and energetically to mitigate its greenhouse gas emis-
sions and climate impacts, committing to a long-term strategy that reduces emissions 
by at least 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. In the absence of a comprehensive 
climate bill, the Administration must lead the way toward achieving the near-term U.S. 
emissions target promised at the 2009 Copenhagen climate change conference.

• The U.S. should be a leader in reaching a strong, equitable, legally binding agreement under 
the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Conference of Parties.

• Wealthy countries, especially the U.S., must identify innovative mechanisms to generate 
substantial, new, public funding to help developing countries adapt to climate change 
and reduce carbon emissions. This funding should flow through a mechanism under the 
authority of the UN Framework, such as a global climate fund. Current fossil fuel subsi-
dies should be completely phased-out and redirected to international climate finance.

• The U.S. must commit to and support adaptation programs that ensure resources reach 
the most vulnerable in developing countries. Communities at risk from climate change must 
be engaged in designing, implementing monitoring and evaluating adaptation programs.

• The U.S. must commit to and support REDD+ (Reducing Emissions from Deforestation 
and Forest Degradation) programs with strong social and environmental safeguards that 
respect, protect and promote the rights, interests and livelihoods of indigenous peoples 
and forest-dependent communities.

• Eliminate the gap in U.S. commitments on fast-start climate finance through additional 
funding to core climate programs directed primarily through channels accountable to the 
UNFCCC. These commitments must not be achieved by reducing or double-counting 
other long-standing conservation and development programs.

• The U.S. must integrate climate response into development activities to ensure the effec-
tiveness and sustainability of both climate adaptation and development investments.

Results
Enacting these recommendations will bolster global political stability and 
security, help stabilize the ecosystems underpinning the global economy and 
support sustainable economic development in the vulnerable countries most 
affected by climate change.

   Problem
The world’s preeminent 
scientists have 
determined that climate 
change poses a serious 
threat to economic 
development and human 
security worldwide. If 
these projections are 
accurate—and trends 
so far are worse than 
anticipated—developing 
countries face impacts 
from climate change 
that will make the 
lives of vulnerable 
communities more 
precarious, including 
reduced rainfall and 
crop yields, more 
severe weather-related 
disasters, exacerbated 
disease and political 
instability. U.S. inaction 
on domestic climate 
legislation has greatly 
increased the challenge 
of reaching a meaningful 
global agreement 
through the UN 
Framework Convention 
on Climate Change.

Climate Change and 
Sustainable Development

www.interaction.org


Background
Climate change poses a threat of enormous scope and 
magnitude to the global economy and environment. The 
U.S. faces major security and economic risks if the problem 
is not decisively addressed. The U.S. also bears a special 
responsibility to act because of its disproportionate histori-
cal role in generating greenhouse gas emissions. Its inabil-
ity to adequately address climate change through domestic 
action has decreased U.S. credibility globally on the issue. 
The impacts of climate change in many vulnerable coun-
tries have the potential to undo the development gains 
achieved in recent decades. Providing adequate resources, 
capacity building and low-carbon technologies for climate 
change preparedness is vital not only to address immedi-
ate impacts, but also to protect investments in international 
development. The financial benefits of taking preventive 
action have been widely and conclusively demonstrated. 
Meager funding for adaptation efforts in developing coun-
tries will increase global risks of hunger, water scarcity, 
migration and conflict, imposing major costs on the U.S. 
and the international community.

Beyond disrupting development efforts, climate change 
will result in more frequent and severe weather events. Our 
already-strained capacity to respond to natural disasters 
and health crises around the world will be further stretched. 
More powerful storms and acute droughts will produce 
more catastrophic and numerous humanitarian emergen-
cies. Migration and refugee crises are likely to increase, 
driven by disruptions to livelihoods and loss of infrastruc-
ture and worsened by underlying conflicts over more scarce 
resources, such as drinking water. Urban coastal commu-
nities face heightened risks due to sea level rises that will 
exacerbate the effects of storms and flooding.

Lagging response in the development arena has been 
matched by slowness in solidifying a meaningful interna-
tional agreement. Despite the attention directed toward the 
international climate meetings in Copenhagen and Can-
cun, the UNFCCC process has not yet achieved sufficient 
progress. The modest political agreement achieved at the 
end of the Copenhagen conference provided no assur-
ance that global temperatures should not, and will not, 
reach very dangerous levels. No binding commitment was 

made to allocate resources at the levels needed to help 
developing countries avoid the worst impacts of climate 
change or to transition to lower-carbon energy sources 
and economies.

The most important outcome of Copenhagen was likely 
the pledges by developed countries to provide $30 billion 
from 2010-2012 to developing countries for adaptation 
and mitigation activities, and a longer-term commitment 
to mobilize $100 billion per year by 2020 from a variety 
of sources. Innovative sources of climate finance will be 
essential in mobilizing resources at the required levels. 
Options could include a financial transaction tax, assess-
ments on international aviation and shipping, and a new 
allocation of the International Monetary Fund’s Special 
Drawing Rights.

The urgency and magnitude of the climate challenge has 
not yet been reflected in appropriate U.S. policy, legisla-
tion or political will to engage internationally. Too many in 
the U.S. do not yet understand the connection between 
national security and U.S. investments in international cli-
mate adaptation. This is reflected in the failure of the U.S. 
Senate to engage in passage of a comprehensive climate 
bill. Although other policy options may address some 
aspects of the framework needed for mitigation, adaptation 
and financing for vulnerable developing countries, domes-
tic political impasse continues to block meaningful U.S. 
steps to address this gathering crisis.

Traditional program stovepipes that separate climate 
response and development activities continue to limit 
effective adaptation measures. Fully integrating climate 
response into development work will be essential to ensure 
the effectiveness and sustainability of both adaptation 
measures and development outcomes. Multi-sectoral 
approaches will be needed to address health, infrastruc-
ture, knowledge, nutrition, food security, emergency assis-
tance and energy needs in vulnerable developing countries 
and in the wealthier countries alike. Better-integrated and 
cross-sectoral programs imply new approaches that will 
reshape development and environment programs alike. 
U.S. Government agencies have been exploring ways to 
bridge traditional program silos, but will need to accelerate 
and expand those efforts to address the scope and scale 
of the challenge.
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International Relief & Development www.ird-dc.org
International Rescue Committee www.theirc.org
Islamic Relief USA www.islamicreliefusa.org
Jane Goodall Institute www.janegoodall.org
Johns Hopkins, SPH www.jhsph.edu
Jubilee USA www.jubileeusa.org
Leon H. Sullivan Foundation www.thesullivanfoundation.org
Lutheran World Relief (LWR) www.lwr.org
Mennonite Central Committee www.mcc.org
Mercy Corps www.mercycorps.org
National Religious Partnership for the Environment www.nrpe.org
National Wildlife Federation www.nwf.org
ONE www.one.org
Opportunity International www.opportunity.org
Oxfam America www.oxfamamerica.org
PACT www.pactworld.org
Plan USA www.planusa.org
Population Action International www.populationaction.org
Rainforest Alliance www.rainforest-alliance.org
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Organization URL
Refugees International www.refugeesinternational.org
Rights and Resources Group www.rightsandresources.org
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org
Sierra Club www.sierraclub.org
Solar Cookers International www.solarcookers.org
Solar Household Energy, Inc. www.she-inc.org
Sustainable Communities www.sustainable.org
The Nature Conservancy www.nature.org
U.S. Climate Action Network www.usclimatenetwork.org
U.S. Fund for UNICEF www.unicefusa.org
Union of Concerned Scientists www.ucsusa.org
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee www.uusc.org
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops www.nccbuscc.org
Wildlife Conservation Society www.wcs.org
Winrock International www.winrock.org
Women for Women International www.womenforwomen.org
Women Thrive Worldwide www.womenthrive.org
World Concern www.worldconcern.org
World Resources Institute www.wri.org
World Vision www.worldvision.org
World Wildlife Fund USA www.worldwildlife.org
World Society for the Protection of Animals (WSPA) www.wspa-usa.org
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Broader engagement with development stakeholders, increased investments 
and longer duration of programs will result in greatly enhanced impacts and 
more efficient use of development resources.

Recommendations & Actions
Policy guidance and program frameworks should prioritize stabilizing agriculture against the 
threat posed by climate change and environmental degradation. The Feed the Future Initia-
tive is guided by a promising, integrated strategy, but will need to be authorized and funded 
at the requested levels in order to affect the necessary changes at a meaningful scale.

• Fully fund the Administration’s $3.5 billion commitment to the L’Aquila Global Food 
Security agreement, including bilateral support for the Feed the Future Initiative and mul-
tilateral support for the Global Agriculture and Food Security Program.

• Ensure that improved emergency response and management, sustainable agricultural 
development, nutrition and safety net programs are integrated components of U.S. food 
security assistance.

• Explicitly link U.S. food security and agricultural assistance to Millennium Development 
Goal 1, which seeks to halve poverty and hunger by 2015.

• Elevate environmental sustainability and adaptation to climate change to the level of 
objectives in legislation and policies shaping food security programs.

• Ensure that food security programs prioritize responses to the social, political and eco-
nomic challenges women face in developing countries.

• Prioritize passage of authorizing legislation for the Feed the Future Initiative that estab-
lishes the position of a Feed the Future Coordinator. Include comprehensive global food 
security solutions as part of the U.S. Global Development Strategy to ensure support 
beyond the current Administration.

• Support a balanced approach to the Paris Declaration Aid Effectiveness principles, 
including a broad definition of country ownership. Ensure a broad range of stakeholders, 
including civil society, is involved in identifying development priorities, designing and 
implementing programs, and assessing results.

• Engage U.S. NGOs with extensive food security related technical experience, field infra-
structure and private resources in Feed the Future programs. Map and align other govern-
ment assistance and relevant private investments and capacity in Feed the Future countries.

• Address the root causes of food price volatility to encourage greater investment in agri-
culture and to consolidate food security gains.

• Strengthen coordination and alignment of efforts across U.S. Government agencies involved 
in food security and improved nutrition programs through whole of government mecha-
nisms, locating overall leadership on food security strategy and programs within USAID.

    Problem
Chronic poverty and 
hunger remain an 
everyday threat for 
at least 900 million 
people around the 
world, including about 
one-third of the world’s 
children. Volatile 
food prices and price 
increases since 2007 
have pushed many 
millions more people 
into the ranks of the 
food insecure, putting 
at risk the achievement 
of Millennium 
Development Goal 1. 
High unemployment, low 
agricultural productivity, 
biases against women 
and environmental 
degradation constrain 
efforts to accelerate 
rural development. 
The pledges to 
increase development 
investments in food 
security and agriculture 
made by the G8 
countries during their 
2009 Summit in L’Aquila 
have not been fully met.

Development for Reducing 
Hunger and Rural Poverty
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Background
Persistent high food prices, malnutrition and poverty in 
vulnerable developing countries threaten the well-being 
of hundreds of millions of people. High food prices have 
also destabilized governments and created political unrest. 
After years of declining investment in agriculture and poor 
policy choices by governments, market systems in many 
developing countries lack the ability to respond to higher 
food prices with increased production. Yet U.S. domes-
tic policies in the areas of international trade, agricultural 
subsidies and biofuels continue to put upward pressure on 
global food prices. Domestic agricultural subsidies place 
farmers in poor countries at a competitive disadvantage, 
while the economic losses that poor countries experience 
because of U.S. trade tariffs exceed the total value of U.S. 
development assistance.

A comprehensive approach to reduce poverty, improve 
nutrition and emergency interventions for vulnerable pop-
ulations is essential. Traditional program stovepipes that 
separate agricultural development, nutrition and social 
protection have constrained responses to the linked vul-
nerabilities of poverty and inadequate diet. Adequate nutri-
tion—particularly for vulnerable women and children under 
two years of age—must be a central objective of programs 
for economic growth and agricultural development. U.S. 
development policies still do not adequately reflect the 
interconnected nature of these challenges or the most 
effective and efficient strategies to address them. Food 
security programs need to address the livelihood needs 
of poor households and women, the nutritional needs of 
vulnerable mothers and children, and the risks that eco-
nomic shocks and climate variability impose on marginal 
households, small-scale farmers and rural communities. 
Focused assistance of various sorts, including safety net 
systems, nutrition and improved emergency management 
and response must complement longer-term agricultural 
development programs. Together, these interventions 
provide a continuum of assistance that addresses the full 
spectrum of hunger—urban and rural, chronic and acute—
while ensuring that the nutritional needs of children in the 
critical period from conception to two years of age are met.

Over the past three decades, the U.S. decreased its sup-
port for agricultural development to only 2 percent of U.S. 
foreign assistance. Steps to reinvest in agriculture and food 
security reflected in the L’Aquila Food Security Agreement 
and the Administration’s Feed the Future Initiative (FTF) sig-
nal important changes, but U.S. funding commitments to 
these initiatives have not yet been fully met. Ramping up 
these investments will be critical to decreasing the need for 
humanitarian relief and assistance in the future by enhanc-
ing local capacity.

U.S. implementation of agricultural development and food 
security programs has been marked by fragmented respon-
sibilities and inconsistent or conflicting policies. Three 
U.S. Government departments (State, USAID and Agricul-
ture) play prominent roles, while others have more limited 
responsibilities. Taken together, this pattern makes coordi-
nation within the U.S. Government difficult, and with other 
donors and host country governments, extremely challeng-
ing. Consolidation of lead responsibilities for food security 
and the appointment of a food security coordinator within 
USAID would facilitate management of the multi-agency 
effort, resulting in fewer overlaps and greater consistency.

The “Aid Effectiveness” agenda that has emerged from 
the Paris Declaration promises to reshape roles and rela-
tionships in international development. Yet effective imple-
mentation of these principles has been constrained by an 
interpretation of “country ownership” that lacks consistent 
standards. Country-led development will be most effective 
when it mobilizes all sectors of society to participate in sus-
tained development activities. The U.S. should ensure that 
its support for country-owned development means that 
the private sector, civil society and local communities are 
involved not just in initial consultations, but also in imple-
menting and monitoring ongoing development programs.

The principles that inform the Aid Effectiveness agenda 
in developing countries could also improve efficiency and 
effectiveness among U.S. stakeholders in international 
development. Improved coordination between the U.S. 
Government and civil society would also yield important 
benefits. While private sector investment, remittances, 
foundation support and private individual donations have all 
been rising, these vital resource flows have not been coor-
dinated with—and so do not leverage—government devel-
opment assistance. Current U.S. Government approaches 
to formulating development policy do not systematically 
incorporate the valuable but largely untapped resource of 
the NGO community’s 40-plus years of experience in pro-
moting international agricultural development and boosting 
the production of small-scale farmers.

Environmental protection is another domain in which pol-
icies promoting food production and intensive resource use 
have not been reconciled. The close links between rural 
ecosystems and agricultural production systems mean 
that the resilience and stability of each can only be ensured 
by addressing both. Continued reliance on conventional, 
high-external input approaches to agricultural production, 
rather than on less resource demanding regenerative sys-
tems continues to foreclose effective options in sustainable 
rural development. As climate change reduces yields and 
water availability in many developing countries, this area 
will assume increasingly urgent importance for agricultural 
policy makers and program managers.
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Organization URL
Academy for Educational Development www.aed.org 
ACDIVOCA www.acdivoca.org
Action Against Hunger www.actionagainsthunger.org 
ActionAid USA www.actionaidusa.org 
Adventist Development and Relief Agency www.adra.org 
Africare www.africare.org
Africare House www.africarehouse.org 
Aga Khan Foundation USA www.akdn.org
Alliance to End Hunger www.alliancetoendhunger.org 
American Friends Service Committee (AFSC) www.afsc.org 
American Jewish World Service www.ajws.org 
American Red Cross www.redcross.com 
American Refugee Committee www.arcrelief.org
Bread for the World www.bread.org 
Bread for the World Institute www.bread.orginstitute 
CARE www.care.org 
Catholic Relief Services (CRS) www.crs.org   
CEDPA www.cedpa.org 
CHF International www.chfinternational.org 
Christian Reformed World Relief Committee www.crwrc.org
Church World Service www.churchworldservice.org 
Civic Ventures www.civicventures.org 
Concern www.concernusa.org 
Concern Worldwide www.concern.net 
Congressional Hunger Center www.hungercenter.org 
Conservation International www.conservation.org 
Counterpart International www.counterpart.org 
DATA www.data.org 
Direct Relief International www.directrelief.org 
ECHO www.echonet.org 
Ecoagriculture Partners www.ecoagrcilture.org 
Episcopal Relief and Development (ERD) www.er-d.org 
Food for the Hungry www.fh.org 
Foods Resource Bank www.foodresourcebank.org 
Friends of ACTED www.acted.org
Global Emergency Group www.globalemergencygroup.com 
Handicap International www.handicap-international.us 
Hands On Disaster Response www.hands.org 
Heartland Alliance www.heartlandalliance.org 

Contributors to the Food Security and  
Agriculture Policy Brief
Organization URL
Academy for Educational Development www.www.aed.org
Church World Service www.churchworldservice.org
International Center for Research on Women www.icrw.org
Lutheran World Relief www.lwr.org
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org
ActionAid US www.actionaidusa.org
Helen Keller International www.hki.org
One Campaign www.one.orgus
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Organization URL
Heifer International www.heifer.org 
Humana People to People www.humana.org 
International Center for Research on Women www.icrw.org 
International Food & Agricultural Trade Policy Council www.agritrade.org
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI)                   www.ifpri.org
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)                     www.ifad.org
International Medical Corps                                  www.internationalmedicalcorps.org
International Relief & Development www.ird-dc.org 
International Rescue Committee UK www.ircuk.org 
ISC www.www.iscvt.org 
Islamic Relief USA www.islamicreliefusa.org 
IYCN www.iycn.in 
Jesuit Refugee Service www.jrs.ne 
Joint Aid Management (JAM) www.jamint.com 
Land O’Lakes International Development www.idd.landolakes.com 
Latter-day Saint Charities                     www.lds.org
Lutheran World Relief (LWR) www.lwr.org 
Manna For Haiti Foundation www.mannaforhaiti.org 
Mercy Corps www.mercycorps.org 
National Peace Corps Association www.peacecorpsconnect.org 
ONE Campaign www.one.org 
Oxfam America www.oxfamamerica.org 
Pact www.pactworld.org 
PADF www.padf.org 
Partnership to Cut Hunger and Poverty in Africa   www.partnership-africa.org
PATH www.path.org 
Plan USA www.planusa.org 
Planet Aid www.planetaid.org 
Presbyterian Disaster Assistance www.pcusa.org 
Presbyterian Hunger Program www.pcusa.org 
Project Concern www.projectconcern.org 
Refugees International www.refugeesinternational.org 
Relief International www.ri.org  
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org 
Self Help Africa www.selfhelp.ie 
SID www.sidint.org 
The Alliance to End Hunger www.alliancetoendhunger.org  
The Hunger Project www.thp.org 
The Nature Conservancy www.nature.org 
Trickle Up www.trickleup.org 
U.S. Fund for UNICEF www.unicefusa.org 
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee www.uusc.org 
United Methodist Committee on Relief  (UMCOR)   www.new.gbgm-umc.orgumcor
Winrock International www.winrock.org 
Women for Women International www.womenforwomen.org 
Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture and NRM 

(WOCAN) 
www.wocan.org

Women Thrive Worldwide www.womenthrive.org 
World Coca Foundation www.worldcocoafoundation.org 
World Concern www.worldconcern.org 
World Food Program USA www.usa.wfp.org 
World Relief www.worldrelief.org 
World Vision www.worldvision.org 
World Wildlife Fund                                 www.worldwildlife.org
World Hope International www.worldhope.org
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Sustainable Global Health  
and Development
Recommendations & Actions
In order to increase the effectiveness of U.S. global health assistance, the U.S. government 
should ensure U.S. resources support comprehensive and integrated approaches focus-
ing on prevention and treatment of prevalent diseases that have a major impact on health. 
This would also require an increase in U.S. investments to strengthen health systems and 
reduce inequity in access to quality health care. All U.S.-funded health programs should be 
accountable to the communities they serve. Donors and implementing organizations should 
actively engage community members in designing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating 
health strategies, policies and programs.

• Fully fund and implement the President’s Global Health Initiative (GHI), which calls for 
the development of an integrated, comprehensive global health strategy across all U.S. 
Government agencies.

• In beneficiary countries, build health workforce capacity and reduce inequalities of health 
care coverage and access, which primarily affect women, children and other marginal-
ized groups, to help achieve U.S. global health goals.

• Adopt holistic practices that provide a broad spectrum of interventions and address the 
linkages between health and other sectors of development, such as water and sanita-
tion, infrastructure planning, nutrition, agriculture, microfinance and the environment.

• Scale up U.S. efforts in fragile and disease-burdened states, and incorporate health pro-
grams in relief environments to lay the foundations for strengthened health systems and 
establish building blocks for a transition to development.

• Sustain and increase funding for proven interventions and current commitments, while 
increasing capacity through investment in new tools and interventions.

Results
U.S. investments in global health are proven successes. Continued funding and 
improving effectiveness will result in more lives saved, fewer health threats for 
Americans and more stable societies around the world.

    Problem
U.S. Government 
investments in global 
health have saved 
millions of lives. To build 
on past investments 
and accelerate progress 
in saving lives, the 
U.S. must maintain 
its commitment to 
global health. It also 
needs to increase 
the effectiveness 
of its global health 
programs by integrating 
programming where 
doing so will increase 
efficiency and 
sustainability, and by 
supporting country-led 
strategies that fully 
reflect the needs and 
aspirations of civil 
society.

www.interaction.org


Background
Global health has been a bipartisan priority for more than 
half a century. Relatively modest investments by the United 
States have saved more lives and improved economic 
growth and public perceptions of the U.S., as well as con-
tributing to regional stability. Global health is also relevant 
to American security needs for the simple reason that bor-
ders do not stop diseases. We are now at a critical juncture: 
budget pressures threaten gains we have made and jeopar-
dize critical funding despite the growing consensus within 
Congress, across government agencies, and throughout 
the broader global health community about what is working 
and what remains to be done. Capitalizing on our success 
and meeting our goals will require increased and sustained 
commitment.

On May 5, 2009, President Obama announced a six-year, 
$63 billion Global Health Initiative (GHI), which calls for 
the U.S. to develop an integrated, comprehensive global 
health strategy that moves away from the fragmented and 
disease-specific approach of the past and instead empha-
sizes results. The GHI is meant to maintain the U.S. com-
mitment to fighting HIV/AIDS and malaria, while scaling 
up programs in maternal and child health, family planning 
and neglected tropical diseases. This initiative comple-
ments the momentum in the House and Senate, including 
efforts in the House to reform and streamline the disjointed 
foreign assistance architecture and the push by Senators 
John Kerry and Richard Lugar for more efficient, effective, 
accountable and transparent foreign assistance. But this 
opportunity will be wasted unless the GHI principles are 
implemented and funded.

Support comprehensive, integrated 
approaches

Integrated approaches have the potential to increase effi-
ciency and address the critical, underlying factors that con-
tribute to good health. Holistic practices also address the 
linkages between health and other sectors of development. 
Integration includes strengthening the systems that support 
routine care and focus on the health outcomes of people and 
not just the outputs devoted to particular diseases. At the 
same time, integrated approaches should support and com-
plement the prevention and treatment of prevalent diseases 
that have a major impact on health, including noncommu-
nicable diseases and conditions. A comprehensive strategy 
also includes whole-of-government approaches and coor-
dination by donor governments and agencies to leverage 
comparative advantages while reducing duplication.

Strengthen health systems
Like other development initiatives, global health efforts 

are most effective and sustainable when they align with 
country priorities and help countries build their own 
capacities. Strengthening health systems means training 
a capable health workforce, along with supporting local 
jobs and opportunities. Complementary strategies includ-
ing engaging diaspora communities abroad and investing 
in the global health research and development capacities 
of countries with endemic diseases so that researchers can 
earn paychecks and contribute to new breakthroughs with-
out emigrating. Strengthening health systems also includes 
developing and deploying new diagnostic tools and an 
increased focus on monitoring and evaluation. The U.S. 
Government should also partner with the countries and 
communities it is trying to reach, including national and 
district-level governments, civil society and the business 
community.

Increase health equity
One goal of U.S. global health investment in lower-

income countries and communities should be to reduce 
inequities in access to quality healthcare. This requires 
special engagement with vulnerable and traditionally mar-
ginalized populations, including women and the disabled. It 
includes attention to gender, to make sure that all members 
of a family benefit from improved health care. Additionally, 
since existing products were generally developed for the 
industrial world with an assumption of higher costs and 
reliable infrastructure, health equity will require continuing 
efforts to develop and adapt health tools that are culturally, 
financially and technologically appropriate for low-income 
settings. Implementation and operations research is also 
necessary to ensure that interventions which reduce illness 
and save lives get to the people who need them.

Keep commitments
Enormous strides have been made in cutting diseases, 

and when it comes to global health, we have a growing 
body of evidence about what works. The U.S. has already 
made important commitments; and there are global plans 
to tackle several of the leading causes of death and illness. 
All of this knowledge and goodwill will only matter, however, 
if it is supported through sustained funding. Otherwise, the 
investments and progress we have already made risk being 
lost and health problems will be only more expensive and 
difficult to resolve in the future.
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Recommendations & Actions
The Administration and Congress must prioritize and integrate WASH in its overall approach 
to international development. This includes: creating a multi-year WASH strategy that tar-
gets programs based on need, as required by the 2005 Senator Paul Simon Water for the 
Poor Act; the integration of WASH into presidential international development initiatives; 
and increasing the capacity within USAID and the Department of State to implement WASH 
programs.

• The Administration should develop a comprehensive, multi-year WASH strategy, inte-
grated within a wider water strategy including water resources management and water 
productivity with measureable indicators, benchmarks and a timetable. Develop the 
strategy using meaningful consultation with relevant stakeholders, including civil society.

• Congress and White House officials should work together to ensure full funding of such 
a strategy.

• USAID should integrate WASH planning and budgeting into the broader development 
agenda, particularly into the presidential initiatives on global health, food security and 
climate change. 

• The Administration and Congress should take the level of need into account when tar-
geting WASH funding. According to relevant international donor guidelines, 70 percent 
of WASH aid should target low-income countries.

• To increase capacity, the Administration should have senior WASH advisers at both the 
Department of State and USAID in order to increase inter-agency coordination and dem-
onstrate U.S. leadership both domestically and with international stakeholders. USAID 
should continue training personnel in WASH issues to develop long-term expertise.

• The Administration should support and participate in the Sanitation and Water for All 
(SWA) partnership to address gaps in policy, planning, financing and technical assistance. 

• USAID should undertake an evaluation of the extent to which the funding in furtherance 
of the Senator Paul Simon Water for the Poor Act has achieved its objectives, including 
the requirement that funds be distributed fairly between rural, peri-urban and urban areas.

Results
A strong strategy and increased staffing will give the U.S. Government the 
tools it needs for robust leadership on safe, affordable and sustainable access 
to water and sanitation globally. Integrating WASH into other U.S. develop-
ment programs will help to ensure their success. Improved coordination among 
donors will support recipient governments in their efforts to achieve universal 
WASH access, which will ultimately produce healthier, more stable societies 
with stronger economic growth.

   Problem
Water, sanitation 
and hygiene (WASH) 
underlies the success 
of virtually all aspects 
of development. 
Inadequate access 
to safe water and 
sanitation services, 
coupled with poor 
hygiene practices, kills 
and sickens thousands 
daily and leads to 
impoverishment and 
diminished opportunities 
for thousands more. 
Meaningful progress on 
WASH has been limited 
by lack of capacity and 
strategic leadership 
and diverging political 
priorities.

Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene  
in Development
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Background
Water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) are crucial building 
blocks for development. They improve the quality of life and 
health, advance education, reduce poverty and malnutrition, 
increase child and maternal survival, drive economic growth 
and contribute to gender equality and dignity. Despite the 
importance of WASH in virtually all development outcomes, 
an estimated 884 million people still lack access to safe 
drinking water, and 2.6 billion lack basic sanitation.1 With 
the 2015 deadline for the Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs) quickly approaching, addressing WASH issues is 
particularly critical to accelerate progress on all of the MDGs.

Water and sanitation is perhaps the world’s largest single 
cause of disease. More than 25 diseases are caused by 
inadequate water and sanitation, creating nearly 10 percent 
of the global public health burden, killing more than 2 mil-
lion people each year (including more children than AIDS, 
tuberculosis and malaria combined)2 and leading to 50 per-
cent of the world’s malnutrition.3

The cost of failing to properly address the gaps in safe 
water and sanitation is significantly higher than the cost of 
addressing them. Every year, lack of water and sanitation 
costs sub-Saharan Africa around $23.5 billion, or 5 percent 
of its GDP.4 Investments in water and sanitation are cost-
effective, with an estimated $8 returned for every dollar 
invested.5 

Safe water and improved sanitation provides a basic level 
of human security that, once reached, enables families and 
individuals to work to increase their standards of living, 
educate their children and become better stewards of the 
environment. Water is also a growing strategic issue whose 
provision increases the likelihood of peaceful solutions to 
resource allocation concerns (e.g. in water-stressed and 
arid areas).

The good news is that 87 percent of the world’s popula-
tion has access to safe, affordable and sustainable drink-
ing water, while 61 percent has access to improved sanita-
tion.6 This indicates enormous progress due to the collective 
efforts of governments, businesses, foundations and non-

1 2010 WHO/UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme (JMP) for Water Sup-
ply and Sanitation, http://www.wssinfo.org/en/welcome.html

2 http://www.wateradvocates.org/media/nytimesads/Sources.pdf
3 WHO, Safer Water, Better Health, http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publica-

tions/2008/9789241596435_eng.pdf
4 UNDP, Human Development Report 2006. http://hdr.undp.org/en/me-

dia/HDR06-complete.pdf 
5 WHO (2004) Evaluation of the costs and benefits of water and sanitation 

improvements at the global level, by Hutton and Haller - http://www.
who.int/water_sanitation_health/wsh0404/en/ 

6 Improved sanitation ensures that human waste is hygienically sepa-
rated from human contact. 2010 WHO/UNICEF Joint Monitoring Pro-
gramme (JMP) for Water Supply and Sanitation, http://www.wssinfo.
org/en/welcome.html

governmental organizations. In short, effective and appropri-
ate solutions to the global water and sanitation problem are 
proven and are available. The most sustainable ones include 
not just water supply solutions (e.g. boreholes, rainwater 
harvesting) but also sanitation provisions (e.g. pit latrines) 
and hygiene training to promote frequent hand washing.

The biggest challenges to achieving universal access to 
safe water and sanitation and good hygiene are a lack of 
global awareness of the issue, a lack of operational scale in 
the sector and a lack of the collective political will needed 
to properly and quickly channel the necessary financial, 
human and technical resources. Other significant chal-
lenges include developing culturally-appropriate strategies 
to promote needed behavior changes, as well as improved 
management systems and governance. Environmental deg-
radation and finite water resources limit the ability to expand 
water supplies indefinitely. Policy changes that promote 
conservation and set more appropriate water use rates are 
also essential to sustainability. Although developing coun-
tries bear most of the responsibility for funding water and 
sanitation improvements in their countries, the developed 
world can and should offer financial, human and technical 
assistance to speed up and support this ongoing process.

Congress has shown strong leadership on WASH issues 
by creating the Senator Paul Simon Water for the Poor Act 
in 2005.7 This act, passed with overwhelming bipartisan sup-
port, made the provision of safe drinking water and sanitation 
in countries of greatest need a priority of U.S. foreign policy.

The State Department and USAID also increasingly rec-
ognize the importance of WASH to international develop-
ment outcomes and U.S. national security. In her 2010 
World Water Day speech, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 
said, “Water represents one of the great diplomatic and 
development opportunities of our time. It’s not every day 
you find an issue where effective diplomacy and develop-
ment will allow you to save millions of lives, feed the hun-
gry, empower women, advance our national security inter-
est, protect the environment, and demonstrate to billions of 
people that the United States cares, cares for you and your 
welfare. Water is that issue.”8

As the international community works toward the MDG 
target of halving the number of people without safe water 
and sanitation, both developing and developed countries 
must increasingly prioritize the provision of safe water and 
adequate sanitation. Safe drinking water and sanitation are 
not a luxury. Without them, progress on other development 
priorities cannot be sustained.9

7 The Senator Paul Simon Water for the Poor Act of 2005, P.L. 109-121, 
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_
cong_public_laws&docid=f:publ121.109.pdf

8 http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2010/03/138737.htm
9 Kyoto Water Forum, “The Contribution of Water for Achieving the 

MDGs” http://www.unsgab.org/docs/biblioteca/I-1.12.pdf

http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/wsh0404/en/
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/wsh0404/en/
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Recommendations & Actions
Congress and the Administration should make gender equality a strategic priority for its 
assistance programs. They should build on recent progress by creating mechanisms and 
passing legislation that ensure both women and men benefit from development assistance 
and humanitarian programs. This requires actions to close the gaps that exclude women and 
girls and recognize the key roles men and boys play in achieving equality.

• Permanently authorize the State Department’s Office of Global Women’s Issues 
and establish a high level office of gender integration within USAID. These steps will 
ensure ongoing attention to gender equality in diplomatic and development initiatives. 
State and USAID should also develop robust action plans that strengthen gender as a 
cross-cutting issue. The Millennium Challenge Account provides an example of how to 
signal gender as a strategic priority.

• Continue to move from words to action in supporting and integrating gender equal-
ity as a strategic objective in foreign assistance initiatives. InterAction applauds 
Administration efforts to integrate gender in key foreign assistance initiatives such as 
Feed the Future (which references the key roles of women in agriculture), and the Global 
Health Initiative with its focus on women and girls. Also welcome is USAID’s updated 
Automated Directives System that includes specific language about gender analysis and 
integration. We urge Congress to continue this trend by ensuring funding is available to 
address the needs of women and girls.

• Support and pass legislation that works to reduce violence against women, focus-
es on the needs and vulnerabilities of women and children, and supports reaching 
the Millennium Development Goals related to gender equality and reducing barri-
ers and threats to women and girls. The time is right for the U.S. to show leadership by 
joining the almost 200 nations that have already ratified the Convention on the Elimina-
tion of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women and by passing legislation that seeks 
to end violence against women globally.

Results
More than 40 years of evidence demonstrate that achieving gender equality 
(primarily through investing in women and girls) leads to greater reduction in 
poverty, faster economic growth and significant improvements in family health, 
nutrition, education, and quality of life. Promoting gender equality significantly 
improves the impact of assistance. Elevating gender now can increase our abil-
ity to truly address the urgent needs of women, girls, men and boys living in 
poverty across the globe.

   Problem
Extensive evidence 
demonstrates the 
benefits of promoting 
gender equality and 
empowering women 
and girls in development 
and humanitarian 
programs. Gender 
equality strengthens 
the impact of other U.S. 
foreign policy issues 
such as economic 
growth, health and 
democracy. The creation 
of the State Department 
Office of Global 
Women’s issues, headed 
by an ambassador-
level official, reflects 
a clear commitment 
to the importance of 
integrating gender 
in all U.S. foreign 
assistance efforts. The 
current challenge is 
to consistently apply 
gender integration 
principles in foreign 
assistance policies, 
programs and resource 
allocations.

Gender Equality in 
Development and 
Humanitarian Relief 
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Background
The promotion of gender equality is a powerful tool for 
increased development effectiveness, contributing directly 
to poverty alleviation, economic growth, reduced gender-
based violence, stronger community institutions, better 
governance and increased health and well-being. Gender 
equality means that all people—women and men alike—
have equal opportunities to achieve their personal poten-
tial and maximize their contributions to the development of 
their families, economies and societies.

In 1973, with the adoption of the Percy Amendment, Con-
gress mandated that gender equality be addressed in U.S. 
development assistance. Since then, the U.S. has funded a 
wide range of programs aimed at women and girls, includ-
ing basic education, anti-trafficking and microfinance. In 
recent years, the U.S. Government has launched a num-
ber of initiatives, such as Feed the Future and the Global 
Health Initiative, that have the potential to strengthen gen-
der equality through foreign assistance mechanisms. Yet, 
the lack of clear, consistent strategies to integrate gender 
in all U.S. foreign assistance programs continues to limit 
their effectiveness. Promoting gender equality is not only a 
feasible objective with significant benefits, but one that has 
strong public support.

Gender equality is an issue of development effective-
ness, not just a matter of political correctness or kind-
ness to women. InterAction member organizations have 
acknowledged the significant correlation between gender 
issues and poverty alleviation. But gender equality cannot 
be addressed in isolation. It needs to be integrated through-
out development efforts: becoming one of the outcomes of 
a participatory and open process of development, involving 
all stakeholders, including women, men, boys and girls. 

But inequalities continue to limit participation of women 
and girls in nearly every sphere of life in developing coun-
tries. From violence against women to accessing education 
and health care or exercising basic freedoms such as vot-
ing and inheriting or owning land, women and girls experi-
ence barriers that limit their participation in society. Interna-
tional NGOs have increasingly recognized these barriers to 
social change and are working hard to create mechanisms 
that reduce gender inequalities through their work. Today, 
nearly all international donors have clear requirements for 
implementing and monitoring gender-related outcomes. 
Despite overwhelming evidence supporting gender inte-
gration, a recent USAID assessment of its country strate-
gic plans found than more than half (57 percent) had only 
minimal gender integration.1 Other U.S. development pro-

1 “Measuring Gender Integration in USAID Planning, Procurement and 
Projects”, 2009 (unpublished)

grams such as the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS 
Relief (PEPFAR) and Millennium Challenge Corporation 
(MCC) approach gender integration directly, with a strong 
focus on equality. Making just one change—systematically 
addressing gender differences—could make U.S. develop-
ment assistance vastly more effective.

Gender analysis reveals the different roles, rights, respon-
sibilities and constraints of women and men. In many cases, 
such analyses highlight an increased need for investment in 
women and girls, recognizing historic and ongoing discrimi-
nation that has prevented women from reaching their full 
potential. For example, analyses of the barriers women and 
men face to move out of poverty reveal that gender-based 
violence and lack of family planning and reproductive health 
services are critical barriers. Gender analyses of agriculture 
projects reveal that while women produce 80 percent of the 
food, they own only 1 percent of the land and receive less 
than 7 percent of farm extension services. As a result, effec-
tive programming needs to reach out directly to women 
farmers rather than solely male landowners. 

Gender equality also has economic benefits. In sub-
Saharan Africa, inequality between men and women in 
education and employment suppressed annual per capita 
grown between 1960 and 1992 by 0.8 percentage points 
per year. A boost of 0.8 percentage points per year would 
have doubled economic growth over the period. In terms 
of infrastructure, investments in building and maintaining 
secondary and tertiary roads often have greater benefit in 
helping women reach local markets or social services than 
investments in major highways, which often have a greater 
benefit for men. Finally, gender analysis recognizes that 
even if the goal is to empower women and girls, men and 
boys must be part of the solution. For example, reducing 
gender-based violence requires the active engagement of 
men and boys to change social norms and cultural accep-
tance of violence.

Gender integration can only be fully implemented with 
strong political commitment, high-level leadership, and 
an institutional mandate for gender equality, supported 
by enhanced capacity to conduct comprehensive gen-
der analyses, sufficient financial resources and greater 
accountability. Both USAID and the State Department need 
clear mandates for gender integration, backed with dedi-
cated streams of funding to support these gender equality 
goals. InterAction applauds the leadership in the Admin-
istration and Congress that has worked hard to promote 
programs addressing the needs of women and girls and to 
reduce global violence against women. These are impor-
tant efforts to build on.
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Results
Prioritizing measures to prevent gender-based violence, protect and care for 
survivors and bring perpetrators to justice will help enhance stability, promote 
development and maximize the effectiveness of our foreign assistance 
programs.

Recommendations & Actions
The U.S. Government should develop a comprehensive global strategy to stop violence 
against women and girls and make this issue a priority in U.S. development and diplomacy. 
Efforts to prevent and respond to gender-based violence should be fully integrated into all 
relevant U.S. foreign assistance programs.

• Direct the State Department and USAID to develop a comprehensive strategy for 
addressing gender-based violence. The strategy should be informed by research and 
best practice, leverage existing U.S. investments, coordinate across relevant agencies 
and programs, and be adequately resourced.

• Ensure gender-based violence prevention and response is integrated into all appropri-
ate U.S. humanitarian and development assistance programs: for example in education, 
health, economic development and the training of judicial officials, police and military 
forces.

• Advocate for UN and international agencies with responsibilities for the protection of 
women and girls in humanitarian settings to strengthen their efforts to prevent and 
respond to gender-based violence and ensure they have adequate resources to meet 
their responsibilities.

• Strengthen U.S. humanitarian programming by supporting: increased services for sur-
vivors of gender-based violence; greater investments in prevention; capacity building of 
local, national and international organizations; and continuity of funding and program-
ming from the relief phase to early recovery and development.

• Support increased capacity at USAID and the State Department in humanitarian protec-
tion and gender-based violence issues. Ensure that protection and gender-based vio-
lence experts are deployed on U.S. Disaster Assistance Response Teams.

Developing a Strategy to End 
Gender-Based Violence

   Problem
Gender-based violence 
is a global problem 
that has devastating 
consequences for 
survivors, families 
and societies and a 
profound impact on 
the development of 
countries. Women and 
girls living in areas 
affected by war or 
natural disaster are 
often at heightened 
risk of sexual violence 
and exploitation. In 
some war-torn areas, 
men and boys have 
also been targeted, 
but the vast majority 
of those vulnerable to 
gender-based violence 
are women and girls. 
The failure to address 
this human rights crisis 
impedes progress on 
core humanitarian and 
development goals—
whether in health, the 
fight against HIV-AIDS, 
education or economic 
development.

www.interaction.org


Background
The United Nations estimates that one in every three 
women around the world has been beaten, coerced into 
sex or abused in her lifetime. According to the World Health 
Organization, up to 70 percent of women in some countries 
report they have been victims of domestic violence at some 
point in their lives. This type of violence can rob countries of 
the talent of half their populations.

In war-affected areas, women and girls are at risk of rape 
and sexual exploitation—often forced to exchange sex for 
food and other essentials for themselves and their families. 
In some places, rape has become a weapon of choice used 
to systematically attack civilians and destabilize societies. 
In the Democratic Republic of the Congo, for example, 
experts estimate that hundreds of thousands of women 
have been raped in the province of South Kivu alone since 
2002. For those displaced by war, domestic violence is 
also a significant threat. The rupture of traditional commu-
nity structures and the lack of legal employment opportu-
nities often increase the vulnerability of displaced women 
and girls to violence. Efforts to establish peace and stability 
must address women’s needs and perpetrators must be 
held accountable.

Women can face similar protection challenges in natu-
ral disasters that result in major displacement. Haiti is a 
case in point. In the aftermath of the devastating earth-
quake, the insecurity, overcrowding, inadequate services 
and poor lighting in many camps and spontaneous settle-
ments put thousands of Haitian women and girls at great 

risk for sexual violence.
Whether in humanitarian emergencies or more traditional 

development contexts, addressing the epidemic of gen-
der-based violence is an important moral challenge and is 
important for U.S. interests. When women and girls thrive, 
societies are more likely to prosper economically. Rates of 
child and maternal mortality and HIV/AIDS are more likely 
to decrease. When women can safely and fully participate 
in the social and economic life of their community and 
country, governments are likely to be more participatory 
and democratic.

The U.S. can maximize the effectiveness of its foreign 
assistance dollars by integrating gender-based violence 
prevention and response activities into U.S. humanitarian 
and development programs and making the issue a priority 
in U.S. diplomacy.

The effort will require better coordination across respon-
sible federal agencies, a scaling up of promising initia-
tives and better data collection, monitoring and evalu-
ation. The Administration, with support from Congress, 
should develop a comprehensive strategy to meet these 
objectives. The strategy should reflect the cross-sectoral 
aspects of the problem. It should ensure that gender-based 
violence considerations are woven into the fabric of U.S. 
education, health and economic development programs, 
as well as U.S. programs to train judicial officials, police, 
military and peacekeeping forces. In humanitarian settings, 
the strategy should also provide for the full integration of 
protection and gender-based violence programming from 
the very start of humanitarian response activities.
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More than 40 years have passed since the United States first created its foreign assis-
tance framework, and the world has changed dramatically. New global threats such 
as HIV and AIDS, climate change and rising food and energy costs challenge our 

efforts to expand economic opportunities in developing countries and build a more equitable 
world. The changed context has led to a call for a significant overhaul of foreign assistance. 

The Modernizing Foreign Assistance Network (MFAN)1—a group of U.S. think-tanks, aca-
demics and international nongovernmental organizations—recently called on Congress and 
the next U.S. president to reform U.S. foreign assistance for the 21st century.2 The MFAN 
consensus argues that rather than subordinate global development to larger national security 
goals, the prototype for many years, U.S. foreign assistance must be realigned. MFAN calls 
for global development and poverty reduction to be elevated to a level equal to diplomacy 
and defense, with the mandate and resources to be a principal instrument of U.S. engage-
ment in the world. The consensus asserts that fighting global poverty is itself a contribution to 
long-term security because it addresses many of the root causes of political instability. 

The International Center for Research on Women (ICRW) and Women Thrive Worldwide 
endorse this call for a new and expanded U.S. strategy for global development and poverty 
reduction, and we assert that the reform agenda will be even more effective if it takes women 
into account. What follows are recommendations that add value to the MFAN proposal 
by enhancing economic growth and reducing poverty through the promotion of women’s 
empowerment and gender equality. 

Common principles: women and foreign assistance reform
The Modernizing Foreign Assistance Network (MFAN) policy consensus proposes five 

core principles for a new Foreign Assistance Act. ICRW and Women Thrive support these 
principles, which underscore the policy changes needed to achieve women’s empower-
ment and gender equality:
• elevate global development as a national interest priority in actions as well as rhetoric; 
• align foreign assistance policies, operations, budgets and statutory authorities;
• rebuild and rationalize organizational structures;
• commit sufficient and flexible resources with accountability for results; and
• partner with others to produce results.

As the United States elevates global development to a primary foreign policy aim, it must 
elevate the goal of women’s empowerment and gender equality.4 The United States is much 
more likely to achieve its broader aims of poverty reduction and economic development with 
investments in women. The U.S. government has made solid strides in raising the profile of 
women in development, especially through the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC). 
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But greater attention is needed to achieve the development 
objectives of Millennium Development Goal 3: to empower 
women and promote gender equality. 

A new Foreign Assistance Act, which would provide a 
legal framework for updated policies and reorganized 
structures, presents an exciting opportunity to reduce pov-
erty by fully integrating gender into foreign aid investments 
and enhancing opportunities for both women and men. 

Why women and gender equality? Lessons 
from 40 years of development

Any effort to expand global development and reduce 
poverty must focus on women and gender equality. From a 
human rights perspective, women are half of the population 
and addressing their distinct needs, given unequal power 
relationships, is imperative. From an economic perspec-
tive, women are the bulk of the world’s poor and investing 
in women pays. The international development community 
has more than 40 years of evidence to demonstrate the 
value added of investing in women.

Investments in women lead to direct payoffs for reduc-
ing poverty and growing economies.5 Women in devel-
oping country economies are producers and income 
earners, farmers and entrepreneurs, wage workers and 

self-employed. In India’s economic transformation of the 
past 15 years, the World Bank finds that states with the 
highest percentage of women in the labor force grew the 
fastest and had the largest reductions in poverty.6 

Investments in women also have broad multiplier effects 
like improving children’s health and education, which over 
the long run can significantly improve the futures of com-
munities and countries.7, 8 An extra year of girls’ educa-
tion can reduce infant mortality by 5-to-10 percent.9 The 
children of educated mothers are 40 percent more likely 
to live beyond the age of 5,10 and 50 percent more likely 
to be immunized.11 A mother’s social and economic status 
also is one of the best indicators of whether her children 
will escape poverty and be healthy. Bottomline: A focus on 
women is vital to reduce poverty and break the cycle of 
inter-generational poverty.

Despite the evidence, women and girls still fail to be 
incorporated fully into and benefit from global development 
efforts. In developing countries, women earn on average 
22 percent less than men.12 Women in Africa constitute the 
majority of farmers, yet they receive less than 10 percent 
of small farm credit and own just 1 percent of the land.13 
Women face more obstacles than men in labor markets, 
receive lower wages for the same work, dominate in the 
informal economy and have less access to credit, land, 
education and other productive resources. 

If these gender inequalities persist, women, their families, 
their communities and their countries will pay the high cost 
of slower economic growth, weaker governance and over-
all lower standards of living:14

• GNP (gross national product) per capita is lower in coun-
tries where women are significantly less well educated 
than men.15 

• In sub-Saharan Africa, inequality between men and 
women in education and employment suppressed annual 
per capita growth during 1960-1992 by 0.8 percentage 
points per year, according to the World Bank. A boost 
of 0.8 percent per year would have doubled economic 
growth over that period.16

Reforming U.S. foreign assistance provides a pivotal 
opportunity to integrate the lessons of the past 40 years into 
new priorities, strategies, structures and budgets. What fol-
lows are proven steps for how to enhance economic growth 
and improve development efficiency by promoting wom-
en’s empowerment and gender equality. These steps build 
directly into the action framework of the MFAN consensus.17 

(1) Develop a new U.S. Strategy for global development 
and poverty reduction that fully recognizes the role of 
women.

As MFAN asserts, the United States must develop a clear 
and focused strategy to achieve long-term development and 

Value Added: Integrating Women into the  
Recommendations of the Modernizing Foreign  
Assistance Network

1. Develop a new U.S. strategy for global development that 
fully recognizes women’s roles in reducing poverty and 
expanding economic growth, commits the United States to 
advancing the Millennium Development Goal of women’s 
empowerment and gender equality, and invests in multilat-
eral efforts to achieve this goal.

2. Plan, design and enact a new Foreign Assistance Act that 
ensures that U.S. development assistance benefits women 
equally as men, with tools and indicators to improve execu-
tion and results.

3. Implement a more consistent and coordinated policy and 
approach to gender integration as part of broader efforts 
to achieve greater coherence and coordination in U.S. for-
eign assistance programs. 

4. Increase funding for programs that invest in women and 
address gender inequalities, and track and report on these 
expenditures to ensure that financial resources allocated 
to foreign assistance are effective in reducing poverty and 
promoting development. 

Note: These recommendations build directly onto the action  
priorities of the MFAN consensus.3



poverty reduction, separate from but parallel to short-term 
national security interests and political goals.18 For too long, 
U.S. foreign assistance has been encumbered by multiple, 
competing and sometimes conflicting goals and objectives.

ICRW and Women Thrive urge that a new U.S. strategy 
for global development should build on the eight Millen-
nium Development Goals (MDGs)19 endorsed by the inter-
national community in 2000, and specifically MDG 3 which 
promotes women’s empowerment and gender equality. 
Thus far the United States has kept the MDGs at arm’s 
length. Now is the time for the United States to espouse 
the MDG framework for its own bilateral assistance as well 
as to cooperate and more fully engage with other donors 
and multilateral agencies (see Box I). 

Moreover, for a new U.S. strategy to be effective, it must 
identify and overcome specific gender inequalities that are 
obstacles to development. For example, if a major U.S. goal 
is to increase food security in Africa, aid programs need 
to recognize African women’s primary role in food produc-
tion and family nutrition, and identify ways to address the 
obstacles women face to increasing their agricultural pro-
ductivity (e.g., lack of a legal right to own and inherit land, 
and lack of access to productive resources such as credit, 
technology, extension services, information and markets). 
Such efforts to reduce gender inequality would comple-
ment other programs and benefit men as well as women. 

Recommendation 1:
Develop a new U.S. strategy for global development 
that fully recognizes women’s roles in reducing poverty 
and expanding economic growth, commits the United 
States to advancing the Millennium Development Goal 
of women’s empowerment and gender equality, and 
invests in multilateral efforts to achieve this goal. 

(2) Plan, design and enact a new Foreign Assistance 
Act that strengthens the commitment to women as well 
as men.

A new Foreign Assistance Act must improve upon the 
Percy Amendment to strengthen and expand the focus on 
women’s empowerment and gender equality. 

The 1973 Percy Amendment guides current U.S. policy 
toward women’s roles in international development. The 
Amendment stipulates that U.S. Agency for International 
Development (USAID) programs should be administered 
“so as to give particular attention to programs, projects 
and activities which tend to integrate women into the 
national economies of foreign countries, thus improving 
their status and assisting the total development effort.” It 
helped foster the creation of the USAID Women in Devel-
opment Office and subsequent initiatives to improve the 
status of women in developing countries, though some 
were never fully implemented. 

Despite its mandate, the Percy Amendment has had 
only marginal success. A 1993 report by the U.S. General 
Accounting Office (GAO) concluded that USAID’s imple-
mentation of the Percy Amendment had been weak. USAID 
was “slow in incorporating gender into its programs and 
activities,” according to the GAO, and had “not adequately 
monitored the implementation of its policies and strate-
gies or routinely evaluated the impact of its programs and 
activities on women.”21 

Although USAID subsequently took steps to remedy 
these problems, its track record remains weak. The agency 
lacks both the high-level leadership and some of the insti-
tutional mechanisms to systematically integrate gender 
analysis into program design and implementation so that 
programs benefit women as well as men. For example, 
USAID lacks an institutional mandate and internal policy 
to ensure that women benefit from its programs; it lacks 
adequate finances for such programs; and it fails to place 
gender experts in key positions in the agency. 

Recommendation 2:
Plan, design and enact a new Foreign Assistance Act 
that ensures that U.S. development assistance benefits 
women equally as men, with tools and indicators to 
improve execution and results. 

Box I:  
Multilateral Foreign Assistance Key to U.S. Reforms

The United States is missing crucial opportunities to lever-
age its own funding to improve and shape the direction and 
performance of multilateral institutions by downplaying multi-
lateral aid in favor of bilateral aid.

The U.N. system, the World Bank and the regional devel-
opment banks are important partners in international devel-
opment cooperation and influential actors in development 
assistance worldwide. To date, they lead international efforts 
to empower women and reduce gender inequality. Many 
have adopted gender mainstreaming and equality policies 
with varying success and offer important lessons learned. 
The World Bank, for example, recently adopted a Gender 
Action Plan to focus attention on women’s economic activi-
ties, intensify attention to gender in its economic programs 
and operations, and demonstrate results. 

UNIFEM is the only multilateral organization that focuses 
solely on women’s rights and gender equality. To date, it has 
experienced mixed success for a variety of reasons that 
include diffused responsibilities and a lack of resources. A 
recent proposal suggests ways to strengthen UNIFEM and 
its role in leading efforts within the United Nations to inte-
grate gender and achieve the goals of gender equality and 
women’s empowerment.20 



(3) Implement a more consistent and coordinated pol-
icy and approach to gender integration. 

                        The proliferation of foreign assistance agencies, pro-
grams and offices has led to disparate commitment lev-
els and approaches to address women’s empowerment 
and gender inequality. In addition to USAID, for example, 

the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) 
and the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) address 
strategies for empowering women and promoting gender 
equality to varying degrees. 

A new Foreign Assistance Act will provide the United 
States with a unique opportunity to streamline these three 

Box II: 
Different U.S. Aid Agencies Take Different  
Approaches for Women

The three main U.S. development entities today—U.S. Agency 
for International Development, the President’s Emergency Plan 
for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and the Millennium Challenge Cor-
poration (MCC)—vary significantly in their approaches toward 
achieving gender equality and empowering women.

USAID. In 1996, after more than 20 years of little progress 
toward fulfilling the Percy Amendment and under pressure by 
the international women’s conference in Beijing, USAID adopted 
a Gender Plan of Action for all its activities. In 2000, however, 
an in-depth analysis of the plan’s implementation showed that 
“over 90 percent of those interviewed in USAID and the PVO/
NGO community said that [the plan] has not had any measur-
able impact on agency operations.”22 

Since then, USAID has made some progress toward integrat-
ing tools and approaches that help prioritize women and their 
different needs through its development programs. In 2003, the 
agency adopted guidance explicitly requiring attention to gen-
der considerations in country strategies. The guidance stipu-
lated that country strategies had to include a gender analysis, 
hire staff with some gender expertise, and disaggregate data by 
sex for monitoring and evaluation. A recent USAID review found 
a marked increase in the degree and quality of attention to gen-
der in country strategies after 2003. This progress fell across 
nearly all development sectors and geographical regions, 
although the average score remained between “minimal” and 
“moderate.”23 Evidence is not yet available on how effective the 
strategies have been in generating better results for women. 

PEPFAR. Although the 2003 PEPFAR authorization legisla-
tion placed considerable emphasis on gender inequality and its 
effect on women’s HIV risk, the program was slow to integrate 
ways to address women’s unique barriers and risks pertaining 
to HIV in its procedures and programs. In late 2005, the Office 
of Global AIDS Coordinator established a gender technical 
working group which identified five priority program strategies: 
(1) increase gender equality on access to HIV/AIDS services; 
(2) address risky male norms and behavior; (3) reduce gender-
based violence and sexual coercion; (4) increase women’s 
and girls’ access to income and productive resources; and (5) 
increase women’s legal protection and rights. PEPFAR also 
began to disaggregate by sex some of the data collected for 
annual reporting to Congress. It was the first U.S. aid agency 
to do so. 

Beyond these steps, however, PEPFAR lacks most other 
mechanisms for integrating priorities for women into its work 
plan, structure or policies. The program has issued no insti-
tutional mandate on gender integration and no formal opera-
tional guidance to field programs. It has dedicated few financial 
resources or full-time staff to promoting the implementation 
of the five program strategies issued by the gender technical 
working group, and holds no regular gender training or other 
capacity building for staff and partners. Although the working 
group reviews annual country operational strategies and rec-
ommends ways to strengthen attention to gender issues, it 
conducts no systematic gender analysis of projects and pro-
vides limited technical assistance to field programs. Recently, 
PEPFAR initiated an effort to define new indicators to measure 
results. Such indicators might move the program beyond dis-
aggregated data collection by sex and allow PEPFAR to better 
assess whether and how programs are working for women. 

MCC. Established in January 2004, the MCC already has 
demonstrated considerable commitment to advancing wom-
en’s status in developing countries and promoting gender 
equality by integrating these priorities into its policies and pro-
cedures. Noteworthy efforts include: 
• Consistent and strong political leadership from MCC’s chief 

executive officer that women are a priority in its development 
efforts.

• Appointment of a high-level gender expert to anchor pro-
gram work.

• Adoption of a clear gender policy that calls for gender inte-
gration in program design, implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation that articulates the expectations of country gov-
ernments and MCC staff. 

• A requirement that all staff undergo periodic mandatory train-
ings on gender analysis and other gender methodologies and 
approaches.

• A requirement that recipient governments consult with women, 
including rural women, in country prior to drafting “compacts” 
or agreements with the MCC. The compacts must identify 
intended beneficiaries disaggregated by sex, age and income. 

• A requirement that all country compacts undergo gender 
analysis as part of larger social and environmental analysis 
prior to final MCC board approval. 

Though still in the early stages of rolling out its country pro-
grams, the MCC is conducting an internal evaluation on its 
gender policy implementation to assess whether its goals for 
women are being met and how to improve their work in this area.



key U.S. bilateral aid entities, as well as other aid initiatives, 
and improve the coherence and coordination of their pro-
grams, including efforts to integrate gender and improve 
outcomes for women.

No U.S. assistance program has fully embraced gender 
integration, though the MCC has made progress (see Box 
II). Important lessons from such efforts can inform a new for-
eign assistance framework. Significant changes in organi-
zational structure and processes are needed to ensure that 
the goals of empowering women and promoting gender 
equality are a priority throughout all U.S. foreign assistance 
efforts. These structural changes include establishing: 
• Leadership and political commitment to develop-

ment for women at the highest levels of agencies or 
programs, including the appointment of a senior-level 
official responsible for the gender goals who reports 
directly to the agency head and has the authority to influ-
ence decisions on foreign assistance policies, priorities 
and budget;

• Institutional mandate that signals to managers that 
empowering women and promoting gender equality 
must be integrated across all strategies, programs and 
projects, including the use of gender analysis; 

• Enhanced capacity for gender analysis and program-
ming by placing gender experts with appropriate techni-
cal experience and skills within all relevant regional and 
technical bureaus or functions, and by drawing upon local 
technical gender experts in host countries (see Box III); 

• Sufficient financial resources to support comprehen-
sive gender analysis and appropriate follow through in 
project design, implementation and evaluation. This involves hiring technical gender experts in various devel-

opment fields, and financing the integration of women 
(or men, if appropriate) in projects as well as stand-alone 
activities that are vital to the success of development 
efforts and achieving gender equality.

Recommendation 3:
Implement a more consistent and coordinated policy 
and approach to gender integration as part of broader 
efforts to achieve greater coherence and coordination 
in U.S. foreign assistance programs. 

(4) Increase funding for programs that invest in women 
and address gender inequalities.

To expand economic growth and reduce poverty in 
developing countries, increased funding and greater 
accountability are needed. Making investments in women 
and establishing gender equality as a cornerstone of U.S. 
foreign assistance will go a long way toward achieving 
development goals, and this requires ensuring adequate 
resources and accountability. 

At present, it is difficult to know how much money is spent 

Box III: 
Gender Analysis Can Strengthen  
Foreign Assistance

Gender analysis identifies the different roles, rights, responsi-
bilities and constraints of women and men in different societ-
ies. Addressing these differences is essential to the success-
ful design and implementation of development programs.

For example, to keep girls in school in many developing 
communities, particular attention must be paid to their safety 
as they move between their homes and schools, and while 
at school. This simple, but important consideration came to 
light as part of an analysis of the different factors affecting the 
school enrollment rates of girls as compared to boys.

Gender analysis does not just benefit women and girls. 
Addressing the distinct roles, beliefs and barriers that men 
face is equally important to strengthening programs. A gen-
der perspective ensures that both women and men can par-
ticipate in, support, and benefit from development efforts to 
relieve poverty and expand economic growth. 

Box IV: 
Global Foreign Aid: What’s Spent  
on Gender Equality?

Total global spending on women’s empowerment and gender 
equality through development assistance programs is difficult 
to measure, and ranges widely from 5 percent in Japan to 50 
percent in Germany. 

The Development Assistance Committee of the OECD 
reports that during 2005-2006, some 16 bilateral donors 
spent a total of approximately $8.5 billion each year on aid 
focused on gender equality and women’s empowerment— 
almost 33 percent of the $26 billion in overall aid spent by 
those same donors. This figure does not include the addi-
tional $27.8 billion in bilateral aid spent by seven other coun-
tries, including the United States, that either do not report 
their gender-related spending to the OECD or for which the 
spending is too low.

Most money allocated toward women’s or gender pro-
grams support investments in education, health, water and 
sanitation, and social services. Only a small share of the pro-
grams support investments in finance, business, agriculture 
or industry—areas vital to poverty reduction and economic 
growth. 

Source: “Aid in Support of Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment”  
OECD-DAC Secretariat, February 2008 



in U.S. foreign assistance programs to promote women’s 
empowerment and gender equality. Recent reporting on 
donor countries’ expenditures to advance gender equality 
by the Development Assistance Committee of the Orga-
nization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD-DAC) excludes any figures for the United States 
24 (see Box IV). A new foreign assistance framework must 
allow sufficient resources to ensure that gender integration 
occurs throughout a project cycle. 

Effective ways to track this spending also should be 
devised to facilitate accountability. The U.S. should track 
its expenditures on women and gender equality as other 
OECD countries do, and establish mechanisms to measure 
progress toward U.S. development goals. Such mecha-
nisms include monitoring and evaluation systems that 
disaggregate data by sex as well as age and income, and 
developing and adopting indicators to measure outcomes 
such as improvements in women’s or men’s health, educa-
tion, income or legal rights. 

Finally, stronger internal accountability measures must 
be put in place so that managers within foreign assistance 
programs are assessed on their progress toward reaching 
these goals. Congress too must play a more active role 
in oversight of foreign assistance agencies by monitoring 
agencies’ progress toward women’s empowerment and 
gender equality goals and objectives.

Recommendation 4:
Increase funding for programs that invest in women and 
address gender inequalities, and track and report on 
these expenditures to ensure that financial resources 
allocated to foreign assistance are effective in reducing 
poverty and promoting development. 

Conclusion 
The global scene has changed tremendously since the 

birth of U.S. development assistance with the Marshall 
Plan and its subsequent alignment with U.S. security 
interests pertaining to the Cold War. Yet U.S. foreign aid 
mechanisms have not been systematically analyzed or 
overhauled to reflect the United States’ changing priori-
ties. Further, while U.S. development assistance has been 
adapted to the changing global landscape over the past 
several decades, those changes have occurred in an ad 
hoc way. 

The time is ripe to systematically revamp U.S. develop-
ment assistance mechanisms, drawing on key lessons 
learned with years of aid experience and taking advantage 
of increased public awareness of the importance of a U.S. 
role in addressing global poverty in the aftermath of 9/11. 
We are at the cusp of potentially major changes in the U.S. 
administration. We also have the benefit of many years of 

development experience, which gives us greater under-
standing on how to overcome poverty, including the central 
importance of empowering women and reducing inequal-
ity between women and men. We must ensure that gender 
equality goals and gender integration in development pro-
grams are integral features of the new foreign assistance 
framework and strategy.
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Achieving Quality Basic 
Education Globally
Recommendations & Actions
The U.S. should establish quality basic education as a cornerstone of its Global Development 
Strategy and elevate U.S. leadership, mobilize resources and accelerate progress towards 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) 2 and 3 and the Education for All (EFA) goals.The U.S. 
should: make quality basic education the centerpiece of U.S. education assistance; address 
gaps in funding, capacity, data and policy; and ensure its education assistance reflects core 
principles of effective and sustainable aid in alignment with the MDG and EFA goals.

• Pass the Education for All Act: HR 5117; S. 3797. 
• Finalize a U.S. strategy concerning the MDG and EFA goals that boosts educational 

access and quality and leads to sustainment of efforts by the host country. The strategy 
should: (1) align with the MDG and EFA goals; (2) scale up effective interventions; (3) be 
integrated within country education and development plans, require consultation with 
all stakeholders; (4) prioritize assistance based on country needs, capacity and commit-
ment; (5) receive adequate resources; and (6) include regular assessments.

• Designate USAID as the lead agency for global education assistance; significantly increase 
the number of qualified education specialists for monitoring and evaluation; empower 
USAID mission directors to respond to country-based objectives with effective interven-
tions; enhance inter-agency coordination; undertake bilateral assistance in close partner-
ship with NGOs and other partners; and ensure education remains central to U.S. aid.

• Focus on educating women and girls; build on related U.S. expertise and comparative 
advantage. USAID should keep a strong focus on educating women and girls. It should 
also strengthen its comparative advantages in education, including teacher qualifica-
tion and professionalism, technology integration and innovation, educating marginalized 
groups, and community initiatives in education.

• Ensure quality basic education is provided to children and youth in emergencies includ-
ing conflicts. The U.S. should bolster resources and capacity for quality basic educa-
tion in conflict and post-conflict emergencies. It should also provide continuity between 
humanitarian and development assistance, closely considering recommendations of the 
Interagency Network on Education in Emergencies.

• Elevate U.S. role in international efforts to promote quality global education by providing 
a meaningful level of U.S. financial support to multilateral efforts, including the reformed, 
independent and strengthened Fast Tract Initiative.

Results
Investment in quality basic education is the most effective route to high-impact 
yields in health, economic growth, democracy and governance, peace and 
sustainability. It will directly strengthen U.S. security and enhance U.S. global lead-
ership and influence, while continuing longstanding U.S. humanitarian practice.

   Problem
Across the globe, 
approximately 69 million 
children of primary 
school age and an 
additional 71 million 
secondary school-
age youth are out of 
school. Moreover, 
many schoolchildren, 
particularly 
marginalized, homeless 
and disabled children, 
receive a poor quality 
education and have 
not learned to read or 
perform basic math. 
They too often face 
overcrowded, unsafe, 
ill-equipped classrooms, 
inadequately trained 
teachers, a lack of 
books and relevant 
learning materials, 
resulting in millions of 
children dropping out 
of school by the fifth 
grade. This negatively 
affects development 
results across all 
sectors.

www.interaction.org


Background
Challenges to achieving MDG 2 and  
Education for All (EFA) goals
There has been real progress towards achieving MDG 2, 
which calls for all children to be able to complete primary 
schooling by 2015. The number of out-of-school primary 
age children has declined from 96 million in 1999 to 69 
million in 2008. But more than half of these children are 
in conflict-affected countries or fragile states and are the 
hardest-to-reach. Current projections suggest that in 2015, 
some 56 million children will not be in school, with 23 mil-
lion in sub-Saharan Africa alone. An additional 71 million 
youth of secondary school age are not in school.

By 2050, there will be 1.2 billion youth around the world, 
and nine of every 10 will be in developing countries. This 
means most young people are coming of age in societies 
that lack basic education and employment opportunities. 
Uneducated children in the developing world are particu-
larly vulnerable to human rights abuses, including traffick-
ing, forced or exploitive child labor, early child marriage, 
becoming a child soldier, or joining militant or extremist 
groups. Lack of access is exacerbated by the poor quality 
education many children receive. Many countries have not 
adopted measures for accurately assessing whether chil-
dren are actually learning.

Education drives economic growth
Quality education equips people with the knowledge, 

skills and self-reliance they need to increase their income 
and expand their employment opportunities. No country has 
achieved rapid economic growth without investing in edu-
cation and reaching an adult literacy rate of at least 40 per-
cent. One extra year of schooling increases an individual’s 
earnings by up to 10 percent. If all students in low-income 
countries completed school with basic reading skills, 171 
million people could be lifted out of poverty, resulting in 
roughly a 12 percent drop in world poverty. Recent research 
has found that educational quality—measured by what 
people know—has powerful effects on individual earnings, 
income distribution and economic growth. In short, cross-
country differences in productivity growth depend more on 
differences in what students master through their education 
than variations in years of schooling or enrollment rates.

Education enhances security and stability
Education is a critical component of building long-term 

global security and stability. An educated citizenry capable 
of making informed decisions, voicing opinions and hold-
ing elected officials responsible is essential for democracy 

to survive and flourish. Broader, more equitable access 
to education encourages political participation, enhances 
democratic governance and strengthens civil society and 
respect for rule of law. Every additional year of formal 
schooling for males reduces the risk of their being involved 
in conflict by 20 percent.

Education is fundamental to sustainable 
development

Education is central to sustainable development, and 
particularly for the Administration’s priorities for empow-
ering women and girls, global health, food security and 
climate change. Educating girls improves the health, well-
being and educational prospects of the next generation. 
Educated women are more likely to reinvest their earnings 
at the local level. Education facilitates an understanding 
of, and ability to practice, basic elements of health, sanita-
tion and child care. Young people who complete primary 
education are roughly half as likely to contract HIV/AIDS 
as those with little or no education. A farmer with just four 
years of education is more productive than one who has 
not been to school, and is more likely to understand the 
causes and treatment of crop diseases, or new farming 
techniques. Education also is vital in mitigating the effects 
of climate change, particularly to ensure that people have 
access to an adequate supply of safe water. 

Education protects human rights
Education is also a human right, and guards against 

abuses of other human rights abuses. Schools offer safety 
and protection to children in emergencies and conflicts. 
Education is also one of the best ways to prevent child 
labor, child trafficking, child soldiers and child marriage. In 
addition, schools are essential in helping to reintegrate chil-
dren returning home after conflict.

U.S. leadership is essential to realizing the 
promise of quality basic education

A robust U.S. policy for global basic education is an 
investment in human security and economic well-being 
that directly supports the interests of the United States. But 
it will require significant U.S. leadership. Approximately $16 
billion in global contributions are needed annually to meet 
the internationally agreed upon target of education for all by 
2015. It will also require a clear U.S. strategy that employs 
the best available practices, ensures children are actually 
learning, and is effectively managed and coordinated. The 
United States should now commit these resources and 
undertake the development of this strategy, beginning with 
enactment of the Education for All Act.
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Results
Developing countries will have additional capacity and resources to address 
the challenge of slums and urban poverty and take advantage of the opportuni-
ties posed by urbanization. The U.S. Government will lead the response to the 
challenges posed by global urbanization and limit the negative impact while 
maximizing the potential for economic development and democratization.

Recommendations & Actions
The pace and scale of urban growth and deteriorating conditions in urban settlements have 
many global implications including negative impacts for climate change, public health, secu-
rity, migration and increased vulnerability to disasters such as the 2010 earthquake in Haiti. 
The U.S. needs a better foreign assistance structure with an increased urban development 
focus that recognizes the links between urban development and poverty. Doing so can fur-
ther America’s foreign policy interests of promoting greater security and stability.: 
1. USAID should complete and implement its new urban development strategy to address 

housing, slum improvement and urban development needs. Many factors have a role 
to play—responsive inclusive governance, better physical planning, improved human 
and social services, economic opportunity and appropriately scaled capital investment. 
Specifically, the strategy should:
• Be developed with broad NGO consultation;
• Emphasize community engagement and the fostering of civil society;
• Include technical capacity-building of national and local governments to strengthen 

their planning, policy development and management capacity;
• Utilize a multi-sectoral approach;
• Facilitate donor coordination and engage the private sector. 

2. USAID should re-establish an office of urban issues to provide leadership for coor-
dinated programming, technical support for urban development, including economic 
development and dissemination of best practices.

3. In sub-Saharan Africa, where 72 percent of current city dwellers live in slums, USAID 
should launch a special regional initiative focusing on urbanization and urban poverty, 
with robust multilateral funding. This must be done in partnership with African govern-
ments and civil society.

4. The Millennium Challenge Corporation should hire staff with expertise in urban pov-
erty to support compact development and implementation, and to advise countries as 
appropriate on the likely impacts of urbanization trends on poverty and growth so coun-
tries can make more informed decisions about MCC Compact priorities.

5. Congress should pass legislation along the lines of the SLUM Assistance Act (H.R. 
1702) or the Sustainable Urban Development Act (S. 3229).

Addressing Rapidly Expanding 
Urban Poverty

    Problem
More than half of the 
world’s population, 
approximately 3.3 billion 
people, live in urban 
areas. Over the next 20 
years, the percentage 
of urban dwellers living 
in the developing world 
will rise to 80 percent, 
and without concerted 
action, the majority 
will live in slums. One 
billion poor people 
currently contend with 
sub-standard housing, 
unsafe drinking water, 
insecure tenure and 
no access to basic 
sanitation, education 
and health services. 
Such conditions can 
serve as breeding 
grounds for disease 
and social instability. 
Despite these facts and 
potential consequences, 
urban poverty has been 
largely absent from the 
U.S. foreign assistance 
agenda.
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Background1

Virtually all world population growth for at least the next 50 
years will be in cities; and the cities of the developing world 
will absorb most of this increase. This phenomenon should 
be viewed positively because there is general agreement 
that urbanization is fundamental to sustained national 
economic growth. However, rapid urbanization is often 
an overwhelming management and financial challenge for 
developing country governments.

One billion people now live in slums in the developing 
world and that number will increase. To address this ade-
quately, the U.S. will need a better foreign assistance struc-
ture with an increased urban development focus. Urban 
programs are a proven, effective and efficient use of limited 
foreign assistance resources.

Opportunities and challenges
U.S. foreign aid can help the developing world cope with 
the challenges and take advantage of the opportunities 
presented by urbanization.

• Economic growth. Cities can be engines of economic 
growth for developing countries. The population density 
and economies of scale characteristic of urban areas 
attract entrepreneurs, facilitate business and invest-
ment, and provide markets. In slums, vibrant informal 
economies offer a springboard for future development. 
Urban growth, in turn, feeds rural development by way 
of remittances and demand for rural products.

• Urban poverty and slums. Slum dwellers contend with 
crowded and sub-standard housing, unsafe drinking 
water, a lack of basic sanitation, insecure tenure and 
a lack of access to education and health services. Tar-
geted, comprehensive urban assistance programs can 
greatly improve these conditions and help the urban 
poor lift themselves out of poverty.

• Urban investment. The rapid growth of cities is over-
whelming urban infrastructure and service systems, 
undermining potential for efficiency and growth to the 
jeopardy of inhabitants both poor and otherwise. Bet-
ter development planning and urban management, 
increased infrastructure investment and improved ser-
vice provision are needed to make cities more efficient 
for businesses and better places to live.

• Global threats. Improving slum conditions is in the 
U.S. national interest because it can help prevent and 
control the spread of disease and lower the probabil-
ity of social instability. Urban investments and effective 
planning can mitigate the effects of global warming on 
developing country cities and prevent a dramatic future 
increase in their greenhouse gas emissions.

1  Background prepared by the International Housing Coalition

Successful urban assistance
Comprehensive urban programs are urgently needed. They 
can build on current, successful programs and the new, 
overall direction of U.S. foreign assistance already emerging.

• Urgently needed. Now is the time to shape urbanization 
before existing conditions deteriorate and new slums are 
established. The impact of a global recession combined 
with the global youth bulge has the power to generate 
huge numbers of disaffected, unemployed urban youth. 
Urban development programs can mitigate this.

• Tested best practices. Programs are most successful 
when they address the challenges of urbanization through 
a carefully coordinated, multi-sector approach. Many 
of the most successful programs share three essential 
characteristics: involving citizens substantively; utilizing 
economic incentives to shape behavior effectively; and 
tackling urban challenges comprehensively.

• Increased recognition. Congress, the American peo-
ple, donors, private foundations and developing coun-
tries are all giving increased attention to urbanization 
and slums. Urban assistance, like all U.S. foreign aid, 
has been handicapped by outdated legislation, the lack 
of an overall strategy, and restrictive funding mecha-
nisms that stovepipe programs into specific sectors. But 
that may be changing. Urbanization should be a prime 
consideration in re-structuring U.S. foreign assistance.

An effective assistance strategy
U.S. Government leadership and an effective strategy 
is essential to foster coordinated urban assistance. Four 
complementary building blocks should be the founda-
tion of a new long-term urban development strategy that 
reaches across sectors, facilitates donor coordination. and 
engages the private sector:

1. Policy reform. Key elements include decentralizing 
authorities and resources from national to municipal 
governments and reforming policies and regulations. 
Donors should help build the technical capacity of 
national and local governments to strengthen policy 
development and implementation.

2. Urban planning. Comprehensive city development 
plans should be developed, with technical assistance 
when necessary, and serve as a means to coordinate 
donor- and private sector-funded projects.

3. Host country ownership. Development strategies 
should be demand-driven with full national government 
support, municipal leadership and substantial commu-
nity participation.

4. Mobilization of resources and collaboration. Rais-
ing adequate resources will require investments by 
developing country governments, the private sector, 
and international donors, and collaboration in program 
design and implementation.
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Recommendations & Actions
Inclusion of people with disabilities must be a strategic priority within all U.S. foreign assis-
tance programs. Using a rights-based approach, this strategy would seek to broaden the 
equitable participation of all people with disabilities as beneficiaries and implementers at all 
levels of the development process. Recognizing that people with disabilities are the most 
qualified to advocate on issues affecting their lives, the experiences of people with dis-
abilities must be an integral part of the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of 
strategies, programs and projects worldwide. Rather than addressing disability as a medical 
or charitable issue, disability should be addressed using a social model that focuses on the 
role of society in gaining equality for all its citizens, including people with disabilities. This 
rights-based approach focuses on equality for people with disabilities as similar to as equal-
ity for other minority communities.

Specific steps should include the following.
• Ratify the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.
• Develop a national strategy for a disability-inclusive development policy that commits 

the U.S. to achieving the Millennium Development Goals by extending the benefits of 
development to all.

• Ensure full implementation and enforcement of the USAID Disability Policy by: 
 » Establishing a high-level office on disability inclusive development. 
 » Appointing disability focal points for major development assistance agencies, sub-
bureaus and country missions.

 » Incorporating disability inclusion as part of evaluation criteria in all requests for pro-
posals and implementing partner agreements.

 » Requiring each major development agency to budget for and monitor expenditures 
for disability inclusion.

 » Funding programs that build the capacity of people with disabilities and their repre-
sentative organizations to participate in development.

 » Collecting data that is disaggregated by disability.

Results
Investing in people with disabilities is crucial for reducing global poverty, 
fostering economic growth and improving quality of life for all communities. 
Reforming U.S. foreign aid to effectively address needs and priorities of people 
with disabilities ensures more successful and sustainable development for all.

   Problem
There are approximately 
650 million people with 
disabilities in the world, 
or 10 percent of the 
global population, and 
of these an estimated 
80 percent live in 
developing countries. 
Women and girls with 
disabilities are doubly 
disadvantaged and tend 
to be at greater risk of 
economic vulnerability. 
Despite overwhelming 
evidence that people 
with disabilities account 
for a disproportionate 
number of the world’s 
poor, their particular 
needs and participation 
are largely absent 
from international 
development and global 
poverty reduction 
efforts.

Including People with 
Disabilities in U.S Foreign 
Assistance Programs
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Background
One in five of the world’s poorest people has a disability. 
Major environmental, societal and attitudinal barriers con-
tinue to prevent people with disabilities from enjoying their 
basic rights such as attending school, working, access to 
clean water, civil society and health services, and partici-
pating fully in their communities. These barriers become 
more challenging in developing countries where:

• One out of five people living on less than a dollar a day 
has a disability.

• Ninety percent of children with disabilities do not attend 
school. 

• Only 1 percent of disabled women in the global south 
are literate.

• Eighty to ninety percent of people with disabilities of 
working age are unemployed, compared to 50-70 per-
cent in industrialized countries.

Models of disability
Perspectives on disability and development have shifted 

dramatically over the past two decades. Disability is no 
longer seen as a medical or social welfare issue in which 
people with disabilities are treated as objects of char-
ity and segregated from society. The disability movement 
dismantled this oppressive model and promoted a human 
rights approach to disability. Reforms were introduced to 
provide equal opportunities to people with disabilities and 
end segregation, institutionalization, and discrimination.1 

This model functions by empowering people with disabili-
ties to participate actively in political, economic, social and 
cultural life in a way that is respectful and accommodating 
of their differences, thus achieving equality.

U.S. actions
In 1997 the United States made a commitment to ensure 

people with disabilities are included in its foreign assis-

1 Theresia Degener and Gerard Quinn. “A Survey of International, Com-
parative and Regional Disability Law Reform” Disability Rights Law and 
Policy: International and National Perspectives (Papers Conceived and 
Commissioned by the Disability Rights Education and Defense Fund 
(DREDF), eds. M.L. Breslin and S. Yee, pages 3-125 (Ardsley, NY: Trans-
national Pub., 2002).

tance programs by adopting the USAID Disability Policy. In 
the spirit of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the policy 
addresses both discrimination against people with disabili-
ties and the need to address their concerns in all areas of 
development work. As one of the first bilateral donor agen-
cies to develop such a policy and establish standards in 
the area of accessible construction, the U.S. has been a 
global leader in inclusive development. For over a decade, 
the U.S. Government has launched numerous initiatives 
designed to strengthen disability inclusion in foreign assis-
tance programs, yet they are limited by a lack of a consis-
tent strategy to include people with disabilities at all levels 
of the development process. In addition, greater financial 
resources must be allocated to foreign assistance initia-
tives for their long-term viability and impact.

The U.S. must take the opportunity to build on the 
momentum created by the recently signed UN Conven-
tion on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD). In 
July 2009, the United States signed the CRPD, joining over 
150 other countries. The CRPD, which entered into force 
in 2008, formally recognizes disability as a human rights 
issue and marks a huge milestone in the disability move-
ment worldwide. The CRPD also represents a paradigm 
shift within the development community, as it identifies the 
importance of disability inclusion across all development 
programs, rather than as a stand-alone thematic issue. The 
CRPD is a major tool for the implementation of inclusive 
development strategies by governments, the UN and play-
ers at all levels of the development process.

Inclusive development is not a “one-size fits all” approach. 
It is based on respect for diversity and recognizes that all 
people are different and have different needs. Nations can-
not achieve their full potential for economic development 
or democracy without fully embracing the diversity of all 
communities. As a global leader, the United States must 
exemplify this by supporting international development 
that is inclusive of people with disabilities. Urgent action 
is needed as this is one of the greatest humanitarian and 
human rights challenges in the world today.2

2 US National Council on Disability, Foreign Policy and Disability: Legisla-
tive Strategies and Civil rights Protections to Ensure Inclusion of People 
with Disabilities (September 9, 2003).
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Recommendations & Actions
The U.S. is wisely establishing a “whole of government” approach to development, which 
should include coherent, mutually reinforcing official development assistance, trade and 
investment policies and practices, and debt relief. It should also involve civil society organi-
zations in the U.S. and developing countries in strategic planning at the country level and in 
design, implementation and evaluation programs. U.S. policies should support the develop-
ment of representative, well-governed states that can meet the needs of their populations 
by providing decent work, ensuring the fair and inclusive treatment of all peoples, and pro-
moting gender equity and a healthy environment. Consistent with Millennium Development 
Goal 8 on effective partnerships for development, the U.S. should take the following actions: 

• Trade: 
 » Expand full duty-free and quota-free market access to all exports from the Least 
Developed Countries (LDCs).

 » Eliminate rules of origin that restrict input sourcing to increase market access for 
LDCs.

 » Encourage and support South-South and regional trade.
 » Ensure U.S. trade and agriculture policies do not undermine U.S. development objec-
tives and support decent working conditions.

• Debt:
 » Work to expand the Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative (MDRI).
 » Promote debt relief for heavily indebted poor countries facing exogenous shocks from 
the continuing global financial crisis.

 » Reduce odious debt.
• Partnerships:

 » Implement the Paris Declaration and Accra Agenda for Action principles on aid effec-
tiveness and broaden the ministerial table of the OECD Development Assistance 
Council (DAC) to include foundations, three private aid donors from the North and 
three of their civil society counterparts from the South.

 » Decentralize the strategic planning process, moving it to the country level, and re-
invigorate USAID missions as the lead development agency for country-level plan-
ning that will include local civil society and international NGOs with extensive local 
partnerships.

 » Work with U.S. and local civil society to strengthen local ownership and capacity.
 » Improve U.S. inter-agency coordination on development programming.

Results
These steps will produce U.S. preference programs for LDCs that allow for 
future sustainable economic growth and development.

   Problem
The new U.S. Global 
Development Strategy 
has begun aligning 
development assistance, 
debt relief and trade 
and investment. It also 
creates much-needed 
space for civil society 
involvement; however, 
execution is a work in 
progress. It is unclear 
how much development 
will be elevated, 
partnerships advanced, 
trade policies aligned to 
support development, 
and additional resources 
allocated to poverty-
focused development. 
U.S. and European trade 
policies need to support 
development in the least 
developed countries. 
The U.S. needs to adopt 
a country ownership 
strategy that works 
with civil society in 
developing countries and 
the U.S. to incorporate 
transparency and 
accountability measures 
into programs.

Developing Effective Donor 
Partnerships for Achieving  
the MDGs
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Background
The U.S., along with other developed nations, has signed 
on to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). These 
ambitious and important goals commit the U.S. and others 
to a clear set of targets to significantly reduce poverty and 
improve life for the poorest of the poor around the globe by 
2015. Each of the eight MDGs tackles a specific issue such 
as extreme poverty or education. Unlike its counterparts, 
MDG 8, the last of the goals, focuses instead on the opera-
tional means needed to create systems that will help ensure 
efforts to meet the other goals are done in a sustainable 
way that will maximize effectiveness and local ownership. 
To this end, MDG 8 requires donor countries to develop 
a global partnership for development. It calls on the U.S. 
and other developed countries to reform the international 
trade and financial system and their own international trade 
and development practices in ways that are more balanced 
toward the least developed countries. Implementing such 
measures, in the context of a U.S. global development 
strategy that brings cohesion, coherence and predictability 
to U.S. trade and development policies and funding, and 
will redefine U.S. leadership in the fight to reduce global 
poverty. It will also provide developing countries with sub-
stantial additional resources that can be directed to their 
efforts to meet the targets for the first seven MDGs.

Trade
Trade preference programs (TPPs) for Least Developed 

Countries (LDCs)1 can include full duty-free and quota-
free market access. They can expand to include all LDC 
exports, including labor-intensive industries like agriculture 
(sugar, peanuts, dairy and tobacco), textiles and apparel. 
The reform of programs that restrict input sourcing can 
eliminate rules of origin that raise costs and impede market 
access for LDCs. LDCs will then be allowed to “cumulate”—
i.e., count inputs imported from eligible countries as local 
content as long as significant processing occurs within the 
LDC. The U.S. can also encourage and support South-
South and regional trade. It can also ensure that U.S. trade 
and agriculture policies, including agricultural subsidies, do 
not undermine U.S. development objectives and achieving 
the MDGs while supporting decent work. 

Debt
The global economic crisis has landed developing coun-

tries in a serious recession and much of the assistance they 
have received from the international financial institutions 
has come in the form of loans, which may lead to a new 

1 The least developed countries (LDCs) are a group of countries that have 
been identified by the UN as “least developed” in terms of their low 
gross national income (GNI), their weak human assets and their high 
degree of economic vulnerability.

debt crisis. The U.S. can press the World Bank to expand 
the Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative (MDRI) to include all 
countries that qualify for International Development Asso-
ciation-only2 support from the World Bank. The U.S. can 
also promote debt relief for heavily indebted poor coun-
tries3 facing continuing exogenous shocks from the global 
financial crisis. Some LDC debt has accumulated due to 
irresponsible borrowing and lending for ill-conceived proj-
ects, illicit gain by leaders and geo-political influence. The 
Administration can work to reduce odious debt by promot-
ing mutually-agreed upon and binding terms for respon-
sible lending and borrowing to ensure transparency, atten-
tion to human rights and consumer protection. 

Partnerships
The U.S. can partner more effectively with recipient 

countries by implementing the Paris Declaration and Accra 
Agenda for Action principles on aid effectiveness. U.S. aid 
programs increasingly emphasize country ownership and 
country-led approaches. To facilitate this, the U.S. can 
develop a shared definition and criteria for country owner-
ship with host governments and civil society organizations, 
focusing on democratic ownership that specifically includes 
a country’s citizens in formulating a national development 
strategy rather than simply ownership by the state. This 
would enhance the growing trend of U.S. aid programs that 
emphasize country ownership and country-led approaches. 

The U.S. should also decentralize its strategic planning 
process, moving it from Washington, D.C. to the country 
level, and re-invigorate USAID missions as the lead devel-
opment agency for such planning. To operationalize coun-
try ownership, USAID missions can use a development 
assistance planning process that actively engages U.S. 
and local civil society as well as national and local govern-
ment stakeholders. The U.S. can work with local civil soci-
ety, both directly and indirectly through U.S. civil society, 
in meaningful partnerships with an emphasis on capacity 
strengthening. This will strengthen local ownership and 
build national capacity while making it possible for local civil 
society to contribute its expertise to the formulation, design 
and implementation of U.S. development assistance. The 
U.S. can also improve U.S. inter-agency coordination on 
development programming.

2 The International Development Association, IDA, is the World Bank’s 
Fund for the Poorest. One of the world’s largest sources of aid, IDA pro-
vides support for health and education, infrastructure and agriculture, and 
economic and institutional development to the 79 poorest countries.

3 The HIPC Initiative was launched in 1996 by the IMF and World Bank, 
with the aim of ensuring that no poor country faces a debt burden it 
cannot manage. Since then, the international financial community, 
including multilateral organizations and governments, have worked 
together to reduce to sustainable levels the external debt burdens of 
the most heavily indebted poor countries.
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Alliance to End Hunger www.alliancetoendhunger.org
Basic Education Coalition www.basiced.org
Bread for the World www.bread.org
CARE www.care.org
Catholic Relief Services www.crs.org
Family Care International www.familycareintl.org
Global AIDS Alliance www.globalaidsalliance.org
Global Campaign for Education www.campaignforeducation.org
Global Health Council www.globalhealth.org
Global Unions AIDS Program www.global-unions.org
Habitat for Humanity www.habitat.org
Heifer Project International www.cob-net.org/hpi.htm
Infectious Disease Society of  America www.idsociety.org
ICRW –International Center for Research on Women www.icrw.org
International Medical Corps www.internationalmedicalcorps.org
International Housing Coalition www.intlhc.org
Jubilee USA Network www.jubileeusa.org
Management Sciences for Health www.msh.org
Millennium Promise www.millenniumpromise.org
National Wildlife Federation www.nwf.org
ONE www.one.org
Oxfam America www.oxfamamerica.org
PATH www.path.org
Population Action International www.populationaction.org
RESULTS www.results.org
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org
Transparency International www.transparency.org
U.S. Climate Action Network www.usclimatenetwork.org
UN Millennium Campaign www.endpoverty2015.org
Union Concerned Scientists www.ucsusa.org
United Methodist Church & Society www.umc.org
US Fund for UNICEF www.unicefusa.org
Water Advocates www.wateradvocates.org
Water Aid www.wateraid.org
Winrock International www.winrock.org
Women Thrive Worldwide www.womenthrive.org
World Resources Institute www.wri.org
World Vision www.worldvision.org
World Wildlife Fund www.worldwildlife.org
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Recommendations & Actions
U.S. Government efforts to save lives, alleviate poverty and promote broad-based economic 
growth abroad reflect America’s humanitarian spirit and national interests. However, the 
efficiency and effectiveness of these efforts needs to be improved. The Presidential Policy 
Directive on Global Development and the Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review 
are major steps forward for modernizing U.S. development assistance, but how they will be 
implemented is key to their success. U.S. global development should be guided by clear, 
strategic goals, streamlined and better coordinated amongst federal agencies, and more 
responsive to local priorities. Furthermore, USAID’s leadership and decision-making capaci-
ties must be bolstered if the Administration is truly committed to rebuilding USAID as the U.S. 
Government’s lead—and the world’s premier—development agency.

• Nominate and confirm any outstanding Assistant Administrator positions at USAID so 
that the agency has the leadership capacity to fully engage in the interagency process.

• Reach agreement between the executive and legislative branches on the direction and 
priorities of U.S. global development

• Legislatively require that the U.S. write and make public a U.S. Global Development 
Strategy for approval by the President every four years. The strategy should clearly iden-
tify the overarching goals and objectives of U.S. development assistance.

• Recognize the Millennium Challenge Corporation’s importance as a tool in the overall 
foreign aid portfolio.

• Rewrite and authorize a 21st century Foreign Assistance Act that will: (a) give agencies 
more flexibility in exchange for greater accountability to Congress; (b) harmonize priori-
ties among U.S. Government agencies, multilateral institutions and recipient countries; 
and (c) codify development’s elevated role in U.S. foreign policy.

• Ensure proven best practices such as country ownership, consultation with local civil 
society, and gender analysis are integrated throughout development program design, 
implementation and evaluation.

• Rebuild USAID’s technical and staff capacity in Washington and in the field so it can 
adequately respond to development challenges.

• Ensure that development programs work towards lasting and measurable outcomes.

Results
These reforms would cement development’s role as a “strategic, economic, and 
moral imperative for the United States” and help ensure a more coherent and 
effective use of U.S. development funds. The implementation of these reforms, 
along with the utilization of best practices of international development, will ensure 
a better return on U.S. foreign assistance investments and progress towards U.S. 
goals of alleviating poverty and improving national and global security.

   Problem
The U.S. Government 
system for allocating, 
managing, delivering 
and evaluating 
development assistance 
is fragmented across 
some 27 agencies and 
lacks clear leadership. 
A proliferation of 
presidential initiatives, 
congressional 
earmarks and new 
assistance structures 
have emerged as 
workarounds to an 
outdated aid system. 
The U.S. Agency 
for International 
Development (USAID), 
lacks the tools and 
authority needed 
to effectively lead 
our development 
efforts. Meanwhile, 
development priorities 
continue to be entangled 
with diplomatic and 
security priorities in a 
manner that undermines 
the ability of the 
government to achieve 
its development goals.

Foreign Assistance Reform: 
Strengthening U.S. Leadership 
in Global Development 

www.interaction.org


Background
As the largest coalition of U.S.-based nongovernmen-
tal organizations with members working on the ground in 
every developing country, InterAction has long advocated 
for greater coherence and coordination of U.S. international 
humanitarian and development programs. With more than 
27 federal agencies and departments currently administer-
ing foreign assistance, the need to address the fragmenta-
tion that undermines aid effectiveness is more important 
than ever. 

Congressional efforts
Recent U.S. Government efforts to tackle aid reform 

began in 2009 when House Foreign Affairs Committee 
Chairman Howard Berman initiated the rewrite of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (FAA). The FAA is the legisla-
tion that guides the authorities, use, and allocation of U.S. 
foreign assistance. Originally enacted in 1961, it has not 
been comprehensively reauthorized since 1985. Hundreds 
of amendments have been added to the FAA over the years 
that contain multiple objectives and priorities. Some of 
these conflict with one another while others are simply out-
dated and out of step with the global challenges currently 
facing the United States. In the coming year, Congress 
should pass a rewritten FAA or other reform legislation that 
codifies elements of the September 2010 Presidential Pol-
icy Directive on Global Development.

Smaller pieces of reform legislation introduced in the 
111th Congress include: H.R. 2139, which directs the Pres-
ident to develop and implement a comprehensive national 
strategy to further the U.S. foreign policy objective of pro-
moting global development; S.1524, a bill to strengthen 
U.S. foreign assistance programs to effectively respond 
to 21st century challenges; and S.Res.312, a resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate on empowering and 
strengthening USAID.

Administration efforts

State Department
In July 2009, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton announced 

the launch of the first-ever Quadrennial Diplomacy and 
Development Review (QDDR). Modeled after the Depart-
ment of Defense’s Quadrennial Defense Review, State-
USAID’s QDDR aims to provide the short-, medium- and 

long-term blueprint for U.S. diplomatic and development 
efforts. The review, which will contain reforms to be imple-
mented over the next four years, is specifically meant to 
offer guidance on how the U.S. Government will develop 
policies, allocate resources, deploy staff and exercise 
authorities. It will also attempt to address the serious imbal-
ance in funding that favors military agencies and leaves 
civilian agencies under-resourced, to the detriment of long-
term diplomatic and development objectives. 

The QDDR final report and recommendations are 
expected in December 2010. InterAction welcomes the ele-
vation of development as a core pillar of U.S. foreign policy, 
but is concerned the report will recommend further subor-
dination of development under U.S. diplomatic priorities.

The White House
In August 2009, President Obama demonstrated his 

commitment to reform by authorizing a government-wide 
review of development policy that culminated in the first-
ever Presidential Policy Directive on Global Development 
(PPD). The PPD, finalized in September 2010, shows 
renewed official recognition of global development as a 
strategic, economic and moral imperative, and an impor-
tant component of U.S. foreign policy. By prioritizing sus-
tainable development outcomes and greater U.S. policy 
coherence, the directive has the potential to significantly 
improve the way the U.S. Government creates and imple-
ments international development policies.

USAID
USAID Administrator Rajiv Shah has embarked on an 

ambitious reform effort, USAID FORWARD, that is chang-
ing the way the agency does business. Some of the key 
areas include procurement reform, rebuilding policy and 
budget capacity, and strengthening monitoring and evalu-
ation practices. InterAction and its members support the 
agency’s steps to strengthen itself to become a more effec-
tive leader in international development.

While considerable steps have been made towards 
reshaping the U.S. approach to foreign assistance, how 
these initiatives are implemented will determine their ulti-
mate success. InterAction looks forward to continuing to 
work with Congress and the Administration to ensure that 
reform efforts result in coherent, well-coordinated develop-
ment assistance that prioritizes poverty reduction.



  
Policy Brief January 2011

1400 16th Street, NW
Suite 210
Washington, DC 20036
202-667-8227

www.InterAction.org

Recommendations & Actions
USAID’s recent focus on the appropriate role of its implementing partners highlights the 
need for administration and congressional reformers to understand the distinct difference 
between the types of partner organizations. Ongoing procurement reforms should prioritize 
improving USAID’s ability to partner effectively with international and local NGOs. USAID 
procurement policies should also recognize these organizational differences and clearly 
define the most appropriate development settings for each partner.

• Increase transparency: USAID’s implementation partner selection process between 
NGO grants and for-profit contracts is opaque, inconsistently applied, and often appears 
at odds with internal USAID policies and legislative mandates in the Federal Grant and 
Cooperative Agreement Act. To improve transparency, USAID’s solicitations should 
include a rationale for the selections based on the nature of the activity. USAID should 
also make more procurement information publicly available.

• Increase competition: Use of large umbrella contract and limited-competition mecha-
nisms has created major barriers for small- and medium-sized organizations wishing to 
partner directly with USAID. Limiting the number of “leader with associates” and indefi-
nite quantity contracts and the frequency of mega-sized umbrella grants would be a 
major step in the right direction. We embrace USAID’s decision to give less weight to 
these mechanisms and are eager to discuss implementation of a new policy.

• Leverage privately raised funds: NGOs raise billions of dollars from private sources—
including foundations, corporations and individuals—to support their international pro-
grams. Leveraging NGO resources would allow U.S. Government agencies to establish 
a broader range of partnerships and extend the reach of U.S. foreign policy interests. 
USAID should develop a strategy to leverage these resources.

• Leverage human and technical expertise: NGOs bring substantial technical expertise, 
strong cross-cultural communication skills, and in-depth knowledge of best practices to 
U.S. Government-funded programs. USAID should seek a partnership model with NGOs 
that mobilizes this expertise from program design to implementation.

• Leverage people and local institutions: Procurement should focus on the value of pre-
existing community relationships, long-term presence in-country, support for sustainable 
development, and commitment to local participation. Working directly with local institu-
tions will support transparency and development outcomes.

Results
By utilizing the full range of partnerships available, the U.S. Government can 
create procurement mechanisms that improve the overall effectiveness of its 
development and humanitarian programs and expand the reach of the U.S. for-
eign assistance toolkit.

   Problem
The procurement 
reform efforts initiated 
at USAID are important 
to the agency’s future 
effectiveness. InterAction 
members, many of whom 
are USAID implementing 
partners, are committed 
to improving the impact 
and efficiency of 
development projects. 
InterAction has been 
deeply concerned 
that in recent years 
USAID had moved 
away from a posture of 
true, open partnership 
and towards a more 
directive approach 
that fails to leverage 
the unique advantages 
NGOs can bring to 
the table. A return to a 
business model focused 
on partnership would 
produce greater impact 
for the government’s 
international 
development and 
humanitarian relief 
programs.

Procurement Reform in U.S. 
Development Assistance

www.interaction.org


Background
The overarching goal of procurement reform within the U.S. 
Government should be to improve the effectiveness and 
efficiency of U.S. taxpayer dollars spent on international 
development and humanitarian programs abroad. In the 
summer of 2010, as part USAID FORWARD, the agency 
proposed a series of ambitious priorities to steer the agen-
cy’s procurement reform efforts. These included targeted 
efforts to “enhance competition, broaden its partner base, 
and achieve greater long term sustainable impact, cost-
effectively.” If these priorities are to be completed in the next 
five years, as suggested by the plan, USAID will need to 
readjust its current preference for procurement mechanisms 
that follow more of a “command and control” model to poli-
cies and guidance that emphasize the need for genuine 
partnership regardless of the funding mechanism chosen.

Given the opportunity to engage in the shaping of these 
priorities, InterAction believes that U.S.-based international 
NGOs have critical value to add in this arena. As the Presi-
dent’s Council on Faith-Based and Neighborhood Partner-
ships noted, the Administration should “seek a new era of 
collaborative partnership between the U.S. Government and 
community-based U.S. NGOs toward our shared goal of 
global development.” Unfortunately, the Presidential Policy 
Directive and USAID FORWARD to date do not emphasize 
strengthened U.S. Government-NGO partnerships. Beyond 
the USAID plan to increase the number of NGO partners, 
USAID should develop a strategic plan to leverage U.S. 
private development assistance (PDA) with the U.S. NGO 
community as a whole. In 2008 PDA through U.S. NGOs 
exceeded the aid provided by most G8/G20 governments 
by totaling more than $18 billion, including nearly $12 billion 
raised directly from the American people (Hudson Institute). 

However, USAID’s apparently increasing preference of 
working through for-profit contractors rather than nonprofit 
NGOs, and treating NGO partnerships as indistinguishable 
from contract arrangements, means that USAID has not yet 
developed methods to help determine the appropriate pro-
curement instrument for a given activity or setting. There 
continues to be a need for a stronger and more effective 
partnership with the NGO community.

NGOs are not simply providing the U.S. Government with 
implementing platforms; they bring unique advantages that 
ensure U.S. taxpayer dollars are effectively utilized, like 
long-term in-country presence and institutional knowledge, 
local relationships with small nontraditional NGOs, local 
staff capacity, and private resource mobilization. The vari-
ous strengths that NGOs bring to bear in their role as imple-
menting partners of the U.S. Government include:

• Grassroots engagement and expertise: NGO devel-
opment efforts are built on engagement with individuals 
and communities, and our “clients” are the people we 
seek to assist. NGOs bring not just technical expertise 
and contextual understanding, but also a partnership 
commitment that outlasts the scope of any individual 
activity. 

• Global reach: American NGOs work in every devel-
oping country, including many where USAID has no 
presence. In places like Somalia, remote camps in 
Darfur, tense villages in Afghanistan, or distant com-
munities in Indonesia, NGOs work in the spaces that lie 
beyond the reach of U.S. Government staff. The ability 
of NGOs to sustain a presence where the U.S. Gov-
ernment does not—or cannot—provide an important 
means of matching U.S. dollars to worldwide imple-
mentation platforms.

• Leveraging resources from the American people: In 
2006, InterAction members raised $6 billion in non-U.S. 
Government funding to complement $2.7 billion in U.S. 
Government support. This is a powerful expression of 
U.S. citizens’ commitment to international assistance, 
and an important form of American soft power. U.S. 
Government partnerships with NGOs can leverage this 
as a multiplier effect to enhance the impact of each U.S. 
development dollar. 

• Innovation & research: As the NGO sector has profes-
sionalized, it has focused increasingly on methodologi-
cal innovation and impact research. NGOs are regularly 
producing research—often in partnership with founda-
tions such as Gates or Hewlett—on aid effectiveness 
and improved methodologies. NGOs are also free to 
experiment, take chances, and innovate in ways that 
are difficult for the U.S. Government. This capacity for 
innovation and research adds tremendous value to U.S. 
Government development policy by serving as a virtual 
laboratory for different methods and tactics. 

While there is no “one size fits all” approach for a wide 
variety of humanitarian and development projects, an 
increased focus on open, inclusive, and transparent pro-
curement mechanisms will ultimately promote greater local 
ownership of aid; focus development programs on results 
and outcomes rather than processes and compliance; 
increase the transparency and accountability of U.S. Gov-
ernment spending; and rebuild the institutional capacity of 
civilian agencies. Clearer policies and guidance that pro-
vide reasoned selection criteria based on the activity and 
program goals should help USAID achieve greater suc-
cesses in its development outcomes. 
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Recommendations & Actions
When a country comes out of the emergency phase of a man-made or natural disaster, 
post-emergency transition and recovery efforts lay a critical foundation for stability and long-
term development. Transition planning should begin at the outset of an emergency response 
and be fully integrated with long-term development planning. Such efforts become particu-
larly important when emergencies reach a “protracted” phase—when the acute emergency 
recedes and a crisis-affected population begins to stabilize (even while a conflict is ongoing).

• Create a new “transition” contingency account to enable rapid funding of recovery and 
transitional development assistance in post-disaster and post-conflict settings.

• Appropriate $300 million for the transition account that USAID can use to bridge the 
“relief to development” gap in countries transitioning out of natural disasters and conflict.

• Ensure that U.S. transition activities include strong emphases on conflict mitigation and 
disaster risk reduction.

Results
The creation and funding of a transition fund will allow USAID to build upon 
the successes of humanitarian programs during the transition to development 
assistance; and its flexibility will allow for shifts in programming mechanisms to 
facilitate that work.

   Problem
USAID’s Office of 
U.S. Foreign Disaster 
Assistance is the lead 
agency in providing 
immediate, life-saving 
services to populations 
suffering the effects of 
natural or manmade 
disasters. Its parent 
agency, USAID, leads on 
the implementation of 
long-term development 
programs. The hand-
off between these 
two functions is weak 
at best, with a lack 
of coordination and 
effective oversight in 
the transition. This limits 
the effectiveness of 
U.S. efforts and putting 
vulnerable populations 
at risk.

The Transition from Emergency 
Relief to Development

www.interaction.org


Background
As some of the key crises that the humanitarian community 
has been dealing with (such as Afghanistan, the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Sri Lanka and Sudan) are starting to 
transition from emergency response to recovery and devel-
opment, it has become clear that USAID does not have an 
effective mechanism to facilitate the shift from one type of 
assistance to another. The U.S. is known as a generous 
and compassionate donor nation, but the mechanisms 
by which the U.S. Government is able to respond to rapid 
onset emergencies and transition from emergencies into 
recovery and development assistance do not allow for the 
quick and flexible response that is necessary in these situ-
ations. Transitional contexts in fragile states now constitute 
a large policy priority for the U.S.; yet the structure of U.S. 
assistance still reflects an outmoded dichotomy between 
“relief” and “development” in which effective coordination 
and handover between these poles is often discussed but 
rarely executed. The “transition gap” in countries recover-
ing from natural disasters is just as acute.

Within USAID, it is unclear where the responsibility 
lies to ensure a coherent transition, and there is rarely a 
“handshake” between USAID’s Bureau for Democracy and 
Humanitarian Assistance (DCHA) and the regional bureaus 
responsible for more traditional development assistance 
when programs are being transitioned from one type of 
assistance to another. The Office of Transition Initiatives 
(OTI) has the transitional mandate in theory, but in prac-
tice has focused on a limited scope of interventions, leav-
ing major gaps in transitional assistance. Other relatively 
new mechanisms can potentially help narrow the transition 
gap. The new Complex Crises Fund (CCF) is still evolving 
and may present an avenue for transitional funding in post-
conflict situations. It remains to be seen how USAID will 
put this new funding authority to use in the long-term. The 
Obama Administration has included a Community Devel-
opment Fund in its Feed the Future Initiative to support 
longer-term safety net programs that help narrow the gap 
between humanitarian and development assistance. This 
fund would provide a cash alternative to fund programs 
currently supported via Title II monetization. 

OFDA tends to be drawn into de facto transitional devel-
opment assistance, but lacks a clear mandate and appro-
priate tools to do so. Its short funding cycles impede 
medium- to long-term strategic planning, complicate 
efforts to build program ownership and capacity among 
the affected populations, and prolong the use of expensive 
relief-oriented program strategies.

There are many examples of humanitarian assistance 
programs ending without development assistance pick-
ing up support for basic social services. This has caused 
already vulnerable populations to lose access to key basic 
services such as health and education, which then contrib-
utes to continuing instability. Of particular concern in com-
munities coming out of conflict is the impact that sexual 
violence has had on women and their families. Address-
ing the physical and psychological needs of women who 
have survived sexual violence is extremely important to the 
recovery process for communities coming out of conflict; 
and this particular issue, along with the reintegration of 
child soldiers, is often lost in this “relief to development” 
gap.

Another challenge is the chronic under-funding of disas-
ter risk reduction activities, which support communities 
to assess their vulnerability to threats such as drought or 
floods and work to reduce their future exposure to those 
threats.1

To address the transition gap and allow for a more flex-
ible response to transition situations (which can fluctuate 
between emergency and recovery as peace processes 
are being worked out), USAID should be provided with a 
transition fund of $300 million, which the USAID Admin-
istrator can access specifically to support the transition 
process. The funds accessed should be programmed by 
the regional bureaus and in-country USAID missions, with a 
clear plan developed in coordination with DCHA that would 
prevent gaps in basic social services. In order to enable 
satisfactory congressional oversight, the transition account 
could be structured as an ERMA-style2 drawdown account.

1 See the Disaster Risk Reduction policy brief for more details.
2 The Department of State’s Emergency Refugee and Migration Assis-

tance (ERMA) account funds unforeseen displacement emergencies.
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Effective use of development assistance results in communities experiencing change 
they believe is good, in which they have a voice, and are committed to sustaining. True 
country ownership is the full and effective participation of a country’s population via 

legislative bodies, civil society, the private sector and local, regional and national govern-
ment in conceptualizing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating development policies, 
programs and processes.

How to practice effective country ownership? 
Country ownership1 involves using clear methods that enable a broad range of stakehold-

ers to participate in an ongoing and meaningful way in development processes and to see 
their contributions reflected in the decisions and actions that are taken. There are many ways 
to practice country ownership but the following mechanisms are fundamental.

Timely and accessible information distributed in ways that can be easily accessed by 
a broad range of stakeholders with sufficient time to contribute input to decision-making 
processes. While making information accessible on a government website is good practice, 
if those affected cannot access this information, they will not be able to effectively engage. 
Other ways to disseminate information include national and local newspapers, radio pro-
grams, flyers and outreach to local organizations.

Consultations are key for engaging affected stakeholders and ensuring initiatives achieve 
their intended outcomes. Consultations should accommodate participation from a broad 
range of stakeholders from outside and inside the capital, including those who often lack a 
voice in formal processes such as indigenous and women’s groups. Consultations should 
be coordinated by an agency that is the main point of contact. They should also be held at 
times when they can meaningfully influence decision-making processes. A consultation’s 
expected outcomes should be communicated beforehand and the minutes recorded and 
distributed in ways that are accessible to all. Finally, those consulted should be informed 
of ultimate decisions adopted and which recommendations were accepted or rejected and 
why. Effectively conducting consultations requires special expertise. Therefore, those con-
ducting consultations should invest in advance in acquiring the necessary knowledge.

Participation entails enabling local organizations, community leaders and individuals to 
have a decision-making role in development processes intended to benefit them and build-
ing their capacity to engage and their knowledge of good practice in areas such as account-
ability and transparency. Local communities consider participatory development more effec-
tive, in part because participation builds and deepens trust and addresses needs identified 
by communities as the most urgent. Participatory efforts should include outreach to mar-
ginalized groups, such as women, indigenous peoples and the disabled, who face distinct 
challenges that should be taken into consideration.

1 This concept is also sometimes called “whole of society.” The term whole of society expands the circle of respon-
sibility and influence beyond government actors to all those who have a stake and a role to play in a country’s 
development.
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There are a number of current U.S. government initia-
tives that seek to practice country ownership. One well-
established example is the Millennium Challenge Corpora-
tion. Other more recent ones include Feed the Future (FtF) 
and the Global Health Initiative. The FtF initiative shows the 
positive results of practicing country ownership. Working in 
consultation with nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), 
the FtF design team revised the strategy to incorporate key 
success factors that had not been included in the origi-
nal plan. The initial FtF strategy also had a limited role for 
NGOs that focused mainly on consultations during the ini-
tial priority-setting phase The revised strategy instead calls 
for partnerships from the beginning all the way through 
implementing solutions and documenting their effective-
ness. This revised approach greatly boosts the chances 
that FtF will achieve and sustain the objectives set for it by 
the U.S. Government.

Who is responsible for country ownership?
Many actors play a role in a country’s development. While 

development is ultimately the responsibility of a country’s 
people and their government, the way funds are allocated 
and programs carried out can strengthen or undermine the 
ability of people to own their country’s development.

National and community-level civil society organizations 
are essential for effective and sustainable development. 
Local organizations provide a platform for people to engage 
in political processes, holding their governments account-
able for everything from service delivery to protection of 
civil rights. They can also be important means for vulner-
able and marginalized communities to access political pro-
cesses. Local organizations are important sources of inno-
vation and knowledge that others with greater resources 
can learn from and build on. These organizations, as well 
as community leaders, should be enabled to participate 
actively in development processes and hold governments 
accountable to their commitments.

Host country governments have a particularly important 
role in facilitating and ensuring country ownership. Host 
governments should practice country ownership by mak-
ing information available in timely and accessible ways 
that ensure development planning and decision-making 
is transparent. They should also enable people to have a 
voice in shaping this planning and decision-making. Host 
governments can do this by holding regular consulta-
tions with representatives from local communities and civil 
society organizations, the private sector and other actors 
investing or working in the country. They can also facilitate 
the coordination and alignment of development initiatives 
by including major private donors that are funding initia-
tives in the country on relevant steering committees.

Donor governments such as the United States are 
capable of and therefore responsible for supporting coun-

try ownership. One responsibility is to give development 
representatives at the country level (e.g., USAID mission 
or the U.S. embassy) sufficient flexibility to determine how 
resources are used based on the context and need. A sec-
ond is to build relationships with a wide range of country 
level stakeholders, strengthening their capacity if needed 
and engaging with them to plan and carry out programs. A 
third is to increase use of a host country’s legal, financial and 
institutional systems rather than creating parallel systems, 
with increased funding driven by a country’s adherence to 
good governance and poverty reduction. And fourth, donor 
governments should coordinate efforts among themselves, 
providers of private development assistance (e.g., NGOs 
and foundations) and host governments to most effectively 
support country-owned development plans.

International nongovernmental organizations know that 
country ownership works based on approaches developed 
over decades of work around the world. NGOs often have 
a long-term presence in countries and established rela-
tionships with local organizations and community leaders. 
NGOs fulfill several roles, including: donor to local orga-
nizations; provider of capacity-building services to both 
local organizations and government; catalyst for stronger 
relationships between civil society organizations and gov-
ernment at local and national levels; innovator; and advo-
cate at national and international levels. As major provid-
ers of private development assistance NGOs also work, as 
appropriate, to align their efforts with those of donor and 
host country governments—efforts facilitated when NGOs 
are included on relevant planning committees.

Implementing ownership in different country 
settings

Humanitarian and development work takes place in vastly 
different contexts around the world, from stable democra-
cies to restrictive authoritarian regimes to fragile states on 
the verge of conflict or emerging from it. Even in conflict 
settings, communities consider development efforts most 
effective when they have a voice in shaping them.2 How 
country ownership is implemented can and should be 
adapted based on the context.3 For example in a fragile 
or authoritarian state, more control would be exercised by 
donors when aligning aid resources with the country’s pri-
orities whereas in a stable democracy the host government 
would be more empowered to identify where resources 
would be most strategic. In this range of contexts, donor 
governments and international NGOs should continue to 
engage with local organizations, reflecting community pri-

2 Mercy Corps, “The Benefits of Community Led Development Program-
ming in Insecure Environments” http://www.mercycorps.org/leapp 

3 Oxfam America, “Ownership in practice: The key to smart develop-
ment” http://www.oxfamamerica.org/publications/ownership-in-prac-
tice-the-key-to-smart-development 



orities in how resources are allocated and building local 
capacity to hold their own governments accountable.

Conclusion
Country ownership is critical to effective development 

because efforts that reflect the priorities of a community 
and involve its members are more likely to be supported 
and maintained. Local communities can be very effective—
addressing cultural barriers, transforming behaviors and 

bringing together local resources to complement public 
resources. The way the U.S. Government delivers develop-
ment and humanitarian assistance should reflect and rein-
force the value of this engagement. Significant steps will be 
taken towards achieving this if U.S. Government actions 
across all agencies delivering development and humani-
tarian assistance are grounded in a common definition of 
country ownership, such as the one in this paper, and are 
guided by a common set of guidelines.
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Recommendations & Actions
In an environment of increasing fiscal austerity, the United States should resist the tempta-
tion to sacrifice the long-term fiscal benefits of investments in poverty-focused humanitarian 
and development assistance for short-term budget savings. The U.S. should continue to 
invest in these programs, along with the personnel and systems that administer and deliver 
such assistance. The U.S. should also maximize its efficiency and effectiveness by modern-
izing its foreign assistance architecture. 

• Request FY2012 funding for poverty-focused development and humanitarian accounts1 

sufficient to fulfill administration pledges, contribute an appropriate share toward inter-
national humanitarian needs and continue the rebuilding of the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development (USAID). 

• In the congressional budget resolution, appropriations subcommittee allocations, and 
appropriations bills, provide overall and subcommittee discretionary spending allow-
ances (302(a) and (b) allowances) and account funding levels sufficient to support the 
Administration’s international development initiatives and commitments, contribute our 
appropriate share toward international humanitarian needs, and continue the rebuilding 
of USAID. 

• Congress and the Administration should work together to modernize our foreign assis-
tance architecture and support the new Global Development Strategy to ensure the most 
efficient and effective use of these resources.

1 Including the seven development and humanitarian Core Accounts: Global Health, Development Assistance, 
International Disaster Assistance, Office of Transition Initiatives, Migration and Refugee Assistance, Emergency 
Refugee and Migration Assistance, and International Operations and Programs—as well as accounts for the 
Millennium Challenge Corporation, the President’s Emergency Response for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR), food aid 
(P.L. 480 Title II and McGovern-Dole International Food for Education and Child Nutrition Program), Contribu-
tions for International Peacekeeping, Peacekeeping Operations, USAID Operating Expenses, Capital Investment, 
and Inspector General, and poverty-focused funding within the Economic Support Fund (including nonpartisan 
democracy promotion assistance).

Results
Continued investment in these programs, and the systems and people who 
administer them, will contribute to increased global economic prosperity and 
reduce the need for costly military intervention and humanitarian action. It will 
serve our long-term national security and economic interests by expanding 
global markets, continue to rebuild our store of goodwill around the world and 
put our national values into action.

U.S. Government Development 
Assistance Funding

Problem
The U.S. under-invests 
in proven foreign 
assistance programs 
that bolster the self-help 
efforts of those most in 
need around the world. 
Despite recent increases, 
U.S. assistance remains 
at historically low 
levels relative to GDP, 
far less than our peer 
countries provide (per 
capita) and less than 
the U.S. public desires. 
Congress appropriates 
less than 1 percent of 
the entire budget for 
foreign development and 
humanitarian assistance. 
This lack of up-front 
investment is fiscally 
short-sighted. Greater 
up-front investment to 
head off threats and 
proactively plant the 
seeds of economic 
prosperity would make 
better long-run fiscal, 
economic and strategic 
sense and better reflect 
American values.
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Background
Historical trend
As this Congressional Research Service graph shows, total 
U.S. foreign assistance (including military assistance) as a 
percentage of GDP has declined significantly.

Foreign Aid as Percentage of GDP1

Data on U.S. Official Development Assistance (ODA) 
(which excludes military assistance) as a percentage of 
national income show a significant decline from 0.54 per-
cent in 1960 to 0.19 percent (i.e., about one-fifth of one per-
cent!) in 2008.2 

Comparison to peers
In a ranking of ODA as percentage of national income for 

2008, the U.S. ranked 23rd, behind Greece, Italy, Japan, 
Portugal and Iceland, to name just a few of the 22 nations 
that were ranked higher on the list.3 Including private dona-
tions—from foundations, individuals, universities, and cor-
porations—still leaves the U.S. ranked at just 13th.4

The three D’s
Recent U.S. National Security Strategies all see our 

national security apparatus as three-pronged, with defense, 
diplomacy and development each having important roles. 
The 2006 Strategy states, “Development reinforces diplo-
macy and defense, reducing long-term threats to our 
national security by helping to build stable, prosperous, and 
peaceful societies.” Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, in 
turn, has called for, “a dramatic increase in spending on 
the civilian instruments of national security,” including for-

1 Chart source: Congressional Research Service Report R40213, p.18.
2 ODA is the official definition of what “counts” as foreign develop-

ment assistance for the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD), which comprises most donor countries. Data: 
Percentage of GNI, OECD/DAC (Development Assistance Committee) 
statistichttp://stats.oecd.org/wbos/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=TABLE1

3 OECD/DAC statistics http://stats.oecd.org/wbos/Index.
aspx?DatasetCode=TABLE1

4 Hudson Institute, The Index of Global Philanthropy 2010, p. 15, Figure 
6, and InterAction calculations. Remittances excluded.

eign assistance, and a recent poll showed similar support 
from a strong majority of active duty military officers. The 
2010 National Security Strategy calls international develop-
ment “a strategic, economic, and moral imperative for the 
United States.” The chart below shows the lack of balance 
among U.S. Government spending levels on the three D’s 
in FY2010.5

Public attitudes
The American public’s strong support for foreign assis-

tance is consistently evident in polling data. The public 
thinks our official assistance is grossly higher than it is: in 
a recent poll, the median estimate of foreign aid’s share of 
the federal budget was 25%, and the median level preferred 
was 10%. The actual level is less than 1%, less than a tenth 
of the median level preferred by the public.6 

Rationale
Some argue that the U.S. does more than its fair share 

to serve the international community, aside from foreign 
assistance. That argument misses both practical and moral 
points. Practically, increasing stability, prosperity and good-
will around the world makes us safer and more prosperous. 
For example, if we had worked with Pakistan a decade 
ago to help foster sustainable economic growth, improve 
governance and build a more modern education system, 
extremism might not have grown, Pakistan might be more 
stable and our military operations in the region might be less 
costly in blood and money. On the moral level, most Ameri-
cans would agree that assisting those struck by disasters 
and supporting the self-help efforts of those climbing out 
of poverty flow directly from American values, regardless of 
other U.S. contributions.

5 Chart source: FY2010 appropriations bills, committee summaries.
6 WorldPublicOpinion.org (November 29, 2010). “American Public Vastly 

Overestimates Amount of U.S. Foreign Aid.” Press release, accessed 
12/1/2010. “American Public Opinion and Global Health,” May 20, 
2009, Ramsay, Clay et al., pp. 6-7; “Americans on Addressing World 
Poverty,” June 30, 2005, Krull, Steven, et al.

Note: Defense includes military construction and Veterans Administration 
funding. Diplomacy includes security assistance and trade facilitation.

http://stats.oecd.org/wbos/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=TABLE1
http://stats.oecd.org/wbos/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=TABLE1
http://stats.oecd.org/wbos/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=TABLE1
http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/brunitedstatescanadara/670.php?nid=&id=&pnt=670&lb=
http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/brunitedstatescanadara/670.php?nid=&id=&pnt=670&lb=
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Recommendations & Actions
A revitalized USAID and Department of State must be given the resources and structures 
necessary to fully resource and support their humanitarian assistance mandates so they can 
effectively and efficiently respond to growing global needs. 

• Increase the Department of State’s Bureau for Refugees, Population and Migration 
(PRM) Emergency Refugee Migration Assistance (ERMA) funding ceiling to $200 million 
and speed up the approval process by allowing draw-downs to be certified by the Sec-
retary of State rather than the President.

• Reform the account mechanism for USAID’s Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance 
(OFDA) to prevent new emergencies from diverting funds away from U.S. response to 
protracted crises and from efforts to reduce the risk of future disasters.

• Increase OFDA’s overall funding to enable it to more comprehensively address pro-
tracted emergencies, reduce the risk of future disasters and help meet early recovery 
needs, especially in relation to internally displaced persons (IDPs) and conflict-affected 
individuals and host communities. Chart a path so that within five years, U.S. resources 
provided for IDPs relative to the global caseload is on par with those the U.S. provides 
for refugees.

• Provide OFDA and PRM with the capacity, authority and resources to provide multi-year 
funding in appropriate settings.

• Seek increased flexibility in U.S. food aid programs through greater use of cash-based 
emergency food assistance programs including local and regional purchasing mecha-
nisms where market conditions permit. Ensure that when in-kind U.S. commodities are 
provided, the food is supplied efficiently, pre-positioned whenever possible and food 
distribution is accompanied by diet and recipe education and supplemented with com-
plementary local foods when possible.

Results
By providing U.S. Government humanitarian and development assistance 
experts with appropriate and quickly accessible and flexible funding, the U.S. 
will be able to join with the international community in responding rapidly and 
nimbly to emergencies as they occur. This will underscore the position of the 
U.S. as a leader in effective assistance and a compassionate defender of vul-
nerable populations around the world.

   Problem
Several budget structure 
shortcomings affect the 
quality of U.S. assistance 
to vulnerable people. 
For example, while U.S. 
refugee assistance 
spans the full course 
of a crisis, assistance 
for communities and 
internally displaced 
persons is far less 
comprehensive and 
funding levels are 
much lower even when 
needs are comparable. 
Support for return 
and recovery after a 
humanitarian crisis is 
often insufficient. The 
U.S. makes generous in-
kind food contributions, 
but U.S. emergency food 
programs sometimes 
lack sufficient flexibility 
and suffer delays. 
Authority for local and 
regional purchase 
of emergency food 
assistance is extremely 
limited, even when doing 
so could improve impact.

Humanitarian Funding 
Priorities

www.interaction.org


Background
The Department of State’s Bureau for Population, Refu-
gees, and Migration (PRM) has the primary responsibility for 
meeting the needs of refugees—individuals residing outside 
the borders of their country of origin due to persecution 
and conflict. PRM also programs funding for refugees who 
have been resettled or granted asylum within the U.S. and 
plays a key role in meeting the needs of internally displaced 
persons (IDPs) in particular countries through its funding of 
the UN Refugee Agency (UNHCR) and other international 
organizations. The USAID Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster 
Assistance (OFDA) uses its resources to meet the needs of 
IDPs displaced within their country due to natural or man-
made disasters. OFDA also has primary responsibility within 
USAID for disaster risk reduction (DRR) activities.

PRM can use the Emergency Refugee Migration Assis-
tance draw-down mechanism to access an additional $100 
million in the case of an emergency that creates or impacts 
a refugee population. This draw-down requires presidential 
approval, which can slow the process considerably. The 
Secretary of State has the contextual knowledge and the 
judgment to determine if and when these funds should be 
used and would be able to respond more quickly than the 
President. It would make sense to shift draw-down approval 
to the Secretary of State in order to allow PRM to react 
more swiftly. Further, the $100 million ceiling has not been 
increased for over a decade. As costs for these responses 
have risen due to increases in the costs of relief supplies 
and transportation, the ceiling should be increased to $200 
million. In 2009, the House of Representatives in the State 
Reauthorization bill increased the ceiling to $200 million; 
the Senate did not act on this measure before the close of 
the 111th Congress. However, the Senate Appropriations 
Committee included in its FY2011 State, Foreign Opera-
tions Appropriations bill both the increase to the ceiling and 
the change in the certification to the Secretary of State. 
These actions show positive momentum and increasing 
support for this modification.

OFDA responds to more than one hundred emergen-
cies worldwide each year. Many of these emergencies are 
protracted crises in which life-saving needs have persisted 
for years. Unfortunately, the structure of OFDA’s budget 
prioritizes rapid-onset disaster response over other priori-
ties, leaving IDP assistance and DRR activities vulnerable 
whenever there is a major new emergency. Following the 
January 2010 earthquake in Haiti, OFDA redirected nearly 
half of its regular budget to address needs there and sub-
sequently was forced to make reductions in most non-Haiti 
programs in order to offset these expenditures. OFDA was 

then forced to rely on a supplemental appropriation much 
later in the fiscal year to recoup these unforeseen expenses, 
and its non-Haiti programs suffered funding shortfalls and 
uncertain prospects until the supplemental was passed.

While the commitment from both the Administration and 
Congress to fully fund humanitarian accounts in the regu-
lar FY2010 appropriations process was commendable, 
humanitarian needs continue to outstrip the resources pro-
vided in the regular budget process. In 2009 the total num-
ber of IDPs due to conflict rose to 27.1 million people: the 
highest level since 1994. In places like Darfur, Sri Lanka, 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Colombia and Iraq, 
conflict IDPs face many of the same challenges and needs 
as refugees, including abysmal camp conditions, lack of 
jobs and income, political marginalization, disease and 
hunger. Worldwide, there are twice as many conflict IDPs 
as refugees, yet the OFDA’s International Disaster Assis-
tance (IDA) account is funded at roughly half the level of 
PRM’s Migration and Refugee Assistance (MRA) account. 
Humanitarian needs in protracted IDP crises require a sig-
nificant portion of OFDA’s annual resources, yet OFDA’s 
small budget means that it cannot meet these needs in a 
consistent or comprehensive manner.

The UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs (OCHA) reports that a further 50 million people have 
been displaced by natural disasters. It is predicted that the 
number of people affected by natural disasters will rise by 
54 percent by 2015. While OFDA provides important sup-
port to DRR1 activities, the budget for such initiatives is very 
limited relative to the scope of the current and anticipated 
needs.

Although U.S. contributions of in-kind food aid com-
modities are generous in scale, U.S. emergency food pro-
grams need greater flexibility. In-kind food assistance can 
be improved through increased efficiency, shorter deliv-
ery times and pre-positioning whenever possible. Use of 
cash-based emergency food assistance tools that address 
immediate consumption needs in line with market condi-
tions (local and regional procurement (LRP) programs and 
voucher or cash transfer approaches, e.g.) is improving but 
remains limited. In addition to better meeting immediate 
needs of vulnerable populations, LRP promotes regional 
market integration and supports surplus producers in adja-
cent areas. Sourcing grains locally also reinforces produc-
tion incentives for indigenous farmers. When local markets 
are still functioning, voucher and cash transfer programs 
provide a boost to the local economy while allowing hungry 
populations access to local goods.

1  See Disaster Risk Reduction brief for more details.
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Evaluating for Effective 
Development Assistance
Recommendations & Actions
InterAction welcomes the prominence given to evaluation and evidence-based decision-mak-
ing in the Presidential Policy Directive on Global Development, the Quadrennial Diplomacy and 
Development Review and the draft Global Partnerships Act of 2010. The U.S. Government 
should prioritize development assistance evaluation so it can strengthen our work with develop-
ing country governments and civil society to design and undertake cost-effective interventions 
that build their capacity to address their development needs and thus contribute to lasting 
development change. The U.S. Government must promote a range of evaluation approaches 
that suit different contexts, interventions and evaluation questions, as well as provide guidelines 
for evidentiary rigor that address a range of situational circumstances and anticipated changes.

• Support USAID’s efforts to reinvigorate its evaluation function and strengthen interna-
tional development evaluation practices. 

• Prioritize evaluation within development assistance by:
 » Setting aside a minimum portion of program budgets for evaluation purposes;
 » Requiring USAID missions to reserve a portion of their funding to conduct evaluations 
across portfolios of related projects to promote learning in areas of strategic interest;

 » Focusing on outcome-level changes; and 
 » Changing incentives to reward those who learn from their interventions, rather than 
those who report positive results.

• Make evaluation responsive to the host governments, civil society organizations and 
people with whom we work by mandating their inclusion as partners in evaluation design, 
implementation, dissemination and use. 

• Ensure evaluation methods and notions of rigorous evidence are well-suited to the con-
texts and questions raised by the evaluation.

• Where security concerns allow, present evaluation findings transparently and publicly 
in-country and in the United States. 

    Problem
Understanding what 
works and why is crucial 
to the success of U.S. 
development assistance 
and to achieving the 
most cost-effective 
use of limited aid 
resources. A number 
of challenges inhibit 
the U.S. Government’s 
ability to achieve and 
demonstrate results, 
including: (1) project 
timeframes not aligned 
with the time required 
to meet development 
outcomes; (2) reporting 
requirements that 
focus more on how 
money is spent than 
on lives changed; 
(3) placing donors’ 
demands over local 
priorities for long-term 
changes; (4) reluctance 
to acknowledge 
development’s 
complexity, take risks 
and learn from failures; 
and (5) insufficient 
funding for evaluation.

Results
Greater commitment to evaluating development programs, and to evaluating 
them in the appropriate ways, reap positive results including:
• The U.S. Government, through USAID, will emerge as a leader in development pro-

gram evaluation and be enabled to undertake a more effective, efficient and respon-
sive U.S. foreign assistance program.

• Development assistance implementers will be able to reach a larger number of peo-
ple and contribute to better outcomes with the limited resources available. In more 
concrete terms, this means having an aid program more responsive to the govern-
ments, communities and individuals with whom we partner, and more capable of 
producing lasting improvements in people’s lives.

www.interaction.org


Background
Within USAID, steps are already being taken to rebuild the 
agency’s evaluation capacity. In June 2010, for example, 
USAID established the Office of Learning, Evaluation and 
Research within the new Bureau of Policy, Planning and 
Learning. The new office promises to elevate the promi-
nence of results measurement and the use of evidence in 
USAID. This same office is working on a new Evaluation 
Policy (due for release in January 2011) that will articu-
late expectations regarding evaluation practices, with 
an emphasis on higher methodological standards, trans-
parency and utility performance and impact evaluations. 
USAID is also developing new evaluation training programs 
for program managers and evaluation specialists. In addi-
tion, through an interagency process, it is actively engaged 
in developing the monitoring and evaluation frameworks 
for several presidential initiatives (Global Health, Feed the 
Future and Climate Change) in a way that is consistent with 
a renewed emphasis on impact measurement.

Evaluation at USAID has an uneven history, marked by 
a sharp decline in capacity over the past decade.1 One 
particularly troubling trend has been the growing emphasis 
on performance monitoring at the expense of evaluation, 
resulting in a decline in the number of evaluations con-
ducted and too much attention paid to collecting data on 
large numbers of low-level indicators. Much of the remain-
ing evaluation work is done by implementing partners, 
preventing USAID from gaining the experience and advan-
tages that stem from undertaking such work. In 2006, the 
Center for Development Information and Evaluation, which 
had been charged the previous year with leading an initia-
tive to revitalize evaluation within USAID, was abolished.

These and other factors have resulted in several prob-
lems that must be addressed for development assistance 
to be successful. These include:

• Focus on outputs rather than outcomes: Evalua-
tion at USAID has suffered due to the overriding focus 
on tracking how money is spent, rather than on what 
results aid has achieved. Too often, the focus has been 
on measures such as the number of schools built or 
teachers trained, rather than on the ultimate objective 
of such activities—improvements in children’s learn-
ing. Furthermore, these measures are often decided in 
Washington, with insufficient input from those actually 
overseeing, implementing or affected by programs in 
the field.

• Aversion to risk: Just as no one would expect every 
business start-up to become profitable, it is unrea-
sonable to expect every development program to 

1 Andrew Natsios, “The Clash of the Counter-bureaucracy and Develop-
ment,” Center for Global Development, July 2010.

be successful. Fear that negative evaluation results 
will undercut support for aid (or funding for a specific 
organization) means evaluation findings are not widely 
shared, limiting opportunities to correct and learn from 
failures.

• Demand for quick results: Development takes time. 
Yet organizations are often asked to report on impact 
over time periods too short for that impact to be 
achieved, much less evaluated. While some meaning-
ful impacts, such as increases in agricultural yields or 
patients treated, can be measured within a relatively 
short time period, others, such as increases in income 
or improvements in health status or learning, may take 
years to materialize.

• Inadequate funding for evaluation: Monitoring and 
evaluation-related budget items are among the first to 
be cut when budgets need to be trimmed. This is a sign 
that the agency does not prioritize evaluation. 

There are encouraging signs that some of these problems 
will be addressed and that the decline of evaluation within 
USAID is starting to be reversed. The prominence given to 
evaluation and evidence-based decision-making by senior 
Administration officials is particularly welcome. Setting the 
tone for all agencies involved in development assistance, 
the Presidential Policy Directive on Global Development 
calls for the rigorous evaluation of the impact of policies 
and programs, and for the results of such evaluations to 
drive policy and budget processes. In addition, the direc-
tive calls for more “substantial investment of resources in 
monitoring and evaluation.”2 

Previewing the contents of the Quadrennial Diplomacy 
and Defense Review, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton set 
out a vision of USAID as an agency in which decisions are 
“based on hard evidence to ensure that investments deliver 
results” and which measures success on the basis of 
improvements in people’s lives rather than on “the number 
of programs run.”3 She also reinforced statements made by 
USAID Administrator Rajiv Shah about being transparent 
about successes and failures and learning from them.

2 “Fact Sheet: U.S. Global Development Policy,” September 22, 2010. 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2010/09/22/fact-sheet-
us-global-development-policy (accessed October 27, 2010)

3 Hillary Rodham Clinton, “Leading Through Civilian Power: Redefining 
American Diplomacy and Development,” Foreign Affairs, November/
December 2010. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66799/hillary-
rodham-clinton/leading-through-civilian-power 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2010/09/22/fact-sheet-us-global-development-policy
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2010/09/22/fact-sheet-us-global-development-policy
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66799/hillary-rodham-clinton/leading-through-civilian-power
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66799/hillary-rodham-clinton/leading-through-civilian-power


InterAction Evaluation and Program  
Effectiveness Working Group
Organization URL
Academy for Educational Development www.aed.org
Action Against Hunger www.actionagainsthunger.org
Adventist Development and Relief Agency International www.adra.org
African Medical & Research Foundation www.amref.org
Africare www.africare.org
Aga Khan Foundation U.S.A. www.akdn.org
All Hands Volunteers www.hands.org
American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee www.jdc.org
American Red Cross International Services www.redcross.org
American Refugee Committee International www.archq.org
AmeriCares www.americares.org
America’s Development Foundation www.adfusa.org
Baptist World Alliance/Baptist World Aid www.bwanet.org
CARE www.care.org
Catholic Relief Services www.crs.org
CHF International www.chfinternational.org
Christian Blind Mission www.cbmus.org
ChildFund International www.childfund.org
Christian Reformed World Relief Committee www.crwrc.org
Church World Service www.churchworldservice.org
CONCERN Worldwide US www.concernusa.org
Counterpart International www.counterpart.org
Development Gateway www.developmentgateway.org
Education Development Center www.edc.org
Episcopal Relief & Development www.er-d.org
Ethiopian Community Development Council www.ecdcinternational.org
Food for the Hungry www.fh.org
Global Fund for Children www.globalfundforchildren.org
Global Health Council www.globalhealth.org
Goodwill Industries International, Inc. www.goodwill.org
Habitat for Humanity International www.habitat.org
Handicap International www.handicap-international.us
Heifer International www.heifer.org
Helen Keller International www.hki.org
The Hunger Project www.thp.org
INMED Partnerships for Children www.inmed.org
Institute for Sustainable Communities www.iscvt.org
International Center for Research on Women www.icrw.org
International Foundation for Electoral Systems www.ifes.org
International Medical Corps www.imcworldwide.org
International Relief & Development www.ird.org
International Rescue Committee www.theirc.org
International Youth Foundation www.iyfnet.org

Contributors to the Evaluation Policy Brief
Organization URL
CARE www.care.org
Church World Service www.churchworldservice.org
World Learning www.worldlearning.org



Organization URL
Interplast www.interplast.org
Islamic Relief USA www.irw.org
Jesuit Refugee Service / USA www.jrsusa.org
Lutheran World Relief www.lwr.org
Management Sciences for Health www.msh.org
MAP International www.map.org
Mercy Corps www.mercycorps.org
Mobility International USA www.miusa.org
Oxfam America www.oxfamamerica.org
Pact www.pactworld.org
PATH www.path.org
Pathfinder International www.pathfind.org
Plan USA www.planusa.org
Plant with Purpose www.plantwithpurpose.org
ProLiteracy Worldwide www.proliteracy.org
Refugees International www.refugeesinternational.org
Relief International www.ri.org
Salvation Army World Service Office www.sawso.org
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org
SEVA Foundation www.seva.org
Trickle Up Program, Inc. www.trickleup.org
United Methodist Committee on Relief www.umcor.org
Winrock International www.winrock.org
Women for Women International www.womenforwomen.org
Women Thrive Worldwide www.womenthrive.org
World Concern www.worldconcern.org
World Learning www.worldlearning.org
World Relief www.worldrelief.org
World Vision, United States www.worldvision.org
World Wildlife Fund www.worldwildlife.org
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Recommendations & Actions
As a signatory to the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA, the international community’s commit-
ment to better address DRR), the U.S. must vigorously support international DRR initiatives and 
investments to build safer, more resilient communities and minimize the loss of assets among 
the poor as well as protect U.S. foreign assistance, national security and diplomatic interests.

Increase U.S. Government participation in efforts to reduce the vulnerability of high-risk 
communities to disaster and the negative impacts of climate change by:

• Supporting and strengthening the U.S. commitment to the HFA as other leading nations 
have done by establishing an ongoing, multi-stakeholder national task force bringing 
together government, academia, the private sector, nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs) and other civil society actors; 

• Supporting the HFA by using its three strategic goals and five priority actions as the 
linguistic framework for U.S. humanitarian and development reporting where relevant;

• Set aside at least 10 percent of total humanitarian emergency assistance for DRR; 
• Substantially increase USAID development funds targeting DRR and climate change 

adaptation (CCA);
• Increasing funding cycles from 12 months to three years to ensure DRR strategies are 

viable and well-integrated into USAID’s development practices;

Support USAID efforts to protect previous investments in development by:
• Establishing a point person at USAID, which focuses on long term development pro-

grams, in addition to the one at USAID’s Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA), 
which focuses only on humanitarian emergencies, to liaise with NGOs on DRR and CCA;

• Developing a comprehensive DRR/CCA strategy across USAID and OFDA;
• Naming DRR focal points in USAID field missions to liaise with NGOs in disaster-prone 

countries; 
• Increasing support for DRR activities that diminish the negative impacts of human activ-

ity and climate change (flood control and coastal management, e.g.);
• Supporting the creation, use and dissemination of documents on cost-based analysis 

tools, monitoring and evaluation, case studies and best practices;
• Promoting mainstreaming of DRR activities into USAID-funded development activities 

and developing a strategy that addresses linkages of DRR, CCA and the environment.

Results
Taking these steps will save lives and reduce human suffering in the face of 
disasters and gradually reduce disaster response costs resulting in more effec-
tive foreign assistance. Increasing countries’ capacity to respond to climate 
change and natural hazards will improve the credibility and image of the U.S.

   Problem
Natural disasters 
have increased four-
fold over the last 20 
years, affecting the 
poorest and most 
vulnerable communities 
most severely. The 
increase in frequency 
and magnitude of 
disasters reduces 
recovery time and 
increases vulnerability, 
undermining investments 
in development and 
progress toward the 
Millennium Development 
Goals. Disaster Risk 
Reduction (DRR) is the 
systematic development 
and application of 
policies, strategies and 
practices that minimize 
vulnerabilities and 
disaster risks throughout 
a society. DRR activities 
help mitigate the adverse 
impacts of natural 
hazards and prepare 
communities for such 
events, many of which 
will be exacerbated by 
climate change.

Incorporating Disaster Risk 
Reduction into Development 

www.interaction.org


Background
According to data from the Centre for Research on the Epi-
demiology of Disasters, the number of disasters1 around 
the world has increased by about 35 percent when compar-
ing the periods of 1990-1999 and 2000-2009. Likewise, the 
number of total disaster-related deaths has increased by 
about 21 percent and the number of people affected rose 
by about 15 percent. Vulnerability to disasters is increas-
ing due to rapid and unplanned urbanization, diminished 
coping mechanisms and shorter recovery periods between 
disasters.

The achievement of every Millennium Development Goal 
(MDG) is endangered if DRR measures are not put in place. 
The eradication of extreme poverty and hunger (MDG 1) will 
not be achieved where disasters result in the loss of human 
life and livelihoods. Progress toward reducing child mortal-
ity by two-thirds (MDG4) is undermined when proper disas-
ter preparedness and mitigation strategies are not in place, 
as disasters reduce access to clean water and increase vul-
nerability to water-borne disease, a top-five factor in child 
mortality. The world cannot effectively combat HIV/AIDS, 
malaria, and other diseases (MDG 6) while poor health and 
nutrition weaken immunity following disasters. 

In addition to saving lives and reducing vulnerability, DRR 
measures are cost effective. The U.S. Geological Survey 
and the World Bank calculated that $40 billion invested 
in physical or engineering DRR measures (e.g., adequate 
infrastructure design) would have saved $280 billion in 
losses from natural disasters in the 1990s. In China, $3.15 
billion spent on flood control over the last 40 years has 
averted $12 billion in losses.

Case studies demonstrate the benefits of relatively low-
cost DRR programs in terms of saving lives and reducing 
the vulnerability of people living at risk. For example, in the 

1 Disaster is defined here as “a serious disruption of the functioning of a 
community or society causing widespread human, material, economic, 
or environmental losses which exceeds the ability of the affected com-
munity or society to cope using its own resources.”

last 38 years, Bangladesh has experienced three cyclones 
with similar high intensity levels. Due to effective partner-
ship on DRR between the Government of Bangladesh and 
international donors (including USAID and its Office of For-
eign Disaster Assistance), mortality resulting from 2007’s 
Cyclone Sidr was reduced to 3,363 deaths, as compared 
to nearly 500,000 and 138,000 deaths due to cyclones 
in 1970 and 1991 respectively. These DRR measures 
included cyclone shelters, early warning systems and com-
munity-based preparedness measures at an annual cost 
of $460,000. While it is impossible to measure the impact 
disasters may have had without the disaster risk reduction 
measures that were put in place, the statistics clearly sug-
gest the measures saved hundreds of thousands of lives 
for only a few dollars per life per year.

There is robust international commitment to DRR. The 
2005 World Conference on Disaster Reduction was held 
in Kobe Japan, just days after the Indian Ocean tsunami, a 
disaster underscoring the importance of effective detection 
and early warning systems. One hundred sixty-eight coun-
tries (including the U.S.) adopted the conference’s Hyogo 
Framework for Action2 in order to strengthen international 
commitment to DRR with the goal of a substantial reduc-
tion of disaster losses (in lives and in social, economic and 
environmental assets) of communities and countries by the 
year 2015.

2 The Hyogo Framework for Action was formulated as a comprehensive, 
action-oriented response to international concern about the growing 
impacts of disasters on individuals, communities and national develop-
ment. The Hyogo Framework for Action was adopted by 168 Govern-
ments at the World Conference on Disaster Reduction, held in Kobe, 
Hyogo Prefecture, Japan on January 18-22, 2005. It has five priorities:
1. Ensure that disaster risk reduction is a national and local priority with 

a strong institutional basis for implementation;
2. Identify, assess and monitor disaster risks and enhance early warn-

ing;
3. Use knowledge, innovation, and education to build a culture of safety 

and resilience at all levels;
4. Reduce the underlying risk factors; and
5. Strengthen disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels.



InterAction Disaster Risk Reduction Working Group
Organization URL
Adventist Development and Relief Agency International www.adra.org
Africare www.africare.org
All Hands Volunteers www.hands.org
American Friends Service Committee www.afsc.org
Aga Khan Foundation U.S.A. www.akdn.org/AKF
Air Serv International www.airserv.org
All Hands Volunteers www.hands.org
American Jewish World Service www.ajws.org
American Red Cross www.redcross.org
CARE www.care.org
Catholic Relief Services www.crs.org
CHF International www.chfinternational.org
Church World Service www.churchworldservice.org
CONCERN Worldwide US, Inc. www.concernusa.org
Congressional Hunger Center www.hungercenter.org
Counterpart International, Inc. www.counterpart.org
Episcopal Relief and Development www.er-d.org
Food for the Hungry www.fh.org
Friends of ACTED www.acted.org
Habitat for Humanity International www.habitat.org
Handicap International www.handicap-international.us
Heartland Alliance www.heartlandalliance.org 
Heifer International www.heifer.org
Information Management and Mine Action Programs www.immap.org
International Center for Research on Women www.icrw.org
International Medical Corps www.internationalmedicalcorps.org
International Relief and Development www.ird-dc.org
International Rescue Committee www.theIRC.org
Islamic Relief USA www.irw.org
Lutheran World Relief www.lwr.org
Management Sciences for Health www.msh.org
Medical Teams International www.medicalteams.org 
Mercy Corps www.mercycorps.org
Medical Emergency Relief International (Merlin) www.merlin.org.uk
Operation USA www.opusa.org
Oxfam America www.oxfamamerica.org
Pan American Development Foundation www.padf.org
PATH www.path.org
Plan USA www.planusa.org
Refugees International www.refugeesinternational.org
Relief International www.ri.org
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org
Trickle Up Program, Inc. www.trickleup.org
Winrock International www.winrock.org
World Food Program USA www.wfpusa.org
Women for Women International www.womenforwomen.org
Women’s Refugee Commission www.womensrefugeecommission.org 
World Relief www.worldrelief.org
World Vision www.worldvision.org
World Wildlife Fund www.worldwildlife.org 
World Concern www.worldconcern.org

http://www.internationalmedicalcorps.org
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Recommendations & Actions
Recognizing the contribution of UN peacekeeping to the achievement of our strategic objec-
tives, as outlined in the 2010 National Security Strategy, the U.S. should seek to strengthen 
the UN’s ability to deploy the large, appropriately-funded peacekeeping operations to 
address complex conflict situations. The U.S. should continue to show positive leadership 
through reliable financial support, the promulgation of necessary UN institutional reforms 
and the commitment of key enabling equipment and units. This will allow missions to deploy 
quickly and operate effectively. Furthermore, the U.S. should actively use its leadership posi-
tion on the UN Security Council to ensure that peacekeeping is not weakened and discred-
ited through irresponsible deployments.

• Consolidate renewed U.S. commitment to UN peacekeeping by continuing to make 
prompt and full payment of the U.S. share of current UN peacekeeping costs.

• Permanently remove the legislative cap on U.S. contributions to UN peacekeeping oper-
ations, allowing the U.S. to fully meet its obligations to the UN and to pay off all arrears 
incurred under the cap.

• Commit specialized U.S. resources to UN peacekeeping missions in order to ensure that 
missions have the necessary means to fulfill their mandates. This can include critical 
equipment, lift and sustainment of troops to peacekeeping operations worldwide.

• Provide direct support for higher order officer training for troop-contributing countries 
and support for the UN’s effort to develop scenario-based training for peacekeepers, 
including the themes of protecting civilians, preventing and responding to sexual vio-
lence by third parties, and preventing sexual abuse and exploitation by peacekeepers.

• Use U.S. leadership on the UN Security Council to ensure that UN peacekeeping mis-
sions are deployed responsibly and judiciously, and that missions receive the high-level 
political support needed to resolve crises in areas into which peacekeepers are deployed.

• Take a leading role in the reform of UN institutions needed to reinforce the UN’s ability to 
mount credible, sustained peacekeeping operations, during which peacekeepers guilty 
of human rights violations are held to account.

Results
Continued positive engagement in UN peacekeeping operations and reforms 
will strengthen and expand the capacity of the UN to effectively and consis-
tently protect civilians, and stabilize weak and failing states. It will also help the 
U.S. to share the cost and political burden of stabilizing states and shoring up 
potential security vacuums that could present a threat to U.S. security interests.

The Role of the U.S. in UN 
Peacekeeping Operations

    Problem
In recent years United 
Nations members 
(including the U.S.) 
have charged UN 
peacekeeping 
operations with 
increasingly complex 
and dangerous tasks. 
However, heightened 
expectations and 
responsibilities have not 
been matched with the 
increases in financial, 
material and political 
support necessary to 
fulfill these mandates.

www.interaction.org


Background
Nearly 100,000 UN peacekeepers are deployed in 15 mis-
sions on four continents. These operations all originate with 
the UN Security Council, which authorizes the missions 
through Security Council Resolutions and regularly reviews 
their mandates.

UN peacekeeping no longer resembles the “classical” 
observer missions of lightly armed troops monitoring cease-
fire agreements. Today’s missions are complex operations 
in active conflict zones. Modern peacekeepers are asked to 
create stability, protect civilians, demobilize ex-combatants 
and guide the development of democratic institutions that 
respect human rights and uphold the rule of law. Peace-
keeping today often represents a comprehensive effort to 
stabilize and reconstruct failed and failing states.

The UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations man-
ages UN civilian, police and military peacekeepers work-
ing to promote values and institutions that are aligned with 
U.S. political and strategic interests. Throughout the world, 
UN peacekeeping efforts strive to prevent conflict, protect 
civilians affected by armed conflict, uphold human rights, 
and promote stability and good governance.

Reports of sexual abuse by UN peacekeepers threaten 
to overshadow their positive contributions that help pre-
vent instability and secure peace. The UN has implemented 
significant reforms to curb and address sexual exploitation 
and abuse by peacekeepers, including mandatory pre-
deployment trainings and the establishment of a conduct 
and discipline units at headquarters and in the field. But the 
UN must remain vigilant and continue to strengthen mea-
sures to prevent and respond to allegations of abuse. The 
U.S. should press troop-contributing countries to hold their 
accused nationals legally accountable and incorporate the 
prevention of sexual exploitation and abuse into their stan-
dard military training.

The U.S. should further ensure that peacekeepers receive 
scenario-based training on how to protect women from 
sexual violence by third parties and how to respond when 
faced with survivors of such violence, using examples 
from the UN “analytical inventory of peacekeeping prac-
tice addressing conflict-related sexual violence.” The U.S. 
should press the UN to include this in peacekeepers’ train-
ing curriculum, and ensure the U.S. Global Peace Opera-
tions Initiative and Africa Contingency Operations Training 
and Assistance include this in their curriculum.

In spite of the complexity, sensitivity and danger involved 
in conducting modern UN peacekeeping operations, UN 
missions are routinely deployed with mandated tasks that 
far exceed the equipment, staff, troop numbers and politi-
cal support they receive to get the job done. Also prob-

lematic is the increasing inclination of UN member states 
to deploy UN peacekeepers into situations where there is 
no peace to keep, creating unreasonable expectations and 
damaging the credibility of the UN peacekeeping system 
as a whole.

In spite of the enormous challenges faced by modern 
peacekeeping, the multilateral UN approach has proved 
to be a successful, cost-efficient way to promote interna-
tional peace and security. A 2005 RAND study found that 
multinational UN forces are far better suited than unilateral 
U.S. forces to perform peacekeeping responsibilities. In 
terms of cost-effectiveness, a 2006 Government Account-
ability Office study concluded that UN peacekeeping is 
eight times less expensive than funding a U.S. force. Fur-
thermore, the Office of Management and Budget gave the 
U.S. contributions to UN peacekeeping (CIPA account) its 
highest rating under the OMB Program Assessment Rating 
Tool. As part of this assessment, UN peacekeeping efforts 
were judged to be consistent with State Department objec-
tives, consistently achieving the stated goals.

A regular assessment process determines the percent-
age of UN peacekeeping costs that each member state 
should pay. Since 1994, a congressionally-imposed cap 
has limited U.S. contributions to UN peacekeeping to 25 
percent of the entire UN peacekeeping budget. While the 
U.S. renegotiates assessment rates with the UN every 
three years and the U.S. peacekeeping rate has dropped 
from 31 percent to 26 percent in the last ten years, the 25 
percent congressionally-imposed cap remains. Congress 
routinely lifts the cap, but the issue must be revisited each 
year. This gives opponents of the UN opportunities to cut 
funding for peacekeeping and sends a poor signal to troop-
contributing countries who put their troops on the line in 
missions the U.S. votes for in the Security Council but then 
may underfund. For example, from 2005-2007, the cap was 
not lifted and $175 million in debt for U.S. assessments 
for peacekeeping operations accrued. President Obama 
supported and Congress included sufficient funding to pay 
off cap related arrears in the FY2009 Supplemental Appro-
priations bill. Lifting the cap permanently will further dem-
onstrate U.S. commitment to reengagement and meeting 
future international obligations for peacekeeping.

The UN peacekeeping system has made tremendous 
progress, particularly with institutional reforms to improve 
peacekeepers’ ability to protect civilians in times of armed 
conflict. The Obama Administration should continue to use 
its leadership position on the Security Council to re-assert 
the U.S. as a global leader in the defense of human rights, 
the prevention of mass atrocities, and a leader of states by 
making a renewed commitment to the development and 
responsible use of UN peacekeeping.



InterAction Humanitarian Policy and  
Practice Committee
Organization URL
Action Against Hunger (USA) www.actionagainsthunger.org
Adventist Development and Relief Agency International www.adra.org
African Medical & Research Foundation, Inc. www.amref.org 
Africare www.africare.org 
Aga Khan Foundation USA www.akdn.org/AKF
Air Serv International www.airserv.org 
Alliance to End Hunger www.alliancetoendhunger.org
American Friends Service Committee www.afsc.org
American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee www.jdc.org
American Jewish World Service www.ajws.org
American Near East Refugee Aid www.anera.org
American Red Cross International Services www.redcross.org
American Refugee Committee www.archq.org
Americares www.americares.org
America’s Development Foundation www.adfusa.org
Ananda Marga Universal Relief Team www.amurt.net
Baptist World Alliance/Baptist World Aid www.bwanet.org
Brother’s Brother Foundation, The www.brothersbrother.org
Campaign for Innocent Victims in Conflict (CIVIC) www.civicworldwide.org
CARE www.care.org
Catholic Relief Services www.crs.org
CHF International www.chfinternational.org
ChildFund International www.christianchildrensfund.org
Christian Reformed World Relief Committee www.crwrc.org
Church World Service www.churchworldservice.org
CONCERN Worldwide US Inc. www.concernusa.org
Congressional Hunger Center www.hungercenter.org
Counterpart International, Inc. www.counterpart.org
Direct Relief International www.directrelief.org
Episcopal Relief and Development www.er-d.org
Ethiopian Community Development Council www.ecdcinternational.org
Food for the Hungry www.fh.org
Friends of ACTED www.acted.org
Handicap International www.handicap-international.us
Heart to Heart International www.hearttoheart.org
Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society www.hias.org
International Catholic Migration Commission www.icmc.net
International Medical Corps www.imcworldwide.org
International Orthodox Christian Charities www.iocc.org
International Relief and Development www.ird-dc.org
International Relief Teams www.irteams.org
International Rescue Committee www.theIRC.org
Islamic Relief www.irw.org
Jesuit Refugee Service/USA www.jrsusa.org
Korean American Sharing Movement www.kasm.org
Latter-day Saint Charities www.providentliving.org
Lutheran World Relief www.lwr.org
MAP International www.map.org
Mercy Corps www.mercycorps.org
Mercy-USA for Aid and Development, Inc. www.mercyusa.org
National Peace Corps Association www.rpcv.org
Operation USA www.opusa.org
Oxfam America www.oxfamamerica.org
Presbyterian Disaster Assistance and Hunger Program www.pcusa.org



Organization URL
Refugees International www.refugeesinternational.org
RELIEF International www.ri.org
Salvation Army World Service Office, The www.sawso.org
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org
Trickle Up Program, The www.trickleup.org
U.S. Association for the UN High Commissioner  

for Refugees
www.unrefugees.org

U.S. Fund for UNICEF www.unicefusa.org
United Methodist Committee on Relief www.umcor.org
World Concern www.worldconcern.org
World Relief Corporation www.worldrelief.org
World Vision www.worldvision.org
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Recommendations & Actions
In development work, differences in mandate and training make the military a poor substi-
tute for civilian experts from the U.S. Government, the United Nations and NGOs. Congress 
and the Administration should ensure civilian agencies have the mandates, funding and per-
sonnel they need to lead U.S. diplomatic, humanitarian and development efforts. It makes 
little sense for the military to take on development work in order to compensate for resource 
gaps in U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). The currently expanding assis-
tance programs of the Department of Defense should be thoroughly evaluated to ensure that 
security objectives are being met. U.S. Armed Forces should, as a rule, be used in disaster 
relief as a last resort, in situations requiring large lift capacity, under civilian humanitarian 
leadership. When foreign policy objectives require a strong U.S. engagement, the projection 
of “soft power” through professionals at the U.S. Department of State or USAID is often the 
most effective option. The military’s development and humanitarian efforts response should 
be limited in geographic and programmatic scope, and should always be in support of U.S. 
civilian agencies.

• Rebuild civilian personnel and resources at the Department of State and particularly 
development and humanitarian professionals at USAID by providing substantial support 
to State and USAID operational capacity in the international affairs budget.

• Rewrite and reauthorize the Foreign Assistance Act to promote and protect humani-
tarian and development priorities, including reinvigorating related civilian expertise and 
resources.

• Conduct a full review of Department of Defense programs and regional combatant com-
mand activities relating to foreign assistance. Determine the appropriateness and effec-
tiveness of its security, humanitarian and development aid programs and the extent to 
which they are redundant or need to be more focused on particular areas of expertise of 
the U.S. Armed Forces such as training of other militaries.

Results
These steps will foster a means of U.S. humanitarian response that is in keep-
ing with internationally agreed principles and standards, while addressing the 
imbalance among the three pillars of national security: defense, diplomacy and 
development. In combination, these actions will also improve U.S. Government 
capacity to alleviate suffering and address poverty through effective humanitar-
ian response and development assistance. The recommendations will eliminate 
duplicative Department of Defense programs, thus freeing up military resources 
for tasks critical to its core mission.

   Problem
The U.S. Armed Forces 
provide important 
lift capacity and help 
ensure security during 
large-scale humanitarian 
crises. How its 
growing involvement 
in humanitarian 
and development 
assistance evolves 
is a serious concern 
to nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs). 
Expanded military 
involvement in relief and 
development as part 
of counter-insurgency 
efforts dangerously 
blur the line between 
the military and NGOs 
acting in accord with 
humanitarian principles. 
The military’s pursuit 
of political and security 
objectives can endanger 
humanitarian workers’ 
lives and compromise 
both missions. 

The U.S. Military’s Expanding 
Role in Foreign Assistance
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Background
Since 1998, the Department of Defense (DoD) share of 
U.S. official development assistance (ODA) has increased 
from 3.5 percent to 22 percent. During that time, the DoD 
has dramatically expanded its relief, development and 
reconstruction assistance through programs such as Sec-
tion 1207/1210, the Commanders’ Emergency Response 
Program (CERP) and the Combatant Commanders’ Initia-
tive Fund, and also through the activities of the regional 
combatant commands and the Provincial Reconstruction 
Teams (PRTs). Humanitarian nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs) adhere to a strict set of principles and stan-
dards of behavior. These are based on the Code of Con-
duct for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Movement and Nongovernmental Organizations in Disaster 
Relief. This code of conduct binds signatories to the follow-
ing key principles:

• The Humanitarian Imperative: Every human being has 
the right to humanitarian assistance when affected by a 
natural or man-made disaster;

• Independence: NGO staff must not knowingly allow 
themselves to be used by governments or other groups 
for non-humanitarian purposes; and

• Impartiality: Assistance is provided according to need, 
without regard to race, religion, nationality or political 
affiliation. 

Military forces have frequently been involved in natural 
disaster response where their logistical resources, air and 
marine transport capabilities and engineering services can 
fill an important need. Such efforts are most effective when 
coordinated with civilian leadership and expertise, which 
can be found in USAID, the UN and NGOs. The military 
may also have no choice but to get involved in relief activi-
ties in areas too insecure for civilian agencies and staff to 
access. In general, however, when the military represents 
a party to a conflict, its involvement in relief and develop-
ment activities can be problematic. The U.S. military’s pri-
mary focus is security. Its relief and development activities 
emphasize winning the “hearts and minds” of a population. 
Moreover, the military generally lacks specialized humani-
tarian and development expertise and does not have the 
ability to reach out to and partner with affected communi-
ties that comes with employing local staff as NGOs do.

Quick-impact projects and other force protection activi-
ties motivated by security objectives may undermine sus-
tainable development projects and relationships built by 
NGO workers. Well-intended projects may have negative 
consequences and are often unsustainable due to the 
military’s short-term goals and quick turnover rate on the 

ground. Relief activities by the military can also compro-
mise the security of NGO staff in or near conflict areas by 
blurring the lines between humanitarian and military per-
sonnel.

NGOs take a different approach to relief and develop-
ment than does the military. NGOs generally make a long-
term commitment to a situation, acquire a deep under-
standing of local societies, employ largely local staff and 
design projects with community participation and cultural 
sensitivity to ensure sustainability. As a result, instead of 
using weapons or armed guards for their security, NGOs 
rely on an “acceptance” model that rests upon perceived 
impartiality and the trust of the communities in which they 
work. In conflict situations, NGO staff generally keep their 
distance from the military unless they deem cooperation 
necessary to address the needs of vulnerable populations. 
This is not an expression of hostility to the military, but 
instead a necessary and vital measure for their security—
security that depends on community belief in their neutral-
ity and independence from political and military actors. 
U.S.-based NGOs are advancing a dialogue with the U.S. 
military to reinforce appropriate roles.

The military should not consider NGOs as “force extend-
ers” or assume their willingness to collaborate, and should 
leave humanitarian and development activities to civilian 
agencies and NGOs as much as possible. NGOs recognize 
that communication with military actors is mutually benefi-
cial when conducted in a neutral space, and guidelines exist 
to help improve NGO-military relations when they operate 
in a common area. Although the InterAction-Department of 
Defense Guidelines apply in hostile and potentially hostile 
environments, they are useful in any environment where the 
military and NGOs are present.

The military should focus on its mandate and strengths 
including combat operations, security sector reform, mari-
time security and military-to-military training in civilian pro-
tection and HIV/AIDS. However, when the military does 
engage in humanitarian and development activities, its 
involvement should be approved, led and coordinated by 
civilian agencies. The military should develop clearly speci-
fied security and developmental objectives before imple-
menting any assistance project and should regularly moni-
tor progress towards achieving these goals.

Diminishing security is a major factor that shapes the 
evolving U.S military-NGO dynamic. Sadly, humanitarian 
workers are at times directly targeted in today’s world. In 
2008, 260 humanitarian aid workers were killed, kidnapped 
or seriously injured in violent attacks. Relations between 
the military and NGOs should adhere to the Guidelines 
(attached) and military uniforms should be worn at all times, 
without exception.
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On March 8, 2005, the heads of major U.S. humanitarian organizations and U.S. civilian 
and military leaders met at the U.S. Institute of Peace (USIP) to launch a discussion 
on the challenges posed by operations in combat and other nonpermissive envi-

ronments. The Working Group on Civil-Military Relations in Nonpermissive Environments, 
facilitated by USIP, was created as a result of this meeting. 

InterAction, the umbrella organization for many U.S. NGOs, has coordinated the nongov-
ernmental delegation.1 Representatives from the Department of Defense, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, the State Department, and the U.S. Agency for International Development have 
participated on behalf of the U.S. Government. 

1. Recommended guidelines 
The following guidelines should facilitate interaction between U.S. Armed Forces and 

Nongovernmental Organizations (see Key Terms) belonging to InterAction that are engaged 
in humanitarian relief efforts in hostile or potentially hostile environments. (For the purposes 
of these guidelines, such organizations will henceforth be referred to as Nongovernmental 
Humanitarian Organizations, or NGHOs.) While the guidelines were developed between the 
Department of Defense (DOD) and InterAction, DOD intends to observe these guidelines in 
its dealings with the broader humanitarian assistance community. These guidelines are not 
intended to constitute advance endorsement or approval by either party of particular mis-
sions of the other but are premised on a de facto recognition that U.S. Armed Forces and 
NGHOs have often occupied the same operational space in the past and will undoubtedly 
do so in the future. When this does occur, both sides will make best efforts to observe these 
guidelines, recognizing that operational necessity may require deviation from them. When 
breaks with the guidelines occur, every effort should be made to explain what prompted the 
deviation in order to promote transparency and avoid distraction from the critical task of 
providing essential relief to a population in need. 

A. For the U.S. Armed Forces, the following guidelines should be observed con-
sistent with military force protection, mission accomplishment, and operational 
requirements: 
1. When conducting relief activities, military personnel should wear uniforms or other 

1 The InterAction delegation includes CARE, Catholic Relief Services, the International Medical Corps, the Interna-
tional Rescue Committee, Mercy Corps, Refugees International, Save the Children, and World Vision.
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distinctive clothing to avoid being mistaken for 
NGHO representatives. U.S. Armed Forces per-
sonnel and units should not display NGHO logos 
on any military clothing, vehicles, or equipment. 
This does not preclude the appropriate use of 
symbols recognized under the law of war, such as 
a red cross, when appropriate. U.S. Armed Forces 
may use such symbols on military clothing, vehi-
cles, and equipment in appropriate situations. 

2. Visits by U.S. Armed Forces personnel to NGHO 
sites should be by prior arrangement. 

3. U.S. Armed Forces should respect NGHO views 
on the bearing of arms within NGHO sites. 

4. U.S. Armed Forces should give NGHOs the option 
of meeting with U.S. Armed Forces person-
nel outside military installations for information 
exchanges. 

5. U.S. Armed Forces should not describe NGHOs 
as “force multipliers” or “partners” of the military, 
or in any other fashion that could compromise their 
independence and their goal to be perceived by 
the population as independent. 

6. U.S. Armed Forces personnel and units should 
avoid interfering with NGHO relief efforts directed 
toward segments of the civilian population that the 
military may regard as unfriendly. 

7. U.S. Armed Forces personnel and units should 
respect the desire of NGHOs not to serve as 
implementing partners for the military in conduct-
ing relief activities. However, individual NGOs may 
seek to cooperate with the military, in which case 
such cooperation will be carried out with due 
regard to avoiding compromise of the security, 
safety, and independence of the NGHO commu-
nity at large, NGHO representatives, or public per-
ceptions of their independence. 

B. For NGHOs, the following guidelines should be 
observed: 
1. NGHO personnel should not wear military-style 

clothing. This is not meant to preclude NGHO 
personnel from wearing protective gear, such as 
helmets and protective vests, provided that such 
items are distinguishable in color/appearance from 
U.S. Armed Forces issue items. 

2. NGHO travel in U.S. Armed Forces vehicles should 
be limited to liaison personnel to the extent practical. 

3. NGHOs should not have facilities co-located with 
facilities inhabited by U.S. Armed Forces personnel. 

4. NGHOs should use their own logos on clothing, 
vehicles, and buildings when security conditions 
permit. 

5. NGHO personnel’s visits to military facilities/sites 

should be by prior arrangement. 
6. Except for liaison arrangements detailed in the 

sections that follow, NGHOs should minimize their 
activities at military bases and with U.S. Armed 
Forces personnel of a nature that might compro-
mise their independence. 

7. NGHOs may, as a last resort, request military 
protection for convoys delivering humanitarian 
assistance, take advantage of essential logistics 
support available only from the military, or accept 
evacuation assistance for medical treatment or to 
evacuate from a hostile environment. Provision of 
such military support to NGHOs rests solely within 
the discretion of the military forces and will not be 
undertaken if it interferes with higher priority mili-
tary activities. Support generally will be provided 
on a reimbursable basis in accordance with appli-
cable U.S. law. 

C. Recommendations on forms of coordination, to 
the extent feasible, that will minimize the risk of 
confusion between military and NGHO roles in 
hostile or potentially hostile environments, sub-
ject to military force protection, mission accom-
plishment, and operational requirements are: 
1. NGHO liaison officer participation in unclassified 

security briefings conducted by the U.S. Armed 
Forces. 

2. Unclassified information sharing with the NGHO 
liaison officer on security conditions, operational 
sites, location of mines and unexploded ordnance, 
humanitarian activities, and population move-
ments, insofar as such unclassified information 
sharing is for the purpose of facilitating humanitar-
ian operations and the security of staff and local 
personnel engaged in these operations. 

3. Liaison arrangements with military commands 
prior to and during military operations to decon-
flict military and relief activities, including for the 
purpose of protection of humanitarian installations 
and personnel and to inform military personnel of 
humanitarian relief objectives, modalities of opera-
tion, and the extent of prospective or ongoing civil-
ian humanitarian relief efforts. 

4. Military provision of assistance to NGHOs for 
humanitarian relief activities in extremis when civil-
ian providers are unavailable or unable to do so. 
Such assistance will not be provided if it interferes 
with higher priority military activities. 

2. Recommended processes 
A. Procedures for NGHO/military dialogue during 

contingency planning for DOD relief operations in 



a hostile or potentially hostile environment: 
1. NGHOs engaged in humanitarian relief send a 

small number of liaison officers to the relevant 
combatant command for discussions with the 
contingency planners responsible for designing 
relief operations. 

2. NGHOs engaged in humanitarian relief assign a 
small number of liaison officers to the relevant com-
batant command (e.g., one liaison was stationed 
at U.S. CENTCOM for 6 of the first 12 months of 
the war in Afghanistan, and one was in Kuwait City 
before U.S. forces entered Iraq in 2003). 

3. The relevant military planners, including but not 
limited to the Civil Affairs representatives of the rel-
evant commander, meet with humanitarian relief 
NGHO liaison officers at a mutually agreed location. 

B. Procedures for NGHOs and the military to access 
assessments of humanitarian needs. U.S. military 
and NGHO representatives should explore the fol-
lowing: 
1. Access to NGHO and military assessments directly 

from a DOD or other U.S. Government Web site. 
2. Access to NGHO and military assessments 

through an NGO serving in a coordination role and 
identifying a common Web site. 

3. Access to NGHO and military assessments through 
a U.S. Government or United Nations (UN) Web site. 

C. Procedures for NGHO liaison relationships with 
combatant commands that are engaged in plan-
ning for military operations in hostile or potentially 
hostile environments. (NGHO liaison personnel 
are provided by the NGHO community): 
1. The NGHO liaison officer should not be physically 

located within the military headquarters, but if fea-
sible should be close to it in order to allow for daily 
contact. 

2. The NGHO liaison officer should have appropri-
ate access to senior-level officers within the com-
batant commands and be permitted to meet with 
them as necessary and feasible. 

3. There should be a two-way information flow. The 
NGHO liaison officer should provide details on 
NGHO capabilities, infrastructure if any, plans, 
concerns, etc. The military should provide appro-
priate details regarding minefields, unexploded 
ordnance, other hazards to NGHOs, access to 
medical facilities, evacuation plans, etc. 

4. The NGHO liaison officer should have the opportu-
nity to brief military commanders on NGHO objec-
tives, the Code of Conduct of the International 
Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Soci-
eties (IFRC) and NGOs Engaged in Disaster Relief, 

the United Nations Inter-Agency Standing Com-
mittee (IASC) Guidelines, country-specific guide-
lines based on the IASC Guidelines, and, if desired, 
The Sphere Project Humanitarian Charter and 
Minimum Standards in Disaster Response. U.S. 
Armed Forces personnel should have the opportu-
nity to brief NGHOs, to the extent appropriate, on 
U.S. Government and coalition goals and policies, 
monitoring principles, applicable laws and rules of 
engagement, etc. 

5. The NGHO liaison officer could continue as a liai-
son at higher headquarters even after a Civil-Mili-
tary Operations Center (CMOC) or similar mecha-
nism is established in-country. Once this occurs, 
liaison officers of individual NGHOs could begin 
coordination in-country through the CMOC for 
civil–military liaison. 

D. Possible organizations that could serve as a 
bridge between NGHOs and U.S. Armed Forces 
in the field2, e.g., U.S. Agency for International 
Development’s (USAID’s) Office of Military Affairs, 
State Department’s Office of the Coordinator for 
Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS), and the 
UN’s Humanitarian Coordinator: 
1. If the U.S. Agency for International Development or 

the State Department’s Office of the Coordinator 
for Reconstruction and Stabilization agree to serve 
a liaison function, they should be prepared to work 
with the broader NGHO community in addition to 
U.S. Government implementing partners. 

2. The UN’s Humanitarian Coordinator or his/her rep-
resentative could be a strong candidate to serve as 
liaison because he/she normally would be respon-
sible for working with all NGHOs and maintaining 
contact with the host government or a successor 
regime. 

Key terms 
Nongovernmental Organizations (NGOs): In wider 

usage, the term NGO can be applied to any nonprofit orga-
nization that is independent from government. However, for 
the purposes of these guidelines, the term NGO refers to 
a private, self-governing, not-for-profit organization dedi-
cated to alleviating human suffering; and/or promoting edu-
cation, health care, economic development, environmental 
protection, human rights, and conflict resolution; and/or 
encouraging the establishment of democratic institutions 
and civil society. (JP 3-08/JP 1-02) 

Nongovernmental Humanitarian Organizations 

2 In situations in which there is no actor to serve as a bridge, a U.S. mili-
tary Civil Affairs cell could serve as a temporary point-of-contact be-
tween NGHOs and other elements of the U.S. Armed Forces.



(NGHOs): For the purposes of these guidelines, NGHOs 
are organizations belonging to InterAction that are engaged 
in humanitarian relief efforts in hostile or potentially hostile 
environments. NGHOs are a subset of the broader NGO 
community. 

Independence for NGHOs: Independence is defined in 
the same way as it is in the Code of Conduct of the Interna-
tional Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 
(IFRC) and NGOs Engaged in Disaster Relief: Independence 
is defined as not acting as an instrument of government 
foreign policy. NGHOs are agencies that act independently 
from governments. NGHOs therefore, formulate their own 
policies and implementation strategies and do not seek 
to implement the policy of any government, except inso-

far as it coincides with their own independent policies. To 
maintain independence, NGHOs will never knowingly—or 
through negligence—allow themselves, or their employ-
ees, to be used to gather information of a political, military, 
or economically sensitive nature for governments or other 
bodies that may serve purposes other than those that are 
strictly humanitarian, nor will they act as instruments of for-
eign policy of donor governments. 

InterAction: InterAction is the largest coalition of U.S.-
based international development and humanitarian non-
governmental organizations. With over 190 members 
operating in every developing country, InterAction works to 
overcome poverty, exclusion, and suffering by advancing 
basic dignity for all.
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Practice Committee
Organization URL
Action Against Hunger (USA) www.actionagainsthunger.org
Adventist Development and Relief Agency International www.adra.org
African Medical & Research Foundation, Inc. www.amref.org 
Africare www.africare.org 
Aga Khan Foundation USA www.akdn.org/AKF
Air Serv International www.airserv.org 
Alliance to End Hunger www.alliancetoendhunger.org
American Friends Service Committee www.afsc.org
American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee www.jdc.org
American Jewish World Service www.ajws.org
American Near East Refugee Aid www.anera.org
American Red Cross International Services www.redcross.org
American Refugee Committee www.archq.org
Americares www.americares.org
America’s Development Foundation www.adfusa.org
Ananda Marga Universal Relief Team www.amurt.net
Baptist World Alliance/Baptist World Aid www.bwanet.org
Brother’s Brother Foundation, The www.brothersbrother.org
Campaign for Innocent Victims in Conflict (CIVIC) www.civicworldwide.org
CARE www.care.org
Catholic Relief Services www.crs.org
CHF International www.chfinternational.org
ChildFund International www.christianchildrensfund.org
Christian Reformed World Relief Committee www.crwrc.org
Church World Service www.churchworldservice.org
CONCERN Worldwide US Inc. www.concernusa.org
Congressional Hunger Center www.hungercenter.org
Counterpart International, Inc. www.counterpart.org
Direct Relief International www.directrelief.org
Episcopal Relief and Development www.er-d.org
Ethiopian Community Development Council www.ecdcinternational.org
Food for the Hungry www.fh.org
Friends of ACTED www.acted.org
Handicap International www.handicap-international.us
Heart to Heart International www.hearttoheart.org
Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society www.hias.org
International Catholic Migration Commission www.icmc.net
International Medical Corps www.imcworldwide.org
International Orthodox Christian Charities www.iocc.org
International Relief and Development www.ird-dc.org
International Relief Teams www.irteams.org
International Rescue Committee www.theIRC.org
Islamic Relief www.irw.org
Jesuit Refugee Service/USA www.jrsusa.org
Korean American Sharing Movement www.kasm.org
Latter-day Saint Charities www.providentliving.org
Lutheran World Relief www.lwr.org
MAP International www.map.org
Mercy Corps www.mercycorps.org
Mercy-USA for Aid and Development, Inc. www.mercyusa.org
National Peace Corps Association www.rpcv.org
Operation USA www.opusa.org
Oxfam America www.oxfamamerica.org
Presbyterian Disaster Assistance and Hunger Program www.pcusa.org



Organization URL
Refugees International www.refugeesinternational.org
RELIEF International www.ri.org
Salvation Army World Service Office, The www.sawso.org
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org
Trickle Up Program, The www.trickleup.org
U.S. Association for the UN High Commissioner  

for Refugees
www.unrefugees.org

U.S. Fund for UNICEF www.unicefusa.org
United Methodist Committee on Relief www.umcor.org
World Concern www.worldconcern.org
World Relief Corporation www.worldrelief.org
World Vision www.worldvision.org
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Results
Through the creation of a clearly-defined humanitarian “lead,” a coherent 
humanitarian assistance policy, the provision of appropriate resources1 and the 
creation of structures to meet needs2, the U.S. Government will be able to more 
consistently achieve the overarching goals of humanitarian relief and will lay the 
foundation for recovery and sustainable development.

1  See policy brief on Humanitarian Funding for more details.
2  See policy brief on the Transition between Relief and Development for more details.

Recommendations & Actions
As U.S. policy-makers review, reform and modernize U.S. development and foreign assis-
tance policies, they should prioritize humanitarian assistance reform. The U.S. Government 
must adopt an overarching policy on humanitarian assistance to guide decisions on humani-
tarian aid, including the designation of a humanitarian “lead.” Humanitarian principles, rather 
than geostrategic or political considerations, should be used to identify where assistance 
and protection are most needed. It is particularly crucial for the U.S. to improve its response 
to internal displacement. Specific steps include the following.

• State explicitly in U.S. law that the purpose of U.S. humanitarian assistance is to save 
lives, alleviate suffering, maintain dignity and protect the rights of extremely vulnerable 
people. In accordance with this, formulate clear principles to help prioritize the many 
demands for U.S. humanitarian assistance.

• Establish and apply a framework of basic needs, human rights, and protection stan-
dards that is equally applicable to refugees, internally displaced persons (IDPs), and 
conflict-affected communities, and ensure that all relevant government agencies use 
this framework.

• Legally designate a civilian humanitarian response lead within the U.S. Government with 
authority to coordinate all of the government’s humanitarian and recovery programs, 
including those carried out by the military.

• Enhance U.S. leadership in UN humanitarian reform through unified policy objectives 
across all agencies with humanitarian mandates and responsibilities. Specifically, the 
U.S. should promote the use of dedicated UN Humanitarian Coordinators in crisis situ-
ations (rather than “dual hatted” Resident Coordinators who also serve as Humanitarian 
Coordinators), push for improved coordination across sector clusters and closely moni-
tor the effectiveness of pooled funding mechanisms.

• Align U.S. humanitarian assistance policy with internationally agreed-upon standards, trea-
ties, agreements and humanitarian law. U.S. humanitarian programs should be implemented 
by inter-governmental and nongovernmental international humanitarian organizations.

   Problem
Over the years, the 
U.S. has responded to 
countless humanitarian 
emergencies, 
collaborating with 
nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs) to 
enhance humanitarian 
response capacity. The 
overarching purpose 
of U.S. humanitarian 
assistance is to save 
lives, alleviate suffering, 
maintain dignity and 
uphold the rights of 
vulnerable people. 
Yet U.S. humanitarian 
response policy is at 
times unduly influenced 
by considerations 
beyond humanitarian 
need. Furthermore, 
humanitarian response 
is spread over several 
different agencies 
without a coherent, 
overarching policy 
or decision-making 
architecture to 
effectively coordinate 
and guide the work. 

Prioritizing U.S. Humanitarian 
Assistance

www.interaction.org


Background
Since the end of the World War II, the United States has 
been a leader in responding to humanitarian emergencies, 
collaborating with NGOs in the field to enhance humani-
tarian response capacity. Strong humanitarian field pres-
ence, via the Department of State’s Population, Refugees 
and Migration (PRM) Refugee Coordinators, USAID’s Office 
of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance’s (OFDA) six regional 
teams and the USAID Disaster Assistance Response 
Teams (DART), gives the U.S. an unmatched capacity to 
rapidly deploy to an emergency, assess needs and fund 
appropriate programs. Furthermore, strong partnerships 
with NGOs and UN agencies, as well as support for UN 
humanitarian action, have enabled strategic and collabora-
tive approaches to humanitarian assistance.

U.S. humanitarian assistance is not without its shortcom-
ings, however. The humanitarian mandate is spread among 
several agencies within the U.S. Government. The State 
Department’s Bureau for Population, Refugees, and Migra-
tion has the primary responsibility for meeting the needs 
of refugees—individuals who are residing outside their 
country of origin due to persecution and conflict. PRM also 
programs funding for refugees who have been resettled or 
granted asylum in the U.S. and plays a key role in meeting 
the needs of IDPs in particular countries through its fund-
ing of the UN High Commissioner on Refugees (UNHCR) 
and other international organizations. USAID’s Office of 
U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) uses its resources 
to meet the needs of IDPs who have been displaced due 
to natural or man-made disasters and remain within their 
country’s borders. The U.S. military may also play a role in 
humanitarian response by providing lift capacity in natural 
disasters and ensuring ambient security for civilian human-
itarian workers and beneficiary populations during relief 
operations. For example, immediately following the earth-
quake in Haiti in January 2010, the U.S. military assumed 
control of the badly damaged airport near Port-au-Prince. 
This enabled the delivery of much needed relief support. 
The military has increasingly played a role in the direct pro-

vision of humanitarian relief, which is best carried out by 
civilians.1 Other government agencies such as the Bureau 
of International Organization Affairs at the State Depart-
ment, play a role in humanitarian response through their 
funding of the UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF). 

There is an increasing need to bring coherence and com-
mon policy to the activities of these agencies in order to 
maximize the comparative advantage of each. Further-
more, while refugees have been supported by a special 
international protection system since the 1950s, interna-
tional norms, policies and budgets are not as strong for 
the nearly 60 million individuals who are currently displaced 
within the borders of their own countries. Over the past 
decade, the U.S. has taken a number of steps to better 
incorporate internal displacement into its policies and pro-
grams, including the adoption of a USAID policy on IDPs in 
2004, increased funding allocations for IDPs and the desig-
nation of USAID/OFDA as the lead government coordinator 
on internal displacement, among other actions. However, 
the U.S., working with international partners, is currently 
unable to meet all of the needs of IDPs, whose numbers 
continue to rise, impeding the achievement of U.S. humani-
tarian, security and development goals. Humanitarian bud-
get challenges within the U.S. government also lead to 
shortcomings in the quality and quantity of aid.2

In the wake of devastating natural disasters and amidst 
continuing internal conflicts worldwide, humanitarian cri-
ses present a moral challenge to the United States. The 
hundreds of thousands of uprooted people worldwide, 
struggling to survive without the basic necessities of life, 
pose a threat not only to national stability, but also to 
regional and global security, as conflict and displacement 
can spill over national borders, creating regional obstacles 
to development. A robust and coordinated response to 
humanitarian emergencies should be an obligation and a 
foreign policy priority.

1  See policy brief on NGO and Military Relations for more details.
2  See the Humanitarian Funding policy brief for more details.
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Recommendations & Actions
A careful recalibration of assistance programs is needed to reduce poverty and lay a founda-
tion for sustainable, Afghan-led development that can continue after the U.S. draws down 
its military presence.

• Build Afghan capacity for transition. With a goal of increasing resources channeled 
through Afghan Government agencies and civil society, the U.S. should take a top-down 
and bottom-up approach. It must work simultaneously at the national, provincial and 
district levels to promote long-term institutional capacity-building efforts.

• Prioritize sustainable development over short-term, politically-driven aid. U.S. 
assistance programs should be long-term, participatory and inclusive, and geographi-
cally balanced throughout the country. Well-designed and implemented programming 
will ensure accountability and transparency that can rebuild the trust of the Afghan popu-
lation. Properly-resourced support for Afghan development priorities—through financial 
assistance and human resource capacity-building—will help the Afghan Government to 
achieve the development goals established at the Kabul Conference.

• Establish a clear and consistent separation between military and civilian assistance 
efforts. All efforts, including adherence to the InterAction-DoD civil-military guidelines, 
must be made to distinguish between activities of military actors and those of NGOs 
and other impartial civilian actors. The Government Accountability Office should pursue 
a study to refine the U.S. Government’s understanding of the comparative advantage of 
each actor providing assistance (e.g., NGOs, contractors and the military).

• Build humanitarian response capacity. Provide the USAID Office of U.S. Foreign Disas-
ter Assistance (OFDA) with sufficient personnel and resources to support the UN Office 
for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) efforts to re-establish international 
and Afghan capacity to respond effectively to the country’s frequent natural disasters, 
protect civilians displaced by violence and enhance disaster risk reduction activities.

• Ensure civil society and vulnerable groups are included and protected in any recon-
ciliation and reintegration initiatives. Local governance structures are the natural locus 
for legitimate reconciliation processes and their independence must be preserved to truly 
advance the prospects for enduring peace. The design and implementation of reconciliation 
and reintegration initiatives must be fully inclusive of women and civil society organizations. 
Every level of reintegration structures, including provincial and district level bodies and their 
monitoring systems, should have equitable ethnic, tribal and gender representation.

Results
By focusing more on sustainable development outcomes, rather than on primarily 
short-term political objectives, the U.S. will support more meaningful and visible 
development for the Afghan people and thereby contribute to its broader strategy.

Afghanistan
    Problem
The U.S. assistance 
strategy in Afghanistan 
is at an inflection point 
as it seeks to absorb 
and leverage a surge 
in civilian funding and 
personnel in support of 
U.S. policy objectives. 
Despite nine years of 
effort and billions of 
dollars, Afghanistan 
remains one of the 
poorest and least 
developed countries 
in the world. While 
substantial progress 
has been made in some 
areas, U.S. policies and 
programs have made 
insufficient progress in 
promoting the kind of 
social, economic and 
political developments 
necessary to sustain 
a stable transition to 
Afghan leadership and 
governance. 
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Background
There have been some fragile gains in health and education, 
but after three decades of conflict, much development work 
remains to be done in Afghanistan. Security is the main con-
cern for the Afghan people; an estimated 9 million Afghans 
now live in conflict-affected areas, often in desperate condi-
tions with little outside support. Human development indi-
cators remain low. Under-five mortality is one in five. Only 
40 percent of girls attend primary school, compared to 60 
percent of boys: the worst gender disparity in the world. 
Thirty percent of 5- to 14-year-olds work. Unemployment is 
still high and state institutions are weak, with limited capac-
ity to provide basic services. After decades of war, Afghani-
stan has chronic humanitarian needs. Donors and many 
aid organizations have failed to adjust their programming 
or establish access to insecure areas to ensure that these 
populations receive assistance. U.S. humanitarian funding 
is now just over a third of what it was in 2004.

As the stage is being set for a drawdown of U.S. and 
NATO forces, the donor community is making substantial 
investments in Afghan institutions to develop the capac-
ity of the national, provincial and local government struc-
tures. However, these are generally quick impact projects 
designed to achieve short-term results; they do not suf-
ficiently promote local ownership and capacity-building. 
Such activities stand in contrast to longer-term programs 
based on Afghan-identified needs. For example, national 
programs such as the National Solidarity Program (NSP) 
and the Basic Package of Health Services (BPHS) have 
been responsive to and successful in meeting community-
identified needs in thousands of villages.

Since 2001, donors have held a series of international 
conferences to make pledges and show support for 
Afghanistan. Most recently, at the July 2010 Kabul Con-
ference donors committed to aligning their assistance with 
Afghanistan priorities and channeling it increasingly through 
the Afghan Government (GoIRA). The centerpiece was the 
GoIRA’s Kabul Process outlined in 23 national priority pro-
grams in areas such as governance, development, peace 
and security. The fact that the GoIRA drove the planning 
process for these national level initiatives was a positive 
development. However, their success will require substan-
tial time and resources to support the GoIRA in developing 
the sufficient capacity to deliver such programs.

In 2009 and 2010 USAID sought to decentralize its deci-
sion-making authority and deployed additional civilians 
to areas outside of Kabul. Unfortunately, this ”surge” has 
not been able to make the intended impact on the ground; 

instead it has multiplied layers of bureaucracy and height-
ened confusion among U.S. implementing partners. Addi-
tionally, these civilians have been embedded within the mil-
itary-controlled confines of Forward Operating Bases and 
can only move with full security detachments. This place-
ment within military units creates the impression that they 
are inextricably linked with the military and makes benefi-
ciaries reluctant to accept their assistance. 

Furthermore, the U.S. strategy in Afghanistan prioritizes 
activities in the most insecure areas to the detriment of sus-
tained, long-term investments across the country. This dis-
proportionate influx of resources into insecure regions (nota-
bly southern areas) results in poorly designed aid that can 
do harm and undermine U.S. goals and good development 
practice. Peaceful communities provide greater opportu-
nities for development success and consolidate progress 
in secure areas. To date, investments in relatively secure 
places are taking backseat to those regions prioritized in the 
U.S. strategy, creating the perception of a “peace penalty.” 
In this regard, a joint initiative from the U.S. Government 
and its partners to assess the impact of U.S. assistance on 
beneficiary populations would help better balance the allo-
cation of resources between insecure and secure provinces.

The success of development efforts and broader U.S. 
objectives will require the best efforts of all actors on the 
ground, including the military. To date, donors, including 
the U.S. Government , have not adequately identified which 
actors are most effective at which activities and then pro-
vided them with appropriate funding mechanisms to ensure 
projects are successfully implemented. For example, U.S.-
funded international NGOs have been working in Afghani-
stan and with Afghan refugees for decades and are accepted 
by communities. By developing the capacity of sub-national 
structures and local governance, NGOs and others can play 
a key role in improving accountability, transparency and 
sustainability. NGOs rely on perceived impartiality, the clear 
distinction between combatants and non-combatants, and 
acceptance by local communities to maintain security in 
conflict-affected and insecure environments. Efforts to co-
opt the NGO community into a military strategy risk under-
mining this community acceptance and, ultimately, broader 
U.S. objectives. Furthermore, the provision of humanitarian 
and development assistance by U.S. military actors can 
heighten insecurity for civilians by blurring lines between aid 
provided by impartial civilian actors and combat forces.

In order to advance the well-being of Afghans and to 
meet broader objectives, the U.S. and international part-
ners must commit to supporting the GoIRA in long-term, 
community-based development.
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Concerted U.S. leadership and support will help ensure the Congolese can 
move this vast, complex, key regional power forward for the benefit of its 60 
million inhabitants and the region.

Recommendations & Actions
A comprehensive U.S. policy in the DRC must address the pervasive poverty and immediate 
needs of all Congolese. Substantial diplomatic energy must also be focused on resolving the 
conflict in eastern DRC to create stability necessary for political and economic development 
to take root. The U.S. has a vital role to play in shifting the current regional approach to the 
rebel groups in eastern DRC away from military strategies and toward civilian protection and 
political dialogue.

• Appoint and empower a Special Envoy for the Great Lakes Region to coordinate U.S. 
activities and assert U.S. leadership with the United Nations (UN) and regional and donor 
governments.

• Mobilize previously dedicated resources behind a comprehensive plan to prevent and 
respond to sexual violence.

• Help the Congolese government ensure security forces are adequately and regularly 
paid, professionalize its armed forces and police to protect the civilian population, and 
strengthen judicial systems to hold perpetrators accountable;

• Continue supporting the UN peacekeeping force, MONUSCO, and its role in protecting 
civilians. Ensure MONUSCO troop numbers are not reduced until tangible improvements 
are made in civilian protection and security, and specific benchmarks are met for estab-
lishing state control and the rule of law. 

• Use diplomacy, technical support, sanctions legislation, and monitoring by civil soci-
ety groups to press for more transparency concerning natural resource extraction and 
related revenues to ensure they do not fuel conflict, corruption or human rights abuses. 
Ensure full, effective implementation of the Congo Conflict Minerals provisions (Section 
1502) of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act.

• Increase support for humanitarian and development efforts and appropriate transition 
programs that bridge the gap between relief and development to foster an environment 
that promotes peace.

• Facilitate improved coordination between the Congolese government, MONUSCO and 
regional actors to better protect civilians from groups such as the Forces Democratiques 
de Liberation du Rwanda (FDLR) and the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA).

• Proactively coordinate with donors and the UN to provide sufficient resources to ensure 
civic education, the opportunity to vote for all citizens, free and fair elections in 2011 and 
full political participation by women.

   Problem
Ongoing conflict 
between the 
government of the 
Democratic Republic 
of the Congo (DRC) 
and multiple rebel 
and militia groups has 
created widespread 
regional instability. 
Partially fueled by 
illegal exploitation of 
mineral resources, the 
ongoing conflict and 
instability has created 
a humanitarian crisis 
that has displaced more 
than 2 million people. 
Meanwhile 45,000 die 
monthly from disease 
and conflict, and 
sexual violence is at 
unprecedented levels. 
One of the largest 
African countries, DRC’s 
strategic location in the 
center of the continent 
and vast mineral 
wealth make it key to 
promoting peace and 
stability in the region.

Democratic Republic  
of the Congo
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Background
The protracted war in the DRC is one of the deadliest 
conflicts since World War II. Over the past decade, fight-
ing between government forces and rebel groups in the 
eastern region has led to more than 5 million deaths. 
Beginning in 1998, and stemming in part from the 1994 
Rwanda genocide, the war at one point involved armies 
from eight neighboring nations. It came to an official end 
with the Pretoria Agreement signed in 2002, which the U.S. 
helped broker. While Rwandan and Ugandan troops who 
had been fighting directly and through proxy groups in the 
east withdrew, former Rwandan soldiers, many of whom 
participated in the genocide, remained in hiding in eastern 
Congo, forming the Forces Democratiques de Liberation 
du Rwanda (FDLR). They, along with many other protago-
nists in the conflict, are implicated in much of the violence 
that occurs today. 

UNICEF estimates that hundreds of thousands of women 
have been raped, constituting the worst pandemic of 
sexual violence in the world. Gang rape, rape of girls as 
young as eight and genital mutilation of rape victims are 
pervasive. Incidents of gender-based violence have only 
increased in 2010. In July and August, reports surfaced 
of the mass rape of nearly 500 villagers in eastern DRC. 
According to aid groups responding in the aftermath, local 
militias were unable to provide protection against the over-
whelming force of the attackers. The June 2010 renewal 
of the UN peacekeeping mission (MONUSCO—previously 
MONUC) mandate focused peacekeeping forces on east-
ern DRC. However the mass rapes and other acts of vio-
lence that often go unreported, underscore that while the 
20,500 strong MONUSCO has helped protect civilians and 
disarm rebel groups it is inadequate to meet all the protec-
tion needs across such a vast territory.

In 2006, the DRC held its first presidential and parlia-
mentary elections in 40 years. Despite hopes that the post 
election period would usher in peace and stability, it has 
proven difficult to break free from decades of exploitation 
by foreign nations, individuals and armed groups, and to 
address persistent conflict, economic stagnation and cor-
ruption. Despite its unrivaled regional natural resource 
wealth, DRC has virtually no modern infrastructure and 
minimal basic services for the majority of the population, 
who live on less than $1 per day. Opportunities for educa-
tion and jobs are limited, making recruitment of young peo-
ple easy for armed militias. And the challenges of integrat-

ing formerly violent opponents into a new political system 
have created enormous obstacles to securing peace. The 
DRC government’s authority remains weak, and multiple 
armed groups take advantage of this power vacuum. With 
porous borders, weapons and military equipment flow into 
the eastern DRC, fueled in part by the illegal exploitation 
of mineral wealth.

Today, 2 million people are internally displaced and over 
400,000 live as refugees in other countries. Recent attempts 
to end the longstanding conflict include the Nairobi Com-
muniqué signed by Rwanda and DRC in November 2007, 
aimed at disarming and repatriating members of the FDLR. 
The Goma Agreement signed in January 2008 by the gov-
ernment and 22 armed groups (most importantly the CNDP 
(National Council for Defense of the People) led by Laurent 
Nkunda) collapsed in August 2008, and full scale fighting 
resumed. In January 2009, in a surprising move, Rwanda 
arrested Nkunda and joined forces with the Congolese 
army (FARDC) to carry out an offensive against the FDLR. 
The DRC Government continued the offensive against 
the FDLR after Rwandan troops withdrew. An estimated 
800,000 civilians were displaced by these operations, and 
reprisal killings, burning of villages and widespread looting 
and rape occurred in the ensuing months. In March 2009, 
new agreements were signed between the Congolese gov-
ernment and the CNDP plus other militias from North and 
South Kivu. This led to the hasty integration of as many 
as 13,000 militia fighters into the FARDC, but the March 
agreements remain tenuous.

Meanwhile, in December 2008, in northern Congo, a 
joint Congolese-Ugandan-Sudanese initiative to dislodge 
the Ugandan rebel Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) failed to 
apprehend top rebel leaders or protect civilians from sub-
sequent rebel reprisal attacks. UN officials have estimated 
that since December 2007 the LRA has killed nearly 1,800 
Congolese civilians, abducted as many as 2,300, and dis-
placed 280,000 more.

Over the years, the U.S. has played an important role 
in responding to the crisis in DRC, using its diplomatic 
muscle to facilitate recent peace agreements and support-
ing MONUSCO, the transitional elections process and the 
provision of emergency relief, health, education and other 
basic services. Consolidating real gains in the region, how-
ever, will require an even greater investment of funding, 
expertise and use of U.S. influence. If the U.S. does not 
act, the consequences will be grave not only for Congolese 
but also the region as a whole.
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Results
For Ethiopia, immediate and effective assistance efforts, including a broad 
range of interventions, will avoid famine and save lives. Medium and long-term 
efforts to support recovery, rebuild the agricultural sector and implement disas-
ter risk reduction activities will increase food security and resilience to external 
shocks. Stronger engagement with the government to widen humanitarian and 
political space throughout the country, protect civilians and resolve regional 
tensions, including the Eritrea stalemate, will help to alleviate the humanitarian 
suffering and conflict throughout the region.

Recommendations & Actions
The United States should increase funding for disaster risk reduction programs to help 
respond to the humanitarian needs in Ethiopia and work with the Ethiopian government to 
improve the climate countrywide for humanitarian and civil society groups to operate. With-
out greater focus on reducing vulnerability, providing greater humanitarian access through-
out the country and transparency in assessing and responding to humanitarian needs, Ethio-
pia will face recurring humanitarian challenges. The donor community should work with the 
Ethiopian Government to plan for and respond to the frequent shocks Ethiopia typically 
experiences (drought and floods, e.g.) in order to mitigate the effects of disasters and reduce 
the need for external support each time a disaster hits. The United States and the interna-
tional community should also apply greater incentives and pressures to resolve the stale-
mate with Eritrea, increase humanitarian access and protect civilians in the conflict-affected 
Somali region.

• Spearhead a campaign to mobilize new resources from the international community 
to respond to the current food crisis with a comprehensive approach that addresses 
agriculture, livelihoods and livestock protection, health, education, water and sanitation, 
civilian protection and land tenure.

• Invest in disaster risk reduction program responses to emergency needs that contribute 
to communities’ resilience to disasters, with particular focus on building the capacity of 
local governments and strengthening women’s assets and capabilities.

• Press the Ethiopian Government to increase transparency and acknowledge the scope 
of the humanitarian crisis in order to ensure timely, needs-based assistance.

• Encourage the Ethiopian Government at the highest levels to work with civil society 
organizations to revise the law restricting such groups.

• Call on all parties to the conflict in the Somali region to respect international humanitar-
ian law, protect civilians and permit the provision of impartial humanitarian assistance to 
those in need.

   Problem
Ethiopia remains one 
of the most “food 
insecure” countries 
in the world, while its 
government is under 
international scrutiny 
for its democratic 
backsliding since the 
controversial 2005 
and 2010 presidential 
elections. The ruling 
EPRDF party made it 
harder for humanitarian, 
civil and political actors 
to operate in-country 
and a vast segment 
of its population 
continues to depend on 
food assistance. The 
government denies the 
magnitude of the food 
crisis and politicizes 
the humanitarian 
needs assessments 
and responses. Donors 
thus cannot effectively 
respond and monitor 
food assistance or 
move from humanitarian 
response to broader 
development assistance.

Ethiopia
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Background
Ethiopia is one of the most food insecure countries in the 
world and the recent food crisis threatens to plunge mil-
lions deeper into poverty. Currently, an estimated 2.4 mil-
lion people require food assistance. In addition, more than 7 
million people are chronically food insecure and depend on 
assistance each year. Since the early months of 2010, there 
has been a significant improvement related to emergency 
food needs due to the fact that the drought has ended. 
While some shortages have been triggered by a lack of rain, 
the increasing intensity of seasonal droughts, inappropriate 
policies, overpopulation, a lack of investment in agriculture 
and pastoral livelihoods, and insecure land tenure have 
made people vulnerable to the point where even the slight-
est external shock sets off a humanitarian crisis.

Ethiopia has made significant progress in analyzing and 
responding to chronic vulnerability and predictable sea-
sonal hunger. But many challenges remain, particularly in 
terms of integrating relief and development frameworks 
before, during and after an emergency. The Extended Joint 
Emergency Operation Plan, funded by USAID/Food for 
Peace, is one positive example of attempting to integrate 
relief and development frameworks.

Currently, the emergency assistance being delivered 
is not enough to meet enormous, existing demands. In 
addition, the assistance delivered fails to reflect lessons 
learned from previous experiences that could improve its 
lasting impact in the face of chronic vulnerability. While 
food aid is an important part of the current emergency 
response, efforts should be broadened to include a much 
greater range of non-food interventions to improve food 
security. For example, there is an urgent need to increase 
resources for immediate livestock and livelihoods protec-
tion; if livestock (an important source of income) die, com-
munities will remain dependent on aid for months or even 
years to come.

In September 2010, the Government of Ethiopia 
announced the Growth and Transformation Plan calling for, 
among other things, the end of food aid in the country by 
2015. While it is important to have an ambitious plan, there 
is concern that this will create a heightened incentive to 

under-report actual needs in order to meet the targets. 
The long-simmering conflict in the Somali region between 

the Ethiopian Government and Ogaden National Liberation 
Front (ONLF) continues. Civilians bear the brunt of indis-
criminate attacks, killings and destruction of livelihoods by 
both parties. The Ogaden has been severely affected by 
the drought and food price crisis. Yet the Ethiopian Govern-
ment has restricted access to the region, preventing NGOs 
from providing assistance to populations in need and exac-
erbating the humanitarian situation.

Independent humanitarian action and coordination 
throughout the country have been threatened by the Ethio-
pian Government’s politicization of needs assessments 
and responses. For example, the government maintains a 
high level of control over information, actors and activities 
and has been unwilling to publicly acknowledge the scale 
of the need. The U.S. must use its leverage to press the 
Ethiopian Government to take immediate actions needed 
to avoid a large-scale famine.

Regional context. The Horn of Africa is beset with closely 
interlinked humanitarian crises and unresolved or ongo-
ing conflicts. Civilian lives are at risk as the threat of war 
looms and the lack of adequate rainfall and crop produc-
tion dampens prospects for stability and economic growth. 
Ongoing political tensions and economic fragility in Eritrea, 
Ethiopia and Somalia are weakening the region’s ability to 
cope with crises and mitigate further suffering. From the 
ten-year diplomatic stalemate between Eritrea and Ethiopia 
to the long-standing humanitarian catastrophe in Somalia, 
the region is beset by protracted problems. Humanitarian 
aid operations in the Horn are under threat not only due to 
ongoing insecurity, but also because of counter insurgency 
and political activities that create the perception that aid 
actors are politically involved.

In Ethiopia and Somalia, nearly 14 million people are in 
need of humanitarian assistance. The ongoing conflict, 
violence, destabilizing role of foreign actors and failure to 
provide adequate humanitarian assistance has resulted in 
the death of hundreds of thousands of people and millions 
have been displaced from their homes. The Horn of Africa 
is caught in a dangerous cycle of warfare and massive dis-
placement.
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Recommendations & Actions
• To build back a better Haiti, concrete steps must be taken to ensure that reconstruction 

is fully inclusive, transparent, sustainable and well-coordinated. Support the approval 
and implementation of a comprehensive settlement and shelter strategy. The strategy 
should: support the development and enforcement of improved building standards; facil-
itate the provision of rental stock; provide guidance for establishing and managing large 
resettlement sites; and improve access to job opportunities and social services. Ensure 
reconstruction includes areas outside Port-au-Prince in order to establish other areas 
of Haiti as centers of growth. Invest in agricultural and rural development initiatives that 
include Haitian civil society organizations, decentralize income generation efforts in each 
district, and improve small-scale farmers’ access to land, technical training, equipment 
and local markets. Adopt food security strategies that support local purchase.

• Incorporate preparedness for future disasters, protection from natural hazards and environ-
mental conservation into reconstruction planning and efforts. Advocate with and provide 
funding for UN and international agencies to deploy experienced protection staff, including 
more staff for the UN Refugee Agency (UNHCR) and the displaced persons police unit of 
the UN peacekeeping mission (MINUSTAH), to mitigate gender-based violence, child abuse 
and other risks in camps. Work with the Haitian authorities to develop a cadre of Haitian 
social workers and support the institutionalization of a social protection system for children. 

• Ensure Haitian civil society, including local women’s organizations and peasant move-
ments, and vulnerable and disenfranchised groups have a key role in reconstruction 
planning and implementation.

• Provide the necessary technical and financial assistance and training to Haitian Govern-
ment and local government officials to resolve land tenure issues and other impediments 
to reconstruction. Actively engage the government on resolving complex issues like the 
slow approval of supplies by customs agencies. Coordinate U.S. reconstruction plans 
with other donors and support and resource the Interim Haiti Recovery Commission 
(IHRC) to ensure its coordination activities are inclusive, transparent and work toward 
the best interests of the Haitian population, especially the most vulnerable. Ensure expe-
rienced development actors are an integral part of creating and implementing the U.S. 
Government’s Haiti reconstruction strategy. 

Results
With Haitians in the lead, supported by experienced development actors, 
effective coordination among donors and NGOs, and a sustained international 
community commitment to sound and inclusive development, Haiti will have a 
better chance of overcoming the challenges presented by decades of poverty 
and the devastating earthquake.

Haiti
    Problem
The 2010 earthquake 
was a massive 
disaster. It left more 
than 230,000 people 
dead, an estimated 2 
million homeless and 
compounded long-
standing issues. A 
deteriorated agriculture 
sector, inadequate land 
tenure policy, weak 
government institutions, 
and conflict contributed 
to a weakened Haitian 
state. Environmental 
degradation had left 
much of the population 
at risk of frequent 
natural hazards, notably 
hurricanes and seasonal 
rains. Weakly enforced 
building standards 
placed Haitians in 
vulnerable, easily 
collapsible housing 
structures. These and 
additional factors have 
exacerbated the effects 
of the earthquake and 
are factors in the slow 
recovery and rebuilding 
process.
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Background
Even before the devastating earthquake of January 12, 
2010, Haiti was one of the most impoverished nations in 
the Western hemisphere with 80 percent of its people living 
in poverty. The massive earthquake exacerbated existing 
weaknesses including endemic poverty, frail governance 
and a lack of preparedness for natural disasters. 

Because the earthquake occurred in an over-populated 
urban area with many poorly-constructed buildings, it 
resulted in far more deaths, displacement and crippled 
infrastructure than other recent earthquakes of equivalent 
scale. One in eight Haitians was directly affected, and one 
in fifteen of those affected were killed.

Buildings and infrastructure in the Haitian capital Port-au-
Prince and elsewhere were severely damaged. Infrastruc-
tural casualties included numerous prominent government 
buildings, limiting government effectiveness following the 
earthquake. Educational infrastructure was also severely 
affected, with almost 5,000 schools affected and 1,500 
educational staff dead. In the health sector, 60 percent of 
hospitals were damaged. Massive post-earthquake migra-
tion to rural areas burdened social safety nets and already 
strained smallholder agricultural systems.

The Government of Haiti led the Post Disaster Needs 
Assessment (PDNA) conducted from late February through 
March estimated that the damage and loss totaled over 
$7.8 billion, more than the country’s 2009 GDP.

Disaster-affected Haitians have faced an array of stress-
ors, including increased susceptibility to crime, psychologi-
cal trauma and increased insecurity, particularly for women 
and children, who have become more vulnerable to sexual 
abuse and trafficking. 

The complexity of the existing economic and political 
issues, the magnitude of disaster and the diversity of actors 
on the ground created a very difficult situation in the earth-
quake’s immediate aftermath. While aid was rapidly mobi-
lized, the effectiveness of the humanitarian response was 
affected by a multitude of constraints including the chal-
lenging urban environment, the human and emotional toll 
sustained by NGO and UN staff in country when the earth-
quake struck, and insufficient attention by the international 
response community to coordination with Haitian NGOs.

Despite these challenges, immediate humanitarian oper-
ations delivered life-saving support on a massive scale. 
According to an Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) 
report completed six months after the disaster, 4 million 
people had received food assistance, emergency shelter 
materials had been distributed to 1.5 million people and 
basic needs such as health, water and sanitation had been 

attended to in camps. In addition, 1 million Haitians had 
benefited from cash-for-work programs, 195,000 children 
had gained access to education and 142,000 households 
had received agricultural inputs for spring planting.

Proper coordination between all parties will be criti-
cal in the reconstruction phase. The Government of Haiti 
has established the Interim Haiti Recovery Commission 
(IHRC) to coordinate efforts and ensure rebuilding activities 
align with the priorities identified in its Action Plan for the 
National Recovery and Development of Haiti. The IHRC is 
intended to work in concert with government ministries. It 
is responsible for approving all reconstruction projects over 
$1 million. Representatives from the Haitian Government, 
donor community, multilateral institutions and the interna-
tional and Haitian NGO communities sit on the IHRC board.

As attention shifts from the emergency phase to recovery 
and reconstruction, it is important to address the humani-
tarian needs of the affected Haitians, including those still 
living in planned or makeshift camps, with greater urgency. 
However, plans for recovery and reconstruction need to be 
addressed simultaneously to ensure Haitians can also meet 
their long-term goal of “building back better.” Unfortunately, 
these reconstruction efforts may be derailed by the weak 
capacity of the Government of Haiti, among a complex 
web of other challenges. For example, with over 1 million 
Haitians living in overcrowded, insecure and inadequate 
spontaneous settlements, resettling internally displaced 
persons (IDPs) will pose huge operational challenges and 
face major complications including the lack of adequate 
land tenure policy. Such issues must be addressed in a 
coordinated manner because without appropriate resolu-
tion, progress towards recovery or long-term development 
may be limited, and the Haitian people may be vulnerable 
to social unrest or further crises. Reconstruction efforts 
should include the development of all of Haiti, not only the 
highly populous urban areas. Agricultural development, 
including livestock-based agriculture, is just one mecha-
nism for meeting immediate livelihood needs while rebuild-
ing long-term nutrition and asset bases of poor families.

Ensuring adequate security and protection, especially for 
women and girls, and equal access to basic health, sanita-
tion, education services and food security will also remains 
critical—both in temporary camps and resettlement sites in 
the short term and in permanent communities and dwell-
ings in the long term. There must be increased communica-
tion and coordination between the international and Haitian 
NGO communities, the Government of Haiti, the IHRC, the 
international donor community and other stakeholders to 
ensure that reconstruction benefits the most vulnerable and 
contributes to a sustainable, efficient and just Haitian state.
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Results
Implementation of the strategy mandated by the 2010 Lord’s Resistance Army 
Disarmament and Northern Uganda Recovery Act offers the opportunity for the 
U.S. to adopt a targeted, multilateral response that could improve lives of mil-
lions of people across the region.

Recommendations & Actions
The Administration’s development of an interagency LRA strategy is a positive step. 
Increased U.S. Government support is needed to guarantee civilian access to life-saving 
services. By simultaneously working to protect civilians, support civil society initiatives and 
constrain LRA movements, the United States can reduce the LRA’s lines of support (includ-
ing village raids and abducted fighters). Ongoing engagement of the LRA issue and a com-
mitment to implement the U.S. Government’s strategy to address LRA violence will require 
high-level coordination across the National Security Council, the State Department and the 
Department of Defense.

• Protect civilians in DRC, southern Sudan, and CAR from LRA attacks by pressuring the 
governments of these countries to make civilian protection a priority. Work to ensure UN 
missions in DRC, Sudan, CAR and Chad fulfill their mandates to protect civilians from 
LRA attacks and investigate LRA activities.

• Work with the UN and regional governments to support targeted efforts to encourage the 
escape and reintegration of LRA members, including those isolated from LRA leaders 
indicted by the International Criminal Court.

• Develop and implement projects to expand telecommunications infrastructure in LRA-
affected areas of DRC, including mobile phone and HF/FM/short-wave radio networks; 
and develop projects for expanding communications infrastructure in southeast CAR 
and South Sudan.

• Ensure protection of abductees by pressuring national militaries, the UN Mission in the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO) and the UN Mission in Sudan (UNMIS) 
to make this a priority, especially during military operations against the LRA.

• Support a robust international humanitarian response and adequate funding for humani-
tarian activities in LRA-affected areas, including DRC, southern Sudan and CAR.

• Support civil-society peace and reconciliation initiatives to ensure a lasting and sustainable 
peace and ensure efforts to address LRA violence include local civil society consultation. 

• Pressure the Ugandan government to implement the Peace, Recovery and Development 
Plan (PRDP) in northern Uganda in order to ensure basic services are available to over 1 
million Ugandans who have returned home after displacement due to LRA attacks.

• Support UN efforts to improve intelligence-sharing and coordination between UN peace-
keeping missions in countries affected by LRA activities.

   Problem
The Lord’s Resistance 
Army (LRA) has been 
terrorizing civilians in 
East and Central Africa 
for over two decades. 
While it began as a 
specifically Ugandan 
rebel movement, it 
has since established 
bases in multiple 
African countries and 
has fighters of several 
nationalities. These 
troops have raped, 
kidnapped, forcibly 
conscripted children 
and killed civilians in 
Uganda, Sudan, the 
Democratic Republic 
of the Congo (DRC) 
and the Central African 
Republic (CAR), creating 
massive displacement, 
leaving a legacy of 
poverty and fear, 
and causing political 
instability.

Lord’s Resistance Army-
affected Areas in Uganda, 
Southern Sudan, DRC and CAR
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Background
The LRA in Uganda
Led by Joseph Kony, the LRA emerged in northern Uganda 
in the mid-1980s to protest violence inflicted against the 
Acholi people of the North by the new Ugandan president, 
Yoweri Museveni. However, the aims of the rebel group 
have never been clear; rather than using its weaponry and 
fighters to attack government forces, the LRA terrorized the 
very civilians it claimed to protect.

Between 1986 and 2006, when a ceasefire was declared 
between the LRA and the Government of Uganda, 1.8 mil-
lion people were displaced in northern Uganda, 12,000 
people were killed, and tens of thousands more died of 
malnutrition and preventable diseases in over-crowded 
camps. Additionally, between 20,000 and 60,000 children 
and young adults were abducted by the rebels and used as 
porters, soldiers, and sex slaves. 

During a ceasefire from August 2006 to April 2008, a final 
peace deal was negotiated between the LRA and the Ugan-
dan government. However, Joseph Kony refused to sign 
the deal and a December 2008 military operation ended 
the Juba peace process. Although 1.3 million people have 
moved out of the large internally displaced persons (IDP) 
camps and are now living in small camps or their home 
villages, many are apprehensive about a possible return of 
the LRA. The Ugandan Government’s lack of commitment 
to the Peace, Recovery and Development Plan in northern 
Uganda has impeded reconstruction in the North.

The LRA in Sudan
Beginning in 1994, the National Congress Party (NCP), 

the ruling party in Sudan, funded the LRA as a proxy force 
in its civil war against Southern Sudan, arming the rebel 
group to destroy villages, murder, rape and loot.

When the U.S. listed the LRA as a terrorist organization in 
December 2001, the NCP distanced itself from the group, 
at least superficially. It is believed that funding ended com-
pletely after the signing of Sudan’s North-South Compre-
hensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in 2005 but this remains 
unclear. 

For the past two years, the UN has documented LRA 
attacks in south Sudan, disrupting the ability of some cit-
izens to vote in the April 2010 elections. There is also a 
growing body of evidence that LRA rebels, possibly includ-
ing Joseph Kony, have recently taken refuge in South Dar-
fur. The Sudanese government is also struggling to cope 
with the 120,000 displaced by LRA violence, in addition to 
over 20,000 refugees from the DRC.

The LRA in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo (DRC)

After leaving south Sudan in 2005, the LRA set up sev-
eral camps in northeast DRC. While LRA attacks on civil-
ians were minimal during much of the 2006-2008 ceasefire, 
they resumed once the peace talks began unraveling in the 
spring of 2008, and hundreds of people were abducted in 
village raids between September and November. 

On December 14, 2008, following the final dissolution 
of the peace talks, the Ugandan military led an assault on 
five LRA bases in DRC. While U.S. intelligence reportedly 
aided the coalition, limited cooperation from the Congolese 
Armed Forces and the Sudan People’s Liberation Army and 
little advance notice to UN and MONUC (the predecessor 
of MONUSCO) made the offensive ultimately unsuccessful. 
The LRA vacated the camps in advance and not one senior 
LRA leader was captured or killed.

In retaliation, the LRA stepped up atrocities against civil-
ians. In the “Christmas Massacres” of December 24-27, 
2009, the LRA murdered over 600 people in the Haut Uele 
province of the northern DRC. Since then, LRA attacks on 
civilians have continued at a steady pace, with LRA mas-
sacres claiming over 1,000 victims. Many villages in north-
east DRC are now empty or destroyed and 291,500 people 
have fled their homes, including 23,500 who sought refuge 
in CAR. Due to security concerns, lack of funding and poor 
transportation and telecommunications infrastructure in 
the region, 26 percent of IDPs in Haut Uele and 43 percent 
of IDPs in nearby Bas Uele have not received humanitarian 
assistance. Thousands of families are in need of protec-
tion, food, clean water and shelter. In addition, over 2,000 
children and adults have been kidnapped by the LRA since 
September 2008, boosting the capacity of the rebel forces.

The LRA in the Central African Republic (CAR)
LRA rebels have been active in southeastern CAR at 

least since March 2008, when they abducted dozens of 
people near the town of Obo. LRA activity in CAR surged 
in the latter half of 2009, and since then rebel attacks have 
expanded throughout the country. Most recently, LRA 
attacks have been reported in northeastern CAR, including 
near Birao, where UN troops were stationed. At least 30,000 
people have been internally displaced by the continuing 
LRA attacks, but humanitarian assistance is inadequate, 
and the international community has made little effort to 
document the number of people killed and abducted over 
the past two years.
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Recommendations & Actions
The U.S.—along with other donor nations—must sustain high levels of funding and engage-
ment in the recovery from the recent crises. Over the long term, the U.S. must also support the 
Pakistan Government to better engage with local communities and civil society. Reconstruc-
tion efforts must be locally supported and sustainable. This requires a needs-driven approach, 
balanced appropriately between flood- and conflict-affected regions, and national in scope 
instead of focused on areas and programs of strategic interest to the U.S. Reconstruction 
must be implemented by civilian humanitarian actors already established and accepted in the 
beneficiary communities. All humanitarian and long-term development efforts must support 
critical Pakistani social and political reforms to establish a more equitable society.

• Support effective U.S. Government inter-agency coordination to ensure resources 
(including the $500 million redirected from the Enhanced Partnership with Pakistan Act 
of 2009) support a smooth transition from crisis response to long-term development.

• Focus non-military assistance on long-term, sustainable development with increasing 
investments in poverty-alleviation, governance, civil society, and meaningful community 
participation throughout each stage of the development process.

• Continue engaging Pakistan’s government to ensure that protection and assistance 
needs are addressed for refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs), with atten-
tion to the treatment of women, girls, the disabled and other vulnerable groups. During 
the reconstruction effort, prioritize the needs of vulnerable groups, particularly female-
headed households, the landless and religious and ethnic minorities, so that gains like 
the redistribution of land to women farmers are not reversed.

• Support programs that promote trade and broad-based economic development.
• Make explicit the distinction between humanitarian assistance and U.S. political and 

military goals. Ensure civilian victims of U.S. drone attacks and Pakistani military opera-
tions receive tangible assistance or compensation.

• Build the capacity and accountability of civilian government institutions at all levels. 
Strengthen the capacity of the national disaster management authorities to respond to 
emergencies, reduce the risk of disasters and adapt to climate change impacts. 

• Ensure U.S. funding disbursed directly to local organizations and civilian authorities is 
done carefully and gradually with greater monitoring and evaluation, accountability and 
transparency mechanisms. Tie direct bilateral assistance to the Government of Pakistan 
to performance objectives for its ministries and departments.

Results
Effective recovery and development efforts will deepen the U.S. relationship 
with the Pakistani people and government and bring greater stability to Paki-
stan and the region.

   Problem
Slow onset flooding 
along the Indus River in 
2010 devastated one-
fifth of Pakistan’s total 
territory, immediately 
affected 20 million 
people, devastated 
livelihoods and will 
threaten food security 
for a number of years. 
The disaster also 
compounded existing 
challenges, including the 
ongoing conflict in the 
Federally Administered 
Tribal Areas (FATA) where 
over 1.4 million people 
remain displaced. A 
combination of limited 
government capacity, 
chronic and severe 
poverty, food insecurity, 
multiple humanitarian 
crises and a violent 
complex insurgency and 
counter-insurgency with 
transnational dimensions 
have been exacerbated 
by the recent crises and 
threaten the stability of 
Pakistan and the South 
Asia region.

Pakistan
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Background
Inequality underlies much of the severe poverty that has 
afflicted Pakistan since its establishment. Barely half of 
the population is literate and 45 percent lives on less than 
2,100 calories a day—the minimum requirement in disas-
ter response situations. In rural areas and some industries, 
powerful landlords and factory owners ensure that the labor 
force is permanently in debt, leading to depressed agricul-
tural productivity, poverty, malnutrition and low education 
levels. Large parts of comparatively isolated territories in 
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KPk) and Federally Administered 
Tribal Areas (FATA)—among the poorest in the country—
are extremely marginalized and underserved, further facili-
tating their use as havens for militant groups such as the 
Taliban. The Government of Pakistan’s low prioritization of 
and lack of capacity to implement development programs, 
corruption, weak governance and ineffective state institu-
tions have increased militancy and armed conflict in these 
regions. As a result, thousands of civilians have been killed 
or injured and millions more have been displaced. In FATA, 
in particular, where a colonial-era legal and political sys-
tem deprives citizens of basic civil and political rights, weak 
governance and a lack of state institutions significantly 
impede development and stability.

These challenges have been exacerbated by the man-
made and natural disasters of 2009 and 2010. Flooding in 
late summer of 2010 affected 20 million Pakistanis mostly 
in agricultural areas in KPk, Baluchistan, Punjab and Sindh 
Provinces. A full one-fifth of Pakistan’s land has been 
affected by the flooding. And although some of the land in 
the north is arable, other land may not be for another two 
planting seasons. The cost of recovery and reconstruction 
has been estimated at $45 billion and many affected Paki-
stanis will continue to require emergency response for a full 
two years.

The 2010 crisis compounded an ongoing humanitarian 
situation in the northwest. The violence in KPk and FATA 
in May 2009 related to the Pakistani military operations 
took a devastating toll on civilians; almost 3 million peo-
ple were internally displaced at the height of the conflict 
and thousands of civilians were killed or injured. Military 
offensives have continued into FATA since the latter half 
of 2009, displacing over 1.4 million and causing additional 
civilian casualties. International funding for the needs of 
these populations was paltry. At the mid-year mark, the 
UN’s combined humanitarian response plan (PHRP) was 
approximately 39 percent funded (the bulk of that from the 

U.S.). While the flooding has stretched humanitarian agen-
cies and donors alike, internally displaced persons (IDPs) 
and returning populations in the northwest still need emer-
gency relief supplies and help with economic recovery.

To meet long-term goal of stabilizing Pakistan, U.S. fund-
ing should be analyzed to consider its impact on the deep 
inequalities of the country and vulnerabilities created by 
recent humanitarian crises. Congress passed the Enhanced 
Partnership with Pakistan Act of 2009 in October 2009 and 
authorized $7.5 billion in nonmilitary assistance to Pakistan 
over five years. The legislation created an opportunity for 
the U.S. to engage the people of Pakistan as active par-
ticipants in their own development by establishing partner-
ships with civil society organizations and local government 
in support of existing national development strategies. As 
this assistance is recalibrated to address new needs cre-
ated by the 2010 floods, it should focus not only on infra-
structure rebuilding, but also on curriculum development, 
teacher education and community-leadership. The U.S. 
should avoid the temptation to focus on quick-impact, 
high-visibility projects and instead emphasize sustainable, 
community-based development and civilian institutional 
strengthening over the longer term.

There have been a significant number of recent attacks 
against NGO and UN staff and projects. These attacks are 
evidence of a shrinking NGO operational space that can 
only be preserved through a clear delineation between 
humanitarian programming and the strategic goals of the 
U.S. Any perception that the goals of NGOs are aligned 
with the motives and interests of external military forces 
will heighten insecurity for NGO staff, partners and benefi-
ciaries and, ultimately, restrict the ability to reach those in 
need. In addition, humanitarian agencies have had difficulty 
reaching some conflict zones due to the Pakistani Govern-
ment’s restrictions on humanitarian access, as well as poor 
infrastructure.

Despite the return of millions of Afghan refugees to their 
country since 2002, approximately 1.7 million remain in 
Pakistan and are unable or unwilling to return home. While 
Afghanistan is unable to absorb a significant number of 
returnees due to worsening security conditions and the 
lack of basic services, the Government of Pakistan is 
also not willing to support their integration into Pakistan. 
Coordination with regional governments and continued 
dialogue with the Government of Pakistan are needed to 
strengthen basic services for both Afghan refugees and 
Pakistani host communities and to create sustainable 
solutions for Afghan refugees.
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Taking these steps would create a U.S. policy that prioritizes humanitarian 
assistance and supports a negotiated political settlement in Somalia, which 
would, in turn, further long-term U.S. interests in regional stability.

Recommendations & Actions
The shift in U.S. policy to increase support to the semi-autonomous states of Somaliland 
and Puntland is welcome, not least because regional development can increase stability 
and facilitate greater access to vulnerable populations that have sought shelter in the north. 
The U.S. needs to carefully weigh its support for the TFG and further troop deployment for 
the African Union peacekeeping operation (AMISOM)—particularly in light of recent alleged 
human rights abuses by both the TFG and AMISOM troops. The U.S. Government should 
considerably increase its funding to support the 600,000 Somali refugees living in neighbor-
ing countries. 

• Support the independence of humanitarian agencies, in particular by ensuring that 
United Nations Political Office on Somalia does not oversee UN agencies with a humani-
tarian mandate.

• Provide robust funding to refugee programs in the region (Kenya, Ethiopia, Djibouti, 
Yemen), including advocating for registration, legal documentation, education and proj-
ects in urban areas.

• Provide humanitarian funding for agencies that continue to have access in south central 
Somalia, as well as development aid to provide vulnerable groups, especially women 
and youth, with education, employment, training and livelihoods opportunities, in coor-
dination with local civil society projects.

• Hold the TFG and AMISOM accountable, particularly on bilateral arm transfers, human 
rights abuses, recruitment of child soldiers and civilian casualties. 

• Ensure U.S. policy towards Somaliland and Puntland is nuanced and carefully crafted, 
and focused on building democracy and the rule of law within local institutions, in a man-
ner that does not draw accusations from radical elements, but strengthens the peace.

Somalia
   Problem
Somalia continues to 
experience a massive 
humanitarian crisis, 
with 1.45 million people 
internally displaced and 
more than 2 million—27 
percent of the total 
population—needing 
assistance. This situation 
results from intensified 
fighting in 2010 between 
the internationally-
backed Transitional 
Federal Government 
(TFG) and armed 
opposition groups, 
mainly Al Shabaab. While 
the north is relatively 
stable, humanitarian 
organizations have 
little to no access to 
the southern part of 
the country. According 
to the UN Office for 
the Coordination of 
Humanitarian Affairs, 
access has reached its 
lowest point since 2006 
and eight international 
aid organizations have 
been expelled since 
January 2010.
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Background
Somalia has some of the lowest development and humani-
tarian indicators in the world following nineteen years of 
conflict and insecurity. However, the crisis has never been 
as acute as it is today: a direct consequence of the con-
flict that ensued following the arrival of Ethiopian troops 
in January 2007. The conflict has spread from Mogadishu 
to most parts of South and Central Somalia, involving the 
TFG and principally al-Shabab, an Islamic group that con-
trols most of the southern part of the country. The U.S. is 
perceived as playing an important role in the conflict by 
financially supporting the TFG and through several counter-
terrorism operations targeting alleged Al-Qaeda operatives 
over the past three years.

As the conflict rages on with no clear end in sight, the 
Somali people bear the brunt of the violence. Accord-
ing to the United Nations, the number of people needing 
humanitarian assistance is approximately 2 million people, 
or 27 percent of the Somali population. Just under 1.5 mil-
lion people are displaced within the country. Throughout 
the recent conflict, Somalia’s civilians have been the vic-
tims of human rights abuses and violations of international 
humanitarian law committed by all parties to the conflict, 
including rape, extra-judicial executions, arbitrary deten-
tion, and indiscriminate and disproportionate attacks on 
civilians and their property.

Lawlessness extends along Somalia’s extensive coast-
line, making these critical shipping lanes the most danger-
ous in the world. Somali pirates have held hundred of sea-
farers and dozens of ships hostage, collecting millions in 
ransom to fuel their attacks.

AMISOM, the African Union peacekeeping force, has 
been protecting the TFG institutions in Mogadishu. The 
force, now numbering 7,200 troops from Uganda and 

Burundi, has been under increasing attacks by al Shabaab. 
Al Shabaab has been accused of shelling populated areas 
of Mogadishu, resulting in civilian casualties. Previous expe-
rience in Somalia with both UN and U.S. forces testifies to 
the difficulties of deploying an external peacekeeping force 
when there is no political process or peace to keep.

Regional context
The Horn of Africa is beset with closely interlinked 

humanitarian crises and unresolved or ongoing conflicts. 
Civilians’ lives are at risk as the threat of war looms and 
the lack of adequate rainfall and crop production damp-
ens prospects for stability and economic growth. Ongoing 
political tensions and economic fragility in Eritrea, Ethiopia 
and Somalia are weakening the region’s ability to cope with 
crises and mitigate further suffering. From the ten-year 
diplomatic stalemate between Eritrea and Ethiopia, to the 
long-standing humanitarian catastrophe in Somalia, the 
region is beset by protracted problems. Humanitarian aid 
operations in the Horn are under threat not only due to the 
ongoing insecurity, but also because of counter insurgency 
and political activities that create the perception that aid 
actors are politically involved.

In Ethiopia and Somalia, nearly 14 million people need 
humanitarian assistance.1 The ongoing conflict, violence, 
destabilizing role of foreign actors and failure to provide 
adequate humanitarian assistance has resulted in the death 
of hundreds of thousands and millions displaced from their 
homes. The Horn of Africa is caught in a dangerous cycle 
of warfare and massive displacement, yet prospects for 
peace and long-term development do still exist.

1 Approximate figures, includes 5 million on emergency assistance in 
Ethiopia; 7 million in the PSNP in Ethiopia, and 2 million in Somalia
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Recommendations & Actions
To consolidate the peace, the Sri Lankan Government must take all necessary steps to pro-
tect the rights of civilians, rebuild devastated communities as quickly as possible, and allow 
all citizens the opportunity to participate fully in the political, economic and social life of the 
country. The U.S. and the international community should provide full diplomatic and financial 
support for such efforts. These should include holding the Sri Lankan Government account-
able for meeting its human rights and international humanitarian law obligations, including the 
free movement of displaced civilians and their safe and timely returns to their communities. 
If the Government of Sri Lanka is unwilling to address humanitarian and human rights con-
cerns, the U.S. should support an impartial investigation into violations of international rights 
and humanitarian law, including continued support for the UN advisory panel on war crimes 
and maintain Sri Lanka’s ineligibility for a Millennium Challenge Compact.

• Push for full access by International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and mandated 
UN agencies to the approximately 28,000 internally displaced persons who remain at 
detention facilities and camps. 

• Help ensure NGOs have full humanitarian access and can deliver assistance consistent 
with international standards;

• Ensure that U.S. security assistance does not contribute directly or indirectly to human 
rights violations against civilians;

• Ensure provision of peace-building and psychosocial support programs for communities 
in Sri Lanka, in order to support recovery efforts and prevent a return to conflict. 

• Urge special attention to the protection needs of former child soldiers who must be 
appropriately identified, cared for and re-integrated into their communities;

• Ensure U.S. humanitarian and development assistance supports national reconciliation, 
the early and safe return of internally displaced civilians and the timely restoration of 
livelihoods; and 

• Work with the Government of Sri Lanka and the Government of India and other host gov-
ernments to ensure that the rights of Sri Lankan refugees are fully protected and none 
are involuntary returned.

Results
Sustained, high-level engagement by the United States, bilaterally and multilat-
erally, will increase the chances that the Sri Lankan Government will capitalize 
on its military victory to build a united country—one that protects the rights of 
all citizens and serves as a stabilizing factor in the region.

Sri Lanka
    Problem
After 26 years of civil 
war, the Government 
of Sri Lanka declared 
victory over the 
Liberation Tigers of 
Tamil Eelam (LTTE) 
in May 2009. The 
war killed tens of 
thousands of civilians 
and displaced many 
more. The final military 
campaign devastated 
the north and left more 
than 250,000 people 
displaced. Sri Lanka 
is at a crossroads. 
The government has 
a historic opportunity 
to foster reconciliation 
and build a sustainable 
peace if it tackles a 
range of humanitarian 
and human rights 
issues.
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Background
The conflict between the Government of Sri Lanka and 
the rebel Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) raged for 
26 years. It began with an outbreak of communal violence 
between the island’s Sinhala majority and the Tamil minor-
ity, and was exacerbated by ethnic tensions and significant 
economic disparities along ethnic and geographic fault 
lines. The LTTE was designated a terrorist organization by 
the United States in 1997. Both sides have been accused 
of human rights violations and a disregard for the protec-
tion of civilians. 

After a hard-fought campaign that displaced close to 
200,000 civilians, the government re-established control 
over Tamil areas in the eastern part of the country in 2007. 
A military offensive launched in 2008 against rebel strong-
holds in the north ended with a government victory in May 
2009. The final months of fighting in the north devastated 
communities, killed or permanently disabled thousands of 
civilians and left hundreds of thousands displaced. The 
LTTE used civilians as human shields and the government 
generally ignored calls from the international community 
for humanitarian ceasefires to allow aid to reach those at 
risk. At the height of the government’s military offensive, it 
declared certain areas off limits to virtually all humanitarian 
organizations, including UN agencies, and to journalists. 
In other conflict-affected areas, access was limited and 
irregular. Reports from the conflict zone indicated that the 
civilian population suffered severely from military bombard-
ment, widespread human rights violations by both sides, 
and a lack of food, water, shelter and medical assistance.

In the initial period after the government’s victory decla-
ration, there were concerns about the inadequacy of pro-
tection or services offered by the government, freedom of 
movement for Internally Displaced Persons was restricted, 
and there were reports of disappearances at registration 
points and from the camps themselves, including the dis-
appearance of children. Serious concerns remain about the 
fate of former child soldiers conscripted by the LTTE and 
reported abductions by paramilitary groups inside and out-
side IDP camps. More recently, freedom of movement for 
IDPs has improved and an international monitoring process 
for family reunification has been established.

Meanwhile, in the eastern part of the country, an uneasy 
peace prevails. Tensions remain high over land rights and 
political power. Many formerly displaced persons still can-
not resume their livelihoods. There have been outbreaks 
of violence within and among factions, and concerns have 

been raised about impunity for killings and disappearances: 
many at the hands of government forces or their support-
ers. There are disturbing reports indicating ongoing recruit-
ment and re-recruitment of children by paramilitary groups 
in the eastern districts of Batticaloa and Trincomalee.

During the final phases of the conflict, the U.S. repeatedly 
expressed its concerns about the humanitarian and human 
rights situation in the country. The Millennium Challenge 
Corporation suspended more than $11 million intended for 
Sri Lanka in FY2008 because of deteriorating security and 
concerns about the government’s human rights record. 
There are concerns that U.S. bilateral security assistance 
for military training and equipment may contribute to vio-
lence against civilians.

With the cessation of fighting in the north, there is an 
opportunity for the Sri Lankan Government to chart a new 
course for the country. Unfortunately, initial responses by 
the government, including the indefinite extension of the 
state of emergency and the resistance to open and inde-
pendent investigations of human rights violations, are not 
encouraging. The presidential election held in January 
2010 and parliamentary elections in April 2010 solidified 
the power of the country’s ruling party. Despite a May 2010 
announcement from the Sri Lankan Government to estab-
lish the Lessons Learnt and Reconciliation Commission 
(LLRC), progress has been slow on Sri Lanka’s inquiry into 
abuses at the end of the conflict. In October 2010, Human 
Rights Watch, Amnesty International and the International 
Crisis Group turned down the Government of Sri Lanka’s 
invitation to appear before the LLRC, due to the flaws in its 
structure and mandate and its operation against a “back-
drop of government failure to address impunity and con-
tinuing human rights abuses.”

The immediate imperative is to ensure that the human 
rights of all displaced persons in the north are fully protected 
and that humanitarian assistance reaches those in urgent 
need. In the short term, the U.S. and international com-
munity should join together to hold Sri Lanka accountable 
for its adherence to the internationally accepted Guiding 
Principles on Internal Displacement. The Sri Lankan Gov-
ernment should also be pressed to begin quickly to under-
take a long-term national reconciliation and development 
effort that fully engages minority communities throughout 
the country and addresses their legitimate political and eco-
nomic aspirations. The U.S. and international community 
should stand ready to make diplomatic intervention and to 
provide the needed external resources in order to encour-
age the Sri Lankan Government to choose this path.
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Sudan

Results
The steps outlined above will ensure that existing efforts address the root 
causes of conflict and provide civilians with the protection and humanitarian 
assistance they need. These steps will also provide support to prevent the col-
lapse of the CPA and move towards a viable peace agreement in Darfur. 

Recommendations & Actions
The U.S. Government should maintain robust engagement with Sudan in 2011. The referenda 
and their outcomes, and the deteriorating situation in Darfur, will place major demands on 
U.S. diplomatic and development capacities. Regardless of the secession decision, there will 
be significant issues to be resolved between North and South; and the South will need major 
assistance to rebuild a functioning society. In Darfur, the peace process will need support 
and the war-ravaged population will continue to face enormous basic needs. Note that the 
publication of this document coincides the January 2011 referenda, after which InterAction’s 
Sudan Working Group will make further recommendations. However, at this time, U.S. policy-
makers should take the following actions to advance peace and recovery across Sudan:

• Continue to focus robust financial and staff resources on the Sudanese peace process. 
The presence of a full-time special envoy with ample staff support has significantly 
improved the scope and coherence of U.S. engagement with Sudan. And the surge of 
diplomatic staff across Southern Sudan will provide critical capacity during the post-ref-
erendum period. This enhanced diplomatic posture should be maintained through 2011.

• Respond to humanitarian needs and build the capacity of Southern Sudanese institutions, 
while expanding their focus beyond the center and out to the state and county levels.

• In Darfur, continue to pursue a viable peace agreement while working with stakeholders 
to improve security and engage civil society in the peace process.

• Protect the citizens of Darfur by strongly supporting humanitarian access and ensuring 
that internally displaced persons (IDPs) can make free and voluntary choices about their 
movements and personal security.

• In the Three Areas, support the peaceful implementation of the CPA provisions on final 
status, support a developmental peace dividend, mitigate potential flashpoints and 
address structural drivers of conflict.

• Ensure peacekeeping missions in Dafur and the South (UNAMID/UNMIS) receive the 
support and resources needed to properly execute their mandates, and press UNAMID 
to prioritize protecting humanitarian actors. 

• Adequately fund the UN Humanitarian Air Service, which provides essential transport for 
aid workers in Sudan. 

• Pressure the Government of Sudan to increase humanitarian access to the East and 
increase humanitarian and development funding for this area. 

   Problem
The 2005 
Comprehensive Peace 
Agreement (CPA) sought 
to end decades of war 
in south Sudan, but its 
implementation has 
been extremely slow 
and will expire in early 
2011 with the referenda 
on Southern secession 
and the status of the 
disputed Abyei region. 
Southern Sudan and 
Abyei will face major 
challenges regardless 
of the outcome of the 
referenda. Meanwhile, 
the peace process in 
Darfur continues to 
founder as security in 
the region declines; and 
the peace agreement in 
eastern Sudan remains 
fragile. This puts 
Sudan on a tenuous 
footing in 2011, with 
multiple prospects of 
serious violence and 
humanitarian crises.
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Background
Sudan, Africa’s largest country, has been wracked by vio-
lent conflict for much of its independent history, with related 
problems of poor governance, chronic poverty and weak 
infrastructure. The unequal distribution of its oil wealth and 
violent competition over increasingly scarce land, grazing 
and water resources fuel much of Sudan’s conflicts.

The 22-year civil war in the south killed 2 million people 
and left over 4 million displaced. In 2005, the Government 
of Sudan and the Sudanese People’s Liberation Move-
ment/Army signed the Comprehensive Peace Agreement. 
The CPA will expire in 2011 with the referenda on South-
ern secession and the status of the disputed, oil-rich Abyei 
region both of which are scheduled for January 9. The 
parties to the CPA have managed to maintain the peace 
without implementing many portions of it, including critical 
preparatory steps for the referenda and the formulation of a 
permanent agreement on sharing of oil revenue. While the 
UN Mission in Sudan (UNMIS) deployed a peacekeeping 
force to support the implementation of the CPA, the May 
2008 flare-up in Abyei demonstrated their weak capacity 
to protect civilians. In January 2011, the eyes of the world 
will be on Sudan as the outcome of the referenda is likely to 
be highly contested and the likelihood of violence is high.

An estimated 2 million southern Sudanese have returned 
home since 2004, but only a fraction have access to basic 
services, such as clean water, primary health care, edu-
cation and the creation of livelihoods. Failure to address 
reintegration and recovery needs throughout Sudan—both 
because of weak governance and ineffective international 
assistance mechanisms—has generated frustration and 
exacerbated communal tensions. This, in turn, has con-
tributed to fears that even if the referenda are carried out 
peacefully in January 2011, there could be an outbreak of 
violence among southern Sudanese in the aftermath.

The Eastern Sudan Peace Agreement (ESPA) ended fight-
ing between the government and the Eastern Front in 2006 
but remains fragile. While the eastern region is among the 
most marginalized regions in Sudan with morbidity rates 
as high as those found in Darfur, few international NGOs 
work there and little information on humanitarian conditions 
exists. Increased humanitarian and development funding is 
needed for this neglected region’s recovery.

Six years into the crisis in Darfur, protection, assistance 

and sustainable peace remain out of reach for Darfur’s peo-
ple. More than 4.5 million are affected by the conflict and 
receive humanitarian assistance. Conditions for aid work-
ers have deteriorated in recent years, culminating in the 
unprecedented expulsion of 16 international and national 
aid agencies in March 2009. Humanitarian access has dra-
matically decreased due to violence by various parties to 
the conflict, incendiary language by government officials 
and bureaucratic impediments imposed by the Govern-
ment of Sudan.

The dire situation continues despite the world’s largest 
humanitarian operation on the ground and unparalleled 
grassroots mobilization, particularly in the United States. 
The best model for reconciliation in Darfur is the best model 
for the country as a whole: the CPA. It is crucial that this 
landmark agreement be vigorously supported for the cred-
ibility and legitimacy of any political negotiation going for-
ward with the Government of Sudan. After the failure of 
numerous ceasefire agreements, the world responded to 
the crisis in Darfur by sending peacekeeping forces to pro-
tect civilians and facilitate humanitarian assistance; first the 
African Union in 2004, and now the United Nations-African 
Union hybrid mission (UNAMID). Yet almost a year and a 
half into its deployment and with 68 percent of its military 
personnel in country, UNAMID has struggled to provide 
adequate protection to the people of Darfur. The force 
lacks critical equipment, personnel and training resources: 
leaving the people of Darfur, humanitarian agencies and 
even its own peacekeepers vulnerable to ongoing attacks 
and extreme violence. 

While not the only cause, the continuation of the Darfur 
crisis is linked to the past failure of the U.S. and others to 
treat the challenges in Sudan as interconnected. Sustain-
able peace in Darfur hinges on implementation of the CPA 
and ESPA. The CPA and ESPA include power sharing, 
wealth sharing and security provisions that, if implemented, 
could contribute to the decentralization and democratization 
of Sudan and therefore address some of the root causes 
of Darfur’s crisis. Conversely, failure to implement these 
agreements could result in a return to numerous localized 
conflicts or even large-scale conflict across Sudan. Recov-
ery and reconstruction assistance for the transitional areas 
along Sudan’s contentious north-south border and for East-
ern Sudan has not met community needs or expectations. 
As a result, peace in the south and east remains fragile.
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Organization URL
Action Against Hunger (USA) www.actionagainsthunger.org
Adventist Development and Relief Agency International www.adra.org
African Medical & Research Foundation, Inc. www.amref.org 
Africare www.africare.org 
Aga Khan Foundation USA www.akdn.org/AKF
Air Serv International www.airserv.org 
Alliance to End Hunger www.alliancetoendhunger.org
American Friends Service Committee www.afsc.org
American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee www.jdc.org
American Jewish World Service www.ajws.org
American Near East Refugee Aid www.anera.org
American Red Cross International Services www.redcross.org
American Refugee Committee www.archq.org
Americares www.americares.org
America’s Development Foundation www.adfusa.org
Ananda Marga Universal Relief Team www.amurt.net
Baptist World Alliance/Baptist World Aid www.bwanet.org
Brother’s Brother Foundation, The www.brothersbrother.org
Campaign for Innocent Victims in Conflict (CIVIC) www.civicworldwide.org
CARE www.care.org
Catholic Relief Services www.crs.org
CHF International www.chfinternational.org
ChildFund International www.christianchildrensfund.org
Christian Reformed World Relief Committee www.crwrc.org
Church World Service www.churchworldservice.org
CONCERN Worldwide US Inc. www.concernusa.org
Congressional Hunger Center www.hungercenter.org
Counterpart International, Inc. www.counterpart.org
Direct Relief International www.directrelief.org
Episcopal Relief and Development www.er-d.org
Ethiopian Community Development Council www.ecdcinternational.org
Food for the Hungry www.fh.org
Friends of ACTED www.acted.org
Handicap International www.handicap-international.us
Heart to Heart International www.hearttoheart.org
Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society www.hias.org
International Catholic Migration Commission www.icmc.net
International Medical Corps www.imcworldwide.org
International Orthodox Christian Charities www.iocc.org
International Relief and Development www.ird-dc.org
International Relief Teams www.irteams.org
International Rescue Committee www.theIRC.org
Islamic Relief www.irw.org
Jesuit Refugee Service/USA www.jrsusa.org
Korean American Sharing Movement www.kasm.org
Latter-day Saint Charities www.providentliving.org
Lutheran World Relief www.lwr.org
MAP International www.map.org
Mercy Corps www.mercycorps.org
Mercy-USA for Aid and Development, Inc. www.mercyusa.org
National Peace Corps Association www.rpcv.org
Operation USA www.opusa.org
Oxfam America www.oxfamamerica.org
Presbyterian Disaster Assistance and Hunger Program www.pcusa.org



Organization URL
Refugees International www.refugeesinternational.org
RELIEF International www.ri.org
Salvation Army World Service Office, The www.sawso.org
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org
Trickle Up Program, The www.trickleup.org
U.S. Association for the UN High Commissioner  

for Refugees
www.unrefugees.org

U.S. Fund for UNICEF www.unicefusa.org
United Methodist Committee on Relief www.umcor.org
World Concern www.worldconcern.org
World Relief Corporation www.worldrelief.org
World Vision www.worldvision.org


