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A STUDY OF SOME KEY USAID JOBS

''The chief aim of this study has been to determine the detailed
furictiohs of Pour key positions in the overseas missions of the Agency
for International Development, and to delineate the difficulties,
problems and obstecles involved in carrying out these functions. This
knowledge, together with informetion ebout requirements normally derivable
- from 1t, is basic to all personnel operations which must be accomplished
in order to provide the right people in the right place at the right
time, While it was recognized from the outset that the functions and
. problems in any particular position would tend to differ from mission
to mission, it was believed that a basic core of functions could be
:I.déhﬁfied, and that analysis of the situational characteristics pro- |
duéing ;d‘.ifferences among missions could be combined with the core _
findings to provide a realistic basis for refining the Agency's personnel
operations. |

_ A second purpose of the study was to test the feasibility of using
questionnaires to obtain velid and reliable job information, by comparing
quegtionnaire data with information derived from the more costly methods

of lnterviews and observation. Because of changed circumstances the
Agency requested that this phase of the stvdy not be completed.

Procedures

The four.positions studied were chosen: by: Agency;officials. The
positions are: a) -Deputy Director - chosen because of his central
manéggqent position, b) Program Officer - representing the key program



“position, ©J VIV asion . Ch:!.efl - representing develgpmenb and management
: Jg S Hl».i‘ﬁ 3 bf*“’ i g W

ffof :I.eld proJects end d)’ Executive Officer - chosen because of his
] 1mp ‘:t‘,'on efficiency and morale.

The basic data-collection procedure consisted of extensive inter-
views and observation in selecteéf’iﬁée‘ions. Interview time for each Job
a\fereged, approximetely 60, hours per mission, including both interviews
with the incumbent end his superiors, subordinates, colleagues and other
essocigtes. One full day wes devoted to observation only, and other
observations were made in the course of interviewing.

. Original plans called for the use of questionnaires to validate
‘the information derived from interview and observation data. This was to
have included the systematic collection of information gbout frequency
of 'specified functions and vroblems arid the perceived importance of the
several job functions. However, the revised scope of work prevented this.

‘I‘he missions to be visited for interviews were selected by Agency
officials. The original plan called for selecting between fifteen and
twenty missions judged to be the most effective and approximately the

" game number Judged to be the least effective. These evaluations of
missions were not made known to any project personnel. It was intended
‘to correlete such characteristics as mission organization, relative
. emphasis of the several job functions, modes of accomplishing duties,

reletionships among mission personnel and types of problems encountered in
the mission in the key jobs,with mission effectiveness. Among other

1Origina11y the job specified was that of Chief Education Advisor;
this' was later expanded: ter include other specialties as well.
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charactéristics to'be tested were size, progrem emphasis, type of
1eadership, history of ‘mission, culture of the host’ country, and pclitical
factors. ‘However, at “the Ageney's request, e total of twelve missicns
was" visited, and analysis on the’ basis of mission effectiveness and
mission’ type was necesserily dbandoned.

Interviewers asked informants to describe their responsibilities,
the manner in which they discharged these responsibilities in diverse
circumstsnces, and the difficulties and problems they encountered_in
performing their tasks. Throughout, and particularly with regard to
difficulties and problems, incumbents and their associates were asked to
provide critical incidents: examples of effective and ineffective behavior
aessociated with the difficult aspects of the tasks or with special
problems that had to be solved in order to accomplish & basic goal or a
personal intention. This constituted an important element in the inter-
view procedure, since it provided the means for obteining factual
accounts of specific behaviors which promoted or hindered the attainment
of individual or mission goels. It 1s a technique which minimizes personal
bias, since it calls for descriptions of actual occurrences rather than

general opinions.

In additicn to the above topics, an extensive set of questions was
asked gbout personal attributes, skills, talents, lknowledges, attitudes,
and hebits which had been hypothesized beforehand to be important to
success in the four key jobs., These hypotheses were derived from prior
research on overseas work end from knowledge of AID organization,
policies and procedures acquired in the early phase of the study. Incum-
bents were also asked for information about their past experlence,
education and training, and for thelr opinions concerning attributes
desireble for their Jobs. In short, data were obtained concerning
responsibilities, factors which tended to meke the jobs difficult, and
background information concerning the qualities required to perform
effectively.



Before interviewers visited‘the missions and while the. data Tt
Rr‘é}ectign&instruments were still'being constructed, informal interviews
weEe’h?ld‘with 8. number of AID staff membeis in Washington, and a.pre=- ..
liminary interview schedule was tested in one mission in Latin Americe..,
Interview teams were given intensive training in the. basic concepts of.
the proJect the use of the interview schedule, and in other interview
and“observation techniques. ‘Interview teams of two (or three) persons
as a°rule consisted of a psychologist ‘and either a political scientist“

or ah’ anthropologist.

. ‘. Interviews were conducted with & total of h9 incumbents and. thelr..
associates in the twelve missions._ It should be recognized that whileu_
Jthe results of this study are based on analysis of extensive data con-
cerning virtually every aspect of mission life and work, it was not
possible (within the curtailed scope of work) to determine with any
degree of confidence how frequently particular situations, problems,
duties, or behaviors occur, or to measure their relative importance.. .
rFurthermore, there is considersble evidence that USAID missions .are so
heterogeneous that the twelve in which interviews were conducted .
probably do not constitute a good sample of the mission population. .
Therefore, in order to avoid the spurious quantification of information
which is not properky quantifiable, the date were subjected to qualitative
analysis by experienced analysts who had ‘worked on similar studies in '
the past. The analysts developed categories of situations, pioblems,
fifictions, tasks, end behaviors which served as & basis for the report
on each\job. ‘Regardless of dbserved frequency, tasks and problems Judged
o' be of fundamental importance were included, as were any issues e ted
by more “than a few people. Seemingly minor issues which vere very rarely
cited and which could be traced to purely local circumstances were[“" R

excluded.



Reports on functions and problems appear in Appendices A through'
D. Also appended are suggestions for training and orientation
(Appendix E); tentative indications of personal attributes which should
be considered in recruitment, selection, and evaluation (Appendix T);
and a discussion of general Agency policies and procedures affecting
the key jobs (Appendix G).

General Findings

The results contained in the appended reports must be viewed as
tentative until the basic information can be validated. It is our belief,
however, that the interviews, which were both lengthy and candid, pro-
vided sufficiently comprehensive and detailed information to merit serious

consideration.

Similarities and Differences in Job Characteristics

Although each of the four jobs varies considerably from mission to
mission, there are major components which are similar in each job.
Moreover, there are common elements of significant magnitude among the
four different jobs.

In all four jobs, incumbents are heavily engaged in the menagement
of other personnel. They are all involved in documentation tasks such
as writing, reviewing,editing, rewriting, and clarifying. In all four
Jjobs, incumbents ure engaged in becoming familiar with old and new
regulations, interpreting unclear regulations and attempting to reconcile
regulations with the practical field situation. All fowr incumbents
are potentially or actually involved in dealing with host nationels
in such situations as negotiating, edvising, training, persuading or
otherwise motivating, and participating in social and ceremonial activities.
They are all concerned with financial matters, including budget planning,
assignment of priorities and calculation of costs. They are also faced



withthe ‘usual environmental factors of overseas 1ifé, including the

diff;éulties of living and working in highly circumseribed communities,

and the various diffi¢ulties “1herent in an underdeveloped country such

| as delays and breekdowns in communications and transportation, equipment
problems, and the lack of services of various kinds.

People in all four jobs are more or less deeply involved in shaping
or modifying the program end in Plamning or carrying out projects.
All are thus concerned with essentially complex intellectual tasks which
require detailed appreciation of a wide variety of phenomena and the
interactions emong them. These tasks include:
(1) Understanding of the concrete implications of abstract language
used in project proposals, plans, agreements, reports, or memorenda.
Planners must be sble to foresee from the languaege of such documents the
necessary actions by the U. S., the host government and other agencies
vhich may be involved in a proposed project.

(2) Prediction of the probable role of the host government, including

a) the support, opposition, or indirrerence of functionally powerful
individuals, based upon the probable geins or losses for these individusls
that are implied by support or opposition to a project or its several
segments; b) the probable understanding and interpretation of asgreements
by host officials and others who will be involved in projects; and

¢) the probable actions by the hosts which affect the availability of
competent personnel, necessary funds, required materials and the pro-
cedures needed for obtaining them.

(3) Accurate conception of the mission's basic ability to accomplish a
project in view of its edministrative, personnel, and program resources,

. (&) Understanding of politicel dynamics and the ability to predict
probable local, U. S. and international political events which may affect
theﬁcourse of the project.



(5) Knowledge of probeble popular response to projects, where relevent,
including differences emong the various ethnic subgroups and social

classes, ete.

(6) Knowledge of specific geographic, economic and social characteris-
tics of the host country which bear directly on project success. This
includes specific knowledge of the kinds of problems which can beset
paxrticular projects as consequences of': a) the lack of institutions,
methods, and procedures which are ordinerily taken for grantedi in
operations in the United States; b) the inadequacy of equipment, the lack
of supplies and repair facilities; c) the difficulties in communication
and transportation; d) personnel inadequacies; e) information lacks
including basic statistical information and information concerning
requirements for adapting existing Western methods to underdeveloped

conditions.

(7) Knowledge of operative U. S. legislation, policy, rulings, regulations,
and procedural directives, and the personal preferences of various U. S.
individuals which will probably affect particular projects.

(8) Specific technicel and financial methods for carrying out projects;
for example, the best ways to construct houses in given localities, the
best procedure for funding a school construction program, the best
accounting methods for particular enterprises, the best organizational
structures for cooperatives.

All of these factors and perhaps others must be considered in pro-
gram and project decisions; they must be differently weighted; conflicts
emong them must be resolved; the impact of each on the others and the
impact of projects on these factors must be calculated, often in
the absence of vital pleces of information.



The four positions also differ sharply. Unique characteristics
of each Job will be discussed below.

1. Deputy Director
Theoretically, the Deputy Director is the incumbent vwho is most

heavily involved in direct general menagement of the mission and mission
personnel. He tends to be more deeply engeged in mission policy, mission
orgenization, interagency reletions, and AID representation, and he has
relatively more contact with high-level host officlals than the other
incumbents. However, there are many variations in the actual role of the
Deputy Director. In some missions, the Deputy is closely allied to the
Director and acts as his "alter ego", cooperating with or substituting for
the Director in dealing with host nationals on major policy issues, formulat-
ing mission policy, recruiting, directing, and supervising key mission
personnel, shaping the substantive program of the mission, and dealing with
major difficulties throughout the mission operation. In other missions, certain
of these activities may not be delegated to the Deputy; for example, in at
least one mission, the Director reserved to himself most of the contacts
with host officials, and made the Deputy responsible for gencral operation
of the mission. In another case, the Deputy and Director were not in
sympathy with one another, and the Deputy was largely preoccupied with "pet
projects" of his own having little relationship to the basic progrem. In
other instances, Deputies, in addition to having general operational
responsibilities, were put in charge of a technical division because of the
absence or insbility of the Division Chief. In some cases, Deputies

were largely occupied by relatively minor orgenizational, financial, and
regulafory matters, taking little part in formulating overall policy, in
shaping the program, or in supervising the mission staff. It must be con-
cluded that in most of the missions in the sample, the Deputy Director's
Job is defined either poorly or not at all, and that in a significant
number of cases, the Director and Deputy have not been able to work out

a role for the Deputy which is satisfactory to both.



. 2. Program Qfficer

The Program Officer's Job also varied from mission to
mission, but to a lesser extent than thet of the Deputy Director. There
wves generally nominal recognition of a standard group of tasks for this
position, whereas no such consensus was found for the Deputy. Theoreti-
cally, the Program Officer is involved in enalysis of economic and socisl
conditions in the host country, determination of development needs,
planning of the substantive progrem or of changes in an existing program,
and integration of the progrem into host efforts and institutions. The
Program Officer, again theoretically, works closely with the Mission
Director in shaping the program or modifying it, and with the Division
Chiefs and their staffs in planning and setting priorities. He also
generally supervises the opefation of the program to ensure conformance
with goals and budgets. All Program Officers in practice as well as
in theory are centrally involved in the preparation of the various basic
documents pertaining to program development and implementation. In
practice the Program Officers have reletively fewer contacts with host
officials than Deputies or Division Chiefs.

The mission variations in this job are chiefly a matter
of the degree to which the incumbent is involved in the several functions,
rather than in the nature of the functions undertaken. In some missions
the Program Officer is almost solely responsible for progrem planning.
More commonly, the Director gives major program guldance and the Program
Officer develops the specific plans, usually with the assistance of
subordinates who are responsible for the details of plans. In another
variant of the job, the Mission Director, the Deputy or others carry
out most of the programming functions, leaving only relatively insigni-
ficant details to the Program Officer.



>;3. Divisi6n Chief

‘The Division Chief, in theory, performs roles similer
to, those of the Mission Director, but within more limited spheres of:
'operation. He or his subo;dinates plan.or modify the program in his
tgchnical area,“he.supervises technicians, he monitors the progress of
ppdjects, he;deals with host nationals in the development of program
: ideas and in the implementation of projects, he troubleshoots projects, -
and participates more or less heavily in overall mission operations and .
planning. Like the Deputy Director, he has representational'and
mansgerial functions; like the Program Officer, he has plenning and
implementation functions; like the Executive Officer, he has administrative
and support functions. In practice, however, few Division Chiefs do all
of these things, and most do only a few of them. 'In the twelve missions
vigited, the activities of the Division Chiefs ranged from elmost total
isolgtion from the mainstream of mission operations to almost full
involvement in these functions. Commonly, the Division Chiefs participated
more or less extensively in project planning and moderately in supervision
of project personnel and progress. Reportedly few interacted to an
appreciable extent with host nationals. Very few served as even occasional
advisors to host national officials. '

. 4. Executive Officer

The Executive Officer's job varied the least among the
twelve missions vwhich were visited. Nearly all Executive Officers were
responsible for approximetely the same kinds of housekeeping and admini-
strative functions including purchasing, transportation, housing, and
supervision of clerical and service personnel. The extent of the incum-
bent's activity varied with the size of the mission. In small missions
the Executive Officers tended to be more directly engaged in each of the
various functions, whereas in larger missions subordinates accomplished

10



the actual.work under the incumbent's supervision. The particular areas
vwhich Executive Officers reserved for themselves or delegeted to others
varied considerably, depending on the Executive Officer's preferences,
availability and competence of local or American subordinate personnel,
and to some extent program emphasis. In general, the Executive Officers!’
modes of operation were found to range between the following two extremes:
a) the Executive Officer was service-oriented, i.e., he attempted to pro-
vide the mission staff with the services, equipment or other support that
they required to the maximum extent péssible, interpreting regulations
and constraints to meet the needs of the individuals in the mission,

or b) he tended to deny services and support to individuals, making
relatively little attempt to obtain or provide them or to overcome
obstacles which prevented satisfactory service, end was apt to cite or
interpret regulations which served to justify his orientation.

Difficulties and Problems

In all four Jo;ns,incumbents were perturbed by a lack of definition
of their actual responsibilities. This problem was most severe for the
Deputy Director and least troublesome for the Executive Officer. In all
four jobs,the incumbents were troubled by ebsence or ambiguity of policy
information. There were cases in which the Director, the Deputy Director
or the Program Officer disagreed sbout the interpretation of policy
concerning major program emphasis. Differences in interpretation of
major policy between the Program Officer and one or more Division Chiefs
appear to be common. Again, the Executive Officer is apparently least
troubled by this problem. In all four jobs,inczumbents found it difficult
to keep up with regulations. Incumbents were troubled by the poor per-
formance of other Americans, and almost without exception,by difficulties
of some sort with host nationals. All incumbents were faced with the



ngdamenpal,problem;of a lack of objective criteria for determining
prggramg and projects which would be .most beneficiel in particular
circumstances. They found it difficult to assign priorities

objectively among various projects. Furthermore, they found it difficult
to determine the procedures or methods which would achieve accepted
project goals most effectively and efficiently in specific circumstances.
Finally, they found it difficult to evaluate project performance in

specific circumstances.

Since USAID programs typically cover a wide variety of technical
areas, and appropriate technically qualified personnel are frequently
not avallable, all four incumbents necessarily make decisions in techni-
cal matters outside their owm professionsl specialties. This gives
rise to two further problems. Altercations arise with technical
specialists whose judgments are questioned, and obviously, where techni-
cal decisions are made in the absence of technical expertise, the likeli-
hood of error increases. The ensuing problems further complicate these

Jobs.

There is also a general problem in dealing with high officials of
host governments. Speaking very broadly, AID personnel, particularly
Division Chiefs and Progrém Officers, are technical functionaries whose
competence tends to be limited to particular bodies of technical know-
ledge. Quite to the contrary, most host officiels, particularly those
at the upper levels, are basically politicians - men whose expertise
lies in the control of individuals and groups, and in a knowledge of
the mechanics and dynemics of power end position. The outlooks
and intellectual habite of two such disparate groups may differ sharply,
and this may explain some of the difficulty which USAID employees report
in dealing with host officials. The problem is perheps further com-
pounded by the possibility that host officials may in fact be more per-
ceptive, quicker to learn and quicker to see implications than some

12



Americans who are working overseas. Furthermore, Ameficans, coming from
& tradition where objectivity is highly valued, may tend to take a

more impersonal view of any particular event or situation than host
ngtionals, many of. whom traditionally place high value on personal
influence and relationships. In the final analysis, the average incum-
bent may be ill-matched with the elite of host societies in the political
arts wuich govern eaid efforts. The profound effects of such differences
on relations between Americans and their hosts and on the success of
Americen efforts overseas cannot be lightly'discounted.

A pivotal administrative problem affecting all jobs is the
existence of two personnel evaluation systems: the formal and the
informal. The informal system, which is apparently preferred by most
incumbents, is both a result of the shortcomings of the formal system,
and an obstacle to its improvement. For example, almost no one is given
an efficiency rating below "4", largely due to the resentment often felt
by subordinates who have been given low ratings, and the consequent
difficulty in working with them. This means that the formal rating haes
little effect in eliminating inadequate personnel from the field of
candidates available to fill an open position. Thus hiring decisions
have come to depend upon the informal system of evaluations by former
co-workers. An incumbent therefore must rely heavily on the
recommendations of his co-workers in obtaining reassignments. This
mekes & rater reluctént to rate a subordinete low, because the subordi-
nate's opinion of him may influence the next assignment of the rater.

If the rater develops a wide reputation for giving low ratings, he may
find it difficult to obtain a desirable reassignmment.

The complicated informal system of "connections" and "guerdian
angels” is viewed by incumbents both favorably and unfavorably. On the
one hand, it often provides personnel informstion not otherwise available

13



énd:to some. extent it protects people sgainst arbitrary judghents. On
the other hand, it mekes it possible for inadequate but influential
people to continue in their jobs, it diminishes the authority of mission
administrators, it leaves people without influence unprotected, and it
promotes the -tendency to let :personel considerations compete with or

override substantive requirements.

Both the shortcomings of the formal system and the existence of the
informal system stem in part from several other more fundamental diffi-
culties. First is the fact that objective criteria of successful per-
formance in the various Jobs have generally not been identified, making
it necessary to base evaluations in large part on well- or ill-founded:
subjective personal opinion, often highly clouded by irrelevant considera-
tions, often lacking in many essential elements. Second is the fact
that the upper -echelons of any large organization, particularly of an
organization which is decentralized, must conduct their personnel
evaluations remotely and must rely on the quelity of their designated
Judges. The administrators, managers and all others who are concerned
with evaluation of performance at a distance must deal with filtered
information, and few checks exist for minimizing subjectivity.

Third, the Agency's historic instability and its inherent need
for changes in program emphasis, shifts in fund allocation and geographic
concentration, and revisions in implementation methods, all combine to
produce a’significant degree of Job insecurity and a need for administra-
tive freedom of action. Both of these factors tend to strengthen the
development of informal channels of influence, since the job incumbent
needs protection and the administrator needs latitude in personnel
decisions. Fourth, meny people overseas feel they are at e serious
disadvantage in the job market since they are out of touch with their

)



normal Americen job community. If they leave AID voluntarily, or are
dismissed, they face the prospect of having to look for & job, possibly
in the sbsence of a current income, in a market wvhere they are often
thought to have lost touch with current developments in their professions.
For these people, Job sécprity and concerns 6ver impending assignments
are of particular importance.

Tmprovement in the evaluation system will depend ultimately on:
a) careful identification of the critical elements of performance,
b) delineation of the realistic circumstances vhich may prevent successful
performance in each job, c) the ‘establishment of a procedure which forces
evalustors to attend to each of these critical elements and mitigating
- e¢ircumstences, and d) the use of procedures vhereby the persons vho are
being evaluated are given the protection of two or more thoroughly
independent judgments (rather than the group opinion of an establishment).
Perhaps the Agency should explore the possibility of employing those
elements of the informel system which can contribute to a more effective

evaluation procedure.

Concluding Remarks

In this brief covering report,we have attempted to highlight some
of the essentisl similarities and differences emong the jobs studied,
end to indicete some salient problems end difficulties which are encountered
in all or most of the jobs. A detailed description of activities,
problems and obstacles is contained in the individual job reports (Appendices
A-D). Although no single individual is beset by all the difficulties
cited, most incumbents are confronted with pervasive and fundemental
obstacles to job performance. The Executive Officer's job, although
sometimes exceedingly difficult, can be accomplished more or less
successfully. However, under existing conditions, it must be seriously
questioned whether the other three jobs, as conceived by incumbents,
can generally be accomplished effectively.

15



In.view of the foregoing, it is apparent that extensive changes
argfgéqpired if performance is to be improved. The structure of the
missions and of some of the jobs should be changed. Some of the legisla-
tive and policy constraints within which missions must operate should be
liberalized. Management in general, and personnel operations in parti~
cular, should strive to form and maintain in each mission a team of
highly taelented and functionally cooperative individuals. The variety,
amount, and caliber of supporting talent which each senior officer can
command should be incressed. Policy coordination between Vashington
vaﬁd the field, and Washington's support of the missions at the operating
' ievels, must be improved. The effects of these changes, no matter how
extensive, will of course be limited unless the physical, economic, and
political conditions of host countries, and the inclinations of host
politicians, bureaucrats, and populations are favorasble to the efforts
of the United States.

In brief, vhat is needed is an extraordinarily high level of
individual talent, operating in an extremely intricate team enterprise,
under the best situational circumstances; these teams must be given
the highest order of political, financial, material and personnel support,
if their talents are not to be wasted.
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